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Abstract. We introduce the Birkhoff completion as the smallest dis-
tributive lattice in which a given finite lattice can be embedded as semi-
lattice. We discuss its relationship to implicational theories, in particular
to R. Wille’s simply-implicational theories. By an example, we show how
the Birkhoff completion can be used as a tool for ordinal data science.
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1 Introduction

Formal Concept Analysis (FCA) is a popular means for data analysis, especially
when at least one feature is not of nominal or interval scale type. It is known
since the beginning that the resulting concept lattice can take the form of any
finite3 lattice. In real-world applications, though, surprisingly often the concept
lattice carries more structure: being a distributive lattice which eventually is
“cut off” at the bottom.

The likely reason for this unexpected emergence of distributivity is related
to the fact that a concept lattice is distributive if and only if the implicational
logic of its attributes can be described completely by implications that have only
one attribute in their premise. The distributivity thus results from the preva-
lence of implications with one-element premises. According to Wille (2003) [10]
this is caused “by the nature of human thought namely that everyday thinking
predominantly uses logical inferences with one element premises.”

If a concept lattice is distributive, this comes with several advantages. Besides
a simpler — and easier to communicate — implicational logic, one benefits from
the fact that the concept lattice can be decomposed into chains, which support
an easier interpretation of the data and a natural grid-like visualisation by an
embedding into the products of these chains. Furthermore the lattice is isomor-
phic to the order ideals of the ordered set of its meet-irreducible elements, which
provides an interesting structure for supporting the navigation in the concept
lattice.
3 Throughout this paper we assume that our data — the formal context — are finite.

If we would also allow for infinite contexts then the concept lattice can take the form
of any complete lattice.
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But what if the concept lattice of formal context is not (completely) dis-
tributive? There are different possible explanations. The first is of course that
the data we are analysing have a more complex logical structure. Another rea-
son might be that the logic of our field of interest has a simple implicational
structure but that the formal context which we have at hand is not perfectly
representing it. It might for instance miss some of the objects or attributes or
contain errors.

In this paper, we present a construction that may “repair” a non-distributive
concept lattice whenever we have reason to assume that our context is not cover-
ing all potential objects of our domain of interest. The underlying construction
is not specific to FCA, and all its building blocks — in particular Birkhoff’s rep-
resentation theorem for distributive lattices [2] — are known in lattice theory
for a very long time. However, no-one has yet turned it into a construction for
embedding a non-distributive lattice into a minimal distributive lattice.4 Our
proposed Birkhoff completion is therefore not only of interest to FCA but can
be seen as a generic lattice-theoretical construction. We will therefore also in-
troduce the Birkhoff completion in purely lattice-theoretical terms in Section 3.
References to related work are not collected in a separate section, but mentioned
whenever appropriate.

All methods presented in this paper are implemented and provided by the
conexp-clj FCA research framework [5].

2 Basics

In the following we recall some notions from order and lattice theory [1, 2], and
introduce some notations used in this work.

Let P and Q be two partially ordered sets. We say that P and Q are order-
isomorphic, denoted by P ∼= Q, if there exists an injective map φ from P onto
Q such that x ≤ y in P if and only if φ(x) ≤ φ(y) in Q. Such a map is called an
order-isomorphism. Associated with any ordered set is the corresponding familiy
of down-sets, which plays a major role in our paper. Let P be an ordered set
and Q ⊆ P . We say that Q is a down-set (or (order) ideal) if, whenever x ∈ Q,
y ∈ P and y ≤ x, we have y ∈ Q. Dually, Q is an up-set (or (order) filter) if,
whenever x ∈ Q, y ∈ P and x ≤ y, we have y ∈ Q. The down-set of x ∈ L is
↓ x := {a ∈ L | a ≤ x}, and the up-set of x ∈ L is ↑ x := {a ∈ L | a ≥ x}. We
denote the family of the order ideals of P by I(P ), and the family of its order
filters by F(P ). They are both lattices, under the inclusion order.

