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Abstract

In this paper, we explore a quantitative approach to querying
inconsistent description logic knowledge bases. We consider
weighted knowledge bases in which both axioms and asser-
tions have (possibly infinite) weights, which are used to as-
sign a cost to each interpretation based upon the axioms and
assertions it violates. Two notions of certain and possible an-
swer are defined by either considering interpretations whose
cost does not exceed a given bound or restricting attention
to optimal-cost interpretations. Our main contribution is a
comprehensive analysis of the combined and data complexity
of bounded cost satisfiability and certain and possible answer
recognition, for description logics between EL⊥ and ALCO.

1 Introduction

Ontology-mediated query answering (OMQA) is a frame-
work for improving data access through the use of an on-
tology, which has been extensively studied by the KR and
database communities (Poggi et al. 2008; Bienvenu and Or-
tiz 2015; Xiao et al. 2018). Much of the work on OMQA
considers ontologies formulated in description logics (DLs)
(Baader et al. 2017). In the DL setting, OMQA consists
in finding the answers that are logically entailed from the
knowledge base (KB), consisting of the ABox (data) and
TBox (ontology). Due to the use of classical first-order se-
mantics, whereby everything is entailed from a contradic-
tion, classical OMQA semantics fails to provide informative
answers when the KB is inconsistent.

The issue of handling inconsistencies, or more gener-
ally unwanted consequences, in DL KBs has been explored
from many angles. One solution is to modify the KB in
order to render it consistent, and there has been signifi-
cant research on how to aid users in the debugging process,
e.g. by generating justifications that pinpoint the sources
of the inconsistency (Parsia, Sirin, and Kalyanpur 2005;
Peñaloza 2020). This line of work mostly focuses on help-
ing knowledge engineers to debug the TBox before de-
ployment in applications, but some recent work specifi-
cally target ABoxes (Baader and Kriegel 2022). How-
ever, in an OMQA setting, where the ABox can be very
large and subject to frequent updates, it is unrealistic to
assume that we can always restore consistency. This has
motivated a substantial line of research on inconsistency-
tolerant semantics to obtain meaningful answers from in-

consistent KBs, surveyed in (Bienvenu and Bourgaux 2016;
Bienvenu 2020). Many of these semantics are based upon re-
pairs, defined as inclusion-maximal subsets of the ABox that
are consistent w.r.t. the TBox. Two of the most commonly
considered repair semantics are the AR semantics (Lembo
et al. 2010), which asks for those answers that hold in ev-
ery repair, and the brave semantics (Bienvenu and Rosati
2013), which considers those answers that hold in at least
one repair. Note that the work on repair-based semantics
typically assumes that the TBox is reliable, which is why re-
pairs are subsets of the ABox, with the TBox left untouched.
A notable exception is the work of Eiter, Lukasiewicz, and
Predoiu (2016), which considers generalized notions of re-
pair for existential rule ontologies composed of hard and soft
rules, in which contradictions may be resolved by removing
or minimally violating soft rules.

In this paper, we explore a novel quantitative approach
to querying inconsistent description logic KBs, which
combines the idea of soft ontology axioms from (Eiter,
Lukasiewicz, and Predoiu 2016) with a recent cost-based ap-
proach to repairing databases w.r.t. soft constraints (Carmeli
et al. 2021). The idea is to associate with every TBox axiom
and ABox assertion a (possibly infinite) weight. ‘Hard’ ax-
ioms and assertions, which must be satisfied, are assigned a
weight of ∞, and the remaining ‘soft’ axioms and assertions
are assigned weights based upon their reliability, with higher
weights indicating greater trust. The cost of an interpretation
is defined by taking into account the number of violations of
an axiom (assertions can be violated at most once) and the
weights of the violated axioms and assertions. When de-
termining the query answers, we shall use the cost to select
a set of interpretations, either by considering all interpreta-
tions whose cost is below a given threshold, or considering
only those interpretations having an optimal (i.e. minimum)
cost. We shall then consider both the certain answers, which
hold in all of the selected interpretations, and the possible
answers, which hold w.r.t. at least one selected interpreta-
tion. When restricted to consistent KBs, the optimal-cost
certain and possible semantics coincide with the classical
certain and possible answer semantics, cf. (Andolfi et al.
2024). By varying the cost bounds, we can identify answers
that are robust (i.e. hold not only in all optimal-cost interpre-
tations but also ‘close-to-optimal’ ones) or rank candidate
answers based upon their incompatibility with the KB.
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We perform a comprehensive analysis of the complex-
ity of the main decision problems in our setting, namely,
bounded-cost satisfiability of weighted KBs and recogni-
tion of certain and possible answers w.r.t. the set of k-cost-
bounded or optimal-cost interpretations. Our study covers
lightweight and expressive description logics, ranging from
EL⊥ to ALCO, and queries given either as instance (IQs) or
conjunctive queries (CQs). We consider both the combined
and data complexity measures, as well as the impact of unary
and binary encodings of the cost bound and weights. Our
results are summarized in Table 1. For combined complex-
ity, most problems are EXPTIME-complete, except for those
involving certain answers to CQs, which are 2EXPTIME-
complete. For data complexity, we identify problems which
are (co)NP-complete, Θp

2-complete, and ∆p
2-complete1, de-

pending on the encoding and maximal value of the weights.

The paper is organized as follows. Following the prelim-
inaries in Section 2, we introduce in Section 3 our formal
framework and the associated decision problems. Sections
4 and 5 present respectively our combined and data com-
plexity results. We discuss related work in Section 6 and
conclude in Section 7 with some directions for future work.
Omitted proofs are provided in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries

We briefly recall the syntax and semantics of DL.

Syntax A DL knowledge base (KB) K = 〈T ,A〉 consists
of an ABox A and a TBox T , both of which are constructed
from three mutually disjoint countable sets NC of concept
names (unary predicates), NR of role names (binary predi-
cates), and NI of individual names (constants). The ABox
is a finite set of concept assertions of the form A(a) with
A ∈ NC, a ∈ NI and role assertions of the formR(a, b) with
R ∈ NR, a, b ∈ NI. The TBox is a finite set of axioms whose
form depends on the DL in question. In ALCOQu TBox
axioms are concept inclusions C ⊑ D where C and D are
complex concepts formed using the following syntax:

C :=A | {a} | ⊤ | ⊥ | C ⊓C | C ⊔C | ¬C

| ∃R.C | ∀R.C |≤ nR.C |≥ nR.C

where A ∈ NC, a ∈ NI, R ∈ NR ∪ {U}, with U the special
universal role.2

The DL ALCO is the restriction of ALCOQu disallow-
ing the use of qualified number restrictions (≤ nR.C or
≥ nR.C) and of the universal role U . The DL EL⊥ further
disallows the use of universal restrictions (∀R.C), negations
(¬C), unions (C ⊔ C) and nominals ({a}).

We denote by Ind(A) (resp. Ind(K)) the set of individuals
that occur in A (resp. in K), and by sig(T ) (resp. sig(K)) the
set of concept and role names that occur in T (resp. in K).

1∆p

2
is the class of decision problems solvable in polynomial

time with access to an NP oracle, and Θp

2
(aka ∆p

2
[log n]) the sub-

class allowing only logarithmically many NP oracle calls.
2Usually the universal role cannot occur in qualified number re-

strictions (≤ nR.C or ≥ nR.C) but nominals allow us to simulate
such number restrictions as explained in (Ortiz and Simkus 2012).

Semantics An interpretation has the form I = (∆I , .I),
where the domain ∆I is a non-empty set and .I maps each
a ∈ NI to aI ∈ ∆I , each A ∈ NC to AI ⊆ ∆I , each
R ∈ NR to RI ⊆ ∆I × ∆I and interprets the univer-
sal role U by UI = ∆I × ∆I . The function .I is ex-
tended to general concepts, e.g., (∃R.D)I = {c | ∃d ∈
DI : (c, d) ∈ RI}; {a}I = {aI}; ⊤I = ∆I ; ⊥I = ∅;
(≤ nR.C)I = {c | #{d ∈ CI | (c, d) ∈ RI} ≤ n} and
(≥ nR.C)I = {c | #{d ∈ CI | (c, d) ∈ RI} ≥ n}. An
interpretation I satisfies an assertion A(a) (resp. R(a, b)) if
a ∈ AI (resp. (a, b) ∈ RI); we thus make a weak version of
the standard names assumption (SNA).3 I satisfies an inclu-
sionC ⊑ D ifCI ⊆ DI and {a}I = {a} for every nominal
occurring in C or D. We write I |= τ (resp. I |= α) to in-
dicate that I satisfies an axiom τ (resp. assertion α). An
interpretation I is a model of K = 〈T ,A〉, denoted I |= K,
if I satisfies all inclusions in T (I |= T ) and all assertions
in A (I |= A). A KB K is consistent if it has a model.

Queries We consider conjunctive queries (CQs) which
take the form ∃~yψ, where ψ is a conjunction of atoms of
the forms A(t) or R(t, t′), where t, t′ are variables or in-
dividuals, and ~y is a tuple of variables from ψ. A CQ is
called Boolean (BCQ) if all of its variables are existentially
quantified; a CQ consisting of a single atom is an instance
query (IQ). When we use the generic term query, we mean
a CQ. For a BCQ q and an interpretation I, we denote by
I |= q the fact that I satisfies q. A BCQ q is entailed from
K, written K |= q, if I |= q for every model I of K. A BCQ
q is satisfiable w.r.t. K if there exists a model I of K such
that I |= q. For a non-Boolean CQ q[~x] with free variables
~x = (x1, . . . , xk), a tuple of individuals ~a = (a1, . . . , ak)
is a certain answer for q[~x] w.r.t. K just in the case that
K |= q[~a], where q[~a] is the BCQ obtained by replacing
each xi by ai. Tuple ~a is said to be a possible answer for
q[~x] w.r.t. K if the BCQ q[~a] is satisfiable w.r.t. K. Observe
that certain and possible answer recognition corresponds to
BCQ entailment and satisfiability respectively.

To simplify the presentation, we shall focus on BCQs.
However, all definitions and results are straightforwardly ex-
tended to non-Boolean queries, and we shall thus sometimes
speak of ‘query answers’ when providing intuitions.

3 Weighted Knowledge Bases

We consider a quantitative way of integrating the notion of
soft constraints by giving weights to axioms and assertions.
Intuitively, these weights represent penalties associated to
each violation of the axioms or assertions. They will allow
us to assign a cost to interpretations based upon the axioms
and assertions they violate, and use this cost to select which
interpretations to consider when answering queries.

Definition 1. A weighted knowledge base (WKB) Kω =
(〈T ,A〉, ω) consists of a knowledge base 〈T ,A〉 and a cost
function ω : T ∪ A 7→ N>0 ∪ {+∞}. We denote by T∞

3The usual SNA requires that aI = a for every a ∈ NI, hence
that NI ⊆ ∆I , so all interpretations have an infinite domain. To
be able to bound the size of interpretations, we adopt this ‘weak’
version of the SNA, used e.g., by Lutz, Manière, and Nolte (2023).



(resp. A∞) the set of TBox axioms (resp. ABox assertions)
that have an infinite cost and let K∞ = 〈T∞,A∞〉. We
sometimes use ωχ as a shorthand for ω(χ).

Example 1. Consider the following WKB about visa re-
quirements to enter some country c: Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω)
where T = {τ1, τ2, τ3}, A = {α1, α2} and

τ1 =Visa ⊓ NoVisa ⊑ ⊥ ω(τ1) = ∞

τ2 =∃hasNat.{c} ⊓ ∃hasNat.{b} ⊑ ⊥ ω(τ2) = ∞

τ3 =∀hasNat.¬{c} ⊑ Visa ω(τ3) = 1

α1 =hasNat(p, b) ω(α1) = 1

α2 =NoVisa(p) ω(α2) = 2

Two ‘absolute’ constraints τ1 and τ2 express that one cannot
both need a visa (Visa) and not need one (NoVisa) and that
it is not possible to have both nationalities (hasNat) c and b.
A ‘soft’ constraint τ3 expresses that someone that does not
have nationality c normally needs a visa. The ABox states
that a person p has nationality b and does not need a visa,
and the second assertion is more reliable than the first one.

To measure how far an interpretation is from being a
model of the KB, we rely on the following sets of violations.

Definition 2. The set of violations of a concept inclusion
B ⊑ C in an interpretation I is the set

vioB⊑C(I) = (B ⊓ ¬C)I .

The violations of an ABox A in an interpretation I are

vioA(I) = {α ∈ A | I 6|= α}.

These sets of violations can be used to associate a cost to
interpretations, by taking into account the weights assigned
by the WKB to the violated inclusions and assertions.

Definition 3. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB. The cost of
an interpretation I w.r.t. Kω is defined by:

costKω
(I) =

∑

τ∈T

ωτ |vioτ (I)| +
∑

α∈vioA(I)

ωα.

We say that Kω is k-satisfiable if there exists an interpreta-
tion I with costKω

(I) ≤ k and define the optimal cost of
Kω as optc(Kω) = minI(costKω

(I)).

Remark 1. Note that costKω
(I) will be ∞ if any infinite-

weight assertion or inclusion is violated in I and/or if any
inclusion has an infinite set of violations in I.

Example 2 (Ex.1 cont’d). Consider the following interpre-
tations over domain ∆I = {p, b, c} that correspond to dif-
ferent possibilities for p’s nationalities and need for a visa.

• Case p has nationality b and needs a visa: hasNatI
v
b =

{(p, b)}, VisaI
v
b = {p} and NoVisaI

v
b = ∅. Iv

b violates
only α2 so costKω

(Iv
b ) = 2.

• Case p has nationality b and does not need a visa:

hasNatI
n
b = {(p, b)}, VisaI

n
b = ∅ and NoVisaI

n
b = {p}.

In
b violates only τ3 so costKω

(In
b ) = 1.

• Case p has nationality c and needs a visa: hasNatI
v
c =

{(p, c)}, VisaI
v
c = {p} and NoVisaI

v
c = ∅. Iv

c violates
only α1 and α2 so costKω

(Iv
c ) = 3.

• Case p has nationality c and does not need a visa:

hasNat
In
c = {(p, c)}, Visa

In
c = ∅ and NoVisa

In
c = {p}.

