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Abstract. We compare the model-theoretic expressiveness of the existential frag-
ment of Separation Logic over unrestricted relational signatures (SLR) — with
only separating conjunction as logical connective and higher-order inductive def-
initions, traditionally known as the symbolic heap fragment — with the expres-
siveness of (Monadic) Second Order Logic ((M)SO). While SLR and MSO are
incomparable on structures of unbounded treewidth, it turns out that SLR can
be embedded in SO, in general, and that MSO becomes a strict subset of SLR,
when the treewidth of the models is bounded by a parameter given as input. We
also discuss the problem of defining a fragment of SLR that is equivalent to MSO
over models of bounded treewidth. Such a fragment would then become the most
general Separation Logic with a decidable entailment problem, a key ingredient
of practical verification methods for self-adapting (reconfigurable) component-
based and distributed systems.

1 Introduction

Separation Logic [36,28] (SL) is used to write proofs of programs that perform low-
level memory updates via pointer manipulations. The main feature of SL is the sep-
arating conjunction connective *, that is associative, commutative but not idempotent
i.e., 0 x ¢ is not the same as ¢. The lack of idempotency, traditionally recognized as a
natural property of boolean connectives, became a rather useful tool in reasoning about
resources that can be accumulated, split or shared among the members of a given pop-
ulation (see [34] for a survey of resource logics and their semantics).

Since, merely a decade ago, computers were still standalone systems (though par-
allel and interconnected), the most important resource of a computing device was its
embedded memory. More recently, with the advent of complex heterogeneous systems,
such as mobile networks and cloud computing, this view is drifting towards component-
based and distributed computing, where resources are mostly understood as components
(of possibly different nature e.g., discrete and continuous as in a cyberphysical system)
and network nodes (executing processes in disjoint memory spaces), respectively.

The modeling and verification of complex component-based and distributed sys-
tems have been only recently addressed by logicians, see e.g., [3,33]. Driven by the
needs of reasoning about such systems, we have developped dialects of SL tailored for
modeling and verification of hierarchical component-based [5] and self-adapting (dy-
namically reconfigurable) distributed systems [2,4]. To this end, the original signature
of SL has been extended from a single atomic proposition x — (y1,...,y) interpreted
as an allocated memory cell x that points-to other non-allocated cells yy,. .., yk, to a re-
lational signature, that contains relation symbols (of arity greater or equal to one) and
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no other function symbols than constants (function symbols of arity zero). Whereas
SL formule are interpreted over heaps (i.e., partial functions with finite domain) of a
fixed arity, the formul of the Separation Logic of Relations (SLR) are interpreted over
generic relational structures. In particular, the interpretation of an atomic proposition
R(x1,...,x,) is the relation consisting of a single tuple, given by the store values of
X1,...,Xn, respectively.

Whereas the SL formula x — (y1,...,yx) *u — (vi,...,V) constrains x and u to
refer to distinct memory cells (i.e., x # u), the SLR formula R(xy,...,x,) *R(u1,...,u,)
means that the interpretation of the relation symbol R consists of two distinct tuples (i.e.,
x; # u; for at least one index 1 <i < n). If we restrict the formula to contain only sep-
aration conjunctions (i.e., no boolean conjunctions or negations), the relational dialect
of SL is more general than the original, because each points-to atom x — (y1,...,yx)
can be encoded by a formula D(x) x H(x,y1,...,yx) in a signature with two symbols
D and H of arities 1 and k + 1, viewed as the domain D and the graph H of the heap,
respectively!.

Despite a large body of work on the use of inductive definitions in SL to reason
about (mainly) recursive datastructures [7,8,18,22,23,17,30] and (recently) about archi-
tectures of component-based and distributed systems [2,4], little is known about the ex-
pressive power of these logics. This paper fills this gap by pursueing a model-theoretic
comparison of SLR with the classical Monadic Second Order (MSO) and Second Order
(S0O) logics. We compare SLR with (M)SO on structures defined over relational signa-
tures with and without a bound on their treewidth. The main results (see Table 1 for a
summary) are that:

1. SLR and MSO are incomparable on structures of unbounded treewidth i.e., there are
formule in each of the logics that do not have an equivalent in the other in terms of
the families of structures they define,

2. SLRis strictly contained in SO, when considering structures of unbounded treewidth,

3. MSO s strictly contained in SLR, when considering structures of bounded treewidth.

The third result is probably the most interesting, as it gives a sense of the expres-
sive power of SLR (and implicitly of standard SL), emphasizing the importance of the
treewidth parameter.

Because the inclusion of MSO into SLR is strict over structures of bounded treewidth,
it is natural to ask for a fragment of SLR that has the same expressive power as MSO,
over such structures. This is motivated by the need for a general fragment of SL, with a
decidable entailment problem (asking if every model of a formula ¢ is also a model of
another formula y, when the predicates are interpreted by a given set of inductive defi-
nitions) useful in designing automated program analyses. Unfortunately, this definition
is challenging because the MSO-definability of the set of models of an SLR formula is
undecidable, whereas the boundedness of the treewidth for such sets remains an open
problem.

Motivation. In this paragraph, we shortly sketch our earlier work that motivated the
study of SLR. Earlier versions of SLR [2,4] have been used to describe components

! This is not true if we allow boolean connectives because e.g., (x — (y) *true) A (x — (/) *
true) Ay #y is unsatisfiable, whereas (D(x) x H(x,y) *true) A (D(x) * H(x,y’) xtrue) Ay = y/
remains satisfiable.



in a component-based system (resp. network nodes in a distributed system) by unary
relation symbols and interactions (resp. communication channels in a distributed sys-
tem) involving n participants by relation symbols of arity n > 2. Moreover, recent work
emphasized similarities between recursive datastructures (e.g., lists, trees, etc.) and dis-
tributed networks (e.g., datacenters) for instance, splay trees [38] are used to design
reconfiguration algorithms that minimize network traffic [31,32]. Taking this idea one
step further, we describe concisely distributed networks of unbounded sizes, that share
the same architectural style (e.g., a ring, star, tree, etc.) in similar way as recursive
datastructures are described in SL [36], using sets of inductive definitions [4,5,2]. For
instance, a system consisting of a finite but unbounded number of components (pro-
cesses) placed in a ring, such that each component interacts only with its left and right
neighbour, can be described by the following inductive rules:

Ring() « 3xJy . I(x,y) * Chain(y,x)
Chain(x,y) + 3z . C(x) xI(x,z) * Chain(z,y) | emp*xx =y

where I(x,y) denotes a single interaction between nodes with identifiers x and y, C(x)
denotes a single component with identifier x and emp denotes an empty structure. The
predicate symbols Ring() and Chain(x,y) are interpreted as the components of the
pointwise smallest solution of the system of recursive constraints above, with < in-
terpreted as right-to-left inclusion between sets of structures. Equivalently, any model
of Ring() is a model of a formula without predicate symbols, obtained by an exhaustive
unfolding of the above definitions:

Ring() = 3x3y . I(x,y)* Chain(y,x) = IxJyIz. I(x,y) *C(y) %1 (y,2) * Chain(z,x) = ...

Related Work. The problem of comparing the expressiveness of SL [36], the most
prominent among the dialects of the calculus of Bunched Implications [29], with that
of classical logics received a fair amount of attention in the past. For instance, the first
proof of undecidability of the satisfiability problem for first-order SL [10] is based on
a reduction to Trakhtenbrot’s undecidability result for first-order logic on finite models
[15]. This proof was reviewed with certain criticism, given that the only construction

specific to SL is the intuitionistic binary points-to formula used to encode arbitrary

binary relations as R(x,y) & 3z . z < (x,y), where z < (x,y) stands for z — (x,y) * true.

A more refined proof of undecidability for unary points-to relations x — y was given by
Brochenin, Demri and Lozes [6]. In particular, they show that SO over heaps with one
record field has the same expressivity as SL with unary points-to predicates.

A related line of work, pioneered by Lozes [25], is the translation of quantifier-free
SL formula into boolean combinations of core formule, belonging to a small set of
very simple patterns. This enables a straightforward translation of the quantifier-free
fragment of SL into first-order logic, over unrestricted signatures with both relation
and function symbols, that was subsequently extended to two quantified variables [13]
and restricted quantifier prefixes [16]. Moreover, a translation of quantifier-free SL into
first-order logic, based on the small model property of the former, has been described
in [9].

Unlike our work, the above references focus exclusively on fragments of SL without
inductively defined predicates, but with arbitrary combinations of boolean (conjunction,



implication) and multiplicative (separating conjunction, magic wand) connectives. A
non-trivial attempt of generalizing the technique of translating SL into boolean com-
binations of core formule to reachability and list segment predicates is given in [14].
Moreover, an in-depth comparison between the expressiveness of various models of
separation i.e., spatial, as in SL, and contextual, as in ambient logics, can be found in
[27].

To the best of our knowledge, the results reported in this paper constitute the first
model-theoretic comparison of a Separation Logic with arbitrary inductive predicates,
written using a generalized relational signature and interpreted over logical structures
(instead of heaps) with the (M)SO logics. Previous work along this line concerns a fairly
general fragment of SL, defined using syntactic restrictions on the rules used to interpret
the predicates, that translates into MSO formla and has models of bounded treewidth
[20]. This fragment has also been studied in [22,30], where an alternative decision pro-
cedure based on types has been developed. Our result showing the embedding of MSO
into SLR, on models of bounded treewidth, based on the refinement of a generic SID
for bounded treewidth structures by MSOtypes, is dual and opens the (hard) problem
of defining a fragment of SLR with the same expressivity as MSO. The approach of
refining SIDs has previously been exploited for the study of robustness properties [21]
but not for the comparison of SL and MSO.

2 Definitions

For a set A, we denote by pow(A) its powerset and A' A A AT A forall i > 1,

where x is the Cartesian product, and A™ o U,ZlAi . The cardinality of a finite set A
is denoted by ||A|. Given integers i and j, we write [i, j] for the set {i,i+1,...,j},
assumed to be empty if i > j.

Signatures and Structures Let = {Ry,...,Ry,c1,...,cy } be a finite signature, where
R; denote relation symbols of arity #R; and c; denote constant symbols (i.e., nullary
function symbols). Since there are no function symbols of arity more than zero, these
signatures are said to be relational in the literature, see e.g., [12].

A structure is a pair (U,o), where U is an infinite countable set, called universe,
and 6 : £ — UUpow(U™) is a function that maps each relation symbol R; to a re-

lation 6(R;) C U*Ri and each constant c; to an element of the universe. We define
def

the sets Rel(c) & {u | (ut,...,usr;) € 6(Ry), i € [1,N], k € [1,#R;]} and Dom(c) =
Rel(o)U{o(cy),...,0(cy)} of elements that belong to the interpretation of a relation
symbols or a constant from ¥, respectively. Unless stated otherwise (as in e.g., §7), we
consider the signature ¥ and the countably infinite universe U to be fixed, for all struc-
tures considered in the rest of this paper. Hence we denote structures simply by G, in
the following.

Remark 1. The standard notion of structure from the literature encapsulates the uni-
verse (sometimes called domain), such that two different structures may have different
universes (see e.g., [15] for the standard definitions). By considering that all structures
share the same universe we deviate from the standard definition. This is important for
the definition of a composition operation on structures that extends naturally the union



of heaps with disjoint domains, defined over the same set of memory locations, from the
semantics of SL [36]. Moreover, standard structures may have a finite universe, whereas
here we consider a countably infinite universe, in analogy with the set of memory loca-
tions. ]

Definition 1. Two structures 61 and o, are disjoint if and only if 61(R;) No2(R;) =0,
for all i € [1,N] and compatible if and only if 61(c;) = 62(c;), for all j € [1,M]. The
composition of two disjoint and compatible structures is the structure G| ® G, such that
((51 0(52)(R,‘) = Gl(R,') UGZ(R[) and ((51 0(52)(Cj) = Gl(Cj) = Gz(Cj),for allie [1,N]
and j € [1,M]. The composition is undefined for structures that are not disjoint or not
compatible.