A partially ordered set L is called a lattice if, for any two elements x, y ∈ L,
their infimum x ∧ y and supremum x ∨ y exist in L. In a lattice, infimum and
supremum are also called meet and join, resp. A join-semilattice is a partially
ordered set that has a join for any nonempty finite subset. Dually, a meet-
semilattice is a partially ordered set which has a meet for any nonempty finite
4 For a reader with background in lattice theory or general algebra it will be immedi-

ately clear that such an embedding will only work if we do not require the embedding
to preserve all lattice operations. We will discuss this in detail in Section 3.
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Fig. 1. The nondistributive lattices M3 and N5

subset. An element x of a (finite) lattice L is called meet-irreducible if
∨
X = x

implies x ∈ X for all X ⊆ L. Dually, x is called join-irreducible if
∧

X = x
implies x ∈ X for all X ⊆ L. The set of all meet-irreducible elements of L is
denoted by M(L), and the set of all its join-irreducibles is denoted by J (L). We
call S ̸= ∅ a sublattice of L if (a, b ∈ S ⇒ a ∨ b ∈ S and a ∧ b ∈ S) holds.

Let L and K be lattices. A map f : L → K is said to be a lattice homo-
morphism iff for all a, b ∈ L, f(a ∨ b) = f(a) ∨ f(b) and f(a ∧ b) = f(a) ∧ f(b).
A bijective lattice homomorphism is a lattice isomorphism. If f : L → K is a
one-to-one homomorphism, then the sublattice f(L) of K is isomorphic to L and
we refer to f as an embedding (of L into K).

A map ϕ : L → K between two (finite) lattices L and K is called join-
preserving if ϕ(

∨
X) =

∨
ϕ(X) holds for all X ⊆ L. Dually,ϕ is meet preserving

if ϕ(
∧
X) =

∧
ϕ(X) holds for all X ⊆ L. Distributivity in a lattice governs how

the meet and join operations interact, ensuring consistency in lattice transfor-
mations.

Definition 1. A lattice L is said to be distributive if for all x, y, z ∈ L:

x ∧ (y ∨ z) = (x ∧ y) ∨ (x ∧ z)

Theorem 1. A lattice L is distributive if and only if there exists no sublattice
A ⊆ L isomorphic to either M3 or N5.

3 Fixing non distributivity based on Birkhoff’s
Representation Theorem

Our approach for fixing non-distributivity is based on Birkhoff’s Representation
Theorem [2], which states that for any finite distributive lattice L, the lattice
I(J (L)) of down-sets of the join-irreducible elements of L is isomorphic to L.
It’s important to note that we focus on this variation of the theorem tailored for
finite lattices, as our work primarily involves finite structures.

Theorem 2 (Birkhoff’s Representation Theorem).
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If L is a finite5 distributive lattice, then the map η : L → I(J(L)) defined
by η(a) = {x ∈ J (L) | x ≤ a} is an isomorphism of L onto (I(J(L)),⊆).
Conversely, for every finite ordered set, the closure system of all order ideals is
a distributive lattice D in which

J (D) = {↓ x |x ∈ P}

is supremum-dense.

We refer to Ganter and Wille (1999) [4] for the proof.
Although this theorem is usually based on the down-sets of the join-irreducible

elements of L, the same also holds for the up-sets of the meet-irreducible elements
of L: We have (I(J (L)),⊆) ∼= (F(M(L)),⊇) for distributive lattices because in
that case (J (L),⊆) ∼= (M(L),⊆) holds (see Exercise 5.7 in Davey and Priest-
ley, 2002 [1]) and because the complement of an order filter of an ordered set is
always an order ideal and vice versa. As we want to link our work with observa-
tions about the implications between attributes in a formal context in Section 4,
we prefer to continue with the equivalent dual representation:

Theorem 3 (Dual version of Birkhoff’s Representation Theorem). If
L is a finite distributive lattice, then the map η : L → F(M(L)) defined by
η(a) = {x ∈ M(L) | x ≥ a} is an isomorphism of L onto (F(M(L)),⊇).
Conversely, for every finite ordered set P , the closure system of all order filters
is a distributive lattice in which

M(D) = {↑ x |x ∈ P}

is infimum-dense.

Corollary 1. Let L be a finite lattice. Then the following statements are equiv-
alent:

(i) L is distributive.
(ii) L ∼= (I(J (L)),⊆).
(iii) L ∼= (F(M(L)),⊇).
(iv) L is isomorphic to the lattice of all down-sets of some finite ordered set.
(v) L is isomorphic to the lattice of all up-sets of some finite ordered set.