In
c violates only α1 so costKω

(In
c ) = 1.

• Case p has nationality b and c and does not need a

visa: hasNatI
n
bc = {(p, b), (p, c)}, VisaI

n
bc = ∅ and

NoVisaI
n
bc = {p}. In

bc violates τ2 so costKω
(In

bc) = ∞.

Since Kω is inconsistent and the smallest weight is 1, it fol-
lows that In

b and In
c are of optimal cost and optc(Kω) = 1.

It is now possible to define variants of the classical certain
and possible answers, by considering either only interpre-
tations whose cost does not exceed a given bound, or only
optimal-cost interpretations. For simplicity, we state the def-
initions in terms of BCQ entailment.

Definition 4. Let q be a BCQ and Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a
WKB. We say that q is entailed by Kω under

• k-cost-bounded certain semantics, written Kω |=k
c q, if

I |= q for every interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k;

• k-cost-bounded possible semantics, written Kω |=k
p q, if

I |= q for some interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k;

• opt-cost certain semantics, written Kω |=opt
c q, if I |= q

for every interpretation I with costKω
(I) = optc(Kω);

• opt-cost possible semantics, written Kω |=opt
p q, if I |= q

for some interpretation I with costKω
(I) = optc(Kω).

Example 3 (Ex.1 cont’d). Since optc(Kω) = 1, weights of
axioms different from τ3 and α1 are greater than 1 and In

b

and In
c are interpretations of cost 1 that violate τ3 andα1 re-

spectively, it follows that interpretations of optimal cost vio-
late exactly one axiom in {τ3, α1}. In particular, they all sat-
isfy α2, i.e., Kω |=opt

c NoVisa(p). Since all interpretations
of minimal cost satisfy τ1, it follows that Kω 6|=opt

p Visa(p).

On the other hand, we obtain that Kω |=opt
p hasNat(p, b)

(because of In
b ) and Kω |=opt

p hasNat(p, c) (because of In
c ).

If we now consider interpretations of cost bounded by 2,
we obtain that Kω 6|=2

c NoVisa(p) and Kω |=2
p Visa(p) (be-

cause of Iv
b ), hence we cannot conclude anymore whether

p needs a visa or not using the certain semantics. However,
we can still exclude some statements even under possible se-
mantics. For example, Kω 6|=2

p hasNat(p, c)∧Visa(p), since
this holds only in interpretations of cost at least 3.

When the underlying KB is consistent, the certain and
possible optimal-cost semantics coincide with classical
query entailment and query satisfiability (or classical certain
and possible answers in the case of non-Boolean queries):

Proposition 1. Let Kω be such that optc(Kω) = 0. Then:

• Kω |=opt
c q iff K |= q

• Kω |=opt
p q iff q is satisfiable w.r.t. K

It is also interesting to consider how the k-cost-bounded
semantics vary with different values of k:

Proposition 2. Consider a WKB Kω, BCQ q, and k ≥ 0.

• If Kω |=k
c q, then Kω |=k′

c q for every 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k

• If Kω 6|=k
p q, then Kω 6|=k′

p q for every 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k

Moreover, Kω 6|=k
p q and Kω |=k

c q if k < optc(Kω).



BCS IQAb
p, CQAb

p IQAb
c CQAb

c IQAopt
p , CQAopt

p IQAopt
c CQAopt

c

Combined EXPTIME EXPTIME EXPTIME 2EXPTIME EXPTIME EXPTIME 2EXPTIME

Data NP NP coNP coNP ∆p
2
∗

/ Θp
2
†

∆p
2-hard∗ / Θp

2
†

∆p
2-hard∗ / Θp

2
†

Table 1: Overview of complexity results for description logics between EL⊥ and ALCO. All bounds are tight except the two ‘-hard’ cases.
Lower bounds hold even if the weights (and the input integer in the case of combined complexity) are encoded in unary, except those marked
with ∗. Upper bounds hold even if the weights (and the input integer in the case of combined complexity) are encoded in binary. †: Θp

2
-

complete if the finite weights on the assertions are either bounded (independently from |A|), or encoded in unary.

The preceding result shows, unsurprisingly, that k-cost-
bounded semantics are only informative for k ≥ optc(Kω).
Increasing k beyond optc(Kω) leads to fewer and fewer
queries being entailed under the k-cost-bounded certain se-
mantics, which may be useful in identifying query answers
that are robust in the sense that they continue to hold even if
we consider a larger set of ‘close-to-optimal’ interpretations.
By contrast, as k grows, so does the set of entailed queries
under k-cost-bounded possible semantics. Being quite per-
missive, the opt-cost and k-cost-bounded possible semantics
will entail many queries, and thus are not suitable replace-
ments for standard (certain answer) querying semantics. In-
stead, non-entailment under these semantics can serve to
eliminate or rank candidate tuples of individuals (or the cor-
responding instantiated Boolean queries) based upon how
incompatible they are w.r.t. the expressed information.

Relationship With Preferred Repair Semantics We
show that opt-cost certain semantics generalizes the ≤ω-
AR semantics defined by Bienvenu, Bourgaux, and Goas-
doué (2014) for KBs with weighted ABoxes, where ω :
A → N>0 models the reliability of the assertions while the
TBox axioms are considered absolute. In this context, ≤ω-
repairs are subsets of the ABox consistent with the TBox
and maximal for the preorder defined over ABox subsets
by A1 ≤ω A2 if

∑

α∈A1
ωα ≤

∑

α∈A2
ωα. A BCQ

q is entailed under ≤ω-AR (resp. ≤ω-brave) semantics if
〈T ,A′〉 |= q for every (resp. some) ≤ω-repair A′ of A.

Proposition 3. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB such that
T is satisfiable, ω(τ) = ∞ for every τ ∈ T and ω(α) 6= ∞
for every α ∈ A, and let q be a BCQ.

Kω |=opt
c q ⇐⇒ 〈T ,A〉 |=≤ω -AR q

Proof sketch. Since T is satisfiable, there is a model I of T ,
and since ω(α) 6= ∞ for every α ∈ A, costKω

(I) 6= ∞. It
follows that optc(Kω) 6= ∞ and that every I of optimal cost
is such that I |= T and costKω

(I) =
∑

α∈vioA(I) ωα.

Hence, for every I of optimal cost, A′ = A \ vioA(I) is
a ≤ω-repair. Indeed, since I |= 〈T ,A′〉, 〈T ,A′〉 is consis-
tent. Moreover,

∑

α∈A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα − costKω
(I) and

costKω
(I) is minimal, so

∑

α∈A′ ωα is maximal. It also

follows that every ≤ω-repair A′ is such that
∑

α∈A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα − optc(Kω).

Note however that opt-cost possible semantics, does not
generalize ≤ω-brave, but only over-approximates it:

〈T ,A〉 |=≤ω-brave q =⇒ Kω |=opt
p q.

Indeed, we have shown that to each ≤ω-repair corresponds
at least one interpretation with optimal cost but given an in-
terpretation I with optimal cost w.r.t. Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω),
if B ∈ NC \ sig(K) and b ∈ NI \ Ind(K), then one can
add bI to BI without changing the cost of I w.r.t. Kω , so
Kω |=opt

p B(b) while 〈T ,A〉 6|=≤ω -brave B(b).

Decision Problems In our complexity analysis, we will
consider the following decision problems:

• Bounded cost satisfiability (BCS) takes as input a WKB
Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) and an integer k and decides whether
there exists an interpretation I with costKω

(I) ≤ k.

• Bounded-cost certain (resp. possible) BCQ entailment
(CQAb

c (resp. CQAb
p)) takes as input a WKB Kω =

(〈T ,A〉, ω), a BCQ q and an integer k and decides
whether Kω |=k

c q (resp. Kω |=k
p q).

• Optimal-cost certain (resp. possible) BCQ entailment
(CQAopt

c (resp. CQAopt
p )) takes as input a WKB Kω =

(〈T ,A〉, ω) and a BCQ q and decides whether Kω |=opt
c q

(resp. Kω |=opt
p q).

We will also consider the restrictions of the Boolean query
entailment problems to the case of instance queries, denoted
by IQAb

c, IQAb
p, IQAopt

c and IQAopt
p respectively.

Complexity Measures It is customary to consider com-
bined complexity and data complexity when studying de-
cision problems related to query answering over DL KBs.
Data complexity considers only the size of the ABox while
combined complexity takes into account the size of the
whole input. In the case of WKBs, we consider the as-
sertion weights as part of the ABox and inclusion weights
as part of the TBox. We will use the following notation:
given a WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω), |A| (resp. |T |, |K|) is the
length of the string representing A (resp. T , K), where el-
ements of NC, NR and NI are considered of length one, and
|Aω| (resp. |Tω |, |Kω|) is the length of the string represent-
ing the set {(α, ω(α)) | α ∈ A} (resp. {(τ, ω(τ)) | τ ∈ T },
{(χ, ω(χ)) | χ ∈ T ∪A}), where elements of NC, NR and NI

are considered of length one and weights are encoded either
in unary or in binary. Note that if the TBox contains qual-
ified number restrictions, the numbers can also be encoded
in unary or binary. We will also make this encoding distinc-
tion for the integer k taken as input by some of the decision
problems we consider. If |k| denotes the size of the encod-

ing of k, k = |k| when encoded in unary and k ≤ 2|k| when
encoded in binary. Finally, for a BCQ q, |q| is the length of
the string representing q where elements of NC, NR, NI and



variables are considered of size one. Note that when we use
| · | over a set which is not a (weighted) ABox or TBox, we
simply means the set cardinality.

4 Combined Complexity

In this section we study the combined complexity of
bounded cost satisfiability and certain and possible answer
recognition, for DLs between EL⊥ and ALCO. The first
line of Table 1 gives an overview of the results.

4.1 Upper Bounds

To characterize the cost of interpretations, we define the no-
tion of k-configuration. Intuitively, a k-configuration speci-
fies how to allocate a cost of k between possible violations.

Definition 5 (k-configuration). Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be
a WKB and k be an integer. A k-configuration for Kω is a
function γ : T ∪ A 7→ N such that:

• γ(τ) ∈ N for every τ ∈ T ,

• γ(α) ∈ {0, 1} for every α ∈ A,

•
∑

χ∈T ∪A γ(χ)ωχ ≤ k.

An interpretation I satisfies the k-configuration γ if
|vioτ (I)| ≤ γ(τ) for every τ ∈ T and I |= α for every
α ∈ A such that γ(α) = 0.

The definition of k-configurations implies in particular
that γ(χ) = 0 for every χ ∈ T∞ ∪ A∞.

Lemma 1. Let Kω be a WKB and I be an interpretation.

costKω
(I) = min{k | ∃γ k-configuration s.t. I satisfies γ}

Proof. If I satisfies a k-configuration γ, costKω
(I) ≤ k.

Indeed, for every τ ∈ T , |vioτ (I)| ≤ γ(τ), and for every
α ∈ vioA(I), γ(α) = 1 because γ(α) = 0 implies I |= α.
Thus costKω

(I) ≤
∑

τ∈T γ(τ)ωτ +
∑

α∈A γ(α)ωα ≤
k. Moreover, if costKω

(I) = k, we can define a k-
configuration γ such that I satisfies γ by setting γ(τ) =
|vioτ (I)| for every τ ∈ T , and γ(α) = 0 if I |= α,
γ(α) = 1 otherwise for every α ∈ A.

We now define a new KB in a more expressive DL in such
a way that the models of the new KB will be interpretations
that satisfy a given k-configuration.

Given a concept inclusion τ = B ⊑ C we define the
violation concept Vτ := B ⊓ ¬C such that for every inter-
pretation I, it holds that vioτ (I) = V I

τ .

Definition 6. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB, k
an integer and γ a k-configuration for Kω . We define the
ALCOQu KB Kγ = 〈Tγ ,Aγ〉 associated to Kω and γ as:

Tγ =T∞ ∪ {⊤ ⊑≤ γ(τ) U.Vτ | τ ∈ T \ T∞}

Aγ ={α ∈ A | γ(α) = 0}.

Proposition 4. LetKω be a WKB and γ be a k-configuration
for Kω. For every interpretation I, I |= Kγ iff I satisfies γ.

Proof. Suppose I |= Kγ . For every τ ∈ T \ T∞, since I |=
⊤ ⊑≤ γ(τ)U.Vτ , then |vioτ (I)| = |V I

τ | ≤ γ(τ). For every
τ ∈ T∞, since I |= T∞, |vioτ (I)| = 0 = γ(τ). Finally, as
I |= Aγ , I satisfies all α ∈ A such that γ(α) = 0.

Conversely, suppose that I satisfies γ. For every τ ∈ T \
T∞, |V I

τ | = |vioτ (I)| ≤ γ(τ) thus I |= ⊤ ⊑ ≤ γ(τ)U.Vτ .
For every τ ∈ T∞, |vioτ (I)| ≤ γ(τ) = 0 thus I |= τ .
Therefore I |= Tγ . As I satisfies all α ∈ A such that
γ(α) = 0, we also have I |= Aγ , so I |= Kγ .

This construction allows us to decide bounded cost satis-
fiability via ALCOQu satisfiability.

Theorem 1. BCS for ALCO is in EXPTIME in combined
complexity (even if the bound k and the weights are encoded
in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB and k be an in-
teger. By Lemma 1 and Proposition 4, Kω is k-satisfiable
iff there exists a k-configuration γ such that Kγ is satis-
fiable. The number of k-configurations γ is bounded by

(k + 1)|T |2|A| (hence by 2|k+1||T |+|A| if k is encoded in
binary and |k + 1| is the length of the encoding of k + 1) as
there are at most k+1 possibilities for the value of γ(τ) for
τ ∈ T and 2 possibilities for the value of γ(α) for α ∈ A.
Moreover, for a given γ, Kγ is of polynomial size and can
be constructed in polynomial time w.r.t. |Kω| and |k| by en-
coding the number restrictions in binary (since the numbers
occurring in such restrictions are bounded by k). Therefore,
as satisfiability in ZOQ (which extends ALCOQu) is in
EXPTIME even with binary encoding in number restrictions
(Calvanese, Eiter, and Ortiz 2009), checking for every k-
configuration γ whether Kγ is satisfiable is a decision pro-
cedure for BCS that runs in exponential time w.r.t. combined
complexity. Note that the complexity results for ALCOQu
apply even if they are shown without the standard name as-
sumption because Kγ is satisfiable under our weak SNA iff
Kγ∪{{a}⊓{b}⊑⊥ |a, b∈ Ind(K), a 6=b} is satisfiable with-
out any assumption on the interpretation of individuals.