In the rest of this paper, we will identify structures that differ by a renaming of
elements from the universe and consider only classes of structures that are closed under
isomorphism:

Definition 2. Two structures 61 and 63 are isomorphic, denoted 61 ~ &3 if and only if
there exists a bijection h : U — U, such that:
1. for each i € [1,N] and (uy,...,usr;) € Ui, we have (u,...,usr.) € 61(R) <
<h(141), - 7h(M#R,-)> € GQ(R),
2. for each j € [1,M], we have h(c1(cj)) = G2(c;).

Graphs, Cliques, Trees and Grids A graph is a pair G = (7, E), such that %/ C U is
a finite set of vertices and E C V' x 1V is a set of edges. All graphs considered in this
paper are directed i.e., E is not a symmetric relation. The following definition relates
graphs and structures.

Definition 3. Each graph G = (V,E) can be viewed as a structure G over the signa-
ture T < {V,E}, where #V = 1 and #E = 2, such that 65(V)="Vandog(E)=E.

A pathin G is a sequence of pairwise distinct vertices vy, ...,v, € V, such that (v;,viy1) €
E or (vit1,vi) € E, forall i € [1,n—1]. A set of vertices V C V is connected in G if
and only if there is path in G between any two vertices in V. A graph G is connected
if and only if ¥/ is connected in G. A clique is a graph such that there exists an edge
between each two nodes. We denote by X the set of (pairwise isomorphic) cliques with
n nodes.

A tree is atuple T = (N[, F,r,A), where (N[, F) is a graph, r € A is a designated
vertex called the root, such that there exists a path in (A, F) from r to any other vertex
v € N, r has no incoming edge (p,r) € F and no vertex n € A has two incoming edges
(m,n),(p,n) € F,form# p. The mapping A : Al — A associates each vertex of the tree
with a label from a given set A.

A nxm grid is a graph (7, E), such that there exists a bijective function g : ¥ —
[1,n] x [1,m] and, for each edge (u,v) € E, such that g(u) = (i, ), either i < n and
gv)=(i+1,j),or j <mand g(v) = (i,j+1). A grid is square if and only if n = m,
and we denote by #, the set of (pairwise isomorphic) n x n square grids.

Treewidth We define a measure on structures indicating how close a structure is to a
tree:



Definition 4. A tree decomposition of a structure G over the signature X is a tree T =
(N, F,r,\) labeled with subsets of U, such that the following hold.:
1. for each relation symbol R € ¥ and each tuple (ui,...,usr) € 6(R) there exists
n € N, such that {uy, ..., usr} C A(n), and
2. for each u € Dom(G), the set {n € N | u € M(n)} is non-empty and connected in

(A F). y

The width of the tree decomposition is tw(T) = max,cqc [|M(n)|| — 1. The treewidth of
the structure 6 is tw(c) & min{tw(T) | T is a tree decomposition of G}.

It is clear that two isomorphic structures have the same treewidth. In the following,
we consider indexed families of structures that are closed under isomorphism. Such a
family is treewidth-bounded if and only if the set of corresponding treewidths is finite
and treewidth-unbounded otherwise. A family is strictly treewidth-unbounded if and
only if it is treewidth-unbounded and any infinite subfamily is treewidth-unbounded.
The following result can be found in several textbooks (see e.g., [12]) and is restated
here for self-containment:

Proposition 1. The indexed families { X, | n € N} and {#H, | n € N} are strictly treewidth-
unbounded.

Proof. 1. Let %, & (7, E), modulo isomorphism. We prove that tw(%;) = n— 1, for

def

all n > 2, by showing that, in every tree decomposition (A, F,rA) of K, = (V,E)
there is a node p € A/, such that A(p) = V. By induction on n > 2, the base case n =2
follows immediately from point (1) of Def. 4. For the inductive step n > 2, letu € V be
a vertex and let p € AL be the node of least depth, such that u € A(p). By point (2) of

Def. 4, this node is unique. Let {v1,...,v,_1} & 9\ {u}. By the inductive hypothesis,
there exists a node m € A(, such that A(m) = {v1,...,v,_1}, because the restriction of
(V,E) to {vi,...,vu—1} is a clique and (A, F,r,A) is also a tree decomposition of
that clique. Since (#,v1),...,(u,v,—1) € E, by point (1) of Def. 4, there exists nodes
q1s---qn—1 € N, such that u,v; € A(g;), for all i € [1,n— 1]. By the choice of p, these
nodes are all descendants of p, because u € A(g;), for all i € [1,n—1] and p has the
lowest depth among all such nodes. We distinguish two cases:

— m is not a descendant of p, then let g be the deepest common ancestor of m and p.
Since v; € A(gi) NA(m), we obtain v; € A(q), for all i € [1,n— 1], by point (2) of
Def. 4. This leads to u,vy,...,v,—1 € A(p), by the same argument.

— m is a descendant of p and let ¢},...,q/, , be the deepest common ancestors of m
and q1,...,qa—1, respectively. Since v; € A(g;) NA(m), we obtain v; € A(q}), for all
i € [1,n—1], by point (2) of Def. 4. Since ¢, ...,q),_, are all ancestors of m, they
are linearly ordered by the ancestor relation and let g; be the deepest such node.
Then we obtain u,vi,...,v,—1 € AMg,), by point (2) of Def. 4.

2. Let #H, & (V,E). Consider the k-cops and robber game on (¥, E), defined as fol-
lows. A position in the game is a pair (C,r), where C C ¥V, ||C|| =k and r € V\ C. The
game can move from (Cj,r;) to (Ci1,7i41) if there exists a path between r; and riy|
in the restriction of (¥, E) to ¥\ C;NCi;1. We say that k cops catch the robber if and
only if every sequence of moves in the game is finite. It is known that, if tw(G) < k then



k+ 1 cops catch the robber on a graph G [37]. Since n— 1 cops do not catch the robber
(which can always move to the intersection of a cop-free row and a cop-free column) it
follows that tw(H,) > n — 1.

3 Logics

We introduce two logics for reasoning about structures over a (fixed) relational signature
Y ={Ry,...,Rn,c1,...,cm}. The first such logic, called the Separation Logic of Rela-
tions (SLR), uses a set of first-order variables VI') = {x.y,...} and a set of predicates
A = {A,B,...} of arities #A, #B, etc. We use the symbols &,x € V(D U {cy,...,ci}
to denote terms i.e., either first-order variables or constants. The formule of SLR are
defined by the syntax:

¢:emp|§:X|§7&X|R(&lvaé#R)|A(&lva§#A)|¢*¢|3x¢

The formulee & = and & #  are called equalities and disequalities, R(&;,...,E4R) and
A(&1,...,Eun) are called relation and predicate atoms, respectively. By atom we mean
either emp or any of the above atomic formulz.

A formula with no occurrences of predicate atoms (resp. existential quantifiers)
is called predicate-free (resp. quantifier-free). A variable is free if it does not occur
within the scope of an existential quantifier and let fv(¢) be the set of free variables
of ¢. A sentence is a formula with no free variables. A substitution ¢[x; /& ...x,/En)
replaces simultaneously every occurrence of the free variable x; by the term &; in ¢, for
all i € [1,n]. Before defining the semantics of SLR formulz, we consider definitions that
assign meaning to predicates:

Definition 5. A set of inductive definitions (SID) A consists of rules A(xy,...,x4a)
&, where xy, ..., xup are pairwise distinct variables, called parameters, such that fv(¢) C
{x1,...,x¢a}. An atom o occurs in a rule A(xy,...,xsa) < ¢ if and only if it occurs in
¢. We say that the rule A(xy,...,xsa) < ¢ defines A. We denote by defp(A) the set of
rules from A that define A and by def(A) the set of predicates defined by some rule in A.

Note that having distinct parameters in a rule is without loss of generality, as e.g., a rule
A(x1,x1) < 0 can be equivalently written as A(x],x2) < x; = x * ¢. As a convention,
we shall always use the names x1, ..., xza for the parameters of a rule that defines A.

The semantics of SLR formule is given by the satisfaction relation (G,V) |=a ¢
between structures and formula. This relation is parameterized by a store v : v U
mapping the free variables of a formula into elements of the universe and an SID A. We
write V[x < u] for the store that maps x into u and agrees with v on all variables other
than x. For a term &, we denote by (6,V)(§) the value 6(§) if € is a constant, or v(§) if §
is a first-order variable. The satisfaction relation is defined by induction on the structure



of formula, as follows:

6(R)=0,forallReX
(6,v) E=emp and (0,V)(§) <
o(R) = {((o,v)(&1),..-.(
forall R € £\ {R}

(0,V) Ea 0fx1 /&1, ..., xua/Eun), for some rule
A(xl,...,x#A) <—(|>fr0mA

(0,V) F=a emp
(0,v) F=a E>ay
(0,v) Fa R, ,Eur)

(0,v) Fa A(EL,...,Exa)

) < (0, v)(y), for all e {=,#}
SAY )(ﬁ#R»}andG(R’) 0,

I 11l

(6,V) Ea 0162 < there exist structures 6; and G,, such that
6 =000 and (6;,V) 4 0, foralli = 1,2
(6,V) Fadx. 0 <= (0,V[x < u]) = ¢, for some u € U

If ¢ is a sentence, the satisfaction relation (c,v) =4 ¢ does not depend on the store,
written 6 =4 ¢, in which case we say that ¢ is a model of ¢. If ¢ is a predicate-free
formula, the satisfaction relation does not depend on the SID, written (G,V) = 0. We
say that a pair (¢,A), consisting of a sentence ¢ and an SID A, SLR-defines a set S of
structures if and only if 6 |=p ¢ <= © € S. By the result below, every set of SLR-
defined structures is a union of equivalence classes of isomorphism (Def. 2):

Proposition 2. Given structures 6 ~ &', for any sentence ¢ of SLR and any SID A, we
have 6 |Ep O < &' Ea 0.

Proof. By induction on the definition of the satisfaction relation =5, we show that

(0,V) Fa W <= (0/,hoV) =4 W, for any store v and any bijection 2 : U — U, such that,

for any relation symbol R € X, we have (ui,...,u,) € 6(R) < (h(u1),...,h(u,)) €

o'(R) and, for any constant ¢ € £, we have i(c(c)) = ¢’(c), as in Def. 2. We consider

the following cases:

- ¢ =emp: forall R € £, we have 6(R) =0 < ¢'(R) = 0, by the existence of A.

— 0 =&y, for<e {=,#}: we prove only the case where § € V(1 and y € {c1,...,cm},
the other cases being similar. By the above point, for all e {=,#}, we have ¢ |=
emp <= o | emp and v(E) s 6(x) <= h(V(E)) = h(o(x)) —= (hoV)(E)
o' (x)-

0= R &) (6,)(E1) -, (6,) (Er)) €O(R) <= (((G,V) (&), h((6,V) (Es)) €
o'(R). If &;,...,Esr € VU, the latter condition is ((hoV)(&)),.. hov)(ﬁ#R)> €
o'(R).Else,if&y,...,&wr € {c1,...,cu}, the condition s (h(c (&1)) h(o(Esr))) €
6'(R). The general case &;,...,Er € vy {ci,...,cmu} is a comblnatlon of the

above cases.

— 0 =A(&,...,Esa): this case follows by the induction hypothesis.

- 0 =01 x¢2: (0,V) Ea ¢1 @y if and only if there exists disjoint and compatible
structures G| ® Gy = G, such that (G;,V) [=a ¢, for all i = 1,2. We define the struc-
tures ¢} and o} as follows, fori = 1,2::

o;(R) = {(h(u1),...,h(ugr)) | (u1,...,usr) € 6;(R)}, for all relation symbols
ReX,
e o/(c) =h(oi(c)), for all constants ¢ € X.
Then o and &), are disjoint and compatible and ¢’ = G} @ 65. Moreover, by the
inductive hypothesis, we have (0},V) = @;, for all i = 1,2, leading to (¢/,V) Fa
01 % o
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MSO[[x GHIVGED|] v [V v [v§®)
SO [x 85 ? [x®®[x B[ v [V

Table 1: A comparison of SLR, MSO and SO in terms of expressiveness, where v means
that the inclusion holds, X means it does not and ? denotes an open problem.

