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Abstract. This paper presents a tableau approach for deciding descrip-
tion logics outside the scope of OWL DL and current state-of-the-art
tableau-based description logic systems. In particular, we define a sound
and complete tableau calculus for the description logic ALBO and show
that it provides a basis for decision procedures for this logic and nu-
merous other description logics. ALBO is the extension of ALC with
the Boolean role operators, inverse of roles, domain and range restric-
tion operators and it includes full support for objects (nominals). ALBO
is a very expressive description logic which is NExpTime complete and
subsumes Boolean modal logic and the two-variable fragment of first-
order logic. An important novelty is the use of a versatile, unrestricted
blocking rule as a replacement for standard loop checking mechanisms
implemented in description logic systems. Our decision procedure is im-
plemented in the METTEL system.

1 Introduction

The description logic ALBO is an extension of the description logic ALB in-
troduced in [7] with singleton concepts, called nominals in modal logic. ALB is
the extension of ALC, in which concepts and roles form a Boolean algebra, and
additional operators include inverse of roles and a domain restriction operator.
ALBO extends ALC by union of roles, negation of roles, inverse of roles, and
domain as well as range restriction. In addition, it provides full support for ABox
objects and singleton concepts.

None of the current state-of-the-art tableau-based description logic systems
are able to handle ALBO. Because ALBO allows full negation of roles, it is
out of the scope of OWL DL and most description logic systems including
Fact++4, KAON2, PELLET, and RACERPRO. A tableau decision procedure
for the description logic ALCQZb which allows for Boolean combinations of
‘safe’ occurrences of negated roles is described in [14]. Safeness essentially im-
plies a ‘guardedness’ property which is violated for unsafe occurrences of role
negation. Description logics with full, i.e. safe and unsafe, role negation can be
decided however by translation to first-order logic and first-order resolution the-
orem provers such as MSpass, SPAss and VAMPIRE. The paper [7] shows that
the logic ALB can be decided by translation to first-order logic and ordered
resolution. This result is extended in [3] to ALB with positive occurrences of
composition of roles. ALBO can be embedded into the two-variable fragment



of first-order logic with equality which can be decided with first-order resolu-
tion methods [2]. This means that ALBO is decidable and can be decided using
first-order resolution methods.

ALBQO is a very expressive description logic. It subsumes the Boolean modal
logic [4, 5] and tense, hybrid versions of Boolean modal logic with the @ operator
and nominals. ALBO can also be shown to subsume the two-variable fragment of
first-order logic (without equality) [8]. The following constructs and statements
can be handled in ALBO.

— Role negation, the universal role, the sufficiency or window operator, Peirce
sum, domain restriction, cross product, and cylindrification.

— Role inclusion axioms and role equivalence axioms in the language of ALBO.

— Role assertions in the language of ALBO.

— Boolean combinations of both concept and role inclusion and equivalence
axioms.

— Boolean combinations of concept and role assertions, including negated role
assertions.

— Disjoint roles, symmetric roles and serial roles.!

Since ALBO subsumes Boolean modal logic it follows from [10] that the satis-
fiability problem in ALBO is NExpTime-hard. In [6] it is shown that the two vari-
able first-order fragment with equality is NExpTime-complete. It follows there-
fore that the computational complexity of ALBO-satisfiability is NExpTime-
complete. This follows also from a (slight extension of a) result in [14].

In this paper we present a tableau approach which decides the description
logic ALBO. The tableau calculi we define for ALBO are ground semantic
tableau calculi which work on ground labelled expressions. In contrast to the
tableau calculi for description logics with role operators presented in [3,11-13]
(including ALC(L, M, ~1), ALC(U,M, ~1, 1), and Peirce logic, or the equivalent
modal versions, where | denotes the domain restriction operator), our tableau
calculi operate only on ground labelled concept expressions. As a consequence
the calculi can be implemented as extensions of existing tableau-based descrip-
tion logic systems which can handle singleton concepts.