This implies that starting from any finite lattice L, one obtains two distribu-
tive lattices I(J (L)) and F(M(L)), which are isomorphic to L if and only if L
is distributive. This gives rise to the following constructions.

5 This theorem holds — like many of the statements in this paper — also for specific
infinite lattices, the so-called doubly founded lattices. As our focus is on applications
in data analysis, we consider only the finite case in the sequel, which is easier to
handle.
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Fig. 2. M3 (left) , its down-set BC (middle) and its up-set BC(Right).

Fig. 3. N5 (left), its down-set BC (middle) and its up-set BC(Right).

Definition 2. Let (L,≤) be a finite lattice. The down-set Birkhoff completion
of L is the lattice (I(J (L)),⊆). The up-set Birkhoff completion of L is the
lattice (F(M(L)),⊇). When we simply talk about the Birkhoff completion, we
refer to the latter, and denote it by BC(L).

Remark 1. In terms of FCA, these two constructions are isomorphic to the two
concept lattices B(J (L),J (L), ̸≥) and B(M(L),M(L), ̸≥). In fact, the order
ideals of J (L) are exactly the concept extents of B(J (L),J (L), ̸≥), and the
order filters of F(L) are exactly the concept extents of B(M(L),M(L), ̸≥) [9].
By abuse of notation, we will therefore also refer to these concept lattices as
down-set Birkhoff completion and (up-set) Birkhoff completion, resp.

The Birkhoff completion BC(L) can be understood as a way to extend the
original lattice L in a somewhat minimal way to a distributive lattice while
preserving its essential structure.6

6 This is in a certain sense complementary to the construction of the free distributive
completion of a partial complete lattice, which was introduced in Stumme (1998) [6].
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Theorem 4. Let L be a finite lattice.

1. BC(L) is distributive.
2. The map

ι : L → BC(L) : x 7→ ↑ x ∩M(L)

is a join-semilattice embedding.
3. For any distributive lattice L̂ for which exists a join-semilattice embedding

φ : L → L̂, there exists a join-semilattice embedding ε : BC(L) → L̂ such
that φ = ε ◦ ι holds.

Proof. 1. This follows directly from Theorem 3, since BC(L) = (F(M(L)),⊇).
2. First, we note that for a, b ∈ L the equality ↑ (a ∨ b) =↑ a ∩ ↑ b holds. This

implies that ι(a ∨ b) = ι(a) ∩ ι(b). Thus, ι is joins preserving. In a finite
lattice every element x ∈ L can be uniquely identified by the set of all meet-
irreducible elements m ∈ M(L) for which m ≥ x, i.e., x =

∧
{m ∈ M(L) |

m ≥ x}. Thus, is for x, y ∈ L with x ̸= y the image ι(x) ̸= ι(y). Concluding,
ι is injective and therefore a join-semilattice embedding.

3. Let κ : BC(L) → L with κ(A) := {x ∈ L | ι(x) ⊆ A} and ε : BC(L) → L̂
with ε(A) :=

∧
L̂{φ(x) | x ∈ κ(A)} be two maps. For x, y ∈ L, we find

that ι(y) ⊆ ι(x) ⇐⇒ y ≥ x. Combined with the fact that φ is an order-
embedding we follow that (ε ◦ ι)(x) = φ(x).
Next, we want to show that ε is join-preserving, i.e., ε(A∨BC(L)B) = ε(A)∨L̂

ε(B). For this, we first transform both sides of the equation to then show
their equivalence:

ε(A) ∨L̂ ε(B) =
∧
L̂

{φ(x) | x ∈ κ(A)} ∨L̂

∧
L̂

{φ(y) | y ∈ κ(B)}

(distributivity of L̂) =
∧
L̂

{φ(x) ∨L̂ φ(y) | x ∈ κ(A), y ∈ κ(B)}

(φ is join preserving) =
∧
L̂

{φ(x ∨ y) | x ∈ κ(A), y ∈ κ(B)}

=
∧
L̂

{φ(z) | z = x ∨ y, x ∈ κ(A), y ∈ κ(B)},

ε(A ∨BC(L) B) =
∧
L̂

{φ(x) | x ∈ κ(A ∨BC(L) B)}

=
∧
L̂

{φ(z) | z ∈ κ(A ∩B)}

=
∧
L̂

{φ(z) | z ∈ κ(A) ∩ κ(B)}.