To prove the upper bounds on query entailment, we need
to first show some results on the computation of the optimal
cost of an ALCO WKB. Since the number of violations of
a concept inclusion in an interpretation I is bounded by the
cardinality of its domain ∆I , the following proposition is
useful to bound the optimal cost of a WKB.

Proposition 5. Let K be an ALCO KB. If K is satisfiable,
then it has a model I such that |∆I | ≤ |Ind(K)| + 2|T |.

Proof sketch. We adapt the proof of ALC bounded model
property by Baader et al. (2017). It is based on the notion
of filtration that ‘merges’ elements that belong to the same
concepts and is easily extended to handle nominals.

The following lemma is a consequence of Proposition 5
and the definition of the cost of an interpretation.

Lemma 2. The optimal cost for an ALCO WKB Kω (such
that K∞ is satisfiable) is exponentially bounded in |Kω|
(even if the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB such that
K∞ is satisfiable. By Proposition 5, there exists a model I



of K∞ such that |∆I | ≤ |Ind(K)|+ 2|T | := l.

costKω
(I) =

∑

τ∈T

ωτ |vioτ (I)|+
∑

α∈vioA(I)

ωα

≤ l(
∑

τ∈T \T∞

ωτ ) +
∑

A\A∞

ωα

≤ l|T | max
τ∈T \T∞

(ωτ ) + |A| max
α∈A\A∞

(ωα)

It follows that optc(Kω) ≤ costKω
(I) ≤ L

where L := (|T ||Ind(K)| + |T |2|T |)maxτ∈T \T∞
(ωτ ) +

|A|maxα∈A\A∞
(ωα). Moreover, since the maximal (finite)

weights are at most exponential in |Kω| (even if weights are
encoded in binary), L is exponential in |Kω|.

Since the optimal cost is exponentially bounded and BCS
is in EXPTIME, we obtain the following result.

Lemma 3. Computing the optimal cost of an ALCO WKB
Kω can be done in exponential time in the size of the WKB
|Kω| (even if the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB. If K∞

is not satisfiable, optc(Kω) = ∞. Otherwise, by Lemma 2,

optc(Kω) ≤ L for some L := 2p(|Kω|) where p is a poly-
nomial function. To compute optc(Kω), one can check for
every 0 ≤ i ≤ Lwhether there exists I with costKω

(I) ≤ i.
By Theorem 1, each call to BCS takes exponential time
w.r.t. |Kω| and the size of the binary encoding of i, which
is bounded by p(|Kω |). The whole computation thus takes
exponential time w.r.t. |Kω|.

We show that BCQ entailment (hence also BIQ entail-
ment) under our variants of the possible semantics can be
decided through an exponential number of calls to BCS.

Theorem 2. CQAb
p and CQAopt

p for ALCO are in EXPTIME

in combined complexity (even if the bound k and the weights
are encoded in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB, k an integer and
q = ∃~yψ a BCQ with ψ =

∧n
i=1 ϕi where each ϕi is an

atom of the form A(t) or R(t, t′) with t, t′ ∈ NI ∪ ~y.
Let N~y ⊆ NI \ Ind(K) such that |N~y| = |~y|, and for every

valuation v : ~y 7→ Ind(K) ∪ N~y let v(ϕi) denote the fact
obtained by replacing each variable x by v(x) in ϕi and de-
fine a WKB: Kv

ωv
= (〈T ,Av〉, ωv) with Av = A∪{v(ϕi) |

1 ≤ i ≤ n} and ωv extends ω with ωv(v(ϕi)) = ∞ for
1 ≤ i ≤ n. We show that Kω |=k

p q iff there exists v such
that Kv

ωv
is k-satisfiable.

(⇐) If there exists v such that Kv
ωv

is k-satisfiable, let I be
such that costKv

ωv
(I) ≤ k. By construction of Kv

ωv
, I |=

v(ϕi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n so v is a match for q in I, i.e., I |= q.
Moreover, costKω

(I) = costKv
ωv
(I) ≤ k. Hence Kω |=k

p q.

(⇒) If Kω |=k
p q, there exists I |= q with costKω

(I) ≤ k.

Let π be a match for q in I (note that π(c) = c for every
c ∈ NI). Consider Dπ

~y := {π(x) | x ∈ ~y} \ Ind(K). Since

|Dπ
~y | ≤ |N~y|, we can define an injective function f from Dπ

~y

to N~y. Let v : ~y 7→ Ind(K) ∪ N~y such that v(x) = π(x) if
π(x) ∈ Ind(K) and v(x) = f(π(x)) otherwise, and define

Iv by ∆Iv = ∆I \ Dπ
~y ∪ N~y , cIv = c for every c ∈ N~y,

and for every A ∈ NC and R ∈ NR, substitute π(x) ∈ Dπ
~y

with v(x) in AI (resp. RI ) to obtain AIv (resp. RIv ). By
construction of Iv, Iv |= v(ϕi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Moreover,
for every α ∈ A, Iv |= α iff I |= α and for every τ ∈
T , vioτ (Iv) = vioτ (I) \ Dπ

~y ∪ {f(e) | e ∈ vioτ (I) ∩

Dπ
~y}. Hence costKv

ωv
(Iv) = costKω

(I) ≤ k and Kv
ωv

is

k-satisfiable.
Therefore, checking for every valuation v (there are at

most (|Ind(K)| + |q|)|q| such valuations) whether Kv
ωv

is k-
satisfiable (in exponential time w.r.t. |Kv

ωv
| and |k| by The-

orem 1, even with binary encoding of k and the weights)
yields an EXPTIME procedure to decide CQAb

p.

Regarding CQAopt
p , we obtain an EXPTIME decision pro-

cedure by first computing optc(Kω) in exponential time
w.r.t. |Kω | using Lemma 3, then applying the EXPTIME pro-
cedure for CQAb

p using optc(Kω) as the bound (since by

Lemma 2 optc(Kω) is exponentially bounded in |Kω |, its
binary encoding is polynomial in |Kω|).

Regarding our variants of the certain semantics, we need
to distinguish between IQs and CQs.

Theorem 3. CQAb
c and CQAopt

c for ALCO are in 2EX-
PTIME in combined complexity and IQAb

c and IQAopt
c for

ALCO are in EXPTIME in combined complexity (even if the
bound k and the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB, k an integer and
q a BCQ. We have that Kω |=k

c q iff I |= q for every inter-
pretation I with costKω

(I) ≤ k. By Lemma 1, this is the
case iff for every k-configuration γ of Kω, for every I satis-
fying γ, I |= q. By Proposition 4, this holds iff for every k-
configuration γ of Kω, for every I |= Kγ , I |= q. Hence we

obtain that Kω |=k
c q iff Kγ |= q for every k-configuration

γ of Kω. Therefore, checking for every k-configuration γ
for Kω whether it holds that Kγ is satisfiable implies that

Kγ |= q is a decision procedure for CQAb
c.

To obtain that CQAb
c is in 2EXPTIME in combined com-

plexity and IQAb
c is in EXPTIME in combined complex-

ity, even if the bound k and the weights are encoded in
binary, we use the following facts: (i) the number of k-
configurations is exponentially bounded and each Kγ is of
polynomial size and can be constructed in polynomial time
(cf. proof of Theorem 1), (ii) satisfiability of ALCOQu is
in EXPTIME even with binary encoding in number restric-
tions (cf. proof of Theorem 1), and (iii) BCQ entailment in
tame ZOIQ (which extends ZOQ, hence ALCOQu) is
in 2EXPTIME, and in EXPTIME in the case of BIQ, even
with binary encoding in number restrictions (Bednarczyk
and Rudolph 2019, Theorem 8). Note that the complexity
results for tame ZOIQ apply even if they are shown in a
context where the SNA is not made because Kγ |= q under
our version of the SNA iff Kγ ∪ {{a} ⊓ {b} ⊑ ⊥ | a, b ∈
Ind(K), a 6= b} |= q without any assumption on the way the
individual names are interpreted.

Regarding CQAopt
c (resp. IQAopt

c ), we obtain a 2EXP-
TIME (resp. EXPTIME) decision procedure as we did in
the proof of Theorem 2 by first computing optc(Kω) in



exponential time then applying the procedure for CQAb
c

(resp. IQAb
c) using optc(Kω) as the bound (using the fact

that its binary encoding is polynomial in |Kω|).

4.2 Lower Bounds

We first prove the hardness of bounded cost satisfiability
for EL⊥ using a reduction from concept cardinality query
answering for EL KBs (Bienvenu, Manière, and Thomazo
2022). Given a concept cardinality query qA, where A ∈
NC, the answer to qA in an interpretation I, denoted qIA,

is equal to the cardinality of AI . A certain answer to qA
w.r.t. a KB K is an interval [m,M ] ∈ (N ∪ {∞})2 such that
qIA ∈ [m,M ] for every model I of K.

Theorem 4. BCS for EL⊥ is EXPTIME-hard in combined
complexity (even if the bound k and weights are in unary).

Proof. Let K = 〈T ,A〉 be an EL KB and qA be a concept
cardinality query. Define the following EL⊥ WKB:

K′
ω = (〈T ∪ {A ⊑ ⊥},A〉, ω)

ω(χ) = ∞ for χ ∈ T ∪ A ω(A ⊑ ⊥) = 1

For every model I of K, qIA = |AI | = |vioA⊑⊥(I)|, so

costK′
ω
(I) = |vioA⊑⊥(I)| = qIA. It follows that [m,∞]

is a certain answer to qA iff costK′
ω
(I) ∈ [m,∞] for every

model I of K, i.e., iff there is no I with costK′
ω
(I) < m.

As deciding if [m,∞] is a certain answer to a cardinal-
ity query in EL is EXPTIME-hard (Manière 2022, Theorem
42), BCS for EL⊥ is EXPTIME-hard in combined complex-
ity. Moreover, our reduction only uses weights independent
from |K| and the proof of (Manière 2022, Theorem 42) uses
an m linear in |A|, so BCS EXPTIME-hardness holds even
if the bound k and the weights are encoded in unary.

We next reduce BCS in EL⊥ to IQAb
p and IQAb

c for EL⊥

to leverage this hardness result to IQ (and thus CQ) answer-
ing under the k-cost-bounded semantics.

Theorem 5. IQAb
p and IQAb

c for EL⊥ are EXPTIME-hard
in combined complexity (even if the bound k and the weights
are encoded in unary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an EL⊥ WKB and k an
integer. Let B ∈ NC \ sig(K) and b ∈ NI \ Ind(K).

First note that k < optc(Kω) iff Kω |=k
c B(b), due to

Proposition 2 and the fact that B and b do not occur in K.
As it is EXPTIME-hard to decide whether k < optc(Kω)
(Theorem 4), this yields the lower bound for IQAb

c.
Now for IQAb

p, let K′
ω′ = (〈T ,A∪{B(b)}〉, ω′) where ω′

extends ω with ω′(B(b)) = ∞. Then K′
ω′ |=k

p B(b) iff there

exists an interpretation I such that costK′
ω′
(I) ≤ k and

I |= B(b). For every I such that I |= B(b), costKω
(I) =

costK′
ω′
(I). Moreover, we can add bI to BI in any in-

terpretation without changing costKω
(I) since b and B do

not occur in K. Thus K′
ω′ |=k

p B(b) iff there exists I with

costKω
(I) ≤ k.

To show the lower bounds for IQ (and thus CQ) answering
under the opt-cost semantics, we use a reduction from the
problem of deciding if an EL KB with closed concept names

is satisfiable: given a KB and a set of concept names decide
if there exists a model I of the KB such that for every closed
concept name A, if d ∈ AI then A(d) is in the ABox.

Theorem 6. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are EXPTIME-
hard in combined complexity (even if the weights are en-
coded in unary).

Proof sketch. We reduce the EXPTIME-hard problem of de-
ciding if an EL KB with closed concept names is satisfi-
able (Ngo, Ortiz, and Simkus 2016) to IQAopt

p and IQAopt
c .

Our reductions are adapted from the proof of the EXP-
TIME-hardness of concept cardinality query answering from
(Manière 2022, Theorem 42).

Finally, we strengthen the lower bounds for CQs and the
variants of certain semantics, matching the upper bounds, by
adapting a proof for the 2EXPTIME-hardness of CQ eval-
uation on circumscribed EL KBs. A circumscribed KB
specifies that some predicates should be minimized, that is,
the extensions of these predicates in models of the circum-
scribed KB must be minimal regarding set inclusion.

Theorem 7. CQAb
c and CQAopt

c for EL⊥ are 2EXPTIME-
hard in combined complexity (even if the bound k and the
weights are encoded in unary).

Proof sketch. We adapt the proof of the 2EXPTIME-
hardness of CQ evaluation on circumscribed EL KBs from
(Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023, Theorem 2), which pro-
ceeds by reduction from the 2EXPTIME-hard problem of
BCQ entailment for EL KBs with closed predicates (Ngo,
Ortiz, and Simkus 2016).

5 Data Complexity

We now turn our attention to the data complexity of the de-
cision problems we consider. The second line of Table 1
gives an overview of the results. Recall that data complexity
takes only into account the size of the weighted ABox |Aω|.
In particular, for problems that have an integer k as part of
their input, we consider that k is fixed. We will discuss the
complexity w.r.t. |Aω | and k at the end of the section.

5.1 Upper Bounds

To obtain the data complexity upper bounds, our general ap-
proach is to guess a ‘small’ interpretation of bounded or op-
timal cost, that satisfies or does not satisfy the query. Propo-
sition 5 told us that satisfiable ALCO KBs have models with
a domain cardinality linearly bounded in |A| but does not
guarantee anything on the cost of such models. The follow-
ing proposition shows that there is always such interpreta-
tion which is also of optimal cost.

Proposition 6. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB
and k an integer. If there exists an interpretation I with
costKω

(I) ≤ k, then there is I ′ with costKω
(I ′) ≤ k and

|∆I′

| ≤ |Ind(K)| + 2|T |.