In order to limit the number of objects in the tableau we need a mechanism
for detecting periodicity in the underlying interpretations (models). Standard
loop checking mechanisms are based on comparing sets of (labelled or unlabelled)
concept expressions such as subset blocking or equality blocking. Instead of using
the standard loop checking mechanisms our procedure uses a new inference rule,
the wunrestricted blocking rule, and equality reasoning. Our approach has the
following advantages over standard loop checking.

— It is conceptually simple and easy to implement.
— It is universal and does not depend on the notion of a type.

L It is not difficult to extend our method and results to include full equality handling
including reflexive roles, identity and diversity roles, and the test operator.



— It is versatile and enables more controlled model construction in a tableau
procedure. For instance, it can be used to construct small models for a sat-
isfiable concept, e.g. domain minimal models.

— It generalises to other logics, including full first-order logic.

— It can be simulated in first-order logic provers.

The unrestricted blocking rule corresponds to an unrestricted version of the first-
order blocking rule invented by [1], simply called the blocking rule. The blocking
rule is constrained to objects [ and I’ such that the object I’ is a successor of the
object . Ie. in the common branch of [ and I’ the object I is obtained from [ as
a result of a sequence of applications of the existential restriction rule. In this
form the rule can be used to simulate standard blocking mechanisms.

The structure of the paper is as follows. The syntax and semantics of ALBO
is defined in Section 2. In Section 3 we prove that ALBO has the finite model
property. The constructions used in the proof are also used in Section 4, where
we define a tableau calculus for ALBO and prove that it is sound and complete
without the unrestricted blocking rule. Section 5 introduces the (unrestricted)
blocking mechanism and proves soundness, completeness and termination of the
extended tableau calculus. This allows us to define general decision procedures
for ALBO and its sublogics which is discussed in Section 6. We conclude with
Section 7. Due to lack of space some proofs are omitted or only sketched.

2 Syntax and semantics of ALBO

The syntax of ALBO is defined over the signature o = (0, C, R) of three disjoint
alphabets: O = {{y, {1, ...} the alphabet of object symbols, C = {pg,p1,...} the
alphabet of concept symbols, and R = {rg,r1,...} the alphabet of role symbols.
The logical connectives are: -, LI, 3, ~! (role inverse), | (domain restriction), |
(range restriction). Concept expressions (or concepts) and role expressions (or
roles) are defined as follows:

Cc=p|{|-~C|CubD]|3RC,
REZr | R'Y|-R| RUS| RIC | R|C.

p ranges over the set C, £ ranges over O, and r ranges over R. The M connective
on concepts and roles is defined as usual in terms of = and U, and the top and
bottom concepts are defined by T £ plU—p and L = pr—p, respectively, for some
concept name p. The universal restriction operator V is a dual to the existential
restriction operator 3, specified by VR.C' = -3R.—C.

Next, we define the semantics of ALBO. A model (or an interpretation) T
of ACBO is a tuple T = (AT pL,... 65 ... .rL, ...), where AT is a non-empty
set, p? is a subset of AT, (7 € AT and rZ is a binary relation over AZ. The
semantics of concepts and roles in the model Z, i.e. C and RZ, is specified in
Figure 1. A TBoz (respectively RBoz), is a (finite) set of inclusion statements
C C D (respectively R C S) which are interpreted in any model Z as subset



0 =, (BT = (B)™ = {(@y) | (v,2) € B™},
(~O)F E ATNCE, (GR)TE (AT < AT\ R,
(Cup)* “ RfuSt,

ctubp*, (Rus)”
(R1C) £ {(z,y) |z € CT and (2,y) € R7},
(R1O)" ¥ {(z,y) |y € C* and (z,y) € R},

def

(3R.C)" = {z|3y e O (z,y) € R}

Fig. 1. Definition of -

relationships, namely CZ C D? (respectively RZ C S7). An ABoxz is a (finite)
set of statements of the form ¢ : C or (¢,¢') : R, called concept assertions or role
assertions. A knowledge base is a tuple (T, R, A) of a TBox T', an RBox R, and
an ABox A.