— ¢ =3x . y: by the inductive hypothesis, we obtain (6, V[x < u]) Fa ¥ < (0, ho
(Vix—ul)) Fay <= (0, (hov)lx = h(w)]) Fay <= (¢',hov) [=a 3x . .

The other logic is Second Order Logic (SO) defined using a set of second-order
variables V3 = {X,Y,...}, in addition to first-order variables. As usual, we denote by
#X the arity of a second-order variable X. Terms and atoms are defined in the same way
as in SLR. The formula of SO are defined by the following syntax:

Yi=E=2[RE,-.-.&r) [ X (E1,-- - &ax) [ W WAY | Tx. ¥ [ IX .y
As usual, we Writei‘,;éxd:efﬂﬁzx, 2] \/\|!2d:ef—|(ﬂ\|!1 A—Y2), W) —>\|Izd:efﬂ\|!1 vV,

Vx .y 3. -y and VX . y e a3x . —y. We denote by MSO the fragment of SO
restricted to using only second-order variables of arity one.

The semantics of SO is given by the relation (o,Vv) IF W, where the store v : vy
V® — UUU=1 pow(U¥) maps each first-order variable x € V() to an element of the
universe v(x) € U and each second-order variable X € V(%) to a relation v(X) C U*X.

The satisfaction relation is defined inductively on the structure of formulz :

(o,v) IFE=x = (6,v)(§) = (o,v)(x)

(va) I R(&ulv"w&#R) A <(67V)(§1)7"'7(67V)(§#R)> € G(R)
(va) ”_X(élv"'vé#x) Aaad <(67V)(§1)7"'7(67\/)(&#)()) EV(X)
(o,v) Ik —~y = (o,v)fy

(o,v) IF g1 A, <~ (o,v) Ik, foralli=1,2

(6,v) IF3x.y <= (0,V[x < u]) IFy, for some u € U
(o,v) IF3X .y <= (0,V[X < U)) IF , for some U C U*

We write ¢ I ¢ whenever 0 is a sentence. A sentence ¢ SO-defines a set of structures
Sifandonlyif 6lF ¢ < o € S. It is well-known (see e.g., [15]) that the sets of
SO-defined structures are unions of equivalence classes of isomorphism (Def. 2).

In this paper we are concerned with the following definability problems:

Definition 6. SLR C (M)SO: Let ¢ and A be a SLR sentence and SID, respectively.
Does there exist a (M)SO sentence \f such that the family of structures SLR-defined
by (0,A) is also SO-defined by y?

(M)SO C SLR: Let ¥ be a (M)SO sentence. Does there exist a SLR sentence ¢ and a
SID A, such that the family of structures SO-defined by \y is SLR-defined by (0,A)?

Additionally, we consider the treewidth-bounded versions of the above problems:

Definition 7. SLR CX (M)SO: Let ¢ and A be a SLR sentence and SID, respectively
and k > 1 be an integer. Does there exist a (M)SO sentence ¥ such that the family
of structures of treewidth at most k SLR-defined by (¢,A) is SO-defined by y?



(M)SO C* SLR: Let y be a (M)SO sentence and k > 1 be an integer. Does there exist
a SLR sentence ¢ and an SID A, such that the family of structures of treewidth at
most k that is (M)SO-defined by ¥ is SLR-defined by (0,A)?

For symmetry, we consider also the problems MSO gU‘) SO, SO gU‘) MSO. Table 1
summarizes our results, with references to the sections in the paper where the proofs
(for the non-trivial ones) can be found, and the remaining open problems.

4 SLR¢z® mso

We prove that SLR Z% MSO, by exhibiting an SLR-definable family of structures of
treewidth k£ = 1 that is not MSO-definable. Note that this also implies that SLR Z MSO,
in general.

The main idea is to encode words over a binary alphabet 4 = {a,b} by lists (con-
nected acyclic graphs in which each vertex has at most one incoming and at most one
outgoing edge) whose vertices are labeled by symbols from 4. We encode a language
L as a family of 4-labeled lists, using the intuitive encoding of a word w = aj ...a, by
the structure G,,, over the signature {V,E, P, Py, b,e}, such that 6,,(V) = {vi,..., v},
ow(E) = {(viyviz1) |i€[l,n—1]}, 6w(Pa) = {vi|i€[l,n], =0}, for all a € 4,
6y (b) = v and 6,,(e) = v,,. Note that tw(c,,) = 1, for any word w € 4*.

A context-free grammar G = (N, X,A) consists of a finite set N of nonterminals,
a start symbol X € N and a finite set A of productions of the form 9 — w, where
9 € N and w € (NU A)*. Given finite strings u,v € (NU A4)*, the relation u>v re-
places a nonterminal 9" of u by the right-hand side w of a production 9" — w and

>* denotes the reflexive and transitive closure of [>. The language of G is the set

L(G) € {we A" | X>*w}. A language L is context-free if and only if there exists

a context-free grammar G, such that L = £(G).

A language L is recognizable if and only if L = h~!(C), where C C M and / is a
monoid morphism between the monoid (4*,-) of words with concatenation and a finite
monoid (M, ®). It is known that a language is recognizable if and only if it is definable
by an WS1S formula, i.e. an MSO formula over the signature {p,,pp,5}, where p,,
pp are unary predicates interpreted in every word w of length n as the subsets of [1,n]
consisting of the positions in the word labeled by a and b, respectively and s is a function
symbol interpreted in every word as the successor in N (i.e., s(n) =n+1) (see e.g., [24]
for a textbook presentation of this result). It is also well-known that every recognizable
language is context-free but not viceversa e.g., {a"b" | n € N} is context-free but not
recognizable.

Proposition 3. Given a context-free grammar G = (N, X,A), there exists an SID Ag
and a binary predicate symbol Ax € def(Ag), such that w € L(G) <= O [=a,
Ax(b,e), forallw € 4*.

Proof. Assume w.l.o.g that the context-free grammar G does not produce the empty
word and that it is in Greibach normal form i.e., contains only production rules of
the form 99 — a9 ...9;, where 9p,...,9; € N, for some i > 0 and some o € 4. For



each nonterminal ", we consider a binary relation symbol Ay(xl,xz) and for each
production rule as above, we consider a rule:

Ao (x1,x2) <= Fy1...yi . V(x1) * Po (1) * E(x1,y1) % Ag; (y1,32) * E(v2,y3) * ...
*E(yio1,5i) * Ay (vi, x2)

if i > 1 and Ay (x1,x2) <= V(x1) * Po(x1), if i = 0. Let A be the set of the rules above
def

and let Lo(G) = {we A" | Y >*w}, forall ¥ € N. Let w = ay...a, € A* be any
word and G,, be the structure over the signature {V,E,P,,P;,b,e}, such that c,,(V) =
{vi,-o v}y 0w(E) = {(vj,vj1) [ J € [L,n—1]} 0w(Po) = {v; | j € [l,n], aj =0},
for all & € 4, 6,,(b) = v; and 6,,(e) = v,. We prove that & >*w <= (0y,V) Fa
Ay (x,y), for any word w € A* and any nonterminal 9" € N, where Vv is any store such
that v(x) = 6,,(b) and v(y) = o,»(e).

“=" By induction on the length n > 1 of the derivation of w from 9. The base case
n =1 corresponds to a production rule 9" — o in G that yields the rule Ay (x1,x2)
V(x1) % Pg(x1) in A and 6o [=A Ay (b,e) follows. For the inductive step n > 1, we as-
sume w.l.0.g. that the derivation is ordered such that each nonterminal is fully expanded
before another nonterminal from the same rule (every derivation of a context-free gram-
mar can be reordered in this way). Let 99 — a9 ... 9] be the first rule of the derivation
and let 9; >>* w; be the sub-derivations of 91, ..., %, respectively. Then w = awy ... w;.
We can now choose structures 67, with 0 < j <7, such that

- Gy =06peGe---eG;,

- oy isastructure with 6o(V) = {vo }, 60(Po) = {vo}, 60 (E) ={(vj,vj41) | j € [0,n— 1]},
6o(R) =0, for all R & {V,Py,E}, 6o(b) = vp and 6¢(e) = v, for some set of pair-
wise different nodes {vo,...,v,}.

We denote by (5}, for 1 < j <1, the structure that is identical to 6; except that we
set 6;(b) = v; and &';(e) = vj11, where we set v,;1 = O,(e). We recognize that ¢
is isomorphic to ;. By the inductive hypothesis, we have 6,; [=a Ay, (b,e) for all
1 < j <i. By Prop. 2 we get .that o’ Fa Ay (b,e). Let v be a store with v(y;) = v; for
all 1 < j <i. We now recognize that

(cpecie...ec;,V) A V(b)*Po(b) *E(b,y1) %Ay (y1,¥2) *E(y2,¥3) ... xE(yi—1,yi) * Aoy (vi, €).

Hence, 6,, =a Ay (b, e).

“«<" By induction on the definition of the satisfaction relation. In the base case, we
have 64 |= V(b) * Py(b), leading to 9" >* a,, for a rule 9 — o of G. For the inductive
step, assume that

(GW,V) 'ZA V(b) * Pa(b) * E(b,yl) * AD/I (yl ,yz) * E(yz,y3) k.oLk E(y,‘,l,yi) * Agfi(yi,e)

for some store v with dom(v) = {y1,...,y:}, where Ao (x1,x2) <= Jy1...3y; . V(x1) *
Po(x1) *E(x1,y1) *Ag; (y1,52) *E(y2,¥3) * ... * E(vi—1,yi) ¥ Ag; (vi, x2) is a rule of A, for
some i > 1. Then G has arule 9 — a9 ... 9;. Moreover, there exist structures 6; with
GpeGje...e0; =0y, (00,V) &= V(b) x Pg(b) x E(b,y1) * E(y2,¥3) * ... % E(yi_1,¥i),
(6,V) Fa Ay (yj,yj+1) for all j € [1,i—1] and (0;,v) =a Ag;(yise). Let 6; be the



structures that agree with 6, except that 6;(b) = V'(y;), 6/j(e) = V(y;+1), for all j €
[1,i — 1], and 6/(e) = G, (e). It is easy to show that there exist words wy, ..., w;, such that
w = 0w ...w; and Gy; =~ G/j, for all j € [1,i]. By Prop. 2, we obtain O, Ea ij(b,e),
hence 9 >>* w;, by the inductive hypothesis, thus leading to 9" >* w.

Let L be a non-recognizable context-free language and suppose that there exists an

MSO formula ¢, over the signature {V,E,P,,P;,b,e}, that defines the family 5. &f
{ow |w € L}. Then there exists also a WS1S formula y; that defines L. Note that y
can be obtained directly from ¢, by replacing each atom E(&,y) by 5(§) = x and each
atom Py (&) by pe(§). But then the language L is recognizable, which contradicts with
the choice of L. Moreover, we have {tw(c) | 6 € 5.} = {1}, proving that SLR Z* MSO,
for any given k > 1.

5 MSO ¢ SLR

We prove that the MSO-definable indexed family of cliques {%; | n € N} is not SLR-
definable. Because MSO is a fragment of SO, this also implies SO Z SLR. First, observe
that { &;, | n € N} is defined by the MSO formula VxVy . V(x) AV(y) Ax £y — E(x,y).
The definition of square grids in MSO is given in [12, §5.2.3]. As shown in Proposi-
tion 1, this family is strictly treewidth-unbounded. We prove that SLR cannot define
strictly treewidth-unbounded families of structures, by showing the existence of an in-
teger k > 1, depending only on ¢ and A, such that for each model of ¢ there exists
another model of ¢ of greater or equal size and treewidth bounded by k (Proposition 4).
This is a consequence of the fact that each SID can be transformed into an equivalent
SID in which the variables that occur existentially quantified in the rules of A are not
constrained by equalities.

