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Abstract

We give an algorithm that given a graph G with n vertices and m edges and an integer k,
in time Ok(n

1+o(1)) + O(m) either outputs a rank decomposition of G of width at most k or

determines that the rankwidth ofG is larger than k; theOk(·)-notation hides factors depending

on k. Our algorithm returns also a (2k+1−1)-expression for cliquewidth, yielding a (2k+1−1)-
approximation algorithm for cliquewidth with the same running time. This improves upon the

Ok(n
2) time algorithm of Fomin and Korhonen [STOC 2022].

The main ingredient of our algorithm is a fully dynamic algorithm for maintaining rank de-

compositions of bounded width: We give a data structure that for a dynamic n-vertex graph G
that is updated by edge insertions and deletions maintains a rank decomposition of G of width

at most 4k under the promise that the rankwidth of G never grows above k. The amortized

running time of each update is Ok(2
√
logn log logn). The data structure furthermore can main-

tain whether G satisfies some fixed CMSO1 property within the same running time. We also

give a framework for performing “dense” edge updates inside a given set of vertices X , where

the new edges inside X are described by a given CMSO1 sentence and vertex labels, in amor-

tized Ok(|X| · 2
√
logn log logn) time. Our dynamic algorithm generalizes the dynamic treewidth

algorithm of Korhonen, Majewski, Nadara, Pilipczuk, and Sokołowski [FOCS 2023].
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1 Introduction

Decomposing a graph into a tree-like structure along separators or cuts with simple structure is a

popular paradigm in graph algorithms. While treewidth [RS84] is the most prominent graph param-

eter associated with such decompositions, the second most prominent is arguably the rankwidth.
A rank decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, λ), where T is a tree whose every non-leaf node

has degree 3 and λ is a bijection from V (G) to the leaves of T . For an edge uv of T , the width of uv
is defined as follows. Let Lu be the leaves of T that are closer to u than to v and let Lv be the leaves

that are closer to v than to u. Then, the width of uv is the GF(2)-rank of the |Lu| × |Lv|matrix that

describes the adjacencies between λ−1(Lu) and λ
−1(Lv) in G with zeros and ones. The width of

the rank decomposition (T, λ) is the maximum width of an edge of it, and the rankwidth of a graph

G is the minimum width of a rank decomposition of it.

Rankwidth was introduced by Oum and Seymour [OS06] to approximate a graph parameter

called cliquewidth1. They showed that if a graph has rankwidth k, then its cliquewidth is between

k and 2k+1 − 1, and gave a polynomial-time algorithm that constructs a (2k+1 − 1)-expression wit-

nessing that the cliquewidth is at most (2k+1 − 1) when given a rank decomposition of width k.
Our main contribution is the following theorem about computing rankwidth exactly and approx-

imating cliquewidth. We use the Ok(·)-notation to hide factors depending only on k.

Theorem 1.1. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex m-edge graph G and an integer k, in
time Ok(n · 2

√
logn log logn) + O(m), either outputs a rank decomposition of G of width at most k or

determines that the rankwidth ofG is larger than k. The algorithm also outputs a (2k+1−1)-expression
for cliquewidth of G within the same running time.

Theorem 1.1 improves upon theOk(n
2) time algorithm of Fomin and Korhonen [FK22], and is a

subpolynomial 2
√
logn log logn = no(1) factor away from concluding the long line of work on comput-

ing rankwidth in the setting where k is bounded [OS06,OS07,CO07,Oum08a,HO08, JKO21, FK22].

Moreover, if the average degree of the input graph is higher than f(k) · 2
√
logn log logn

for the func-

tion f(k) hidden by the Ok(·)-notation (which is a very natural case when we are interested in

rankwidth), then our algorithm works in truly linear O(m) time. Before further comparing our

algorithm to the previous algorithms, let us discuss the motivation for computing rankwidth.

Applications of rankwidth. Cliquewidth was introduced by Courcelle, Engelfriet, and Rozen-

berg [CER93] in their study of logic and automata on graphs and was defined in its present form by

Courcelle [Cou95]. A closely related parameterNLC-widthwas also investigated byWanke [Wan94].

Cliquewidth and rankwidth can be regarded as generalizations of treewidth that are suitable for

dense graphs: A graph of treewidth k has rankwidth at most k+1 [Oum08b] and cliquewidth at most

3 · 2k−1
[CR05], while for example the complete graphs have unbounded treewidth but rankwidth

at most 1. More generally, n-vertex graphs with more than kn edges have treewidth more than k,
while dense classes of graphs with bounded rankwidth include for example the cographs and the

distance-hereditary graphs [GR00].

Many graph problems that are NP-hard in general can be solved efficiently on graphs of bounded

treewidth using dynamic programming. The celebrated theorem of Courcelle [Cou90] states that

every graph problem expressible in Counting Monadic Second Order Logic (CMSO2) can be solved

1

We provide the definition of cliquewidth in Appendix B. For this introduction it is enough to know that cliquewidth

and rankwidth are functionally tied to each other, and the cliquewidth of a graph G is equal to the smallest k for which

there exists a decomposition called a “k-expression” for G.
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in Ok(n) time when a graph is given together with a tree decomposition of width k. Combined

with the Ok(n) time algorithm for computing optimum-width tree decompositions by Bodlaen-

der [Bod96], this yieldsOk(n) time algorithms for many classical NP-hard graph problems on graphs

of treewidth k.
The version of Courcelle’s theorem for cliquewidth byCourcelle, Makowsky, and Rotics [CMR00]

states that every graph problem that is expressible in a variant of CMSO2 called CMSO1 can be

solved in Ok(n) time when a graph is given together with a k-expression for it. The difference

between CMSO1 and CMSO2 is that while in CMSO2 one can quantify over sets of vertices and

edges, CMSO1 allows quantification only over sets of vertices. CMSO1 together with its optimiza-

tion variant called LinCMSO1 [CMR00] captures graph problems such as k-colorability for fixed k,
maximum independent set, maximum clique, minimum dominating set, minimum feedback vertex

set, and longest induced path. It is known that the boundary of tractability for CMSO2 is charac-

terized precisely by bounded treewidth and the boundary of tractability for CMSO1 by bounded

cliquewidth/rankwidth [See91,CO07,KT10a,KT10b].

Our Theorem 1.1 combined with the “Courcelle’s theorem for cliquewidth” [CMR00] implies the

following corollary about algorithms for problems on graphs of bounded rankwidth.

Corollary 1.2. Every graph problem that can be expressed in LinCMSO1 logic can be solved in time
Ok(n · 2

√
logn log logn) +O(m) on graphs of rankwidth k.

In particular, thanks to our Theorem 1.1, all aforementioned NP-hard graph problems can be

solved in time Ok(n · 2
√
logn log logn) + O(m) on graphs of rankwidth k, improving upon previ-

ous Ok(n
2) time. Beyond optimization, Courcelle’s theorem for cliquewidth has been extended

also to counting problems [CMR01]. In addition to these meta-theorems, there has been a signif-

icant amount of work in designing hand-crafted algorithms working on rank decompositions and

cliquewidth expressions for various problems, see e.g. [FMR08,BTV10,GH10,CDP19,Lam20,GN23].

Computing rankwidth and cliquewidth. When Oum and Seymour [OS06] introduced rank-

width, they also gave an algorithm for 3-approximating rankwidth inO(8kn9 log n) time, which by

the relation between rankwidth and cliquewidth implied a 2O(k)
-approximation for cliquewidthwith

the same running time. Their algorithm works in the general setting of branchwidth of connectivity

functions. This setting not only captures rankwidth, but also branchwidth of (hyper)graphs and

matroids [RS91], and carving width [ST94]. This was the first f(k)-approximation for cliquewidth

with running time f(k)nO(1)
for any function f(k), and even presently, to the best of our knowledge,

all known algorithms for approximating cliquewidth work via rankwidth. Computing cliquewidth

was shown to be NP-complete by Fellows, Rosamond, Rotics, and Szeider [FRRS09] and the NP-

completeness of rankwidth was observed by Oum [Oum08a].

Oum gave in [Oum08a] two algorithms improving the running time of the Oum-Seymour 3-ap-
proximation, first running inO(8kn4) time and second running inOk(n

3) time. The latter algorithm

combines the approach of [OS06] with a related work of Hliněný that provides a 3-approximation of

the branchwidth of matroids in Ok(n
3) time [Hli05]. An exact algorithm computing rankwidth in

timenO(k)
was given byOumand Seymour [OS07], and in timeOk(n

3) byCourcelle andOum [CO07]

by using vertex-minors. The algorithm of Courcelle and Oum does not provide the correspond-

ing rank decomposition, but this caveat was removed by Hliněný and Oum [HO08] by giving a

Ok(n
3) time exact algorithm that also constructs the rank decomposition. An alternative construc-

tive Ok(n
3) time exact algorithm was developed by Jeong, Kim, and Oum [JKO21], who gave an

algorithm that directly constructs an optimum-width rank decomposition by dynamic programming

2



Reference APX TIME Remarks

[OS06] 3k + 1 O(8kn9 log n) Works for connectivity functions

[OS07] exact O(n8k+12 log n) Works for connectivity functions

[Oum08a] 3k + 1 O(8kn4)
[Oum08a] 3k − 1 Ok(n

3)
[CO07] exact Ok(n

3) Does not provide a decomposition

[HO08] exact Ok(n
3)

[JKO21] exact Ok(n
3) Works for spaces over finite fields

[FK22] exact Ok(n
2)

This paper exact Ok(n · 2
√
logn log logn) +O(m)

Table 1: Overview of algorithms for computing rankwidth. Here n is the number of vertices, m is

the number of edges, and k is the rankwidth of the input graph. Unless otherwise specified, each

of the algorithms outputs in O(TIME) a decomposition of width given in the APX column. All the

functions on k hidden by theOk(·)-notation here are at least double-exponential. Most of this table

is from a similar table in [FK22].

on rank decompositions, analogous to the algorithm of Bodlaender and Kloks for treewidth [BK96].

Their algorithm extends to the general setting of branchwidth of “subspace arrangements” over fi-

nite fields. In 2017 Oum asked whether there exists an Ok(n
c) time (approximation) algorithm for

rankwidth for c < 3 [Oum17], which was answered affirmatively by Fomin and Korhonen with an

Ok(n
2) time algorithm [FK22]. Our Theorem 1.1 further improves upon their algorithm. We give

an overview of the algorithms for rankwidth in Table 1.

Dynamic rankwidth. As both a main ingredient in proving Theorem 1.1 and a contribution of

independent interest, we give a data structure for efficiently maintaining rank decompositions of

dynamic graphs under edge insertions and deletions, under the promise that the rankwidth of the

graph never grows above a given parameter k. The data structure can also maintain any finite-state

dynamic programming scheme on the rank decomposition. We formalize this by stating that it can

maintain the value of any LinCMSO1 sentence on the graph. In particular, we prove the following.

Theorem 1.3. There is a data structure that is initialized with an integer k and an empty n-vertex
dynamic graphG, and maintains a rank decomposition ofG of width at most 4k under edge insertions
and deletions, under the promise that the rankwidth of G never exceeds k. The amortized initialization
time isOk(n log

2 n) and the amortized update time is 2Ok(
√
logn log logn). Furthermore, when initialized

with a LinCMSO1 sentence φ of constant length, the data structure maintains the value of φ on G.

We observe that 2Ok(
√
logn log logn) ⩽ Ok(2

√
logn log logn) by a simple tradeoff trick. We stated

Theorem 1.1 in the latter form for simplicity. We also note that Theorem 1.3 immediately implies a 4-
approximation algorithm for rankwidthwith time complexityOk((n+m)·2

√
logn log logn), simply by

inserting the edges of the input graph one by one into the data structure an returning the final rank

decomposition
2
. To prove Theorem 1.1, we use a bit more technical version of Theorem 1.3 where we

2

Note that the edges can be inserted in an order so that the graph held by the data structure never has rankwidth more

than k + 1, assuming the input graph has rankwidth at most k. This happens, for instance, if the edges are inserted in

the lexicographic order: the edge uv is inserted before the edge u′v′ if either min(u, v) < min(u′, v′), or min(u, v) =
min(u′, v′) andmax(u, v) < max(u′, v′).

3



assert that the rank decomposition held by the data structure is represented as an “annotated rank

decomposition” (defined in Section 4). Even after this the proof of Theorem 1.1 requires non-trivial

additional work.

A theorem similar to Theorem 1.3, but for treewidth and CMSO2 instead of rankwidth and

CMSO1, was recently given by Korhonen, Majewski, Nadara, Pilipczuk, and Sokołowski [KMN
+
23].

As rankwidth generalizes treewidth, the high-level approach of our Theorem 1.3 is similar to the

high-level approach of the data structure of [KMN
+
23] (yielding the similar running times). How-

ever, making the approach work for rankwidth requires developing an extensive amount of new

machinery for rankwidth, with several new algorithmic and structural insights. We provide a com-

parison between techniques in Theorem 1.3 and in the result of [KMN
+
23] at the end of Section 2.1.

We note that also formally speaking, Theorem 1.3 is a generalization the result of [KMN
+
23]: The

setting of treewidth and CMSO2 logic can be reduced to the setting of rankwidth and CMSO1 logic

by considering instead of a graphG the graphG′
obtained by subdividing every edge ofG once and

adding two degree-1 vertices adjacent to each non-subdivision vertex. Then every edge update ofG
can be simulated by two edge updates of G′

, the rankwidth of G′
is at most the treewidth of G plus

one, and every CMSO2 sentence about G can be translated into a CMSO1 sentence about G
′
.

An apparent caveat in the statement of Theorem 1.3 is that even though the n-vertex complete

graph has rankwidth 1, it takes Ω(n2) edge insertion operations to build it in the data structure. To

address this caveat, we introduce a framework for dense updates that can manipulate many edges

efficiently. For example, given two sets of vertices A and B, we can add all possible edges between

A and B in |A ∪ B| · 2Ok(
√
logn log logn)

amortized time. More generally, we define that an edge
update sentence is a tuple e = (φ,X,X1, . . . , Xp), where φ is a CMSO1 sentence with p + 1 free

set variables, andXi ⊆ X ⊆ V (G). Such edge update sentence re-defines all adjacencies inside the

induced subgraph G[X] by setting an edge between u, v ∈ X if and only if G, together with the

interpretations of the p + 1 free variables as ({u, v}, X1, . . . , Xp), satisfies φ. Then we define that

|e| = |X| and that the length of e is the length of φ. Now, Theorem 1.3 can be generalized as follows.

Theorem 1.4. The data structure of Theorem 1.3, when furthermore initialized with a given integer d,
can also support the following operations:

• Update(e): Given an edge update sentence e of length at most d, either returns that the graph
resulting from applying e to G would have rankwidth more than k, or applies e to update G.
Runs in |e| · 2Ok,d(

√
logn log logn) amortized time.

• LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp): Given a LinCMSO1 sentence φ of length at most d with p free set
variables and p vertex subsetsX1, . . . , Xp ⊆ V (G), returns the value of φ on (G,X1, . . . , Xp).
Runs in time Od(1) if X1, . . . , Xp = ∅, and in time

∑p
i=1 |Xi| · 2Ok,d(

√
logn log logn) otherwise.

We included also the LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp) operation to the statement of Theorem 1.4 to

allow determining whether two given vertices u and v are adjacent in 2Ok,d(
√
logn log logn)

time, as

this becomes a non-trivial problem in this setting. We discuss further extensions of Theorem 1.1 and

Theorem 1.3 in Section 11.

Organization. We start by giving an overview of our proofs in Section 2. We discuss notation and

preliminary results in Section 3. Then, we give our framework of annotated rank decompositions

and prefix-rebuilding operations in Section 4. In Section 5 we give the main tools for maintaining

rank decompositions of dynamic graphs, although delaying significant ingredients to Sections 9

and 10. In Section 6 we introduce rank decomposition automata and give results about them. Then,

4



in Section 7 we finish the proofs of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. In Section 8 we prove Theorem 1.1. Then

in Section 9 we prove a result called “Dealternation Lemma”, which is used in Section 5. In Section 10

we give results related to computing exact rankwidth by dynamic programming, which are used in

Sections 5, 7 and 8. Finally, we conclude in Section 11.

2 Overview

In this section we give an overview of our algorithms. We start by giving an overview of the proof

of Theorem 1.3 in Section 2.1. We omit many important ingredients, of which two major ones we

overview in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. We overview the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Section 2.4.

2.1 Dynamic rankwidth

Suppose we maintain a dynamic n-vertex graph G under edge insertions and deletions, and the

rankwidth ofG is guaranteed to stay at most k. Our goal will be to maintain a rooted rank decompo-
sition T = (T, λ) of G of width at most 4k and height at most h = 2Ok(

√
logn log logn)

. Rooted rank

decompositions are defined like rank decompositions, except the tree T is a rooted binary tree. Even

the existence of rank decompositions with such parameters is not immediately obvious, but indeed

Courcelle and Kanté [CK07] show that a rank decomposition of width k can be turned into a rooted

rank decomposition of width at most 2k and height O(log n).
It is essential for our algorithm to also maintain dynamic programming schemes on the rank

decomposition. We need this to support both the LinCMSO1 queries and various internal operations

of our data structure. We will formalize dynamic programming as automata processing the tree T ,
so that the state of a node can be computed in Ok(1) time from the states of its children. For this,

we need to store additional information about the graphG in the rank decomposition, for which we

next define annotated rank decompositions.
For an edgexy of the treeT , we denote byL(T )[x⃗y] ⊆ V (G) the vertices ofG that aremapped to

leaves of T closer to x than y. If T has width⩽ 4k, there exists a setR ⊆ L(T )[x⃗y]with |R| ⩽ 24k so
that for every v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] exists r ∈ R so thatN(r)\L(T )[x⃗y] = N(v)\L(T )[x⃗y]. We define that

such R is a representative of L(T )[x⃗y], and a minimal such R a minimal representative of L(T )[x⃗y].
An annotated rank decomposition stores for every oriented edge x⃗y of T a minimal representative

R(x⃗y) of the set L(T )[x⃗y]. It also stores for every edge xy of T the bipartite graph E(xy) =
G[R(x⃗y),R(y⃗x)], encoding the adjacencies between L(T )[x⃗y] and L(T )[y⃗x]. Furthermore, for

every (oriented) path xyz of length 3 in T , it stores the functionF(xyz) : R(x⃗y) → R(y⃗z), mapping

each v ∈ R(x⃗y) to r ∈ R(y⃗z) so that N(r) \ L(T )[y⃗z] = N(v) \ L(T )[y⃗z]. It can be shown that

an annotated rank decomposition of G uniquely defines the graph G. Indeed in our algorithm we

do not store the graph G explicitly; we only maintain an annotated rank decomposition of it.

Then, the slightly more formal definition of a rank decomposition automaton is that it is a tree

automaton working on T , where the state of a node x can be computed from the states of its chil-

dren and the annotationsR, E ,F around x inOk(1) time. Note that the total size of the annotations

around x is Ok(1). A significant part of this article is to show that various dynamic programming

routines on rank decompositions and cliquewidth expressions can be formulated as rank decompo-

sition automata. The formal definitions about annotated rank decompositions are in Section 4 and

about rank decomposition automata in Section 6.

After this detour to dynamic programming, let us return to the problem of dynamic maintenance

of the annotated rank decomposition T of G. We say that a set Tpref ⊆ V (T ) is a prefix of T if it

induces a connected subtree of T that contains the root. Suppose T has width at most 4k and height

5



at most h, and there comes an update to insert or delete an edge between two vertices u and v, which
turns G into G′

. Let Tpref be the minimal prefix of T that contains λ(u) and λ(v). We have that

|Tpref | ⩽ 2 · h ⩽ 2Ok(
√
logn log logn)

. Now, we can turn T into an annotated rank decomposition of

G′
by only re-computing annotations inside Tpref , which can be done inOk(|Tpref |) time. The states

of the maintained automata also need to be re-computed only for nodes in Tpref , which also works

in Ok(|Tpref |) time. Therefore, we manage to update T in the desired time bound. The only issue is

that the width of T could increase in this process.

We observe that the width of T can increase only by one, and moreover, only the widths of

edges of T inside Tpref can increase, so suppose now that T has width 4k + 1 and all edges of

width 4k + 1 are inside Tpref . For convenience, we remove λ(u) and λ(v) from Tpref so that all

leaves of T are outside of Tpref ; this maintains that all edges of width 4k + 1 are inside Tpref since
the edges of T incident to λ(u) and λ(v) have width at most 1 at all times. To reduce the width,

we design a refinement operation, that takes as input a prefix Tpref of T not containing any leaves

of T such that all edges incident to a vertex outside of Tpref have width at most 4k and, in some

sense, locally re-computes the decomposition for the prefix Tpref . More accurately, the goal is that

applying refinement to Tpref reduces the width back to at most 4k, assuming G has rankwidth at

most k, and runs in amortized time proportional to |Tpref |. The refinement can increase the height of

T by O(log n). To not allow the height of T to spiral out of control, we then use a height reduction
scheme, that by repeatedly applying refinement decreases the height back to at most h.

Then we delve into the details of the refinement operation. Let Tpref be the given prefix, and let

us define A⃗pp(Tpref) as the set of oriented edges x⃗y of T with x /∈ Tpref and y ∈ Tpref . Note that for

every v ∈ V (G) there exists a unique edge x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(Tpref) such that v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y]. Then we say

that a closure of Tpref is a partition C of V (G), so that for each C ∈ C there exists x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(Tpref)
with C ⊆ L(T )[x⃗y]. A rank decomposition of a closure C is a pair T ⋆ = (T ⋆, λ⋆), where T ⋆

is a

cubic tree with |C| leaves and λ⋆ is a bijection from C to the leaves of T ⋆
. The width of T ⋆

can be

naturally defined analogously to the definition for rank decompositions of graphs. Before giving any

arguments about how to find closures C with desirable properties, let us describe how the refinement

operation uses a closure C to transform T into a new annotated rank decomposition T ′
.

Assume T ⋆
is a rank decomposition of C of width at most 2k. We use the method of [CK07] to

turn T ⋆
into a rooted rank decomposition T ⋆⋆

of width at most 4k and height at most O(log n).
Then, for each C ∈ C, we construct from T a rooted rank decomposition T C

with |C| leaves corre-
sponding to C by repeatedly deleting all leaves not corresponding to vertices in C and contracting

degree-2 nodes. In particular, if T contains an edge xywithL(T )[x⃗y]∩C ̸= ∅ andL(T )[y⃗x]∩C ̸= ∅,
then T C

contains an edge x′y′ withL(T C)[x⃗′y′] = L(T )[x⃗y]∩C andL(T C)[ ⃗y′x′] = L(T )[y⃗x]∩C
(and all edges of T C

are like that). Then we construct T ′
by taking T ⋆⋆

and identifying the root

of each T C
with the leaf of T ⋆⋆

corresponding to C . Without assuming anything about C, we can
deduce that the height of T ′

is at most O(log n) more than the height of T and all edges of T ′

corresponding to edges of T ⋆⋆
have width at most 4k. However, we do not know anything about

the widths of edges not in T ⋆⋆
, and we do not know how this transformation could be implemented

efficiently.

The first requirement for efficient implementation of this transformation is that |C| is not too
large. We prove the existence of a closure with an even stronger property. We say that C is a k-
closure if the rankwidth of C is at most 2k. We also say that C is c-small if for all x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(Tpref)
there are at most c parts C ∈ C with C ⊆ L(T )[x⃗y]. We prove the following lemma in Section 5.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 5.2). For every k, ℓ ∈ N there exists c ∈ N so that if T has width at most ℓ and
G has rankwidth at most k, then for any prefix Tpref of T there exists a c-small k-closure C of Tpref .
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As |A⃗pp(Tpref)| ⩽ O(|Tpref |), this implies |C| ⩽ Ok(|Tpref |). In Section 2.2, we will highlight the
main tool we develop for proving Lemma 2.1 — theDealternation Lemma for rankwidth, analogous to
the Dealternation Lemma for treewidth of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [BP22], and overview its proof,

which is fully presented in Section 9.

We then require one more property of C, which will be useful in both addressing the issue of the

widths of the edges of T ′
coming from the decompositions T C

and in the efficient implementation

of the refinement. For a node x of T with parent p we denote L(T )[x] = L(T )[x⃗p], and when x is

the root L(T )[x] = V (G). We say that C cuts a node x of T if more than one part in C intersects

L(T )[x], and define cut(C) to be the set of nodes cut by C. Note that cut(C) is a prefix of T and

Tpref ⊆ cut(C). We define that C is a minimal c-small k-closure if among all c-small k-closures of
Tpref , C primarily minimizes

∑
C∈C cutrk(C) and secondarily minimizes |cut(C)|. Here, cutrk(C)

denotes the rank of the |C| × |V (G) \ C| matrix describing adjacencies between C and V (G) \ C .
We observe that if T has a node x ∈ V (T ) \ Tpref and C ∈ C intersects L(T )[x], then in T ′

there is a node xC with L(T ′)[xC ] = L(T )[x] ∩ C , and moreover all nodes of T ′
coming from the

decompositions T C
can be characterized like this. Therefore, to prove that T ′

has width at most 4k,
it suffices to prove that for all such x it holds that cutrk(L(T )[x]∩C) ⩽ 4k. We prove the following

stronger statement in Section 5.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemmas 5.3 and 5.6). Let C be a minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref , C ∈ C, and x ∈
V (T )\Tpref with L(T )[x]∩C ̸= ∅. Then cutrk(L(T )[x]∩C) ⩽ cutrk(L(T )[x]), with equality only
if L(T )[x] ⊆ C .

As cutrk(L(T )[x]) ⩽ 4k for x ∈ V (T ) \Tpref , this implies that T ′
has width at most 4k when C

is minimal. The proof of Lemma 2.2 makes use of the submodularity of the cutrk function. It can be

considered to be a rankwidth analog of the techniques developed for improving tree decompositions

by Korhonen and Lokshtanov [KL23]. Let us then assume that C is a minimal c-small k-closure.
We then use the fact that in Lemma 2.2 the equality holds only if L(T )[x] ⊆ C . The nodes of T

can be partitioned into three groups based on Tpref and C — those in Tpref , those in cut(C) \ Tpref ,
and those in V (T ) \ cut(C). If x ∈ V (T ) \ cut(C), then there exists C ∈ C so that L(T )[x] ⊆ C . In
this case the resulting decomposition T ′

will contain the exactly same subtree rooted at x as T , so

maximal such subtrees can be copied from T to T ′
by changing just one pointer, copying also the

annotations and the automata states, and the number of them is O(|cut(C)|). If x ∈ cut(C) \ Tpref ,
then a node xC corresponding to x is constructed for every C ∈ C that intersects L(T )[x]. Because
C is c-small, there are at most c such nodes xC , and by Lemma 2.2 for all of them it holds that

cutrk(L(T ′)[xC ]) < cutrk(L(T )[x]). Thus, we can think that we replace each node in cut(C)\Tpref
by at most c nodes that each has smaller width (the width of a node is the width of the edge between

it and its parent), which motivates to use the following potential function for amortized analysis:

Φ(T ) =
∑

x∈V (T )

(2c)widthT (x) · heightT (x),

where heightT (x) denotes the height of x in T , i.e., the distance from x to the deepest leaf in its

subtree. Let us not focus on the height(x) factor at this point, but note that by the above discussion,
the factor (2c)widthT (x)

achieves that for every x ∈ cut(C) \ Tpref ,∑
C∈C |L(T )[x]∩C ̸=∅

(2c)widthT ′ (xC) · heightT ′(xC) < (2c)widthT (x) · heightT (x),
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implying that the potential decreases proportionally to the number of nodes in cut(C)\Tpref , which
justifies implementing the refinement operation in time proportional to |cut(C)|. Before going into

more analysis of the potential and the height reduction, let us discuss this implementation.

Given Tpref , we wish to find in time Ok(|cut(C)|) some representation of a minimal c-small

k-closure C of Tpref . We observe that for each oriented edge x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(cut(C)), there is unique

C ∈ C so that L(T )[x⃗y] ⊆ C . Therefore, we define the appendix edge partition aep(C) of C to

be the partition of A⃗pp(cut(C)) into |C| parts naturally corresponding to C. As |A⃗pp(cut(C))| ⩽
O(|cut(C)|), we can represent aep(C) inO(|cut(C)|) space. Also, a rank decomposition T ⋆

of C can

be represented inO(|cut(C)|) space by associating the leaves with the parts of aep(C). We compute

these objects by the following lemma, which we prove in Section 10 and overview in Section 2.3.

Lemma 2.3 (Informal statement of Lemma 5.7). By maintaining an automaton on T , we can support
an operation that given a prefix Tpref , in timeOk(|cut(C)|) returns cut(C), aep(C), and a rank decom-
position T ⋆ of C of width at most 2k, for some minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref , or concludes that
the rankwidth of G is more than k.

After turning T ⋆
into a log-height decomposition T ⋆⋆

, we can compute based on T ⋆⋆
and aep(C)

a “recipe” of size O(|cut(C)|) on how the subtrees of T hanging below edges x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(cut(C))
should be re-arranged to transform T into T ′

. Even after this, the problem of turning T into an

annotated rank decomposition T ′
efficiently turns out to not be straightforward, as we need to com-

pute the annotations for T ′
. In Section 4 we give a divide-and-conquer type algorithm for computing

these annotations based on the recipe in Ok(|cut(C)| log n) time (Lemmas 4.8 and 4.11). This con-

cludes the overview on how T is transformed into T ′
in Ok(|cut(C)| log n) time.

We then return to the potential function Φ(T ). The main idea of the amortized analysis of our

algorithm is that each edge update can increase the potential by at most Ok(h
2) (recall that h is

the bound on the height of T ) and the refinement operation can increase the potential by at most

Ok(h|Tpref | log n) and decreases it proportionally to |cut(C) \ Tpref |. The fact that edge updates

increase the potential by at mostOk(h
2) is straightforward from the facts that the update affects the

widths of at most O(h) nodes, and the contribution of each node to potential is at most Ok(h).
The analysis of the potential change caused by refinement is based on case-analysis of nodes

of T ′
: If a node is in a subtree directly copied from T to T ′

, then nothing changes. If a node is of

type xC for x ∈ cut(C) \ Tpref and C ∈ C, then its potential can be charged from the potential

of the corresponding node x as argued earlier, and this even decreases the potential proportionally

to |cut(C) \ Tpref |. If a node comes from T ⋆⋆
, then its height is initially O(log n), but can increase

when we attach trees T C
as its descendants. We observe that each T C

can increase the height of

at most O(log n) such nodes, so the total potential of such nodes is bounded by Ok(|T ⋆⋆| log n) +∑
C∈C Ok(height(T C) log n) ⩽ Ok(h|Tpref | log n) (recall that |C| ⩽ Ok(|Tpref |)). These arguments

imply that if the height of T stays at most h, then the amortized running time of each update is

Ok(h
2 log2 n). It remains to give the height reduction scheme to maintain this height bound.

Suppose the height of T increased above h by an application of the refinement operation. We

wish to argue that whenever the height is more than h, there is a prefix Tpref , so that if we apply the
refinement on Tpref , the potential Φ(T ′) of the resulting decomposition is smaller than Φ(T ), and
moreover, the running time of the refinement operation isOk((Φ(T )−Φ(T ′)) · log n). For this, we
prove the following more fine-grained bound on Φ(T ′):

Φ(T ′) ⩽ Φ(T )−
∑

x∈Tpref

heightT (x)− |cut(C)|+ log n · Ok(|Tpref |+
∑

x⃗y∈A⃗pp(Tpref)

heightT (x))
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This is not very hard to deduce from the construction of T ′
and the arguments for bounding the

potential change given earlier, but we omit giving a more detailed argument here. Then, it suffices

to prove that if T has height more than h, we can find a non-empty prefix Tpref so that according

to the above formula, Φ(T ′) ⩽ Φ(T )− |cut(C)|. For this, we use the following result about binary

trees proved implicitly in [KMN
+
23] for their height reduction of dynamic treewidth.

Lemma 2.4 ([KMN
+
23]). Let c ⩾ 2 and T be a binary tree with n nodes. If the height of T is at least

2Ω(
√
logn log c) then there exists a non-empty prefix Tpref of T so that

c ·

|Tpref |+
∑

x⃗y∈A⃗pp(Tpref)

heightT (x)

 ⩽
∑

x∈Tpref

heightT (x).

By plugging in c = f(k) log n for a suitable function f(k), the existence of a desired prefix Tpref

follows whenever height(T ) ⩾ 2Ω(
√

logn log(f(k) logn)) ⩾ 2Ωk(
√
logn log logn)

, which is the claimed

bound for h. Then, the height-reduction scheme consists of applying refinement operations on such

prefixes Tpref until the height is decreased below h. As the running time is proportional to the poten-

tial decrease, these operations are “free” from the viewpoint of amortized analysis. This concludes

the overview of our dynamic algorithm, up to the Dealternation Lemma and the proof of Lemma 2.3,

which we will overview in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.

Comparison to dynamic treewidth of [KMN+23]. Our approach for dynamic rankwidth is in-

spired by the approach for dynamic treewidth of [KMN
+
23]. In particular, we design a refinement

operation with similar properties to their refinement operation, so that we can then use the height-

reduction scheme encapsulated in Lemma 2.4 to control the height of the decomposition. As the

combinatorics of treewidth and rankwidth are different, the definitions and structural results used

for our refinement operation are different from those of the refinement operation of [KMN
+
23]. In

particular, the concept of closures and Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, along with the Dealternation Lemma, are

novel structural results about rankwidth. Somewhat surprisingly, in the end our rankwidth version

of the refinement operation turned out to be more elegant than the treewidth version, which has

a more complicated construction of the resulting decomposition T ′
, resulting also in a more com-

plicated analysis of the potential. From the more low-level side, manipulating rank decompositions

and maintaining automata on them is much more complicated and less researched task than that

on tree decompositions. We consider the concept of annotated rank decompositions, along with the

efficient algorithms for manipulating them (particularly Lemma 4.8), an important contribution of

this work, which we will highlight further in Section 2.3.

2.2 Dealternation Lemma

We now overview a crucial combinatorial result regarding optimum-width rank decompositions that

lies at the heart of the dynamic rankwidth data structure: the Dealternation Lemma for rankwidth,

proved in Section 9. Thenwe sketch how the Dealternation Lemma is used in the proof of Lemma 2.1.

Our Dealternation Lemma essentially states the following: Whenever T b
is some rooted rank

decomposition of a graph G of unoptimal (but bounded) width, there exists a rank decomposition

T of optimum width in which every subtree L(T b)[x] ⊆ V (G) of T b
can be decomposed into

a bounded number of “simple” pieces of T . An analog of this statement for tree decompositions is

proved in the work of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [BP22, Lemma 3.7].
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Formally, if T = (T, λ) is a rooted rank decomposition of G and F ⊆ V (G), we say that F is

a tree factor of T if F = L(T )[v] for some v ∈ V (T ), and a context factor if F is nonempty and of

the form F1 \ F2, where both F1 and F2 are tree factors. Then the Dealternation Lemma reads as

follows:

Lemma 2.5 (Lemma 5.1). There exists a function f(ℓ) so that if G is a graph and T b = (T b, λb) is
a rooted rank decomposition of G of width ℓ, then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T of G of
optimum width so that for every node x ∈ V (T b), the set L(T b)[x] can be partitioned into a disjoint
union of at most f(ℓ) factors of T .

Subspace arrangements. In the following sections, we make heavy use of a generalization of the

notion of rankwidth to linear spaces over finite fields. Let F be a finite field; throughout the work

we assume F = GF(2). For two linear subspaces V1, V2 ⊆ Fd
, let V1 + V2 denote their sum and

V1 ∩ V2 denote their intersection. For V ⊆ Fd
, let dim(V ) denote the dimension of V . Any family

V = {V1, . . . , Vn} of linear subspaces of Fd
is called a subspace arrangement. For convenience, let

⟨V⟩ := V1 + . . .+ Vn. Let also e1, . . . , ed denote the canonical basis of Fd
.

A rank decomposition (or more properly, a branch decomposition) T = (T, λ) of V is defined

as for graphs or partitions, only that we assign subspaces Vi to the leaves of T . For an edge xy of

T , let L(T )[x⃗y] ⊆ V denote the subfamily of linear subspaces assigned to the leaves of T closer to

x than y. If T is rooted, we define L(T )[x] analogously to Section 2.1. Then the width of an edge

xy is dim(⟨L(T )[x⃗y]⟩ ∩ ⟨L(T )[y⃗x]⟩), and then the width of T and the rankwidth of V are defined

naturally. The definitions of tree and context factors also lift naturally to the setting of rooted rank

decompositions of subspace arrangements.

As observed in [JKO17], any undirected graph G can be converted to an equivalent subspace

arrangement V as follows: Let V (G) = {v1, . . . , vn}. Then for i ∈ [n] define Vi to be the subspace

of Fn
spanned by the two vectors ei and

∑
vj∈N(vi)

ej , and set V = {V1, . . . , Vn}. Then, for any
rank decomposition T ofG of width ℓ, the isomorphic rank decomposition T ′

of V has width 2ℓ. So
the rankwidth of V is equal to twice the rankwidth of G. Hence, the Dealternation Lemma can be

rephrased in the language of subspace arrangements:

Lemma 2.6 (Lemma 9.5). There exists a function f(ℓ) so that if G is a graph and T b = (T b, λb) is
a rooted rank decomposition of G of width ℓ, then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T of G of
optimum width so that for every node x ∈ V (T b), the set L(T b)[x] can be partitioned into a disjoint
union of at most f(ℓ) factors of T .

For convenience, we will henceforth write Vx as a shorthand for L(T b)[x]. From now on we will

only focus on the proof of Lemma 2.6.

Outline of the proof of the Dealternation Lemma. The proof of Lemma 2.6 is inspired by

its treewidth counterpart in [BP22]: Similarly to how their Dealternation Lemma can be viewed as

a purely combinatorial understanding of the treewidth algorithm by Bodlaender and Kloks [BK96],

our proof relies heavily on the combinatorial understanding of the rankwidth algorithm by Jeong,

Kim and Oum [JKO21]. In fact, as a starting point of the proof, we invoke their result:

Theorem 2.7 ([JKO21, Proposition 4.6]). Let T b = (T b, λb) be a rooted rank decomposition of a sub-
space arrangement V . Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T = (T, λ) of the same subspace
arrangement V of optimum width that is “totally pure” with respect to T b.
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We delay the precise definition of “totally pure” to Appendix C. Intuitively though, T is totally

pure with respect to T b
if T excludes, for all x ∈ V (T b), specific local “complicated” patterns defined

in terms of Vx and V \Vx. We now lift Theorem 2.7 to show that, in fact, for all x ∈ V (T b) the entire
decomposition T admits a simple and bounded-size description in terms of Vx and V \ Vx.

Let v ∈ V (T ) and x ∈ V (T b). We say that v is: (i) x-full if L(T )[v] ⊆ Vx; (ii) x-empty if

L(T )[v] is disjoint from Vx; and (iii) x-mixed otherwise. Now, a non-leaf node v of T is an x-leaf
point if one child of v is x-empty and the other is x-full; and v is an x-branch point if both children

of v are x-mixed. We define the x-mixed skeleton of T as a (possibly empty) rooted tree TM
with

V (TM) comprising the x-leaf points and the x-branch points of T , with two vertices u, v ∈ V (TM)
connected by an edge if the simple path between u and v in T is internally disjoint from V (TM) (see
Fig. 2). We then prove that:

Lemma 2.8 (Lemma 9.13). There exists a function f(ℓ) so that if T b = (T b, λb) is a rooted rank
decomposition of V of width ℓ and T is an optimum-width decomposition of V that is totally pure with
respect to T b, then, for every x ∈ V (T b), the x-mixed skeleton of T has at most f(ℓ) nodes.