The upper data complexity bound for bounded cost satis-
fiability follows directly.

Theorem 8. BCS for ALCO is in NP in data complexity
(even with a binary encoding of weights).



Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB and k
an integer. By Proposition 6, guessing an interpretation

I of cardinality at most |Ind(K)| + 2|T | and checking if
costKω

(I) ≤ k (which can be done in a polynomial time
w.r.t |Aω|) is an NP procedure to decide BCS.

To obtain the results for query entailment, we need to re-
fine Proposition 6 to preserve also query (non) entailment.

Proposition 7. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB,
k an integer and q a BCQ. If there exists an interpretation
I with costKω

(I) ≤ k and I |= q, then there is one whose

domain has cardinality at most |Ind(K)|+ 2|T |.

Preserving query non-entailment is more complex. Con-
trary to the proofs of Propositions 6 and 7 that build on the
notion of filtration used to show the bounded model property
of ALC(O), the following proposition relies on a non-trivial
adaptation of constructions introduced in the context of
counting queries (Bienvenu, Manière, and Thomazo 2022;
Manière 2022). The latter work shows how to convert a (po-
tentially infinite) interpretation into a finite one while avoid-
ing the introduction of new query matches. In our case, we
must further prevent new violations of soft TBox axioms.

Proposition 8. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB,
k an integer, and q a BCQ. If there exists an interpretation I
with costKω

(I) ≤ k and I 6|= q, then there is one whose
domain has cardinality that is bounded polynomially in |A|
and k (with |T | and |q| treated as constants).

We are now ready to prove the data complexity upper
bounds for the k-cost-bounded semantics.

Theorem 9. CQAb
p for ALCO is in NP in data complexity

and CQAb
c for ALCO is in coNP in data complexity (even if

the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB, k an
integer, and q a BCQ. For CQAb

p, we know from Proposi-
tion 7 that it suffices to guess an interpretation I whose do-

main has cardinality at most |Ind(K)|+2|T |, and check that
costKω

(I) ≤ k and I |= q (both checks being possible in
polynomial time w.r.t |Aω |), yielding an NP procedure. The
argument is similar for CQAb

c, but uses Proposition 8, which
gives the desired polynomial bound in |A| on the interpreta-
tion domain, since k is treated as fixed.

For the opt-cost semantics, we use the bound on the op-
timal cost to compute it by binary search before guessing a
‘small’ interpretation of optimal cost that entails (or does not
entail) the query. We recall that Θp

2 is the class of problems
which are solvable in polynomial time with at most logarith-
mically many calls to an NP oracle.

Theorem 10. If there is an ABox-independent bound on the
finite weights or weights are encoded in unary, then CQAopt

p

and CQAopt
c for ALCO are in Θp

2 in data complexity.

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB, and q
a BCQ. Suppose there is a bound on the maximum finite
weights that is independent from |A|, or alternatively, that
the weights are encoded in unary. Observe that under this as-
sumption, the bound L on the optimal cost given in Lemma 2

is polynomial in |Aω|. By doing a binary search using calls
to an NP oracle that decides BCS, we can compute the value
of optc(Kω) with a logarithmic numbers of such calls. It
then suffices to make a final call to an NP (resp. coNP)
oracle that decides CQAb

p (resp. CQAb
c) (Theorem 9) with

k = optc(Kω). Indeed, it is easily seen from the proof of
Theorem 9 that the NP/ coNP upper bounds hold not only
for fixed k, but also when k is polynomial in |Aω|. We ob-
tain Θp

2 procedures for deciding CQAopt
p and CQAopt

c .

In the case where the weights are encoded in binary and
not bounded independently from the ABox size, we can fur-
ther show that opt-cost possible semantics is in ∆p

2 w.r.t. data
complexity (solvable in polynomial time with an NP oracle).

Theorem 11. CQAopt
p for ALCO is in ∆p

2 in data complex-
ity.

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB, q a
BCQ, and let L be the bound on the optimal cost given in
Lemma 2. The weights of assertions are encoded in Aω

so maxα∈A\A∞
(ωα) and thus L is at most exponential in

|Aω| (in the case of binary encoding). By doing a binary
search using calls to an NP oracle that decides BCS we can
compute optc(Kω) with a numbers of such calls logarithmic
in L (so a polynomial w.r.t. |Aω|). Therefore using a final
call to an NP oracle that decides CQAb

p (Theorem 9) with

k = optc(Kω) we obtain a ∆p
2 procedure to decide CQAopt

p .

Indeed, even if k might be exponential w.r.t. |Aω|, the proof
of Theorem 9 for the k-cost-bounded possible semantics re-
lies on guessing an interpretation whose domain cardinality
is bounded independently from k, so the NP upper bound
for CQAb

p holds even if k depends arbitrarily on |Aω|.

We leave open the question of whether the same upper
bound can be obtained for opt-cost certain semantics. The
reason is that the proof of Theorem 9 for the k-cost-bounded
certain semantics relies on guessing an interpretation whose
domain cardinality is bounded polynomially in k, hence ex-
ponentially in |Aω| when k = optc(Kω) and the weights are
encoded in binary and not bounded independently from |A|.

5.2 Lower Bounds

We start by showing that bounded cost satisfiability is NP-
hard, using an adaptation of the proof of the NP-hardness of
cardinality query answering (Manière 2022, Theorem 48).

Theorem 12. BCS for EL⊥ is NP-hard in data complexity
(even with a unary encoding of weights).

Proof. We reduce the 3-colorability problem to BCS. Let
G = (V , E) be a graph, and define Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) with:

T ={∃R.Ci ⊓ ∃E.(∃R.Ci) ⊑ B | 1 ≤ i ≤ 3}∪

{A ⊑ ∃R.B,B ⊑ ⊥}

A ={A(v) | v ∈ V} ∪ {E(v1, v2) | {v1, v2} ∈ E}∪

{C1(c1), C2(c2), C3(c3), B(c1), B(c2), B(c3)}

ω(B ⊑ ⊥) = 1 and ω(χ) = ∞ for all other χ ∈ T ∪ A.
We show that Kω is 3-satisfiable iff G is 3-colorable.



(⇐) If G is 3-colorable, let ρ : V 7→ {c1, c2, c3} be a 3-
coloring of G and let Iρ be the interpretation that satisfies
exactly the assertions of A ∪ {R(v, ρ(v)) | v ∈ V}. We
show that Iρ |= K∞, so that costKω

(Iρ) = |BIρ | = 3. By

construction, Iρ |= A and since AIρ = V , the R(v, ρ(v))
assertions ensure that Iρ |= A ⊑ ∃R.B. Moreover, by defi-
nition of ρ, there is no monochromatic edge, which ensures
that (∃R.Ci ⊓ ∃E.(∃R.Ci))

Iρ = ∅ for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.
(⇒) If Kω is 3-satisfiable, since {c1, c2, c3} ⊆ BI for any
I of finite cost, then there exists I such that costKω

(I) = 3
and BI = {c1, c2, c3}. For every v ∈ V , since I |= A(v)
and I |= A ⊑ ∃R.B, then there exists c ∈ {c1, c2, c3} such
that (v, c) ∈ RI . Define a coloring ρ : V 7→ {c1, c2, c3}
by arbitrarily selecting one such c per v: (v, ρ(v)) ∈ RI for
each v ∈ V . We show that ρ is a 3-coloring of G. Otherwise,
if there was an edge (v1, v2) such that ρ(v1) = ρ(v2) = ci,
then I |= E(v1, v2)∧R(v1, ci)∧R(v2, ci)∧Ci(ci), i.e., v1 ∈
(∃R.Ci ⊓∃E.(∃R.Ci))

I . It would follow that v1 ∈ BI and
costKω

(I) ≥ 4, contradicting costKω
(I) = 3.

A direct adaptation of the last proof gives NP and coNP
lower bounds for IQ (and thus CQ) answering under the k-
cost-bounded semantics.

Theorem 13. IQAb
p (resp. IQAb

c) for EL⊥ is NP-hard
(resp. coNP-hard) in data complexity (even with a unary en-
coding of weights).

Proof. Given a graph G, consider the WKB Kω defined in
the proof of Theorem 12 and let D ∈ NC \ sig(K) and
d ∈ NI \ Ind(K). Then G is not 3-colorable iff Kω is not
3-satisfiable, iff Kω |=3

c D(d), yielding the lower bound for
IQAb

c. Now for IQAb
p, let K′

ω′ = (〈T ,A ∪ {D(d)}〉, ω′)

where ω′ extends ω with ω′(D(d)) = ∞. Then K′
ω′ |=3

p

D(d) iff there exists I with costKω
(I) ≤ 3, iff G is 3-

colorable.

The reduction used for the next theorem is inspired by the
proof of Θp

2-hardness of the ≤-AR semantics (based upon
cardinality-maximal repairs, or equivalently, weight-based
ABox repairs with all assertions assigned equal weight) for
some existential rule languages (Lukasiewicz, Malizia, and
Vaicenavičius 2019, Theorem 8).

Theorem 14. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are Θp
2-hard in

data complexity (even if the finite weights are bounded inde-
pendently from |A| and encoded in unary).

Proof sketch. We use a reduction from the problem of de-
ciding whether a given vertex belongs to all the independent
sets of maximum size of a graph.

When the assertions weights can be exponential w.r.t. |A|,
one can encode priority between the assertions, which we
use to prove the following result.

Theorem 15. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are ∆p
2-hard in

data complexity (if the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof sketch. The result is proved by reduction from the fol-
lowing ∆p

2-hard problem: given a satisfiable Boolean for-
mula ϕ = c1 ∧ . . . ∧ cm over variables x1, . . . , xn such that

each clause ci has exactly two positive and two negative lit-
erals (with true and false admitted as literals) and given
k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, decide whether the lexicographically maxi-
mum truth assignment νmax satisfying ϕ w.r.t. (x1, . . . , xn)
fulfills νmax(xk) = 1. It follows from (Krentel 1988) and
from the reductions from SAT to 3SAT and from 3SAT to
2+2SAT (Schaerf 1993) that this problem is ∆p

2-hard.
Let ϕ be an instance of the problem as previously defined.

We define an EL⊥WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) as follows.

A ={S(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤ j ≤ m}∪

{Pℓ(ck, xj) | ℓ ∈ {1, 2}, xj is the ℓth pos. lit. of ck}∪

{Nℓ(ck, xj) | ℓ ∈ {1, 2},¬xj is the ℓth neg. lit. of ck}∪

{F (xi), T (xi), T
′(xi) | 1 ≤ i ≤ n} ∪ {F (f), T (t)}

T ={F ⊓ T ⊑ ⊥, F ⊓ T ′ ⊑ ⊥}∪

{∃S.(∃P1.F ⊓ ∃P2.F ⊓ ∃N1.T ⊓ ∃N2.T ) ⊑ ⊥}

We set ω(τ) = ∞ for every τ ∈ T , andω(α) = ∞ for every
assertion α built on Pℓ andNℓ as well as for T (t) and F (f).
For the remaining assertions, we define the weights through
the following prioritization (Bourgaux 2016, Lemma 6.2.5):

• L1 = {T (xi), F (xi) | 1 ≤ i ≤ n}

• L2 = {S(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤ j ≤ m}

• L3 = {T ′(x1)}, L4 = {T ′(x2)}, . . . , Ln+2 = {T ′(xn)}

Let u = max(2n,m) + 1 and define ω(α) = un+2−i for
every α ∈ Li. We show that Kω |=opt

c T ′(xk) iff Kω |=opt
p

T ′(xk) iff νmax(xk) = 1.

Interestingly, while the preceding proof crucially relies
upon a binary encoding of exponential weights, all of our
other lower bounds only employ 1 and ∞ as weights.

5.3 Taking k Into Account

We defined the data complexity as the complexity w.r.t. |Aω|
but it is interesting to investigate the impact of considering
k as part of the input. Naturally, all data complexity lower
bounds hold when k is also part of the input. Moreover, it
can be checked that the data complexity upper bounds also
hold for the complexity w.r.t. |Aω| and |k|, except for the k-
cost-bounded certain semantics (Theorem 9). The difficulty
comes from the proof of Proposition 8: the bound obtained
for the cardinality of the domain of the new interpretation is
polynomial in k thus becomes exponential in |k| if k is en-
coded in binary. Therefore, if |k| is treated as part of the in-
put, the proof of Theorem 9 only yields a coNP upper bound
for CQAb

c if we assume a unary encoding of k.

6 Related Work

Our cost-based framework for reasoning on inconsistent
KBs shares features with a number of existing formalisms.
Our axioms with finite weights can be seen as quantitative
versions of the soft rules considered in (Eiter, Lukasiewicz,
and Predoiu 2016). More generally, the idea of allowing
TBox axioms to be (exceptionally) violated shares high-
level similarities with defeasible axioms, minimized con-
cepts, and typicality operators considered in non-monotonic



extensions of DLs, cf. (Bonatti, Lutz, and Wolter 2009;
Giordano et al. 2013; Britz et al. 2021). Although we differ
in adopting a quantitative semantics for axiom violations, we
were nevertheless able to import some techniques from cir-
cumscription (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023) and reasoning
with closed predicates (Ngo, Ortiz, and Simkus 2016).

Our approach is related to existing quantitative notions of
repair. Indeed, our assignment of costs to interpretations can
be seen as adapting the database repairs for soft constraints
from (Carmeli et al. 2021) to the DL setting. As detailed
in Section 3, our approach is also related to weight-based
ABox repairs: when TBox axioms have weight ∞, our opt-
cost certain semantics coincides with the ≤ω-AR semantics
from (Bienvenu, Bourgaux, and Goasdoué 2014).

Our proofs rely upon techniques devised for other forms
of quantitative reasoning in DLs. We exploit results on
counting and cardinality queries (Bienvenu, Manière, and
Thomazo 2022; Manière 2022) and reduce some of our
problems to reasoning in DLs with number restrictions. We
could also have obtained some of our combined complex-
ity upper bounds by using results on cardinality constraints
≤ nC (which enforce that |CI | ≤ n), previously studied in
(Tobies 2000) and expressible in the much more expressive
quantitative logics in (Baader, Bednarczyk, and Rudolph
2020). We expect that the techniques from these works may
prove useful in future studies of WKBs.