Definition 8. A rule A(x1,...,x¢a) < Jy1...3yn . Y, where ¥ is a quantifier-free for-
mula, is normalized if and only if no equality atom x =y occurs in Y, for distinct vari-
ables x,y € {x1,...,xsat U{y1,-..,Yn}. An SID is normalized if and only if it contains
only normalized rules.

Lemma 1. Given an SID A, one can build a normalized SID A such that def(A) C
def(A’) and for each structure 6 and each predicate atom A(Ey,...,Eun), we have G |=x

iy 3, AL Ean) = O x H 36, AGL- Ba), where (G, ) =
{&1,...,Eaa} NV,

Proof. Let A be an SID. For each predicate A € def(A) and each partition {I;,...,lk}
of [1,#A], we consider a fresh predicate A;, | ; of arity k > 1, not in def(A). Let A’ be
the SID obtained from A by introducing, for each rule:

A(xr, ..o ,xga) = 3y Ty 0% K f B (20, 2 4m0) €A (1)

where ¢ is a quantifier- and predicate-free formula and for each equivalence relation ~
on the set of variables {xi,...,x¢a} U{y1,...,ym} that is compatible with all equalities



in ¢ i.e., x =y occurs in ¢ only if x = y, the following rules:

An g (nsex) < 3y 3y, - Wk 5:1523_,_’12 (Zrz;,n~~~=1r/,xf)) @

[x,‘l /xl, - ,xik/xk]

A(xl,...,x#A) — A[17,,,71k(x,‘1,...,x,'k) (3)

where:
— ~ induces the partitions {/,...,I;} of [I,#A] and {J{,... ,Jfg} of [1,#B'], for each
e 1,k
- xi; and 2, o are the first in their ~-equivalence classes, respectively, in the total
order x; < ... <xsA <Y1 < ... < Vs
— W is obtained from ¢ by replacing each variable x, such that x ~ x;, with x;;, respec-
tively each z, such that z =~ Zr, with Zr, > and removing the trivial equalities of the

form x = x,
— the quantifier prefix Jy;, ...3yj, is the result of eliminating from Jy;...3y,, the
. . h
variables that do not occur in fv(y) UUy—;{z¢,r, - - - 2 }.

In particular, one can remove from A’ the rules containing unsatisfiable disequalities of
the form x # x, obtained from the above transformations. We are left with proving the
equivalence from the statement.

“=" Assume that (0,V) =a A(EL,...,Exa) for a store v, and let & be the equivalence
relation over x| < ... < xsa defined as §; =~ §; <= (0,v)(&) = (0,v)(§;). We now
prove by induction that (6,v) F=a A(&1,...,&sa) implies (6,V) F=a Apy g Gy s -5 8,
where {Iy,...,I;} are the partitions of [1,#A] induced by ~ and the &;, are minimal
representatives of /;. Since (0,V) [=a A(E1,...,Exa), there is a rule (1) in A, a store V',
that agrees with v over &y, ..., Eua and structures Gpe. .. #G;, = o, such that (G, V') = ¢5
and (6,,V') =a B (20,1, .., 2 4g¢ )5, for all £ € [1, ], where 5% [x1/€1,... X, /&) is the
substitution that replaces the formal parameters by terms. Let &' be the equivalence over
x| < ... <xpa <yl <...<yydefined as x &y < V/(x) =V/(y). By the inductive

. / E — .
hypothesis, we have (G;,V') E=ar BJu---m (zJ[}I,...,z,M )5, where Zrgyse s, 08 the

sequence of minimal representatives wrt &', Since &' D =, there exists a rule of type (2)
A(E1,....E4), by arule of type 3).

7<= Assume that (o,V) E=a A(El,...,Exa). Then, by a rule of type (3) from A/, we
1 (&iy,--.,&i,). We now prove by induction that (6,V) F=u

A, (Ei,....Ei) implies that (0,V') =a A(E1,...,E4a), where V' is the store that
maps each &; € V() such that j € I;, into (6,v)(&i;). Assume that (6,V") Far (W*
%k ?‘:1 B; J (Zrpps--- $Zr, ¢ ))s, by arule of type (2), where v is a store that agrees with
( { By \TE
vover&;,...,&, and s def [x1/&i,...,x/Ei] is a substitution. Then there exists struc-
tures Gpe...eG;, = G, such that (6, V") Eys and (64,V") Eur Bﬁf ‘‘‘‘‘ / (Zrgyse- ,z%f)i,
A :

for all £ € [1,h]. By the definition of A, there exists a rule of type (1) in A and a cor-
responding equivalence relation =~ over x| < ... < xza <y1 < ... < Yn, which induces
the partitions {/1,..., I} of [1,#A] and {J}, ... ,Jf/} of [1,#BY], for each £ € [1,k], and



Xi; and 2, , are the first in their ~-equivalence classes. We can now choose a store v,
such that:

- (o,vV")(§;) = (06,V")(&;;), for all j € [1,k], and

- (6,V")(z;8) = (6,V")(2,,5) if j € J}, forall £ € [1,h] and g € [1,s"].
By the definition of W, we have (6p,v"”) = ¢. By the inductive hypothesis, we obtain
(o¢, V") Ea Bf(zgll,...,zA#B/), forall £ € [1,h]. Hence (o,V") E=a A&, ...,E4n), by a
rule of type (1).

A consequence of the above result is that, in the absence of equality constraints in a
normalized SID, each existentially quantified variable instantiated by the inductive def-
inition of the satisfaction relation can be assigned a distinct element of the universe. We
write (6,v) =Y ¢ if and only if the satisfaction relation (G, V) [=a ¢ can be established
by considering stores that are injective over the interpretation of existentially quantified
variables and map these variables into elements from an infinite set U C U. More pre-
cisely, the inductive definition of ):X is the same as the definition of =5, except for
the following cases:

(o,v) ):X 01 x ¢y <= there exist structures 6| ® 6, = ¢ and infinite sets
Ui NU, =0, U UU, C U, such that (G[,V) )ZZ’ 0;,
foralli=1,2

(o,v) EY 3.0 < (0,v[x<u]) Ea ¢, for some u € U\ v(fv(9)\ {x})

Lemma 2. Given a normalized SID A, a predicate atom A(Ey,...,Esa) and an infinite
set U C U, for each structure-store pair (G,V), such that (6,v) =a A€y, ..., Exn), there
exists a structure &', such that (6',v) EY{ A(&1,...,E&n) and |Dom(c)|| < [Dom(c)].

Proof. The structure ¢’ is built inductively on the definition of the satisfaction relation
(0,v) Ea A(x1,...,x4a). Since no existentially quantified variable is constrained by
equality during this derivation, one can use the definition of |:lA] instead, thus ensuring
that (6/,v) =Y A(xi,...,x#a). Moreover, since the values of all existentially quantified
variables are pairwise distinct in ¢’, it follows that | Dom(o)|| < |[Dom(d’)].

We show that the models defined on injective stores have bounded treewidth:

Lemma 3. Given a normalized SID A and a predicate atom A(Ey,...,Exn), we have
tw(0) <k, for each structure-store pair (6,V) such that (6,v) E{ A(i,...,En), for
some infinite set U C U, where k > 1 is a constant depending only on A.

Proof. Let k be the maximal number of variables that occurs free or bound in the right-
hand side of a rule from A. Given an infinite set U C U, we build a tree decompo-
sition T = (A, F,r,A) of o, inductively on the definition of the satisfaction relation
(va) ):X A(él Yo 7§#A)’ such that UneN%(}’l) cuu {(va)(&ul)v XR) (va)(&u#A)}'
Assume that (6,v) =Y A(E1,....&xa) is the consequence of a rule A(xi,...,xsa)
1 Tym - Wk kBl ’ZﬁBz) from A, where y is a quantifier- and predicate-
free formula, such that:

(0,V") EY Ty Ty Wk Bo(eh . 2hg,)



where V' is the store that maps x; into v(§;), for all i € [1,#A]. Then there exists
a store v that agrees with V' over xi,...,xsa, such that V' (y;),...,V’(yn) € U are
pairwise distinct, and structures Gy e G| ® ... ® 6; = G, such that (6o,V") = Wy and
(G,V") ':Zf: Bg(zfl‘,---,ZﬁB/), for all ¢ € [1,k], where Uj,...,Uy is a partition of U
into infinite sets. Note that, because U is infinite, such a partition always exists. By the
inductive hypothesis, there exists a tree decomposition T; = (Ay, F¢,r¢, M) of G4, such
that tw(7;) < k and U,y Me(n) C Uy U V(). ,V”(zﬁB/)}, for each ¢ € [1,4].

We define the tree decomposition 7 = (A[, ¥ ,r,A) such that the subtrees rooted in
the children of the root are 71, ..., T and AM(r) = {V"(x1), ..., V" (xea) } ULV (1), - -,V (V) }-
Then, for each relation atom R(z1, ..., z4r) that occurs in y, the set {V"(z1),...,V"(z4r) }
is a subset of the label of the root, thus fulfilling point (1) of Def. 4. To check point (2)
of Def. 4, let u € A;(n;) NAj(n;), where n; € Aj and n; € A, for some 1 <i < j <k.

Since (Gi,V//) lzgl B,’(Z'i yeoo ,Z%Bi), (Gj,V//) IZZ] B]'(Z{ yeoo 7Z£Bj) and U; N Uj =0,
we obtain that u is not the image of an existentially quantified variable via v, hence
u=V"(z), for some z € {z{,...,zg } N {z{,...,z'éBj} C{EL,. &t U, o m)-
Then u € A(r), thus fulfilling point (2) of Def. 4.

The proof of MSO ¢ SLR relies on the following result:

Proposition 4. Given an SID A and a SLR sentence 0, the family {c | 6 =a O} is either
finite or it has an infinite subfamily of bounded treewidth.

Proof. Given a sentence ¢, we introduce a fresh predicate A, of arity zero and consider

the rule Ag() < ¢. Then, for each structure 6, we have 6 |= ¢ if and only if 6 =4, Ag (),
def

where Ay = AU {A¢() < ¢}. Let Ay be the normalized SID, such that & ':Afb Ay (),

by Lemma 1. Given an infinite subset U of U, there exists a structure ¢’, such that
o’ =4 As() and [Dom(c)|| < [Dom(c’)[|, by Lemma 2. By Lemma 3, we also obtain
o

tw(o’) < k, where k depends only of A‘,D and hence of A and ¢. If Ay() has finitely many
models, there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, consider an infinite sequence 61,03, ... of
models of Ay (), such that |[Dom(c;)|| < [[Dom(c;1)||, for all i > 1. Then there exists a
sequence of models 6/, 0%, ... of Ay (), such that [Dom(c;)|| < |[Dom(o})|| and tw(c}) <
k, for all i > 1. By going to a subsequence, if necessary, one can retrieve an infinite
treewidth-bounded family of models of ¢.

6 SLRCSO

Since SLR and MSO have incomparable expressivities (at least on unbounded sets of
structures), it is natural to ask for a logic that subsumes them both. In this section, we
prove that SO is such a logic. Since MSO is a syntactic subset of SO, we have MSO C
SO trivially.

In the rest of this section, we show that SLR C SO, using the fact that each model
of a predicate atom in SLR is built according to an unfolding tree indicating the partial
order in which the rules of the SID are used in the inductive definition of the satis-
faction relation?. More precisely, the model can be decomposed into pairwise disjoint

2 Unfolding trees are for SIDs what derivation trees are for context-free grammars.



substructures, each being the model of the quantifier- and predicate-free subformula of
a rule in the SID, such that there is a one-to-one mapping between the nodes of the
tree and the decomposition of the model. We use second-order variables to define the
unfolding tree and the mapping between the nodes of the unfolding tree and the tuples
in the interpretation of the relation symbols from the model. Finally, these second-order
variables are existentially quantified and the resulting SO formula describes the model
alone, without the unfolding tree that witnesses its decomposition according to the rules
of the SID.