The top role vV and the empty role A are definable in ALBO as rU—wr and 1
—r, respectively, for some role symbol r. As a consequence any concept assertion
{ : C can be expressed as a concept, expression as follows: £ : C = 3v.({£}NC). Tt
is clear that (¢ : )T = AT iff ¢ € C7 in every model Z. In ALBO arole assertion
(£,¢') : R can also be expressed as a concept assertion and concept expression,

namely (£,¢) : R = ¢ : 3R.{'}. Moreover, concept and role inclusion axioms
def

and are definable as concept expressions, too. We let C C D = Vv.(-C U D)
and RC § & VYv.3-(=R U S).L, respectively. Thus, Boolean combinations of
inclusion and assertion statements of concepts and roles are also expressible
in ALBO as the corresponding Boolean combinations of the concepts which
represent these statements. As usual, concept satisfiability in ALBO with respect
to any knowledge base can be reduced to concept satisfiability with respect to
a knowledge base where all TBox, RBox, and ABox are empty. Without loss of
generality we therefore focus on the problem of concept satisfiability in ALBO.

3 Finite model property

Let < be the smallest transitive ordering on the set of all ALBO expressions
(concepts and roles) satisfying:

(s1) C < =C, (s7) R <3R.C, (s13) -C < R C,
(s2) C < CUD, (s8) -C < —-3R.C, (s14) R<R1C,
(s3) D<CUD, (s9) R < —-3R.C

(s4) ~C < ~(CLID), (s10) R< RUS, (s15) ~C < R C,
(s5) =D <—~(CUD), (sl1) S<RUS, (s16) R< R | C,
(s6) C < 3R.C, (s12) R< R, (s17) R < —R.

It is easy to see that < is a well-founded ordering. Let < be the reflexive
closure of <.



Let Z be any ALBO model and C be a concept. A C-type 7¢(z) of an
element z of the model 7 is defined by 7¢(z) £ {D | D < C and z € DT}.
Let ~ be an equivalence relation on A% such that x ~ y implies 7€ (2) = 7€ (y).
Let ||lz] & {y € A7 | &~ y}.

Given a model 7 we define the filtrated model Z (through ~), as follows. Let
AT E {|jz]| | # € AT}. For every r € Rlet rZ £ {(||z]|,|ly]]) | (z,y) € rL}. For
every p € Clet p? & {||z|| | # € pT} and for every £ € O let (T £ ||iZ| = {¢%}.

The following lemma can be proved by induction on the ordering <.

Lemma 1 (Filtration Lemma).

(1) x € DT iff |z| € DT for any D < C and x € A7,
(2) (z,y) € R iff (|=||, ||ly|l) € RT for every R < C and x,y € AZ.

A corollary of this lemma is the finite model property.

Theorem 1 (Finite Model Property). ALBO has the finite model property,
i.e. if a concept C is satisfiable then it has a finite model.

Proof. Let T be a model for a concept C and ~ is an equivalence relation on
AT defined by z ~ y <= 7¢(z) = 7°(y). Then, by the Filtration Lemma, the
model 7 filtrated through ~ is also a model for C. Moreover the domain of T is
finite because the number of C-types in every model is finite.

4 Tableau calculus

Let T denote a tableau calculus and C' a concept. We denote by T'(C') a finished
tableau built using the rules of the calculus T starting with the concept C as
input. I.e. we assume that all branches in the tableau are expanded and all
applicable rules of T have been applied in T'(C). As usual we assume that all the
rules of the calculus are applied non-deterministically, to a tableau. A branch of
a tableau is closed if a contradiction has been derived in this branch, otherwise
the branch is called open. The tableau T'(C) is closed if all its branches are closed
and T(C) is open otherwise. We say that T is terminating iff for every concept
C either T(C) is finite whenever T'(C) is closed or T(C') has a finite open branch
if T(C) is open. T is sound iff C is unsatisfiable whenever T(C) is closed for all
concepts C. T is complete iff for any concept C, C is satisfiable (has a model)
whenever T'(C') is open.

Let T4rpo be the tableau calculus consisting of the rules listed in Table 1.
Given an input concept C, preprocessing is performed which pushes the role
inverse operators toward atomic concepts by exhaustively applying the following
role equivalences from left to right.