7 Conclusion

We have introduced a new cost-based framework to query-
ing inconsistent DL KBs, in which both TBox axioms and
ABox assertions may be violated and notions of possible
and certain query answers are defined w.r.t. the bounded or
minimal-cost interpretations. By exploiting connections to
other DL reasoning tasks, we were able to establish an al-
most complete picture of the complexity of query answering
in our framework, for DLs between EL⊥ and ALCO.

The main aim of future work will be to extend our re-
sults to cover DLs involving other common constructs, like
inverse roles (I), role inclusions (H), functional roles (F ),
and number restrictions (Q). We will focus first on the DL-
Lite family due to its widespread use in OMQA. While it is
not difficult to adapt the definitions of violations and WKBs
to other DLs, the techniques underlying our upper bounds
do not readily transfer. For example, violations of role in-
clusions cannot be encoded as concepts (at least in standard
DLs), and adding functionality or number restrictions may
lead to every optimal-cost interpretation having an infinite
domain. Inverse roles (present in even the simplest DL-
Lite logics) are also non-trivial to handle, though we expect
that the techniques employed for our data complexity upper
bounds can be suitably adapted. Finally, another important
but challenging direction is to devise practical algorithms
that are amenable to implementation.
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A Proofs for Section 3

Proposition 1. Let Kω be such that optc(Kω) = 0. Then:

• Kω |=opt
c q iff K |= q

• Kω |=opt
p q iff q is satisfiable w.r.t. K

Proof. For every interpretation I we have costKω
(I) = 0

iff I is a model of K. Indeed, we have costKω
(I) =

∑

τ∈T ωτ |vioτ (I)| +
∑

α∈vioA(I) ωα thus costKω
(I) = 0

iff vioτ (I) = ∅ for every τ ∈ T (as ωτ > 0 for every
τ ∈ T ) and vioA(I) = ∅ (as ωα > 0 for every α ∈ A) iff I
is a model of K. The result directly follows from this char-
acterization of interpretations of cost 0 and the definition of
the opt-cost certain and possible semantics.

Proposition 2. Consider a WKB Kω, BCQ q, and k ≥ 0.

• If Kω |=k
c q, then Kω |=k′

c q for every 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k

• If Kω 6|=k
p q, then Kω 6|=k′

p q for every 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k

Moreover, Kω 6|=k
p q and Kω |=k

c q if k < optc(Kω).

Proof. • Let 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k and suppose Kω |=k
c q i.e., I |= q

for every interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k. Then

I |= q for every interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k′ ≤

k, thus Kω |=k′

c q.

• Let 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k and suppose Kω 6|=k
p q i.e., I 6|= q for

every interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k. Then I 6|= q

for every interpretation I with costKω
(I) ≤ k′ ≤ k, thus

Kω 6|=k′

p q.
The last part of the proposition follows from the fact that
if k < optc(Kω) then there is no interpretation I with
costKω

(I) = k. Thus, no query (resp. every query) is
entailed under k-cost-bounded possible semantics (resp. k-
cost-bounded certain semantics).

Proposition 3. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB such that
T is satisfiable, ω(τ) = ∞ for every τ ∈ T and ω(α) 6= ∞
for every α ∈ A, and let q be a BCQ.

Kω |=opt
c q ⇐⇒ 〈T ,A〉 |=≤ω-AR q

Proof. Since T is satisfiable, there is a model I of T , and
since ω(α) 6= ∞ for every α ∈ A, costKω

(I) 6= ∞. It
follows that optc(Kω) 6= ∞ and that every I of optimal
cost is such that I |= T and costKω

(I) =
∑

α∈vioA(I) ωα.

Hence, for every I of optimal cost, A′ = A \ vioA(I) is
a ≤ω-repair. Indeed, since I |= 〈T ,A′〉, 〈T ,A′〉 is consis-
tent. Moreover,

∑

α∈A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα − costKω
(I) and

costKω
(I) is minimal, so

∑

α∈A′ ωα is maximal. It also

follows that every ≤ω-repair A′ is such that
∑

α∈A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα − optc(Kω).

(⇐) Assume that Kω 6|=opt
c q. There exists I of optimal cost

such that I 6|= q. Let A′ = A \ vioA(I) be the ≤ω-repair
associated to I. Since I 6|= q, it follows that 〈T ,A′〉 6|= q.
Therefore 〈T ,A〉 6|=≤ω-AR q.
(⇒) Assume that Kω |=opt

c q. Let A′ be a ≤ω-repair
and I be a model of T and A′. Since costKω

(I) =
∑

α∈A\A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα−
∑

α∈A′ ωα and
∑

α∈A′ ωα =
∑

α∈A ωα−optc(Kω) because A′ is a ≤ω-repair, it follows



that costKω
(I) = optc(Kω). Therefore I |= q. Hence

〈T ,A′〉 |= q.

B Proofs for Section 4

B.1 Proof of Proposition 5

The proof of Proposition 5 is adapted from the proof of ALC
bounded model property by Baader et al. (2017). It is based
on the notion of filtration that ‘merges’ elements that belong
to the same concepts and that we extend below to handle
nominals (while respecting the SNA).

Let S be a set of ALCO concepts and I an interpretation.
The S-type of d ∈ ∆I is defined as

tS(d) = {C ∈ S | d ∈ CI}.

If S is finite it can be shown that |{tS(d) | d ∈ ∆I}| ≤ 2|S|.
Let K = 〈T ,A〉 be an ALCO KB, S = sub(T ) be the set

of all subconcepts of the concepts that occur in the concept
inclusions of T , and let I be an interpretation. The equiva-
lence relation ≃S on ∆I \ Ind(K) is defined as follows:

d ≃S e if tS(d) = tS(e).

The ≃S-equivalence class of d ∈ ∆I \ Ind(K) is denoted by
[d]S , i.e.,

[d]S = {e ∈ ∆I \ Ind(K) | d ≃S e}

The S-filtration of I is the following interpretation J :

∆J ={[d]S | d ∈ ∆I \ Ind(K)} ∪ Ind(K)

AJ ={[d]S | there is d′ ∈ [d]S with d′ ∈ AI}

∪ {a ∈ Ind(K) | a ∈ AI} for all A ∈ NC

{a}J ={[aI ]S} for all a ∈ NI \ Ind(K)

{a}J ={a} for all a ∈ Ind(K)

RJ ={([d]S , [e]S) | (d
′, e′) ∈ RI , d′ ∈ [d]S , e

′ ∈ [e]S}

∪ {(a, [d]S) | (a, d
′) ∈ RI , a ∈ Ind(K), d′ ∈ [d]S}

∪ {([d]S , a) | (d
′, a) ∈ RI , a ∈ Ind(K), d′ ∈ [d]S}

∪ {(a, b) | (a, b) ∈ RI , a, b ∈ Ind(K)}

for all R ∈ NR.

It can be shown as in (Baader et al. 2017, Lemma 3.15)
that the S-filtration J has the same ‘form’ as the interpreta-
tion I we started with in the following sense.

Lemma 4. Let K = 〈T ,A〉 be an ALCO KB, S = sub(T ),
I an interpretation and J the S-filtration of I. Then for
every C ∈ S,

• d ∈ CI iff [d]S ∈ CJ for all d ∈ ∆I \ Ind(K)

• a ∈ CI iff a ∈ CJ for all a ∈ Ind(K)

Proposition 5 follows easily from Lemma 4. Indeed, if
K has a model I ′, we can show that the S-filtration I of
I ′ with S = sub(T ) is a model of K such that |∆I | ≤
|Ind(K)|+ 2|T |.

Proposition 5. Let K be an ALCO KB. If K is satisfiable,
then it has a model I such that |∆I | ≤ |Ind(K)|+ 2|T |.

B.2 Lower Bounds

Theorem 6. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are EXPTIME-
hard in combined complexity (even if the weights are en-
coded in unary).

Proof. We proceed by reduction from the EXPTIME-hard
problem of deciding whether an EL KB with closed concept
names is satisfiable (Ngo, Ortiz, and Simkus 2016) (note that
Ngo, Ortiz, and Simkus consider a more general problem
where role names can also be closed but as mentioned in
their conclusion, the reductions they use to prove complexity
lower bounds only require closed concept names).

An EL KB with closed concept names takes the form
(K,Σ) with K an EL KB and Σ ⊆ NC a set of closed con-
cept names. An interpretation I respects Σ if for every A ∈
Σ, d ∈ AI implies A(d) ∈ A, and I is a model of (K,Σ)
if I |= K and I respects Σ. Let (K′,Σ) = (〈T ′,A′〉,Σ)
be an EL KB with closed concept names, which we assume
w.l.o.g. to be in normal form.

We start by the reduction for IQAopt
c . Adapting the proof

of Theorem 42 in (Manière 2022), we define K̃ as follows.
LetGoal1, Goal2 andAux⊤ be fresh concept names, {RB |
B ∈ Σ} be fresh role names and aux be a fresh individual

name. Then K̃ = 〈T̃ , Ã〉 with

T̃ =T ′ \ {⊤ ⊑ A | ⊤ ⊑ A ∈ T ′}

∪ {Aux⊤ ⊑ A | ⊤ ⊑ A ∈ T ′}

∪ {A ⊑ Aux⊤ | A ∈ sig(T ′)}

∪ {B ⊑ Goal1 | B ∈ Σ}

∪ {∃RB.B ⊑ Goal1 | B ∈ Σ}

∪ {Goal1 ⊑ Goal2}

Ã =A′ ∪ {Aux⊤(a) | a ∈ Ind(A′)}

∪ {RB(aux, a) | a ∈ Ind(A′), B ∈ Σ, B(a) 6∈ A′}

∪ {Goal1(a) | a ∈ Ind(A′), B ∈ Σ, B(a) ∈ A′}

We then define the EL⊥ WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) with

T = T̃ ∪ {Goal1 ⊑ ⊥, Goal2 ⊑ ⊥}

A = Ã ∪ {Goal1(aux)}

ω(τ) =∞ for τ ∈ T̃

ω(α) =∞ for α ∈ Ã

ω(Goali ⊑ ⊥) = 1 for i ∈ {1, 2}

ω(Goal1(aux)) = 1

We show that (K′,Σ) is satisfiable iff Kω 6|=opt
c Goal1(aux).

Let n := |{b ∈ NI|B(b) ∈ A, B ∈ Σ}|.
(⇒) Suppose that (K′,Σ) is satisfiable. First, note that for
every interpretation I, costKω

(I) ≥ 2n+ 1. Indeed:

• if I 6|= K∞, then costKω
(I) = ∞;

• if I |= K∞, then {b ∈ NI|B(b) ∈ A, B ∈ Σ} ⊆ GoalIi
for i ∈ {1, 2} so

– either I |= Goal1(aux) and {b ∈ NI|B(b) ∈ A, B ∈
Σ}∪{aux} ⊆ GoalIi for i ∈ {1, 2} so |GoalIi | ≥ n+1
for i ∈ {1, 2} i.e. costKω

(I) ≥ 2(n+ 1),



– or I 6|= Goal1(aux) and costKω
(I) ≥ 2n+ 1.

Let J be a model of (K′,Σ) and define a new interpretation

J ′ = (∆J ∪ {aux}, ·J
′

) as follows:

AJ ′

:= AJ for A ∈ sig(T ′) ∩ NC

GoalJ
′

i := {a | B(a) ∈ A′, B ∈ Σ} for i ∈ {1, 2}

AuxJ
′

⊤ := ∆J

PJ ′

:= PJ for P ∈ sig(T ′) ∩ NR

RJ ′

B := {(aux, a) | a ∈ Ind(A′), B(a) 6∈ A′, B ∈ Σ}

By an easy adaptation of the proof of (Manière 2022, The-

orem 42), J ′ is a model of K̃ = K∞. Hence costKω
(J ′) =

2n + 1 = optc(Kω). Since J ′ 6|= Goal1(aux), it follows
that Kω 6|=opt

c Goal1(aux).

(⇐) Suppose Kω 6|=opt
c Goal1(aux). Since K′ is satisfiable

(as it is an EL KB), K∞ is satisfiable so optc(Kω) < ∞.
Let I be an interpretation with optimal cost such that I 6|=
Goal1(aux) (and hence also I 6|= Goal2(aux)). Consider
the interpretation J obtained by restricting I to the domain
∆J = (Aux⊤)

I . We show that J is a model of (K′,Σ).

Since costKω
(I) < ∞, I |= K∞ thus I |= K̃. As in

the proof of (Manière 2022, Theorem 42), it follows that
J |= K′. It remains to verify that J respects Σ. To this end,
let B ∈ Σ and e ∈ BJ . We aim to show that B(e) ∈ A′.

We first show that e ∈ Ind(A′). Since BJ = BI ∩∆J ,
we have e ∈ BI . Since I |= T∞, we obtain e ∈ GoalI1
(hence also e ∈ GoalI2 ). As I has optimal cost, GoalI1 ⊆
Ind(A′). Indeed, suppose there exists u ∈ GoalI1 such that
u 6∈ Ind(A′). Consider the interpretation I ′ which is defined
as I but where every occurence of u is replaced by aux.
Formally, we set:

∆I′

= ∆I

AI′

= AI for everyA ∈ NC such that u 6∈ AI

AI′

= {AI \ {u}} ∪ {aux} for every A ∈ NC

such that u ∈ AI

RI′

= {(b, c) | b, c 6= u and (b, c) ∈ RI}

∪ {(aux, c) | c 6= u and (u, c) ∈ RI}

∪ {(b, aux) | b 6= u and (b, u) ∈ RI}

∪ {(aux, aux) | (u, u) ∈ RI}

It follows from the construction of I ′ that I ′ |= K∞ and

|GoalI
′

i | = |GoalIi | for i = 1, 2 (since I 6|= Goali(aux)).
Moreover, I ′ does not violate Goal1(aux). We therefore

have costKω
(I ′) = |GoalI

′

1 | + |GoalI
′

2 | < |GoalI1 | +
|GoalI2 |+ 1 = costKω

(I). Therefore e ∈ Ind(A′).