We proof their equality by showing for a z ∈ L that z ∈ κ(A) ∩ κ(B) iff
there exist x ∈ κ(A), y ∈ κ(B) with z = x ∨L y. [⇒] This direction holds
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Fig. 4. A lattice for which there exists an order embedding into a distributive lattice
that has fewer elements than the up-set or down-set Birkhoff completion.

for x = z and y = z. [⇐] We can follow from z = x ∨L y that z ≥ x, y.
From the fact that x ∈ κ(A), y ∈ κ(B), we can follow that ι(z) ⊆ ι(x) ⊆ A
and that ι(z) ⊆ ι(y) ⊆ B. Thus, z ∈ κ(A) and z ∈ κ(B). Concluding,
ε(A) ∨L̂ ε(B) = ε(A ∨BC(L) B) and ε is join-preserving.
It remains to be shown that ε is injective. Let A,B ∈ BC(L) with A ̸= B.
From this we can follow WLOG that there exists an x ∈ A with x ̸∈ B and
that there is no y ∈ B with y ≤ x (otherwise x would have been in B).
This implies that x ̸∈ κ(B). From the fact that φ is injective, we can follow
that there is no y ∈ κ(B) with φ(x) = φ(y). Moreover, since φ is an order
embedding, we can follow that there is no y ∈ B such φ(y) ≤ φ(x). Hence,
ε(B) ∧L̂ φ(x) ̸= ε(B), but ε(A) ∧L̂ φ(x) = ε(A). Concluding, ε is injective
and therefore a join-semilattice embedding. ⊓⊔

Of course we cannot expect that we can always find a lattice embedding
of L into BC(L) — because then BC(L) would have a non-distributive sub-
lattice. Note that if we require the embedding to be an order embedding only,
the embedding could be even smaller, as Figure 4 shows.

We conclude this section by observing that, in general, the up-set and the
down-set Birkhoff completions of a lattice are not isomorphic. For example, con-
sider Figures 5 and 6. However, as the example shows, both types of completions
are closely related: The down-set Birkhoff completion of a finite lattice L is iso-
morphic to the dual of the (up-set) Birkhoff completion of the dual of L:

Lemma 1. Let L be a finite lattice. Then (I(J (L),⊆)) ∼= (F(M(L∂),⊇))∂ .
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Fig. 5. L (left), its down-set BC (middle) and its up-set BC (right).

J J

M
J

M
J
M

J J

JJ

M M M

Fig. 6. L∂ (left), its down-set BC (middle) and its up-set BC (right).

Proof. (J (L),⊆) ∼= (M(L∂),⊇) =⇒
(I(J (L)),⊆) ∼= (F(M(L∂),⊆)) ∼= (F(M(L∂),⊇))∂ . ⊓⊔

Note that the up-set and the down-set Birkhoff completions of a lattice L
are of course isomorphic whenever L is distributive — because in that case both
are also isomorphic to L itself. By duality, they are also isomorphic when L is
isomorphic to its dual, as shown in Figure 2.

4 The Birkhoff completion of a formal context

We will now transfer the construction introduced in the last section to the case
when we do not start with a lattice, but with a formal context.

We start by recalling from Section 3 that for a finite lattice L its Birkhoff
completion can be understood as the concept lattice B(M(L),M(L), ̸≥). In
the sequel, it will be convenient to differentiate, for any element of M(L), if
it is considered in a specific situation as element of the object set or of the



The Birkhoff completion of finite lattices 9

attribute set of the context (M(L),M(L), ̸≥). Therefore, we will frequently write
this context as (M(L),M(L), ̸≥), where M(L) contains a copy m of each m ∈
M(L). The motivation for this notation of negating m is that, in the Birkhoff
completion, for m ∈ L, the concept generated by the object m is the largest
concept that does not have the attribute m in its intent.

We can now define the Birkhoff completion of a formal context K := (G,M, I)
as extension of the set G of objects by the additional objects m ∈ M(M).
The incidence relation I will be extended by ̸≥ for the new objects. It will be
convenient, for m,n ∈ M , to write m ≥K n iff {m}′ ⊇ {n}′ in K (which is
equivalent to n implying m in the context K (K |= n → m) and to m ∈ {n}′′).

