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Abstract. A probabilistic formal context is a triadic context whose third dimen-
sion is a set of worlds equipped with a probability measure. After a formal
definition of this notion, this document introduces probability of implications,
and provides a construction for a base of implications whose probability satisfy
a given lower threshold. A comparison between confidence and probability of
implications is drawn, which yields the fact that both measures do not coin-
cide, and cannot be compared. Furthermore, the results are extended towards
the light-weight description logic £ with probabilistic interpretations, and
a method for computing a base of general concept inclusions whose probability
fulfill a certain lower bound is proposed.
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1 Introduction

Most data-sets from real-world applications contain errors and noise. Hence, for mining
them special techniques are necessary in order to circumvent the expression of the
errors. This document focuses on rule mining, especially we attempt to extract rules
that are approximately valid in data-sets, or families of data-sets, respectively. There
are at least two measures for the approximate soundness of rules, namely confidence
and probability. While confidence expresses the number of counterexamples in a single
data-set, probability expresses somehow the number of data-sets in a data-set family
that do not contain any counterexample. More specifically, we consider implications
in the formal concept analysis setting [7], and general concept inclusions (GCls) in the
description logics setting [1] (in the light-weight description logic ££71).

Firstly, for axiomatizing rules from formal contexts possibly containing wrong in-
cidences or having missing incidences the notion of a partial implication (also called
association rule) and confidence has been defined by Luxenburger in [12]. Further-
more, Luxenburger introduced a method for the computation of a base of all partial
implications holding in a formal context whose confidence is above a certain threshold.
In [2] Borchmann has extended the results to the description logic £ by adjusting
the notion of confidence to GCls, and also gave a method for the construction of a base
of confident GCIs for an interpretation.

Secondly, another perspective is a family of data-sets representing different views
of the same domain, e.g., knowledge of different persons, or observations of an exper-
iment that has been repeated several times, since some effects could not be observed
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in every case. In the field of formal concept analysis, Vityaev, Demin, and Ponomaryov,
have introduced in probabilistic extensions of formal contexts and their formal concepts
and implications, and furthermore gave some methods for their computation, cf. [4].
In [9] the author has shown some methods for the computation of a base of GCls in
probabilistic description logics where concept and role constructors are available to
express probability directly in the concept descriptions. Here, we want to use another
approach, and do not allow for probabilistic constructors, but define the notion of a
probability of general concept inclusions in the light-weight description logic E£*.
Furthermore, we provide a method for the computation of a base of GCls satisfying
a certain lower threshold for the probability. More specifically, we use the description
logic £ with probabilistic interpretations that have been introduced by Lutz and
Schroder in [11]. Beforehand, we only consider conjunctions in the language of formal
concept analysis, and define the notion of a probabilistic formal context in a more
general form than in [4], and provide a technique for the computation of base of
implications satisfying a given lower probability threshold.

The document is structured as follows. In Section 2 some basic notions for probabilis-
tic extensions of formal concept analysis are defined. Then, in Section 3 a method for the
computation of a base for all implications satisfying a given lower probability threshold
in a probabilistic formal context is developed, and its correctness is proven. The fol-
lowing sections extend the results to the description logic ££1. In particular, Section 4
introduces the basic notions for E£+, and defines probabilistic interpretations. Section 5
shows a technique for the construction of a base of GClIs holding in a probabilistic
interpretation and fulfilling a lower probability threshold. Furthermore, a comparison
of the notions of confidence and probability is drawn at the end of Section 3.

2 Probabilistic Formal Concept Analysis

A probability measure IP on a countable set W is a mapping IP: 2V — [0, 1] such that
P(®) = 0 and P(W) = 1 hold, and P is c-additive, i.e., for all pairwise disjoint
countable families (U, ),en with U, € W it holds that P(U,en Un) = Y pen P(Uy).
A world w € W is possible if P{ w } > 0holds, and impossible otherwise. The set of
all possible worlds is denoted by W, and the set of all impossible worlds is denoted

by Wy. Obviously, W, & Wy is a partition of W.