In the following, let ¥ &t {R1,...,Ry,c1,...,cp} be the signature of SLR and let

AE {ri,...,rr} be a given SID. Without loss of generality, for each relation symbol
R; € X, we assume that there is at most one occurrence of a relation atom R;(yy, ... ,y#Rl.)
in each rule from A. If this is not the case, we split the rule by introducing a new
predicate symbol for each relation atom with relation symbol R;, until the condition is
satisfied.

We define unfolding trees formally. For a tree T = (A, ,r,A) and a vertex n € A,
we denote by 7|, the subtree of 7 whose root is n. For a quantifier- and predicate-free
formula ¢, we denote by ¢" the formula in which every relation atom R(xj,...,x4R)
is annotated as R"(xj,...,x4R). Atoms R"(x],...,x4r) (and consequently formulas ¢")
have the same semantics as atoms R(xy,...,xsr) (resp. formulas ¢); the annotations -"
purely serve as explanatory devices in our construction (see the proof of Proposition 5)
by tracking the node of the unfolding tree where a given relation atom is introduced.

Definition 9. An unfolding tree for a predicate atom A(E,,...,Eun) is a tree T =
(N, F ,r,\) with labeling mapping A : N — A, such that A(r) € defa(A) and, for each
vertexn € N, if Bi(z1,1,...,2148,)---,Bn(zn1, ..., zn48,) are the predicate atoms that
occur in Mn), then pi,...,py are the children of n in T, such that A(p¢) € defa(By),
forall £ € [1,h].

An unfolding tree T = (N, F ,r,\) for a predicate atom A(E1, ... ,Eun) gives rise to
a predicate-free formula defined inductively as follows:

O(T, AL, &) &

(3y1 Dy WK O(T L, Bé(Zé,l,---,Zz,#Bk))) x1/E1,. .., xsa/Cual,

where M(r) = A(x1,...,x4a) < Jy1 ... Jym - Yx kK ’g:lBg(zu, ... 248, ), for a quantifier-
and predicate-free formula \y, py,. .., py are the children of the root r in T, correspond-
ing to the predicate atoms By(z1,1,...,2148,),---,Bn(2n1,- -, 2n 48, ), respectively.

The unfolding trees of a predicate atom describe the set of models of that predicate
atom. The following lemma is standard and we include it for self-containment reasons:

Lemma 4. For any structure-store pair (6,V), we have (6,V) Ea A(E1,..., &) —
(0,v) EO(T,AE,...,Es)), where T = (N, F,r,N) is an unfolding tree for A(&1, ..., Eua).

Proof. (We omit the annotations -", as in ¢”, in this proof and simply write ¢ because
the annotations are not relevant for this proof.)

“=" By induction on the definition of the satisfaction relation (6,v) E=a A(E1,...,Ea).
Assume the relation holds because:

(0,V') EaWs* 3k 1 Bu(ze1, .- 2088, )5



forarule r: A(xy,...,xsa) < Jy1...3ym - Y XK 2:185(25)1,...,257#3/) from A, where
V¥ is a quantifier- and predicate-free formula, 5 def [x1/&1,-..,x4a/Esa] is a substitution
and V' is a store that agrees with v over {€1,...,E4a} N'V(1). Then there exist structures
GpeGje...eG; =G, such that (Go,V') =5 and (64, V') [=a Be(ze,1,- - -, 20,48, )5, for all
£ € [1,h]. By the induction hypothesis, there exist unfolding trees Ty = (Ag, F¢, e, Ae)
forBy(ze,1,---,2048,)5, such that (6¢,V') 2o O( 74, By(z41, - . - s 20,48,)5), forall £ € [1,A].
Then T = (N, F,r,A) is defined as A = {r}UUL, A0 F L {(rre) | €€ [1,h]}U
U, Foand L= {(r,r)} UUL_, A, assuming w.l.o.g. that A N AG = 0, forall 1 </ <
k< hand r ¢ J"_, Aj. The check that (o,v) = O(T,A(E;,...,Ex)) is routine.

”<" By induction on the structure of 7. Let py,...,p, be the children of r in 7. By
Def. 9, we have:

(Gavl) ': WE* * 2:1@)(7%” BZ(ZZ,I geee 7257#3/))5

where 5 & [x1/&1,-..,x4a/Esn] is a substitution, V' is a store that agrees with v over
{&1, ... 7§#A} NV and 7\,(}’) = A(xl, ... ,X#A) Iy Ty .y k ?leé(Z&l, .. 7Z€,#Bg>

is a rule from A. Then there exist structures GyeG; e...e ), = G, such that (0, V') |E= U5

and (6,,V") = O(T1,,,Bi(ze1,...,2048,))5, for all £ € [1,h]. Since T |,, is an un-
folding tree for By(z¢1,. ..,z 48,)5, by the inductive hypothesis, we obtain (G¢,V') F=a
Be(ze15---,2048,)s, forall £ € [1,h]. Then, we have (G, V') =5 Y5 5k 2:184(1&1 se s ZUHB,)Ss
leading to (6,V) =4 A(Er,...,Exa).

To build a SO formula that defines the models of a SLR sentence ¢, we first add a

rule Ay () < ¢ to A and describe a formula that asserts the existence of an unfolding tree
def

for Ay() in the SID Ay = AU {Ay() < ¢}. Let P be the maximum number of occur-
rences of predicate atoms in a rule from Ay. We use second-order variables Y1,...,Yp
of arity 2, for the edges of the tree and X, ..., Xg of arity 1, for the labels of the nodes
in the tree i.e., the rules of A. Then the SO formula T (x, {X;}% |, {Yj}‘;’zl) is defined as
the conjunction of SO formulz that describe the following facts:
1. the root x belongs to X;, for some rule r; that defines the predicate Ay,
2. the sets Xi,...,Xg are pairwise disjoint,
3. each vertex in Xj U...UXg is reachable from x by a path of edges Y1,...,Yp,
4. each vertex in X; U...UXg, except for x, has exactly one incoming edge and x has
no incoming edge,
5. each vertex from X; has exactly & outgoing edges Y1,...,Y, each to a vertex from
X;,, respectively, such that r;, defines the predicate By, for all ¢ € [1,4], where
Bi(z1,1,---2148,)s---5Bn(zn1,--.,2n48,) are the predicate atoms that occur in r;.

We now state a SO formula F(&r,..., &ea,x, {Xi}E, {V; ), {({Z Y IRAN_ ) that fixes

the relationship between the unfolding tree 7 and the relations 6(R;). We recall that by
construction for every node n of 7 and every relation atom R there is at most one anno-
tated relation atom R} (&1,...,&sr,) in O(T,A(&1,...,Exa)). The formula §F now uses
second-order variables Z; ¢, of arity 2, in order to encode (partial) functions mapping a
tree vertex n to the value of &, for the (unique) annotated atom R} (&1,...,&4r,) (in case
such an atom exists). The formula § is the conjunction of following SO-definable facts:



(i) each second-order variable Z; ; denotes a functional binary relation:

/\ /\ YWVZ . Zii(0,2) NZko (0, 7)) — z=7
ke[1,N] Le[1 #Ry]

(ii) for each relation atom with relation symbol Ry that occurs in a rule r;, the Rg-
relation contains a tuple:

Nic1.8) ARy oceurs in; ¥ - Xi(¥) = Fzi .. Fzwr, - Re(zr - zre) A Neepn ry) Zee (9, 20)

(iii) for any two (not necessarily distinct) rules r; and r; such that an atom with relation
symbol Ry occurs in both, the tuples introduced by the two atoms are distinct:

/\i,je[l,R] /\Rk oceurs in rj,rj vyvylvzlvz/l . 'VZ#Rka;#Rk :
(X0) AXSO') A Nty (Zae (3 20) AZke 5, 2)) ) = Vel amy 2 #

(iv) each tuple from a Ry-relation must have been introduced by a relation atom with
relation symbol Ry that occurs in a rule r;:

N\ Vai..Var . Relzn,.. ) = 3y \/ (Xi()’)/\ A Zk,é(y,Zé))

ke[1,N] Ry occurs in r; Le[1#Ry]
(v) two terms &, and y, that occur within two relation atoms Ri(&y,...,E4r,) and
Re(x1,---, X#r,) Within rules r; and r;, respectively, and are constrained to be equal

(i.e., via equalities and parameter passing), must be equated:
AVREIRA Amelt v Nnelt #r,) VYY'VZVZ

Ry occurs in r;
Ry occurs inr;

(Xi ) AXG") NISEGy g (05 AXE AY Y1) A Zim (9:2) AZz,n(y’,Z’)) —z=7

The formula isEqy ¢, ,(y,Y , {Xi}X |, {Yj}‘;’:l) asserts that there is a path in the
unfolding tree between the store values (i.e., vertices of the tree) of y and y/,

such that the m-th and n-th variables of the relation atoms Rg(zi,... ,Z#Rk) and
Re(Z),...,z4g,) are bound to the same value.

(vi) a disequality & = y that occurs in a rule r; is propagated throughout the tree to
each pair of variables that occur within two relation atoms Ri(Ej,...,&4r,) and

Re(X1,---,X#r,) in rules rj, and rj,, respectively, such that & is bound &, and , to
Xs by equality atoms and parameter passing:

A /" / "
R oceurs n', Nrel1 #r,) Asef1 #r,) YTV VY V2V

Ry occurs in Yo

(Xi W) AX;, O AKX, ") ANZi (V2 NZo s (7,2)
varEqe i, (v, AXi il YY) AvarEgy o (v, {Xi}fil)) —7#

/\é;éx occurs in r; /\k,EG[I,N] A

The formula varEqe ., (x,y, {X;} {1, {¥;}¥_,) states that the variable § occuring in
the label of the unfolding tree vertex x is bound to the variable z, that occurs in a
relation atom Rg(z1,...,z4r;) in the label of the vertex y.



(vii) each top-level variable in A(E;,...,Exa) that is bound to a variable from a relation
atom Ry (z1, .. 7Z#Rk) in the unfolding, must be equated to that variable:

A N OV Xix) AvarEqe g, (x,y X YY) AZeg (n2) = & =2
ricdefa (A) j€[1#A]

The formul isEqy , ., (x,3 (Xi}E.y. (V7)) and varEqe s (x.y, {X:}2 ;. {¥}}7,) above
are definable in MSO, using standard tree automata construction techniques, similar to
the definition of MSO formulz that track parameters in an unfolding tree for SL, with
edges definable by MSO formula over the signature of SL [20]. To avoid clutter, we
defer such definitions to a long version of this paper.

Summing up, the SO formula defining the models of the predicate atom A(E, ..., Exa)
with respect to the SID A is the following:

ANEL, - Een) < DAY I 20D {2k NS
( {X}l 1’{Y.f}j:l)/\8:(":=17 é’;#Avx {X}z lv{Y }j 15{{Zk,é}?zkl}§cv:1)

The correctness of the construction is asserted by the following proposition, that also
proves SLR C SO, using a similar reduction of sentences to predicate atoms as in Propo-
sition 4:

Proposition 5. Given an SID A and a predicate atom A(Ey, ... ,Eun), for each structure
G and store v, we have (6,V) Ea A(&1,....Eun) < (0,V) IFALX(E1,... . Exn).

Proof. “=" By Lemma 4, there exists an unfolding tree 7 = (A, F,r,A) of A(E,...,Exn),
such that (G,V) ': @(‘T,A(&l yeen 7§#A))~ Let @(‘T,A(&l yeen 7§#A)) =dy;...3yx . D,
where @ is a quantifier- and predicate-free formula. Note that, by Def. 9, no second-
order variables occur in @(7,A(&;,...,Ea)). Hence there exists a store V' that agrees
with v over &;,...,&xa, such that (6,V') = ®. We define another store V", that agrees
with v and v/ over &y, ...,Exa such that, moreover, we have:

-V'(x)=r,

- V(X)) ={n €N | A(n) =r;}, foralli € [1,R],

- V'(¥j) ={(n,m) € ALx N | mis the j-th child of n}, forall j € [1, P]; we consider
that the order between the children of a vertex in an unfolding tree is the syntactic
order of their corresponding predicate atoms, in the sense of Def. 9,

- V"(Ziy) ={(n,(c,V')(&)) | n € N, R}(E1, ..., &R, ) occurs in @}, forall k € [1,N]
and £ € [1,#Ry].