Definition 3. Let K := (G,M, I) be a finite formal context.
The Birkhoff completion of K is

BC(K) := (G ∪M(M),M, I ∪ {(m,n) ∈ M(M)×M | m ̸≥K n})

with M(M) := {m | m ∈ M(M)} where M(M) is the set of all meet-irreducible
attributes of K.

The following theorem shows that this is indeed a reasonable definition.

Theorem 5. Let K be a finite formal context. Then B(BC(K)) ∼= BC(B(K)).

Proof. Let K := (G,M, I) be a finite formal context.

BC(B(K)) = B(M(B(K)),M(B(K)), ̸≥) (1)

∼= B
(

M(M) ,M(M), {(m,n) ∈ M(M)×M(M) | m ̸≥K n}
)

(2)

∼= B
(

M(M) , M , {(m,n) ∈ M(M)× M | m ̸≥K n}
)

(3)

∼= B
(
G ∪M(M), M , I ∪ {(m,n) ∈ M(M)×M | m ̸≥K n}

)
(4)

= B (BC(K)) (5)

(1)∼= (2): The meet-irreducible elements of B(K) are exactly the attribute
concepts of the attributes in M(M), and µ(m) ̸≥ µ(n) ⇐⇒ m ̸≥K nm.

(2)∼= (3): We show that any attribute n ∈ M \ M(M) is reducible in the
context of line 3: Let B := {m ∈ M(M) | m ≥K n}. We show that B† = n† holds
in the context of line 3, where ·† is the derivation operator in this context: First we
observe that B is an order filter in (M(M),≤), its complement C := M(M)\B
is an order ideal in (M(M),≤), and it holds C = B†. On the other hand, we
also have n† = {m ∈ M(M) | m ̸≥K n} = M(M) \ {m ∈ M(M) | m ≥K n} =
M(M) \B = C.

(3)∼= (4): We use ·′ as symbol for the derivation operator in K and ·! for
the derivation operator in BC(K) (which is the context shown in line 4). Let
g ∈ G. We show that g is reducible in BC(K) by showing g! = A! with A :=
{m ∈ M(M) | ¬(g,m) ∈ I}: A! =

⋂
m∈A m! =

{
n ∈ M | ∀m ∈ A : m ̸≥K n

}
=

{n ∈ M | ∀m ∈ M(M) : ¬(g,m) ∈ I =⇒ m ̸≥K n} = {n ∈ M | ∀m ∈ M(M) :
m ≥K n =⇒ (g,m) ∈ I} = {n ∈ M | (g, n) ∈ I} = g′ = g! .

(4)∼= (5): By definition. ⊓⊔
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Example 1. The following example illustrates the construction. Figure 7 shows
the complex usage of terms of the administrative geography of the United King-
dom [7], resulting from a long (and often bloody) historical process. The concept
lattice in Figure 8 is based on the formal context which has the five countries
(England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and Ireland) and the three crown
dependencies (Isle of Man, Jersey and Guernsey) in the British Isles as objects,
and the geographical features (marked green in Figure 7) ‘British Isles’, ‘Ireland
(Island)’ and ‘Great Britain’ as well as the legal distinctions (blue) ‘British Is-
lands’ and ‘United Kingdom’ as attributes. We added the geographical feature
‘Channel Islands’ as further attribute, as it is discussed as such in [7].

We note that the lattice is not completely distributive, as three of its sub-
lattices are isomporphic to N5. The up-set Birkhoff completion of the concept
lattice is shown in Figure 9. Following the construction of Definition 3, it con-
tains an additional, artificial (and potentially interesting) object for each of the
five attributes. The down-set Birkhoff completion is shown in Figure 10. It con-
tains an additional, artificial (and potentially interesting) attribute for each of
the eight objects. In Section 6, we will discuss what we can learn from these
completions about the administrative geography of the UK.

Fig. 7. Administrative geography of the United Kingdom [8].

5 An implicational approach to the Birkhoff completion

It is long known that a finite concept lattice is distribtive if and only if its
canonical direct basis contains only implications that have one-element premises.
After having recalled the basic notions, we will show in this section, that this
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Great Britain Channel Islands

United Kingdom

Ireland (Island) British Islands

Wales, Scotland,
England

Northern Ireland Jersey, Isle of
Man, Guernsey

Ireland (State)

Fig. 8. Concept lattice about the administrative geography of the United Kingdom.