We now show that B(e) ∈ A′. By construction of T̃ ,

B ⊑ Goal1 and ∃RB.B ⊑ Goal1 are in T̃ ⊆ T∞. Hence,
since I 6|= Goal1(aux) and I |= T∞, it follows that aux /∈
(∃RB .B)I . Since BJ = BI ∩ ∆J , e ∈ BI so aux /∈
(∃RB .B)I implies in particular that (aux, e) /∈ RI

B . Since
I |= A∞, I |= RB(aux, b) for every b ∈ Ind(A′) such that

B(b) 6∈ A′ so e ∈ Ind(A′) and (aux, e) /∈ RI
B means that

B(e) ∈ A′.
We have thus showed that J respects Σ, hence that

(K′,Σ) is satisfiable.

We now present the reduction for IQAopt
p . Let B be a

fresh concept name. From the WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) we
used for the reduction for IQAopt

c , we define an EL⊥ WKB
K′′ = (〈T ′′,A′′〉, ω′′) by setting:

T ′′ = T ∪ {B ⊓Goal1 ⊑ ⊥}

A′′ = A

and letting ω′′ extend ω with ω′′(B ⊓Goal1 ⊑ ⊥) = ∞.
We show that K′′

ω′′ |=opt
p B(aux) iff Kω 6|=opt

c Goal1(aux)
(which we know holds iff (K′,Σ) is satisfiable). First,
note that for each interpretation I we have costK′′

ω′′
(I) =

costKω
(I) + |vioB⊓Goal1⊑⊥(I)|ωB⊓Goal1⊑⊥. Therefore it

is clear that optc(Kω) = optc(K′′
ω′′) as B is a fresh concept

name.
(⇐) Let I be an interpretation with optimal cost forKω such
that I 6|= Goal1(aux). Let J be obtained from I by set-
ting BJ = {aux}. We have costK′′

ω′′
(J ) = costKω

(I) =

optc(Kω) = optc(K′′
ω′′) thus J has optimal cost for K′′ and

J |= B(aux). Hence K′′
ω′′ |=opt

p B(aux).
(⇒) Let I be an interpretation with optimal cost for K′′

ω′′

such that I |= B(aux). Then I also has optimal cost for Kω

and I 6|= Goal1(aux) (otherwise its cost would be infinite).

Note that in the construction of Kω and K′′
ω′′ the weights

used are either 1 or ∞ thus the complexity lower bounds
hold even for unary encoding of the weights.

Theorem 7. CQAb
c and CQAopt

c for EL⊥ are 2EXPTIME-
hard in combined complexity (even if the bound k and the
weights are encoded in unary).

Proof. We reduce the problem of BCQ entailment on EL
KBs with closed concept names which is known to be 2EXP-
TIME-hard (Ngo, Ortiz, and Simkus 2016) (cf. proof of The-
orem 6 for the definition of KBs with closed concept names)

to CQAopt
c . Let (K̃,Σ) be an EL KB with closed concept

names with K̃ = 〈T̃ , Ã〉 in normal form, and let q = ∃~yφ
be a BCQ and var(q) be the variables that occur in q.

We adapt the proof of 2EXPTIME-hardness of CQ evalua-
tion on circumscribed KBs with a single minimized concept
name and no fixed concept (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023,
Theorem 2). Define, as in their proof, the following EL KB
K′ = 〈T ′,A′〉. Let M , L, X , X̄ and Ā for every A ∈ Σ be
fresh concept names, u be a fresh role name, and t be a fresh
individual name.

T ′ = {A ⊑M | A ∈ Σ}

∪ {A ⊓ Ā ⊑ L | A ∈ Σ}

∪ {∃u.L ⊑ X}

∪ {X ⊑ A | ⊤ ⊑ A ∈ T̃ }

∪ {X ⊓ A ⊑ B | A ⊑ B ∈ T̃ }

∪ {X ⊓ A ⊑ ∃r.(X ⊓B) | A ⊑ ∃r.B ∈ T̃ }



∪ {X ⊓ ∃r.(X ⊓B) ⊑ A | ∃r.B ⊑ A ∈ T̃ }

∪ {X ⊓ A1 ⊓ A2 ⊑ A | A1 ⊓ A2 ⊑ A ∈ T̃ }

∪ {X ⊓ X̄ ⊑ L}

A′ = Ã

∪ {Ā(a) | a ∈ Ind(Ã), A ∈ Σ and A(a) 6∈ Ã}

∪ {A(x) | A(x) ∈ φ}

∪ {r(x, y) | r(x, y) ∈ φ}

∪ {X(a) | a ∈ Ind(Ã)}

∪ {u(x, a) | a ∈ Ind(Ã) and x ∈ var(q)}

∪ {M(x) | x ∈ var(q)}

∪ {M(t)}

∪ {X̄(a) | a ∈ var(q) ∪ {t}}

∪ {u(x, a) | a ∈ var(q) ∪ {t} and x ∈ var(q)}

Let q′ = q ∧
∧

x∈var(q)X(x). By the proof of (Lutz,

Manière, and Nolte 2023, Theorem 2), (K̃,Σ) |= q iff
CircCP (K′) |= q′, where CircCP (K′) is the circumscribed
KB with only one minimized concept name: M . In this con-
text, the preference relation <CP over interpretations is de-
fined by J <CP I when ∆J = ∆I and MJ ( MI . A
model of the circumscribed KBCircCP (K′) is a model I of
K′ such that there are no J <CP I and CircCP (K′) |= q′

if every model of CircCP (K′) satisfies q′.
Let us now define an EL⊥ WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) such

that (K̃,Σ) |= q iff Kω |=opt
c q′.

T = T ′ ∪ {M ⊑ ⊥}

A = A′

ω(τ) = ∞ for τ ∈ T ′

ω(α) = ∞ for α ∈ A′

ω(M ⊑ ⊥) = 1

Let AÃ = {a | A(a) ∈ Ã} for every A ∈ Σ. First, note
that by construction of K′ and definition of Kω, it holds that
optc(Kω) ≥ |

⋃

A∈ΣAÃ|+ |var(q)| + 1.

(⇐) Assume that (K̃,Σ) 6|= q and let I be a model of (K̃,Σ)
such that I 6|= q. Let J be the following interpretation,
defined as in the proof of (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023,
Theorem 2) :

∆J = ∆I ∪ var(q) ∪ {t}

AJ = AI ∪ {x | A(x) ∈ A′} for A ∈ NC \ {M,X}

rJ = rI ∪ {(x, y) | r(x, y) ∈ A′} for r ∈ NR

XJ = ∆I

MJ =
⋃

A∈Σ

AJ ∪ var(q) ∪ {t}

By the proof of (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023, Theo-
rem 2), J |= CircCP (K′) and J 6|= q′. It follows that

J |= K′ = K∞. Moreover, since I is a model of (K̃,Σ),
for every A ∈ Σ, AI = AÃ. Thus, for every A ∈ Σ,

by construction of A′ and J , AJ = AÃ ∪ {x | A(x) ∈

φ} ⊆ AÃ ∪ var(q). It follows that costKω
(J ) = |MJ | =

|
⋃

A∈ΣAÃ| + |var(q)| + 1 = optc(Kω). Thus J is an

interpretation with optimal cost such that J 6|= q′. Hence
Kω 6|=opt

c q′.

(⇒) Assume that Kω 6|=opt
c q′. Let I ′ be an interpretation

with optimal cost such that I ′ 6|= q′. It is clear that I ′ |=
CircCP (K′) (otherwise a model of K′ such that J <CP I ′

would have a smaller cost than I ′).

As in the proof of (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023, Theo-
rem 2) we claim that there is an interpretation I with optimal
cost w.r.t Kω s.t. I 6|= q′ and I satisfies the following prop-
erties:

(a) a ∈ AI implies A(a) ∈ A′ for all a ∈ var(q) ∪ {t},

(b) (d, e) ∈ rI implies r(d, e) ∈ A′ for all d, e ∈ ∆I with
{d, e} ∩ (var(q) ∪ {t}) 6= ∅, and

(c) (d, e) ∈ uI implies u(d, e) ∈ A′ for all d, e ∈ ∆I .

The proof of the claim is the same as that of Claim 2 in the
proof of (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023, Theorem 2) as the
interpretation they build has optimal cost w.r.t Kω (we just
have to build I starting with I ′ |= CircCP (K′) previously
chosen with optimal cost and since the proof shows that I is
a model of CircCP (K′), hence of K∞ and that I ≤CP I ′,

MI ⊆MI′

and I has optimal cost).

Still following the proof of (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte
2023, Theorem 2), we define J as the restriction of I to
domain XI and obtain that J |= (K̃,Σ) and J 6|= q (with
the same proof as in (Lutz, Manière, and Nolte 2023, The-

orem 2)). Hence (K̃,Σ) 6|= q. It follows that CQAopt
c is

2EXPTIME-hard w.r.t. combined complexity.

We now show how the same reduction can be used to
show that CQAb

c is 2EXPTIME-hard.

First, note that |
⋃

A∈ΣAÃ|+|var(q)|+1 ≤ optc(Kω) ≤

|Ind(A′)| = |Ind(Ã)|+ |var(q)| + 1. To see why the upper
bound holds, first observe that there exists an interpretation
I that is a model of K′ = K∞ (since K′ is an EL KB), so
that costKω

(I) = |MI |. Moreover, given such I, if there
is e ∈ ∆I \ Ind(A′) such that e ∈ MI , one can define
I ′ by “merging” e with t everywhere in I (as in the “⇐”
part of the proof of Theorem 6 with e and t instead of u and
aux respectively) such that I ′ has a lower cost than I as this
modification doesn’t introduce any violations of axioms or
assertions and strictly decreases the cardinality of the inter-
pretation of M . Hence if an interpretation I has minimal
cost, there is no e ∈ ∆I \ Ind(A′) such that e ∈MI .

Let B be a fresh concept name and b a fresh individ-
ual name. We use the fact that Kω |=k

c B(b) iff k <
optc(Kω) to find the optimal cost as follows. For ℓ between

|
⋃

A∈ΣAÃ|+|var(q)|+1 and |Ind(Ã)|+|var(q)|+1, check

whether Kω |=ℓ
c B(b). Let k be the smallest ℓ such that this

test fails. Then k = optc(Kω). It thus suffices to check
whether Kω |=k

c q
′ to decide whether Kω |=opt

c q′. Since we

have shown that (K̃,Σ) |= q iff Kω |=opt
c q′, this shows that

we can solve a 2EXPTIME-hard problem with a polynomial
number of calls to CQAb

c, hence CQAb
c is 2EXPTIME-hard.



Note that in the construction of Kω the weights used are
either 1 or ∞ thus the results hold even for unary encod-
ing of the weights. Also note that in the proof of the result
for CQAb

c, the bound on the cost used in each of the CQAb
c

checks is linearly bounded in the size of ((K̃,Σ), q), so the
hardness result holds even with a unary encoding of k.

C Proofs for Section 5

C.1 Proofs of Propositions 6 and 7

Proposition 6. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB
and k an integer. If there exists an interpretation I with
costKω

(I) ≤ k, then there is I ′ with costKω
(I ′) ≤ k and

|∆I′

| ≤ |Ind(K)|+ 2|T |.

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB and k an integer.
Let I be an interpretation with costKω

(I) ≤ k. Let J be the
S-filtration of I with S = sub(T ), defined as in the proof
of Proposition 5 (Appendix B.1). We know that |∆J | ≤
|Ind(K)|+ 2|T |. We show that costKω

(J ) ≤ k.
To do so, we show that costKω

(J ) ≤ costKω
(I). First

note that by construction of J , vioA(J ) = vioA(I).
We are now left to show that for every τ ∈ T we have

|vioτ (J )| ≤ |vioτ (I)|. Let τ = C ⊑ D ∈ T . We need to
show that |(C ⊓ ¬D)J | ≤ |(C ⊓ ¬D)I |. Since C,D ∈ S
this directly follows from Lemma 4.

Proposition 7. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be an ALCO WKB,
k an integer and q a BCQ. If there exists an interpretation
I with costKω

(I) ≤ k and I |= q, then there is one whose

domain has cardinality at most |Ind(K)|+ 2|T |.

Proof. Let Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) be a WKB, k an integer
and q a conjunctive query. Let I be an interpretation with
costKω

(I) ≤ k s.t. I |= q. Let J be the S-filtration of
I with S = sub(T ) (as defined in Appendix B.1). With
the proofs of Proposition 5 and Proposition 6, we know that

|∆J | ≤ |Ind(K)| + 2|T | and costKω
(J ) ≤ k. We want to

show that J |= q.
Let π : var(q) → ∆I be a match for q in I and define

π̃ : var(q) → ∆J by

• π̃(x) = π(x) if π(x) ∈ ∆I ∩ Ind(K) and

• π̃(x) = [π(x)]S if π(x) ∈ ∆I \ Ind(K).

It follows from Lemma 4, the definition of S-filtration, and
the fact that π is a match for q in I that π̃ is a match for q
in J , as required.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 8

Consider an ALCO WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω), a BCQ q, and
a finite bound k, and suppose that there exists an interpre-
tation I with costKω

(I) ≤ k such that I 6|= q. We may
assume w.l.o.g. that q does not mention any individuals not
present in K.

In order to prove Proposition 8, we will suitably adapt
the constructions in (Manière 2022) to transform I into a
finite interpretation J , of size polynomial in |A|, such that
costKω

(J ) ≤ k and J 6|= q.

Translating input WKB into a standard KB in normal
form As the constructions in (Manière 2022) work on
standard KBs (without weights) in normal form, our first
step will be to replace the initial WKB K with an ALCO
KB in normal form. Essentially the idea is to remove all in-
clusions with finite weights and instead introduce new con-
cept names into the TBox to be able to keep track of axiom
violations. We will also prune the initial ABox to keep only
those assertions that are satisfied in the interpretation I.

We recall that an ALCO KB is in normal form if all of its
TBox axioms are in one of the following forms:

⊤ ⊑ D A ⊑ D {a} ⊑ A A1 ⊓ A2 ⊑ A

∃R.B ⊑ A A ⊑ ∃R.B ¬B ⊑ A A ⊑ ¬B

where A,A1, A2, B ∈ NC, D ∈ NC ∪ {{a} | NI}, and
R ∈ NR. It is well known that an arbitrary ALCO TBox
can be transformed (possibly through introduction of new
concept names) into an ALCO TBox in normal form. As the
transformation may possibly introduce new concept names,
the new TBox may not be equivalent to the original one, but
it will be a conservative extension, which is sufficient for our
purposes.