(~R)"'=~(R7), (RUS)'=R'uS,
(R1C)'=R1'|C, (RIO)'=R1'1C, (R°H)"1 =R



:C, £:=C ( )_E:ﬁﬁC’

(L

1L {:C
(L) {:=(CuD) ) ¢:(CuD)
£:-C, £:-D £:C | £:D
) ¢:3R.C (¢’ is new) (~3): ¢:—-3R.C, ¢:3R{{}
L3R}, ¢ :C o =C
¢ 3REY, O {0
(bridge): = ;{3;.{@/}{ :
0:3(RUS).{0} ¢:-3(RUS).C
() T 3R{0Y | ¢: 3540} 3 T 3RC, ¢:-35C
3RV . £:-3R7V.0, ¢ :3R{0)
G 3R (=37 v -C
L3R 04 oy LETER1O).D
£:C, £:3R{l'} £:-C | £:-3R.D
¢:3(R | C){) ¢:-3(R | C).D
GV e, ¢ 3R} 3 T S3R—~(=CU-D)
¢:3-R{0} ¢:-3-R.C, ¢':D
) 3R {0} CI TSR0y | € 3-RA0}

Table 1. Tableau calculus Tars0 for ALBO.

Next, the (preprocessed) input concept C' is tagged with a fresh object name
£ which does not occur in C. Then we build a complete tableau T 4,50 (C) as
usual by applying the rules of T 450 to the concept assertion ¢ : C. It is however
important to note that ¢ : C' and all labelled expressions and assertions really
denote concept expressions.

Because every rule preserves the satisfiability of concept assertions, it is easy
to see that the calculus T 4-50 is sound for ALBO.

We turn to proving completeness of the calculus. Suppose that a tableau
Tacpo(C) for the given concept C is open, i.e. it contains an open branch B.
We construct a model Z for the satisfiability of C as follows. By definition, let
(~ 0 <5 0 {0} € B. Tt is clear that the rules (sym), (mon), and (id) ensure
that ~ is an equivalence relation on objects. The equivalence class ||¢|| of a
{00~} We set

representative ¢ is defined as usual by: |||

AT e e By T (e IeN) | £: 340} € B,
T def L def ||£||7 if £: {E} € B?
= {||4]| | ¢:p € B}, =
b et e: pe By {||€’|| for some [|¢'|| € A%, otherwise.

It is easy to show that, using the rules (sym), (mon), and (id), the definition of
7 does not depend on representatives of the equivalence classes.



Lemma 2. (1) If¢: D € B then ||¢|| € DT for any concept D.
(2) For every role R and every conceplt D
(2a) €:3RAL'} € B implies (||4]|, ||¢']]) € RZ,
(2b) if (||€],11¢']) € R* and ¢ : -3R.D € B then (' : =D € B.

Proof. We prove both properties simultaneously by induction on the ordering
<. The induction hypothesis is: for an arbitrary ALBO expression E for every
expression F' such that F' < E if F' is a concept then property (1) holds with
D = F. Otherwise (i.e. if F' is a role), property (2) holds with R = F. To prove
property (1) we consider the following cases.

D =p, D = {{'}. These cases follow from the definitions of p? and ¢Z.

D =-Dy. If£: =Dy € B then £: Dy ¢ B because otherwise B would have been
closed by the (L) rule. We have the following subcases.

Do =p. Wehave (: p € B < ||{|| € p? by the definition of p’.

Do = {¢'}. As the rules (sym-) and (id) have been applied in B it is clear
that ¢ : {¢'} is in B and ¢ = ||¢'||. Similarly, ¢Z = ||¢||. Furthermore,
because ¢ : {{'} ¢ B we have ¢ £ (', ie. ¢ ¢ ||¢'| = ¢F. That is,
eIl ¢ {l1e']1} = {'}*-

Dy =-D1, Dy = Dy U Dy. The proofs of these cases are easy.

Do = 3R.D;. Let ||| be an arbitrary element of A% such that (||¢]|, ||¢'||) €
R (trivially, if there is no such element then there is nothing to prove).
By the induction hypothesis the property (2b) holds for R < Dgy. Thus,
¢ : =Dy € B. The induction hypothesis for the property (1) gives us
€|l ¢ D¥. Finally, we obtain ||¢|| € (=3R.D1)? because ¢’ was chosen
arbitrarily.