We omit the proof in this overview; however, the proof proceeds by selecting any rank decom-

position T of V of optimum width that is totally pure with respect to T b
(its existence is asserted by

Theorem 2.7) and verifying that it actually satisfies all the conditions of Lemma 2.8. However, the

work is far from done as T might not meet the requirements of the Dealternation Lemma.

Fix x ∈ V (T b). Observe that every x-full node v yields a tree factor L(T )[v] ⊆ Vx (and every

tree factor that is a subset of Vx is like this). On the other hand consider a vertical path v1v2 . . . vp+1

in T without any x-leaf points or x-branch points such that vp+1 is x-mixed. For i ∈ [p], let v′i be
the child of vi different than vi+1. It can be shown that each node v′i is either x-full or x-empty. Also

whenever, for 1 ⩽ a ⩽ b ⩽ p, the nodes v′a, . . . , v
′
b are x-full, then L(T )[va] \ L(T )[vb+1] ⊆ Vx is

a context factor (and all context factors that are subsets of Vx are like this). This creates an issue:

If, for example, L(T )[v′i] is x-full for odd i ∈ [p] and x-empty for even i ∈ [p] (in other words, the

sequence v′1, . . . , v
′
p alternates between x-full and x-empty nodes), we will not be able to partition

L(T b)[x] into fewer than
p
2 − O(1) factors. Hence our strategy is to improve the decomposition

by dealternating all such heavily alternating paths — that is, reorder the nodes along the path so as

to bunch the x-full nodes v′i into a small number of contiguous blocks, bounded by some constant

cℓ ⩾ 1 dependent only on ℓ. This reordering is highly non-trivial — utmost care needs to be taken

to avoid increasing the width of the decomposition — and its implementation adapts to the setting

of rankwidth the toolchain of [BP22], which in turn encapsulates the technique of typical sequences
of [BK96]. After this is done, we show that we can partition L(T b)[x] into at most O(|V (TM)| · cℓ)
factors of T , where TM

is the x-mixed skeleton of T . Then we repeat the process for each x ∈
V (T b). So for V (T b) = {x1, . . . , xn}, we perform n phases, where in the jth phase, we perform the

dealternation as above to produce a partitioning of L(T b)[xj ] into a small number of factors of T .

This strategy comes with non-trivial requirements: (1) dealternation should not increase the

width of the decomposition, (2) for 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ n, the reordering performed during the jth
phase should preserve all factors in the already constructed partitioning of L(T b)[xi], and (3) for

1 ⩽ j < i ⩽ n, the jth phase should not blow up the size of the xi-mixed skeleton of T . While

it appears hard to ensure all these conditions at once, this feat can fortunately be achieved. Hence,

using our approach, we ultimately arrive at the following improvement step:

Lemma 2.9 (Local Dealternation Lemma, Lemma 9.14). There exists a function f(t, ℓ) such that the
following holds. Let x ∈ V (T b) and assume that the x-mixed skeleton of T has t nodes. Then there
exists a rooted rank decomposition T ′ of V of optimum width such that:
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• the set L(T b)[x] is a disjoint union of at most f(t, ℓ) factors of T ′;

• for every y ∈ V (T b), the y-mixed skeletons of T and T ′ are equal; and

• if y is not an ancestor of x and F ⊆ L(T b)[y] is a factor of T , then F is also a factor of T ′.

Lemma 2.9 is proved in Section 9.6. Then the Dealternation Lemma follows by sorting the nodes

of V (T b) in the order of non-increasing distance from the root of T b
and applying Lemma 2.9 for

each x ∈ V (T b) in this order.

Dealternation Lemma to Lemma 2.1. We now briefly describe how the Dealternation Lemma

implies Lemma 2.1. Fix k, ℓ ∈ N and let c := f(ℓ), where the function f is as in the statement of the

Dealternation Lemma. Let T be a rank decomposition ofG of width ℓ and assume thatG has width

k. By applying Lemma 2.5, let T ′ = (T ′, λ′) be a rooted rank decomposition of G of width k so that

for every node t ∈ V (T ) the set L(T )[t] can be partitioned into a disjoint union of at most c factors
of T ′

. Then for each a ∈ AppT (Tpref) let Ca be the partition of L(T )[a] into at most c parts that
are factors of T ′

, and let C =
⋃

a∈AppT (Tpref)
Ca. It remains to show that (G[C], C) has rankwidth

at most 2k. The bound on the rankwidth of (G[C], C) can be shown in several ways: For instance,

one can construct a rank decomposition T ′′ = (T ′′, λ′′) of C from T ′
by: (1) setting T ′′ := T ′

, (2)

choosing for everyC ∈ C an arbitrary vertex v ∈ C and assigning λ′′(C) := λ′(v), and (3) removing

from T ′′
all leaves without any assigned parts of C and contracting degree-2 vertices. It then can be

proved that such a constructed T ′′
has width at most 2k. Therefore, C is a k-closure of Tpref , and its

c-smallness follows directly from the construction.

2.3 Automata for optimum-width decompositions

We then overview an algorithmic result displaying the strength of the model of rank decomposition

automata; namely that there exists a rank decomposition automaton computing the exact value of

the rankwidth of the underlying graph.

Lemma 2.10 (Informal). Fix integers k ⩽ ℓ. Suppose T is an annotated rank decomposition of width
at most ℓ of a dynamic graphG. By maintaining an automaton on T , we can support an operation that
returns whether the rankwidth of G is at most k.

We will then use Lemma 2.10 to show that given an annotated rank decomposition of small (but

possibly non-optimal) width of a graph, we can efficiently construct a rank decomposition of this

graph of optimum width:

Lemma 2.11 (Lemma 10.12). There is an algorithm that, given as input an annotated rank decom-
position T of width ℓ of a graph G and an integer k, in time Oℓ(|T |) either determines that G has
rankwidth larger than k, or outputs a (non-annotated) rank decomposition (T, λ) of G of width at
most k. Moreover, the resulting decomposition can be annotated in time Oℓ(|T | log |T |).

Later, we will show how both Lemmas 2.10 and 2.11 are used in the proof of Lemma 2.3 an-

nounced in Section 2.1, i.e., that we can maintain an automaton on T supporting the following op-

eration: given a prefix Tpref of T , find a minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref . Moreover, Lemma 2.11

is crucially used in the proof of Theorem 1.1; we overview that result in Section 2.4.

The results in this section build on (and improve upon) an algorithmof Jeong, Kim, andOum [JKO21]

for computing rankwidth exactly in Ok(n
3) time by using a dynamic programming procedure that
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can be regarded as a rankwidth analog of the Bodlaender-Kloks dynamic programming for treewidth

[BK96]. Lemma 2.11 showcases the strength of annotated rank decompositions, as the corresponding

algorithm for rank decompositions given in [JKO21] works in Oℓ(|T |2) time.

Exact rankwidth automaton. The automaton announced in the statement of Lemma 2.10 effec-

tively reimplements the subroutine of Branch-Width Compression from the cubic-time rankwidth

algorithm of Jeong, Kim and Oum [JKO21]: Given a subspace arrangement V , |V| = n, comprising

subspaces of Fn
and a rank decomposition T b

of V of width at most ℓ, find a rank decomposition

of V of width at most k if one exists. However, due to the fact that their algorithm operates on

subspaces of n-dimensional linear spaces explicitly, their subroutine works in time Ok(n
2) — and

even this complexity is only achieved after a cubic-time preprocessing of V . In the restricted case

of rankwidth of graphs, we are able to break the quadratic time barrier by manipulating the implicit

representations of these spaces and optimize the time complexity of our implementation to linear,

and even represent the algorithm as an automaton on T b
.

We now give a short overview of Branch-Width Compression in [JKO21]. Recall that Vx =
L(T b)[x] for x ∈ V (T b). The boundary space at x is Bx := ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ (V \ Vx); so we have ℓ =
maxx∈V (T b) dim(Bx). Let Bx be an ordered basis of Bx — any sequence of dim(Bx) vectors of Bx

spanning Bx. Then any vector of Bx can be uniquely represented in the basis Bx using dim(Bx)
bits as a linear combination of vectors of Bx, and any subspace of Bx can be represented using at

most dim(Bx)
2
bits as a span of at most dim(Bx) vectors of Bx. If x is a non-leaf node with two

children c1, c2, then we define B′
x = Bx + Bc1 + Bc2 , and we let B′

x to be an ordered basis of B′
x

whose prefix is Bx. In the algorithm, all subspaces of Bx are represented in the basis Bx, and all

subspaces ofB′
x are represented in the basisB′

x. For any node x of T b
with parent p, letMx⃗p be the

transition matrix from the basisBx to the basisB
′
p, i.e., the unique |B′

p|×|Bx|matrix such that, for

every vector v ∈ Fdim(Bx)
, we have

∑dim(Bx)
i=1 vi(Bx)i =

∑dim(B′
p)

i=1 (Mx⃗pv)i(B
′
p)i. Note thatMx⃗p

can be represented using dim(Bx) · dim(B′
p) = Oℓ(1) bits, even though Bx and B′

p are subspaces

of a highly-dimensional space Fn
.

In the algorithm the authors compute, for every x ∈ V (T b), the full set at x of width k with respect
to T b

, denotedFSk(x), which is a family of objects representing heavily compressed versions of rank

decompositions of Vx that are totally pure with respect to T b
.
3
They show that:

• for a leaf l of T b
, the set FSk(l) can be constructed in time Oℓ(1) given only dim(Bl);

• for a non-leaf x of T b
with two children c1, c2, the setFSk(x) can be constructed in timeOℓ(1)

given FSk(c1), FSk(c2), the transition matricesM ⃗c1x,M ⃗c2x and the value dim(Bx);
• FSk(r) ̸= ∅ for the root r of T b

if and only if the rankwidth of V is at most k; and
• if FSk(r) ̸= ∅, then a rank decomposition of V of width at most k can be reconstructed in time

Oℓ(n) from the values FSk(x) for x ∈ V (T b) and the transition matricesMx⃗p.

So, assuming access to the transition matrices Mx⃗p for all non-root x ∈ V (T b) with parent p,
the entire Branch-Width Compression can be implemented in time Oℓ(n). However, it seems

quite hard to determine these matrices efficiently from a general subspace arrangement V : [JKO21]
determines the ordered basesBx,B

′
x explicitly and computes the transitionmatricesMx⃗p from these

bases afterwards. This approach unfortunately requires Ω(n2) time and space since we need Ω(n2)
bits of memory to simply store all the ordered bases. However, in the setting of rank decompositions

of graphs, we can work around this issue using annotated rank decompositions. The following

lemma (not proved here) encapsulates the key technical idea of our approach.

3

This mirrors an analogous definition of a full set in the work of Bodlaender and Kloks [BK96].
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Lemma 2.12 (informal statement of Lemma 10.6). Suppose T is a rooted annotated rank decomposi-
tion of a graph G and T b is the isomorphic rank decomposition of the subspace arrangement V equiv-
alent to G. Then there exist two families of ordered bases {Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′

x}x∈V (T b), such that for
every x ∈ V (T b) with parent p and children c1, c2, we can uniquely determine the transition matrices
M ⃗c1x,M ⃗c2x and the value dim(Bx) in time Oℓ(1) from the annotations of T around x.

Recalling the model of rank decomposition automata defined before, observe that we can encode

the algorithm of Jeong, Kim and Oum as a rank decomposition automaton running on T :

Lemma 2.13 (informal statement of Lemma 10.11). There exists a rank decomposition automaton such
that, for any graph G with annotated rank decomposition T b of width ℓ, the state of the automaton at
node x ∈ V (T b) is exactly FSk(x). Each state of the automaton can be evaluated in time Oℓ(1).

This essentially resolves Lemma 2.10. With the help of the rank decomposition reconstruction

subroutine from [JKO21], our algorithm can also output a non-annotated rank decomposition of G
of width at most k in linear time, yielding the first part of Lemma 2.11. By Lemma 4.8, the output

decomposition of Lemma 2.11 can be annotated in Oℓ(|T | log |T |) time using a divide-and-conquer

type algorithm.

Closure automaton. We then briefly sketch the proof of Lemma 2.3 as an application of Lemma 2.13:

Assuming we maintain appropriate automaton on a decomposition T , we can support an operation

that given a prefix Tpref , returns an encoding of a minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref .
The automaton we will construct and maintain is a closure automaton. For fixed c and k it com-

putes, for all edges x⃗y of T , the family repsc,k(x⃗y) of all partitions Cx⃗y of L(T )[x⃗y] into at most c

parts that can be extended to a minimal c-small k-closure of some prefix Tpref with x⃗y ∈ A⃗pp(Tpref).
The main challenge is how to represent Cx⃗y — storing the partitioning ofL(T )[x⃗y] explicitly is obvi-
ously impractical, and even storing aep(Cx⃗y) turns out to be too expensive in our algorithm. Instead,

for every set C ∈ Cx⃗y we only keep a carefully selected minimal representative of C . Then, with
some extensive bookkeeping, we can compute the family repsc,k(x⃗y) for all x⃗y in time Oc,k(1).

Then, given a prefix Tpref , we want to find a closure C of Tpref such that: (i) for every x⃗y ∈
A⃗pp(Tpref), (the representation of) the subfamily of C restricted to L(T )[x⃗y] belongs to repsc,k(x⃗y),
(ii) the rankwidth of C is at most 2k. This can be achieved in time Oc,k(|Tpref |) by using the exact

rankwidth automaton from Lemma 2.13 and applying on it standard dynamic programming tech-

niques on automata. With enough care, this dynamic programming allows us to find a minimal
closure C. Then, restoring the objects cut(C), aep(C) and the rank decomposition of C of width at

most 2k are straightforward (even if technical) tasks that can be done in total time Oc,k(|cut(C)|).

2.4 Almost-linear time algorithm for rankwidth

Then we show how to compute a rank decomposition of an n-vertex, m-edge graph G of width at

most k in time Ok(n · 2
√
logn log logn) + O(m), if such a decomposition exists (Theorem 1.1). The

full exposition of this algorithm can be found in Section 8.

In this section we assume that the input graph G is bipartite, with the bipartition V (G) =
A ∪ B; in Section 8.2 we show that the general case can be reduced to the bipartite case by using

a construction of Courcelle [Cou06]. Also assume that G has rankwidth at most k. Let X△Y =
(X ∪ Y ) \ (X ∩ Y ) denote the symmetric difference of sets. We say that two vertices u, v ∈ V (G)
are twins if N(u) = N(v), and c-near-twins for c ∈ N if |N(u)△N(v)| ⩽ c. The main idea of
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our algorithm is to exploit the presence of many twins and near-twins in bipartite graphs of small

rankwidth.

Consider the following auxiliary problem, which we call Twin Flipping. As input we are given

an annotated rank decomposition T of width at most k of a bipartite graph G = (A,B,E), E ⊆
A×B; a setX ⊆ A with the property that every vertex ofX has a twin in A \X ; and a set of pairs

F ⊆ X × B. Let n = |A| + |B| and assume |F | ⩽ Ok(n). The task is to construct an annotated

rank decomposition ofG′ := (A,B,E△F ) of width at most k, assuming it exists. Define a function

T (n) with the property that Twin Flipping can be solved in time Ok(T (n)). Then we have:

Lemma 2.14. T (n) ⩽ n · 2o(
√
logn log logn).

Sketch of the proof. Consider G to be a dynamic graph described by an annotated rank decomposi-

tion, initially T , maintained by the dynamic rankwidth data structure of Theorem 1.3. Then for each

(u, v) ∈ F in the lexicographic order, flip the adjacency between u and v (add the edge uv to G if

not present, remove it otherwise). It can be shown that the rankwidth of the dynamic graph never

grows above k + 1 during this process, so the data structure can perform the initialization and all

the updates in time n · 2Ok(
√
logn log logn) = Ok(n · 2o(

√
logn log logn))4, maintaining a 4-approximate

decomposition, which can be finally turned into optimal decomposition by Lemma 2.11.

We also define another auxiliary problem, TwinDetection: construct an efficient data structure

that, when initialized with a bipartite graph G = (A,B,E) with B = {v1, . . . , v|B|}, supports the
following query: given a set X ⊆ A and a subinterval [ℓ, r] of [1, |B|], return the partition of X
into the equivalence classes of twins in the induced subgraphG[X, {vℓ, . . . , vr}]. In Lemma 8.10 we

propose such a data structure with initialization time O(n+m) and query time O(|X| log n). The
implementation uses as a black box a linear-time suffix array construction algorithm of [KSB06].

In the third and final auxiliary problem, Near-Twin Pairing, we get as input an annotated rank

decomposition T of width at most k of a bipartite graph G = (A,B,E) with |B| ⩾ 2. On output

we should produce: (i) t = max(1, |B|
Ok(1)

) pairwise disjoint pairs of vertices (u1, v1), . . . , (ut, vt) of

B such that ui and vi are Ok(
|A|
|B|)-near-twins for all i ∈ [t], and (ii) the sets N(ui)△N(vi) for each

i ∈ [t]. We show in Lemma 8.9 the solution of this problem in time Ok(n).
We also use the following straightforward fact: If T is an annotated rank decomposition ofG of

width k, and a graphG⋆
is created fromG by cloning a vertex v (creating a new vertex v⋆ such that

NG⋆(v⋆) = NG(v)), then T can be transformed into an annotated rank decomposition T ⋆
of G⋆

of

the same width in time O(1).
The main ingredient of our algorithm is the following result:

Lemma 2.15. A decomposition ofG of width at most k can be found in timeOk(T (n) log
2 n)+O(m).

Sketch of the proof. In timeO(n+m), initialize the data structure for Twin Detection on the input

graph G = (A,B,E). Also suppose B = {v1, . . . , v|B|}. We now design a recursive algorithm that

takes as input a subset A′ ⊆ A and a subinterval [ℓ, r] ⊆ [1, |B|], and returns an annotated rank

decomposition of width k of G[A′, B′], where B′ = {vℓ, . . . , vr}.
The base case is ℓ = r; then the graph is a forest and we can construct its rank decomposition

of width at most k in time O(|A′|). So suppose that ℓ < r. We resolve this case in several steps.

Step 1: Filter out the twins. We query the data structure for Twin Detection onX = A′
and the

interval [ℓ, r] in time O(|A′| log n); the result of the query can be represented as a subset A′′ ⊆ A′

4

The fact that the data structure can be efficiently initialized with an annotated rank decomposition T is not stated ex-

plicitly in Theorem 1.3, but this follows readily from the discussion in Section 2.1 and we actually prove this in Lemma 7.3.
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with no twins in G[A′′, B′], and a mapping η : A′ → A′′
such that for every v ∈ A′ \ A′′

, η(v) is
a twin of v inG[A′, B′]. SinceA′′

has no twins inG[A′′, B′] andG[A′′, B′] has rankwidth at most k,
we can show that |A′′| ⩽ Ok(|B′|); this statement is proved as Lemma 8.8, but has appeared before

in various forms and generalizations [PP20,BFLP24]. Hence we will now only compute an annotated

rank decomposition T ofG[A′′, B′] since it is straightforward to add the vertices of A′ \A′′
to T as

soon as T is constructed.

Step 2: Recurse on B. Let δ ≈ 1
2(ℓ + r) and let B1 = {vℓ, . . . , vδ} and B2 = {vδ+1, . . . , vr}. For

each i ∈ [2], we construct an annotated rank decomposition Ti of G[A′′, Bi] recursively.

Step 3: Merge the decompositions. The final step – merging T1 and T2 into an annotated rank

decomposition T of G[A′′, B1 ∪ B2] – is quite non-trivial. In fact, we will perform this step recur-

sively by implementing a subroutine taking as input a subsetB′
2 ⊆ B2 and a rank decomposition T ′

2

of G[A′′, B′
2] of width at most k and returning an analogous decomposition T ′

of G[A′′, B1 ∪B′
2].

First, if |B′
2| = 1, then wemodel the problem at hand as an instance of Twin Flipping as follows:

assumeB′
2 = {v}. Choose an arbitrary vertex u ∈ B1 inG[A

′′, B1] and clone it, naming the clone v.
Denote the updated graph G⋆

and let T ⋆
be an annotated rank decomposition of G⋆

. Then T ′
is

exactly the result of the Twin Flipping problem for the graph G⋆
with sides B1 ∪ {v} and A′′

, the

decomposition T ⋆
, the set X = {v} and the set of edges F = {wv | w ∈ N(u)△N(v)}. We can

easily see that the time required to resolve case is Ok(T (|A′′|+ |B1|+ 1)) = Ok(T (|B′|)).
Now suppose |B′

2| ⩾ 2. Then by Near-Twin Pairing applied to the decomposition T ′
2 of

G[A′′, B′
2]we get t = max(1,

|B′
2|

Ok(1)
) pairwise disjoint pairs of vertices (ui, vi), . . . , (uv, vt) ofB such

that |N(ui)△N(vi)| ⩽ Ok(
|A′′|
|B′

2|
) for each i ∈ [t]. Therefore,

∑t
i=1 |N(ui)△N(vi)| ⩽ Ok(|A′′|).

LetBdel
2 = B′

2 \ {v1, . . . , vt} and T del
2 be the rank decomposition ofG[A′′, Bdel

2 ], easily constructed
from T ′

2 . We run the subroutine recursively for Bdel
2 ⊆ B2 and T del

2 and get the decomposition

T del
of G[A′′, B1 ∪ Bdel

2 ]. Create a new graph G⋆
from G[A′′, B1 ∪ Bdel

2 ] by cloning, for each

i ∈ [t], the vertex ui and naming the clone vi; let also T ⋆
be the decomposition of G⋆

. Finally, let

F = {wvi | i ∈ [t], w ∈ N(ui)△N(vi)} and apply Twin Flipping to the graph G⋆
, its decomposi-

tion T ⋆
, the set X = {v1, . . . , vt} and the set of flipped edges F , resulting in the sought decompo-

sition T ′
. Tracing all the steps described above, excluding the recursive call on the subset Bdel

2 , we

find that that these steps can be performed in total timeOk(T (|A′′|+ |B1|+ |B′
2|)) = Ok(T (|B′|)).

Since each recursive call takes time Ok(T (|B′|)) and B′
decreases in size by a multiplicative

factor of 1− 1
Ok(1)

on each level of recursion, we get that the recursion terminates afterOk(log |B′|)
levels and so the entire decomposition-merging subroutine takes total time Ok(T (|B′|) log |B′|).

Summary. The recursive reconstruction of an annotated rank decomposition of G[A′, B′], where
|B′| = r − ℓ + 1, takes time Ok(T (|B′|) log |B′|), excluding the time spent in the two recursive

calls for subsets of B′
. Thus, the total running time of the entire recursive scheme across all levels

of recursion is Ok(T (n) log
2 n). Including the time required to instantiate the instance of Twin

Detection, we get the final time complexity of Ok(T (n) log
2 n) +O(m).

So Theorem 1.1 holds by Lemmas 2.14 and 2.15. Moreover, an Ok(n log
O(1) n) time algorithm

for Twin Flipping would immediately imply an improved Ok(n log
O(1) n) +O(m) time algorithm

for finding rank decompositions of graphs of width at most k.

3 Preliminaries

We present definitions and preliminary results in this section.
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We use log to denote the base-2 logarithm. We use N to denote the set of non-negative integers,

and Z the set of all integers. For two integers a and b with a ⩽ b we denote by [a, b] the set of

integers {a, . . . , b} and for n ∈ N we denote by [n] the set {1, . . . , n}. For two sets A and B, we

denote their symmetric difference by A△B = (A ∪B) \ (A ∩B).

Graphs and trees. For a graph G, we denote by V (G) the set of its vertices and E(G) the set of
its edges. We assume that there is a total order on the set V (G), for example by representing vertices

as integers. All graphs in this paper are undirected and we normally treat edges as undirected, i.e.,

for uv ∈ E(G) it holds that uv = vu, but we associate withG the set of oriented edges E⃗(G), which
for every uv ∈ E(G) contains u⃗v and v⃗u which denote, respectively, the orienting of uv towards v
and the orienting of uv towards u. The set of neighbors of a vertex v in G is denoted byNG(v) and
neighbors of a set of verticesX byNG(X) =

⋃
v∈X NG(v) \X . Closed neighborhoods are denoted

by NG[v] = NG(v) ∪ {v} and NG[X] = NG(X) ∪ X . We drop the subscript if the graph is clear

from the context. We call two vertices u and v twins if N(u) = N(v). A path of length ℓ ⩾ 1 is

an ordered sequence v1v2 . . . vℓ−1vℓ of ℓ distinct vertices so that any two consecutive vertices are

adjacent. We denote by P3(G) the set of paths of length 3 in G.
We denote the subgraph of G induced by X ⊆ V (G) by G[X], and the subgraph induced by

V (G) \X by G −X . When X,Y ⊆ V (G) are disjoint, we denote by G[X,Y ] the bipartite graph
with vertex set X ∪ Y that contains the edges of G with one endpoint in X and one endpoint in

Y . A partition of a set X is a set of non-empty disjoint subsets of X so that X equals their union.

For a partition C of X we use the notation

⋃⋃⋃
C =

⋃
C∈C C = X . For a graph G and a partition

C of a subset of V (G) we denote by G[C] the graph with vertex set V (G[C]) =
⋃⋃⋃

C and edge set

E(G[C]) = {uv ∈ E(G) | u ∈ C1 ∈ C, v ∈ C2 ∈ C, C1 ̸= C2}.
A tree is a connected acyclic graph. We often call vertices of trees nodes to distinguish them from

vertices of graphs. A subtree of a tree T is a subgraph of T that is connected. Contracting a degree-2
node in a tree means contracting one of the edges incident to it. A leaf is a node of a tree with degree

1, except the root of a rooted tree is never a leaf. A cubic tree is a tree where every non-leaf node has

degree 3, and which has at least two leaves, and a subcubic tree is a tree where each node has degree

at most 3. A binary tree is a rooted tree where each node has either 0 or 2 children, and which has

at least two leaves. Note that cubic trees and binary trees correspond to each other: We can make a

cubic tree into a binary tree by subdividing an edge and placing the root on the subdivision vertex,

and we can make a binary tree into a cubic tree by contracting the root. In a rooted tree, a vertical

path is a path x1x2 . . . xk where xi+1 is a child of xi for each i ∈ [k − 1].
A node x of a rooted tree is a descendant of a node y if the unique path from x to the root contains

y. If x is a descendant of y, then y is an ancestor of x. Note that every node is both a descendant

and an ancestor of itself. An oriented edge x⃗y of a rooted tree T is directed towards the root if y is
the parent of x, and away from the root otherwise. We say that an oriented edge x⃗y of a tree T is

a predecessor of an oriented edge z⃗w if either x⃗y = z⃗w or there is a path in T between y and z that
avoids x and w. The set of predecessors of z⃗w is denoted by predT (z⃗w). If x⃗y is a predecessor of z⃗w
then we say z⃗w is a successor of x⃗y. If x⃗y, y⃗z ∈ E⃗(T ) with x ̸= z, then x⃗y is called a child of y⃗z.

We denote by L(T ) the set of leaves of a tree T , and by L⃗(T ) the oriented edges l⃗p ∈ E⃗(T )
where l is a leaf of T , which will be called leaf edges. For an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ), we denote by
L(T )[x⃗y] ⊆ L(T ) the subset of the leaves of T that are closer to x than y. The set L⃗(T )[x⃗y] ⊆ L⃗(T )
is defined analogously, i.e., L⃗(T )[x⃗y] = {l⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ) | l ∈ L(T )[x⃗y]}. When T is rooted and

t ∈ V (T ), we use L(T )[t] to denote the set of leaves that are descendants of t. The set L⃗(T )[t] is
defined analogously.
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Let Tconn ⊆ V (T ) be a set of nodes that induces a connected subtree of a tree T . We say that

a node a ∈ V (T ) is an appendix of Tconn if a is not in Tconn but a neighbor of a is. We denote the

set of appendices of Tconn by AppT (Tconn). The oriented edges x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) with x ∈ AppT (Tconn)
and y ∈ Tconn are called the appendix edges of Tconn and the set of them is denoted by A⃗ppT (Tconn).
If T is rooted and Tconn contains the root, then Tconn is called a prefix of T . The set Tconn is called

leafless if it is disjoint from L(T ).
The height of a node x in a rooted tree T is the number of nodes on a longest path from x to a

leaf and is denoted by heightT (x). The height of T is the height of its root.

Rank decompositions. A partitioned graph is a pair (G, C), where G is a graph and C is a parti-

tion of V (G). A rank decomposition of a partitioned graph (G, C) is a pair T = (T, λ), where T is a

cubic tree and λ is a bijection λ : C → L⃗(T ). A rank decomposition of a graph G is a rank decom-

position of (G,TrivPart(V (G))), where TrivPart(V (G)) denotes the partition of V (G) into sets of

size 1. The bijection λ is called the leaf mapping. In the case of graphs, we may treat λ as a function

λ : V (G) → L⃗(T ). We define that there is no rank decomposition of a partitioned graph with less

than 2 parts or a graph with less than 2 vertices. For an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ), we denote by
L(T )[x⃗y] =

⋃
l⃗p∈L⃗(T )[x⃗y]

λ−1(l⃗p) the union of the parts of C that are mapped to leaf edges that are

closer to x than y. A rooted rank decomposition of a partitioned graph is defined like a rank decom-

position, but the tree T is a binary tree. When T is a rooted rank decomposition and t ∈ V (T ), we
denote by L(T )[t] =

⋃
l⃗p∈L⃗(T )[t]

λ−1(l⃗p) the union of the parts of C that are mapped to descendants

of t.
LetG be a graph andA ⊆ V (G). We denoteA = V (G)\A. We denote by cutrkG(A) the rank of

the |A|×|A| 0-1-matrix over the binary field GF(2) describing adjacencies between vertices inA and

vertices inA inG. Thewidth of an edge xy ∈ E(T ) of a rank decomposition is cutrkG(L(T )[x⃗y]) =
cutrkG(L(T )[y⃗x]), and the width of a rank decomposition is the maximum width of its edge. The

rankwidth of a graph is the minimum width of a rank decomposition of it.

We will use the following properties of the cutrkG function.

Lemma 3.1 ([OS06]). For any graph G, the function cutrkG : 2V (G) → N is symmetric and submod-
ular, that is,

1. cutrkG(A) = cutrkG(A) for all A ⊆ V (G) and

2. for allA,B ⊆ V (G) it holds that cutrkG(A∪B)+ cutrkG(A∩B) ⩽ cutrkG(A)+ cutrkG(B).

We will refer to Item 1 as the symmetry of cutrk and to Item 2 as the submodularity of cutrk.
Let us also recall a known lemma that rank decompositions can be transformed into logarithmic

height without increasing the width much. This lemma was shown by Courcelle and Kanté [CK07],

but we will also give a proof of it in Appendix A in order to demonstrate the O(|V (T )| log |V (T )|)
running time.

Lemma 3.2. There is an algorithm that given a (rooted) rank decomposition (T, λ) of a partitioned
graph (G, C) of width k, in time O(|V (T )| log |V (T )|) returns a rooted rank decomposition of (G, C)
of height O(log |V (T )|) and width at most 2k.

In Lemma 3.2 we assume that the leaf mapping λ : C → L⃗(T ) is represented inO(|V (T )|) space,
for example as a mapping from pointers representing parts in C to L⃗(T ).
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Representatives. A representative of a set A ⊆ V (G) in a graph G is a set RA ⊆ A so that

for every a ∈ A there exists r ∈ RA with NG(a) \ A = NG(r) \ A. Such set RA is a minimal
representative of A if no subset of it is a representative of A. A cut of a graph G is a pair (A,B)
so that V (G) is the disjoint union of A and B. We say that vertices u, v ∈ A are twins over a

cut (A,B) if N(u) ∩ B = N(v) ∩ B. A representative graph of a cut (A,B) is a bipartite graph

G[RA, RB], where RA is a representative of A and RB a representative of B. A minimal represen-

tative graph of a cut is defined by requiring RA and RB to be minimal representatives. We observe

that cutrkG[RA,RB ](RA) = cutrkG(A).
We will need the following lemma about how minimal representative graphs are isomorphic to

each other.

Lemma 3.3. Let (A,B) be a cut of a graph G, R1
A, R

2
A minimal representatives of A, and R1

B, R
2
B

minimal representatives of B. The graphs G[R1
A, R

1
B] and G[R

2
A, R

2
B] are isomorphic to each other,

and moreover if R1
B = R2

B , then there is a unique isomorphism that is identity on R1
B = R2

B .

Proof. For every v ∈ R1
A there exists by definition exactly one u ∈ R2

A so thatN(v)∩B = N(u)∩B,

so we can map such u and v to each other, and similarly for R1
B and R2

B . This is not necessarily the

only isomorphism because both sides can be permuted, e.g., when G is a perfect matching between

A and B. However, it becomes unique if we fix the mapping for one side.

We also recall the following well-known lemma, which allows to make use of rank decomposi-

tions in dynamic programming.

Lemma 3.4. Let A ⊆ V (G) and RA a minimal representative of A. Then |RA| ⩽ 2cutrkG(A).

Proof. Follows from the fact that a matrix of rank k over GF(2) can have at most 2k distinct rows.

4 Annotated rank decompositions and prefix rebuilding

In this section we introduce our notion of annotated rank decompositions and the notion of prefix-

rebuilding updates to manipulate them. Definitions comprise a large part of this section, but we also

give (slightly non-trivial) proofs on the implementations of these manipulations.

4.1 Annotated rank decompositions

An annotated rank decomposition is a tuple T = (T,U,R, E ,F), where

• T is a cubic tree and U is a set,

• R is a function that maps each oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) to a non-empty set R(x⃗y) ⊆ U ,

• U is the disjoint union of the setsR(l⃗p) over the leaf edges l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ),

• E is a function that maps each edge xy ∈ E(T ) to a bipartite graph E(xy) with bipartition

(R(x⃗y),R(y⃗x)) and with no twins over this bipartition, and

• F is a function that maps each path of length three xyz ∈ P3(T ) to a representative map
F(xyz) : R(x⃗y) → R(y⃗z).

For an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ), we denote by L(T )[x⃗y] =
⋃

l⃗p∈L⃗(T )[x⃗y]
R(l⃗p) the union of the

elements of U on the leaf edges that are closer to x than y. Let (G, C) be a partitioned graph. We

define that an annotated rank decomposition T = (T,U,R, E ,F) encodes (G, C) if
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1. C = {R(l⃗p) | l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T )}, and in particular V (G) = U ,

2. for all C ∈ C the graph G[C] is edgeless,

3. for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) the set R(x⃗y) is a minimal representative of L(T )[x⃗y] in G and E(xy) =
G[R(x⃗y),R(y⃗x)], and

4. for all xyz ∈ P3(T ) and u ∈ R(x⃗y) it holds thatNG(u)∩R(z⃗y) = NG(F(xyz)(u))∩R(z⃗y).

We will call these the properties ENC 1 to 4. Let us then prove that the partitioned graph encoded

by T is uniquely defined by T . The proof contains useful properties of annotated rank decomposi-

tions that will be implicitly used later.

Lemma 4.1. If an annotated rank decomposition encodes a partitioned graph, then it uniquely deter-
mines the partitioned graph it encodes.

Proof. Suppose T = (T,U,R, E ,F) encodes (G, C). The partition C = {R(l⃗p) | l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T )} is

uniquely defined by T by ENC 1. Let u, v be distinct vertices in V (G) = U . If u and v are in the

same part of C then by ENC 2 there is no edge between u and v.
Then suppose u ∈ R( ⃗l1p1) and v ∈ R( ⃗l2p2) with l1 ̸= l2. Let x1 = l1, x2, . . . , xt−1, xt = l2 be

the unique path in T between l1 and l2. For i ∈ [t−2] let ui = F(xixi+1xi+2)◦ . . .◦F(x1x2x3)(u),
where ◦ denotes the function composition. Let us prove by induction that for every i ∈ [t − 2], it
holds that

NG(u) ∩R( ⃗xi+2xi+1) = NG(ui) ∩R( ⃗xi+2xi+1). (1)

For i = 1 it holds by ENC 4. Then, for i ⩾ 2 we have by ENC 3 and induction assumption that

NG(u) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗xi+1xi] = NG(ui−1) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗xi+1xi],

which implies

NG(u) ∩R( ⃗xi+2xi+1) = NG(ui−1) ∩R( ⃗xi+2xi+1)

because R( ⃗xi+2xi+1) ⊆ L(T )[ ⃗xi+1xi]. This yields Equation (1) by ENC 4 by applying the function

F(xixi+1xi+2) to ui−1 ∈ R( ⃗xixi+1).
Now, ut−2 ∈ R( ⃗p2l2) and u is adjacent to v if and only if ut−2 is adjacent to v, and therefore by

ENC 3 we have that uv ∈ E(G) if and only if ut−2v ∈ E(E(p2l2)).

We say that an annotated rank decomposition encodes a graph G if it encodes the partitioned

graph (G,TrivPart(V (G))).
At this point, let us make a few remarks about the choices of these definitions. We note that it

would have been natural to require an additional property that R(x⃗y) ⊆ R(z⃗x) ∪ R(w⃗x), where
zxy, wxy ∈ P3(T ). However, this property turns out to be too strong in that in some cases we do

not know if it could be maintained efficiently. We also note that an equivalent alternative to storing

the functions F(xyz) would be to store the graphs G[R(x⃗y),R(z⃗y)]: The function F(xyz) can be

computed given E(yz) and G[R(x⃗y),R(z⃗y)], and conversely the graph G[R(x⃗y),R(z⃗y)] can be

computed given F(xyz) and E(yz). We choose to store F(xyz) because it is more explicit for the

purpose of tracking representatives along the decomposition.

We define |T | = |T |. The width of an annotated rank decomposition is the maximum of

cutrkE(xy)(R(x⃗y)). If the width of an annotated rank decomposition is ℓ, then by Lemma 3.4 we

have |R(x⃗y)| ⩽ 2ℓ for all oriented edges x⃗y. It follows that an annotated rank decomposition of

width ℓ can be represented in space 2O(ℓ)|T |.
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Let T ′ = (T ′, λ) be a rank decomposition of (G, C). We say that an annotated rank decom-

position T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) corresponds to T ′
if T = T ′

and for all l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) it holds that
R(l⃗p) = λ−1(l⃗p). Note that there is a unique rank decomposition of (G, C) that the annotated rank
decomposition T corresponds to. We also observe that if T corresponds to T ′

, then the widths of T
and T ′

are equal. When talking about annotated rank decompositions we sometimes use definitions

that are defined for rank decompositions but not explicitly for annotated rank decompositions, in

which case these definitions refer to the rank decomposition that the annotated rank decomposition

corresponds to.

We define a rooted annotated rank decomposition in the same way as an annotated rank decom-

position, except the tree T is a binary tree instead of a cubic tree. If r ∈ V (T ) is the root and

x, y ∈ V (T ) are its two children, then we require that R(x⃗r) = R(r⃗y), R(y⃗r) = R(r⃗x), and
the functions F(xry) and F(yrx) are identity functions. We observe that an annotated rank de-

composition of width ℓ can be turned in Oℓ(1) time into a corresponding rooted annotated rank

decomposition, and vice versa.