Definition 1 (Probabilistic Formal Context). A probabilistic formal context K is a
tuple (G, M, W, 1,IP) that consists of a set G of objects, a set M of attributes, a countable set
W of worlds, an incidence relation I C G x M x W, and a probability measure P on W.
For a triple (g, m,w) € I we say that object g has attribute m in world w. Furthermore, we

define the derivations in world w as operators -fv: 26 — 2M gpd Jw: 2M — 2G where

Al = {me M|Vge A: (gmw) e}
Bl :={¢g€G|Vme B: (gmuw)cl}

for object sets A C G and attribute sets B C M, i.e., Al is the set of all common attributes of
all objects in A in the world w, and Bl is the set of all objects that have all attributes in B in w.
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Definition 2 (Implication, Probability). Let K = (G, M, W, I,IP) be a probabilistic
formal context. For attribute sets X,Y C M we call X — Y an implication over M, and its
probability in K is defined as the measure of the set of worlds it holds in, i.e.,

P(X —=Y)=P{weW|Xw Cyk},
Furthermore, we define the following properties for implications X — Y:

X — Y holds in world w of K if X' C Y s satisfied.

X — Y certainly holds in K if it holds in all worlds of K.

X — Y almost certainly holds in K if it holds in all possible worlds of K.
X — Y possibly holds in K if it holds in a possible world of IK.

X — Y is impossible in K if it does not hold in any possible world of K.
X — Y is refuted by K if does not hold in any world of K.

Itis readily verified that P(X — Y) = P{w € W, | X C Y } = Y {P{w} |w €
W, and X' C Y }. An implication X — Y almost certainly holds if P(X — Y) =1,
possibly holds if P(X — Y) > 0, and is impossible if P(X — Y) = 0. If X — Y
certainly holds, then it is almost certain, and if X — Y is refuted, then it is impossible.

SOk L=

3 Probabilistic Implicational Bases

At first we introduce the notion of a probabilistic implicational base. Then we will
develop and prove a construction for such bases w.r.t. probabilistic formal contexts. If
the underlying context is finite, then the base is computable. The reader should be aware
of the standard notions of formal concept analysis in [7]. Recall that an implication
follows from an implication set if, and only if, it can be syntactically deduced using the
so-called Armstrong rules as follows: 1. From X O Yinfer X — Y. 2. From X — Y
andY - Zinfer X - Z. 3. FromX; —» Yiand X, — Yo infer XU X, — YUY,

Definition 3 (Probabilistic Implicational Base). Let K = (G, M, W, I, IP) be a proba-
bilistic formal context, and p € [0,1] a threshold. A probabilistic implicational base for K
and p is an implication set B over M that satisfies the following properties:

1. Bissound for Kand p,ie,P(X — Y) > p holds for all implications X — Y € B, and
2. Bis complete for Kand p, ie., if P(X —Y) > p, then X — Y follows from B.

A probabilistic implicational base is irredundant if none of its implications follows from the
others, and is minimal if it has minimal cardinality among all bases for K and p.

It is readily verified that the above definition is a straight-forward generalization of
implicational bases as defined in [7, Definition 37], in particular formal contexts coincide
with probabilistic formal contexts having only one possible world, and implications
holding in the formal context coincide with implications having probability 1.

We now define a transformation from probabilistic formal contexts to formal contexts.
It allows to decide whether an implication (almost) certainly holds, and furthermore it
can be utilized to construct an implicational base for the (almost) certain implications.

Definition 4 (Scaling). Let K be a probabilistic formal context. The certain scaling of K is
the formal context K* := (G x W, M, I*) where ((g,w),m) € I iff (§,m,w) € I, and
the almost certain scaling of K is the subcontext K = (G x W, M, I*) of K*.
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Lemma 5. Let K = (G, M, W, I, IP) be a probabilistic formal context, and let X — Y bea
formal implication. Then the following statements are satisfied:

1. X = Y certainly holds in K if, and only if, X — Y holds in IK*.
2. X — Y almost certainly holds in K if, and only if, X — Y holds in K.