D = Dy U D;. The proof of this case is easy.

D =3R.Dy. If £ : AR.Dg € B then ¢' : Dy € B and ¢ : IR.{¢'} € B for some
object ¢/ by the (3) rule. By the induction hypothesis the properties (1)
and (2a) hold for Dy < D and R < D respectively. Hence, ||¢'|| € D¢ and
(1€l 11¢1) € RE. That is, ||€|| € (3R.Dy)~.

To prove property (2) we consider all cases corresponding to the possible forms
of a role R.

R = r. This case easily follows from the definition of rZ.

R = S~!. For the property (2a) let £: 3S~1.{¢'} € B. Then ¢' : 35.{¢} € B by
the rule (371). By the induction hypothesis for S < R we have (||¢'[], |¢||) €
ST. Consequently, (||4||,[1¢]) € (S~1)%. For (2b) suppose that (|||, ]|¢]) €
(S~H7% and £ : ~3S71.D € B. As all the occurrences of the inverse operator
have been pushed through other role connectives and double occurrences of
~! have been removed? we can assume that S = r for some role name 7.
Hence, (||¢||,[[4]]) € r* and, consequently, ¢’ : Ir.{¢} € B by the definition
of 7Z. Finally, by the (=371) rule, ¢ : =D is in the branch B.

R=5US,, R=5|D, R=51D. The proofs of these cases are easy.

2 Removal of the double occurrences of the inverse operator in front of atoms is not
essential for the proof but it simplifies the proof a bit.



R = —S. For (2a) suppose £ : I-S{¢'} € B. Then £ : -35.{¢'} € B is obtained

with the (3-) rule. If (||¢],[|¢']]) ¢ (=S)% then (||¢||,||¢'|l) € ST and by
property (2b) which holds by the induction hypothesis for S < R we have
that ¢/ : ={¢'} is in B. This concept together with ¢ : {¢'} implies the branch
is closed. We reach a contradiction, so (|||, ]|¢]]) € (=5)%.
For property (2b) suppose that (|||, ||¢'|]) € (=S)% and £ : =3-5.D are in the
branch B. Then we have (||€||, ||¢']]) ¢ ST and, hence, by the contra-positive
of property (2a) for S < R, ¢: 35.{¢'} is not in B. Applying the (=3-) rule
to £: =3-5.D we get £ : 3-5.{l'} € B. Therefore, by the (—=3) rule, ¢’ : =D
is in the branch too.

A consequence of this lemma, is completeness of the tableau calculus. Hence, we
can state:

Theorem 2. T 4,50 is a sound and complete tableau calculus for ALBO.

5 Blocking

The calculus T -0 is non-terminating for ALBO. There are satisfiable concepts
which result in an infinite T 4,-po-tableau where all open branches are infinite.
All the rules respect the well-founded ordering < of expressions under labels, i.e.
in every rule the main symbol of the concept above the line is strictly greater
w.r.t. < than the main symbol(s) of the expression(s) below the line of the rule.
Furthermore, it is easy to see that only applications of the (3) rule generate
new symbols in the branch. Thus, the reason that a branch can be infinite is
the unlimited application of the (3) rule. As a consequence, the following lemma
holds, where #7(B) denotes the number of applications of the (3) rule in a
branch B.

Lemma 3. If #7(B) is finite then B is finite.

In order to avoid infinite derivations we restrict the application of the (3) rule
by the following blocking mechanism.

Let < be an ordering on objects in the branch which is a linear extension of
the order in which the objects are introduced during a derivation. Le. let £ < ¢
whenever the first appearance of object ¢’ in the branch is strictly later than the
first appearance of the object £. We add the following rule, called the unrestricted
blocking rule, to the calculus.

£:C, ¢ :D
{0} | {0}

(ub):

Moreover, we require the following conditions to hold.

(c1) Any rule is applied at most once to the same set of premises.
(c2) The (3) rule is applied only to expressions of the form ¢ : 3R.C when C
is not a singleton, i.e. C' # {£"} for some object ¢".