We assume that the tree T of an annotated rank decomposition is represented by an adjacency

list and the functionsR, E , F as tables. For rooted annotated rank decompositions the adjacency list

furthermore contains information on which adjacent node is the parent, and we also always store

a pointer to the root node. We also assume that the representation contains a table so that given

u ∈ U we can find l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) so that u ∈ R(l⃗p) in constant time.

4.2 Prefix-rebuilding updates

We will maintain a rooted annotated rank decomposition that encodes the dynamic graph G we

are maintaining. All updates to the decomposition will be done via prefix-rebuilding updates, which
informally speaking change a prefix of a rooted annotated rank decomposition, but keep everything

else intact. The updates to the graph G will also be made via prefix-rebuilding updates to the de-

composition. In particular, we will not maintain G explicitly, but instead G will be represented by

the decomposition we are maintaining.

We then define prefix-rebuilding updates formally. An update that changes a rooted annotated

rank decomposition T = (T,U,R, E ,F) into another rooted annotated rank decomposition T ′ =
(T ′, U,R′, E ′,F ′) is a prefix-rebuilding update if there exists a leafless prefix Tpref of T and a leafless

prefix T ′
pref of T

′
so that

• T − Tpref = T ′ − T ′
pref ,

• for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T − Tpref) it holds thatR(x⃗y) = R′(x⃗y),

• for all l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) there exists p′ ∈ V (T ′) so that l⃗p′ ∈ L⃗(T ′) and R(l⃗p) = R′(l⃗p′),

• for all xy ∈ E(T − Tpref) it holds that E(xy) = E ′(xy), and

• for all xyz ∈ P3(T − Tpref) it holds that F(xyz) = F ′(xyz).

We say that such Tpref is the prefix of T associated with the update and T ′
pref the prefix of T ′

associated with the update. We observe that a prefix-rebuilding update never changes the partition

of U associated with the leaves of the decomposition. We also note that because both T and T ′
are

binary trees with the same number of leaves, |Tpref | = |T ′
pref | must hold.

The purpose of prefix-rebuilding updates will be to argue that such updates, along with re-

computing various auxiliary information stored in the decomposition, can be implemented in time
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proportional to |Tpref | instead of time proportional to |V (T )|. For example, bottom-up dynamic pro-

gramming on the decomposition would need to be recomputed only for the nodes in T ′
pref . Next we

introduce some definitions to more formally facilitate this.

We define the tuple of annotations of T ′
with respect to the prefix T ′

pref to be the triple

Annot(T ′, T ′
pref) = (R′|E⃗(T ′)\E⃗(T ′−T ′

pref)
, E ′|E(T ′)\E(T ′−T ′

pref)
,F ′|P3(T ′)\P3(T ′−Tpref)).

Then, we say that the description of the prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′
is the

triple

u = (Tpref , T
⋆,Annot(T ′, T ′

pref)),

where Tpref andAnnot(T ′, T ′
pref) are as defined above, and T

⋆ = T ′[T ′
pref∪AppT ′(T ′

pref)]. Note that
T ′
pref = V (T ⋆) \ L(T ⋆) and L(T ⋆) = AppT (Tpref) = AppT ′(T ′

pref) = AppT ⋆(T ′
pref). We observe

that the resulting rooted annotated rank decomposition T ′
is uniquely determined by T and u. We

denote |u| = |Tpref | and observe that if T ′
has width ℓ, then u can be represented in space Oℓ(|u|).

Next we show that rooted annotated rank decompositions can be maintained efficiently under

prefix-rebuilding updates.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose a representation of a rooted annotated rank decomposition T is already stored.
Then, given a description u of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′ of width ℓ, the repre-
sentation of T can be turned into a representation of T ′ in time Oℓ(|u|).

Proof. Let T = (T,U,R, E ,F), T ′ = (T ′, U,R′, E ′,F ′), and u = (Tpref , T
⋆,Annot(T ′, T ′

pref)). We

first use T ⋆
to compute for all a ∈ AppT (Tpref) the parent π(a) of a in T

⋆
, which is also the parent

of a in T ′
. Then, we construct T ′

by taking T ⋆
and for each a ∈ AppT (Tpref) attaching the subtree

of T rooted at a as a child of π(a). This can be done by O(1) pointer changes for each such a, so
we constructed T ′

in time O(|Tpref |). In this process also the annotations in the subtrees below

such appendices a are preserved, so to construct the rest of the annotations of T ′
we just copy the

annotations from Annot(T ′, T ′
pref) in Oℓ(|Tpref |) time.

4.3 Prefix-rebuilding data structures

To formalize the notion of a rooted annotated rank decomposition that maintains some auxiliary

information under prefix-rebuilding updates, we define prefix-rebuilding data structures. For ℓ ∈ N,
an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead τ is a data structure that maintains a rooted

annotated rank decomposition T of width at most ℓ that encodes a dynamic graph G, and supports

the following queries:

• Initialize(T ): Initialize the data structure with the given rooted annotated rank decomposition

T . Assumes that T encodes a graphG and the width of T is at most ℓ. Runs in timeO(τ · |T |).

• Update(u): Given a description u of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′
, apply

this update to T . Assumes that T ′
encodes a graph G′

and the width of T ′
is at most ℓ. Runs

in time O(τ · |u|).

Note that an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead τ = Oℓ(1) supporting the two

queries mentioned above can be readily implemented by Lemma 4.2. The purpose of this defini-

tion is to give a template for data structures that implement also other queries in addition to the

aforementioned two. As an immediate example, let us give a prefix-rebuilding data structure for

maintaining the heightT (t) function.
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Lemma 4.3. Let ℓ ∈ N. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead Oℓ(1) that
maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that encodes a dynamic
graph G, and additionally supports the following query:

• Height(t): Given a node t ∈ V (T ), returns heightT (t) in time O(1).

Proof. In the Initialize(T ) query we compute heightT (t) by bottom-up dynamic programming for

every node t ∈ V (T ). This runs inOℓ(|T |) time. TheUpdate(u) query is implemented by first using

Lemma 4.2 to construct T ′ = (T ′, U,R′, E ′,F ′), and then computing heightT ′(t) for all t ∈ T ′
pref by

bottom-up dynamic programming, where T ′
pref is the prefix of T ′

associated with the update. This

runs inOℓ(|u|) time. Then the Height(t) query can be implemented by simply returning the already

stored height of the node t.

Let us then clarify our assumptions about prefix-rebuilding data structures. We assume that the

stored decomposition T always encodes a graph. We also assume that the data structure explicitly

represents the current decomposition T at all times, so that we can access it and for example retrieve

a copy of T in Oℓ(|T |) time.

As the final lemma of this subsectionwe give a prefix-rebuilding data structure formaking certain

straightforward manipulations of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates.

Lemma 4.4. Let ℓ ∈ N. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead Oℓ(1) that
maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T that encodes a dynamic graphG, and additionally
supports the following queries:

• Reverse(u): Given a description u of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′, return a
description of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T ′ into T . Runs in time Oℓ(|u|).

• Compose(u1, u2): Given two descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates, u1 and u2, so that u1
changes T into T ′ and u2 changes T ′ into T ′′ and both T ′ and T ′′ have width at most ℓ, return
a description of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′′. Runs in timeOℓ(|u1|+ |u2|).

Proof. We maintain T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) by using Lemma 4.2.

The Reverse query is implemented as follows. Let u = (Tpref , T
⋆,Annot(T ′, T ′

pref)), where
T ′
pref = V (T ⋆) \ L(T ⋆). We observe that now

ur = (T ′
pref , T [Tpref ∪ AppT (Tpref)],Annot(T , Tpref))

is a description of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T ′
into T , and it can be computed from

u and T in Oℓ(|u|) time.

The Compose query is implemented as follows. Let u1 = (T 1
pref , T

⋆
1 ,Annot(T ′, T 1′

pref)) and u2 =

(T 2
pref , T

⋆
2 ,Annot(T ′′, T 2′

pref)), where T
i′
pref = V (T ⋆

i ) \L(T ⋆
i ) for i ∈ [2]. Let T ◦

pref = T 1
pref ∪ (T 2

pref \
T ′1
pref) and T

◦′
pref = T 2′

pref ∪ (T 1′
pref \ T 2

pref).
We use theReverse query to compute a descriptionur1 that turns T ′

into T , thenwe use Lemma 4.2

to turn T into T ′
, then again Reverse to compute a description ur2 that turns T ′′

into T ′
, and then

Lemma 4.2 to turn T ′
into T ′′ = (T ′′, V (G),R′′, E ′′,F ′′). This runs in time Oℓ(|u1|+ |u2|). Then,

we observe that

u◦ = (T ◦
pref , T

′′[T ◦′
pref ∪ AppT (T

◦′
pref)],Annot(T ′′, T ◦′

pref))

is a description of a prefix-rebuilding update that changes T into T ′′
. We can compute u◦ from T ′′

,

u1, and u2 in Oℓ(|T ◦
pref | + |T ◦′

pref |) = Oℓ(|u1| + |u2|) time. We return u◦ and finally turn T ′′
back

into T with ur1 and u
r
2.
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4.4 Prefix-rearrangement descriptions

In our algorithm we wish to re-arrange rooted annotated rank decompositions by prefix-rebuilding

updates without worrying about the details on what happens to the annotationsR, E , and F stored

in them. In this subsection we show that prefix-rebuilding updates that are described without the

tuple of new annotations and which do not change the graph encoded by the decomposition can

be efficiently turned into prefix-rebuilding updates with descriptions as defined in Section 4.2. In

particular, we introduce prefix-rearrangement descriptions as a more high-level versions of descrip-

tions of prefix-rebuilding updates, and show that they can be turned efficiently into descriptions of

prefix-rebuilding updates.

Let T = (T,U,R, E ,F) be a rooted annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G. We

define that a prefix-rearrangement description is a pair u = (Tpref , T
⋆), where Tpref is a leafless pre-

fix of T and T ⋆
is a binary tree with L(T ⋆) = AppT (Tpref). A prefix-rebuilding update corresponds

to (Tpref , T
⋆) if it changes T into a rooted annotated rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, U,R′, E ′,F ′)

so that

• T ′
encodes G,

• Tpref is the prefix of T associated with the update, and

• T ⋆ = T ′[T ′
pref ∪ AppT ′(T ′

pref)], where T
′
pref is the prefix of T

′
associated with the update.

In other words, a prefix-rearrangement description is like a prefix-rebuilding description but it

does not contain the triple of new annotations, and it is required to maintain the graph G encoded

by the decomposition. It can be observed that T and the prefix-rearrangement description uniquely

determine the resulting tree T ′
, and in particular the rank decomposition to which T ′

corresponds,

but not necessarily the annotations in T ′
.

We again denote |u| = |Tpref |. The rest of this subsection is devoted to showing that given a

prefix-rearrangement description u, a description of a prefix-rebuilding update that corresponds to

u can be computed in Oℓ(|u| log |u|) time, where ℓ is the maximum of the widths of T and T ′
. We

start with several auxiliary lemmas. In these lemmas we mostly manipulate unrooted annotated

rank decompositions.

We first observe that we can efficiently remove leaves from an annotated rank decomposition.

Lemma 4.5. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T of width ℓ that
encodes a partitioned graph (G, C) and a subset C′ ⊆ C with |C′| ⩾ 2, in time Oℓ(|T |) returns an
annotated rank decomposition of width at most ℓ that encodes (G[C′], C′).

Proof. Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) andG′ = G[C′]. We will construct an annotated rank decompo-

sition T ′
that encodes (G′, C′) and has width at most ℓ.

First we construct for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) a set R′′′(x⃗y) ⊆ L(T )[x⃗y] ∩ V (G′) that is a minimal

representative of L(T )[x⃗y] ∩ V (G′) in G, along with functions ϕ(x⃗y) : R′′′(x⃗y) → R(x⃗y) that
satisfy NG(u) ∩ R(y⃗x) = NG(ϕ(x⃗y)(u)) ∩ R(y⃗x) for all u ∈ R′′′(x⃗y). These can be computed by

dynamic programming that follows themappingF by two depth-first searches on T , first computing

for edges pointing towards an arbitrarily chosen root, and second for edges pointing away from the

root. Then we construct the graph E ′′′(xy) = G[R′′′(x⃗y),R′′′(y⃗x)] for each xy ∈ E(T ) from E(xy)
with the help of the functions ϕ(x⃗y) and ϕ(y⃗x). Then, by using E ′′′(xy) we can compute for each

x⃗y a subsetR′′(x⃗y) ⊆ R′′′(x⃗y) that is a minimal representative of L(T )[x⃗y]∩V (G′) inG′
(instead

of G). We also compute the graphs E ′′(xy) = G[R′′(x⃗y),R′′(y⃗x)] for each xy ∈ E(T ).
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We also construct for all xyz ∈ P3(T ) a function F ′′(xyz) : R′′(x⃗y) → R′′(y⃗z) so that for all

u ∈ R′′(x⃗y) it holds that NG′(u) ∩R′′(z⃗y) = NG′(F(xyz)(u)) ∩R′′(z⃗y). This can be constructed

by first using ϕ(x⃗y) and F(xyz) to compute v ∈ R(y⃗z) so that NG(v) ∩R(z⃗y) = NG(u) ∩R(z⃗y)
and then using v, E(yz), and ϕ(z⃗y) to compute NG′(u) ∩R′′(z⃗y).

We observe that T ′′ = (T, V (G′),R′′, E ′′,F ′′) almost satisfies all the properties required to be

an annotated rank decomposition that encodes G′
: the only issue is that some of the sets R′′(x⃗y)

can be empty. We construct T ′
from T ′′

by deleting all edges xy where eitherR′′(x⃗y) orR′′(y⃗x) is
empty, deleting all thus created isolated nodes, and finally contracting all degree-2 nodes. Note that

the annotations can be modified in a straightforward way when contracting.

Because E ′′(xy) is isomorphic to an induced subgraph of E(xy) for all xy ∈ E(T ), the width of

the resulting decomposition is at most thewidth of T . Also, because |R(x⃗y)| ⩽ 2ℓ for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ),
the algorithm can be implemented in Oℓ(|T |) time.

Then, we will observe that a certain type of induced subgraph finding problem can be solved

by dynamic programming on annotated rank decompositions. Let G and H be graphs, and γ a

function γ : V (G) → 2V (H)
. We say that H is a labeled induced subgraph of (G, γ) if G has an

induced subgraph G[X] so that G[X] is isomorphic to H with an isomorphism ϕ : X → V (H) so
that ϕ(x) ∈ γ(x) for all x ∈ X . The pair (X,ϕ) will be called the witness of the labeled induced

subgraph. The following lemma will be proven in Appendix B.3 by encoding the problem in CMSO1

logic.

Lemma 4.6. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T of width ℓ that
encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), a graph H , and a function γ : V (G) → 2V (H), in time Oℓ,H(|T |)
either returns a witness of H as a labeled induced subgraph of (G, γ) or returns that (G, γ) does not
contain H as a labeled induced subgraph.

Then we need an algorithm that, given an annotated rank decomposition that encodes a parti-

tioned graph (G, C) and a vertex v ∈ V (G), outputs NG(v).

Lemma 4.7. There is an algorithm that, given an annotated rank decomposition T of width ℓ that
encodes a partitioned graph (G, C) and a vertex v ∈ V (G), in time Oℓ(|T |) returns NG(v).

Proof. We run a depth-first search that starts at the leaf edge l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) with v ∈ R(l⃗p), and for

each successor x⃗y of l⃗p computes u ∈ R(x⃗y) that represents v by following the mapping F along

the depth-first search. After this, the neighbors of v can be determined from the graphs E(l′p′) of
the leaf edges

⃗l′p′ ∈ L⃗(T ). As |R(x⃗y)| ⩽ 2ℓ for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ), both steps take Oℓ(|T |) time.

The following lemma will be the main lemma towards the main algorithm of this subsection. It

performs the update in the setting when the prefix-rearrangement description completely describes

the new tree. After that, we will reduce the general case to this.

Lemma 4.8. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T ′ of width at most
ℓ that encodes a partitioned graph (G, C) and a rank decomposition (T, λ) of (G, C) of width at most
ℓ, in time Oℓ(|V (T )| log |V (T )|) returns an annotated rank decomposition T that encodes (G, C) and
corresponds to (T, λ).

Proof. The idea of the algorithm will be to work recursively by picking an edge xy ∈ E(T ) that
corresponds to a balanced cut between the leaves ofT , then in timeOℓ(|V (T )|) computing aminimal

representative of the cut (L(T, λ)[x⃗y],L(T, λ)[y⃗x]) of G, then recursively constructing annotated

rank decompositions on both sides of this cut, and finally combining them. To make this idea work,
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we need to keep the “boundary” of the subtree of T that we are currently working on small, and

explicitly encode all adjacencies from a representative of the boundary to all other vertices.

More formally, we define a decomposition-boundary-pair : Let T ′
be an annotated rank decom-

position that encodes a partitioned graph (G′, C′), B a graph with V (G′) ⊆ V (B) so thatB[V (G′)]
is edgeless, and B a partition of V (B) \ V (G′) so that for all C ∈ B the graph B[C] is edge-

less. We call the pair (B,B) a boundary representation and the pair (T ′, (B,B)) a decomposition-

boundary-pair. The pair (T ′, (B,B)) encodes a partitioned graph (G, C) where V (G) = V (B),
E(G) = E(B)∪E(G′), and C = B ∪ C′

. In particular, the edges in the subgraph induced by V (G′)
come from T ′

, and the other edges come fromB. Note that we allow V (G′) = V (B), in which case

B = ∅ and B is edgeless.

Then we give our algorithm. We will describe a recursive algorithm that takes as input

• an annotated rank decomposition T ′
of width at most ℓ and a boundary representation (B,B)

with |B| ⩽ 4 and |C| ⩽ 2ℓ for allC ∈ B, so that the decomposition-boundary-pair (T ′, (B,B))
encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), where |C| ⩾ 2, and

• a rank decomposition (T, λ) of (G, C) of width at most ℓ,

and outputs

• an annotated rank decomposition T that encodes (G, C) and corresponds to (T, λ).

The base case is that |C| ⩽ 3. In this case |V (G)| ⩽ 3 · 2ℓ, so we can first explicitly construct (G, C)
from (T ′, (B,B)), and then from (G, C) and (T, λ) construct an annotated rank decomposition T
that corresponds to (T, λ) in a straightforward way in time Oℓ(1).

Then we consider the case when |C| ⩾ 4. Let us first pick the edge of T along which we do

recursion. We say that a leaf of T is a boundary leaf if it corresponds to a part of C that is in B.
By our assumption there are at most 4 boundary leaves. If there are exactly 4 boundary leaves, we

pick xy ∈ E(T ) so that both L(T )[x⃗y] and L(T )[y⃗x] contain 2 boundary leaves (note that this can

always be done by a walking argument on the decomposition). Otherwise, we pick xy ∈ E(T ) so
that |L(T )[x⃗y]| ⩽ 2

3 |L(T )| and |L(T )[y⃗x]| ⩽
2
3 |L(T )| (this can also be done by a similar argument).

In both of the cases, such xy can be found in time O(|V (T )|).
Let (X,Y ) = (L(T, λ)[x⃗y],L(T, λ)[y⃗x]) be the cut ofG corresponding to xy. Next we compute

a minimal representative (RX , RY ) of (X,Y ). Such a representative corresponds to a largest set of

vertices R ⊆ V (G) so that in the graph G[R ∩ X,R ∩ Y ] there are no twins over the bipartition

(R∩X,R∩Y ). Because the width of (T, λ) is at most ℓ, we have by Lemma 3.4 that |RX |, |RY | ⩽ 2ℓ.
Therefore, we compute such largest R by a combination of brute-force and Lemma 4.6: We guess a

graph isomorphic toG[R∩X,R∩Y ] and how the vertices in

⋃⋃⋃
B are mapped into this graph. Then

we use the graphB and the cut (X,Y ) to compute for each vertex in V (G′) how it could be mapped

to this graph so that it is consistent with the already guessed mapping, and based on that construct

an instance of labeled induced subgraph and apply Lemma 4.6 with T ′
to find suchR ⊆ V (G). Note

that multiple such R could exist, but we pick arbitrarily a single one found by this procedure. As

|R| ⩽ 2 · 2ℓ and |
⋃⋃⋃

B| ⩽ 4 · 2ℓ, the running time of this step is Oℓ(|V (T )|).
Then we describe the recursive call. We describe the call only for the X-side of the cut, but it

is analogous for the side of Y , with notation using Y in the subscript instead of X . Let CX be the

partition obtained from C by first removing all parts that are subsets of Y , and then inserting the part

RY . Let also GX = G[X ∪ RY ]. Because X and Y are non-empty, we have that |CX | ⩾ 2. Then, a
rank decomposition (TX , λX) of (GX , CX) is obtained from (T, λ) by cutting along xy, taking the

side with X in the leaves, and mapping RY to the new leaf created by this cutting, and all other
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parts of CX to the same leaves they were previously mapped. The new leaf to which RY is mapped

will be called y, so TX is an induced subgraph of T . (Similarly, TY is an induced subgraph of T ,
with V (TX) ∩ V (TY ) = {x, y}.) Because RY is a representative of Y it follows that the width of

(TX , λX) is at most ℓ. Both CX and (TX , λX) can be constructed in Oℓ(|V (T )|) time.

We will recursively call the algorithmwith (TX , λX), and for this we must construct a decompo-

sition-boundary-pair that encodes (GX , CX). To deal with technicalities, if |CX | ⩽ 5, we actually
do not apply a recursive call but instead construct (GX , CX) explicitly in time Oℓ(|V (T )|) by using

Lemma 4.7, and construct the annotations for (TX , λX) in a straightforward way in time Oℓ(1).
Then, assume |CX | ⩾ 6. The new boundary representation (BX ,BX) is constructed by first remov-

ing all vertices in Y from B and from all sets in B, then inserting to B the set RY as a new part, and

then inserting to the graph B the vertices RY and all edges between RY andX , which can be com-

puted in time Oℓ(|V (T )|) by Lemma 4.7 and the fact that |RY | ⩽ 2ℓ. The fact that |RY | ⩽ 2ℓ also
implies that the assumption that all parts of BX have size at most 2ℓ holds. We also have to argue

that |BX | ⩽ 4. If |B| ⩽ 3, this holds by the fact that we inserted only one new part. If |B| = 4, then
by the selection of xy there are two parts of B that are subsets of Y , and in fact in this case we have

|BX | ⩽ 3. Wewill use this fact also later in the analysis of the overall time complexity. The annotated

rank decomposition T ′
X of the decomposition-boundary-pair is constructed from T ′

in Oℓ(|V (T )|)
time by applying Lemma 4.5, in particular, by deleting the parts that are subsets of Y . Here we use

|CX | ⩾ 6 to guarantee that T ′
X has at least two leaves. We then observe that (T ′

X , (BX ,BX)) is a
decomposition-boundary pair that encodes (GX , CX) and satisfies all assumptions required by the

recursion.

Then, let TX = (TX , V (GX),RX , EX ,FX) and TY = (TY , V (GY ),RY , EY ,FY ) be the an-

notated rank decompositions obtained by the recursive calls. We describe the construction of the

annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F). First, for every e⃗ ∈ E⃗(TX) \ {x⃗y} we set

R(e⃗) := RX(e⃗), and for every e⃗ ∈ E⃗(TY ) \ {y⃗x} we set R(e⃗) := RY (e⃗). Observe that this sets
representatives for all oriented edges of T , and thatR(x⃗y) = RX andR(y⃗x) = RY . Then, for every

e ∈ E(TX) \ {xy} we set E(e) := EX(e) and for every e ∈ E(TY ) \ {xy} we set E(e) := EY (e). We

set E(xy) := G[RX , RY ], which can be computed in time Oℓ(|V (T )|) by Lemma 4.7.

At this point, we note that from the fact that (RX , RY ) is a minimal representative of (X,Y ),
and by induction on the recursion, it follows that for all a⃗b ∈ E⃗(T ), the set R(a⃗b) is a minimal

representative of L(T )[a⃗b], and that for all ab ∈ E(T ), E(ab) = G[R(a⃗b),R(b⃗a)]. In particular, T
satisfies the property ENC 3. Also the properties ENC 1 and 2 are clearly satisfied.

Then we construct F . First, for every abc ∈ P3(TX) so that c ̸= y we have RX(a⃗b) = R(a⃗b)
and RX(b⃗c) = R(b⃗c), so we can set F(abc) := FX(abc). Analogously, for every abc ∈ P3(TY ) so
that c ̸= x we set F(abc) := FY (abc). Then consider txy ∈ P3(TX) for arbitrary such t ∈ V (TX).
We have that EX(xy) = G[RX(x⃗y), RY ] and RX(x⃗y) is a minimal representative of L(T )[x⃗y]. By
Lemma 3.3, EX(xy) is isomorphic to G[RX , RY ] with an isomorphism that is identity on on RY ,

and such an isomorphism is unique. We find such isomorphism ϕ : RX(x⃗y) ∪ RY → RX ∪ RY in

Oℓ(1) time. Then we construct F(txy) by letting F(txy)(r) = ϕ(FX(txy)(r)) for all r ∈ R(t⃗x).
For tyx ∈ P3(TY ) we construct F(tyx) analogously.

It can be observed that this construction can be implemented in Oℓ(|V (T )|) time. It remains to

show that the constructed annotated rank decomposition T indeed encodes (G, C) and corresponds
to (T, λ). We observe that by construction T corresponds to (T, λ). For showing that T encodes

(G, C), it remains to show ENC 4.

Claim 4.9. For all abc ∈ P3(T ) and u ∈ R(a⃗b), we haveNG(u)∩R(c⃗b) = NG(F(abc)(u))∩R(c⃗b).
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Proof of the claim. For all abc ∈ P3(T ) except of form abc ∈ {txy, tyx} this holds because it holds

for TX and TY and the graphs GX and GY are induced subgraphs of G.
Then consider the case abc = txy. Recall that RY = R(y⃗x) = RX(y⃗x) and let ϕ be the unique

isomorphism from EX(xy) = G[RX(x⃗y), RY ] to G[RX , RY ] that is identity on RY . We have that

NG(u) ∩RY = NG(FX(txy)(u)) ∩RY (by ENC 4 on TX )

= NG(ϕ(FX(txy)(u))) ∩RY (by isomorphism)

= NG(F(txy)(u)) ∩RY (by construction)

The case of abc = tyx is similar. ◁

This concludes the proof that the output of the algorithm is as claimed.

Then we analyze the time complexity of the algorithm. We already analyzed that a single recur-

sive call takes Oℓ(|V (T )|) time. It remains to observe that if |B| = 4, then in the child calls it holds

that |BX |, |BY | ⩽ 3, and that if |B| ⩽ 3, then in the child calls it holds that |L(TX)|, |L(TY )| ⩽
2
3 |L(T )|+1. Because T is a cubic tree we have |V (T )| = O(|L(T )|), and therefore a standard anal-
ysis of divide-and-conquer algorithms gives the total time complexity Oℓ(|V (T )| log |V (T )|).

Then we will present one more auxiliary lemma that will be used in reducing the general case

to the case of Lemma 4.8.

Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be a rooted annotated rank decomposition that encodes a par-

titioned graph (G, C). Given a leafless connected node set Tconn ⊆ V (T ) \ L(T ), we denote

by RepPart(T , Tconn) the partition {R(a⃗p) | a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tconn)} naturally associated with the

appendix edges of Tconn. Obtaining an annotated rank decomposition of the partitioned graph

(G[RepPart(T , Tconn)],RepPart(T , Tconn)) from T is almost straightforward, but we have to deal

with a technical issue arising from the fact that some representatives in T inside the subtree T [Tconn]
are not necessarily in

⋃⋃⋃
RepPart(T , Tconn).

Lemma 4.10. Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be a rooted annotated rank decomposition of width ℓ that
encodes (G, C) and whose representation is already stored. There is an algorithm that given a leafless
connected node set Tconn ⊆ V (T )\L(T ), in timeOℓ(|Tconn|) returns an annotated rank decomposition
of width at most ℓ that encodes the partitioned graph (G[RepPart(T , Tconn)],RepPart(T , Tconn)).

Proof. We denote (G′, C) = (G[RepPart(T , Tconn)],RepPart(T , Tconn)).
Let T ′ = T [Tconn ∪ AppT (Tconn)] be the subtree of T induced by Tconn and its appendices.

We construct T ′ = (T ′, V (G′),R|E⃗(T ′), E|E(T ′),F|P3(T ′)) in a straightforward way in Oℓ(|Tconn|)
time. It can be observed that T ′

is almost an annotated rank decomposition that encodes (G′, C):
the only issue is that some representatives are not from the set V (G′). This issue can be fixed by

finding for every representative u ∈ R(x⃗y) with u /∈ V (G′) a representative u′ ∈ V (G′) with
N(u′) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x] = N(u) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x], and replacing u with u′ inR(x⃗y), E(xy), and in the repre-

sentative maps that concern the edge x⃗y. This can be done inOℓ(|Tconn|) time by a 2-phase dynamic

programming that first finds such representatives u′ on oriented edges pointing towards the root,

and then on oriented edges pointing towards the leaves. Finally, it is straightforward to turn the

obtained rooted annotated rank decomposition into unrooted.

Then we give the main algorithm of this subsection.

Lemma 4.11. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure that maintains a rooted annotated rank
decomposition T and additionally supports the following query:

28



• Translate(Tpref , T
⋆): Given a prefix-rearrangement description (Tpref , T

⋆) on the decomposi-
tion T , in timeOℓ,ℓ′(|Tpref | log |Tpref |) returns a description of a corresponding prefix-rebuilding
update, where ℓ′ is the width of the resulting rooted annotated rank decomposition.

Proof. Wemaintain the rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that encodes
a graph G by making use of Lemma 4.2. It remains to describe how the Translate(Tpref , T

⋆) query

is implemented. Throughout the proof we will use π : A⃗ppT (Tpref) → L⃗(T ⋆) to denote the bijection

that maps an appendix edge a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref) to the corresponding edge a⃗p′ ∈ L⃗(T ⋆).
Consider the partitioned graph (G⋆, C⋆) = (G[RepPart(T , Tpref)],RepPart(T , Tpref)). We ap-

ply Lemma 4.10 to obtain an annotated rank decomposition T ⋆⋆
of width at most ℓ that encodes

(G⋆, C⋆). Then let λ⋆ : C⋆ → L⃗(T ⋆) be the function that maps R(a⃗p) to π(a⃗p) for all appendix
edges a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref). We observe that (T ⋆, λ⋆) is a rooted rank decomposition of (G⋆, C⋆) of
width at most ℓ′. Then we apply Lemma 4.8 with T ⋆⋆

and (T ⋆, λ⋆) to obtain a rooted annotated rank
decomposition T ⋆ = (T ⋆, V (G⋆),R⋆, E⋆,F⋆) that encodes (G⋆, C⋆) and corresponds to (T ⋆, λ⋆).
Note that even though Lemma 4.8 works with unrooted decompositions, it is simple to make it work

for rooted decompositions by unrooting (T ⋆, λ⋆) before applying it and then rooting the returned

decomposition at the corresponding place. So far all the steps have taken Oℓ,ℓ′(|Tpref | log |Tpref |)
time. It remains to attach the subtrees below the appendices of Tpref to T ⋆

.

We consider an annotated rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, V (G),R′, E ′,F ′) that is constructed
as follows. We start with T ⋆

, and then for every appendix edge a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref), we attach the

subtree of T below a⃗p to T ′
so that a⃗p is identified with π(a⃗p) = a⃗p′, and also copy all annotations

associated to that subtree in T to T ′
. We do not copy the annotations on the edge ap, in particular,

it will hold thatR′(p⃗′a) = R⋆(p⃗′a) and R′(a⃗p′) = R⋆(a⃗p′) = R(a⃗p).
The functions F ′(tap′) where a⃗p′ = π(a⃗p) for a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref) and t is a child of a can be

copied from T in the natural way, so it remains to construct the functions F ′(p′at). It holds that
R(a⃗p) = R′(a⃗p′) and both E(ap) and E ′(ap′) are representative graphs of (L(T )[a⃗p],L(T )[p⃗a]).
Therefore, by Lemma 3.3 let ϕ : R′(a⃗p′) ∪ R′(p⃗′a) → R(a⃗p) ∪ R(p⃗a) be the unique isomorphism

between E ′(ap′) and E(ap) that is identity on R′(a⃗p′) = R(a⃗p). Such ϕ can be computed in Oℓ(1)
time. We construct F ′(p′at) by setting F ′(p′at)(u) := F(pat)(ϕ(u)) for all u ∈ R′(p⃗′a).

Clearly, this construction of T ′
can be implemented by a prefix-rebuilding update that corre-

sponds to the given prefix-rearrangement description, and the description of this prefix-rebuilding

update can be computed according to the previous discussion in Oℓ,ℓ′(|Tpref | log |Tpref |) time. It

remains to show that T ′
encodes G.

The properties ENC 1 and 2 obviously hold. Then we show ENC 3.

Claim 4.12. For all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ′) it holds that R′(x⃗y) is a minimal representative of L(T ′)[x⃗y] and
E ′(xy) = G[R′(x⃗y),R′(y⃗x)].

Proof of the claim. First, suppose that x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ′) \ E⃗(T ⋆). We have L(T ′)[x⃗y] = L(T )[x⃗y],
R′(x⃗y) = R(x⃗y), and E ′(xy) = E(xy), so the claim holds because T encodes G.

Then suppose x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ⋆). Because T ⋆
encodes (G⋆, C⋆), R′(x⃗y) is a minimal representative

of L(T ⋆)[x⃗y] in G⋆
and E ′(xy) = G⋆[R′(x⃗y),R′(y⃗x)]. To obtain that R′(x⃗y) is a minimal rep-

resentative of L(T ′)[x⃗y] and E ′(xy) = G[R′(x⃗y),R′(y⃗x)], it suffices to argue that L(T ⋆)[x⃗y] is a
representative of L(T ′)[x⃗y] in G and G[L(T ⋆)[x⃗y],L(T ⋆)[y⃗x]] = G⋆[L(T ⋆)[x⃗y],L(T ⋆)[y⃗x]]. The
former follows from the fact that for each a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref) the set R(a⃗p) = R′(π(a⃗p)) is a rep-
resentative of L(T )[a⃗p] = L(T ′)[π(a⃗p)]. The latter follows from the definition of G⋆

and the fact

that for each a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref) eitherR(a⃗p) ⊆ L(T ⋆)[x⃗y] orR(a⃗p) ⊆ L(T ⋆)[y⃗x]. ◁
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The next claim will imply ENC 4.

Claim 4.13. For all xyz ∈ P3(T
′) and u ∈ R′(x⃗y), it holds that

NG(u) ∩R′(z⃗y) = NG(F ′(xyz)(u)) ∩R′(z⃗y).

Proof of the claim. When y /∈ V (T ⋆) or when xyz = tap′ for a⃗p′ = π(a⃗p) with a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref)
this holds by the property ENC 4 of T . Also when xyz ∈ P3(T

⋆) this holds by the property ENC 4

of T ⋆
. It remains to consider the case of xyz = p′at for a⃗p′ = π(a⃗p) with a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref).

Letϕ be the unique isomorphism between E ′(ap′) and E(ap) that is identity onR′(a⃗p′) = R(a⃗p),
and recall thatR′(t⃗a) = R(t⃗a). We have thatNG(u)∩R(a⃗p) = NG(ϕ(u))∩R(a⃗p). BecauseR(a⃗p)
is a representative of L(T )[a⃗p], this implies thatNG(u)∩L(T )[a⃗p] = NG(ϕ(u))∩L(T )[a⃗p]. Now,
R′(t⃗a) ⊆ L(T )[t⃗a] ⊆ L(T )[a⃗p], so we get that

NG(u) ∩R′(t⃗a) = NG(ϕ(u)) ∩R′(t⃗a)

= NG(F(pat)(ϕ(u))) ∩R′(t⃗a) (by ENC 4 on T )

= NG(F ′(p′at)(u)) ∩R′(t⃗a). (by construction of F ′
)

◁

Hence the construction of T ′
is correct.

4.5 Edge update descriptions

The dynamic graph G in our algorithm is represented by an annotated rank decomposition that

encodes G, and therefore we use prefix-rebuilding updates to update G. In this section we give

a higher-level formalism for describing edge updates, and show that it can be translated to corre-

sponding descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates efficiently.

Let T = (T,U,R, E ,F) be a rooted annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G. An
edge update description is a quadruple u = (W,Tpref ,R⋆, E⋆), where

• W ⊆ V (G),

• Tpref is a prefix of T so that if l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) andR(l⃗p) ⊆W then l ∈ Tpref ,

• R⋆
is a function that maps each x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]) to a non-empty set R⋆(x⃗y) ⊆ L(T )[x⃗y],

• E⋆
is a function that maps each xy ∈ E(T [Tpref ]) to a bipartite graph E⋆(xy) with bipartition

(R⋆(x⃗y),R⋆(y⃗x)), each xyz ∈ P3(T [Tpref ]) to a bipartite graph E⋆(xyz) with bipartition

(R⋆(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)), and eachxyz ∈ P3(T )withx ∈ AppT (Tpref) and y, z ∈ Tpref to a bipartite
graph E⋆(xyz) with bipartition (R(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)).

We say that u describes a graph G′
if

• V (G′) = V (G),

• for all u, v ∈ V (G) with u /∈W or v /∈W we have uv ∈ E(G′) if and only if uv ∈ E(G),

• for all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]) the set R⋆(x⃗y) is a representative of L(T )[x⃗y] in G′
,

• for all xy ∈ E(T [Tpref ]) it holds that E⋆(xy) = G′[R⋆(x⃗y),R⋆(y⃗x)],
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• for all xyz ∈ P3(T [Tpref ]) it holds that E⋆(xyz) = G′[R⋆(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)], and

• for all xyz ∈ P3(T ) with x ∈ AppT (Tpref) and y, z ∈ Tpref , E⋆(xyz) = G′[R(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)].

Note thatR⋆(x⃗y) is not required to be a minimal representative and the graphs in the image of

E⋆
are allowed to have twins over the bipartition.

We observe that if u describes some graph G′
, then G′

is uniquely determined by u and G. In
particular, by making use of the E⋆(xyz) = G′[R⋆(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)] graphs, the description u can be

turned into an annotated rank decomposition that encodes G′[W ]. We denote |u| = |Tpref |. We

define that the width of u is the maximum of cutrkE⋆(xy)(R⋆(x⃗y)) over all x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]). Note
that if u has width ℓ then it can be represented in space Oℓ(|Tpref |).

We say that a prefix-rebuilding update corresponds to an edge update description u if u describes

a graphG′
, the update turns T into a rooted annotated rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, U ′,R′, E ′,F ′)

so that T ′
encodesG′

and T ′ = T , and the prefix of T associatedwith the update is Tpref\L(T ). Note
that such update can change the width of an edge xy ∈ E(T ) only ifW intersects both L(T )[x⃗y]
and L(T )[y⃗x], in particular, only if xy ∈ E(T [Tpref ]). It follows that the width of T ′

is at most the

maximum of the widths of T and u.
We then give the algorithm to translate edge update descriptions into descriptions of prefix-

rebuilding updates.