Proof. 1t is readily verified that the following equivalences hold:

P(X = Y)=1&VYwe W: X C vl
ro_ Ly Ly _yI*
&X' =l X x{wrcly, Y x{w}=Y
SKEX-Y.
The second statement can be proven analogously. O

Recall the notion of a pseudo-intent [6-8]: An attribute set P C M of a formal context
(G, M, I) is a pseudo-intent if P # P and Q! C P holds for all pseudo-intents Q C P.
Furthermore, it is well-known that the canonical implicational base of a formal context
(G, M, I) consists of all implications P — P! where P is a pseudo-intent, cf. [6-8].
Consequently, the next corollary is an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.

Corollary 6. Let K be a probabilistic formal context. Then the following statements hold:

1. An implicational base for IK* is an implicational base for the certain implications of K,
in particular this holds for the following implication set:

Bk == {P — P'"I" | P € Psint(K*) }.

2. An implicational base for K} w.r.t. the background knowledge By is an implicational
base for the almost certain implications of K, in particular this holds for the following
implication set:

By = Bx U{P — P¥" | P ¢ PsInt(KX, Bk) }.

Lemma?7. Let K = (G, M, W, I,IP) be a probabilistic formal context. Then the following
statements are satisfied:

1. Y C X implies that X — Y certainly holds in K.
2. X1 C X and Yl oY 1mply ]P(Xl — Yl) < ]P(Xz — Yz)
3. XpCXjC...CX, 1mplles ]P(XO — Xn) < /\?21 ]P(Xi—l — Xz)

Proof. 1. If Y C X, then X C Yl follows for all worlds w € W.
2. Assume X; C Xy and Y, C Y;. Then X{w D) Xéw and Yzlw D) Yllw follow for all
worlds w € W. Consider a world w € W where X{w - Yllw. Of course, we may

conclude that Xé"’ C YZI‘”. As a consequence we get P(X; — Y1) < P(Xp — Y2).
3. We prove the third claim by induction on 7. For n = 0 there is nothing to show,
and the case n = 1 is trivial. Hence, consider n = 2 for the induction base,
and let Xy € X; C X5. Then we have that Xéw D) X{w D) Xéw is satisfied in

all worlds w € W. Now consider a world w € W where X(I)’” - Xé“’ is true.
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Of course, it then follows that X(I)’” C X{“’ - Xé"’. Consequently, we conclude
P(Xy — Xp) <P(Xp — X1) and P(Xp — Xp) < P(X; — Xp).
For the induction step let n > 2. The induction hypothesis yields that

-1
P(Xg — Xp_1) < /\f:1 P(Xi 1 — X;).

Of course, it also holds that Xy C X,,_1 € X, and it follows by induction
hypothesis and the previous inequality that

P(Xo — Xp) <P(Xo — Xp_1) AP(X, 1 — X)) < /\17:l P(X;—1 — Xi). g

Lemma 8. Let K = (G, M, W, I,IP) be a probabilistic formal context. Then for all implica-
tions X — Y the following equalities are valid:

P(X = Y) =P(X"1" 5y = p(xkE - YKL,
Proof. Let X — Y be an implication. Then for all worlds w € W it holds that
ge Xl o vmeX: (gmuw) elsVmeX: ((gw),m) el < (gw) e X,

and we conclude that X' = 71; (X" N (G x {w})). Furthermore, we then infer
Xl = X" "l and thus the following equations hold:

]P(X—)Y) :P{we W|XIZU g YIw}
—P{we W] X" € YT h ) = Py

In particular, for all possible worlds w € W, itholds that g € X! < (g,w) € X&', and
thus X = 71 (X% N (G x {w})) and X' = X%kl are satisfied. Consequently,
it may be concluded that P(X — Y) = P(Xk'E" — Yk, O

Lemma 9. Let K be a probabilistic formal context. Then the following statements hold:

1. If B is an implicational base for the certain implications of IK, then the implication X — Y
follows from BU { X" I" — yI"I" 1,

2. If B is an implicational base for the almost certain implications of IK, then the implication
X — Y follows from BU { X' — YL},

Proof. Of course, the implication X — X I holds in K%, i.e., certainly holds in K
by Lemma 5, and hence follows from B. Thus, the implication X — Y"1 is entailed

by BU{ X" — y"I" } and because of Y C Y"I" the claim follows.
The second statement follows analogously. O

Lemma 10. Let K be a probabilistic formal context. Then the following statements hold:

1 P(XEE - YR ) = p(XEE - (XUY)EL),
2. (XUY)EE — YEL certainly holds in K, and
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3. XK 5 YK s entailed by { XE'E — (XUY)EE, (XUY)EE - vy

(XUY)EE
t- ~
I LI
X P Y

Proof. First note that (X&' U YEE )L = (XUY)EE. As YE'E is a subset of
(XEE Y YR EYEE  the implication (X UY)% ¥ — YE'L certainly holds in K, cf.
Statement 1 in Lemma 7.