Great Britain

Channel
Islands

United Kingdom

Ireland (Island)
British Islands

Great Britain

Ireland
(Island)

Channel
Islands

United Kingdom

Northern
Ireland

Wales, Scotland,
England

Jersey, Isle of
Man, Guernsey

Ireland (State),
British Islands

Fig. 9. Up-set Birkhoff completion of the concept lattice in Figure 8.



12 Mohammad Abdulla, Johannes Hirth, Gerd Stumme

Channel Islands Great Britain

Ireland (Island) United Kingdom Northern Ireland

Jersey,Guernsey,
Isle of Man

Wales,Scotland
England

British Islands,
Ireland (State)

Northern Ireland Jersey, Guernsey,
Isle of Man

Wales, Scotland,
England

Ireland (State)

Fig. 10. Down-set Birkhoff completion of the concept lattice in Figure 8.

leads in a straightforward manner to another equivalent approach to defining
the Birkhoff completion.

Definition 4 (Proper Premise [4]). Let (G,M, I) be a context. An attribute
set A ⊆ M is a proper premise if

A• := A′′ \
(
A ∪

⋃
n∈A

(A {n})′′
)

is not empty.

Definition 5. The canonical direct basis of a finite context K is defined as the
set CDB(K) of all implications A → A•, where A is a proper premise.

Based on the following theorem, we can infer that there is correspondence
between distributive lattices and those that are isomorphic to concept lattices
whose contexts proper premises are singletons.

Theorem 6 (Theorem 41 (8) of [4]). Let K be a finite, reduced context.
Then B(K) is distributive iff every proper premise of (G,M, I) is a singleton.

Thus the reduced contexts of concept lattices that are not distributive have
proper premises that are of size 2 or larger. This motivates the following defini-
tion.
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Definition 6. Let K be a finite, reduced context and A → A• an implication of
its canonical direct basis. We call A → A• a distributive implication if |A| = 1
and a non-distributive implication if |A| ≥ 2.

With Theorem 5 (1 ∼= 4) we showed that the Birkhoff completion of a concept
lattice can be achieved by computing a finer closure system Int(BC(K)) of Int(K)
on the set M , i.e., Int(K) ⊆ Int(BC(K)). With the following proposition, we
study this completion in terms of implications. For that, we make use of the
dualism between closure systems and their implicational theories, i.e., Int(K) ⊆
Int(BC(K)) implies for the set of all attribute implications Th(BC(K)) ⊆ Th(K)
[3].

Lemma 2. Let K be a finite, reduced context, A the set of its proper premises,
and BC(A) := {A ∈ A | |A| = 1}. For all A ∈ BC(A) holds A• = A′′ \ A
independent of being computed in K or in BC(K). Furthermore BC(A) is the
set of all proper premises of BC(K).

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 5, we use ·′ as symbol for the derivation
operator in K and ·! for the derivation operator in BC(K). We start by observing
that BC(K) is attribute reduced since K is attribute reduced and Int(K) ⊆
Int(BC(K)). As both K and BC(K) are attribute reduced, we have in particular
∅′′ = ∅ = ∅!!. Let now A = {n} ∈ BC(A). With

A!! = (A!)! = (A′∪{m ∈ M(M) | m ̸≥K n})! = (A′)!∩{m ∈ M(M) | m ̸≥K n}!

= A′′∩{k ∈ M | m ̸≥K k for all m with m ̸≥K n} = A′′∩{k ∈ M | k ≥K n} = A′′

we obtain

A• (computed in BC(K)) = A!! \ (A ∪
⋃
n∈A

A \ {n}!!)

= A!! \ (A ∪
⋃
n∈A

∅!!) = A!! \A = A′′ \A = A′′ \ (A ∪
⋃
n∈A

∅′′)

= A′′ \ (A ∪
⋃
n∈A

A \ {n}′′) = A• (computed in K) .

It follows immediately that A is a proper premise of BC(K) because it is a proper
premise of K and thus A• is not empty.