Lemma 4.14. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead Oℓ(1) that maintains
a rooted annotated rank decomposition T that encodes a dynamic graph G and additionally supports
the following query:

• Translate(u): Given an edge update description u of width ℓ′ that describes a graph G′, in time
Oℓ,ℓ′(|u|) returns a description of a corresponding prefix-rebuilding update.

Proof. Wemaintain the rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that encodes
G by making use of Lemma 4.2. It remains to describe how the Translate(u) query is implemented.

Denote u = (W,Tpref ,R⋆, E⋆) and T = (T,U,R, E ,F). We construct T ′ = (T,U,R′, E ′,F ′)

as follows. First, for every x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]) we compute a setR⋆⋆(x⃗y) ⊆ R⋆(x⃗y) so thatR⋆⋆(x⃗y)
is a minimal representative ofL(T )[x⃗y] inG′

. This can be computed inOℓ′(1) time by using E⋆(xy).
We also compute E⋆⋆(xy) = E⋆[R⋆⋆(x⃗y),R⋆⋆(y⃗x)] for all xy ∈ E(T [Tpref ]). Then we construct

R′
by setting R′(x⃗y) = R⋆⋆(x⃗y) if x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]) and R′(x⃗y) = R(x⃗y) otherwise. We also

construct E ′
by setting E ′(xy) = E⋆⋆(xy) if xy ∈ E(T [Tpref ]) and E ′(xy) = E(xy) otherwise.

Because all edges xy so that both L(T )[x⃗y] and L(T )[y⃗x] intersect W are in E(T [Tpref ]), T ′

satisfies ENC 3. It remains to construct F ′
.

When both xy and yz are not in E(T [Tpref ]) we let F ′(xyz) = F(xyz). This satisfies ENC 4

because R′(x⃗y) = R(x⃗y), R′(y⃗z) = R(y⃗z), E ′(xy) = E(xy), and E ′(yz) = E(yz). Let xyz ∈
P3(T [Tpref ]) and let u ∈ R′(x⃗y). By using E⋆(xyz) we can compute NG′(u) ∩ R⋆⋆(z⃗y), and then

find v ∈ R′(y⃗z) = R⋆⋆(y⃗z) so thatNG′(u)∩R⋆⋆(z⃗y) = NG′(v)∩R⋆⋆(z⃗y) and setF(xyz)(u) = v.
This clearly satisfies ENC 4. The same idea works for computingF(xyz)when x or z is not in Tpref .

We observe that this construction can be implemented with a prefix-rebuilding update so that

Tpref \ L(T ) is the prefix of T associated with the update. Moreover, the description of the prefix-

rebuilding update can be computed in Oℓ,ℓ′(|Tpref |) time.
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5 Refinement

In this section we introduce the refinement operation that will be used for improving the rank de-

composition, and give the height reduction scheme by using the refinement operation.

5.1 Closures

The main graph-theoretic ingredient of the refinement operation is the concept of closures.
Let T = (T, λ) be a rooted rank decomposition of a graph G, Tpref a leafless prefix of T , and k

a positive integer. A k-closure of Tpref is a partition C of V (G) so that

1. for each C ∈ C there exists a ∈ AppT (Tpref) so that C ⊆ L(T )[a], and

2. the partitioned graph (G[C], C) has rankwidth at most 2k.

We will show that if G has rankwidth at most k, then for any Tpref there exists a k-closure with
specific properties. This will be then used in the refinement operation.

Small closures. We say that a k-closure C is c-small for some integer c if for every a ∈ AppT (Tpref)
there exist at most c parts C ∈ C with C ⊆ L(T )[a]. In this subsection we show that if G has

rankwidth k and T has width ℓ, then there exists a f(ℓ)-small k-closure of any prefix Tpref of T .
For this we will first prove the Dealternation Lemma for rankwidth, which will be an analogue of a

similar lemma for treewidth given in [BP22]. We postpone the proof of this lemma to Section 9, but

let us state it here.

We say that a set F ⊆ V (G) is a tree factor of T if F = L(T )[t] for some node t ∈ V (T ).
Similarly, we say that F ⊆ V (G) is a context factor of T if it is not a tree factor but it can be written

as F = F1 \F2, where F1 and F2 are tree factors of T . A set F ⊆ V (G) is a factor of T if it is either

a tree factor or a context factor of T .

Lemma 5.1. There exists a function f(ℓ) so that if G is a graph of rankwidth k and T a rooted rank
decomposition ofG of width ℓ, then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T ′ ofG of width k so that
for every node t ∈ V (T ), the set L(T )[t] can be partitioned into a disjoint union of f(ℓ) factors of T ′.

Next we use the Dealternation Lemma to prove the existence of f(ℓ)-small k-closures.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a function f(ℓ), so that ifG is a graph of rankwidth k, T = (T, λ) is a rooted
rank decomposition of G of width ℓ, and Tpref a leafless prefix of T , then there exists a f(ℓ)-small k-
closure C of Tpref .

Proof. By applying Lemma 5.1, let T ′ = (T ′, λ′) be a rooted rank decomposition of G of width k
so that for every node t ∈ V (T ) the set L(T )[t] can be partitioned into a disjoint union of f(ℓ)
factors of T ′

. Then for each a ∈ AppT (Tpref) let Ca be the partition of L(T )[a] into f(ℓ) parts that
are factors of T ′

, and let C =
⋃

a∈AppT (Tpref)
Ca. It remains to show that (G[C], C) has rankwidth at

most 2k.
Observe that if all factors in C would be tree factors, then we would directly get that (G[C], C)

has rankwidth at most k by using the same rank decomposition truncated to the roots of the factors.

Therefore, our goal is to change T ′
so that all factors in C become tree factors and the width increases

to at most 2k.
Let us say that an edge ab ∈ E(T ′), where b is the parent of a in T ′

, is processed if either of the

following conditions holds:
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→

Figure 1: A surgery on the rank decomposition for a context factor C = L(T ′)[x] \ L(T ′)[y]. The
subtrees comprising C are marked gray.

• there exists a tree factor F ∈ C that intersects both L(T ′)[a⃗b] and L(T ′)[b⃗a]; or

• L(T )[a] is a tree factor, and there is no context factor in T ′
of the form L(T )[g] \L(T )[a] for

a strict ancestor g of b.

Otherwise, ab is unprocessed. We will make changes to T ′
while maintaining an invariant that every

processed edge has width at most 2k and every unprocessed edge has width at most k. Suppose
there is a node x ∈ V (T ′) and a descendant y of x so that C = L(T ′)[x] \ L(T ′)[y] is a context

factor C ∈ C. Note that x is not y nor a child of y because otherwise C would be a tree factor. Let

px be the parent of x (or px = x if x is the root of T ′
) and py be the parent of y in T ′

. Note that all

edges on the simple path between px and y are unprocessed.
We will change T ′

into a new rooted rank decomposition T ′′
so that the number of context

factors decreases but the invariant is maintained. In particular, T ′′
is constructed by cutting off the

subtree rooted at y by cutting the edge between y and py , and putting it back so that x and y have

the same parent in the resulting decomposition. For this, the edge xpx will be subdivided, or if x is

the root a new root will be created so that x and y are its children. Let p′ be the new common parent

of x and y. Also, the degree-2 node py created by cutting the edge ypy is contracted (Figure 1).

We observe that C becomes a tree factor in T ′′
, but no other factors change. This change af-

fects only the widths of edges ab ∈ E(T ′) that were on the path from py to px. Such edges ab
were unprocessed, but the corresponding edges a′b′ in T ′′

become processed as C becomes a tree

factor. Suppose b is the parent of a. We have that L(T ′)[y] ⊆ L(T ′)[a⃗b], cutrk(L(T ′)[a⃗b]) ⩽ k, and
cutrk(L(T ′)[y]) ⩽ k. Thewidth of the new edge a′b′ corresponding to abwill be cutrk(L(T ′′)[a⃗′b′]) =
cutrk(L(T ′)[a⃗b]\L(T ′)[y]), which by symmetry and submodularity of the cutrk function is at most

cutrk(L(T ′)[a⃗b]) + cutrk(L(T ′)[y]) ⩽ 2k.
Therefore, the process decreases the number of context factors and maintains the invariant,

and in the end we obtain a rooted rank decomposition of G of width at most 2k so that all parts

of C are tree factors in the decomposition. Such decomposition can be easily turned into a rank

decomposition of (G[C], C) of width at most 2k.

Closure linkedness. LetA ⊆ B ⊆ V (G) be two sets of vertices. We say thatA is linked intoB if

for all sets S with A ⊆ S ⊆ B it holds that cutrk(A) ⩽ cutrk(S). We say that a set C ⊆ V (G) cuts
a node t ∈ V (T ) if both L(T )[t]∩C and L(T )[t] \C are non-empty. Then we say that k-closure C
of Tpref is linked if for every C ∈ C with C ⊆ L(T )[a] for a ∈ AppT (Tpref) it holds that
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1. C is linked into L(T )[a], and

2. if C cuts a descendant t of a, then cutrk(C ∪ L(T )[t]) > cutrk(C).

We say that a k-closure C cuts a node t ∈ V (T ) if there isC ∈ C so thatC cuts t, or equivalently,
if more than one part in C intersects L(T )[t]. Note that any k-closure of Tpref cuts all nodes in Tpref .

In our algorithm we will use closures that are linked. We will need to guarantee the existence of

such closures and to give a method for finding them. For this, the following definition will be useful.

We say that a c-small k-closure C of Tpref is minimal if among all c-small k-closures it

• primarily minimizes

∑
C∈C cutrk(C), and

• secondarily minimizes the number of nodes of T that it cuts.

Then, the following lemma guarantees the existence of linked c-small k-closures and provides a
method for finding them.

Lemma 5.3. Any minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref is linked.

Proof. Suppose C is a minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref that is not linked. Let C ∈ C be a part that

violates the linkedness condition, in particular, withC ⊆ L(T )[a] for some a ∈ AppT (Tpref) so that
there is a set S with C ⊆ S ⊆ L(T )[a] and either

1. cutrk(S) < cutrk(C), or

2. cutrk(S) = cutrk(C) and S = C ∪ L(T )[t] for some descendant t of a so that C cuts t.

Let us moreover fix such set S that minimizes cutrk(S). We will use the set S to construct a new

c-small k-closure C′
that will contradict the minimality of C.

We let C′ = {S} ∪ {D \ S | D ∈ C and D ̸⊆ S}. Let us first show that if C′
is a k-closure

then it contradicts the minimality of C, and then show that it indeed is a k-closure. First, the facts
that C ⊆ S and this construction changes only parts that are subsets of L(T )[a] implies that C′

is

c-small. In order to bound

∑
C′∈C′ cutrk(C ′) we show the following.

Claim 5.4. For all D ∈ C \ {C} it holds that cutrk(D \ S) ⩽ cutrk(D).

Proof of the claim. Note that ifD is a not subset of L(T )[a], thenD is disjoint from S and this holds

trivially, so we can assume that D ⊆ L(T )[a]. Recall that for a set X we denote X = V (G) \ X .

First we observe that

cutrk(S) ⩽ cutrk(D ∩ S) (2)

because C ⊆ D ∩ S ⊆ L(T )[a], but S minimizes cutrk(S) among such sets. Then,

cutrk(D \ S) = cutrk(D ∩ S) = cutrk(D ∪ S) (symmetry of cutrk)

⩽ cutrk(D) + cutrk(S)− cutrk(D ∩ S) (submodularity of cutrk)

⩽ cutrk(D) = cutrk(D). (Equation (2) and symmetry)

◁
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Claim 5.4 and the fact that cutrk(S) ⩽ cutrk(C) imply that

∑
C′∈C′ cutrk(C ′) ⩽

∑
C∈C cutrk(C).

Moreover, if cutrk(S) < cutrk(C) then in fact

∑
C′∈C′ cutrk(C ′) <

∑
C∈C cutrk(C), so in the case

of Item 1we have already contradicted theminimality of C and do not need to consider the secondary

minimization.

Then suppose we are in the case of Item 2. First we show that if C′
cuts some node x ∈ V (T ),

then also C cuts x. If x is a descendant of t, then L(T )[x] ⊆ S, so C′
does not cut x. If L(T )[x] is

disjoint fromL(T )[t], thenD∩L(T )[x] = (D\S)∩L(T )[x] for allD ∈ C\{C} andC∩L(T )[x] =
S ∩L(T )[x], so C′

cuts x if and only if C cuts x. If x is an ancestor of t, then C cuts x because C cuts

t. Then, the fact that C cuts t but C′
does not cut t implies that C′

cuts fewer nodes of T than C.
Next we show that C′

is a k-closure of Tpref . Because S ⊆ L(T )[a], it holds that for all C ′ ∈ C′

there exists a′ ∈ AppT (Tpref)with C
′ ⊆ L(T )[a′]. It remains to bound the rankwidth of (G[C′], C′).

Claim 5.5. The rankwidth of (G[C′], C′) is at most the rankwidth of (G[C], C).

Proof of the claim. Let T ∗ = (T ∗, λ∗) be an optimum-width rank decomposition of (G[C], C). We

modify T ∗
into a rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, λ′) of (G[C′], C′) by simply mapping S ∈ C′

to the

leaf to which C was mapped, and for each D \ S ∈ C′
mapping D \ S to the leaf to which D was

mapped. This could create some leaves to which no parts of C′
are mapped, so finally we iteratively

remove leaves with no mapped parts and contract edges of degree 2.
Consider an edge x′y′ ∈ E(T ′), and suppose w.l.o.g. that S ⊆ L(T ′)[x⃗′y′]. Then there exists an

oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) so that C ⊆ L(T ∗)[x⃗y] and L(T ′)[x⃗′y′] = L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∪ S. Therefore it
suffices to show that cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∪ S) ⩽ cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y]). First, we note that

cutrk(S) ⩽ cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∩ S) (3)

because C ⊆ L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∩ S ⊆ L(T ∗)[a], but S minimizes cutrk(S) among such sets. Then,

cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∪ S) ⩽ cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y]) + cutrk(S)− cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y] ∩ S) (submodularity)

⩽ cutrk(L(T ∗)[x⃗y]). (Equation (3))

◁

This finishes the proof that C′
is a c-small k-closure that contradicts the minimality of C.

We then observe the main consequence of closure linkedness.

Lemma 5.6. Let C be a k-closure of Tpref that is linked. If C ∈ C and C cuts a node t ∈ V (T ) \ Tpref ,
then it holds that cutrk(C ∩ L(T )[t]) < cutrk(L(T )[t]).

Proof. Suppose cutrk(C ∩ L(T )[t]) ⩾ cutrk(L(T )[t]). Then from submodularity it follows that

cutrk(C ∪ L(T )[t]) ⩽ cutrk(C), which contradicts that C is linked.

Computing closures. For a k-closure C of Tpref , we denote by cutT (C) the set of nodes of T
that are cut by C. Note that cutT (C) is a prefix of T and Tpref ⊆ cutT (C). We wish to manipulate

k-closures in time proportional to |cutT (C)|. Let C ∈ C. The appendix edge set aesT (C) of C is

the set aesT (C) = {a⃗p ∈ A⃗ppT (cutT (C)) | L(T )[a⃗p] ⊆ C} ⊆ A⃗ppT (cutT (C)) of appendix edges

of cutT (C) that correspond to C . Then, we define the appendix edge partition aepT (C) of C to be

the partition aepT (C) = {aesT (C) | C ∈ C} of A⃗ppT (cutT (C)). Note that |A⃗ppT (cutT (C))| =
|cutT (C)|+ 1, so the appendix edge partition can be represented in space O(|cutT (C)|).
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We will use the following prefix-rebuilding data structure for computing closures. We defer the

proof to Section 10, but the idea will be to adapt the dynamic programming of [JKO21] for computing

optimal rank decompositions to our setting.

Lemma 5.7. There is an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure that takes integer parameters c ⩾ 1 and
k ⩽ ℓ at initialization, has overheadOc,ℓ(1), maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T , and
additionally supports the following query:

• Closure(Tpref): Given a prefix Tpref of T , either in time Oℓ(|Tpref |) returns that no c-small k-
closure of Tpref exists, or for a minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref in timeOℓ(|cutT (C)|) returns

– the sets cutT (C) and aepT (C), and
– a rooted rank decomposition (T ∗, λ∗) of (G[C], C) of width at most 2k, where λ∗ is repre-

sented as a function λ : aepT (C) → L⃗(T ⋆).

5.2 Refinement operation

We start by introducing the potential function we use for the amortized analysis of the algorithm.

In a rooted rank decomposition T = (T, λ) of a graph G, let us say that the width of a node

t ∈ V (T ) is the width of the edge between the node and the parent, and denote it by widthT ,G(t) =
cutrkG(L(T )[t]). Thewidth of the root node is defined to be 0. Let f be the function from Lemma 5.2.

Then we let the ℓ-potential of t with respect to G be

Φℓ,T ,G(t) = (2 · f(ℓ))widthT ,G(t) · heightT (t),

and the ℓ-potential of T with respect to G be

Φℓ,G(T ) =
∑

t∈V (T )

Φℓ,T ,G(t).

We will omit the graph G from the subscript in these notations if it is clear from the context.

For a set of nodes S ⊆ V (T ) we will denote heightT (S) =
∑

t∈S heightT (t) and Φℓ,T (S) =∑
t∈S Φℓ,T (t).
Then we give the refinement operation formulated as a prefix-rebuilding data structure.

Lemma 5.8. Let k ∈ N and ℓ ⩾ 4k + 1. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with
overhead Oℓ(1) that maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that
encodes a dynamic graph G and supports the following operation:

• Refine(Tpref): Given a leafless prefix Tpref of T so that Tpref contains all nodes of width > 4k,
returns either that the rankwidth of G is greater than k, or a description u of a prefix-rebuilding
update so that the rooted rank decomposition T ′ to which T corresponds to after applying u has
the following properties:

1. T ′ encodes G,

2. T ′ has width at most 4k, and

3. the following inequality holds:

Φℓ(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ(T )− heightT (Tpref) + log |T | · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))).
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In the former case, the running time of refine(Tpref) is Oℓ(|Tpref |), and in the latter case the
running time and therefore also |u| is bounded by

log |T | · Oℓ(Φℓ(T )− Φℓ(T ′) + log |T | · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref)))).

Proof. Weuse Lemma 4.2 formaintaining a representation of T . Let c = f(ℓ), where f is the function
from Lemma 5.2, in particular, so that if G has rankwidth at most k then there exists a c-small k-
closure of Tpref . We maintain the ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 5.7 with these

values of c and k and the ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 4.11, by simply relaying

all prefix-rebuilding updates also to these data structures. In particular, they will always store the

exactly same rooted annotated rank decomposition T .

Thenwe describe how theRefine(Tpref) operation is implemented. First we apply theClosure(Tpref)
operation of the data structure of Lemma 5.7. If it returns that no c-small k-closure of Tpref exists,
then by Lemma 5.2 the rankwidth of G is more than k and we can return immediately. Otherwise,

it returns a representation of a minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref , containing in particular the

sets cutT (C) and aepT (C), and a rooted rank decomposition T ∗∗ = (T ∗∗, λ∗∗) of (G[C], C) of width
at most 2k, where λ∗∗ is represented as a function λ∗∗ : aepT (C) → L⃗(T ∗∗). We immediately use

Lemma 3.2 to turn T ∗∗
into a rooted rank decomposition T ∗ = (T ∗, λ∗) of width at most 4k and

height at most O(log n).
Let us describe the construction of the rooted rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, λ′). For this, we

denote by (T, λ) the rooted rank decomposition that T corresponds to.

First, for each part C ∈ C (represented by aesT (C) ∈ aepT (C)) we construct a rooted rank

decomposition TC = (TC , λC) as follows. The tree TC is obtained by first taking the subtree of T
induced by nodes t ∈ V (T ) with L(T )[t] ∩C ̸= ∅ and iteratively contracting all resulting degree-2

nodes. Then we set λC := λ|C . Now TC is a rooted rank decomposition of G[C] so that for every

node t ∈ V (TC) there exists a node t
′ ∈ V (T )with L(TC)[t] = L(T )[t′]∩C . Then, the rooted rank

decomposition T ′ = (T ′, λ′) is constructed by taking T ∗
and for each C ∈ C attaching TC to T ∗

by identifying the root of TC with the leaf λ∗(C) of T ∗
. It can be observed that T ′

is a rooted rank

decomposition of G, for every t ∈ V (T ′) ∩ V (T ∗) it holds that L(T ′)[t] = L(T ∗)[t], and for every

t ∈ V (T ′) ∩ V (TC) for C ∈ C it holds that L(T ′)[t] = L(TC)[t].

Claim 5.9. A description u of a prefix-rebuilding update that turns T into a rooted annotated rank
decomposition that corresponds to T ′ can be computed in Oℓ(|cutT (C)| log |T |) time.

Proof of the claim. We will show that such prefix-rearrangement description can be computed in

Oℓ(|cutT (C)|) time. This then implies the claim by applying the Translate query of the prefix-

rebuilding data structure of Lemma 4.11.

Recall that for every t ∈ AppT (cutT (C)) we have that L(T )[t] ⊆ C for some C ∈ C, so the

subtree rooted at t can be copied verbatim from T to T ′
. It follows that we can set the prefix

of the prefix-rearrangement description to be cutT (C). It remains to construct the tree T ⋆
of the

description. We construct it by first taking T ∗
, and then for every leaf of it that corresponds to a

part C ∈ C constructing the prefix of TC that is not copied verbatim. In particular, let C ⊆ L(T )[a]
for a ∈ AppT (Tpref), and denote by cutT,a(C) ⊆ cutT (C) the nodes that are cut by C and are

descendants of a. By using the mapping λ∗ : aepT (C) → L⃗(T ∗) we can construct the prefix of TC
that is not copied verbatim inO(|cutT,a(C)|) time, also finding out how the subtrees that are copied

verbatim are attached to the prefix. Because C is c-small, the total time sums up toO(c · |cutT (C)|) =
Oℓ(|cutT (C)|). ◁
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For bounding the width of T ′
and analyzing the potential, let us relate the nodes in each of the

trees TC to nodes in T . Let us denote by πC : V (TC) → V (T ) the mapping that maps each node

t ∈ V (TC) to a node t
′ ∈ V (T ) so that L(TC)[t] = L(T )[t′]∩C and t′ minimizes heightT (t

′) under
this condition (this defines πC(t) uniquely). Note that πC is an injection, and if a ∈ AppT (Tpref) so
that C ⊆ L(T )[a], then πC(t) is a descendant of a for all t ∈ V (TC).

Claim 5.10. For all t ∈ V (TC) it holds that cutrkG(L(TC)[t]) ⩽ cutrkG(L(T )[πC(t)]), andmoreover
if πC(t) ∈ cutT (C) then cutrkG(L(TC)[t]) < cutrkG(L(T )[πC(t)]).

Proof of the claim. First suppose that πC(t) /∈ cutT (C). In that case, L(TC)[t] = L(T )[πC(t)] be-
causeC intersectsL(T )[πC(t)] but does not cut πC(t). Then, if πC(t) ∈ cutT (C), Lemma 5.6 implies

that cutrkG(L(TC)[t]) < cutrkG(L(T )[πC(t)]) because C is linked because it is minimal. ◁

It follows that T ′
has width at most 4k: All nodes in V (T ∗) have width at most 4k, and for

all C ∈ C and t ∈ V (TC) we have that πC(t) /∈ Tpref implying cutrkG(L(T )[πC(t)]) ⩽ 4k and

therefore cutrkG(L(T ′)[t]) ⩽ 4k.
To bound Φℓ(T ′), first note that

Φℓ(T ′) = Φℓ,T ′(V (T ∗) \ L(T ∗)) +
∑
C∈C

Φℓ(TC).

Let us first bound the latter term.

Claim 5.11. ∑
C∈C

Φℓ(TC) ⩽ Φℓ(T )− Φℓ,T (Tpref)− |cutT (C) \ Tpref |

Proof of the claim. We observe that heightTC
(t) ⩽ heightT (πC(t)) for all C ∈ C and t ∈ V (TC),

which implies Φℓ,TC (t) ⩽ Φℓ,T (πC(t)) for all such t, and moreover when πC(t) ∈ cutT (C) it holds
that

Φℓ,TC (t) = (2 · f(ℓ))widthTC (t) · heightTC
(t)

⩽ (2 · f(ℓ))widthT (πC(t))−1 · heightT (πC(t))
⩽ Φℓ,T (πC(t))/(2 · f(ℓ)).

Then, for x ∈ V (T ), let us denote by π−1(x) the set of nodes in
⋃

C∈C V (TC) that are mapped

to x by πC , i.e., π
−1(x) = {t ∈ V (TC) | C ∈ C and πC(t) = x}. We observe that if x ∈ Tpref then

π−1(x) = ∅, if x ∈ cutT (C) \ Tpref then |π−1(x)| ⩽ f(ℓ) because C is c-small for c = f(ℓ), and if

x ∈ V (T ) \ cutT (C) then |π−1(x)| = 1.
By putting these two observations together we obtain∑

C∈C
Φℓ(TC) ⩽ Φℓ,T (V (T ) \ cutT (C)) +

∑
t∈cutT (C)\Tpref

f(ℓ) · Φℓ,T (t)/(2 · f(ℓ))

⩽ Φℓ,T (V (T ) \ cutT (C)) + Φℓ,T (cutT (C) \ Tpref)/2
⩽ Φℓ(T )− Φℓ,T (Tpref)− |cutT (C) \ Tpref |.

◁

Then we bound the former term.
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Claim 5.12.
Φℓ,T ′(V (T ∗)) ⩽ log |T | · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref)))

Proof of the claim. For each node t ∈ V (T ∗), let Γ(t) ∈ C be a part of C so that λ∗(Γ(t)) ∈ L⃗(T ∗)[t],
and among such partsΓ(t)maximizes height(TΓ(t)). SuchΓ(t) is not necessary unique, inwhich case
we assign some such Γ(t) arbitrarily. Because the height of T ∗

is at most O(log |C|) ⩽ O(log |T |),
we have that heightT ′(t) ⩽ O(log |T |) + height(TΓ(t)), implying that

heightT ′(V (T ∗)) ⩽ O(|V (T ∗)| log |T |) +
∑

t∈V (T ∗)

height(TΓ(t)).

We observe that if Γ(t) ⊆ L(T )[a] for a ∈ AppT (Tpref), then height(TΓ(t)) ⩽ heightT (a). Because
C is c-small, for each a ∈ AppT (Tpref) there are at most c such sets Γ(t). Also, because T ∗

has height

at most O(log |T |), each C ∈ C can be the set Γ(t) for at most O(log |T |) nodes in V (T ∗). From
these observations it follows that∑

t∈V (T ∗)

height(TΓ(t)) ⩽
∑

a∈AppT (Tpref)

O(heightT (a) · c · log |T |)

⩽ Oℓ(heightT (AppT (Tpref)) · log |T |)

Then the conclusion of the claim follows from |V (T ∗)| ⩽ 2 · |C| ⩽ 4c · |Tpref | ⩽ Oℓ(|Tpref |). ◁

By putting Claims 5.11 and 5.12 together, we obtain

Φℓ(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ(T )− Φℓ,T (Tpref)− |cutT (C) \ Tpref |
+ log |T | · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))), (4)

which by Φℓ,T (Tpref) ⩾ heightT (Tpref) implies the desired potential bound of Item 3.

Let us then prove the running time bound ofRefine(Tpref) in the lemma statement. The algorithm

consists of calling the data structure of Lemma 5.7, applying Lemma 3.2, and constructing the de-

scription u of the prefix-rebuilding update, which by Claim 5.9 all take at mostOℓ(|cutT (C)| log |T |)
time. We can rearrange Equation (4) into

Φℓ,T (Tpref) + |cutT (C) \ Tpref | ⩽ Φℓ(T )−Φℓ(T ′) + log |T | · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))),

which by |cutT (C)| ⩽ Φℓ,T (Tpref) + |cutT (C) \ Tpref | implies

|cutT (C)| ⩽ Φℓ(T )− Φℓ(T ′) + log |T | · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))),

which yields the desired running time.

5.3 Height reduction

The main combinatorial ingredient for our height reduction scheme is the following lemma, which

is proved implicitly in [KMN
+
23, Section 6].

Lemma 5.13 ([KMN
+
23]). Let c ⩾ 2 and T be a binary tree with n nodes. If the height of T is at least

2Ω(
√
logn log c) then there exists a non-empty prefix Tpref of T so that

c · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))) ⩽ heightT (Tpref).

Moreover, if a representation of T is already stored and supports the function heightT (t) for t ∈ V (T )
in O(1) time, then such Tpref can be found in O(|Tpref |) time.
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Then, our height reduction scheme is formulated as a prefix-rebuilding data structure as follows.

Lemma 5.14. Let k ∈ N and ℓ ⩾ 4k+1. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with over-
head Oℓ(1) that maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that en-
codes a dynamic graphG of rankwidth at most k, supports the operationRefine(Tpref) from Lemma 5.8,
and additionally supports the following operation under the promise that the width of T is at most 4k:

• ImproveHeight(): Updates T through a sequence of prefix-rebuilding updates so that the resulting
annotated rank decomposition T ′ encodes G, has height 2Oℓ(

√
logn log logn) and width at most

4k, and returns the corresponding sequence of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates. All of the
intermediate decompositions also have width at most 4k. It holds that Φℓ(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ(T ) and the
running time of ImproveHeight() is Oℓ((Φℓ(T )− Φℓ(T ′)) log |T |).

Proof. We maintain a representation of T by Lemma 4.2, and additionally maintain the prefix-

rebuilding data structures Dheight
given by Lemma 4.3 and Drefine

given by Lemma 5.8, so that all

prefix-rebuilding updates that are applied to T are also relayed to Dheight
and Drefine

, in particu-

lar, so that they store the exactly same rooted annotated rank decomposition T . The Refine(Tpref)
operation is implemented by using Drefine

. It remains to implement the ImproveHeight() operation.
Let us choose c0 = Oℓ(1) based on ℓ so that the inequality of Item 3 in Lemma 5.8 is true in the

form

Φℓ(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ(T )− heightT (Tpref) +
c0
2

· log |T | · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))) . (5)

Let c = c0 · log |T |. First, if height(T ) ⩽ 2O(
√
logn log c) ⩽ 2Oℓ(

√
logn log logn)

, where the constant

in the O-notation depends on the constant in the Ω-notation in Lemma 5.13, then the height of T
is already small enough and we do not update T and return an empty sequence of descriptions of

prefix-rebuilding updates. Otherwise, we use the algorithm from Lemma 5.13 with the heightT (t)
operation supplied from Dheight

to find a non-empty prefix Tpref of T so that

c0 · log |T | · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))) ⩽ heightT (Tpref). (6)

Then we apply the Refine operation with this Tpref and apply the resulting prefix-rebuilding

update to T , relaying it also to Dheight
and Drefine

. By putting Equations (5) and (6) together, we

obtain that the resulting decomposition T ′
satisfies

Φℓ(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ(T )− c0
2

· log |T | · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))) .

Because Tpref is non-empty, we have in particular Φℓ(T ′) < Φℓ(T ). The time complexity of the ap-

plication of Lemma 5.13 isO(|Tpref |) = O(Φℓ(T )−Φℓ(T ′)). The time complexity of the application

of the Refine operation and the size of the description of the update is bounded by

log |T | · Oℓ(Φℓ(T )− Φℓ(T ′) + log |T | · (|Tpref |+ heightT (AppT (Tpref))))

= Oℓ((Φℓ(T )− Φℓ(T ′)) log |T |),

which is also the time it takes to apply the prefix-rebuilding updates, implying that the total time

complexity is Oℓ((Φℓ(T ) − Φℓ(T ′)) log |T |). The width of T ′
is guaranteed to be at most 4k by

Lemma 5.8.

Applying this update did not necessarily decrease the height of T , but we can run it again re-

peatedly until it decreases the height to 2Oℓ(
√
logn log logn)

. Because Φℓ(T ′) < Φℓ(T ), the number
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of such iterations is bounded by Φℓ(T ), and moreover, as the running time of a single iteration is

bounded by Oℓ((Φℓ(T ) − Φℓ(T ′)) log |T |), the running time of any sequence of such iterations is

bounded byOℓ((Φℓ(T )−Φℓ(T ′′)) log |T |), where T ′′
is the final decomposition. Because all of the

updates were obtained from the Refine operation, all of the rank decompositions in the sequence of

updates have width at most 4k.

6 Automata

In this section we define rank decomposition automata in order to formalize and unify dynamic pro-

gramming working on rank decompositions. We give a prefix-rebuilding data structure to maintain

the runs of rank decomposition automata, give a construction of rank decomposition automata from

CMSO1 sentences (using the construction for cliquewidth by [CMR00] as a black-box), and finally

give our framework for performing edge updates using CMSO1.

6.1 Rank decomposition automata

Wewill define a rank decomposition automaton, which is an automaton that processes annotated rank

decompositions. Our definitions will be for unrooted annotated rank decompositions, in particular,

so that they are suited for computing dynamic programming tables directed in both directions on

edges. While these definitions allow annotated rank decompositions that encode partitioned graphs

with non-trivial partitions, they are usually used with annotated rank decompositions that encode

graphs. Let us start with some auxiliary definitions.

We say that a transition signature of width ℓ is a tuple τ = (Sτ , Uτ ,Rτ , Eτ ,Fτ ), where

• Sτ is a tree with three leaf nodes and one non-leaf node,

• Uτ is a set of size at most 6 · 2ℓ,

• Rτ is a function that maps each oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(Sτ ) to a non-empty setRτ (x⃗y) ⊆ Uτ ,

• Eτ is a function that maps each edge xy ∈ E(Sτ ) to a bipartite graph Eτ (xy) with bipartition

(Rτ (x⃗y),Rτ (y⃗x)), with no twins over this bipartition, and with cutrkEτ (xy)(Rτ (x⃗y)) ⩽ ℓ,
and

• Fτ is a function that maps each path of length three xyz ∈ P3(Sτ ) in Sτ to a function

Fτ (xyz) : Rτ (x⃗y) → Rτ (y⃗z).

Let T = (T,U,R, E ,F) be an annotated rank decomposition and t⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ) \ L⃗(T ) a non-leaf
oriented edge of T with children c⃗1t and c⃗2t. The transition signature of T at t⃗p, denoted by τ(T , t⃗p),
is the transition signature obtained by setting Sτ = T [{t, p, c1, c2}], Rτ = R|E⃗(Sτ )

, Eτ = E|E(Sτ ),

Fτ = F|P3(Sτ ), and Uτ =
⋃

e⃗∈E⃗(Sτ )
Rτ (e⃗). We observe that the width of τ(T , t⃗p) is at most the

width of T .

Then we say that an edge signature of width ℓ is a tuple σ = (Ra
σ,Rb

σ, Eσ), where

• Ra
σ andRb

σ are sets of size at most 2ℓ and

• Eσ is a bipartite graph with bipartition (Ra
σ,Rb

σ), with no twins over this bipartition, and with
cutrkEσ(Ra

σ) ⩽ ℓ.
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Let a⃗b ∈ E⃗(T ). The edge signature of T at a⃗b is σ(T , a⃗b) = (R(a⃗b),R(b⃗a), E(ab)). Again, the
width of σ(T , a⃗b) is at most the width of T .

A rank decomposition automaton of width ℓ is a tuple A = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) that consists of

• a state set Q,

• a vertex label set Γ,

• an initial mapping ι that maps every pair of form (σ, γ), where σ = (Ra
σ,Rb

σ, Eσ) is an edge

signature of width ℓ and γ is a function γ : Ra
σ → Γ, to a state ι(σ, γ) ∈ Q,

• a transition mapping δ that maps every triple of form (τ, q1, q2), where τ is a transition sig-

nature of width ℓ and q1, q2 ∈ Q, to a state δ(τ, q1, q2) ∈ Q, and

• a final mapping ε that maps every triple of form (σ, q1, q2), where σ is an edge signature of

width ℓ and q1, q2 ∈ Q, to a state ε(σ, q1, q2) ∈ Q.

The state setQ is allowed to be infinite. The evaluation time of a rank decomposition automaton

is the maximum running time to compute the functions ι(σ, γ), δ(τ, q1, q2), or ε(σ, q1, q2) given their
arguments.

Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be an annotated rank decomposition of width at most ℓ that encodes
a partitioned graph (G, C), x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) an oriented edge of T , and α : V (G) → Γ a vertex-labeling

of G with Γ. Recall that predT (x⃗y) denotes the set of predecessor of x⃗y. The run of A on the triple

(T , x⃗y, α) is the unique mapping ρ : predT (x⃗y) → Q so that

• for each leaf edge l⃗p ∈ predT (x⃗y) ∩ L⃗(T ) it holds that ρ(l⃗p) = ι(σ(T , l⃗p), α|R(l⃗p)
), and

• for each non-leaf edge t⃗p ∈ predT (x⃗y) \ L⃗(T ) with children c⃗1t, c⃗2t, where c1 < c2, it holds
that ρ(t⃗p) = δ(τ(T , t⃗p), ρ(c⃗1t), ρ(c⃗2t)).

Then let a, b ∈ V (T ) be two adjacent nodes of T . The run ofA on the 4-tuple (T , a, b, α) is the
unique mapping ρ : predT (a⃗b) ∪ predT (b⃗a) ∪ ϑ→ Q so that

• ρ|
predT (a⃗b)

is the run of A on (T , a⃗b, α),

• ρ|
predT (b⃗a)

is the run of A on (T , b⃗a, α), and

• ρ(ϑ) = ε(σ(T , a⃗b), ρ(a⃗b), ρ(b⃗a)).

The valuation of A on (T , a, b, α) is ρ(ϑ) and on (T , x⃗y, α) is ρ(x⃗y). These definitions are

adapted to a rooted annotated rank decompositions with root r whose children are c1, c2 by setting

ρ(r⃗c2) := ρ(c⃗1r) and ρ(r⃗c1) := ρ(c⃗2r). Additionally, the run (resp. valuation) of A on (T , α) is
defined as the run (resp. valuation) of A on (T , c1, r, α), where c1 < c2.

If the valuation ofA on (T , a, b, α) depends only on the partitioned graph (G, C) encoded by T
and the labeling α, then we say that A is decomposition-oblivious, and refer to this valuation as the

valuation of A on (G, C, α). When T encodes a graph G, we refer to this as the valuation of A on

(G,α).
Next, if all runs ofA on (T , a, b, α) are independent on the labeling α (in particular, the value of

the initial mapping ι only depends on the edge signature σ and not the function γ : Ra
σ → Γ), then

we say that A is label-oblivious. When defining label-oblivious automata, we will for convenience

drop the vertex label set Γ from the description of the automaton and consider ι to be a mapping
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from an edge signature σ = (Ra
σ,Rb

σ, Eσ) to a state ι(σ). We also define the runs on A on pairs

(T , x⃗y) and on triples (T , a, b) in a natural way. If T is rooted, we also define the run of A on T
naturally.

Then we give a prefix-rebuilding data structure for maintaining runs of rank decomposition

automata.