Furthermore, we have that X C Y if and only if, X C XYk = (Xu Y)IW.
Hence, the implication X — Y has the same probability as X — X U Y. Consequently,
we may conclude by means of Lemma 7 that

P(XEE 5 YEEY = P(X = Y)=P(X - XUY) =P(XEE - (XUY)FE).
Obviously, { X¥'E — (XUY)EE  (XUY)EE - yEE }entails X E — YEE O

Lemma 11. Let K be a probabilistic formal context, and X,Y be intents of K such that
X CYand P(X — Y) > p. Then the following statements are true:

1. There is a chain of neighboring intents X = Xg < X4 < Xp < ... < X; =Y in K,
2. P(Xjo1 — Xj) > pforallie {1,...,n}, and
3. X—Yisentailedby { X; 1 — X;lie{1,...,n}}.

Proof. The existence ofachain X = Xy < X1 < Xp < ... < Xj;-1 < X,y = Y of
neighboring intents between X and Y in IK* follows from X C Y.

From Statement 3 in Lemma 7 it follows that all implications X; 1 — X; have a
probability of at least p in K. It is trivial that they entail X — Y. O

Theorem 12 (Probabilistic Implicational Base). Let K be a probabilistic formal context,
and p € [0,1) a probability threshold. Then the following implication set is a probabilistic
implicational base for K and p:

Byp=Bx1U{X = Y|[X,Y € Int(K)and X < Yand P(X = Y) > p }.

Proof. All implications in By ; hold almost certainly in I, and thus have probability 1.
By construction, all other implications X — Y in the second subset have a probability
> p. Hence, Statement 1 in Definition 3 is satisfied.

Now consider an implication X — Y over M such that P(X — Y) > p. We have
to prove Statement 2 of Definition 3, i.e., that X — Y is entailed by B .

Lemma 8 yields that both implications X — Y and X&' — YE'i* have the same
probability. Lemma 9 states that X — Y follows from By ; U { XK' & — yFE 1,
According to Lemma 10, the implication X% &° — Y& follows from { X&'k —
(XUY)EE (X UY)EE — yEE ), Furthermore, it holds that

]P(XICXISX N (X U Y)IEXICX) — IP(XISXIEX — YISXIaX) — ]P(X — Y) Z p,
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and the second implication (X U Y)k' " — Y&k certainly holds, i.e., follows from
By 1. Finally, Lemma 11 states that there is a chain of neighboring intents of K

starting at X'k and ending at (X U Y)¥' K, ie,,
XX X 17X X X X X
XEE = x78 < 7 <xF R << Xi o= (xun)kE,
X X X 17X
such that all implications Xl.Ii 115 — XZI ! havea probability > p, and are thus con-
tained in B ,. Hence, Bk , entails the implication X — Y. O

Corollary 13. Let K be a probabilistic formal context. Then the following set is an implica-
tional base for the possible implications of K:

Bie=Bg1U{X—=Y|XYecnt(K)and X <Yand P(X - Y) >0}.

However, it is not possible to show irredundancy or minimality for the base of
probabilistic implications given above in Theorem 12. Consider the probabilistic formal
context K = ({g1,8 }, {m1,mp }, {wy,wy }, L {{wy } = %, {wr} — }}) whose
incidence relation I is defined as follows:

[wy[[ma]ma] - [w, [l [mo] E(waf{mz})

s x][x] [ga][x]x
9 Xg2><><

({ (g1, w1), (g1, w2), (g2, w2) }, { m1,my })

The only pseudo-intent of K* is @, and the concept lattice of K* is shown above.
Hence, we have the following probabilistic implicational base for p = %:

Byy = {0 {ma}, {m} — {myma} ).