(c8) If £ : {¢'} appears in a branch and ¢ < ¢’ then all further applications of
the (3) rule to expressions of the form ¢ : 3R.C are not performed within
the branch.

(c4) In every open branch there is some node from which point onwards before
any application of the (3) rule all possible applications of the (ub) rule
must have been performed.

We use the notation T4rpeo + (ub) for the extension of T4rpo with this rule
and this blocking mechanism.

Theorem 3. T4rpo+(ub) is a sound and complete tableau calculus for ALBO.

Proof. The blocking requirements (cl)—(c4) are sound in the sense that they
cannot cause an open branch to become closed. The (ub) rule is sound in the
usual sense. Thus, we can safely add the blocking requirements and the block-
ing rule to a sound and complete tableau without endangering soundness or
completeness. Hence, Turpo + (ub) is sound and complete.

Let B be the leftmost open branch with respect to the rule (ub) in the
Tacso + (ub) tableau for a given concept C. Assume that Z is a model con-
structed from B as in the completeness section above.

Lemma 4. If 7¢(||¢||) = 7€(||¢||) in T then £ : {{'} € B.

Proof. Suppose that 7¢(||¢]|) = 7¢(||¢||). Therefore, £ : {¢'} is consistent with C.
By (c4) the rule (ub) has been applied to the objects £ and ¢’ in B. As £ : {{'} is
consistent with C', the left branch (containing ¢ : {¢'}) of this application of (ub)
is open and, by the choice of the branch B, coincides with B.

Corollary 1. The model T obtained from T by filtration with respect to C is
isomorphic to I. In particular, AT is finite.

For every |f|| € AT, let #7(||¢||) denote the number of applications of the
(3) rule to concepts of the form ¢ : IR.D with £ € ||£]|.

Lemma 5. #7(||¢||) is finite for every ||¢|| € AT.

Proof. Suppose not, i.e. #(||¢||) is infinite. The number of concepts of the
shape 3R.D under labels in the branch is finitely bounded. By requirements (c1)
and (c2) there is a sequence of objects £, (1, ... such that every ¢; € ||¢| and
the (3) rule has been applied to concepts ¢y : AR.D,¢; : IR.D, ... for some
JR.D < C. However, such a situation is impossible because of requirements (c4)
and (c3). Indeed, without loss of generality we can assume that £ < £y < €1 < ---.
Then, by requirement (c4), starting from some node of B, as soon as ¢; appears
in B, it is detected that ¢; € ||¢| before any next application of the rule (3)
and, hence, ¢; is immediately blocked for any application of the rule (3), by
requirement (c3).

Lemma 6. #7(B) is finite.



Proof. Clearly #(B) < max{#3(||¢||) | ||£]| € AT} x Card(A7T). The rest follows
from Corollary 1 and Lemma 5.

Corollary 2. If the leftmost branch with respect to the rule (ub) in a Tarpo +
(ub) tableau is open then the branch is finite.

Theorem 4 (Termination). Tycpo + (ub) is a terminating tableaw calculus

for ALBO.

Proof. Termination of Tarpo + (ub) follows from Corollary 2. Indeed, every
closed branch of a T 4,50 + (ub)-tableau is trivially finite and by Corollary 2 the
length of the leftmost open branch with respect to the rule (ub) is finite, too.

Notice that condition (c4) is essential for ensuring termination of a T arpo +
(ub) derivation. Indeed, it easy to see that in absence of (c4) the Turpo + (ub)
tableau for the concept —(3(sU—s).~Ir.pUI(sU—s).=Ir.—p) does not terminate
because new objects are generated more often than their equality check via the
rule (ub) is performed in the tableau.

6 Decision procedures

When turning the presented calculus T4zpo + (ub) into a deterministic decision
procedure it is crucial that this is done in a fair way. A procedure is fair if, when
if an inference is possible forever then it is performed eventually. In other words
a deterministic tableau algorithm based on Tarpo + (ub) may not defer the
use of an applicable rule indefinitely. Note that understand fairness in a ‘global’
sense. That is, a tableau algorithm has to be fair not only to expressions in a
particular branch but to expressions in all branches of a tableau. In another
words, the algorithm is fair if it is fairly chooses a branch and expression(s) in
it to apply a rule.