Lemma 6.1. Let ℓ ∈ N and A = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) a rank decomposition automaton of width ℓ with
evaluation time β. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overheadOℓ(1)+O(β) that
maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) that encodes a dynamic
graph G, and a vertex-labeling α : V (G) → Γ whose initial values αinit are given at the initialization,
and additionally supports the following operations:

• Run(x⃗y): Given an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) that is directed towards the root, in time O(1)
returns ρ(x⃗y), where ρ is the run of A on (T , x⃗y, α).

• Valuation(): In time O(1) returns the valuation of A on (T , α).

• SetLabel(v, γ): Given a vertex v ∈ V (G) and a label γ ∈ Γ, in time O(height(T ) · β) updates
α(v) := γ.

Proof. We maintain a representation of T with Lemma 4.2. We also maintain the vertex labeling α
explicitly, and the runs of A on (T , c⃗1r, α) and (T , c⃗2r, α), where r is the root and c1 < c2 are the
children of r. Note that this stores exactly one state ρ(x⃗y) for each oriented edge x⃗y of T directed to-

wards the root. We also maintain the valuation ofA on (T , α), which is ε(σ(T , c⃗1r), ρ(c⃗1r), ρ(c⃗2r)).
At initialization, we can compute the runs and the valuations inO(|T | ·β) time. Then, consider

a prefix-rebuilding update that turns T into T ′ = (T ′, V (G),R′, E ′,F ′), where the prefix of T
associated with the update is Tpref and the prefix of T ′

is T ′
pref . We observe that all edge signatures

and transition signatures at edges directed towards the root in E⃗(T ) \ E⃗(T [Tpref ∪ AppT (Tpref)])
stay the same in T ′

. Therefore, to recompute the runs and valuations, it suffices to recompute this

information only for edges directed towards the root in E⃗(T ′[T ′
pref ∪ AppT ′(T ′

pref)]), which takes

O(|Tpref | · β) time.

Then consider the SetLabel operation. We observe that it can change the run on (T , x⃗y, α)
only if v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y]. There are at most height(T ) such edges x⃗y directed towards the root, so we

recompute the runs on them in O(height(T ) · β) time.

We explicitly maintain all information required to answer theRun andValuation queries, so they
can be answered in O(1) time.

6.2 CMSO1

Monadic second-order logic (MSO) is the fragment of second-order logic where quantification is

allowed only over single elements of the universe and subsets of the universe. In logic of graphs,

MSO1 refers toMSO on the representation of graphs as a relational structure where the universe is

the vertices and there is a binary relation describing the vertex adjacencies. In particular, inMSO1 we

can quantify over sets of vertices, but not over sets of edges. The extension ofMSO1 with predicates

that allow counting the cardinality of a set modulo some given constant is called CMSO1. We refer

the reader to [CE12] for more precise definitions.

For simplicity, we assume in this paper that all free variables of a CMSO1 sentence are set vari-

ables (note that free single-element variables can be expressed as free set variables). The length of

a CMSO1 sentence φ is the number of symbols appearing in it, and denoted by |φ|. We note that
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the length of φ is at least the number of free variables of φ, and use the convention that the free

variables are indexed by consecutive integers 1, . . . , p.
Let φ be a CMSO1 sentence with p free variables andG a graph. A tuple (G,X1, . . . , Xp), where

Xi ⊆ V (G), satisfies φ, written as (G,X1, . . . , Xp) |= φ, if G together with the interpretations of

the free variables asX1, . . . , Xp satisfiesφ. Let α : V (G) → 2[p] be a vertex-labeling ofG. We define

that (G,α) satisfies φ if (G,X1, . . . , Xp), where Xi = {v ∈ V (G) | i ∈ α(v)} satisfies φ.
We prove the following lemma in Appendix B by translating automata working on a cliquewidth

expressions given by Courcelle, Makowsky, and Rotics [CMR00] (see also [CE12, Section 6]) to rank

decomposition automata.

Lemma 6.2. There is an algorithm that given a CMSO1 sentence φwith p free set variables and ℓ ∈ N,
in timeOφ,ℓ(1) constructs a decomposition-oblivious rank decomposition automatonA = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε)
of width ℓ so that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is ⊤ ∈ Q if and only if (G,α) |= φ, the
number of states is |Q| ⩽ Oφ,ℓ(1), and the evaluation time is Oφ,ℓ(1).

In order to express optimization problems in the language of MSO1, Courcelle, Makowsky, and

Rotics [CMR00] defined an extension ofMSO1 they called “LinEMSOL”. Similar extension ofCMSO1

was also discussed by Courcelle and Engelfriet [CE12, Section 6]. Based on [CMR00,CE12], we define

an extension of CMSO1 that we call LinCMSO1. A LinCMSO1 sentence with p free variables is a

pair (φ, f), whereφ is a CMSO1 sentence with p+q free variables for q ⩾ 0, and f : Zq → Z a linear

integer function defined by q+1 integers c0, . . . , cq so that f(x1, . . . , xq) = c0+ c1x1+ . . .+ cqxq .
Then, the value of (φ, f) on a tuple (G,X1, . . . , Xp) is themaximumvalue of f(|Xp+1|, . . . , |Xp+q|),
whereXp+1, . . . , Xp+q ⊆ V (G) and (G,X1, . . . , Xp+q) |= φ. If no such setsXp+1, . . . , Xp+q exist,

then the value is ⊥. We note that even though this naturally defines only maximization problems,

we can define minimization problems by using negative coefficients. We define the length |(φ, f)|
of (φ, f) to be |φ|+

∑p
i=0 |ci|.

Then, Lemma 6.2 extends to the following lemma. The proof is in Appendix B.

Lemma 6.3. There is an algorithm that given a LinCMSO1 sentence φ with p free set variables and
ℓ ∈ N, in time Oφ,ℓ(1) constructs a decomposition-oblivious rank decomposition automaton A =
(Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) of width ℓ so that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is equal to the value of φ on
(G,α), and the evaluation time is Oφ,ℓ(1).

We note that the reason for having Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3 as separate lemmas is that we will

use the fact that the number of states in the automaton constructed in Lemma 6.2 is Oφ,ℓ(1). We

also note that in both Lemmas 6.2 and 6.3 the constructed automaton works only on decompositions

encoding graphs, not partitioned graphs.

By putting together Lemmas 6.1 and 6.3, we obtain the following.

Lemma 6.4. Let w, ℓ ∈ N. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead Oℓ,w(1)
that maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T that encodes a dynamic graph G, and addi-
tionally supports the following query:

• LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp): Given a LinCMSO1 sentence φ of length at most w with p free
variables and p vertex subsetsX1, . . . , Xp ⊆ V (G), returns the value of φ on (G,X1, . . . , Xp).
Runs in time Oφ(1) if the sets are empty, and in Oℓ,φ(

∑p
i=1 |Xi| · height(T )) time otherwise.

Proof. We enumerate all LinCMSO1 sentences φ of length at mostw, and for each of them construct

an auxiliary ℓ-prefix-rebuilding structure Dφ
as follows. Let p be the number of free variables in φ.
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We apply Lemma 6.3 to obtain a rank decomposition automaton A = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) of width ℓ so
that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is equal to the value of φ on (G,α), and the evaluation

time of A is Oφ,ℓ(1). Then we initialize an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure Dφ
of Lemma 6.1 with

A. The overhead of Dφ
is Oφ,ℓ(1). We initialize the labeling α held by Dφ

to be α(v) = ∅ for all

v ∈ V (G).
Note that there are at mostOw(1) LinCMSO1 sentences of length at mostw, so the initialization

works in Oℓ,w(1) time. Then, all prefix-rebuilding updates to our data structures are relayed to all

of the auxiliary data structures Dφ
so that they also hold the decomposition T at all times, resulting

in the overhead Oℓ,w(1).
The LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp) query is implemented as follows. We maintain that between

the queries, the labeling α held by Dφ
is α(v) = ∅ for all v ∈ V (G). Therefore, if the given sets

X1, . . . , Xp are empty, we can simply return the value given by the query Valuation() of Dφ
. This

runs in Oφ(1) time. If some of the sets X1, . . . , Xp is non-empty, we compute X = X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xp,

use the SetLabel query of Dφ
to set α(v) = {i | v ∈ Xi} for all v ∈ X , and return the value given

by the query Valuation() of Dφ
. Then, we reset the labels α(v) of all v ∈ X to be ∅. This takes

Oℓ,φ(|X| · height(T )) = Oℓ,φ(
∑p

i=1 |Xi| · height(T )) time.

6.3 Edge update sentences

Let G be a graph. An edge update sentence on G is a tuple e = (φ,X,X1, . . . , Xp), where φ is a

CMSO1 sentence with p + 1 free set variables, X ⊆ V (G), and Xi ⊆ X for all i ∈ [p]. The graph
resulting from applying e toG is the graphG′

with V (G′) = V (G), and with uv ∈ E(G′) for u ̸= v
if and only if either

• |{u, v} ∩X| ⩽ 1 and uv ∈ E(G), or

• u, v ∈ X and (G, {u, v}, X1, . . . , Xp) |= φ.

In other words, the edges inside G[X] are defined by e, while other edges remain unchanged.

We define that size of e as |e| = |X| and that the length of e is the length of φ, i.e., |φ|.
Next we give our data structure to turn edge update sentences to edge update descriptions. We

note that while it is not immediately obvious that a rank decomposition of G of width ℓ would also

be a rank decomposition of G′
whose width is bounded by Oℓ,|φ|(1), our proof implies this because

the resulting edge update description has width Oℓ,|φ|(1).

Lemma 6.5. Let d, ℓ ∈ N. There exists an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overheadOℓ,d(1) that
maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T that encodes a dynamic graphG and additionally
supports the following query:

• EdgeUpdate(e): Given an edge update sentence e on G of length at most d, returns an edge
update description of width Oℓ,d(1) that describes the graph G′ that results from applying e to
G. Runs in time Oℓ,d(height(T ) · |e|).

Proof. In the initialization we construct a set of auxiliary automata and prefix-rebuilding data struc-

tures as follows. We enumerate all CMSO1 sentences of length at most d and at least one free set

variable, i.e., allCMSO1 sentences that could be in the edge update sentence given inEdgeUpdate(e).
Let φ be such sentence with p+ 1 free variables Y,X1, . . . , Xp, where Y is the free variable that is

supposed to hold the endpoints of the potential edge. We construct a CMSO1 sentence φ
′
with p+2

free variables Y,X,X1, . . . , Xp, so that (G, Y,X,X1, . . . , Xp) |= φ′
if and only if either
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• Y ⊆ X , |Y | = 2, and (G, Y,X1, . . . , Xp) satisfies φ, or

• Y ̸⊆ X and Y = {u, v} with uv ∈ E(G).

In particular, (G, Y,X,X1, . . . , Xp) |= φ′
if and only if Y = {u, v} corresponds to an edge in

the graph G′
resulting from applying the edge update sentence (φ,X,X1, . . . , Xp). Such φ

′
with

|φ′| ⩽ O(|φ|) can be constructed in time O(|φ|).
Then we use Lemma 6.2 to construct a rank decomposition automaton Aφ′ = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ϵ)

of width ℓ so that Γ = 2[p+2]
, the valuation of Aφ′ on (G,α) is ⊤ if and only if (G,α) |= φ′

,

|Q| ⩽ Oφ,ℓ(1), and the evaluation time is Oφ,ℓ(1). We say that a labeling α : V (G) → 2[p+2]

corresponds to an edge update sentence (φ,X,X1, . . . , Xp) if 2 ∈ α(v) if and only if v ∈ X , and

2 + i ∈ α(v) if and only if v ∈ Xi.

Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be an annotated rank decomposition that encodes G, and let

α : V (G) → 2[p+2]
be a labeling of G with 1 /∈ α(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Let us also denote by

αv the labeling so that αv(u) \ {1} = α(u) for all u ∈ V (G) and 1 ∈ αv(u) if and only if u = v.
With an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) we associate a 4-tuple (qx⃗y, fx⃗y, gx⃗y, hx⃗y) so that

• qx⃗y is the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, α),

• fx⃗y : Q → V (G) ∪ {⊥} is the function so that for every q ∈ Q the value fx⃗y(q) is the vertex
v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] with the smallest index so that the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αv) is q, or ⊥ if

no such vertex v exists,

• gx⃗y : R(x⃗y) → V (G) is the function so that for every r ∈ R(x⃗y) the value gx⃗y(r) is the
smallest-index vertex v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] so that NG(v) ∩R(y⃗x) = NG(r) ∩R(y⃗x), and

• hx⃗y : R(x⃗y) → Q is the function so that hx⃗y(r) is the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αgx⃗y(r)).

We construct a rank decomposition automaton A′
φ′ of width ℓ so that the valuation of A′

φ′ on

(T , x⃗y, α) is the 4-tuple (qx⃗y, fx⃗y, gx⃗y, hx⃗y). Such automaton with evaluation time Oℓ,φ(1) can be

constructed as follows: First, the state qx⃗y can be maintained simply by simulating Aφ′ . Then, we

observe that fx⃗y can be computed from f ⃗c1x, f ⃗c2x, q ⃗c1x, and q ⃗c2x, where ⃗c1x and ⃗c2x are the child

edges of x⃗y, in particular

fx⃗y(q) = min

{
min

q1∈Q|δ(τ(T ,x⃗y),q1,q ⃗c2x
)=q

f ⃗c1x(q1), min
q2∈Q|δ(τ(T ,x⃗y),q ⃗c1x

,q2)=q
f ⃗c2x(q2)

}
,

where ⊥ is regarded as larger than any vertex. For gx⃗y and hx⃗y , we first observe that if gx⃗y(r) = v,
then there exists either r′ ∈ R( ⃗c1x) with g ⃗c1x(r

′) = v or r′ ∈ R( ⃗c2x) with g ⃗c2x(r
′) = v. With this

observation, gx⃗y can be computed from g ⃗c1x and g ⃗c2x by usingF(c1xy), F(c2xy), and E(xy), which
are stored in τ(T , x⃗y). Then, if gx⃗y(r) = v so that there exists r′ ∈ R( ⃗c1x) with g ⃗c1x(r

′) = v,
we have hx⃗y(r) = δ(τ(T , x⃗y), h ⃗c1x(r

′), q ⃗c2x); and the other case is similar. This completes the

construction of A′
φ′ .

Then, we construct an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure Dφ
by invoking Lemma 6.1 with A′

φ′ .

All prefix-rebuilding updates are relayed to Dφ
so that it always holds the same annotated rank

decomposition as the main prefix-rebuilding data structure of the lemma. The vertex labeling αφ

that Dφ
holds will always be αφ(v) = ∅ for all v ∈ V (G), except when we are processing the

EdgeUpdate(e) query. Note that because |φ| ⩽ d, the number of such prefix-rebuilding data struc-

tures Dφ
we maintain is Od(1).
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This completes the description of the initialization and the handling of prefix-rebuilding updates.

It remains to describe how EdgeUpdate(e) is implemented.

Let e = (φ,X,X1, . . . , Xp). We first use the SetLabel(v, γ) query of Dφ
for all v ∈ X to

set the labeling α to correspond to e. This takes Oℓ,φ(height(T ) · |e|) time. Then, let Tpref be the

unique smallest prefix of T that contains all leaves l ∈ L(T ) with R(l⃗p) ⊆ X . We have that

|Tpref | ⩽ height(T ) · |e|. The prefix Tpref will be the prefix of the edge update description we

output. With the help of Dφ
we compute the triples (qx⃗y, fx⃗y, gx⃗y) for all oriented edges x⃗y ∈

E⃗(T [Tpref ∪ AppT (Tpref)]) in Oℓ,φ(|Tpref |) = Oℓ,φ(height(T ) · |e|) time. In particular, such triples

are directly given by Dφ
for all oriented edges directed towards the root, and for oriented edges

directed towards the leaves we can compute them with A′
φ′ in a top-down manner.

Then, the purpose of the definition of fx⃗y is to make the following hold.

Claim 6.6. Let x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) and let G′ be the graph resulting from applying e to G. The set Rx⃗y =⋃
q∈Q{fx⃗y(q)}\{⊥} is a representative ofL(T )[x⃗y] inG′, and given fx⃗y and fy⃗x the graphG′[Rx⃗y, Ry⃗x]

can be determined in Oφ,ℓ(1) time.

Proof of the claim. Let v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] and u ∈ L(T )[y⃗x]. We observe that uv ∈ E(G′) if and

only if the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αv) is q1, the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , y⃗x, αv) is q2, and
ε(σ(T , x⃗y), q1, q2) = ⊤. Therefore if r ∈ Rx⃗y and the valuations of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αv) and

(T , x⃗y, αr) are the same, then NG′(v) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x] = NG′(r) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x]. Because for every

v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] there exists such r ∈ Rx⃗y , we have that Rx⃗y is a representative of L(T )[x⃗y] in
G′

. Then the graph G′[Rx⃗y, Ry⃗x] can be determined by verifying whether ε(σ(T , x⃗y), q1, q2) = ⊤
for all q1, q2 ∈ Q. ◁

In particular, by Claim 6.6 in the edge update description we can set R⋆(x⃗y) = Rx⃗y for all

x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T [Tpref ]). It also gives a way to compute the graphs E⋆(xy) = G′[Rx⃗y, Ry⃗x] for xy ∈
E(T [Tpref ]). For xyz ∈ P3(T [Tpref ]), the graphs E⋆(xyz) = G′[Rx⃗y, Rz⃗y] can be computed as

follows. Let v ∈ Rx⃗y and u ∈ Rz⃗y , and let w be the neighbor of y that is not x or z. From fx⃗y we

know the valuation ofAφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αv), from fz⃗y we know the valuation ofAφ′ on (T , z⃗y, αu), and
from qw⃗y we know the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , w⃗y, α). By combining these with O(1) transitions
of Aφ′ we find whether uv ∈ E(G′). This takes Oφ,ℓ(1) time for each xyz ∈ P3(T [Tpref ]), i.e.,
Oφ,ℓ(height(T ) · |e|) time in total.

It remains to compute for xyz ∈ P3(T ) with x ∈ AppT (Tpref) and y, z ∈ Tpref the graphs

E⋆(xyz) = G′[R(x⃗y),R⋆(z⃗y)]. For this, we recall that gx⃗y stores for each r ∈ R(x⃗y) the smallest-

index vertex v ∈ L(T )[x⃗y] so thatNG(v)∩L(T )[y⃗x] = NG(r)∩L(T )[y⃗x], and hx⃗y stores for each
r ∈ R(x⃗y) the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αgx⃗y(r)). Now, because L(T )[x⃗y] is disjoint from X , we

have thatNG′(v)∩L(T )[y⃗x] = NG′(r)∩L(T )[y⃗x]. Therefore, it suffices to find the adjacencies of

such vertices v to R⋆(z⃗y) in G′
. Because we know the valuation of Aφ′ on (T , x⃗y, αv), we can do

this in a similar manner as in the previous paragraph.

This completes the description of the implementation of EdgeUpdate(e). All of the steps took
Oφ,ℓ(height(T ) · |e|) = Od,ℓ(height(T ) · |e|) time.

7 Dynamic rankwidth

In this section we put together the material from the previous sections to give the final proof of our

dynamic data structure for rankwidth.
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Let us first bound howmuch a prefix-rebuilding update resulting from an edge update description

can increase the potential of a rank decomposition.

Lemma 7.1. Let T be a rooted annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G, u an edge
update description that describes a graph G′, T ′ a rooted annotated rank decomposition that results
from applying to T a prefix-rebuilding update that corresponds to u, and ℓ an integer so that the widths
of both T and T ′ are at most ℓ. Then it holds that

Φℓ,G′(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ,G(T ) +Oℓ(|u| · height(T ))

Proof. Recall that both graphs G and G′
share the same set of vertices and for both decompositions

T and T ′
the tree T and the sets R(l⃗p) on leaf edges l⃗p are the same. Let Tpref be the prefix of T

given in the edge update description. We have that |Tpref | = |u| and the width of an edge can change
only if it is in T [Tpref ]. Then, the conclusion follows directly from the definition of Φ.

Then we state a lemma about computing optimum-width rank decompositions by dynamic pro-

gramming on annotated rank decompositions, which will be proved in Section 10.1.

Lemma 7.2. Let k, ℓ ⩾ 0 be integers. There exists an algorithm that, given as input an annotated rank
decomposition T of width ℓ that encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), in time Oℓ(|T | log |T |) either:

• correctly determines that (G, C) has rankwidth larger than k; or

• outputs an annotated rank decomposition that encodes (G, C) and has width at most k.

Next we give the main lemma giving the basic version of our data structure. In the statement

it is important that the decomposition T is maintained by prefix-rebuilding updates, as this implies

that any feature of T that can be maintained by a prefix-rebuilding data structure can be plugged in

to the data structure.

Lemma 7.3. Let k, d, n ∈ N. There is a data structure that using prefix-rebuilding updates maintains
a rooted annotated rank decomposition T that encodes a dynamic n-vertex graph G and has width at
most 4k, under the promise thatG has rankwidth at most k at all times, under the following operations:

• Init(T̃ ): Given a rooted annotated rank decomposition T̃ that encodes a graph G and has width
at most 4k, initializes the data structure to hold T := T̃ . Runs in amortizedOk,d(n log

2 n) time.

• Update(e): Given an edge update sentence e of length at most d, either returns that the graph
resulting from applying e to G would have rankwidth more than k, or applies e to update G.
Runs in amortized |e| · 2Ok,d(

√
logn log logn) time.

Moreover, it is guaranteed that after each operation, the height of T is at most 2Ok,d(
√
logn log logn), even

though during the implementations of the operations the height of T can be greater.

Proof. We choose ℓ to be the smallest positive integer so that ℓ ⩾ 4k + 1, ℓ ⩾ d, and ℓ is at least
the largest width of an edge update description that is returned by the EdgeUpdate(e) query of the

4k-prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 6.5 with the parameter d. Note that ℓ ⩽ Ok,d(1).
Then, the Init(T̃ ) query is implemented as follows. Given the decomposition T̃ that encodes

G, we first use Lemma 7.2 to compute a rank decomposition T̃ ′
of G of width at most k, then use

Lemma 3.2 to turn T̃ ′
into a rank decomposition T̃ ′′

of height O(log n) and width at most 2k, and
then use Lemma 4.8 with T̃ and T̃ ′′

to compute an annotated rank decomposition T that encodes
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G and corresponds to T̃ ′′
. This runs in Ok,d(n log n) = Oℓ(n log n) time in total, and because

the resulting decomposition T has width at most 2k and height at most O(log n), its ℓ-potential is
Φℓ,G(T ) ⩽ Oℓ(n log n). The first prefix-rebuilding update is to update T̃ into T . Note that we can

set its description to fully contain T in Oℓ(n) time.

We then initialize the ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structures Dimprove
of Lemma 5.14, Dtranslate

of

Lemma 4.14, and Dprdsutil
of Lemma 4.4 with T , and the 4k-prefix-rebuilding data structure Dupd

of

Lemma 6.5 with T . Usually, these four data structures will hold the same current annotated rank

decomposition T of width at most 4k, but during the Update query the data structure Dimprove
may

hold an annotated rank decomposition T ′
of width up to ℓ. The initialization of these data structures

takes Oℓ(n) time.

Leth = 2Oℓ(
√
logn log logn)

be so that themaximumheight of T after applying the ImproveHeight()
operation of Dimprove

is at most h. We will maintain the invariant that between the Update queries,
the height of T is at most h. During the Update query the height may grow unboundedly.

Then, the Update(e) query is implemented as follows. Let G′
be the graph resulting from ap-

plying e to G. We first use the data structure Dupd
to compute an edge update description u corre-

sponding to e. This runs in timeOk,d(height(T ) · |e|) ⩽ Oℓ(h · |e|), which is also an upper bound for
|u|. By the choice of ℓ, the width of u is at most ℓ, which is also an upper bound for the width of the

decomposition resulting from applying u to T . Then we use the data structure Dtranslate
to translate

u into a description u1 of a prefix-rebuilding update. This runs in Oℓ(|u|) = Oℓ(h · |e|) time, which

is also an upper bound for |u1|. Then, we apply u1 to Dimprove
(but not the other prefix-rebuilding

data structures). Let T ′ = (T, V (G),R′, E ′,F ′) be the decomposition resulting from applying u1 to
T . We have that T ′

encodes G′
and by Lemma 7.1 the ℓ-potential of T ′

is at most

Φℓ,G′(T ′) ⩽ Φℓ,G(T ) +Oℓ(h · |e|).

Let Tpref be the prefix of T ′
associated with u1. We note that all nodes of T ′

of width larger than

4k are in Tpref , and apply the Refine(Tpref) operation of Dimprove
. If it returns that the rankwidth of

G′
is greater than k, we use the Reverse operation of Dprdsutil

to compute a description of a prefix-

rebuilding operation that turns T ′
back to T , apply it to Dimprove

, and then return. In this case the

time complexity isOℓ(h·|e|). The other case is that the Refine(Tpref) operation returns a description
u2 of a prefix-rebuilding update that turns T ′

into a decomposition T ′′
that encodes G′

, has width

at most 4k, and satisfies

Φℓ,G′(T ′′) ⩽ Φℓ,G′(T ′)− heightT ′(Tpref) + log n · Oℓ(|Tpref |+ heightT ′(AppT ′(Tpref)))

⩽ Φℓ,G′(T ′) + log n · Oℓ(h · |e|+ h2 · |e|)
⩽ Φℓ,G(T ) +Oℓ(h

2 · |e| · log n).

The running time of the operation and therefore also |u2| is

log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T ′)− Φℓ,G′(T ′′) + log n · (|Tpref |+ heightT ′(AppT ′(Tpref))))

⩽ log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T ′)− Φℓ,G′(T ′′)) +Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log2 n)

⩽ log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T )− Φℓ,G′(T ′′)) +Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log2 n).

Then we use Dcompose
to compute from u1 and u2 a description u◦ of a prefix-rebuilding update that

turns T into T ′′
. We apply u◦ to Dtranslate

, Dcompose
, and Dupd

, and then apply u2 to Dimprove
. Now,

all of these data structures hold the same decomposition T ′′
. This takes time Oℓ(|u1| + |u2|) ⩽

log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T )− Φℓ,G′(T ′′)) +Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log2 n).
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Then, we call the ImproveHeight() operation of Dimprove
. This updates T ′′

through a series of

prefix-rebuilding updates into a decomposition T ′′′
that has height at most h and width at most 4k,

and returns the corresponding sequence of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates. We also apply

the same sequence of prefix-rebuilding updates to Dtranslate
, Dcompose

, and Dupd
, noting that also the

intermediate decompositions in this sequence have width at most 4k. It holds that Φℓ,G′(T ′′′) ⩽
Φℓ,G′(T ′′) and the running time of this is

log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T ′′)− Φℓ,G′(T ′′′))

⩽ log n · Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T )− Φℓ,G′(T ′′′)) +Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log2 n). (7)

Finally, T ′′′
is the decomposition that our data structure will hold after the Update operation. Note

that we updated T into T ′′′
by prefix-rebuilding operations so that all intermediate decompositions

had width at most 4k. As Φℓ,G′(T ′′′) ⩽ Φℓ,G′(T ′′), the total time complexity of the operation is

bounded by log n ·Oℓ(Φℓ,G′(T )−Φℓ,G′(T ′′′))+Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log2 n). We also have thatΦℓ,G′(T ′′′) ⩽

Φℓ,G′(T ′′) ⩽ Φℓ,G(T ) +Oℓ(h
2 · |e| · log n).

Then we analyze the amortized time complexity. Let us consider the sequence of t first Update
operations applied to the data structure, and let us denote by e1, . . . , et the edge update sentences
given in them and by T1, . . . , Tt the decompositions after each of the updates, and by T0 the initial
decomposition. By Equation (7), the total time used in the first t Update operations is at most

t∑
i=1

(
Oℓ(h

2 · |ei| · log2 n) + log n · Oℓ(Φℓ(Ti−1)− Φℓ(Ti))
)
.

Now, because Φℓ(Ti) is always non-negative, Φℓ(T0) ⩽ Oℓ(n log n), and Φℓ(Ti) ⩽ Φℓ(Ti−1) +
Oℓ(h

2 · |ei| · log n), we have that
t∑

i=1

Oℓ(Φℓ(Ti−1)− Φℓ(Ti)) ⩽ Oℓ(n log n) +
t∑

i=1

Oℓ(h
2 · |ei| · log n).

This implies that the total running time of the first t operations is bounded by

Oℓ(n log
2 n) +

t∑
i=1

Oℓ(h
2 · |ei| · log2 n).

We conclude the claimed amortized running time by charging the Oℓ(n log
2 n) term from the Init

operation and for each i ∈ [t] the Oℓ(h
2 · |ei| · log2 n) term from the i:th Update operation. Note

that Oℓ(h
2 · |ei| · log2 n) ⩽ |ei| · 2Ok,d(

√
logn log logn)

.

Then we add a couple of more features to the data structure of Lemma 7.3.

Lemma 7.4. Let k, d, n ∈ N. The data structure of Lemma 7.3 can furthermore support the following
operations:

• InitEmpty(): Initializes the data structure to hold the n-vertex edgeless graph G. Runs in amor-
tized Ok,d(n log

2 n) time.

• LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp): Given a LinCMSO1 sentence φ of length at most d with p free set
variables and p vertex subsetsX1, . . . , Xp ⊆ V (G), returns the value of φ on (G,X1, . . . , Xp).
Runs in timeOd(1) if the setsX1, . . . , Xp are empty, and in time

∑p
i=1 |Xi|·2Ok,d(

√
logn log logn)

otherwise.
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Proof. First, the InitEmpty() operation can implemented by the Init(T̃ ) operation of the data struc-

ture of Lemma 7.3, as it is straightforward to construct an annotated rank decomposition of an

n-vertex edgeless graph in O(n) time. Then, to support the LinCMSO1(φ,X1, . . . , Xp) queries, we
maintain the 4k-prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 6.4 for w = d.

It is easy to see that Theorem 1.4 is a special case of Lemma 7.4: The operations to insert and

delete edges can be simulated by edge update sentences of constant length and size.

8 Almost-linear time algorithm for rankwidth

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1 by using Lemma 7.3. We prove in fact a bit more general state-

ment, showing that if the 2Ok(
√
logn log logn)

factor in Lemma 7.3 could be improved toOk(log
O(1) n),

then the 2
√
logn log logn

factor in Theorem 1.1 could be improved to logO(1) n.

8.1 The twin flipping problem

WhenG is a graph and F is a set of unordered pairs of vertices ofG, we denote byG△F the graph

obtained from G by “flipping” adjacencies between every pair in F . In other words, V (G△F ) =
V (G) and E(G△F ) = E(G)△F . Recall that a vertex v is a twin of a vertex u if N(v) = N(u).
Our interface between Lemma 7.3 and Theorem 1.1 will be the following problem.

Problem 8.1 (Twin Flipping). Given an annotated rank decomposition of width at most k that encodes
an n-vertex bipartite graph G with bipartition (A,B), two disjoint vertex setsX,Y ⊆ A so that every
vertex in X has a twin in Y , and a set F ⊆ X × B of size |F | ⩽ Ok(n), either determine that the
rankwidth ofG△F is more than k, or return an annotated rank decomposition that encodesG△F and
has width at most k.

In this section we will show that algorithms for Problem 8.1 can be translated to algorithms for

computing rankwidth. Before showing that, let us give an algorithm for Twin Flipping by using

Lemma 7.3. The following basic observation is useful in this algorithm and later in this section.

Observation 8.2. Let G be a graph that contains twins u, v ∈ V (G). The rankwidth of G is at most
the rankwidth of G− {v}.

Proof. Observe that if A ⊆ V (G) \ {v} and u ∈ A, then cutrkG−{v}(A) = cutrkG(A ∪ {v}).
Therefore, we can construct a rank decomposition of G of equal width from a rank decomposition

of G− {v} by adding two children c1, c2 to the leaf corresponding to u, and mapping u to c1 and v
to c2.

Then we give the algorithm for Twin Flipping.

Lemma 8.3. There is a n · 2Ok(
√
logn log logn) time algorithm for Problem 8.1.

Proof. Denote the vertices in X as X = {v1, . . . , v|X|}. Let G0 = G, and for each i ∈ [|X|] let Gi

be the bipartite graph with bipartition (A,B), so that for j ⩽ i it holds that NGi(vj) = NG△F (vj),
for j > i it holds that NGi(vj) = NG(vj), and for u ∈ A \ X it holds that NGi(u) = NG(u) =
NG△F (u). We have that G|X| = G△F and because for each v ∈ X there exists u ∈ Y so that

NG(v) = NG(u) = NG△F (u), each Gi can be obtained from G△F by adding twins and deleting

vertices, which by Observation 8.2 implies that if G△F has rankwidth at most k then also Gi for

each i ∈ [|X|] has rankwidth at most k.
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Now, for each vertex vi ∈ X , let Fi be the set of vertices Fi = {u ∈ B | viu ∈ F}. We can

write an edge update sentence ei of size |ei| = |Fi| + 1 and constant length that turns Gi−1 into

Gi. Let T be the given annotated rank decomposition that encodes the graph G. We initialize the

data structure of Lemma 7.3 with T and k, and the length bound d = O(1) of these edge update

sentences, which takes Ok(n log
2 n) amortized time. We then apply the edge update sentences ei

one by one to T . If the data structure at any point returns that the rankwidth would become larger

than k, we can return that the rankwidth ofG△F is more than k. This takes |F | · 2Ok(
√
logn log logn)

amortized time in total.

Finally, we obtain an annotated rank decomposition T ′
that encodes G△F and has width at

most 4k. We then use Lemma 7.2 to obtain in time Ok(n log n) an annotated rank decomposition

T ′′
that encodes G△F and has width at most k or determine that G△F has rankwidth more than

k, and then return T ′′
.

The running time is Ok(n log
2 n) + |F | · 2Ok(

√
logn log logn) = n · 2Ok(

√
logn log logn)

.

Then, the rest of this section will be devoted to showing that algorithms for Twin Flipping imply

algorithms for computing rankwidth, in particular, to proving the following lemma.

Lemma 8.4. Let T : N → N be a function so that there is a Ok(T (n)) time algorithm for Prob-
lem 8.1. Then there is an algorithm that given an n-vertex m-edge graph G and an integer k, in time
Ok(T (n) log

2 n)+O(m) either returns that the rankwidth ofG is more than k, or returns an annotated
rank decomposition that encodes G and has width at most k.

Putting Lemmas 8.3 and 8.4 together implies the first part of Theorem 1.1. In particular, as

n · 2Ok(
√
logn log logn) ⩽ Ok(n · 2

√
logn log logn/ log2 n), we can set T (n) = n · 2

√
logn log logn/ log2 n

to obtain an algorithm with a running time of Ok(n · 2
√
logn log logn) + O(m). Then, we prove in

Appendix B (Lemma B.4) that given an annotated rank decomposition of width k that encodes G,
we can in Ok(n) time output a (2k+1 − 1)-expression for cliquewidth of G. This gives the second
part of Theorem 1.1.

We remark that in the proof of Lemma 8.4 we make the natural assumptions that T (n) ⩾ Ω(n)
and T (n) is increasing and convex.

8.2 Reduction to bipartite graphs

We will work on bipartite graphs in our algorithm, so the first step is to reduce the task of com-

puting the rankwidth of a graph to bipartite graphs. For this, we will use a reduction given by

Courcelle [Cou06] and further analyzed by Oum [Oum08a, Section 4.1].

Let G be a graph. We define B(G) to be the bipartite graph whose vertex set is V (B(G)) =
V (G)× [4], and edge set is defined so that

1. if v ∈ V (G) and i ∈ [3], then (v, i) is adjacent to (v, i+ 1) in B(G) and

2. if uv ∈ E(G), then (u, 1) is adjacent to (v, 4) in B(G).

We observe that given an n-vertexm-edge graph G, we can compute B(G) in O(n+m) time.

Oum showed that the rankwidths of G and B(G) are tied to each other.

Lemma 8.5 ([Oum08a]). If the rankwidth of G is k, then the rankwidth of B(G) is at least k/4 and
at mostmax(2k, 1).
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Even though Oum gives an explicit construction of a rank decomposition of G given a rank

decomposition of G, it seems complicated to adapt to work in linear time with annotated rank de-

compositions. We use an alternative approach by using edge update sentences.

Lemma 8.6. Let G be an n-vertex graph. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank de-
composition T that encodes B(G) and has width k, in time Ok(n log n) returns an annotated rank
decomposition that encodes G and has optimum width.

Proof. Consider an edge update sentence e = (φ,X,X1, X2, X3, X4) that has X = V (B(G)),
Xi = V (G)× {i}, and φ(Y,X1, X2, X3, X4) =

∃u ∈ Y, v ∈ Y.(u ̸= v ∧ ∀w ∈ Y.(u = w ∨ v = w)) ∧ u ∈ X1 ∧ v ∈ X1

∧(∃u2 ∈ X2, u3 ∈ X3, u4 ∈ X4.(E(u, u2) ∧ E(u2, u3) ∧ E(u3, u4) ∧ E(u4, v)).

LetG′
be the graph resulting from applying e toB(G). We observe that the subgraph ofG′

induced

by V (G)× {1} is equal to G, after renaming every vertex of form (v, 1) to v.
Therefore we use our machinery built in previous sections as follows. First, we use Lemma 3.2

with T to compute a rank decomposition T 1
of B(G) of width at most 2k and height O(log n).

Then we use Lemma 4.8 with T and T 1
to obtain an annotated rank decomposition T 2

that encodes

B(G), has width at most 2k, and height O(log n). These steps take Ok(n log n) time. Then we

initialize the 2k-prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 6.5 with T 2
and the parameter d (the

bound on the length of an edge update sentence) equal to the length of φ (which is constant), and

then apply the EdgeUpdate(e) query to obtain an edge update description u of width ℓ = Ok(1)
that describes G′

. This takes Ok(n log n) time as the height of T 2
is O(log n). Then, we initialize

the 2k-prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 4.14 with T 2
, and translate u to a description u′ of

a prefix-rebuilding update. This takes Ok,ℓ(n) = Ok(n) time. Then, we use Lemma 4.2 to apply u′

to T 2
, turning T 2

into an annotated rank decomposition T 3
that encodes G′

and has width at most

max(k, ℓ) = Ok(1). Then we use Lemma 4.5 to turn T 3
into an annotated rank decomposition of

the subgraph ofG′
induced by V (G)×{1}, and then by renaming vertices turn it into an annotated

rank decomposition T 4
of G. These steps take Ok(n) time. Finally we use Lemma 7.2 with T 4

to

compute an optimum-width rank decomposition that encodes G, and return it. This runs in time

Ok(n log n).

Lemmas 8.5 and 8.6 and the fact that B(G) can be computed from G in O(n +m) time imply

that we can now focus on bipartite graphs.

8.3 Twins and near-twins

In this subsectionwe prove lemmas about finding twins and near-twins in graphs of small rankwidth.

The following lemma will be our main tool. Recall here from Section 5 that for a rooted rank de-

composition T = (T, λ) of a graph G, a set F ⊆ V (G) is a tree factor whenever F = L(T )[x] for
some x ∈ V (T ), and a context factor whenever F is not a tree factor but F = F1 \F2 for tree factors

F1, F2. F is a factor if F is a tree factor or a context factor.