However, the set B := { @ — {my,my } } is also a probabilistic implicational base for
K and % with less elements.

In order to compute a minimal base for the implications holding in a probabilistic
formal context with a probability > p, one can for example determine the above given
probabilistic base, and minimize it by means of constructing the Duquenne-Guigues
base of it. This either requires the transformation of the implication set into a formal con-
text that has this implication set as an implicational base, or directly compute all pseudo-
closures of the closure operator induced by the (probabilistic) implicational base.

Recall that the confidence of an implication X — Y in a formal context (G, M, I)
is defined as conf(X — Y) := [(XUY)!| / |X!], cf.[12]. In general, there is no corre-
spondence between the probability of an implication in K and its confidence in K*
or K. To prove this we will provide two counterexamples. As first counterexample
we consider the context K above. It is readily verified that P({ mp } — {m; }) = %
and conf({my } — {my }) = 3, ie, the confidence is greater than the probability.
Furthermore, consider the following modification of K as second counterexample:

[wallm[ma]  [w,[m[ma]
81 X | X gl X
82 2 X

Then we have that P({ mp } — {m1 }) = L and conf({m } — {my}) = 1,ie, the
confidence is smaller than the probability.
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4 The Description Logic EL" and Probabilistic Interpretations

This section gives a brief overview on the light-weight description logic ££* [1]. First,
assume that (N, NR) is a signature, i.e.,, N¢ is a set of concept names, and Ny is a
set of role names, respectively. Then EL*-concept descriptions C over (N¢, Ng) may be
constructed according to the following inductive rule (where A € N¢ and ¥ € Ng):

Ca=L1|T|A|CnC]|3rC.

We shall denote the set of all E£*-concept descriptions over (N¢, N ) by E£(N¢, Ng).
Second, the semantics of E£1-concept descriptions is defined by means of interpre-
tations: An interpretation is a tuple = (AI L ) that consists of a set AL, called domain,
and an extension function -Z: Nc U Ng — 20T AT XAT fhat maps concept names
A € N¢ to subsets AT C AT and role names ¥ € N to binary relations L C AT x AL,
The extension function is extended to all £ -concept descriptions as follows:

11T =0,
T = At
(cnD)? :=ctnD?,
(3r.C0)f ={deA|3ec Al: (de) e’ ande e C}.

A general concept inclusion (GCI) in &L is of the form C = D where C and D are E£--
concept descriptions. It fiolds in an interpretation Z if C* C D7 is satisfied, and we then
also write Z = C C D, and say that Z is a model of C C D. Furthermore, C is subsumed
by D if C C D holds in all interpretations, and we shall denote this by C C D, too. A
TBox is a set of GClIs, and a model of a TBox is a model of all its GCIs. A TBox 7 entails
aGCIC C D, denoted by T |= C C D, if every model of T is a model of C C D.

To introduce probability into the description logic £, we now present the notion
of a probabilistic interpretation from [11]. It is simply a family of interpretations over
the same domain and the same signature, indexed by a set of worlds that is equipped
with a probability measure.

Definition 14 (Probabilistic Interpretation, [11]). Let (N¢, Ng) be a signature. A prob-

abilistic interpretation Z is a tuple (AL, (-X*)wew, W, P) consisting of a set A”, called

domain, a countable set W of worlds, a probability measure IP on W, and an extension

function - for each world w € W, ie., (AT, Tv) is an interpretation for each w € W.
For a general concept inclusion C T D its probability in Z is defined as follows:

P(CC D) =P{weW|Ck C DX }.

Furthermore, for a GCI C T D we define the following properties (as for probabilistic formal
contexts): 1. C T D holds in world w if Clvcpl, 2.CCD certainly holds in 7 if it
holds in all worlds. 3. C C D almost certainly holds in 7 if it holds in all possible worlds.
4. C C D possibly holds in T if it holds in a possible world. 5. C C D is impossible in
1 if it does not hold in any possible world. 6. C T D is refuted by 7 if it does not hold in
any world.
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Itis readily verified that P(C C D) = P{w € W, |CT» C D% } = Y{P{w}|w €
W, and CZv C DZw } for all general concept inclusions C C D.