It remains to show that all proper premises of BC(K) are contained in
BC(A). Let A be a proper premise of BC(K). We can conclude from Int(K) ⊆
Int(BC(K)) that AIKIK ̸= A. Moreover, since K is reduced, we can infer that
∅ ∈ Int(K). Thus A• (computed in K) is not empty and A is a proper premise of
K. Additionally, we have |A| = 1 because of the distributivity of B(BC(K)). ⊓⊔

Corollary 2. For a finite reduced context K is BC(CDB(K)) = CDB(BC(K))
with

BC(CDB(K)) := {A → A• | A → A• ∈ CDB(K) and |A| = 1} .
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Note that for all proper premises A of K with |A| ≥ 2, A is not a proper
premise of BC(K), and A• evaluated in BC(K) will be a strict subset of A•

evaluated in K.
With Lemma 2 and Corollary 2, we have not only shown a relation between

a concept lattice, its Birkhoff completion and their canonical direct bases, but
we can also derive a procedure for the computation of the Birkhoff completion
of the concept lattice. That is, compute the closure system of attribute sets that
are closed with respect to the implicational theory BC(CDB(K)).

The condition that K has to be reduced seems to be a constraint for the
application of this proposition. However for a context that is not reduced, we
can first reduce it, then compute the completion with respect to proper premises
and lastly re-add the reducible attributes to the completion.

The canonical direct basis of the concept lattice (Figure 7) about the ad-
ministrative geography of the UK is given in Figure 11. According to Lemma 2,
the canonical direct base of the Birkhoff completion of the would thus consist of
implications (1) to (3) — which can easily be verified in Figure 9.

{UK} → {British Islands} (1)
{GB} → {UK, British Islands} (2)

{Channel Islands} → {British Islands} (3)

{Ireland (Island), British Islands} → {UK} (4)
{UK, Channel Islands} → {Ireland (Island), British Islands, GB} (5)
{Channel Islands, GB} → {UK, Ireland (Island), British Islands} (6)

{Ireland (Island), Channel Islands} → {UK, British Islands, GB} (7)
{Ireland (Island), GB} → {UK, British Islands, Channel Islands} (8)

Fig. 11. Canonical direct basis of the administrative geography of the UK.

6 Application: analysis of the administrative geography
of the UK

We will now study by an example how the Birkhoff completion of the context
interacts with the completion by implications; and what can be learnt from the
Birkhoff completion. To this end, we consider again the administrative geopgra-
phy of the UK.

In the top left of the up-set BC in Figure 9, we can see that British Islands
is generating the same concept as Ireland (State). This indicates that the legal
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distinction ‘British Islands’ is defined by exclusion – it contains all countries7 of
the British Isles except the state of Ireland.

The other four new objects are all found at the lower part of the concept
lattice, and all generate new concepts. These objects invalidate the implications
with two-element premises of Figure 11: {Ireland (Island), British Islands} →
{UK} is invalidated by UK, {UK, Channel Islands} → {GB} by GB, and
{Ireland (Island), GB} → {Channel Islands} by Channel Islands.

Let us now assume for a moment, that geographical features are given by
nature and not subject to modification, while legal distinctions might change
over the years. We would thus assume that Ireland (Island), GB and the Channel
Islands will always remain geographically disjoint. A new country having all
attributes of Channel Islands will therefore never exist. On the other hand, in
the future there may arise new countries on the British Isles that are affiliated
to different combinations of legal distinctions —- or existing countries might
change their affiliations. Therefore we cannot exclude the potential existence of
countries having the attributes of UK, of GB or of Ireland(Island).

We conclude this study of UK’s administrative geography by a look at the
down-set Birkhoff completion in Figure 10. First, we observe that all implica-
tions of the canonical direct base (Figure 11) still hold. Note that this is not
contradicting Theorem 6 even though the down-set completion is distributive,
because the original attributes (except ‘British Islands’) are not reduced any
more.

As in the up-set completion we can observe that ‘British Islands’ is the com-
plement of ‘Ireland (State)’, because Ireland (State) is attached to the same
concept as ‘British Islands’. The seven other new attibutes generate three new
concepts. These concepts can be understood in two ways. The first is as dis-
junction of the attributes below. The top left concept, for instance, could be
understood as ‘Ireland (Island) or Channel Islands’. The second way is to con-
sider them as negation, but note that we are now negating objects. While one
is tempted to consider Wales, Scotland England) at the top left as ‘¬ Great
Britain’, the attribute Northern Island shows that it is not that simple: Because
of the way it was constructed this attribute is incident with all objects that are
neither ‘Northern Island’ nor other objects (such as ‘Ireland (State)’) which are
implied (as object implication) by ‘Northern Island’. Either way, we can under-
stand these newly generated concepts as proposals for new concepts which are
waiting for a denomination.