We have (6,V") I-T(x, {X;}X |, {Yj}ﬁ;l) because 7 is an unfolding tree for A(&1,...,Exn),

by Def. 9. The proof of (5,v") IFF (&1, Exa,x, {X | V1 {Zie 4 HL ) fol-
lows from (0, V') = @ and the definition of V", by the points (i-vii) from the deﬁnition
of §. We obtain (0, V) Ik AR (&1,...,Esa) from the definition of A4.

”<=" There exists a store V' that agrees with v over &1, ...,Esa, such that:
(0,V) IFZ (e {X: 1 (YY) “4)
#R
(va ) |FS(&17 é#Avx {X }l 15 {Y }j 15 {{Zk«[}fzﬁ ;cvzl) (5)

By (4) we obtain an unfolding tree 7 = (A, F,r,A) for A(§y,...,Exa), such that:



- N =UL V(X))

- F= Uf:l v(Y)),

- An)=r, < neVv'(X;),foralln e Al and i € [1,R].
Let ©(7,A,...,&a)) = Ty ... Jyk . @, where P is a quantifier- and predicate-free
formula (Def. 9). By Lemma 4, it is sufficient to show the existence of a store V" that
agrees with v over &, ..., &ga, such that (o,V”) = ®. Let f; ¢ denote the partial mapping
defined by V/(Z (), for each k € [1,N] and ¢ € [1,#R], by point (i) of the definition of §.
For each r € [1,K], we define v/ (y,) & fie(n) if y- occurs in or is constrained to be equal
to a term &, that occurs in an annotated relation atom R} (&1, ... ,&4r, ) from &. Note that
there can by at most one such relation atom in @, because of the assumption that in each
rule from A at most one relation atom Rk(zl,...,z#Rk) occurs. Otherwise, if y, is not
constrained in @ to be equal to a term that occurs in a relation atom, V"' (y,) is given an
arbitrary fresh value. Because the equalities and disequalities from & are taken care of
by points (v) and (vi) from the definition of §, it remains to check the satisfaction of the
relation atoms from ®. To this end, we define a decomposition c = @ ne(, ke[1,N]Onk
such that (6, V") = Ri(E1,...,&r,), for all relation atoms R} (&, ..., Esr, ) from P.
Such a decomposition is possible due to points (ii-iv) from the definition of §.

7 MSO CFSLR

We prove that, for any MSO sentence ¢ and any integer k > 1, there exists an SID A(k, ¢)
that defines a predicate Ay of arity zero, such that the set of models of ¢ of treewidth
at most k corresponds to the set of structures SLR-defined by the pair (A ¢(),A(k,0)).
Our proof leverages from a result of Courcelle [11], stating that the set of models of
bounded treewidth of a given MSO sentence can be described by a set of recursive
equations, written using an algebra of operations on structures. This result follows up
in a long-standing line of work (known as Feferman-Vaught theorems [26]) that re-
duces the evaluation of an MSO sentence on the result of an algebraic operation to the
evaluation of several related sentences in the arguments of the respective operation.

7.1 Courcelle’s Theorem

In order to exlpain our construction (given in §7.2), we recall first a result of Courcelle
on the characterization of the structures of bounded treewidth that satisfy a given MSO
formula ¢ by an effectively constructible set of recursive equations. The equation set
uses two operations on structures, namely glue and fgcst;, that are lifted to sets of
structures, as usual. The result is developed in two steps: the first step builds a generic
equation set, that characterizes all structures of bounded treewidth, which is then refined
to describe only those structures that satisfy ¢, in the second step.

Standard Structures Given a signature X, a standard structure S = (Dg,Gs) consists
of a domain Dg and an interpretation G5 of the relation and constant symbols from X
as tuples and elements from Dyg, respectively. Note that the structures S considered in
the semantics of SLR correspond to the particular case Dg = U, for a countably infinite
set U, whereas in general, Dg might be finite or even uncountable. The interpretation
of (M)SO formula and the notion of treewidth are defined for standard structures in the



same way as for structures (U,c). We denote by Str(X) the set of standard structures
over the signature . We sometimes abuse notation and write ¢ € Str(X) instead of
(U,0) € Str(X).

Operations Let L = {Ry,...,Ry,ci,...,cy} and ¥ = {R},... R}, ,c},...,c}, } be two
(possibly overlapping) signatures. The glueing operation glue : Str(X) x Str(X') — Str(ZUY)
is the disjoint union of structures, followed by the fusion of constants. Formally, given
S; = (D;,0;), fori = 1,2, such that D| N Dy = 0, let ~ be the least equivalence relation

on Dy UD; such that 61 (c) ~ 63(c), for all c € ENY'. We denote by [d] the equiva-

lence class of an element d € D; UD; w.r.t. the ~ relation. Then glue(S,S>) o (D,o),

where D £ {[d] | d € Dy UD,} and the interpretation of relation symbols and constants
follows:

wor {<[d1],...[d#R]>|<d1,...,d#R>€(51(R)}, ifREE\Z/

o(R) = < {{[d1],-..[dur]) | {d,...,dusr) € 62(R)}, ifReX\X

{([d1],...[duRr]) | (di,...,dsr) €01(R)UO2(R)}, if REENT
)],ifcex

ger | [o1(c
o(c) = {[Gz(c)], ifecex\x
Since we identify isomorphic structures, the nature of the elements of D (i.e., equiva-
lence classes of the ~ relation) is not important. The forget operation fgcst; : Str(¥X) —

Str(XZ\ {c;}) simply drops the constant c; from the domain of its argument, for any
jel,M].

Structures of Bounded Treewidth Let k > 1 be an integer, X = {Ry,...,Ry,c1,...,cp}
be a signature and IT = {cpr41,. .., Cprk+1} be a set of constants disjoint from X, called
ports. We consider variables Y;, for all subsets I1; C I, denoting sets of structures over
the signature ¥ UIT;. The equation system now consists of recursive equations of the
form Yo O f(Y1,...,Y,), where each f is either glue, fgcsty,. ;, forany j € [1,k+1], or
a relation R; of type R;, consisting of one tuple with at most k + 1 distinct elements,
for any i € [1,N]. We denote this set of equations by Tw(k). The structures of treewidth
at most k correspond to a component of the least solution of Tw(k), in the domain of
tuples of sets ordered by pointwise inclusion, see e.g., [12, Theorem 2.83].

Refinement to Models of MSO We recall that the quantifier rank qr(¢) of an MSO
formula ¢ is the maximal depth of nested quantifiers i.e., qr(¢) 00 if 0 is an atom,

ar(—01) = qr(01). ar(®1 A 2) = max(ar(91),ar(62)) and qr(Zx . ¢1) = qr(2X . 61)
qr(¢1) + 1. We denote by Fj,s, the set of MSO sentences of quantifier rank at most r;
this set is finite, up to logical equivalence. For a standard structure S, we define its 7-
type as type” (S) £ {0 € Fliso | SIF 0}. We assume the sentences in type”(S) to use the
signature over which S is defined; this signature will be clear from the context in the

following.

Definition 10. An operation f: Str(X1) X ... x Str(X,) — Str(Xu41) is said to be (effec-
tively) MSO-compatible? iff type” (f(S1,. . .,S,)) depends only on (and can be computed
from) type” (S1),. .., type" (S,) by an abstract operation f* : (pow(Fis0))" — pow (Flyso)-

3 Also referred to as smooth in [26].



Courcelle establishes that glueing and forgetting of constants are effectively MSO-
compatible and computable by abstract operations glue* and fgcstfw 4 forie [ k+1].
Then, one can build, from Tw(k) a set of recursive equations Tw* (k) of the form ¥,° =
F,. . Y, where Yo = f(Y1,...,Y,) is an equation from Tw(k) and Ty, ...,T, are
qr(¢)-types such that tg = f*(ty,...,7,). Intuitively, each annotated variable Y* denotes
denotes the set of structures whose qr(¢)-type is T, from the Y-component of the the
least solution of Tw(k). Then, the set of models of ¢ of treewidth at most k is the union
of the Y"-components of the least solution of Tw? (k), such that ¢ € 1, see e.g., [11,
Theorem 3.6].

7.2 Encoding Types with SIDs

We now give the details of MSO C* SLR. Instead of using the set of recursive equa-
tions Tw(k) from the previous subsection, we give an SID A(k) that also characterizes
the structures of bounded treewidth (Figure 1a). The idea is to use the separating con-
junction for simulating the glueing operation. However, the separating conjunction does
not necessarily guarantee disjointness of the structures, as required by the glueing op-
eration. In order to enforce disjointness with the separating conjunction, we introduce
a new relation symbol © ¢ £, that “collects” the values assigned to the existentially
quantified variables created by rule (7) and the top-level rule (9) during the unravel-
ing. In particular, the relation symbol ® ensures that (i) the variables of a predicate
atom A(xp,...,x#a) are mapped to pairwise distinct values and (ii) the composition
G1 ¢ 0, of two structures 67 and 6, over XU {D} behaves like glueing the standard
structures (Dom(o),0) and (Dom(c3), 62 ). Formally, we establish a correspondence
between structures over ¥ and LU {D}: given a structure ¢ € Str(X), we say that
o' € Sir(2U{D}) is a D-extension of ¢ if and only if 6’'(D) D Rel(c) and ¢’ agrees
with 6 over . Below we prove that A(k) (Figure 1a) fulfills the purpose of defining the
structures of bounded treewidth:

Definition 11. A tree decomposition T = (N, F ,r,\) of a structure G is said to be
reduced if and only if the following hold:

1. for each R € ¥ and each {(uy,...,usr) € o(R) there exists a leaf n € N such that
{u1,...,usr} C A(n), called the witness of (uy,...,usr) € 6(R),
every leaf witnesses exactly one tuple (uy,...,uzr) € o(R),
T is a binary tree i.e., a tree where each node has at most two children,
if n € A has two children my,my € N then M(n) = A(m;) = A(m2),
if n € N has one child m € N then either M(n) = A(m) and m witesses a tuple
(1. ugw) € O(R), or [M(n) \ A(m)| = [A(m) \ Aw)] = 1,
IA(n)| =k+ 1, for all n € AL

SR

)

Lemma 5. If a structure G has a tree decomposition of width k, then it also has a
reduced tree decomposition of width k.

Proof. The properties (1-6) can be proven directly from Definition 4. The main tool
is the introduction of intermediate nodes into the tree decomposition. We list some
of the cases. For (1), if a node witnesses more than one tuple, then we introduce an



Ay, ey xpat) < A,y xer1) * A, -y Xe ) (6)
Alxyy .. yxpr1) < Jy . D)« Alxr, ..oy xkr1)[xi/y], foralli € [1,k+1] (7)
)
)

A(xl>"'>xk+ FR()’la~-~:}’#R)7f0faHRGEandyb-~->)’#R€{x1>-~->xk+l} (8)

1
Ar() g Txgny - D) *e kD () *AXg, - Xpa 1) )
@
A%(xp, . xp1) < AV (xp, X0 1) * A2 (xq, X, ), where T = gluet(’ch’cz) (10)
AY(xp, .. xp1) <3y - D) #A™ (xq, Xk 1) 2 /Y], forall i € [1,k+1], n
where T = gluet(fgcstjﬂu“(ﬁL p;) for the type p;
of a structure S € Str({cp4;}) with singleton universe,
AY(x1y. o xp1) < ROM, - wR) * *Cw{{eﬁmd[cﬂ’f“/xl“"7CM+k+1/xk+1]7 (12)
<ie{=,
where T = rype®®)(S), S € Str(SU{cpr11,. ., Chraks1}) and
SEROL--»y#R)X1 /Mt 1y - Xy 1/Carskr1] for some
V1o 4R € {X15 0 X1}
Apo() = 3xr .. Ingpr - D) s kD () % AT (X, Xp 1) (13)
for all T such that ¢ € ©
(b)

Fig. 1: The SID A(k) defining structures of treewidth at most k (a) and its annotation
A(k,9) defining the models of an MSO sentence ¢, of treewidth at most k (b)

intermediate node between itself and its parent that is labeled by the same set of vertices.
The intermediate node then becomes the witness for the this tuple. This process can be
iterated until every node witnesses at most one tuple. For (3), if a node ng has children

my, - - ,ny we can introduce new nodes ni,...,n;—1 with A(mg) = A(m;), and create a
new tree decomposition which agrees with the old tree decomposition except that we
remove the edges from ng to the children my,--- ,m; and add edges from »n; to m; and

nit1 forall i < I—1 and edges from n;_; to m;_; and m;. For (6), note that we always
consider structures over some infinite universe. Hence, we can always extend the labels
of the tree-decomposition with some fresh vertices from the universe.