5 Probabilistic Bases of GClIs

In the following we construct from a probabilistic interpretation Z a base of GClIs that
entails all GCIs with a probability greater than a given threshold p w.r.t. 7.

Definition 15 (Probabilistic Base). Let Z be a probabilistic interpretation, and p € [0,1]
a threshold. A probabilistic base of GClIs for Z and p is a TBox B that satisfies the following
conditions:

1. Bissound for Z and p, ie., P(C T D) > p forall GCIs C C D € B, and
2. Bis complete for Z and p, i.e., if P(C T D) > p, then B = C C D.

A probabilistic base B is irredundant if none of its GCIs follows from the others, and is
minimal if it has minimal cardinality among all probabilistic bases for T and p.
For a probabilistic interpretation Z we define its certain scaling as the disjoint union

of all interpretations Z;, with w € W, i.e., as the interpretation Z* := (AT x W, L")
whose extension mapping is given as follows:

AT = {(d,w)|d e A0} (A € No),
= {((d,w),(e,w))| (de)er™} (reNg).

Furthermore, the almost certain scaling . of 7 is the disjoint union of all interpretations
1y wherew € W is a possible world. Analogously to Lemma 5,a GCIC C D certainly
holds in 7 iff it holds in Z*, and almost certainly holds in Z iff it holds in Z.*.

In [5] the so-called model-based most-specific concept descriptions (mmscs) have been
defined w.r.t. greatest fixpoint semantics as follows: Let [ be an interpretation, and X C
AY . Then a concept description C is a mmsc of X in 7, if X C CY is satisfied, and C C
D for all concept descriptions D with X C D . Tt is easy to see that all mmscs of X are
unique up to equivalence, and hence we denote the mmsc of X in 7 by X7 Please note
that there is also a role-depth bounded variant w.r.t. descriptive semantics given in [3].

Lemma 16. Let Z be a probabilistic interpretation. Then the following statements hold:

1. Cle x {w} = CT" N (AL x {w}) for all concept descriptions C and worlds w € W.

2. Clo x {w} = C% N (AT x {w}) for all concept descriptions C and possible worlds
w € We.
3. P(CCD)=P(CTT C DY) =P(CEL C DEL) forall GCIs C C D.

Proof. 1. We prove the claim by structural induction on C. By definition, the statement
holds for L, T, and all concept names A € N¢. Consider a conjunction C ' D, then

(CnDYe x {w} = (CrND™) x {w}
=Cl x {w}nD® x {w}
e DT N (AT x {w})
= (D) n(al x {w}).
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For an existential restriction 3. C the following equalities hold:
3r.C) % x {w}
={deA|FecAl: (de)crfrandec CTv )} x {w}
= {(d,w)|3e,w): (dw),(e,w)) er’ and (e,w) € CT* x {w}}
L (d,w) | 3(e,w): ((d,w), (ew) € and (e,w) € T}
= 3r.0F n(AT x {w)).

2. analogously.
3. Using the first statement we may conclude that the following equalities hold:

IP(C C D)
=P{weW|C x{w} D& x{w}}
=P{lwew|c nAf x{w}) c D N x{w})}
=P{weW|CETT Al x{w}) cDFT T n(aA x{w})}
=P{weW|CT T x {w} DV T e x {w}}
=P £ DT,
The second equality follows analogously. O

For a probabilistic interpretation Z = (AZ,-Z,W,IP) and a set M of EL*-concept
descriptions we define their induced context as the probabilistic formal context Kz 5y =

(AT, M, W, I,IP) where (d,C,w) € Iiffd € C.
Lemma 17. Let T be a probabilistic interpretation, M a set of EC-concept descriptions, and
X,Y C M. Then the probability of the implication X — Y in the induced context IKz pr equals
the probability of the GCI[ 1 X T [Y inZ, ie., it holds that P(X — Y) =P([1 X S [Y).
Proof. The following equivalences are satisfied for all Z C M and worlds w € W:
deZl &vVCeZ: (d,Cw)elaVCeZ:deC ade ([ |2)™
Now consider two subsets X, Y C M, then it holds that
P(X —=Y)=P{weW|Xw Cyl}
=P{lwewW|[([|X)™c(™}=P[|xXCc[]). 4
Analogously to [5], the context K7 is defined as K7 51, with the following attributes:
Mz ={L}UNcU{Ir.XE |@# X C AT x W, }.