We now proceed as follows to convert our initial WKB
into a KB in normal form:

1. For every τ = C ⊑ D ∈ T \ T∞, let Aτ be a fresh
concept name (i.e. occurring neither in K nor q), and set

Tτ = {Aτ ⊑ C ⊓ ¬D,C ⊓ ¬D ⊑ Aτ}

2. Apply the normalization procedure to the TBox

T vio
∞ = T∞ ∪

⋃

τ∈T \T∞

Tτ

and let T † denote the resulting TBox. We can assume
w.l.o.g. that all concept names in sig(T †)\sig(T vio

∞ ) occur
neither in q nor K.

We set K† = 〈T †,A†〉, where

A† = {α ∈ A | I |= α} ∪ {A⊤(a) | a ∈ Ind(A)}

withA⊤ a fresh concept, not in T † nor q. Note that the asser-
tions A⊤(a) simply serve to ensure that no individuals from
K are lost during the translation (which will be convenient
for the later constructions and proofs).

The following lemma summarizes the properties of K†.
Items (ii)-(iv) basically correspond to T † being a conserva-
tive extension of T vio

∞ , while (v) is a direct consequence of
(iii) and the definition of T vio

∞ .

Lemma 5. The KB K† satisfies the following:

(i) Ind(K) = Ind(K†)

(ii) sig(T ) ⊆ sig(T vio
∞ ) ⊆ sig(T †);

(iii) every model of T † is a model of T vio
∞ ;

(iv) for every model I1 of T vio
∞ , there exists a model I2 of

T † with ∆I1 = ∆I2 such that ·I2 and ·I1 coincide on
all concept and role names except those in sig(T †) \
sig(T vio

∞ );

(v) for every τ ∈ T \ T∞ and every model I ′ of K†,

vioτ (I ′) = AI′

τ .



Using the preceding lemma, we can modify our original
interpretation I to get a model of the KB K†:

Lemma 6. There exists a model I† of K† with ∆I†

= ∆I

such that ·I
†

and ·I coincide on sig(K)∪ sig(q). In particu-
lar, this means that:

• vioA(I†) = vioA(I)

• for every τ ∈ T \ T∞: vioτ (I†) = vioτ (I)

• I† 6|= q

Proof. We first create an interpretation I⋄ which is the same
as I except for the concept names Aτ ∈ sig[T vio

∞ ] \ sig(T ),

for which we set (Aτ )
I⋄

= (C ⊓ ¬D)I , and the concept
name A⊤ which we interpret as Ind(A) (note that we may
assume Ind(A) ⊆ ∆I due to the weak SNA). This ensures
that I⋄ satisfies the axioms in Tτ and the new assertions in
A†, and since we have not modified the interpretation of any
other symbols, I⋄ will be a model of both T∞ and A†. Thus,
the interpretation I⋄ is a model of 〈T vio

∞ ,A†〉. Hence, by
Lemma 5 (iv), there exists a model I† of T † which can be
obtained from I⋄ solely by changing the interpretation of
concept names in sig(T †) \ sig(T vio

∞ ). In particular, I† is
a model of A† and hence of the KB K†. It follows from
the construction of I† that ∆I†

= ∆I and that ·I
†

and ·I

coincide on sig(K) ∪ sig(q). The first and third items follow
immediately (for the third item, recall that I 6|= q), and the

second item holds due to (Aτ )
I†

= (Aτ )
I⋄

= (C ⊓ ¬D)I .

As the model I† of K† given in Lemma 6 satisfies the
same key properties as I (i.e. not satisfying q and having
cost ≤ k), it can thus be used in place of I in the following
constructions.

Interlacing construction to regularize the interpretation
The second step will be to apply the interlacing construc-
tion from (Manière 2022) to our interpretation I† to obtain
a more well-structured interpretation that retains the essen-
tial properties of I†, i.e. it does not entail q and its cost does
not exceed k.

The interlacing construction starts with the definition of
the existential extraction, which is a tree-shaped domain.
The definition, which we recall next, uses the alphabet Ω
consisting of all R.A such that ∃R.A is the RHS of an ax-
iom in the considered TBox (T † in our case), and for ev-

ery R.A ∈ Ω, a function succI
†

R.A that maps every ele-

ment e ∈ (∃R.A)I
†

to an element e′ ∈ ∆I†

such that

(e, e′) ∈ RI†

and e′ ∈ AI†

.

Definition 7 (Existential extraction). Build the following
mapping inductively over the set Ind(K†) · Ω∗:

f : Ind(K†) · Ω∗ → ∆I†

∪ {↑}
a 7→ a

w ·R.A 7→







↑ if f(w) = ↑

or f(w) /∈ (∃R.A)I
†

succI
†

R.A(f(w)) otherwise

where ↑ is a fresh symbol witnessing the absence of a proper
image for an element of Ind(K†) ·Ω∗. The existential extrac-
tion of I† is ∆◦ := {w | w ∈ Ind(K†) · Ω∗, f(w) 6= ↑}.

The preceding definition only differs from the one in
(Manière 2022) in one way: it uses the set Ind(K†) of in-
dividuals in the considered KB rather than the set of in-
dividuals in the considered ABox. This is because we
work with ALCO (and thus individuals may appear in the
TBox) whereas the original construction was formulated for
ALCHI. Fortunately, although nominals were not consid-
ered in (Manière 2022), they are properly handled by the
constructions and do not require any notable modifications.

One part of the construction that we will need to modify
to suit our setting is the domain of interest ∆∗, which intu-
itively is the part of I we wish to remain untouched:

∆∗ := Ind(K†) ∪
⋃

τ∈T \T∞

vioτ (I
†)

Whereas the original definition of ∆∗ takes the set of ABox
individuals together with all elements occurring in a match
of the input (counting) CQ, we must consider nominals from
the TBox and all elements that occur in a violation of an ax-
iom in T \ T∞. Note however that since in our case we start
from an interpretation I† that does not contain any matches
for q, our set ∆∗ in fact is a superset of the one considered
in (Manière 2022).

We can now recall the function f∗, defined exactly as in
(Manière 2022) but using the modified version of ∆∗:

f∗ : ∆◦ → ∆∗ ⊎ (∆◦ \∆∗)

w 7→

{

f(w) if f(w) ∈ ∆∗

w otherwise

With these notions in hand, we can now recall that defini-
tion of the interlacing of I† w.r.t. the function f∗:

Definition 8 (f∗-interlacing). The f∗-interlacing I∗ of I†

is the interpretation whose domain is ∆I∗

:= f∗(∆◦) and
which interprets concept and role names as follows:

AI∗

:= {f∗(u) | u ∈ ∆◦, f(u) ∈ AI†

}

RI∗

:= {(a, b) | a, b ∈ Ind(K†) ∧ K† |= R(a, b)}

∪ {(f∗(u), f∗(u · R.B)) | u, u ·R.B ∈ ∆◦}

The preceding definition is a simplified version of Defini-
tion 20 from (Manière 2022) as we are not considering role
inclusions nor inverse roles. We also make a slight modifi-
cation – using Ind(K†) rather than only individuals from the
ABox – to make it compatible with nominals.

We have phrased the definition directly in terms of our de-
sired function f∗, but other functions f ′ with domain∆◦ can
be used instead. Depending on which f ′ is used to define the
interlacing, the resulting interpretation I ′ may or may not
be a model of the considered KB. It was shown in (Manière
2022) that if f ′ is pseudo-injective, then the f ′-interleaving
is a model and moreover maps homomorphically into the
starting interpretation. This property (stated in Lemma 7 be-
low, phrased for our KB K†) was proven for ALCHI KBs
in normal form, but is easily shown to also hold for ALCO
KBs in normal form.



Definition 9. A function f ′ : ∆◦ → E is pseudo-injective
if: for all u, v ∈ ∆◦, if f ′(u) = f ′(v), then f(u) = f(v).

Lemma 7. If f ′ : ∆◦ → E is pseudo-injective, then the f ′-
interlacing I ′ is a model of K† and the following mapping
is a homomorphism from I ′ to I†:

σ : ∆I′

→ ∆I†

f ′(u) 7→ f(u)

As f ′ is pseudo-injective, σ is well defined.

It was proven in (Manière 2022) that f∗ is pseudo-
injective, and the same arguments apply to our modified f∗.

Lemma 8. f∗ is pseudo-injective.

It follows from the preceding lemmas that I∗ is a model
of K† which maps homomorphically into I† via the map-
ping σ. In fact, due to the way f∗ is defined, we can be
more precise about the homomorphism σ:

Lemma 9. The homomorphism σ from I∗ to I† is such that
σ(a) = a for all a ∈ Ind(K†).

We are now ready to show that I∗ retains the desired prop-
erties of I† (and I).

Lemma 10. I∗ 6|= q.

Proof. We could obtain the result by examining the proof
of Lemma 5 in (Manière 2022), which shows that the query
matches in I∗ (there denoted I ′ and defined w.r.t. the orig-
inal definition of ∆∗) are injectively mapped into I† (and
hence there cannot be any additional matches in I∗). How-
ever, it turns out that the argument is much simpler in
our case, since we are start from an interpretation I† with
I† 6|= q. The existence of the homomorphism σ from I∗

to I† that is the identify on Ind(K†) (see Lemmas 7 and 9),
hence also on Ind(q), means that any match of q in I∗ can be
reproduced in I†. Therefore, from I† 6|= q, we immediately
obtain I∗ 6|= q.

Lemma 11. The cost of I∗ does not exceed that of I†:
costKω

(I∗) ≤ costKω
(I†). In particular, we have that

vioτ (I∗) ⊆ vioτ (I†) ⊆ ∆∗ for every τ ∈ T \ T∞.

Proof. First note that since I∗ is a model of K†, it is a model
of A† and hence satisfies all assertions in {α ∈ A | I |=
α} = {α ∈ A | I† |= α}. Since I† 6|= α for α ∈ A \ A†, it
follows that

vioA(I
∗) ⊆ vioA(I

†)

Let us now consider violations of TBox axioms. First
note that since I∗ is a model of K†, it is a model of T vio

∞
(Lemma 5, item (iii)). It follows that I∗ |= τ for every
τ ∈ T∞. Now consider some τ ∈ T \ T∞ and suppose that

e ∈ vioτ (I∗). By Lemma 5, item (v), vioτ (I∗) = AI∗

τ ,

so e ∈ AI∗

τ . From the definition of I∗, we know that there
exists w ∈ ∆◦ such that e = f∗(w). As σ is a homomor-

phism from I∗ to I† (Lemma 7) and e = f∗(w) ∈ AI∗

τ , we

must also have f(w) ∈ AI†

τ . As I† is a model of K†, we

can again apply Lemma 5 item (v) to get vioτ (I†) = AI†

τ .
We thus obtain f(w) ∈ vioτ (I†), and thus f(w) ∈ ∆∗

(due to our definition of ∆∗). But f(w) ∈ ∆∗ implies that

e = f∗(w) = f(w), and hence that e ∈ AI†

τ . We have thus
shown that vioτ (I∗) ⊆ vioτ (I†).

As every violation of an axiom or assertion from Kω in
the interpretation I∗ is also present in I†, we can conclude
that costKω

(I∗) ≤ costKω
(I†).

Quotient construction to get bounded-size interpretation
It now remains to ‘shrink’ the interpretation I∗ to obtain
an interpretation with the same properties but having the re-
quired size. To do so, we can proceed exactly as in Chap-
ter 3.4 of (Manière 2022), by defining a suitable equiva-
lence relation, and then considering the quotient interpre-
tation obtained by merging elements from the same equiva-
lence class.

We will now describe how the equivalence relation ∼n is
defined, but without giving every detail as the definition is
rather involved and we will not be modifying it except by
using our own definition of ∆∗. The definition of ∼n in-
volves the notion of the n-neighbourhood of an element d
in I∗ relative to ∆∗, denoted N I∗,∆∗

n (d), consisting of the

elements in ∆I∗

that can be reached by taking at most n
‘steps’ along role edges, starting at d and stopping whenever
an element of ∆∗ is reached. If d ∈ ∆∗, then d itself is
the only element in its n-neighbourhood (for any n). How-

ever, when d ∈ ∆I∗

\∆∗, we know that d = aw for some
a ∈ Ind(K†) and w ∈ Ω∗. Using the tree-shaped structure
of the domain∆◦, we can identify a unique ‘root’ prefix rn,d
of d = aw such that f∗(rn,d) ∈ N I∗,∆∗

n (d) and for every

d′ ∈ N I∗,∆∗

n (d), there is a unique wordwd′

n,d ∈ Ω∗ such that

d′ = f∗(rn,d·wd′

n,d) and |wd′

n,d| ≤ 2n. With this uniform way

of refer to the elements in neighbourhood of a considered el-
ement d, we can define a function χn,d whose output tells us
for each word w ∈ Ω∗ with |w| ≤ 2n whether there is an
element in the neighbourhood whose word is w, and if so,
whether that element belongs to ∆∗, and if not, which con-
cept names it satisfies in I∗. The equivalence relation ∼n

then groups together those elements d, e ∈ ∆I∗

\∆∗ which
have the same associated word (i.e. wd

n,d = we
n,e) and same

associated function (χn,d = χn,e), plus an additional condi-
tion on the length of d and e (namely, |d| = |e| mod 2|q|+3).

With the equivalence relation ∼n at hand, it now suf-
fices to merge elements which are equivalent w.r.t. ∼|q|+1.
Formally, we consider the quotient interpretation J :=
I∗/ ∼|q|+1 whose domain is ∆J = {[e]∼|q|+1

| e ∈ ∆I∗

}

and whose interpretation function ·J is as follows:

• AJ = {[e]∼|q|+1
| e ∈ AI∗

}

• RJ = {([d]∼|q|+1
, [e]∼|q|+1

) | (d, e) ∈ RI∗

}

• aJ = [aI
∗

]∼|q|+1

where [e]∼|q|+1
is the equivalence class of e w.r.t. ∼|q|+1.