Lemma 8.7. There is an algorithm that given a rooted rank decomposition T of an n-vertex graph
G, an integer ℓ ⩾ 1, and a set W ⊆ V (G) with |W | ⩾ 16ℓ, in time O(n) outputs a set of at least
|W |/(16ℓ) disjoint factors of T so that each of them contains at least ℓ vertices in W . The outputted
tree factors are represented by single nodes of T and context factors by pairs of nodes of T .
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Proof. Let T = (T, λ). We say that a node x of T is important if |L(T )[x] ∩W | ⩾ ℓ. Let us denote
the set of important nodes of T by I ⊆ V (T ). If a node is important, then also its parent is, so I is
a prefix of T . Note that the root of T is important. Let us furthermore say that a node is a junction
if it is important, and also either has degree 1 or 3 in T [I] or is the root of T . We denote the set of

junctions by J ⊆ I . Note that if x, y ∈ J , then the lowest common ancestor of x and y is also in J .
Then we define a rooted tree T ′

so that V (T ′) = J , there is an edge between x, y ∈ J if there is

a path between x and y in T that avoids other nodes in J , and the root of T ′
is the root of T . Observe

that T ′
is a rooted tree where each node except the root has either 0 or 2 children, and the root has

1 or 2 children. Now, V (G) can be partitioned into a disjoint union of factors of T as follows:

• for each leaf l of T ′
there is a tree factor L(T )[l],

• for each edge xp of T ′
, where p is the parent of x in T ′

and c is the child of p on the path from

p to x in T there is a context factor L(T )[c] \ L(T )[x], and

• if c is a child of the root and is not in I , then there is a tree factor L(T )[c].

We consider cases based on |V (T ′)|. First, suppose that |V (T ′)| ⩾ |W |/(8ℓ). This implies that

T ′
has at least |W |/(16ℓ) leaves, so by outputting the leaves of T ′

we output at least |W |/(16ℓ) tree
factors that each contains at least ℓ vertices inW .

Then, suppose |V (T ′)| ⩽ |W |/(8ℓ). We note that each tree factor corresponding to a leaf of T ′

contains at most 2ℓ− 1 vertices inW , and the possible single tree factor corresponding to a child of

the root not in I contains at most ℓ−1 vertices inW , so therefore the context factors corresponding

to the edges of T ′
contain at least

|W | − |V (T ′)| · (2ℓ− 1)− (ℓ− 1) ⩾ |W | − |W | · (2ℓ− 1)

8ℓ
− |W |

16
⩾ |W |/2

vertices inW . Now, consider an edge xp of T ′
, where p is the parent of x in T ′

. This corresponds

to a path x, y1, . . . , yt, p in T . Then, for each i ∈ [t] let zi be the child of yi that is not on this path.

We observe that the context factor associated with xp is equal to
⋃t

i=1 L(T )[zi], and that for each

i it holds that |L(T )[zi] ∩W | < ℓ. This implies that if this context factor contains w vertices in

W , then it can be further partitioned into at least ⌊ w
2ℓ⌋ ⩾ w

2ℓ − 1 context factors that each contain

at least ℓ vertices inW , plus at most one context factor that contains less than ℓ vertices inW . By

performing this partitioning to all |E(T ′)| ⩽ |W |/(8ℓ) such context factors that in total contain at

least |W |/2 vertices inW , we obtain at least

|W |/2
2ℓ

− |E(T ′)| ⩾ |W |/(8ℓ)

context factors that each contain at least ℓ vertices inW . This procedure clearly can be implemented

in O(n) time given T .

Then we apply Lemma 8.7 to prove that bipartite graphs with small rankwidth and unbalanced

bipartition contain a lot of twins.

Lemma 8.8. There is a function f(k) ∈ 2O(k), so that ifG is a bipartite graph with bipartition (A,B)
and rankwidth k, and |A| ⩾ f(k) · |B|, then there exist at least |A|/f(k) disjoint pairs of twins in A.

Proof. We will prove the lemma for f(k) = 32 · (22k + 1), so assume that |A| ⩾ f(k) · |B|. Let T
be a rank decomposition of G of width at most k, and let us apply Lemma 8.7 with ℓ = f(k)/32
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and W = A. This outputs at least 2|A|
f(k) disjoint factors of T so that each of them contains at least

f(k)/32 = 22k +1 vertices in A. Among them, there are at least
2|A|
f(k) −|B| ⩾ |A|/f(k) factors that

contain no vertices in B. It suffices to prove that each of these contains a pair of twins in A.
Consider a factorF of T with |F | ⩾ 22k+1 andF ⊆ A. IfF is a tree factor, then cutrkG(F ) ⩽ k

by definition, and if F is a context factor, we can prove by symmetry and submodularity of cutrkG
that cutrkG(F ) ⩽ 2k. Now, Lemma 3.4 implies that F has a representative R of size |R| ⩽ 22k.
Because |F | > 22k, there exists a vertex v ∈ F \ R, and because R is a representative of F , there
exists u ∈ R so that N(v) \ F = N(u) \ F . Because F ⊆ A, the vertices u and v are twins.

We say that two vertices u and v of a graph G are q-near-twins if |N(u)△N(v)| ⩽ q. Next we
use Lemma 8.7 to give an algorithm for finding many near-twins in graphs of small rankwidth.

Lemma 8.9. There exists a function f ∈ 2O(k) so that there is an algorithm that given an annotated
rank decomposition T of width k that encodes an n-vertex graph G and a set W ⊆ V (G) such that
|W | ⩾ f(k), in time Ok(n) returns |W |/f(k) disjoint pairs of vertices (u1, v1), . . . , (ut, vt) inW , so
that ui and vi are (f(k)·n/|W |)-near-twins. The algorithm furthermore returns the setsN(ui)△N(vi)
for all i ∈ [t].

Proof. The proof will use similar ideas to the proof of Lemma 8.8. We will prove the the lemma for

f(k) = 32 · (22k + 1). Let us root T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) arbitrarily and apply Lemma 8.7 with

T , ℓ = f(k)/32, and the setW . This outputs at least
2|W |
f(k) disjoint factors of T so that each of them

contains at least f(k)/32 = 22k + 1 vertices in W . Let us say that a factor F ⊆ V (G) is big if

|F | > f(k)n
|W | and small otherwise. Because the factors are disjoint, there are at most

|W |
f(k) big factors,

implying that there are at least
|W |
f(k) small factors.

Now it suffices to output a single such pair (ui, vi) from each small factor. We observe that if F is

a small factor and u, v ∈ F ∩W are two vertices withN(u)\F = N(v)\F , then |N(u)△N(v)| ⩽
|F |, implying that they are (f(k) · n/|W |)-near-twins. It remains to argue that we can find such u
and v in Ok(|F |) time for each small factor F .

First suppose that F is a tree factor, given as F = L(T )[x] for some x ∈ V (T ), and let p be the
parent of x in T . In this case, the subtree below x in T has O(|F |) nodes. For each vertex v ∈ F
there exists a vertexw ∈ R(x⃗p) so thatN(v)\F = N(w)\F , and given v we can find such vertexw
in timeO(|F |) by following the mappingF of T . We iterate through vertices in F ∩W until we find

two vertices u, v ∈ F ∩W with the same such vertex w. This implies thatN(u) \F = N(v) \F , so
we can return the pair (u, v). As |R(x⃗p)| ⩽ 2k, finding such u and v takes at most 2k + 1 iterations
of finding such w, resulting in Ok(|F |) time, and we are guaranteed to find such u and v because

|F ∩W | ⩾ 22k+1. To computeN(u)△N(v), we first computeN(u)∩F andN(v)∩F inOk(|F |)
time bymodifying the method of Lemma 4.7 so that we follow the mappingF only inside the subtree

below x. Then, we can output (N(u) ∩ F )△(N(v) ∩ F ) = N(u)△N(v).
Then supposeF is a context factor, given asF = L(T )[x]\L(T )[y] for some nodes x, y ∈ V (T ),

so that y is a descendant ofx. Let px be the parent ofx and py the parent of y. We have that the subtree

of T consisting of the descendants of xminus the descendants of y hasO(|F |) nodes. Again, for each
vertex v ∈ F there exists a vertex wx ∈ R(x⃗px) so that N(v) \ L(T )[x] = N(wx) \ L(T )[x] and a

vertex wy ∈ R(p⃗yy) so thatN(v)∩L(T )[y] = N(wy)∩L(T )[y], and we can find such wx
and wy

inO(|F |) time given v by following the mappingF of T . Now, if we find two vertices u, v ∈ F ∩W
with the same such pair (wx, wy), then N(u) \ F = N(v) \ F . Because |R(x⃗px)|, |R(p⃗yy)| ⩽ 2k,
there are at most 22k such pairs, so we find such u, v within the first 22k + 1 iterations, resulting in
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Ok(|F |) time. The set N(u)△N(v) can be computed in Ok(|F |) time by similar arguments as in

the previous case.

Then we give a data structure for finding twins guaranteed by Lemma 8.8 efficiently in a certain

setting where we consider induced subgraphs defined by an interval. For a graphG and a vertex set

X ⊆ V (G), the twin-equivalence classes of X in G are the maximal sets X ′ ⊆ X so that any two

vertices in X ′
are twins in G.

Lemma 8.10. There is a data structure that is initialized with an n-vertex m-edge bipartite graph G
given with a bipartition (A,B), where B is indexed as B = {v1, . . . , v|B|}, and supports the following
query:

• Twins(X, ℓ, r): Given a set X ⊆ A and two integers ℓ, r with 1 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ r ⩽ |B|, in time
O(|X| log n) returns the twin-equivalence classes of X in the graph G[X, {vℓ, . . . , vr}].

The initialization time of the data structure is O(n+m).

Proof. Wewill use tools from the theory of string algorithms: the suffix array and the LCP array. For
a string S = s1, . . . , st of length t, the suffix array of S is the array SA of length t that at position
i ∈ [t] stores the index SA[i] ∈ [t] so that the ith lexicographically smallest suffix of S starts at index

SA[i] of S. The LCP array associated with S and SA is the array LCP of length t− 1 that at position
i ∈ [t− 1] stores the length LCP[i] of the longest common prefix of the suffix of S starting at SA[i]
and the suffix of S starting at SA[i+ 1]. It is known that both the suffix array and the LCP array of

a given string can be computed in linear time [KSB06].

The initialization of our data structure works as follows. We consider the total order of the

vertices B = {v1, . . . , v|B|} so that vi < vj whenever i < j. First we use bucket sort to sort the

neighborhoods N(a) of each vertex a ∈ A into an ordered list, in total time O(n +m). Then we

concatenate these lists into a string S of lengthm, so that for each vertex a ∈ A, the neighborhood
of a corresponds to a substring S[La, Ra] = sLa , . . . , sRa of S, in which the neighbors of a occur

in the sorted order. We store the indices La and Ra of each a ∈ A. We then compute the suffix

array SA and the LCP array LCP of S by using the algorithm of [KSB06] in O(m) time. We also

compute the inverse array of SA, in particular, the array InvSA so that for each i ∈ [m] it holds
that SA[InvSA[i]] = i. Finally, we compute a range minimum query data structure on the LCP

array, in particular, a data structure that can answer queries that given indices ℓ, r ∈ [m], report
mini∈[ℓ,r] LCP[i]. Such data structure that answers queries in O(logm) = O(log n) time can be

computed by folklore techniques with binary trees in O(m) time. All together, the initialization

works in O(n+m) time.

Then the Twins(X, ℓ, r) query is implemented as follows. Let us denote Y = {vℓ, . . . , vr}. First,
for each a ∈ X , we use binary search to compute the indices L′

a, R
′
a so that the neighborhood

N(a) ∩ Y of a into Y corresponds to the substring S[L′
a, R

′
a], or decide that the neighborhood of a

into Y is empty. This takesO(|X| log n) time. The first equivalence class is the vertices inX whose

neighborhood into Y is empty. Then, based on the computed indices L′
a and R

′
a, we know for each

a ∈ X the size |N(a) ∩ Y |. We group the remaining vertices inX based on |N(a) ∩ Y |, which can

be done in O(|X| log n) time. It remains to consider the problem where givenX ′ ⊆ X so that each

a ∈ X ′
has exactly p ⩾ 1 neighbors in Y , we have to compute the twin-equivalence classes of X ′

in G[X ′, Y ].
Consider two vertices a, b ∈ X ′

and assume InvSA[L′
a] < InvSA[L′

b]; so the suffix of S start-

ing at index L′
a is lexicographically smaller than the suffix starting at index L′

b. Then N(a) ∩ Y =
N(b) ∩ Y holds if and only if these suffixes share a common prefix of length p, or equivalently p ⩽
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mini∈[InvSA[L′
a],InvSA[L

′
b]−1] LCP[i]. Therefore, to compute the twin-equivalence classes ofX ′

, we first

sortX ′
based on the integers InvSA[L′

a] in timeO(|X ′| log n), then assuming this sorted order ofX ′

is a1, . . . , a|X′|, we compute for each i ∈ [|X ′|−1] the integer zi = minj∈[InvSA[L′
ai
],InvSA[L′

ai+1
]−1] LCP[j]

by using the range minimum query data structure in O(|X ′| log n) time. Now we have that ai and
aj with i < j haveN(ai)∩Y = N(aj)∩Y if and only if p ⩽ mink∈[i,j−1] zk, so with this informa-

tion we can output the twin-equivalence classes of X ′
in O(|X ′|) time. Therefore, the total time to

answer the query is O(|X| log n).

Then we show that the method of adding twins to a rank decomposition discussed in Observa-

tion 8.2 can be efficiently implemented on annotated rank decompositions.

Lemma 8.11. Let G be a graph with twins u, v ∈ V (G). Suppose a representation of an annotated
rank decomposition T ′ that encodes G − {v} and has width k is already stored. Then, given u and
v, the representation of T ′ can in time O(1) be turned into a representation of an annotated rank
decomposition T that encodes G and has width k.

Proof. We implement the construction discussed in the proof of Observation 8.2. Denote the stored

decomposition by T ′ = (T ′, V (G) \ {v},R′, E ′,F ′) and let l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ′) so that R′(l⃗p) = {u}. We

construct T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) as follows. The tree T is created by adding two children c1 and
c2 for the leaf l of T ′

. The annotations for edges of T that exist in T ′
are directly copied from T ′

to T . Then we set R(c⃗1l) := {u}, R(c⃗2l) := {v}, and R( ⃗lc1) := R( ⃗lc2) := R′(p⃗l). We also set

E(c1l) := E ′(lp) and obtain E(c2l) by replacing u by v in E ′(lp). The functionsF(c1lp) andF(c2lp)
both map to the single vertex u ∈ R(l⃗p).

We can verify that T is indeed an annotated rank decomposition that encodes G, and whose

width is at most the width of T ′
. The construction can be implemented in O(1) time because

|R′(l⃗p)| = 1 and |R′(p⃗l)| ⩽ 2.

8.4 Proof of Lemma 8.4

Before finally proving Lemma 8.4, let us give the crucial subroutine for which the algorithm for

Problem 8.1 is used.

Lemma 8.12. Let T : N → N be a function so that there is aOk(T (n)) time algorithm for Problem 8.1.
Let also G be a bipartite graph with bipartition (X,Y1 ∪ Y2), where Y1 and Y2 are disjoint. There is
an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T1 of width at most k that encodesG[X,Y1]
and an annotated rank decomposition T2 of width at most k that encodes G[X,Y2], either returns that
the rankwidth ofG is more than k, or returns an annotated rank decomposition that encodesG and has
width at most k. The algorithm runs in time Ok(T (n) log n), where n = |X|+ |Y1|+ |Y2|.

Proof. The algorithm is recursive. Let f be the function from Lemma 8.9.

We first consider the base case that |Y2| ⩽ f(k). If Y1 is empty, we can simply return T2.
Otherwise, let v be an arbitrary vertex in Y1. We use Lemma 8.11 to add to T1 for each vertex u ∈ Y2
two new vertices u′ and u′′ as twins of v, and denote by Y ′

2 the set of such vertices u′ and by Y ′′
2

such vertices u′′. Let G′
denote the resulting graph. The rankwidth of G′

is at most k because it is

created from G[X,Y1] by adding twins.

We use Lemma 4.7 with T2 to compute for each u ∈ Y2 the neighborhood N(u), and with

T1 to compute N(v). Then, we compute F = {u′w | u′ ∈ Y ′
2 , w ∈ N(u)△N(v)}. As |Y2| ⩽

f(k), this takes Ok(n) time, which is also an upper bound for |F |. We observe that the graph

G′△F is isomorphic to a graph created from G[X,Y1 ∪ Y2] by adding a twin for each vertex in Y2.
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Then we apply the algorithm for Twin Flipping (Problem 8.1) with the sets Y ′
2 , Y

′′
2 , and F , and the

decomposition T1 to obtain either that the rankwidth ofG′△F is more than k, in which case we can

return that the rankwidth of G[X,Y1 ∪ Y2] is more than k, or an annotated rank decomposition T ′

of G′△F of width at most k. This takes Ok(T (n)) time. Then, T ′
can be turned into an annotated

rank decomposition T of G[X,Y1 ∪ Y2] by using Lemma 4.5 to delete Y ′′
2 and renaming all vertices

u′ ∈ Y ′
2 to u ∈ Y2. This takes Ok(n) time. This finishes the description of the base case. The total

running time in this case is Ok(n) +Ok(T (n)) = Ok(T (n)) (we assume T (n) ⩾ Ω(n)).
Then consider the case that |Y2| > f(k). We first apply Lemma 8.9 with T2 and Y2 to find

|Y2|/f(k) disjoint pairs of vertices (u1, v1), . . . , (ut, vt) so that ui and vi are (f(k) · n/|Y2|)-near-
twins, and the setsN(ui)△N(vi). We letF =

⋃t
i=1{viw | w ∈ N(ui)△N(vi)}. This runs inOk(n)

time, which is also an upper bound for |F |. Let Y ′
2 = {u1, . . . , ut} and Y ′′

2 = {v1, . . . , vt}. We use

Lemma 4.5 to obtain an annotated rank decomposition T ′
2 that encodes G[X,Y2 \ Y ′′

2 ], and call the

algorithm recursively with T1 and T ′
2 . If it returns that the rankwidth ofG[X,Y1 ∪Y2 \Y ′′

2 ] is more

than k, then we can return that the rankwidth of G[X,Y1 ∪ Y2] is more than k. Otherwise, let T be

the returned annotated rank decomposition that encodesG[X,Y1∪Y2\Y ′′
2 ] and has width at most k.

We insert the vertices Y ′′
2 = {v1, . . . , vt} into T with Lemma 8.11 so that vi is inserted as a twin of ui.

LetG′
be the graph that the resulting decomposition encodes. We have thatG′△F = G[X,Y1∪Y2],

and we apply the algorithm for Problem 8.1 with this decomposition and the sets Y ′
2 , Y

′′
2 , and F . This

either returns that the rankwidth ofG[X,Y1∪Y2] is more than k or an annotated rank decomposition

of G[X,Y1 ∪ Y2] of width at most k. This finishes the description of the recursive case. The total

running time of also this case, not counting the time spent in the recursive call, is also Ok(T (n)).
At each level of recursion the size of Y2 decreases by at least |Y2|/f(k), so the depth of the

recursion is Ok(log |Y2|). At each level the running time is Ok(T (n)), so the total running time is

Ok(T (n) log |Y2|) = Ok(T (n) log n).

Then we prove Lemma 8.4, which we restate here.

Lemma 8.4. Let T : N → N be a function so that there is a Ok(T (n)) time algorithm for Prob-
lem 8.1. Then there is an algorithm that given an n-vertex m-edge graph G and an integer k, in time
Ok(T (n) log

2 n)+O(m) either returns that the rankwidth ofG is more than k, or returns an annotated
rank decomposition that encodes G and has width at most k.

Proof. By Lemmas 8.5 and 8.6, proving the lemma under the assumption that G is bipartite implies

the lemma for generalG. Therefore, we then assume thatG is bipartite. Let us fix a bipartition (A,B)
of G and an indexing B = {v1, . . . , v|B|} of B, and initialize the data structure of Lemma 8.10 with

these. This takes O(n+m) time.

We will describe a recursive algorithm that takes as input

• a subset X ⊆ A and two integers ℓ, r with 1 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ r ⩽ |B|,

and outputs

• either an annotated rank decomposition of G[X, {vℓ, . . . , vr}] of width at most k, or that
G[X, {vℓ, . . . , vr}] has rankwidth more than k.

We denote Y = {vℓ, . . . , vr}. If |Y | = 1, we compute an annotated rank decomposition of

G[X,Y ] of width at most 1 in time O(|X|+ |Y |) and return it. Then assume |Y | ⩾ 2.
We first use the data structure of Lemma 8.10 to find the twin-equivalence classes of X in

G[X,Y ], and then compute a set X ′ ⊆ X that contains exactly one vertex from each of the equiv-

alence classes. We also store for each vertex u ∈ X \ X ′
a vertex ux ∈ X ′

so that NG[X,Y ](u) =
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NG[X,Y ](ux). This step takes in total O(|X| log n) time. Let f(k) be the function from Lemma 8.8.

The lemma implies that if |X ′| ⩾ f(k) · |Y |, then the rankwidth of G[X ′, Y ] (and thus also of

G[X,Y ]) is more than k. In this case we can return immediately, Then assume |X ′| ⩽ Ok(|Y |).
We select t ∈ [ℓ, r − 1] so that both Y1 = {vℓ, . . . , vt} and Y2 = {vt+1, . . . , vr} have size

either ⌊|Y |/2⌋ or ⌈|Y |/2⌉. Then we make two recursive calls of the algorithm, one with X ′
and

ℓ, t, and another with X ′
and t + 1, r. If either of the calls returns that the graph has rankwidth

more than k, we can return that the rankwidth of G[X,Y ] is more than k. Otherwise, let T1 be the
decomposition returned by the first call and T2 the decomposition returned by the second call. We

apply the algorithm of Lemma 8.12 with these decompositions to either conclude that the rankwidth

of G[X,Y ] is more than k, or to obtain an annotated rank decomposition T of G[X ′, Y ] of width
at most k. This runs in Ok(T (|X ′| + |Y |) log(|X ′| + |Y |)) time. Finally, we insert the vertices

X \ X ′
to the decomposition in O(|X \ X ′|) time by using Lemma 8.11, and return the resulting

decomposition. This completes the description of the algorithm.

We observe that the running time of each recursive call, not counting the time spent in the

subcalls, isOk(T (|X|+|Y |) log n). The sum of the sizes of the sets Y over all such calls isO(n log n).
On all calls except the first, it is guaranteed that |X| ⩽ Ok(|Y |), so the sum of sizes of the sets X
over all such calls isOk(n log n). Then, the facts that |X|+|Y | ⩽ n in each call and the function T is

convex imply that the total running time past the initialization of the data structure of Lemma 8.10

is Ok(T (n) log
2 n). This concludes the proof since the data structure is initialized in O(n + m)

time.

9 Dealternation Lemma

In this section, we prove the Dealternation Lemma announced in Lemma 5.1:

Lemma 5.1. There exists a function f(ℓ) so that if G is a graph of rankwidth k and T a rooted rank
decomposition ofG of width ℓ, then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T ′ ofG of width k so that
for every node t ∈ V (T ), the set L(T )[t] can be partitioned into a disjoint union of f(ℓ) factors of T ′.

We will actually prove a slightly more general result, showing an analog of the Dealternation

Lemma for subspace arrangements – structures described by families of linear spaces that generalize

the notions of graphs, hypergraphs and linear matroids.

We begin by introducing the concepts and notation used throughout the proof.

9.1 Section-specific preliminaries

Linear spaces. Let F be a fixed finite field; in this work we assume F = GF(2). The linear space
over F of dimension d is denoted by Fd

. Given two linear subspaces V1, V2 of Fd
, we denote by

V1 + V2 their sum and by V1 ∩ V2 their intersection. By dim(V ) we denote the dimension of the

subspace V of Fd
.

The following facts are standard.

Lemma 9.1. For any two linear subspaces V1, V2 of Fd, we have that

dim(V1) + dim(V2) = dim(V1 + V2) + dim(V1 ∩ V2).

Lemma 9.2 ([JKO17, Lemma 25]). For any four linear subspaces U1, U2, V1, V2 of Fd, we have that

dim((U1 + U2) ∩ (V1 + V2)) + dim(U1 ∩ U2) + dim(V1 ∩ V2)
= dim((U1 + V1) ∩ (U2 + V2)) + dim(U1 ∩ V1) + dim(U2 ∩ V2).
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For any set of vectors A ⊆ Fd
, we denote by ⟨A⟩ the subspace of Fd

spanned by the vectors

of A. If dim(⟨A⟩) = |A|, then we say that A is a basis of ⟨A⟩. Then any permutation B of ele-

ments of A is called an ordered basis of ⟨A⟩; for convenience, we define that ⟨B⟩ = ⟨A⟩. Letting
B = (v1,v2, . . . ,vc), we have that every vector u ∈ ⟨B⟩ can be uniquely represented as a linear

combination u =
∑c

i=1 αivi. In this work, whenever the ordered basis B of a vector space V is

known from context, all vectors u ∈ V will be implicitly represented as such a linear combination.

Similarly, subspaces of V are then implicitly represented as ⟨{u1, . . . ,ud}⟩, where u1, . . . ,ud ∈ V
are implicitly represented as linear combinations of vectors ofB. Such a representation can be then

stored using O(cd) elements of F.

Subspace arrangements and rank decompositions. Let d ∈ N and consider the linear space

Fd
. Any family V = {V1, V2, . . . , Vn} of linear subspaces of Fd

is called a subspace arrangement. For
visual clarity, let ⟨V⟩ =

∑n
i=1 Vi be the sum of all subspaces in the arrangement.

A rank decomposition of a subspace arrangement V is a pair T = (T, λ), where T is a cubic tree

and λ is a bijection λ : V → L⃗(T ). For an oriented edge u⃗v ∈ E⃗(T ), we denote by L(T )[u⃗v] =
{λ−1(l⃗p) | l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T )[u⃗v]} the subfamily of V comprising all linear subspaces that are mapped

to leaf edges that are closer to u than v. The boundary space of an edge uv is defined as Buv =
⟨L(T )[u⃗v]⟩ ∩ ⟨L(T )[v⃗u]⟩.

A rooted rank decomposition is defined analogously to a rank decomposition, only that T is a bi-

nary tree. Recall that a rank decomposition can be rooted by subdividing a single edge uv once –

replacing it with a path urv – and rooting the tree at r. The boundary space of a non-root node

v with parent p is Bv = Bvp and the boundary space of the root r is Br = {0}. Also, we set

L(T )[v] = L(T )[v⃗p] for v ̸= r and L(T )[r] = V .
The width of an edge uv ∈ E(T ) is defined as dim(Buv). The width of a rank decomposition is

the maximum width of any edge of the decomposition. Thus, the width of a rooted rank decompo-

sition is equivalently the maximum value of dim(Bv) ranging over non-root nodes v.
Rank decompositions of (partitioned) graphs can be transformed to equivalent rank decomposi-

tions of subspace arrangements; the reduction is shown below, but it is also present in [JKO21].

Suppose G is a graph; for simplicity, assume V (G) = {1, . . . , |V (G)|}. Consider the vector

space GF(2)|V (G)|
and its canonical basis {e1, e2, . . . , e|V (G)|}. To each vertex v ∈ V (G) assign the

vector spaceAv spanned by the vectors ev and
∑

u∈N(v) eu, whichwewill call the canonical subspace
of v. Similarly, for a set S ⊆ V (G), we assign to it the canonical subspace AS :=

∑
v∈S Av . It is

then straightforward to verify that:

Lemma 9.3 ([JKO17, Lemma 52]). For any set S ⊆ V (G), we have

dim
(
AS ∩AV (G)\S

)
= 2 · cutrk(S).

We then immediately have that:

Lemma 9.4. Let (G, C) be a partitioned graph with C = {S1, S2, . . . , Sn}. Let V = {V1, V2, . . . , Vn}
be a subspace arrangement over GF(2)|V (G)|, where Vi = ASi for each i ∈ [n]. Then V satisfies the
following property.

Let T be a cubic tree with leaves ℓ1, . . . , ℓn. Define bijections λ1 : C → L⃗(T ) and λ2 : V → L⃗(T )
so that for every i ∈ [n], both λ1(Si) and λ2(Vi) are assigned to the oriented edge incident to ℓi.
Note that T = (T, λ1) is a rank decomposition of (G, C) and T ′ = (T, λ2) is an (isomorphic) rank
decomposition of V . Then the width of T ′ is equal to twice the width of T .
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The statement of the Dealternation Lemma (Lemma 5.1) can be thus generalized to the rank

decompositions of subspace arrangements. Mimicking the concepts defined for graphs, we say that

a set F ⊆ V is a tree factor of T = (T, λ) if F = L(T )[t] for some t ∈ V (T ); and a context factor

if it is not a tree factor, but a set of the form F = F1 \ F2, where F1 and F2 are tree factors of T . F
is a factor of T if it is either a tree factor or a context factor of T . Then:

Lemma9.5 (Dealternation Lemma for subspace arrangements). There exists a function f9.5 : N → N
so that if V is a subspace arrangement and T b = (T b, λb) is a rooted rank decomposition of V of width
ℓ ⩾ 0, then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T of V of optimum width so that for every node
t ∈ V (T b), the set L(T b)[t] can be partitioned into a disjoint union of at most f9.5(ℓ) factors of T .

Note that Lemma 9.5 directly implies the Dealternation Lemma through Lemma 9.4. Hence, the

rest of this section will be devoted to the proof of Lemma 9.5.

Fullness, emptiness and mixedness of edges and nodes. Let V = {V1,V2, . . . ,Vn} be a sub-

space arrangement and T b = (T b, λb) be a rooted rank decomposition of V (possibly of unoptimal

width). We introduce the ancestor-descendant relationship on the nodes of T b
: we say x ⩽ y when-

ever x = y or x is a descendant of y, and by x < y we mean x ⩽ y and x ̸= y. Moreover, define

Vx = L(T b)[x] as the subfamily of V comprising those subspaces Vi that are mapped to the leaf

edges l⃗p with x ⩾ l. Note that Vr = V if and only if r is the root of T b
, and |Vl| = 1 if and only if l

is a leaf of T b
. We will then say that each V ∈ Vx is in the subtree of T b rooted at x. We remark that

if x, y ∈ V (T b) with x ⩽ y, then Vx ⊆ Vy ; and whenever x, y are not in the ancestor-descendant

relationship in T b
, then Vx ∩ Vy = ∅.

For the following description, consider a node x ofT b
. Let T = (T, λ) be a rank decomposition of

V (rooted or unrooted). DefineLx(T )[u⃗v] = L(T )[u⃗v]∩Vx as the family of linear spaces containing

exactly those linear spaces V ∈ V that:

• are in the subtree of (T b, λb) rooted at x; and

• in (T, λ), are mapped to a leaf edge closer to u than v.

Similarly, we set Lx̄(T )[u⃗v] = L(T )[u⃗v] \ Vx = L(T )[u⃗v] \ Lx(T )[u⃗v]. Note that if an edge

⃗v1v2 is a predecessor of an edge ⃗v3v4 in T , then Lx(T )[ ⃗v1v2] ⊆ Lx(T )[ ⃗v3v4] and Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v1v2] ⊆
Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v3v4].

We also say that a directed edge u⃗v of T is:

• x-full if L(T )[u⃗v] ⊆ Vx; that is, for every leaf edge e of (T, λ) closer to u than v, e is mapped

to a space V ∈ V in the subtree of T b
rooted at x;

• x-empty if L(T )[u⃗v] ∩ Vx = ∅, or equivalently, Lx(T )[u⃗v] = ∅;

• x-mixed otherwise.

Similarly, if T is rooted, then we additionally say that a node v ∈ V (T ) is x-full (resp. x-empty

or x-mixed) ifL(T )[v] ⊆ Vx (resp.L(T )[v]∩Vx = ∅ orL(T )[v]∩Vx /∈ {∅,L(T )[v]}). Equivalently
for non-root nodes v, v is x-full (resp. x-empty, x-mixed) if and only if the directed edge v⃗p is x-full
(resp. x-empty, x-mixed), where p is the parent of v in T .

The following observation shows how the notions of fullness, emptiness and mixedness of edges

of T are related for pairs of nodes of T b
:

Observation 9.6. Let x, y ∈ V (T b) and u⃗v ∈ E⃗(T ).
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• If u⃗v is x-empty and y ⩽ x, then u⃗v is y-empty.

• If u⃗v is x-mixed and y ≯ x, then u⃗v is y-empty or y-mixed.

• If u⃗v is x-mixed and y ⩾ x, then u⃗v is y-mixed or y-full.

• If u⃗v is x-full and y ⩾ x, then u⃗v is y-full.

• If u⃗v is x-full and x, y are not in the ancestor-descendant relationship, then u⃗v is y-empty.

Naturally, Observation 9.6 directly translates to the fullness, emptiness and mixedness of nodes

of T whenever T is rooted.

Well-structured rank decompositions. In the proof we will use the result of Jeong, Kim and

Oum [JKO21] asserting the existence of well-structured rank decompositions of subspace arrange-

ments of optimum width, called totally pure rank decompositions. We defer the formal definition to

Appendix C, but intuitively, a rank decomposition T of a subspace arrangement V is totally pure

with respect to another rank decomposition T b
if, for every x ∈ V (T b), T excludes some small local

patterns defined in terms of subspaces Lx(T )[u⃗v] for u⃗v ∈ E⃗(T ).

Lemma 9.7 ([JKO21, Proposition 4.6]). Let T b be a rooted rank decomposition of a subspace arrange-
ment V . Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T of the same subspace arrangement V of
optimum width that is totally pure with respect to T b.

9.2 Mixed skeletons

Suppose again that V is a subspace arrangement, T b = (T b, λb) is a rooted rank decomposition of

V , and T = (T, λ) is a rooted rank decomposition of V . Let x ∈ V (T b) be a node of T b
. We define

the x-mixed skeleton of T as a (possibly empty) rooted tree TM
with V (TM) ⊆ V (T ) constructed

as follows. For v ∈ V (T ), we put v in V (TM) if v has two children and one of the following cases

holds:

• one child is x-empty and the other is x-full; or

• both children are x-mixed.

In the first case we will say that v is an x-leaf point, and in the second – that v is an x-branch point.
Then two vertices u, v ∈ V (TM) are connected by an edge in TM

if the path between u and v in T
is internally disjoint from V (TM) (Fig. 2).

We will now show the correctness and the properties of this construction in a series of claims.

Lemma 9.8. Suppose v ∈ V (TM). Then every ancestor of v (including v) is x-mixed.

Proof. Follows from the straightforward verification with the definitions.

It is also easily verified that a “converse” statement also holds:

Lemma 9.9. Suppose v ∈ V (T ) is x-mixed. Then some descendant of v in T is an x-leaf point in T .

From the following lemma it follows directly that TM
indeed forms a rooted tree; in particular,

uv ∈ E(TM) implies that u and v are in the ancestor-descendant relationship in T :

Lemma 9.10. Suppose u, v ∈ V (TM). Then the lowest common ancestor of u and v belongs to TM.
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a) An example rooted rank decomposition T . All nodes of T that are not x-mixed are

contracted to rooted subtrees; white subtrees have x-empty roots, while the dark subtrees have x-
full roots. The x-leaf points of T are marked by •, while the x-branch points of T are marked by■.

The nodes that are x-mixed in T , but neither x-leaf points nor x-branch points, are marked by ◦.
(b) The x-mixed skeleton of T .
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Proof. Let w be the lowest common ancestor of u and v. if w ∈ {u, v}, then the lemma is trivial.

Otherwise, let wu and wv be the two children of w that are ancestors of u and w, respectively. By
Lemma 9.8, both wu and wv are x-mixed. Thus w is an x-branch point.

We continue with several properties of mixed skeletons:

Lemma 9.11. Suppose p, q ∈ V (TM) and let uv ∈ E(T ) be an edge on the path between p and q in
T . Then both u⃗v and v⃗u are x-mixed.

Proof. Suppose not. Without loss of generality assume that: pq ∈ E(TM), and in particular that p
is an ancestor of q in T ; and that in T , q is closer to u than v. Let q1, q2 be the two children of q in
T and p1, p2 be the two children of p in T ; without loss of generality, assume p1 is an ancestor of q.
Note that by Lemma 9.8, p1 is x-mixed; therefore, since p ∈ V (TM), we have that p2 is x-mixed as

well.

First suppose that u⃗v is x-full. Then it follows immediately that both q1 and q2 are x-full as
well (since both q⃗1q and q⃗2q are predecessors of u⃗v), contradicting that q ∈ V (TM). A similar

contradiction follows when u⃗v is x-empty. In the same way, observe that if v⃗u is x-full (resp. x-
empty), then p2 is x-full (resp. x-empty) as well since p⃗2p is a predecessor of v⃗u. Therefore, both u⃗v
and v⃗u must be x-mixed.

The following lemma implies that the x-mixed skeleton is a full binary tree.

Lemma 9.12. Every x-leaf point is a leaf of TM, and every x-branch point is an internal node of TM

with two children.

Proof. If v is an x-leaf point, then naturally every strict descendant of v in T is either x-full or
x-empty. Thus by Lemma 9.8, no strict descendant of v is in TM

and therefore v is a leaf in TM
.

Then let v be a x-branch point. Let v1, v2 be the children of v in T ; by definition, both v1 and

v2 are x-mixed. By Lemma 9.9, there exist x-leaf points u1, u2 ∈ V (TM) that are descendants of v1
and v2 in T , respectively, which implies that v has at least two children in TM

. The lemma follows

by observing from Lemma 9.10 that for each i ∈ {1, 2}, at most one vertex of V (TM) in the subtree

of T rooted at vi can be connected to v by a path internally disjoint from V (TM).

Themain product of this subsection is the following statement asserting that there exists an optimum-

width rooted decomposition of V admitting small x-mixed skeletons for all x ∈ V (T b).

Lemma 9.13. There exists a function f9.13 : N → N such that the following holds. Let T b = (T b, λb)
be a rooted rank decomposition of V of width ℓ ⩾ 0. Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T
of V of optimum width such that, for every x ∈ V (T b), the x-mixed skeleton of T contains at most
f9.13(ℓ) nodes.

The proof of Lemma 9.13 is delayed to Appendix C. There, we will show that any decomposi-

tion that is totally pure with respect to T b
fulfills the requirements of Lemma 9.13; this is done by

a straightforward (though careful) analysis of the definition of a totally pure decomposition. Hence,

the lemma is correct thanks to Lemma 9.7.
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9.3 Statement of the Local Dealternation Lemma

The strategy of the proof of the Dealternation Lemma for subspace arrangements (Lemma 9.5) will

be similar to that in the work of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [BP22]: Given as input a decomposition

T b
of width ℓ ⩾ 0, we first create a decomposition T satisfying some strong structural properties

and then update T in a sequence of local improvement steps so as to produce the decomposition

satisfying the Dealternation Lemma, preserving the structural properties throughout the process. In

our case of rank decompositions of subspace arrangements, the property maintained throughout the

process is precisely admitting small x-mixed skeletons for all x ∈ V (T b). Now we define the local

improvement step in the form of the Local Dealternation Lemma.

Reusing the notation from the previous sections, assume that x ∈ V (T b). We say that a set

F ⊆ V is an x-factor (resp. x-tree factor, x-context factor) in T if it is a factor (resp. tree factor,

context factor) in T and moreover F ⊆ Vx.