Lemma 6. Let 6 € Str(ZU{D}) be a structure and v be a store, such that (G,V) F )
A(xr, ... xk1) and v(xi) € 6(D), for all 1 <i < k-+ 1. Then, there exists a reduced tree
decomposition T = (N, F ,r,\) of ©, such that tw(T) =k, Mr) ={v(x1),...,V(xk41)}
and A(n) Co(D)U{v(x1),...,V(xxt1)}, foralln € AL

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on the number of rule applications. The claim
clearly holds for the base case, by rule (8). We now consider the rule (6) i.e., we as-
sume that (6,V) F=aw) A(X1,--,Xk+1) ¥ A(x1,...,x41). Then, there exist structures
o1 and 62, such that (6;,V) Fau) A(x1,...,%41), for i = 1,2 and 6; e 6, = 6. We
note that the latter implies that 61(®) No2(D) = 0 (+). We now apply the inductive
hypothesis and obtain reduced tree decompositions Z; for 6; whose respective roots
are labelled by {v(x1),...,v(xx+1)} and A(n) C (D) U{v(x1),...,V(xxs+1)}, for all



nodes n of 7; and all i = 1,2. We obtain a reduced tree decomposition for 6 by com-
posing 7; and 7, with a fresh root node labelled by {v(x1),...,V(xx+1)}. Note that
T is indeed a tree decomposition because the only elements that may appear in la-
bels of both 7; and ‘7> must belong to {V(x;),...,V(xk1)}, by (T). Clearly, we have
7\,(}1) C o (CD) @] (52(@) @] {V(xl), .. ,V(karl)} = (5(@) @] {V(xl), e ,V(xk+1)}, for all
nodes n of the resulting tree decomposition 7. We now consider the rule (7) i.e., we
assume that (6,V) Fag) 3y - D() * A(x1,...,%1)[xi/y]. Then, there is an element
u@{v(x1),...,v(xer1)} suchthat (6',v[x; <= u]) Faq) A(x1,. .., Xx11), where the struc-
ture 6" agrees with G, except that (D) = /(D) \ {u}. We now apply the inductive
hypothesis and obtain a reduced tree decomposition 7} for 6’ whose root is labelled
by ({v(x1), -, V) }\ {v(xi) }) U{u} and A(n) C (6" (D) U{v(x1), -, V1) P\
{v(x:)}) U{u}, for all nodes n of 77 (). We can now obtain a reduced tree decomposi-
tion 7 for 6 by composing 7; with an additional root labelled by {v(x1),...,v(xk+1)}-
Note that T is indeed a tree decomposition because v(x;) € A(n) for every node n of
T, because of (1), u # v(x;) and the assumption that v(x;) € (D). We have A(n) C
o' (D)U{v(x1),...,V(xxr1) }U{u} = (D)U{v(x1),...,V(xkr1)} forall nodes n of the
resulting tree decomposition 7.

Definition 12. [f T = (A, ¥ ,r,\) is a tree decomposition of a structure G € Str(X), we
denote by add’} (c) € Str(EU{D}) the structure that agrees with G over ¥, such that,

moreover, (add} (6))(®) = (Uneac Mn)) \ A(r).

Lemma 7. Let G be a structure with tw(c) < k witnessed by some reduced tree de-
composition T = (N, F ,r,\), such that M(r) = {uy,...,uxs1} and let v be a store with
V(xi) = w;, for all i € [1,k+ 1. Then, we have (add’ (c),V) Fag) AGL - Xkr1)-

Proof. The proof goes by induction on the structure of 7. The claim clearly holds for
the base case, where 7 consists of a single leaf, by rule (8). Consider first the case
where the root of 7 has two children. The subtrees 77 and ‘7> rooted in the two chil-
dren induce substructures 6 and 6, of 6, where (vi,...,v4r) € G;(R) iff (vi,...,v4R)

is witnessed by some leaf of 7, for i = 1,2. Because 7 is a reduced tree decomposi-
tion, there is at most one leaf that witnesses a tuple (vi,...,vsr) € 0;(R). Hence, we
have 6 = ©; ® G,. Because the only elements that can appear as labels in both 7} and

T are {uy,...,u;1}, we also get that add’: (c) = addg (o1) oadd%z(cz). From the
inductive hypothesis we obtain (add% (0i),V) FEaw) Alx1,..., x4 1), for i = 1,2. Hence
(addg (Gl)oaddg(cz),v) Fa) Ao xeg 1) *A(x, - X 1), thus (add% (0),V) Eaw
A(x1,...,%k+1), by rule (6). Consider now the case where the root of 7 has a single child
which is not a leaf and consider the subtree ‘7] rooted at this child. Then, there is an ele-
mentu & {uj,...,urq1}, such that the root of 7j is labeled by {u1, ... 01,0, Uit 1,. .. Ugs1}-
By the inductive hypothesis, we obtain (add%‘ (0),V[xi < u]) Fag) Alxt, . X 1). We
recognize that add% () agrees with add’% () except that u € (add% (c))(D). Hence,

(add,(0),v) Ea 3y - D) A1, - Xe1)[xi/y], thus (addh (6),V) Fagy AW, xicp1),
by rule (7).



Lemma 8. For any structure 6 € Str(X), we have tw(c) < k if and only if there is a
D-extension &' of 6 with &' ) Ar().

Proof. “="If ¢ has tree decomposition of width at most k, then it also has a reduced
tree decomposition 7 = (A, F,r,A) of width k, by Lemma 5. Let A(r) = {u1,...,ug41}
and v be a store such that v(x;) = u;, forall i € [1,k + 1]. By Lemma 7, (add’ (5),v) Faw®)

A(x1,..., x4 1). By adding {u,...,up 1} to the interpretation of ® in add’ (), we ob-
tain a D-extension ¢’ of o that satisfies 6’ [=ax) Ax(), by rule (9).

“«<” Let ¢’ be a D-extension of 6 with 6’ =5y Ac(). By rule (9), there exists a
D-extension 6" of ¢ and a store v, with v(x;) # v(x;), for all i # j € [1,k+1] and
V(x1),. .- V(xer1) € 6"(D), such that (6”,v) Fag) Ax1,.. ., %4 1). By Lemma 6, there
exists a reduced tree decomposition 7 of 6" of width k. Thus tw(c) < k, because G is
a substructure of ¢”.

The second step of our construction is the annotation of the rules in A(k) with qr(¢)-
types, in order to obtain an SID A(k,0) describing the models of an MSO sentence 0,
of treewidth at most k. For this, we consider the set of ports IT = {cast1,- -, Cprrir1}
disjoint from X, used to encode the values of the variables x1,...,X¢4:

Definition 13. LetX={Ry,...,Rn,c1,...,ciu} be a signature and 11 ={cpr11, ..., Cprrir1}
be constants not in X. For a structure 6 € Str(X) and a store v : {x1,...,xyn} — U, we
denote by encode(c,V) € Str(ZU{cpi1,---,Cmirs1 ) the structure that agrees with G
over X and maps cy+i to V(x;), forall i € [1,k+ 1].

The correctness of our construction will rely on the fact that the disjoint union be-
haves like glueing for two structures that only overlap at the ports:

Lemma 9. Given an integer r > 0, a store v and disjoint compatible structures 61,63 €
Str(X) withRel(c1) NRel(02) C{v(x1),...,V(xk+1)}, we have type” (encode(G|  G2,V)) =
gluét (type’ (encode(c1,v)), type' (encode(cy,V))).

Proof. Let us consider 6| = encode(G1,V) and 65 = encode(c5,V). In order to apply
glueing we will now consider two standard structures isomorphic to ¢} and &), re-
spectively. We note that Dom(c’) N Dom(c%) C {65(cn,),---,05(Crmtit1)} because
of our assumption that Rel(c;) NRel(02) C {v(x1),...,V(xk+1)}). We further note that
o (cm;) = Oh(cu,), for all i € [1,M + k+ 1], because 6| and G, are compatible and the
interpretation of the additional constants cps+1,...,Cy1k+1 has been chosen w.r.t. the
same store V. Hence, we can choose some partitioning U & U = U such that U; and
b, are countably infinite, Dom(c’) C U and Dom(c}) \ {65 (c1), ..., 65 (cpri+1)} €
Th. We can now choose a structure 65 with Dom(c}) C 7 that is isomorphic to G
and that agrees with 0’2 except for cy,...cpr+1, Whose interpretation is chosen as
o5(c1),...,05(Cmik+1) € U\ (Dom(c)) UDom(c%)). Then, (U, o)) [resp. (1h,05)]
is isomorphic to (U,o;) [resp. (U,02)]. In particular, they have the same type i.e.,
type’ (Uy,07) =type’ (U, o)) and type” (U, 65) = type’ (U, 65 ). Moreover, we have glue((U,, 6} ), (Uz,05)) =



encode(c} @ G,,V). We compute:

type” (encode(G1 6,,V)) =

type' (glue((Uy,01), (1h,63))) =

glue (type’ (U, 6))), type’ ((1,03))) =

glué* (type’ (U, 01)), type’ (U, 05))) =

glue* (type’ (encode(c1,V)), type’ (encode(c,,V)))

Lemma 10. Let k > 1 be an integer, ¢ be an MSO sentence, 6 € Str(ZU{D}) be a
structure and V be a store such that (6,V) FEawe) A"(X1,- .-, Xk11), V(%) & 6(D) for all
i € [1,k+1), and v(x;) # v(x;) for all i # j. Then, type¥®) (encode(rems(c),v)) =1,
where remg (0) € Str(X) is the restriction of G to X.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on the number of rule applications. The claim

clearly holds for the base case, by a rule of type (12). We now consider a rule of

type (10), i.e., we have (6,V) Farg) A™ (X1, Xy 1) *A™ (x1,... , Xk 41), such that T =

glueTj (t1,72). Then, there are structures ¢; and 6, with (c;,V) |:A<k7¢) A% (X1, Xkt1),

fori = 1,2 and 6| #G, = G. By the inductive hypothesis, we have that ryped®) (encode(rems (;),v)) =
T;, for i = 1,2. Because every derivation of A(k, ) is also a derivation of A(k), obtained

by removing the type annotations from the rules in A(k,$), we get that (6;,V) Fax)
A(x1,...,xk41), fori=1,2. By Lemma 6 we have that Rel(c;) C 6;(D)U{V(x1),...,V(xks1)},
fori=1,2. Since 6 = G} # 07, we have that 61 (D) N6, (D) = 0 and remy (encode(c,v)) =

remg (encode(G1,V)) @ remp (encode(o,,v)). We compute

type?™®) (encode(rems (6),V)) =

glue* (rype?™®) (encode(remo (61),V)), type®™®) (encode(remo (67),V))) =

glue*(t1,1) =1
by Lemma 9. We now consider rules of type (11) i.e., we have (6,V) F=aw o) 3y - D(y) *
A% (x1,..., Xk 1)[xi /], for some i € [1,k4 1], such that T = glue® (fgcstﬁﬂi(rl), p;) for
the type p; of a standard structure S € Str({cp+;}) with a singleton universe, for i €
[1,k+1]. Then, there is an element u € U, such that (', V[x; <= u]) Fa(k.g) A" (1, - -, Xk41),
where the structure ¢’ agrees with o, except that ® does not hold for « in ¢’. By
the inductive hypothesis, rype?(®) (encode(rems (6'),V|x; < u])) = T;. Because every
derivation of A(k, ) is also a derivation of A(k), obtained by removing the type annota-
tions from the rules in A(k, §), we get that (6;,V) Faxk) A(x1,- ., Xk11), fori = 1,2. By
Lemma 6 we have that Rel(6’) C o' (D) U{v(x1),...,V(xk+1)} \ {v(xi) }U{u}. Because
of v(x;) # u (due to the assumption v(x;) ¢ 6(®)) and because of v(x;) # v(x;) for all
i # j, we get that encode(remy (6),V) = glue(fgcsty, j(encode(rems (6'),V[xi < ul)),S'),
where S € Str({cp+i}) is the standard structure with singleton universe {v(x;)}. Be-
cause S is isomorphic to §’, we obtain:

type?™®) (encode(rems (6),V)) =

typed"®) (glue(fgcsty, ;(encode(rems ('), Vlx; + u])),S")) =

glue (type™ ¥ (fgesty  (encode(rems (6'), VI < u)))), type? ) (8")) =
glué* (fgcstﬁ,, L (type®®) (encode(rems ('), V[x; < u)))), type @) (8)) =
glue (fgestyy.(v1), i) = T

v
A%

)



Lemma 11. Let k > 1 be an integer, ¢ be an MSO sentence, ¢ € Str(X) be a structure of
treewidth tw(c) < k, witnessed by some reduced tree decomposition T = (N, F,r, L),
and v be a store with A(r) = {v(x1),...,v(k+ 1)} and v(x;) # v(x;) for all i # j,
such that typed®) (encode(c,v)) = T and ¢ € . Then, we have (add% (c),v) FA(k0)
At(xl, oo ,xk+1).