7 Conclusion

Motivated by the fact that distributivity in concept lattices arises from the fact
that everyday thinking predominantly uses simple implications, we have intro-
duced the Birkhoff completion of a finite lattice L as the minimal distributive
lattice in which L can be embeddeded as sub-semilattice. We have presented a
7 For sake of better readability, we will, in the sequel, subsume the crown dependencies

under the term ‘country’.
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corresponding completion for formal contexts and a corresponding restriction of
the implicational basis, and have shown their equivalences.

Depending on the characteristics of the dataset, either the up-set BC or the
down-set BC might be more beneficial. If all objects under consideration are
known from the beginning — like the countries in the British Isles — the down-
set BC might focus our view on potentially new attributes for their description,
while the up-set BC is only of interest, if we do not want to exclude the possibility
of new objects.

We have defined the up-set Birkhoff completion of a lattice as standard rather
than the down-set completion because of its dualism with the Birkhoff comple-
tion of the canonical direct base for the attribute implications. The same dualism
holds of course also the down-set completion together with the object implica-
tions, but the latter are far less promeninent in everyday thinking.

Note that the Birkhoff completions are by no means the only ways to turn
a non-distributive lattice into a distributive one. Other obvious ways are the
deletion of objects and/or attributes, or the modification of the incidence relation
of the formal context. Our future work will study the effects of these options
more closely. When one is aiming at simplifying a given dataset so that all its
implications are distributive, one could choose any of these options. Which choice
is more adequate depends on the characteristics of the described objects.

References

1. B.A.Davey, H.A.Priestley: Introduction to Lattices and Order. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press (2002)

2. Birkhoff, G.: Lattice theory. In: Colloquium Publications, vol. 25. American Math-
ematical Society, 3. edn. (1967)

3. Caspard, N., Monjardet, B.: The lattices of closure systems, closure operators,
and implicational systems on a finite set: a survey. Discrete Applied Mathematics
127(2), 241–269 (2003). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(02)
00209-3, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166218X02002093,
ordinal and Symbolic Data Analysis (OSDA ’98), Univ. of Massachusetts, Amherst,
Sept. 28-30, 1998.

4. Ganter, B., Wille, R.: Formal Concept Analysis - Mathematical Foundations.
Springer (1999)

5. Hanika, T., Hirth, J.: Conexp-clj - a research tool for fca. In: Cristea, D., Ber,
F.L., Missaoui, R., Kwuida, L., Sertkaya, B. (eds.) ICFCA (Supplements). CEUR
Workshop Proceedings, vol. 2378, pp. 70–75. CEUR-WS.org (2019)

6. Stumme, G.: Free distributive completions of partial complete lattices. In: Or-
der 14, 179–189 (1998), http://www.kde.cs.uni-kassel.de/stumme/papers/2000/
SIGKDD_Explorations00.ps

7. Wikipedia: Administrative geography of the united kingdom (2024), https://en.
wikipedia.org/wiki/Administrative_geography_of_the_United_Kingdom

8. Wikipedia: British isles euler diagram (2024), https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:
British_Isles_Euler_diagram_15.svg

9. Wille, R.: Tensorial decomposition of concept lattices. Order 2, 81–95 (1985)
10. Wille, R.: Truncated distributive lattices: Conceptual structures of simple-

implicational theories. Order 20(3), 229–238 (2003)

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(02)00209-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(02)00209-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(02)00209-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(02)00209-3
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166218X02002093
http://www.kde.cs.uni-kassel.de/stumme/papers/2000/SIGKDD_Explorations00.ps
http://www.kde.cs.uni-kassel.de/stumme/papers/2000/SIGKDD_Explorations00.ps
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Administrative_geography_of_the_United_Kingdom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Administrative_geography_of_the_United_Kingdom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:British_Isles_Euler_diagram_15.svg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:British_Isles_Euler_diagram_15.svg

	The Birkhoff completion of finite lattices