Lemma 9.14 (Local Dealternation Lemma). There exists a function f9.14 : N → N so that the fol-
lowing holds. Suppose T b is a rooted rank decomposition of V of width ℓ ⩾ 0, and T is a rooted rank
decomposition of V of optimum width. Moreover, let x ∈ V (T b) be such that the x-mixed skeleton of
T has at most f9.13(ℓ) nodes. Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T ′ of V of optimum width
such that:

• the set L(T b)[x] is a disjoint union of at most f9.14(ℓ) x-factors of T ′;

• for every y ∈ V (T b), the y-mixed skeletons of T and T ′ are equal; and

• for every y ∈ V (T b) with y ≯ x, every y-factor of T is also a y-factor of T ′.

We proceed to show how the “global variant” of the Dealternation Lemma for subspace arrange-

ments (Lemma 9.5) follows from Lemma 9.14.

Proof of Lemma 9.5 from the Local Dealternation Lemma. Create an orderingx1, x2, x3, . . . , xn of the
nodes of T b

consistent with the descendant-ancestor relationship <; that is, choose any ordering of

the nodes in which for every pair of nodes x, y such that x is a descendant of y, x precedes y in

the ordering. Throughout the proof, we will inductively create a sequence of rooted rank decompo-

sitions of V of optimum width: T0, T1, . . . , Tn, such that for each t ∈ [0, n], the decomposition Tt
satisfies the following properties:

• for every i ∈ [t], the set L(T b)[xi] is a disjoint union of at most f9.14(ℓ) xi-factors of Tt; and

• for every i ∈ [n], the xi-mixed skeleton of Tt contains at most f9.13(ℓ) nodes.

Then the decomposition Tn will witness the Dealternation Lemma for the subspace arrangement V ,
with f9.5 = f9.14.

By Lemma 9.13, there exists a rank decomposition T0 of V of optimum width such that for every

x ∈ V (T b), the x-mixed skeleton of T0 contains at most f9.13(ℓ) nodes. This verifies the inductive
assumption about T0.

Now assume that t ∈ [n], we are given a rank decomposition Tt−1 of optimum width satisfying

the inductive assumption, andwewant to produce a rank decomposition Tt. Let us apply Lemma 9.14

with the decomposition Tt−1 and x = xt, yielding the decomposition Tt. We are left to verify that

Tt satisfies the inductive assumptions.

First, for every i ∈ [t − 1], the set L(T b)[xi] is a disjoint union of at most f9.14(ℓ) xi-factors
of Tt−1. Observe that xi ≯ xt by the construction of the order x1, . . . , xn. Thus by Lemma 9.14,
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Figure 3: An example swap. The right decomposition is a swap of the left decomposition along

v0v1v2v3.

each such factor is also an xi-factor of Tt. Also, directly by Lemma 9.14 we have that L(T b)[xt] is
a disjoint union of at most f9.14(ℓ) xt-factors of Tt.

Finally, let i ∈ [n] and recall that the xi-mixed skeleton of Tt−1 contains at most f9.13(ℓ) nodes.
By Lemma 9.14, the xi-mixed skeletons of Tt and Tt−1 are equal, so the bound on the number of

nodes applies also to the xi-mixed skeleton of Tt. Thus the inductive step is correct and thus the

sought decomposition Tn exists.

The following sections will introduce operations implementing “local rearrangements” of rank

decompositions that will be used in the proof of the Local Dealternation Lemma: tree swaps and

block shuffles.

9.4 Tree swaps

Again assume that T b = (T b, λb) and T = (T, λ) are rooted rank decompositions of V . Let T
contain a vertical path v0v1v2v3. We define a swap of T along the vertical path v0v1v2v3 as an update
of the decomposition replacing the path v0v1v2v3 with the (vertical) path v0v2v1v3 (Fig. 3). It is easy
to see that after the swap, the resulting tree remains binary. Note also that swaps are invertible:

whenever the swap of T along v0v1v2v3 produces a tree Tswap, the original decomposition T is

a result of a swap of Tswap along v0v2v1v3. Finally, we say that a swap of T along the vertical path

v0v1v2v3 is an x-swap for some x ∈ V (T b) if the following preconditions are met:

• v3 is x-mixed; and

• if v′1 and v
′
2 are the (unique) children of v1 and v2, respectively, outside of the path, then exactly

one of the nodes v′1, v
′
2 is x-empty and the other is x-full.

Observe that whenever T ′
is an x-swap of T along v0v1v2v3, then also T is an x-swap of T ′

along v0v2v1v3.
The main product of this subsection is the following lemma, asserting that for any x ∈ V (T b),

any x-swap of T preserves the y-mixed skeletons of T for all y ∈ V (T b):

Lemma 9.15. Let x, y ∈ V (T b). Suppose Tswap is created from T by performing an x-swap along the
path v0v1v2v3. Then the y-mixed skeletons of T and Tswap are equal.
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The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 9.15. The proof proceeds in two steps.

First, we phrase, in terms of y-emptiness, y-mixedness and y-fullness of nodes only, the structural
properties of a vertical path v0v1v2v3 in T which, when fulfilled by the path, implies the persever-

ance of the y-mixed skeleton of T after the swap along v0v1v2v3. Then we show that whenever

a swap of T along a path P happens to be an x-swap for any x ∈ V (T b), then P fulfills this struc-

tural property for every y ∈ V (T b); hence, such a swap will preserve all y-mixed skeletons for all

y ∈ V (T b).

Let v0v1v2v3 be a vertical path in T , and v
′
1, v

′
2 be the neighbors of v1 and v2, respectively, outside

of the path. Let also y ∈ V (T b). We then say that the path satisfies:

• the y-empty property if at least one of v′1 and v
′
2 is y-empty, and v3 is either y-empty or y-mixed;

and

• the y-full property if at least one of v′1 and v
′
2 is y-full, and v3 is either y-full or y-mixed.

Lemma 9.16. Let y ∈ V (T b) and v0v1v2v3 be a vertical path in T satisfying either the y-empty
property or the y-full property. Suppose Tswap is created from T by performing a swap along v0v1v2v3.
Then the y-mixed skeletons of T and Tswap are equal.

Proof. In the proof, we assume the y-empty property; the proof for the y-full property is analogous

(with the roles of the y-emptiness and the y-fullness of nodes exchanged). For the course of the proof,
let Tswap = (Tswap, λswap), let T

M
be a y-mixed skeleton of T , and let TM

swap be a y-mixed skeleton

of Tswap. Let also v′1, v′2 be the children of v1 and v2, respectively, outside of the path v0v1v2v3 in T .
Our proof crucially relies on the following helper claim:

Claim 9.17. Suppose that V (TM
swap) = V (TM) and {v1, v2} ̸⊆ V (TM). Then TM

swap = TM.

Proof of the claim. By Lemma 9.10, we find that TM
swap = TM

if and only if V (TM
swap) = V (TM) and

the ancestor-descendant relationship is preserved on the pairs of vertices of V (TM) (i.e., u1 ⩽ u2
holds in T for some u1, u2 ∈ V (TM) if and only if u1 ⩽ u2 holds in Tswap).

So suppose there exist u1, u2 ∈ V (TM) such that the relation u1 ⩽ u2 holds in exactly one of

the trees T , Tswap. By the construction of Tswap, one of these two vertices (say, u1) either is equal
to v1 or is a descendant of v

′
1; and the other (say, u2) either is equal to v2 or is a descendant of v

′
2.

The lowest common ancestor of u1 and u2 is then v1 in T and v2 in Tswap. By Lemma 9.10 and

V (TM
swap) = V (TM), we have {v1, v2} ⊆ V (TM) – a contradiction. ◁

It is immediate that for every non-leaf node w /∈ {v1, v2}, both subtrees rooted at the children

of w in T contain the same set of nodes before and after the x-swap. Hence,

{L(Tswap)[w′] | w′
is a child of w in Tswap} = {L(T )[w′] | w′

is a child of w in T}.

Thus, each w /∈ {v1, v2} is a y-branch point (resp. a y-leaf point) in Tswap if and only if w is a y-
branch point (resp. a y-leaf point) in T . Moreover, it is easy to see that for each w /∈ {v1, v2}, w is

y-empty (resp. y-mixed, y-full) in T if and only if w is y-empty (resp. y-mixed, y-full) in Tswap.
Therefore, by Claim 9.17, for the equality of the y-mixed skeletons of T and Tswap it is enough

to prove that:

• for each w ∈ {v1, v2}, w ∈ V (TM
swap) if and only if w ∈ V (TM); and

• v1, v2 do not both belong to the y-mixed skeleton of T .
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These conditions will follow immediately from the following series of claims.

Claim 9.18. Suppose v1 ∈ V (TM). Then v1 ∈ V (TM
swap).

Proof of the claim. If v′1 is y-empty in T , then v2 must be y-full in T (otherwise we would have

v1 /∈ V (TM)); but this contradicts the assumption that v3 is y-empty or y-mixed. Therefore, it is v′2
that is y-empty in T . We now consider cases depending on the type of v3 in T :

• If v3 is y-empty in T , then it follows that v2 is y-empty in T . Since v1 ∈ V (TM), we infer that
v′1 is y-full in T and v1 is a y-leaf point in T . Then, in Tswap, the two children of v1 (that is,
v′1 and v3) are y-full and y-empty, respectively. Thus v1 is also a y-leaf point in Tswap.

• If v3 is y-mixed in T , then so is v2. Since v1 ∈ V (TM), it must be the case that v′1 is also

y-mixed in T and v1 is a y-branch point in T . Hence in Tswap, both children of v1 (again, v
′
1

and v3) are y-mixed, witnessing that v1 is a y-branch point also in Tswap. ◁

Claim 9.19. Suppose v2 ∈ V (TM). Then v2 ∈ V (TM
swap).

Proof of the claim. If v′2 is y-empty in T , then v3 must be y-full in T (otherwise v2 /∈ V (TM)) –
a contradiction with the y-empty property of v0v1v2v3 in T . So it is v′1 that is y-empty in T . Again,

consider cases depending on the type of v3 in T :

• If v3 is y-empty in T , then v2 ∈ V (TM) implies that v′2 is y-full in T . Then, in Tswap, v1 is

y-empty (since both children v′1, v3 are y-empty) and so v2 ∈ V (TM
swap) (since one child v

′
2 is

y-full and the other child v1 is y-empty).

• If v3 is y-mixed in T , then v2 ∈ V (TM) implies that v′2 is also y-mixed in T . Hence, in Tswap,
v1 is y-mixed (since a child v3 is y-mixed), and so v2 ∈ V (TM

swap) (since both children v′2, v1
are y-mixed). ◁

Claim 9.20. If v1 ∈ V (TM
swap), then v1 ∈ V (TM). Similarly, if v2 ∈ V (TM

swap), then v2 ∈ V (TM).

Proof of the claim. Observe that the vertical path v0v2v1v3 satisfies the y-empty property in Tswap;
moreover, the swap of Tswap along this path produces the original decomposition T . Thus, by

Claim 9.18, v2 ∈ V (TM
swap) implies that v2 ∈ V (TM). Similarly, by Claim 9.19, v1 ∈ V (TM

swap)

implies v1 ∈ V (TM). ◁

Claim 9.21. It cannot happen that v1, v2 ∈ V (TM).

Proof of the claim. If v3 is y-empty in T , then v′2 must be y-full (otherwise v2 /∈ V (TM)), and so v2
must be y-mixed. But then from the y-empty property of v0v1v2v3, the node v

′
1 must be y-empty

and thus v1 /∈ V (TM) – a contradiction.

If v3 is y-mixed in T , then so is v′2 (or else v2 /∈ V (TM)), and v2 is y-mixed, too. But then again, v′1
must be y-empty from the y-empty property of v0v1v2v3, which contradicts that v1 ∈ V (TM). ◁

Claims 9.18 to 9.21 conclude the proof of the lemma.

We are now ready to give a proof of Lemma 9.15.

68



Proof of Lemma 9.15. We only show the proof in the case where v′1 is x-empty and v′2 is x-full in T ;

the proof for the symmetric case is analogous. Recall that v3 is x-mixed in T . We consider three

cases, depending on how x and y are related with respect to the ancestor-descendant relationship

in T b
.

Case 1: y ⩾ x (i.e., y is an ancestor of x in T b). Then by Observation 9.6, we have that v′2 is y-full
in T ; and v3 is y-mixed or y-full. So v0v1v2v3 satisfies the y-full property, hence Lemma 9.16 applies.

Case 2: y ⩽ x (i.e., y is a descendant of x in T b). Then by Observation 9.6, we have that in T , v′1
is y-empty and v3 is y-empty or y-mixed. Therefore, v0v1v2v3 satisfies the y-empty property and

Lemma 9.16 applies.

Case 3: y is not in the ancestor-descendant relationship with x in T b. Again by Observation 9.6,

we have that in T , v′2 is y-empty and v3 is y-empty or y-mixed. Hence we can apply Lemma 9.16 as

the path v0v1v2v3 satisfies the y-empty property.

9.5 Block shuffles

While the operation of swaps is quite strong in the sense that any x-swap preserves the y-mixed

skeleton for any x, y ∈ V (T b), this unfortunately is not the case for y-factors: it could happen

that a y-factor of T could cease to exist after performing an x-swap. We will resolve this issue by

introducing a more structured counterpart of a swap: a (boundary-preserving) block-shuffle.

Suppose that T contains a long vertical path v0v1 . . . vpvp+1, p ⩾ 0. For each i ∈ [p], let v′i be the
(unique) child of vi not on the path. Let also x ∈ V (T b) and consider the case that for each i ∈ [p],
the vertex v′i is either x-empty or x-full in T ; and that vp+1 is x-mixed in T . (This is equivalently

the case where the x-mixed skeleton of T contains a vertex in the subtree rooted at vp+1, but none

of the vertices v1, . . . , vp are vertices of this skeleton.) Any such path will be called x-shuffleable
from now on.

Now we say that an integer interval I = [ℓ, r] ⊆ [1, p] is an x-empty block if all the vertices v′i
for i ∈ I are x-empty, and the interval cannot be extended from either side so as to preserve this

property. We similarly define x-full blocks. Then an x-block is either an x-empty block or an x-
full block. Naturally, x-blocks form a partitioning of [1, p] into intervals, and in this partitioning,

x-empty blocks and x-full blocks alternate. In the following description, we will sometimes identify

x-blocks [ℓ, r] with the sequences of vertices (v′ℓ, . . . , v
′
r) and (vℓ, . . . , vr).

For a permutationσ of {1, 2, . . . , p}, we say that the replacement of the vertical path v0v1 . . . vpvp+1

with the path v0vσ(1)vσ(2) . . . vσ(p)vp+1 is an x-block shuffle along v0 . . . vp+1 using σ if all the fol-

lowing conditions hold:

• If i and i+ 1 belong to the same x-block, then σ−1(i+ 1) = σ−1(i) + 1 (i.e., the value i+ 1
appears in the permutation immediately after i); and

• If 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ p and both v′i, v
′
j are x-empty (or both are x-full), then σ−1(i) < σ−1(j) (i.e.,

the value j appears in the permutation later than i).

For convenience, we say that the permutation σ is the recipe of the block shuffle.

Intuitively, an x-block shuffle can be pictured as an arbitrary shuffle of vertices along the vertical

path that preserves the x-blocks of vertices along the path and never swaps two x-blocks of the same

kind. For our convenience, we extend σ to be a permutation of {0, . . . , p + 1} by setting σ(0) = 0
and σ(p+1) = p+1. If additionally it holds that σ(1) = 1 and σ(p) = p, then we say that an x-block
shuffle is boundary-preserving; equivalently, the first and the last x-blocks are preserved intact by

the shuffle (Fig. 4).
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(a)

(b)

Figure 4: (a) A sample x-shuffleable path. White subtrees have x-empty roots and dark subtrees have

x-full roots; the root v17 of the red subtree is x-mixed. The blocks of the path are indicated by boxes;

the two boundary blocks are colored yellow.

(b) An example boundary-preserving x-block shuffle of the path. The recipe of the block shuffle is

σ = (1, 2, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 3, 4, 5, 14, 7, 8, 13, 15, 16).
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The following fact is straightforward.

Lemma 9.22. An x-block shuffle of a rank decomposition is equivalent to a composition of x-swaps.
In other words, if T ′ is a result of an x-block shuffle along a vertical path of T , then T ′ can also be
produced from T by applying a sequence of x-swaps.

Together with Lemma 9.15, this immediately implies the following:

Lemma 9.23. Let x, y ∈ V (T b). Suppose T ′ is created from T by performing an x-block shuffle along
a vertical path. Then the y-mixed skeletons of T and T ′ are equal.

However, the structure introduced to x-block shuffles atop the x-swaps now allows us to reason

about the perseverance of y-factors in the modified rank decomposition:

Lemma 9.24. Let x, y ∈ V (T b) with y ≯ x. Suppose T ′ is created from T by performing a boundary-
preserving x-block shuffle along v0 . . . vp+1. Then every y-factor of T is also a y-factor of T ′.

Proof. Assume that T ′ ̸= T , i.e., the performed block shuffle was non-trivial. Then v0v1 . . . vp+1

comprises at least four x-blocks; let [ℓ1, r1], [ℓ2, r2], . . . , [ℓt, rt] be the partitioning of [1, p] into x-
blocks, with 1 = ℓ1 ⩽ r1 < ℓ2 ⩽ r2 < · · · < ℓt ⩽ rt = p and ℓi+1 = ri + 1 for all i ∈ [p − 1].
Let σ be the recipe of the block shuffle. Since the block shuffle is boundary-preserving, we have

σ(i) = i for i ⩽ r1 and i ⩾ ℓt. Note that by the construction, L(T )[v] = L(T ′)[v] for every
v ∈ V (T ) \ {vℓ2 , vℓ2+1, . . . , vrt−1}. Moreover, L(T )[vℓ2 ] = L(T ′)[vσ(ℓ2)].

Let F ⊆ Vy be a y-factor of T . The following claim captures the essential property of y-factors
for y ≯ x that will be used in the current proof.

Claim 9.25. F ⊆ Vx or F is disjoint from Vx.

Proof of the claim. If y ⩽ x, then Vy ⊆ Vx and thus F ⊆ Vx. On the other hand, if y is incomparable

with x with respect to the ancestor-descendant relationship in T b
, then Vy is disjoint from Vx, so

also F is disjoint from Vx. ◁

First suppose that F is a y-tree factor, i.e., F = L(T )[w] for some w ∈ V (T ). Note that if w is

an ancestor of vrt−1 , then w is also an ancestor of both v′rt−1
and v′ℓt . But exactly one of the vertices

v′rt−1
, v′ℓt is x-empty and the other is x-full. In other words, we have L(T )[v′rt−1

] ∪ L(T )[v′ℓt ] ⊆ F ,
but exactly one of the sets L(T )[v′rt−1

], L(T )[v′ℓt ] is a subset of Vx and the other is disjoint from

Vx. This, however, contradicts Claim 9.25. Hence, w is not an ancestor of vrt−1 . But then w /∈
{vℓ2 , vℓ2+1, . . . , vrt−1}, so L(T )[w] = L(T ′)[w] and thus F is also a y-factor of T ′

.

Now consider the case where F is a y-context factor in T , that is, F = L(T )[w1] \ L(T )[w2]
and w1 is a strict ancestor of w2 in T .

Claim9.26. It cannot happen that, for some i ∈ [t−1],w1 is an ancestor of vri andw2 is not an ancestor
of vℓi+1

= vri+1.

Proof of the claim. Proof by contradiction. First suppose that w2 is not in the ancestor-descendant

relationship with vri+2 in T . Since ri < ℓi+1 ⩽ p, we get that L(T )[vp+1] is disjoint from L(T )[w2]
and thus L(T )[vp+1] ⊆ F . But vp+1 is x-mixed in T , so L(T )[vp+1] is neither a subset of Vx nor

disjoint from Vx. Hence contradiction with Claim 9.25.

Sincew2 is not an ancestor of vri+1, it means thatw2 is a descendant of vri+2 and so L(T )[v′ri ]∪
L(T )[v′ri+1] ⊆ F . However exactly one of L(T )[v′ri ] and L(T )[v′ri+1] = L(T )[v′ℓi+1

] is x-empty in

T and the other is x-full in T . So again L(T )[v′ri ]∪L(T )[v′ri+1] is neither a subset of Vx nor disjoint

from Vx – a contradiction. ◁
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Ifw1, w2 /∈ {vℓ2 , vℓ2+1, . . . , vrt−1}, then L(T )[w1] = L(T ′)[w1] andL(T )[w2] = L(T ′)[w2], so
F is also a y-context factor in T ′

. Now suppose that at least one ofw1, w2 is in {vℓ2 , vℓ2+1, . . . , vrt−1}.
Since w1 is a (strict) ancestor of w2, we must have that w1 is also an ancestor of vrt−1 and w2 is a de-

scendant of vℓ2 . Let then j ∈ [t−1] be the smallest positive integer such thatw1 is an ancestor of vrj .
So by Claim 9.26,w2 is an ancestor of vℓj+1

. If j = 1, thenw2 = vℓ2 andw1 /∈ {vℓ2 , vℓ2+1, . . . , vrt−1}.
Hence F = L(T )[w1] \ L(T )[vℓ2 ] = L(T ′)[w1] \ L(T ′)[vσ(ℓ2)] and F is a y-context factor in T ′

.

On the other hand, assume j ⩾ 2. In this case, w2 is an ancestor of vℓj+1
and w1 is an ancestor of

w2, but a descendant of vℓj (by the definition of j). Let i1, i2 (with ℓj ⩽ i1 < i2 ⩽ ℓj+1) be such that

w1 = vi1 and w2 = vi2 . Then, F =
⋃i2−1

i=i1
L(T )[v′i]. Since [i1, i2 − 1] is a part of an x-block of the

path v0v1 . . . vp+1, there exists some q ∈ N such that σ(q + i) = i1 + i for all i ∈ [0, i2 − i1 − 1].
We conclude that F =

⋃i2−i1−1
i=0 L(T ′)[v′σ(q+i)] = L(T ′)[vσ(q)] \ L(T ′)[vσ(q+i2−i1)]. Hence also in

this case, F is a y-context factor of T ′
. As all cases have been exhausted, this finishes the proof.

Observe that an x-block shuffle will never increase the number of x-blocks along the shuffled

path; on the other hand, the number of such x-blocks might decrease significantly if many x-blocks
of the same kind are placed one after another. We will now prove that it is indeed possible to perform

such a shuffle so as to decrease the number of x-blocks to a constant (depending only on the width

of T b
) without increasing the width of T :

Lemma 9.27. There exists a function f9.27 : N → N such that the following holds. Assume that the
width of T and T b is bounded by ℓ ⩾ 0 and let x ∈ V (T b). Suppose v0v1 . . . vp+1 is an x-shuffleable
path in T . Then there exists a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle of the path using a permutation σ
such that:

• the decomposition T ′ after the shuffle has width not greater than the width of T ; and

• in T ′, the vertical path vσ(1) . . . vσ(p) contains at most f9.27(ℓ) x-blocks.

In the remaining part of this section we will cover the proof of Lemma 9.27. We will call an x-
shuffleable vertical path v0v1 . . . vp+1:

• x-static if all of the following subspace equalities hold:

⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗v1v0]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vp+1vp]⟩ ∩Bx,

⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v1v0]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗vp+1vp]⟩ ∩Bx,

⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗v0v1]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vpvp+1]⟩ ∩Bx,

⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v0v1]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗vpvp+1]⟩ ∩Bx;

• x-separable if there exist integers c0, c1, . . . , cp ∈ Z such that the following holds. Suppose T ′

is formed from T by performing a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle along v0v1 . . . vp+1

using σ. Then, for every i ∈ [0, p], the width of the edge vσ(i)vσ(i+1) in T ′
is equal to cσ(0) +

cσ(1) + . . .+ cσ(i).

The following lemma relates these notions:

Lemma 9.28. Every x-static path is x-separable.

Proof. Let v0v1 . . . vp+1 be an x-static path, and for i ∈ [p], let v′i be the unique child of vi outside
of the path. Let us partition the sequence of nodes v′1, v

′
2, . . . , v

′
p into those that are x-full and
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those that are x-empty. Formally, let q be the number of x-full nodes among {v′1, . . . , v′p} and let

1 ⩽ a+1 < a+2 < · · · < a+q ⩽ p denote the sequence of indices of x-full nodes v′
a+1
, . . . , v′

a+q
. Similarly

define r as the number of x-empty nodes among {v′1, . . . , v′r} and let 1 ⩽ a−1 < a−2 < · · · < a−r ⩽ p
denote the complementary sequence of indices of x-empty nodes v′

a−1
, . . . , v′

a−r
.

Recall that x-block shuffles do not exchange the order of x-full nodes or the order of x-empty

nodes; that is, in every decomposition formed by anx-block shuffle, the order of the nodes va+1
, . . . , va+q

along the shuffled path is preserved, and so is the order of the nodes va−1
, . . . , va−r . Therefore, if we

assume that a rank decomposition T ′
is formed by performing an x-block shuffle using a permuta-

tion σ on T , then for any i ∈ [0, p], the sets L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i)vσ(i+1)],L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i+1)vσ(i)] of vector spaces
on either side of the edge of the edge vσ(i)vσ(i+1) only depend on:

• the number i+ ∈ [0, q] of x-full nodes in the prefix v′σ(1), . . . , v
′
σ(i); and

• the number i− = i− i+ ∈ [0, r] of x-empty nodes in the prefix v′σ(1), . . . , v
′
σ(i).

Note that {v′σ(1), v
′
σ(2), . . . , v

′
σ(i)} = {v′

a+1
, . . . , va+

i+
, v′

a−1
, . . . , va−

i−
}. Next, define the following vec-

tor spaces:

XL = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗v0v1]⟩, YL = ⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v0v1]⟩,
XR = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vp+1vp]⟩, YR = ⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗vp+1vp]⟩,

Xi = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗v′
a+i
va+i

]⟩ = ⟨L(T )[ ⃗v′
a+i
va+i

]⟩, Yj = ⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗v′
a−j
va−j

]⟩ = ⟨L(T )[ ⃗v′
a−j
va−j

]⟩,

where i ∈ [q] and j ∈ [r], and

X⩽i = XL +X1 + . . .+Xi, Y⩽j = YL + Y1 + . . .+ Yj ,

X>i = Xi+1 + . . .+Xq +XR, Y>j = Yj+1 + . . .+ Yr + YR,

where i ∈ [0, q] and j ∈ [0, r]. Then

⟨L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i)vσ(i+1)]⟩ = X⩽i+ + Y⩽i− ,

⟨L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i+1)vσ(i)]⟩ = X>i+ + Y>i− .

Moreover, the property of the path being x-static can be equivalently restated as follows:

XL ∩Bx = X⩽q ∩Bx, YL ∩Bx = Y⩽r ∩Bx,

XR ∩Bx = X>0 ∩Bx, YR ∩Bx = Y>0 ∩Bx.

Note also that Bx = ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩ = (XL +X1 + . . .+Xq +XR)∩ (YL + Y1 + . . .+ Yr + YR).
We are interested in the width of the edge vσ(i)vσ(i+1), that is, the dimension di of the subspace

L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i)vσ(i+1)]∩L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i+1)vσ(i)] = (X⩽i+ + Y⩽i−)∩ (X>i+ + Y>i−). Applying Lemma 9.2

with U1 = X⩽i+ , U2 = Y⩽i− , V1 = X>i+ , V2 = Y>i− , we find that

dim((X⩽i+ + Y⩽i−) ∩ (X>i+ + Y>i−)) + dim(X⩽i+ ∩ Y⩽i−) + dim(X>i+ ∩ Y>i−) =

= dim((X⩽i+ +X>i+) ∩ (Y⩽i− + Y>i−)) + dim(X⩽i+ ∩X>i+) + dim(Y⩽i− ∩ Y>i−).
(8)

Since X⩽i+ +X>i+ = ⟨Vx⟩ and Y⩽i− + Y>i− = ⟨V \ Vx⟩, we have by definition

(X⩽i+ +X>i+) ∩ (Y⩽i− + Y>i−) = Bx. (9)
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Now, X⩽i+ ⊆ ⟨Vx⟩ and Y⩽i− ⊆ ⟨V \ Vx⟩; since ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩ = Bx, we see that X⩽i+ ∩ Y⩽i− ⊆
Bx. Therefore,

X⩽i+ ∩ Y⩽i− = (X⩽i+ ∩Bx) ∩ (Y⩽i− ∩Bx).

But now, using the fact that the path v0v1 . . . vp+1 is x-static, we have

XL ∩Bx ⊆ X⩽i+ ∩Bx ⊆ X⩽q ∩Bx = XL ∩Bx,

so X⩽i+ ∩Bx = XL ∩Bx; similarly, we compute that Y⩽i+ ∩Bx = YL ∩Bx. Hence,

X⩽i+ ∩ Y⩽i− = (XL ∩Bx) ∩ (YL ∩Bx) = XL ∩ YL ∩Bx = XL ∩ YL, (10)

since once again, XL ∩ YL ⊆ Bx. By an analogous argument, we also deduce that

X>i+ ∩ Y>i− = XR ∩ YR. (11)

Plugging in Eqs. (9) to (11) into Eq. (8), we conclude that

di = dim((X⩽i+ + Y⩽i−) ∩ (X>i+ + Y>i−)) =

= [dim(Bx)− dim(XL ∩ YL)− dim(XR ∩ YR)] + dim(X⩽i+ ∩X>i+) + dim(Y⩽i− ∩ Y>i−).

That is, setting α = dim(Bx) − dim(XL ∩ YL) − dim(XR ∩ YR) (a constant independent on

i and σ), βi+ = dim(X⩽i+ ∩ X>i+) (a constant dependent only on i+, but not on i or σ), and
γi− = dim(Y⩽i− ∩ Y>i−) (a constant dependent only on i− and not on i or σ), we have that

di = α+ βi+ + γi− .

Now, set

c0 = α+ β0 + γ0,

ca+i
= βi − βi−1 for i ∈ [q],

ca−j
= γj − γj−1 for j ∈ [r].

It is now easy to verify that for every i ∈ [0, p], the width of the edge vσ(i)vσ(i+1) in T ′
is

dim(L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i)vσ(i+1)] ∩ L(T ′)[ ⃗vσ(i+1)vσ(i)]) =

= dim((X⩽i+ + Y⩽i−) ∩ (X>i+ + Y>i−)) =

= α+ βi+ + γi− =

= c0 + (ca+1
+ ca+2

+ . . .+ ca+
i+
) + (ca−1

+ ca−2
+ . . .+ ca−

i−
) =

= cσ(0) + cσ(1) + . . .+ cσ(i),

since σ(0) = 0 and {σ(1), . . . , σ(i)} = {a+1 , . . . , a
+
i+
, a−1 , . . . , a

−
i−}.

We now show that Lemma 9.27 holds for x-separable paths (so, in turn, also for x-static paths).

Lemma 9.29. There exists a function f9.29 : N → N such that the following holds. Let x ∈ V (T b)
and assume that the width of T and T b is bounded by ℓ ⩾ 0. Suppose v0v1 . . . vp+1 is an x-separable
path in T . Then there exists a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle of the path using a permutation σ
such that:
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• the decomposition T ′ after the shuffle has width not greater than the width of T ; and

• in T ′, the vertical path vσ(1) . . . vσ(p) contains at most f9.29(ℓ) x-blocks.

Proof. The lemma is a consequence of a similar statement from the work of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk

[BP22], formulated for bichromatic words, which in turn captures the understanding of typical se-
quences from the work of Bodlaender and Kloks [BK96]. Before we provide the statement of their

lemma, we need to define block shuffles for words. We mostly follow the exposition from [BP22],

with the difference that their proof concerns words over alphabet {−,+}, excluding 0 from the

alphabet. However, it can be readily seen that their proof also works in the setting below.

Fix the alphabet Σ = {0,−,+}. Given a word w ∈ Σ∗
, define:

• sum(w), the sum of w, as the number of occurrences of + in w, minus the number of occur-

rences of − in w;

• pmax(w), the prefix maximum of w, as the maximum sum of any prefix of w; and

• pmin(w), the prefix minimum of w, as the minimum sum of any prefix of w.

Suppose the characters in a word w are colored with one of two colors, say red and blue; in such

an instance we say that w is a bichromatic word. A block in such a word is a maximal subword

comprising consecutive letters of w of the same color. Then a block shuffle of w is any word w′

created from w by permuting the blocks ofw such that within each color, the order of the characters

remains the same as in w. Then the Dealternation Lemma for bichromatic words reads as follows:

Claim 9.30 ([BP22, Lemma 7.1]). Let w ∈ Σ∗ be a bichromatic word. Let a, b ⩾ 0 be two integers
with the following properties: pmax(w) ⩽ a, and if u is a word created from w by restricting it to
all letters of the same color, then pmin(u) ⩾ −b. Then there exists a block shuffle w′ of w such that
pmax(w′) ⩽ pmax(w) and w′ has at most a+ 4b+ 2 blocks in total.

Let f9.29(ℓ) = 5ℓ+4. Consider an x-separable path v0v1 . . . vp+1 and let c0, c1, . . . , cp ∈ Z be the

constants associatedwith the path. If the path comprises at most 2 blocks, the lemma follows trivially

– we can choose T ′ = T and σ to be the identity permutation. Suppose now the path contains t ⩾ 3
blocks: [ℓ1, r1], [ℓ2, r2], . . . , [ℓt, rt], where 1 = ℓ1 < r1 < ℓ2 < r2 < · · · < ℓt < rt = p and

ℓi+1 = ri + 1 for i ∈ [t − 1]. Aiming to apply Claim 9.30, we construct a bichromatic word w as

follows:

• For every i ∈ [ℓ2, rt−1], define the word wi as follows:

wi =


+ci

if ci > 0;

−|ci|
if ci < 0;

0 if ci = 0.

Then we set w = wℓ2wℓ2+1 . . . wrt−1 .

• For every i ∈ [ℓ2, rt−1], color the letters of wi in w red if i ∈ [ℓj , rj ] for even j, and blue

otherwise. (That is, we color the subwords of w corresponding to different x-blocks of the
vertical path alternately; in other words, one color is allocated to the subwords corresponding

to the x-empty nodes v′i, and the other to the x-full nodes v′i).
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It is easy to see that block shuffles w′
of w are in a natural bijection with boundary-preserving x-

block shuffles along v0v1 . . . vp+1: Any reordering of the blocks in w can be directly translated to

a reordering of the x-blocks of the path preserving the first and the last x-block, and vice versa. Such
a boundary preserving x-shuffle is said to be prescribed by w′

.

The following claim about the prefix maximum of w follows straight from the definition.

Claim 9.31. pmax(w) = maxi∈[ℓ2−1,rt−1](cℓ2 + cℓ2+1 + . . .+ ci).

Note that the width of the edge vℓ2−1vℓ2 in the original decomposition T is (trivially) at least 0;
and for every i ∈ [ℓ2 − 1, rt−1], the width of the edge vivi+1 is (by our assumption) at most ℓ (i.e.,
it exceeds the width of vℓ2−1vℓ2 by at most ℓ). Thus, by the x-separability of the path v0v1 . . . vp+1

for the trivial block shuffle using the identity permutation σ, we have cℓ2 + cℓ2+1 + . . .+ ci ⩽ ℓ for
every i and hence pmax(w) ⩽ ℓ by Claim 9.31.

Now, suppose we found a block shuffle w′
of w with a smaller or equal prefix maximum. Then

the block shuffle can be naturally translated to an x-block shuffle of T of width not greater than the

width of T ′
:

Claim 9.32. Suppose w′ is a block shuffle of w with pmax(w′) ⩽ pmax(w), and let T ′ be the decom-
position formed from T by performing a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle prescribed by w′. Then
the width of T ′ is at most the width of T .

Proof of the claim. Let σ be the recipe of the block shuffle prescribed by w′
; note that for every

i /∈ [ℓ2, rt−1], it holds that σ(i) = i. By the same argument as in Claim 9.31, we have pmax(w′) =
maxi∈[ℓ2−1,rt−1](cσ(ℓ2) + cσ(ℓ2+1) + · · ·+ cσ(i)).

None of the edges outside of the path vℓ2−1vℓ2 . . . vrt−1+1 are affected by a boundary-preserving

x-block shuffle; that is, for any edge e outside of this path, the x-block shuffle preserves the par-

titioning of the leaves of T on either side of e. In particular, for every such edge e, the width of

e remains unchanged. Hence it is enough to verify the widths of each of the edges vℓ2−1vσ(ℓ2) =
vσ(ℓ2−1)vσ(ℓ2), vσ(ℓ2)vσ(ℓ2+1), . . . , vσ(rt−1)vσ(rt−1+1) = vσ(rt−1)vrt−1+1.

Consider an edge e = vσ(i)vσ(i+1) for i ∈ [ℓ2 − 1, rt−1]. By the x-separability of v0v1 . . . vp+1,

the width of e is

cσ(0) + cσ(1) + . . .+ cσ(i) =

ℓ2−1∑
j=0

cj +
i∑

j=ℓ2

cσ(i) ⩽
ℓ2−1∑
j=0

cj + pmax(w′) ⩽
ℓ2−1∑
j=0

cj + pmax(w).

Let imax ∈ [ℓ2 − 1, rt−1] be such that pmax(w) = cℓ2 + cℓ2+1 + . . .+ cimax . Then

cσ(0) + cσ(1) + . . .+ cσ(i) ⩽ c0 + c1 + . . .+ cimax ;

that is, by the x-separability, the width of e is upper-bounded by the width of the edge vimaxvimax+1

in the original decomposition T , so in particular by the width of T . ◁

It remains to bound the prefix minima of the restrictions of w to all letters of a single color.

Claim9.33. Letu be aword created by restrictingw to all letters of the same color. Then pmin(u) ⩾ −ℓ.

Proof of the claim. Assume that u = wi1wi2 . . . wiz for i1 < i2 < . . . < iz ∈ [ℓ2, rt−1] such that

the subwords wi1 , wi2 , . . . , wiz all have the same color in w; equivalently, {v′i1 , v
′
i2
, . . . , v′iz} is the

subset of {v′ℓ2 , v
′
ℓ2+1, . . . , v

′
rt−1

} comprising exactly the set of x-empty nodes or exactly the set of

x-full nodes in T .
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By the construction of w, we have

pmin(u) = min
j∈[0,z]

(ci1 + ci2 + . . .+ cij ).

Now construct:

• a block shuffle w′
of w by placing u at the front of w′

and all the blocks of the opposite color

at the back of w′
, in the same order as in w;

• a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle T ′
of T along v0v1 . . . vp+1 prescribed by w′

; let also

σ be the recipe of this shuffle. (In other words, T ′
is constructed by placing all non-boundary

blocks comprising x-empty (resp. x-full) nodes next to each other.)

By construction, we have σ(j) = j for all j ∈ [0, ℓ2 − 1] and σ(ℓ2 + j − 1) = ij for all j ∈ [z].
Obviously, the width of the edge vℓ2−1vℓ2 in T is not larger than ℓ; and by the x-separability of

the vertical path v0v1 . . . vp+1 for the trivial block shuffle, it is equal to c0+ c1+ . . .+ cℓ2−1. On the

other hand, for every j ∈ [0, z], the width of the edge vσ(ℓ2+j−1)vσ(ℓ2+j) in T ′
is trivially at least 0;

and by the x-separability applied to the block shuffle along σ, it is equal to

ℓ2+j−1∑
q=0

cσ(q) =

ℓ2−1∑
q=0

cq +

j∑
q=1

ciq ⩽ ℓ+

j∑
q=1

ciq .