Proof. The proof proceeds by induction on the structure of 7. Clearly the claim holds
for the base case, by a rule of type (12). For the inductive step, we assume first that the
root of 7 has two children. The subtrees 7; and ‘73 rooted in the two children induce
substructures 6} and o, of o, where (vi,...,vRr) € 0;(R) if and only if (vi,...,v4r) is
witnessed by some leaf of the respective subtree. Because 7 is a reduced tree decom-
position, there is at most one leaf that witnesses a tuple (v,...,vsr) € 0;(R). Hence,
we have 6 = 6] @ G2 and encode(0,V) = encode(G1,V) ® encode(c,,v). Because the
only elements that can appear as labels in 7; and 7 are V(x;),...,V(xx1) (as these
are the labels of the root of the tree decomposition), we get that Rel(c;) NRel(o,) C
{v(x1),...,V(x11)}. Let 1, = type®® (encode(s;,v)), for i = 1,2. From the induc-
tive hypothesis, we obtain (add% (61),V) Fako) A" (X1, Xpp1), fori=1,2. Let T &
glue* (t1,7,). By Lemma 9, we obtain:

typed®) (encode(c,v)) = typed™®) (encode(c1,Vv) ® encode(G3,V)) =
glue® (rype?™ ¥ (encode(c1,v)), type?™ ¥ (encode(c2,v))) = glue* (t1,72) =1
Hence, we now get that (add’5 (G),V) Fa(ko) AT(x1,- ., Xk11), by a rule of type (10).

We now assume that the root of 7" has a single child which is not a leaf. We consider the
subtree 7} rooted at this child. Then, there is an element u & {v(x}),...,V(x+1)}, such
that the root of 7 is labeled by {v(x),...,v(xi—1),u,V(xi+1),---,V(xx+1) }- Let T &t
1ype®™® (encode (o, v([x; + u])). By the inductive hypothesis, we obtain that (addD (0),V[xi
ul) Eako) A" (X1, Xkp1)- Let T d:efgluet(fgcstgﬂi(‘cl),pi) for the type p; of a struc-
ture S € Str({cp+i}) with singleton universe {v(x;}. Because of v(x;) # u and because
of v(x;) # v(x;) forall i # j, we get that encode(rems (6),V) = glue(fgcsty,, j(encode(rems (6'),v[x; < ul)),S).
We compute:
typeq‘(q’) (encode(remp (0),v)) =
typeqr ) (glue(fgestyy, ;(encode(rems (67),v[x; + ul)),S)) =
glue (type®™® (fgcsty,., (encode(rems (6'), v[x; < u]))), typed® (8)) =
glué* (fgcstgﬂi(typeqr(q’) (encode(rems (S'),V[x; < u)))), typed®) (8)) =
glue (fgestyy (1) pi) = T
We now recognize that addg (6) agrees with add’ (o) except that add’ (c)(D) =
addg (6)(D)U{u}. Hence, we get that (add; (o), V) Fako) 3V - D) *Ac(xr, .. Xxr1) i /Y]
i.e., that (add} (o), V) Fa(k) AT (X1, -, xk11) by arule of type (11).

Then A(k, 0) is the set of rules from Figure 1 (b), whose property is stated below:

Proposition 6. Given k > 1 and an MSO sentence ¢, for any structure ¢ € Str(¥), the
Jollowing are equivalent: (1) I+ ¢ and tw(c) < k, and (2) there is a D-extension G’ of

o with o’ ':A<k~,¢) Ak7¢().



Proof. “(1) = (2)” Since tw(o) < k, there exists a reduced tree decomposition T =
(N, F,r, ) of width k, by Lemma 5. Let v be a store such that L(r) = {v(x1),...,V(xk+1)}
and v(x;) # v(x;) foralli # j € [1,k+ 1]. Thus, we obtain (add’ (), V) Fako) AT(X1, - Xkt 1),

by Lemma 11, for © & rype®(®) (encode(c,v)). Since, moreover, we have assumed that

6 I 9, we have ¢ € T = rype®) (encode(s,Vv)). Let 6’ be the D-extension obtained
from add’ (o) by setting 6’ (D) = add} (6)(®) U {v(x1),...,v(xx1)}. Then, we ob-
tain 6’ =4 (x,¢) Ak¢(), by a rule of type (13).

“(2) = (1) Let ¢’ be a D-extension of 6 with 6’ [Fa(k¢) Aro(). Since o Fx ()
As(), there exists a D-extension 6" of 6 and a store v with v(x;) # v(x;) for all
i # j € [1,k+1], such that (6”,v) Fawg) A*(x1,...,%11), for some type T, such that
¢ € T, by a rule of type (13). By Lemma 10, we obtain type®"(®) (encode(c,V')) = 1, thus
encode(o,V') IF ¢, leading to G IF ¢. Moreover, we have tw(c) < k, by Lemma 8, be-
cause each derivation of 6’ |=ak¢) Ax.¢() corresponds to a derivation of 6’ [=ax) Ax(),
obtained by removing the type annotations from the rules in A(k,¢).

The above result shows that SLR can define the models ¢ € Str(X) of a given MSO
formula whose treewidth is bounded by a given integer, up to extending the signature
¥ with a monadic relation symbol ©, whose interpretation subsumes the set Rel(c) of
elements that occur in some tuple from 6(R), for some relation symbol R € X. It is
unclear, for the moment, how to prove MSO C* SLR without introducing this gadget.

Effectiveness of the Construction. The above construction of the SID A(k,¢) is ef-
fective apart from rule 12, where one needs to determine the type of a structure S with
infinite universe. However, we argue in the following that determining this type can be
reduced to computing the type of a finite structure; the type of such a structure can in
turn be determined by solving finitely many MSO model checking problems on finite
structures, each of which being known to be PSPACE-complete [39].

Given an integer k > 0 and a structure S = (U,0) € Str(X), we define the finite
structure S¥ = (DF,6), where DF & Dom() U {uy,...,u}, for pairwise distinct ele-
ments uy, ...,u; € U\ Dom(c). Then, for any quantifier rank r, the structures § and $%'
have the same r-type, as shown below:

Lemma 12. Given r >0 and S = (U,6) € Str(Z), we have type’ (S) = type” (S%).

Proof. We consider the r-round MSO Ehrenfeucht-Fraissé game: In every round, Spoiler
picks a vertex u or a set of vertices U in S or ¥ and Duplicator answers with a vertex
or a set of vertices in the other structure. Duplicator wins iff after r-rounds the sub-
structures induced by the selected vertices are isomorphic. We now sketch a winning
strategy for Duplicator (as the argument is standard, we leave the details to the reader):
For vertices in Dom(c) the Duplicator plays the same vertices in the respective other
structure (this applies to single vertices as well as sets of vertices). For the vertices that
do not belong to Dom(c) the Duplicator selects vertices that do not belong to Dom(c)
in the other structure such that the selected vertices belong to the same subsets played
in the previous rounds; care has to be taken for the involved cardinalities, if playing in
$2" the Duplicator limits himself to at most 2" ~%~! vertices that belong to any combi-
nation of previously played subsets or the complement of these subsets, where k is the



number of previously played rounds; this choice is sufficient such that after r-rounds
the substructures induced by the selected vertices are isomorphic.

8 The Remaining Cases

We present the results for the problems from Table 1, not already covered in §4, §5 and
§6.

SO g(k) MSO First, SO Z¥ MSO is a consequence of the fact that any non-recognizable
context-free word language, corresponding to a non-MSO-definable family of struc-
tures can be defined in SLR. Since SLR C SO, we obtain that SO Qk MSO. Moreover,
SO ¢ MSO follows from the fact that our counterexample involves only structures of
treewidth 1 (i.e., lists encoding words as in §4).

SLR C* SO By applying the translation of SLR to SO from §6 to A(k) (Fig. 1a) and to a
given SID A defining a predicate A of zero arity, respectively, and taking the conjunction
of the results, we obtain an SO formula that defines the SLR models of (A(),A) of
treewidth at most k, thus proving SLR C* SO.

(M)SO CK (M)SO For each given k > 1, there exists an MSO formula 6y, that defines the
structures of treewidth at most k [12, Proposition 5.11]. This is a consequence of the
Graph Minor Theorem proved by Robertson and Seymour [35], combined with the fact
that bounded treewidth graphs are closed under taking minors and that the property of
having a given finite minor is MSO-definable*. Then, for any given (M)SO formula ¢,
the (M)SO formula ¢ A 6, defines the models of ¢ of treewidth at most k.

Open Problems The following problems from Table 1 are currently open: SLR CF
SLR and SO C* SLR, both conjectured to have a negative answer. In particular, the
difficulty concerning SLR CK SLR is that, in order to ensure treewidth boundedness, it
seems necessary to force the composition of structures to behave like glueing (see the
definition of A(k) in Fig. 1a), which is however difficult to ensure without an additional
predicate symbol.

Since MSO C* SLR but MSO ¢ SLR, it is natural to ask for the existence of a
fragment of SLR that describes only MSO-definable families of structures of bounded
treewidth. Moreover, in earlier work [20], we showed that a significant fragment of
SL, given by three restrictions on the syntax of the rules, can be embedded in MSO
and defines only structures of bounded treewidth. Unfortunately, since SLR can define
context-free languages (Prop. 3), the MSO-definability of the set of models of a SLR
formula is undecidable, as a consequence of the undecidability of the recognizability of
context-free languages [19]. On the other hand, the treewidth-boundedness of the set of
models of a SLR formula is an open problem, related to the open problem SLR C* SLR
above.

4 The original proof of Robertson and Seymour does not build 6 effectively, see [1] for an
effective proof.



9 Conclusions and Future Work

We have compared the expressiveness of SLR, MSO and SO, in general and for mod-
els of bounded treewidth. Interestingly, we found that SLR and MSO are, in general,
incomparable and subsumed by SO, whereas the models of bounded treewidth of MSO
can be defined by SLR, modulo augmenting the signature with a unary relation symbol
used to store the elements that occur in the original structure.

Future work concerns answering the open problems of the SLR-definability of struc-
tures defined by either an SLR or SO formula, of treewidth bounded by a given inte-
ger. A cornerstone is deciding whether a given SID defines only structures of bounded
treewidth. Answering these questions would help the definition of SLR fragments with
a decidable entailment problem, useful for system verification.
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