For an implication set B over a set M of E£1-concept descriptions we define its
induced TBoxby [1B = {[1XC[]Y|X—=>YeB}.
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Corollary 18. If BB contains an almost certain implicational base for Kz, then [7] BB is complete
for the almost certain GCls of I.

Proof. We know that a GCI almost certainly holds in Z if, and only if, it holds in
Z).Let B’ C Bbe an almost certain implicational base for Kz, i.e., an implicational
base for (Kz)} = K7 . Then according to Distel in [5, Theorem 5.12] it follows that
the TBox [ B’ is a base of GClIs for Z.*, i.e., a base for the almost certain GClIs of Z.
Consequently, [ ] B is complete for the almost certain GClIs of Z. O

Theorem 19. Let Z be a probabilistic interpretation, and p € [0,1] a threshold. If B is a
probabilistic implicational base for IK7 and p that contains an almost certain implicational base
for Kz, then || B is a probabilistic base of GCIs for T and p.

Proof. Considera GCI[|X C[Y € []B. Then Lemma 17 yields that the implication
X — Y and the GCI[ | X C []Y have the same probability. Since B is a probabilistic
implicational base for K7 and p, we conclude that P([ 1 X C []Y) > p is satisfied.

Assume that C C D is an arbitrary GCI with probability > p. We have to show
that [ B entails C T D. Let J be an arbitrary model of [ | B. Consider an impli-
caion X — Y € B, then[|X C []Y € []B holds, and hence it follows that
(MX)7 C (Y)Y Consequently, the implication X — Y holds in the induced con-
text K7 p1,- (We here mean the non-probabilistic formal context that is induced by
a non-probabilistic interpretation, cf. [2, 3, 5].)

Furthermore, since all model-based most-specific concept descriptions of Z.* are
expressible in terms of Mz, we have that E = [ ']y, (E) holds for all mmscs E of Z.*,
cf.[2, 3, 5]. Hence, we may conclude that

]P(C C D) _ H)(ngXIEX C DIEXZSX)

([, (CH ) E[ ] uy (DFE))

=P
= ]P(TEMI (CISXISX ) — an (DISXISX ))
Consequently, B entails the implication 7ps, (C%' %) — 71py, (D% %), hence it holds
in K 7 a1,, and furthermore the GCI CLéLE C D% holds in 7. As J is an arbitrary
interpretation, [ | B entails CL'L C pEI,

Corollary 18 yields that [ | B is complete for the almost certain GCls of Z. In par-
ticular, the GCI C = C%'Z" almost certainly holds in Z, and hence follows from [ 5.

We conclude that []B = C C DZLE | Of course, the GCI D% L C D holds in all
interpretations. Finally, we conclude that [ | 5 entails C C D. O

Corollary 20. Let 7 be a probabilistic interpretation, and p € [0,1] a threshold. Then
[1BKk,,p is a probabilistic base of GCls for T and p where By, is defined as in Theorem 12.

6 Conclusion

We have introduced the notion of a probabilistic formal context as a triadic context
whose third dimension is a set of worlds equipped with a probability measure. Then
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the probability of implications in such probabilistic formal contexts was defined, and a
construction of a base of implications whose probability exceeds a given threshold has
been proposed, and its correctness has been verified. Furthermore, the results have been

applied to the light-weight description logic - with probabilistic interpretations,
and so we formulated a method for the computation of a base of general concept
inclusions whose probability satisfies a given lower threshold.

For finite input data-sets all of the provided constructions are computable. In partic-
ular, [3, 5] provide methods for the computation of model-based most-specific concept
descriptions, and the algorithms in [6, 10] can be utilized to compute concept lattices
and canonical implicational bases (or bases of GCls, respectively).

The author thanks Sebastian Rudolph for proof reading and a fruitful discussion,
and the anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments.
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