Theorem 5. Any fair tableau procedure based on Tarpo + (ub) is a decision
procedure for ALBO and all its sublogics.

Note that we do not assume that the branches are expanded in a depth-first
left-to-right order. However it also follows from our results that:

Theorem 6. Any fair tableau procedure based on Tarpo + (ub) which uses
a depth-first and left-to-right strategy, with respect to branch selection of the
(ub) rule, is a decision procedure for ALBO and all its sublogics.

To illustrate the importance of fairness we give an example. The concept
C = = (3(sU=s).~Ir.pU-3It.~3r.p)

is not satisfiable. Figure 2 gives a depth-first left-to-right derivation which is
unfair and does not terminate. Each line in the derivation is numbered on the
left. The rule applied and the number of the premise(s) to which it was applied to



1. bo:Coi given  20. Unsatisfiable. . ... .. (1),16,19
2. Ly :—3A(sUs)~Trp........ (-u),1 21 » Lo s {la} ... .. (—3-),6,16
3. by :—=Ft—Trp. (=U),1 929, ly:=—Trp........ (—3),6,21
4. lo:FHmTIrp. (=3 23. Unsatisfiable. ...... (1),16,22
5. Lot =3s.=Irp.. (23002 24wy {G} (ub)
6. lo:=3ms.mIrp .o (=3L).2 95, o ip e (3),14
;: >§2 | figiog ------------------------------ ((:33;32 2. G fla} (3),14
9. lo:Frp ..l —my)ZS ;; >§0 : Elsél&} """" (_(‘El;;’g’?zg
100 61D 3),9 ' 22T e e
1. lo:Ir{l} .o 8,9 29. o Trp.nnnn (57),28
12. »lo:3s{li}.oennnn.. (-3-),6,10 30- Non-terminating .........
13. G mmTrp i (=3),125 e Repetition of 14-29
14. by :3rp.ecoooiii (—),13 31. »lo: Fms{la} ... (=3-),6,25
5. by {1}, (ub) 32 Similarly to 27-30
16. lo:=3rp.coeeiini. (@4 33 wlo:Ims{bi}........ (=3-),6,10
17. TR VS S (34 34 e Similarly to 12-32
18. » o : 38.{[2} ....... (ﬁElﬁ),6,16 35. »lp: 3—\8.{(0} ............. (—a—\),ﬁ
19. by :==Frp........ (=3),5,18  36. ...l Similarly to 7-34

Fig. 2. An infinite, unfair derivation

produce the labelled concept expression (assertion) in each line is specified on the
right. The black triangles denote branching points in the derivation. A branch
expansion after a branching point is indicated by appropriate indentation. We
observe that the derivation is infinite because the application of the (3) rule to
Lo : Ft.—3r.p is deferred forever and, consequently, a contradiction is not found.
The example illustrates the importance of fairness to completeness.

Without giving further details we observe that the calculi are compatible with
standard optimisations such as backjumping, simplification, different strategies
for branch selection and rule selection, etc provided that the fairness condition
is not violated.

We have implemented the unrestricted blocking rule as a plug-in to the
METTEL tableau prover [9], and tested it on various description logics.

7 Conclusion

We have presented a new, general tableau approach for deciding description log-
ics with complex role operators, including especially ‘non-safe’ occurrences of
role negation. The tableau decision procedures found in the description logic
literature, and implemented in existing tableau-based description logic systems,
can handle a large class of description logics but cannot currently handle de-
scription logics with full role negation such as ALB or ALBO. An important
novelty of our approach is the use of a blocking mechanism based on the use of
inference rules rather than standard loop checking mechanisms which are based
on tests performed on sets of expressions or assertions which may need to be



tailored toward specific logics. Our techniques are versatile and are not limited
to ALBO or its sublogics, but carry over to all description logics and also other
logics including first-order logic. We are optimistic that the ideas of this paper
can be taken a lot further.
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