It has been shown that J remains a model of the consid-
ered KB and does not contain any additional query matches.
Given that the interpretation I∗ we consider here is built in
exactly the same way as the interleaving I ′ considered in
(Manière 2022), except that we work with a larger domain



of interest ∆∗ (which includes the one used to build I ′), ex-
actly the same arguments can be used to show Lemma 12
below. We point out that the presence of nominals in K† is
not problematic as all of its individuals (whether present in
the ABox or TBox) are included in ∆∗ and are therefore left
untouched by the construction.

Lemma 12. The interpretation J is a model of K† such that
J 6|= q.

It remains to show that the quotient operation does not
increase the cost.

Lemma 13. The cost of J is no higher than the cost of I∗:
costKω

(J ) ≤ costKω
(I∗).

Proof. First note that since J is a model of K†, it satisfies all
assertions in A†. It follows that vioA(J ) ⊆ vioA(I

∗). The
fact that J is a model of T † means that it satisfies every τ ∈
T∞. Consider now an axiom τ ∈ T \ T∞, and suppose that
e ∈ vioτ (J ). Since J is a model of K†, we have e ∈ AJ

τ

(recall Lemma 5, item (v)). It follows from the definition of
J that there exists e∗ such that e = [e∗]∼|q|+1

and e∗ ∈ AI∗

τ .

However, since I∗ is also a model of K†, we can infer from
e∗ ∈ AI∗

τ that e∗ ∈ vioτ (I∗). By Lemma 11, we know that
vioτ (I

∗) ⊆ ∆∗. As e∗ ∈ ∆∗, we have [e∗]∼|q|+1
= {e∗}. It

follows that vioτ (J ) ⊆ {{e∗} | e∗ ∈ vioτ (I∗)}, and hence
|vioτ (J )| ≤ |vioτ (I∗)|. Putting everything together, we
can therefore conclude that costKω

(J ) ≤ costKω
(I∗).

To complete the proof of Proposition 8, we now examine
the steps in the construction in order to place a bound on
the size of the interpretation J . By analyzing the number
of equivalence classes, the following upper bound on |∆J |
was shown in (Manière 2022):

(2|q|+ 3)× |T ||q|+2 × (|∆∗|+ 2sig(T ) + 1)|T |2|q|+2

It therefore remains to bound the set |∆∗| (using our defini-
tion of ∆∗):

|∆∗| ≤ |Ind(K†)|+ |
⋃

τ∈T \T∞

vioτ (I
†)|

≤ |Ind(K†)|+ costKω
(I†)

≤ |Ind(A)|+ |Ind(T )|+ costKω
(I)

≤ |Ind(A)|+ |Ind(T )|+ k

By substituting the latter quantity for |∆∗| in the bound
above, we obtain the desired upper bound on |∆J | that is
polynomial w.r.t. k and |A|, assuming |T | and |q| are treated
as constants.

C.3 Lower Bounds

Theorem 14. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are Θp
2-hard in

data complexity (even if the finite weights are bounded inde-
pendently from |A| and encoded in unary).

Proof. We use a reduction from the Θp
2-complete problem

of deciding whether a given vertex belongs to all the inde-
pendent sets of maximum size of a graph (Lopatenko and
Bertossi 2007; Lopatenko and Bertossi 2016, Lemma 6). Let

G = (V , E) be a graph and w ∈ V a vertex. Define an EL⊥

WKB Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) as follows.

A = {Ini(v) | v ∈ V , i ∈ {1, 2}}

∪ {Edge(x, y) | (x, y) ∈ E}

∪ {Distinguish(w)}

∪ {NoGoal(w)}

T = {Ini ⊓ ∃Edge.Ini ⊑ ⊥ | i ∈ {1, 2}}

∪ {Ini ⊓Distinguish ⊑ Goal | i ∈ {1, 2}}

∪ {Goal ⊓NoGoal ⊑ ⊥}

ω(τ) = ∞ for τ ∈ T

ω(Ini(v)) = 1 for v ∈ V, i ∈ {1, 2}

ω(Edge(x, y)) = ∞ for (x, y) ∈ E

ω(Distinguish(w)) = ∞

ω(NoGoal(w)) = 1

We show that w does not belong to all the independent
sets of maximum size of G iff Kω |=opt

p NoGoal(w).
For every independent set I ⊆ V of G, define the interpre-

tation II = (V , ·II ) by

• InII

i = I , i ∈ {1, 2}

• EdgeII = E

• DistinguishII = {w}

• GoalII = {w} if w ∈ I and GoalII = ∅ otherwise

• NoGoalII = ∅ if w ∈ I and NoGoalII = {w} other-
wise

It is easy to check that costKω
(II) = 2|V \ I| + δIw where

δIw = 1 if w ∈ I and δIw = 0 otherwise.
Moreover, for every interpretation I of finite cost, note

that for i ∈ {1, 2}, InI
i ∩V is an independent set of G (since

I |= Ini ⊓ ∃Edge.Ini ⊑ ⊥).

(⇒) Suppose there is an independent set M of G of maxi-
mal size that does not contain w. By construction, IM |=
NoGoal(w). We show that IM has minimal cost. Suppose
for a contradiction that there exists I such that costKω

(I) <
costKω

(IM ). Then |V \ InI
1 | + |V \ InI

2 | ≤ costKω
(I) <

2|V\M | (since δMw = 0). We then have that |InI
1∩V| > |M |

or |InI
2 ∩ V| > |M | which contradicts the fact that M

is of maximum size. Therefore IM has optimal cost and
Kω |=opt

p NoGoal(w).

(⇐) Suppose that Kω |=opt
p NoGoal(w), i.e., there is I

with optimal cost such that I |= NoGoal(w). Since I has
finite cost, InI

1 ∩ V and InI
2 ∩ V are independent sets of G.

Suppose for a contradiction that there is an independent set
M of G such that |M | > max(|InI

1 ∩ V|, |InI
2 ∩ V|). Then

costKω
(IM ) ≤ 2|V \M |+ 1 < |V \ InI

1 |+ |V \ InI
2 | i.e.

costKω
(IM ) < costKω

(I) (since I |= NoGoal(w)), which
contradicts our assumption. Hence InI

1 ∩ V or InI
2 ∩ V

is an independent set of G of maximum size that does not
contain w.

We may therefore conclude that IQAopt
p for EL⊥ is Θp

2-
hard in data complexity (even with weights bounded inde-
pendently from |A| and encoded in unary).



We now consider IQAopt
c and show that w belongs to all

the independent sets of maximum size of G iff Kω |=opt
c

Goal(w).

(⇒) Suppose that w belongs to all independent sets of G of
maximum size. Let I be an interpretation with optimal cost
w.r.t.Kω . Since I has finite cost, then for i ∈ {1, 2}, InI

i ∩V
is an independent set of G. Assume for a contradiction that
neither InI

1 ∩ V nor InI
2 ∩ V is of maximal size and let

M ⊆ V be an independent set of G of maximum size. Then
w ∈ M and costKω

(IM ) = 2|V \M | + 1 < costKω
(I),

contradicting the optimal cost of I. Therefore there is i ∈
{1, 2} such that InI

i ∩ V is an independent set of maximum

size, which implies that w ∈ InI
i . Finally, as I |= Ini ⊓

Distinguish ⊑ Goal and I |= Distinguish(w), we have
that I |= Goal(w). We have thus shown that Kω |=opt

c

Goal(w).

(⇐) Let Kω |=opt
c Goal(w), and suppose for a contradiction

that there exists an independent set M ⊆ V of G of maximal
size such that w 6∈ M . We show that IM has optimal cost.
Indeed, suppose optc(Kω) < costK(IM ) and let I be an
interpretation of optimal cost. As Kω |=opt

c Goal(w) we
have that w ∈ GoalI . Thus there must exist i ∈ {1, 2} such
that w ∈ InI

i (otherwise the interpretation I ′ obtained from

I by removing w from GoalI and adding w to NoGoalI

would have a smaller cost than I). Therefore costKω
(I) =

|V \ InI
1 | + |V \ InI

2 | + 1 < costKω
(IM ) = 2|V \ M |

since δMw = 0 as w /∈M . Thus min(|V \ InI
1 |, |V \ InI

2 |) <
|V \M | and we deduce |InI

i ∩V| > |M | for some i ∈ {1, 2}
which is a contradiction since InI

i ∩V is an independent set.
Hence IM is an interpretation of optimal cost w.r.t Kω and

w ∈ GoalIM . It follows that w ∈ InIM

i for i ∈ {1, 2} (with
the same argument as before), i.e., w ∈M . Thus w belongs
to all independent sets of G of maximum size.

We have thus shown that IQAopt
c for EL⊥ is Θp

2-hard in
data complexity (even with weights are bounded indepen-
dently from |A| and encoded in unary).

Theorem 15. IQAopt
p and IQAopt

c for EL⊥ are ∆p
2-hard in

data complexity (if the weights are encoded in binary).

Proof. The proof is by reduction from the following ∆P
2 -

hard problem: given a satisfiable boolean formula ϕ
over variables x1, . . . , xn such that ϕ is a set of clauses
c1, . . . , cm where each clause has exactly two positive and
two negative literals and any of the four positions in a clause
can be filled instead by one of the truth constants true and
false, and given k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, decide whether the lexi-
cographically maximum truth assignment νmax satisfying ϕ
with respect to (x1, . . . , xn) fulfills νmax(xk) = 1. It fol-
lows from (Krentel 1988) and from the reductions from SAT
to 3SAT and from 3SAT to 2+2SAT (Schaerf 1993) that this
problem is ∆P

2 -hard.

Let ϕ be an instance of the problem as previously defined.
We define Kω = (〈T ,A〉, ω) an EL⊥WKB as follows:

A ={S(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤ j ≤ m}∪

{Pℓ(ck, xj) | ℓ ∈ {1, 2}, xj is the ℓth pos. lit. of ck}∪

{Nℓ(ck, xj) | ℓ ∈ {1, 2},¬xj is the ℓth neg. lit. of ck}∪

{F (xi), T (xi), T
′(xi) | 1 ≤ i ≤ n} ∪ {F (f), T (t)}

T ={F ⊓ T ⊑ ⊥, F ⊓ T ′ ⊑ ⊥}∪

{∃S.(∃P1.F ⊓ ∃P2.F ⊓ ∃N1.T ⊓ ∃N2.T ) ⊑ ⊥}

We set ω(τ) = ∞ for every τ ∈ T , and ω(α) = ∞ for
every assertion α built on Pℓ and Nℓ as well as for T (t) and
F (f). For the remaining assertions, we define the weights
through the following prioritization (see Lemma 6.2.5 in
(Bourgaux 2016)):

• L1 = {T (xi), F (xi) | 1 ≤ i ≤ n}

• L2 = {S(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤ j ≤ m}

• L3 = {T ′(x1)}, L4 = {T ′(x2)}, . . . , Ln+2 = {T ′(xn)}

Let u = max(2n,m) + 1 and define ω(α) = un+2−i for
every α ∈ Li.

We show that Kω |=opt
c T ′(xk) iff Kω |=opt

p T ′(xk) iff

νmax(xk) = 1.

Let I be an interpretation with optimal cost. By defini-
tion of ω, I |= T and I satisfies all Pℓ/Nℓ assertions, T (t)
and F (f). First note that for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n, I satisfies
exactly one of the assertions T (xi), F (xi). Indeed, it can-
not contain both since I |= F ⊓ T ⊑ ⊥ and if there was i
such that I 6|= T (xi) and I 6|= F (xi), then J obtained from
I by setting TJ = T I ∪ {xIi }, SJ = ∅ and XJ = XI

for every other concept or role name X would be such that
costKω

(J ) < costKω
(I) since m × un < un+1 because

m < u. Moreover, it is easy to see that I |= T ′(xi) exactly
when I 6|= F (xi), i.e. when I |= T (xi).

Let ν be the valuation of x1, . . . , xn such that ν(xi) = 1
iff I |= T (xi) (iff I |= T ′(xi) iff I 6|= F (xi)). Assume
for a contradiction that ν does not satisfy ϕ. There exists a
clause cj of ϕ such that for every positive literal xi of cj ,
ν(xi) = 0, i.e. I |= F (xi), and for every negative literal
¬xi of cj , ν(xi) = 1, i.e. I |= T (xi). It follows that I 6|=
S(ϕ, cj) (otherwise ϕI would be in (∃S.(∃P1.F ⊓∃P2.F ⊓
∃N1.T⊓∃N2.T ))

I and the cost of I would be infinite. Since
ϕ is satisfiable, there exists ν′ that satisfies ϕ. Let J be
the interpretation such that PJ

ℓ = P I
ℓ and NJ

ℓ = NI
ℓ for

1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2, TJ = {tI} ∪ {xIi | ν′(xi) = 1}, FJ =
{fI} ∪ {xIi | ν′(xi) = 0}, and SJ = {(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤
j ≤ m}. Then costKω

(J ) < costKω
(I). Indeed, I and

J both violate the same number of T /F -assertions and the
cost un of violating the single assertion S(ϕ, cj) is greater

than the cost of violating all T ′-assertions Σn+2
i=3 u

n+2−i =

Σn−1
i=0 u

i = un−1
u−1 . Hence, ν satisfies ϕ.

Finally, we show that ν = νmax. Define J by PJ
ℓ = P I

ℓ

and NJ
ℓ = NI

ℓ for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2, TJ = T ′J = {tI} ∪ {xIi |
νmax(xi) = 1}, FJ = {fI} ∪ {xIi | νmax(xi) = 0},

SJ = {(ϕ, cj) | 1 ≤ j ≤ m}. If there exists l such that
ν and νmax coincide on xi for i < l but not on xl, i.e.
ν(xl) = 0 and νmax(xl) = 1 (since νmax is the lexico-
graphically maximum truth assignment satisfying ϕ), then
costKω

(J ) < costKω
(I). Indeed, the cost un−l of vi-

olating T ′(xl) is greater than the cost Σn+2
i=l+3u

n+2−i =



Σn−l−1
i=0 ui = un−l−1

u−1 of violating all T ′(xi) for i > l. Hence

ν and νmax coincide on every xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n.
We have shown that for every interpretation with optimal

cost I, I |= T ′(xk) iff νmax(xk) = 1. Hence Kω |=opt
c

T ′(xk) iff Kω |=opt
p T ′(xk) iff νmax(xk) = 1.
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