Thus ci1 + ci2 + . . .+ cij ⩾ −ℓ for every j ∈ [0, z]. Hence, pmin(u) ⩾ −ℓ. ◁

The proof of the lemma follows now in a straightforward way: from Claims 9.31 and 9.33 it

follows that pmax(w) ⩽ ℓ and pmin(u) ⩾ −ℓ, where u is the restriction of w to the letters of

any chosen color. Hence by Claim 9.30, there exists a block shuffle w′
of w such that pmax(w′) ⩽

pmax(w) and w′
has at most 5ℓ + 2 blocks in total. Then by Claim 9.32, the boundary-preserving

x-block shuffle of T prescribed by w′
produces a decomposition T ′

of width upper-bounded by

the width of T . Moreover, the path vσ(0)vσ(1) . . . vσ(p+1) in T ′
after the shuffle has at most 5ℓ + 4

x-blocks: the two boundary x-blocks and one additional x-block for each block of w′
.

It remains to lift the result of Lemma 9.29 to general x-shuffleable paths:

Proof of Lemma 9.27. We will show that every x-shuffleable path can be partitioned into a small

number of x-static paths. Then the proof will follow from Lemmas 9.28 and 9.29.

Recall that in our setting, T and T b
are rooted rank decompositions of V of width at most ℓ

(ℓ ⩾ 0) and v0v1 . . . vp+1 is an x-shuffleable path in T .

Claim9.34. There exists a partitioning of the interval [1, p] into t ⩽ 8ℓ+1 subintervals [ℓ1, r1], [ℓ2, r2],
. . . , [ℓt, rt] such that, for every i ∈ [t], either ℓi = ri or the vertical path vℓi−1vℓivℓi+1 . . . vrivri+1 is
x-static. Moreover, any two subintervals with ℓi ̸= ri are separated by a one-element subinterval.

Proof of the claim. For every i ∈ [0, p], define the profile of the edge vivi+1 in T as the quadruple of

integers (αi, βi, γi, δi), where

αi = dim(⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vivi+1]⟩ ∩Bx),

βi = dim(⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗vivi+1]⟩ ∩Bx),

γi = dim(⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vi+1vi]⟩ ∩Bx),

δi = dim(⟨Lx̄(T )[ ⃗vi+1vi]⟩ ∩Bx).
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By construction, the sequences (αi)
p
i=0 and (βi)

p
i=0 are non-decreasing, while the sequences (γi)

p
i=0

and (δi)
p
i=0 are non-increasing; moreover, each of the values αi, βi, γi, δi range from 0 from ℓ since

each value describes the dimension of a subspace of Bx (and dim(Bx) ⩽ ℓ as T b
has width at most

ℓ). Therefore, there exist at most 4ℓ+ 1 different profiles among all the edges vivi+1.

Say a vertex vi (i ∈ [p]) is a milestone if the edges vi−1vi and vivi+1 have different profiles;

observe that on the path v0v1 . . . vp+1, there are at most 4ℓ milestones. We construct a partitioning

of [1, p] into subintervals by:

• creating, for each milestone vi, a one-element subinterval [i, i]; and

• adding to the partitioning all maximal subintervals of [1, p] not containing any milestones.

It is obvious that the partitioning contains at most 8ℓ + 1 subintervals. Now, let [ℓ, r] be some

maximal subinterval of [1, p] without any milestones. We claim that the path vℓ−1vℓ . . . vrvr+1 is

x-static. Since none of the vertices vℓ, . . . , vr are milestones, the profiles of the edges vℓ−1vℓ and
vrvr+1 are equal. Since αℓ−1 = αr and ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vrvr+1]⟩∩Bx ⊆ ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vℓ−1vℓ]⟩∩Bx, we conclude

that ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vrvr+1]⟩ ∩ Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vℓ−1vℓ]⟩ ∩ Bx; this verifies one of the equalities required by

the definition of x-static paths. The remaining three equalities are proved analogously by analyzing

the equalities βℓ−1 = βr , γℓ−1 = γr and δℓ−1 = δr . ◁

Let [ℓ1, r1], . . . , [ℓt, rt] be the partitioning of [1, p] given by Claim 9.34, and suppose that ℓ1 ⩽
r1 < ℓ2 ⩽ r2 < · · · < ℓt ⩽ rt. We inductively construct a sequence of rank decompositions

T0 = T , T1, . . . , Tt with the following invariants:

• for every 1 ⩽ j ⩽ i ⩽ t, vertices vℓj , . . . , vrj form – in some order – a path in Ti with at most

f9.29(ℓ) x-blocks; and

• for every 0 ⩽ i < j ⩽ t with ℓj ̸= rj , the vertical path vℓj−1vℓj . . . vrjvrj+1 is x-static in Ti.

We construct this sequence as follows: iterate the integers i = 1, . . . , t. If ℓi = ri, then set Ti =
Ti−1. Otherwise, since the vertical path vℓi−1vℓi . . . vrivri+1 is x-static in Ti−1, it is also x-separable
(Lemma 9.28); hence, we apply Lemma 9.29 to produce a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle Ti
from Ti−1, where the vertices vℓi , vℓi+1, . . . , vri form a vertical path with at most f9.29(ℓ) x-blocks.
Since each boundary-preserving x-block only modifies the decomposition locally along the path

vℓi−1vℓi . . . vrivri+1, it can be easily verified that all the invariants are preserved by the update. Also,

note that boundary-preserving x-block shuffles of vℓi−1vℓi . . . vri+1 are also boundary-preserving x-
block shuffles of v0v1 . . . vp+1 and a composition of (boundary-preserving) x-block shuffles is also

a (boundary-preserving) x-block shuffle. We thus conclude that Tt is a boundary-preserving x-block
shuffle of T along the path v0v1 . . . vp+1. Moreover, by the invariants, for every j ∈ [t], the vertices
vℓj , . . . , vrj form a vertical path in Tt with at most f9.29(ℓ) x-blocks. Since t ⩽ 8ℓ+ 1, we find that

the produced decomposition contains at most f9.27(ℓ) := (8ℓ+1)f9.29(ℓ) x-blocks along the vertical
path vσ(1) . . . vσ(p). Also the width of Tt is upper-bounded by the width of T .

9.6 Proof of the Local Dealternation Lemma

With all the required tools at hand, we can prove the Local Dealternation Lemma (Lemma 9.14).

Proof of Lemma 9.14. Let TM
be the x-mixed skeleton of T ; by our assumption, it has at most f9.13(ℓ)

nodes. If the skeleton is an empty tree, then by Lemma 9.9, the root r of T either x-full or x-empty.
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In either case, the lemma follows by setting T ′ = T , in which case the set L(T ′)[x] is a disjoint

union of at most one x-factor of T ′
. From now on assume that the skeleton is non-empty.

The following observations are straightforward:

Claim 9.35. Let uv ∈ E(TM), where u is a parent of v in TM (i.e., u is an ancestor of v in T ). Then
the simple vertical path between u and v in T is x-shuffleable.

Proof of the claim. Let w be an internal node of the path (so w /∈ V (TM)), w+
be the child of w on

the path and w′
be the child of w not on the path. By Lemma 9.11, the node w+

is x-mixed. Hence

it cannot be that w′
is x-mixed – otherwise, by definition, w would be an x-branch point. ◁

For the following observation, let r be the root of T and rM be the root of TM
.

Claim 9.36. If r ̸= rM, then the simple vertical path between r and rM in T is x-shuffleable.

Proof of the claim. Let w, w+
and w′

be defined as in Claim 9.35. Since w+
is an ancestor of rM, the

node w+
is x-mixed. As in the previous claim, we conclude that w′

cannot be x-mixed. ◁

We now create a new rank decomposition T ′
of V as follows: for every uv ∈ E(TM) in ar-

bitrary order, perform on T a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle of the vertical path between u
and v in T compliant with the statement of Lemma 9.27. Also, when r ̸= rM, apply an analogous

boundary-preserving x-block shuffle of the vertical path between r and rM in T . Let then T ′
be the

decomposition after applying all the x-block shuffles. We will now verify that T ′
satisfies all the

requirements of the lemma.

First, by Lemma 9.15 and the fact that each x-block shuffle is a composition of x-swaps, it follows
that, for every y ∈ V (T b), the y-mixed skeletons of T and T ′

are equal; in particular, TM
is the x-

mixed skeleton of T ′
. Next, assume that y ∈ V (T b) with y ≯ x. That every y-factor of T is also

a y-factor of T ′
follows immediately from Lemma 9.24. It remains to show that the set L(T b)[x] can

be decomposed into f9.14(ℓ) x-factors of T ′
, for some function f9.14 yet to be defined. To this end,

we will use the following simple claim:

Claim 9.37. Let v0v1 . . . vp+1 be an x-shuffleable path in T ′. Assume that the path v1 . . . vp is com-
prised of n ⩾ 1 x-blocks. Then the set Lx(T ′)[v1] \ Lx(T ′)[vp+1] can be decomposed into at most n
x-context factors of T ′.

Proof of the claim. For every i ∈ [p], let v′i be the child of vi not on the path. Since v0v1 . . . vp+1

is x-shuffleable, every node v′i is either x-empty or x-full. Moreover, each x-block [ℓ, r] ⊆ [1, p] is
either an x-empty block (and then L(T )[vℓ]\L(T )[vr+1] is disjoint from Vx) or an x-full block (and
then L(T )[vℓ] \ L(T )[vr+1] ⊆ Vx; so in particular, L(T )[vℓ] \ L(T )[vr+1] is an x-context factor
of T ′

). Therefore, Lx(T )[v1] \ Lx(T )[vp+1] = (L(T )[v1] \ L(T )[vp+1]) ∩ Vx is a disjoint union of

x-context factors of the formL(T )[vℓ]\L(T )[vr+1], ranging over all x-full blocks [ℓ, r] ⊆ [1, p]. ◁

Let r be the root of T ′
, and rM be the root of TM

. Observe that every leaf l of T ′
can be uniquely

assigned to one of the following groups:

• the group of leaves that are not descendants of rM (if r ̸= rM);

• for every x-leaf point v ∈ V (TM), the group of leaves that are descendants of v;

• for every edge uv ∈ E(TM), where u is an ancestor of v in T , the group of leaves that are

descendants of w but not v, where w is the child of u on the path between u and v in T .
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Thus, L(T b)[x] = Lx(T ′)[r] is the disjoint union of the following sets:

• Lx(T ′)[r] \ Lx(T ′)[rM] (if r ̸= rM);

• for every x-leaf point v ∈ V (TM), the set Lx(T ′)[v];

• for every edge uv ∈ E(TM), where u is an ancestor of v in T , the set Lx(T ′)[w] \ Lx(T ′)[v],
where w is the child of u on the path between u and v in T .

If r ̸= rM, then let r0r1 . . . rt be the vertical path between r and rM (r0 = r, rt = rM, t ⩾ 1).
Since we performed a boundary-preserving x-block shuffle along the vertical path r0r1 . . . rt, we
get that the vertical path r1 . . . rt−1 comprises at most f9.27(ℓ) x-blocks; hence, by Claim 9.37, the

set Lx(T ′)[r1] \ Lx(T ′)[rM] can be partitioned into at most f9.27(ℓ) x-context factors of T ′
. Let r′

be the child of r not on the path from r to rM; then r′ is x-empty or x-full. If r′ is x-full, we add
one additional tree factor L(T ′)[r′] to the partitioning. So Lx(T ′)[r] \ Lx(T ′)[rM] = Lx(T ′)[r′] ∪(
Lx(T ′)[r1] \ Lx(T ′)[rM]

)
can be partitioned into at most f9.27(ℓ) + 1 x-factors of T ′

.

Next, for every edge uv ∈ V (TM), where u is an ancestor of v in T , let w be the child of u on

the path from u to v in T ′
. Applying Claim 9.37, we get that the set Lx(T ′)[w] \ Lx(T ′)[v] can be

partitioned into f9.27(ℓ) x-context factors of T ′
. Finally, for every x-leaf point v in T ′

, one child v+

of v is x-full and the other child v− is x-empty. So Lx(T ′)[v] = L(T ′)[v+] and the set Lx(T ′)[v] is
exactly an x-tree factor of T ′

.

Summing up, we can partition the set L(T b)[x] = Lx(T ′)[r] into at most

f9.27(ℓ) · (|E(TM)|+ 1) + |V (TM)|+ 1 ⩽ (f9.27(ℓ) + 1)f9.13(ℓ) + 1

x-factors of T ′
. This finishes the proof of the Local Dealternation Lemma and it is enough to set

f9.14(ℓ) = (f9.27(ℓ) + 1)f9.13(ℓ) + 1.

10 Using rank decomposition automata to compute closures

This section is dedicated to the proofs of Lemmas 5.7 and 7.2. Along the way, we produce two rank

decomposition automata that will be used by us heavily throughout the proof:

• the exact rankwidth automaton (Section 10.1) that for two fixed integers k, ℓ verifies, given
an annotated rank decomposition of width ℓ encoding a partitioned graph (G, C), whether
(G, C) has rankwidth at most k; and

• the closure automaton (Section 10.2) that, roughly speaking, for an annotated tree decomposi-

tion T encoding a graphG and a prefix Tpref of T , represents how a c-small k-closure of Tpref
can look like in each subtree rooted at an edge p⃗x ∈ A⃗ppT (Tpref).

The exact rankwidth automaton given in Section 10.1 will imply Lemma 7.2. Finally, in Sec-

tion 10.4, we will use both automata to produce a data structure for minimal closures of Lemma 5.7.

In this section, we rely on the concepts and notation defined in Section 9.1, in particular the

subspace arrangements of linear spaces and rank decompositions thereof.
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10.1 Exact rankwidth automaton

In this subsection, we will present an implementation of the exact rankwidth automaton. As a con-

sequence, we will also show that for any pair of integers k, ℓ ∈ N, one can determine – in linear

time with respect to the size of the graph – whether a partitioned graph, encoded by an annotated

rank decomposition of width at most ℓ, has rankwidth at most k. Moreover, in the positive case,

in linear time we can recover a rank decomposition of the partitioned graph of width at most k (or

in near-linear time if we require the output to be an annotated decomposition). The construction

of the automaton crucially relies on the understanding of the cubic-time algorithm of Jeong, Kim

and Oum [JKO21] computing optimum-width rank decompositions of graphs and, more generally,

subspace arrangements. We proceed to give a summary of this algorithm below.

Summary of the algorithmof Jeong, KimandOum[JKO21]. TheOℓ(n
3) algorithmof [JKO21]

for rankwidth of subspace arrangements uses at its core the following subroutine: given two inte-

gers k, ℓ with ℓ ⩾ k, a subspace arrangement V of subspaces of Fd
, and a rank decomposition of

V of width ℓ, determine whether a rank decomposition of V of width k exists; and if so, construct

any such decomposition. This subroutine is an analog of a similar linear-time algorithm for tree

decompositions of graphs by Bodlaender and Kloks [BK96]. Here, we provide a brief description of

the subroutine in [JKO21].

Suppose T b = (T b, λb) is a rooted rank decomposition of V of width ℓ. Ideally, we would wish

to compute, for every node x ∈ V (T b), the set of all possible (unrooted) rank decompositions of Vx

of width at most k. Such sets would be computed using a bottom-up dynamic programming scheme

on T b
– the only slightly non-trivial part is understanding, for a node x ∈ V (T b) with two children

c1, c2, how to find the set of all rank decompositions of Vx of small width, given the corresponding

sets of decompositions of Vc1 and Vc2 . Obviously, this idea, while correct, is doomed to fail since

a graph can (and usually will) have an exponential number of valid rank decompositions of small

width.

Thus, [JKO21] mimics the insight of Bodlaender and Kloks that, for each rank decomposition of

Vx of small width, we can record just essential information about it, which. Roughly speaking, this

information is a heavily compressed version of the rank decomposition, with the details irrelevant

to the subspaces in V \ Vx stripped off. This information is named a compact B-namu in [JKO21].
5

Precisely, given a subspace B of Fd
, we define a B-namu as a tuple (T, α,w, U), where: (i) T is

a subcubic tree, possibly with some degree-2 nodes, (ii) U is a subspace of B, (iii) every oriented

edge u⃗v ∈ E⃗(T ) is decorated with a subspace α(u⃗v) ⊆ U , (iv) every edge uv ∈ E(T ) is decorated
with an integer w(uv) ⩾ 0. (There are a couple of additional restrictions on the values of α(·) and
w(·) – that is, we have α( ⃗v1v2) ⊆ α( ⃗v3v4) whenever ⃗v1v2 is a predecessor of ⃗v3v4 in T , and we

have w(uv) ⩾ dim(α(u⃗v) ∩ α(v⃗u)) for all uv ∈ E(T ) – but these will be unimportant for our

purposes. Similarly, their definition of a B-namu includes additional objects that can be uniquely

deduced from (T, α,w, U).) The width of a B-namu is the maximum value of w(uv), or 0 if T is

edgeless.

Note that there exists a natural way of turning a rank decomposition T = (T, λ) of V into a B-

namu (T, α,w, U): we define α(u⃗v) = B ∩ ⟨L(T )[u⃗v]⟩,w(uv) = dim(⟨L(T )[u⃗v]⟩ ∩ ⟨L(T )[v⃗u]⟩),
and U = B∩⟨V⟩. It is a straightforward exercise to verify that such a construction indeed produces

a valid B-namu of width equal to the width of T .

For the purposes of this summarywe do not describe how to compress aB-namu into the equiva-

lent compact B-namu of equal width [JKO21, Section 3.2]. Here, we only present the most essential

5

In [BK96], an analogous piece of information is called a characteristic.
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takeaway of this process: Assuming bounded dim(B), compact B-namus of bounded width are

small and all such B-namus can be generated quickly. Henceforth, let Uk(B) denote the set of all
compact B-namus of width at most k. Next, for any ordered basis B = (v1, . . . ,v|B|) of B, let

Uk(B) denote the same set of compact B-namus, but where each subspace of B is represented in

the basis B. (So in a B-namu represented in the ordered basis B of B, every subspace A ⊆ B is

encoded by a sequence of dim(A) · |B| bits cij for i ∈ [dim(A)], j ∈ [|B|] as the subspace spanned
by vectors

∑|B|
j=1 cijvj for i ∈ [dim(A)].) For t ∈ N, let U t

k denote the set of all possible encodings

of compact B-namus of width at most k in an ordered basis of size at most t. (So Uk(B) ⊆ U t
k for

every ordered basis B with |B| ⩽ t.) Then we have that:

Lemma 10.1 ([JKO21, Lemma 5.4]). There exist functions f10.1 : N2 → N and g10.1, h10.1 : N3 → N
such that the following holds. Assume dim(B) = ℓ ⩾ 0. If Γ = (T, α,w, U) is a compact B-namu
of width at most k, then |E(T )| ⩽ f10.1(k, ℓ). Moreover, we have that |Uk(B)| ⩽ g10.1(k, ℓ, |F|) and
moreover, the entire set U ℓ

k can be generated in time h10.1(k, ℓ, |F|).

Now, given T b
, Jeong, Kim and Oum aim to compute for each x ∈ V (T b) the full set at x of

width k with respect to T b
: essentially, the set of compact Bx-namus of all possible totally pure

unrooted rank decompositions of Vx of width at most k.6 This full set is denoted FSk(x). Note that
FSk(x) ⊆ Uk(Bx). Since F = GF(2) in our work and |Bx| ⩽ ℓ (since T b

is a decomposition of

width at most ℓ), we see that |FSk(x)| ⩽ |Uk(Bx)| ⩽ g10.1(k, ℓ, 2). Similarly, for an ordered basis

Bx of Bx, let FS
Bx
k (x) ⊆ Uk(Bx) ⊆ U

|Bx|
k denote the set FSk(x), but where all subspaces of Bx

are represented in the ordered basisBx as described above.

In order to facilitate the efficient computation of the full sets, [JKO21] introduces the notion of

a transcript of T b
. Recall that the boundary space of x is defined as Bx = ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩. We now

also define the space B′
x as follows:

B′
x =

{
Bx if x is a leaf of T b,

Bx +Bc1 +Bc2 if x is an internal node of T b
with children c1 and c2.

([JKO21] equivalently uses Bc1 + Bc2 in the second case, after having proved the inclusion Bx ⊆
Bc1 + Bc2 .) Then a transcript of T b

is formed from two sets of ordered bases {Bx}x∈V (T b) and

{B′
x}x∈V (T b) under the following conditions for all x ∈ V (T b):

• Bx is an ordered basis of Bx and B′
x is an ordered basis of B′

x;

• Bx is a prefix ofB′
x.

Then, for any non-root node x with parent y, we define the transition matrix of x as the unique

|B′
y| × |Bx| matrixMx⃗y over F with the following property: Suppose v is a vector in Bx and that

v′ ∈ F|Bx|
is the (unique) representation of v in the ordered basisBx, that is, v =

∑|Bx|
i=1 v′

i · (Bx)i.
Then Mx⃗yv

′
is the unique representation of v in the ordered basis B′

y . Intuitively, Mx⃗y describes

how the space Bx embeds as a subspace in B′
y . Notably, this description has bitsize bounded by

O(ℓ2) since |Bx| = dim(Bx) ⩽ ℓ and |B′
y| = dim(B′

y) ⩽ O(ℓ), even though Bx and B′
y are

subspaces of the highly-dimensional space Fd
. This should be contrasted with the actual ordered

bases Bx, B
′
y : The representation of each ordered basis requires Ω(d) bits, and in our setting we

6

The notion of totally pure decompositions is announced in Section 9.1 and formally introduced in Appendix C, how-

ever the exact definition is not relevant here. For this recap, it is enough to remember that a rank decomposition of V of

width at most k exists if and only if a totally pure rank decomposition of V of width at most k also exists (Lemma 9.7).
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will have d = n. Therefore, even storing the transcript {Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′
x}x∈V (T b) requires Ω(n

2)
bits of storage, so we cannot hope to compute it in subquadratic time.

It is then proved that:

Lemma 10.2 (informal statement of [JKO21, Theorem 7.8]). Suppose that the subspace arrangement
V is suitably preprocessed and let n = |V|. Moreover, assume that each subspace in V has dimension
at most ℓ. Then given a rooted rank decomposition T b of width at most ℓ, we can compute a transcript
({Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′

x}x∈V (T b)) and the set of transition matricesMx⃗y in time Oℓ(n
2).

The quadratic dependency on the size of the subspace arrangement in Lemma 10.2 is a bottle-

neck of the algorithm in [JKO21]. The reason the algorithm in Lemma 10.2 is inefficient is that it

does determine the transcript explicitly; it is, however, not clear at all how to avoid this step when

processing general subspace arrangements. Our contribution is to show that in the setting of rank

decompositions of graphs, the transition matrices of some fixed transcript of T b
can be efficiently

inferred from an annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph.

Finally, Jeong et al. prove the following claim. Note that this statement is not present explicitly in

their work, but it follows immediately from the analysis of their Algorithm 3.1 and their discussion

of Proposition 7.10 in Section 7.5.

Lemma 10.3 ([JKO21]). Suppose ({Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′
x}x∈V (T b)) is a transcript of T b and for every

x ∈ V (T b) with parent y, Mx⃗y is the transition matrix of x with respect to the transcript. Then, for
any x ∈ V (T b):

• If x is a leaf of T b, then FSBx
k (x) contains exactly one Bx-namu that can be computed knowing

only the cardinality ofBx in time Oℓ(1).

• If x is a non-leaf node of T b with two children c1, c2, then FSBx
k (x) can be computed from

FS
Bc1
k (c1), FS

Bc2
k (c2),M ⃗c1x,M ⃗c2x and |Bx| in time Oℓ(1).

Finally, the authors show how to construct a rank decomposition of small width, having com-

puted all full sets:

Lemma 10.4 ([JKO21, Proposition 7.12]). Let r be the root of T b and let n = |V|. Then V admits
a rank decomposition of width at most k if and only if FSk(r) ̸= ∅ (equivalently, FSBr

k (r) ̸= ∅).
If such a decomposition exists, then a (rooted) rank decomposition of V of width at most k can be
constructed from the set of transition matricesMx⃗y , where x ∈ V (T b) and y is the parent of x, and full
sets FSBx

k (x) for x ∈ V (T b) in time Oℓ(n).

Transcript and transitionmatrices in annotated rankdecompositions. Assumewe are given

a rooted annotated rank decomposition T b = (T b, U b,Rb, Eb,Fb) of width ℓ encoding a partitioned
graph (G, C). Assume for convenience that the vertices of G are assigned integer labels from 1 to

n := |V (G)|. Recall from Section 9.1 that T b
is isomorphic to a rank decomposition of the subspace

arrangement V = {AC}C∈C of width 2ℓ, where for everyC ∈ C,AC ⊆ GF(2)n is the canonical sub-

space of C , spanned by the vectors ev and
∑

u∈N(v) eu for all v ∈ C . Henceforth, without worrying

about confusion, we will simultaneously treat T b
as an annotated rank decomposition of (G, C) and

as a rank decomposition of V . Whenever we consider an edge xp ∈ E(T b), where p is the parent of
x, by the width of xpwe mean its width q ∈ [0, ℓ] in the decomposition of (G, C); so dim(Bx) = 2q.

Our current aim is to define a specific transcript of T b
– which we shall name a canonical tran-

script of T b
– and then show that for any x ∈ V (T b) with parent p, the transition matrixMx⃗p with
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respect to the canonical transcript can be uniquely and efficiently deduced from the annotations

around x in T b
.

We begin with understanding the boundary space Bx for a node x ∈ V (T b). Recall that Bx =
⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩. For convenience, we introduce the following shorthand notation: eS :=

∑
u∈S eu

for any S ⊆ V (G).

Lemma 10.5. Let x be a non-root node of T b and p the parent of x, and let q ∈ [0, ℓ] be the width of
the edge xp in T b. Let also S = L(T b)[x⃗p] ⊆ V (G) be the set of vertices ofG assigned to leaf edges in
the subtree of x in T b. Then:

• The subspace Ax⃗p := ⟨{eN(v)\S | v ∈ Rb(x⃗p)}⟩ of GF(2)n has dimension q;

• The subspace Ap⃗x := ⟨{eN(v)∩S | v ∈ Rb(p⃗x)}⟩ of GF(2)n has dimension q;

• Bx = Ax⃗p +Ap⃗x and Ax⃗p ∩Ap⃗x = {0}.

Proof. Recall that the rank q of the edge xp is defined as the rank of the 0-1-matrix M describing

adjacencies between vertices inS and vertices inS over GF(2). Supposing the rows ofM are indexed

by S and the columns are indexed by S, we see that the row rank ofM is exactly

dim(⟨{eN(v)\S | v ∈ S}⟩) = rk(M) = q.

(This is because for any v ∈ S, the vth row ofM is given exactly by the vector eN(v)\S , with the 0

entries of the vector corresponding to the elements of S removed.) SinceRb(x⃗p) is a representative
of S in G, we immediately have that {eN(v)\S | v ∈ S} = {eN(v)\S | v ∈ Rb(x⃗p)} and the first

statement of the lemma follows. The second point is proved analogously, only that we consider the

column rank ofM instead.

For the final point, recall that

⟨Vx⟩ = ⟨{ev | v ∈ S} ∪ {eN(v) | v ∈ S}⟩.

For every v ∈ S, we subtract from eN(v) all vectors eu with u ∈ N(v)∩S; since such vectors belong
to ⟨Vx⟩, this operation does not change the subspace spanned by vectors and thus

⟨Vx⟩ = ⟨{ev | v ∈ S} ∪ {eN(v)\S | v ∈ Rb(x⃗p)}⟩
= ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩+ ⟨{eN(v)\S | v ∈ Rb(x⃗p)}⟩ = ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩+Ax⃗p.

Similarly,

⟨V \ Vx⟩ = ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩+ ⟨{eN(v)∩S | v ∈ Rb(p⃗x)}⟩ = ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩+Ap⃗x.

SinceAx⃗p ⊆ ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩, Ap⃗x ⊆ ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩, and ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩∩ ⟨{ev | v ∈ S}⟩ = {0}, we
conclude that Ax⃗p ∩Ap⃗x = {0} and Bx = ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩ = Ax⃗p +Ap⃗x.

Next, given a sequence of vectors (v1, . . . ,vm) of a linear space, define the lexicographically ear-
liest basis as the subsequence (vi1 , . . . ,vit) of (v1, . . . ,vm) that is an ordered basis of ⟨{v1, . . . ,vm}⟩
with the property that the sequence (i1, . . . , it) is lexicographically smallest possible.

We now define the canonical transcript ({Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′
x}x∈V (T b)) of T b

.
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• For every x ∈ V (T b), define the canonical ordered basisBx ofBx as follows. If x is the root of
T b

, thenBx is empty. Otherwise, let p be the parent of x in T b
and q ∈ [0, ℓ] be the rank of the

edge xp. Consider the sequence of vectors (eN(v)\S)v∈Rb(x⃗p) with indexes sorted by <; that
is, eN(u)\S appears before eN(v)\S if and only if u < v. Then letBx⃗p be the lexicographically

earliest basis of this sequence (so Bx⃗p is an ordered basis of Ax⃗p). Also define the ordered

basis Bp⃗x of Ap⃗x as the lexicographically earliest basis of the analogous sequence of vectors

(eN(v)∩S)v∈Rb(p⃗x). Now defineBx as the concatenation ofBx⃗p andBp⃗x.

• Then, for every x ∈ V (T b), define the canonical ordered basis B′
x of B′

x as follows. If x is

a leaf of T b
, thenB′

x = Bx. Otherwise, let c1 < c2 be the two children of x in T b
and setB′

x

to the lexicographically earliest basis of the concatenation of the sequencesBx,Bc1 andBc2 .

It is easy to verify that ({Bx}x∈V (T b), {B′
x}x∈V (T b)) is indeed a transcript of T b

. For all non-

root nodes x of T b
with parent p, define Mx⃗p as the transition matrix of x with respect to the

canonical transcript of T b
. Our aim now is to show that each transition matrixMx⃗p can be recov-

ered from the annotations around p in T . For the following statement, recall the definitions of the

transition signature and the edge signature from Section 6.

Lemma 10.6. Let x ∈ V (T b) be a non-root node and p be the parent of x in T b. Then, in time Oℓ(1),
one can constructMx⃗p from:

• the transition signature τ(T b, p⃗p′) if p is a non-root node of T b with parent p′; or

• the edge signatures σ(T b, c⃗1r), σ(T b, c⃗2r) if p = r is the root of T b with children c1 < c2.

In the proof, we will use the following simple observation. We say that two sequences of vectors

of equal length v1, . . . ,vm ∈ Fd
and v′

1, . . . ,v
′
m ∈ Fd′

are linearly equivalent if for every sequence

of coefficients a1, . . . , am ∈ F, we have that

∑m
i=1 aivi = 0 if and only if

∑m
i=1 aiv

′
i = 0. Note

that in this case, (vi1 , . . . ,vit) is the lexicographically earliest basis of (v1, . . . ,vm) if and only

if (v′
i1
, . . . ,v′

it
) is the lexicographically earliest basis of (v′

1, . . . ,v
′
m). Moreover, if j ∈ [m] and

a1, . . . , at ∈ F , then vj =
∑t

k=1 akvik if and only if v′
j =

∑t
k=1 akv

′
ik
. Then:

Observation 10.7. Let v1, . . . ,vm be vectors of the same vector space Fd and let a ∈ [d]. Suppose one
of the following conditions holds:

• (vi)a = 0 for every i ∈ [m], i.e., in all vectors, the ath entry is zero; or

• there exists a different index b ∈ [d] such that (vi)a = (vi)b for every i ∈ [m], i.e., in all vectors,
the ath entry and the bth entry coincide.

Let v′
1,v

′
2, . . . ,v

′
m be the vectors of Fd−1 formed by dropping the ath coordinate from each vector vi.

Then the sequences (v1, . . . ,vm) and (v′
1, . . . ,v

′
m) are linearly equivalent.

Also we will use the following algorithmic tool which is an easy application of Gaussian elimi-

nation:

Lemma 10.8. Let v1,v2, . . . ,vm be vectors of the same vector space Fd. Then in time O(md2) one
can compute:

• the lexicographically earliest basis (vi1 , . . . ,vit) of (v1, . . . ,vm), and
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• for every j ∈ [m], the unique representation of vj in this basis (i.e., the coefficients aj,1, . . . , aj,t ∈
F such that vj =

∑t
k=1 aj,kvik ).

Therefore, we quickly get that:

Lemma10.9. Let x ∈ V (T b) be a non-root vertex ofT b with parent p, and letS = L(T b)[x⃗p] ⊆ V (G)
and q ∈ [0, ℓ] be the width of xp. Then, given the setsRb(x⃗p),Rb(p⃗x) and the bipartite graph Eb(xp),
in timeOq(1) one can compute the canonical ordered basisBx, represented implicitly as two sequences
of vertices vx⃗p1 , . . . , vx⃗pq ∈ Rb(x⃗p) and vp⃗x1 , . . . , vp⃗xq ∈ Rb(p⃗x) such that

Bx = (e
N(vx⃗p1 )\S , . . . , eN(vx⃗pq )\S , eN(vp⃗x1 )∩S , . . . , eN(vp⃗xq )∩S).

Proof. Recall that Bx is the concatenation of Bx⃗p and Bp⃗x. Here, we only show how to com-

pute Bx⃗p; the latter is determined analogously. Let Rb(x⃗p) = {v1 < v2 < · · · < vm}, where
m = |Rb(x⃗p)| ⩽ 2q . Then Bx⃗p is defined as the lexicographically earliest basis of the sequence

(eN(v1)\S , . . . , eN(vm)\S). By a repeated application of Observation 10.7, we produce a linearly

equivalent sequence of vectors (u′
1, . . . ,u

′
m) by dropping from each vector of this sequence the

coordinates corresponding to the vertices u ∈ V (G) such that:

• u ∈ S (since (eN(vi)\S)u = 0 for all i ∈ [m]); or

• u /∈ S and u /∈ Rb(p⃗x) (since then there exists a representative u′ ∈ Rb(p⃗x) of u such that

N(u) ∩ S = N(u′) ∩ S, or equivalently, (eN(vi)\S)u = (eN(vi)\S)u′ for all i ∈ [m]).

In other words, let (u′
1, . . . ,u

′
m) be the sequence of vectors in F|Rb(p⃗x)|

, whereu′
i is constructed from

eN(vi)\S by dropping all coordinates not corresponding to the vertices ofRb(p⃗x). This sequence can

be constructed explicitly in time Oq(1) using Rb(x⃗p), Rb(p⃗x) and Eb(xp). Using Lemma 10.8, we

find the lexicographically earliest basis (u′
i1
, . . . ,u′

iq
) of (u′

1, . . . ,u
′
m). Then by Observation 10.7,

we have thatBx⃗p = (eN(vi1 )\S , . . . , eN(viq )\S).

We are now ready to prove Lemma 10.6.

Proof of Lemma 10.6. First suppose that p is the parent of x and p′ is the parent of p in T b
. Let also x⋆

be the sibling of x, i.e., the other child of p in T b
. We showcase the proof in the case where x < x⋆,

but the case x > x⋆ is analogous.
Recall that B′

p is the lexicographically earliest basis of the concatenation of Bp, Bx and Bx⋆

(whereBp is the concatenation ofBp⃗p′
andB

p⃗′p
;Bx is the concatenation ofBx⃗p andBp⃗x; andBx⋆

is the concatenation of Bx⃗⋆p and B ⃗px⋆ ). Note that the transition signature τ(T b, p⃗p′) contains the

representative sets Rb(x⃗p), Rb(p⃗x), Rb(x⃗⋆p), Rb(p⃗x⋆), Rb(p⃗p′), Rb(p⃗′p) and the bipartite graphs

Eb(xp), Eb(x⋆p), Eb(pp′), so we can use Lemma 10.9 to compute the implicit representations of

each Bp,Bx,Bx⋆ in time Oℓ(1). Let S be the concatenation of these ordered bases. Let also S′
be

the sequence of vectors produced from S by dropping all the coordinates corresponding to vertices

outside ofRb(x⃗p) ∪Rb(x⃗⋆p) ∪Rb(p⃗′p).

Claim 10.10. S and S′ are linearly equivalent.

Proof of the claim. Note that V (G) is a disjoint union of L(T b)[x⃗p], L(T b)[x⃗⋆p] and L(T b)[p⃗′p].
First suppose that u ∈ L(T b)[x⃗p], but u /∈ Rb(x⃗p). Then there exists a representative u′ ∈ Rb(x⃗p)
such that N(u) ∩ L(T b)[p⃗x] = N(u′) ∩ L(T b)[p⃗′x]. We now claim that for every vector v ∈ S, we
have vu = vu′ .
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• If v belongs to the ordered basis Bx⃗p (i.e., v is implicitly represented by a vertex of Rb(x⃗p)),
then by definition vs = 0 for all s ∈ L(T b)[x⃗p]. Hence vu = vu′ = 0.

• Similarly, if v belongs toB
p⃗p′

(resp.B ⃗px⋆ ), then the same argument follows from the fact that

L(T b)[x⃗p] is a subset of L(T b)[p⃗p′] (resp. L(T b)[p⃗x⋆]). So vu = vu′ = 0.

• If v belongs to any of the ordered bases Bp⃗x, Bp⃗′p
or Bx⃗⋆p, then vu = vu′ follows from

N(u) ∩ L(T b)[p⃗x] = N(u′) ∩ L(T b)[p⃗′x] and the fact that L(T b)[p⃗x] is a superset of both

L(T b)[p⃗′p] and L(T b)[x⃗⋆p].

By case exhaustion we conclude that vu = vu′ for all vectors v ∈ S, and so Observation 10.7

applies and the coordinate corresponding to the vertex u can be removed from all vectors of S
while maintaining the linear equivalence. A symmetric proof for u ∈ L(T b)[x⃗⋆p] \ Rb(x⃗⋆p) and
u ∈ L(T b)[p⃗′p] \ Rb(p⃗′p) settles the claim. ◁

Now observe that S′
can be constructed explicitly in time Oℓ(1): it is enough to determine,

for each e1 ∈ {x⃗p, p⃗x, x⃗⋆p, p⃗x⋆, p⃗p′, p⃗′p} and a vector u in Be1 (implicitly represented by a vertex

u ∈ Rb(e1)), and for each e2 ∈ {x⃗p, x⃗⋆p, p⃗′p} and v ∈ Rb(e2), the value of uv . It can be easily

observed that this value is equal to 1 if and only if e1 and e2 point towards each other (i.e., e1 is

a predecessor of e′2, where e
′
2 is the edge e2 with its head and tail swapped), and uv ∈ E(G). Both

of these conditions can be easily verified using the transition signature of p⃗p′ in T b
.

We now run the algorithm of Lemma 10.8 to find the lexicographically earliest basis BS′ of S′

in time Oℓ(1); moreover, this algorithm provides, for each vector v ∈ S′
, the representation of v in

this basis. Since S and S′
are linearly equivalent andB′

p is the lexicographically earliest basis of S,
we can easily recover, for each vector v ∈ Bx, the representation of v inB′

p. These representations

form the |B′
p| × |Bx| transition matrixMx⃗p.

We now briefly discuss the case where p = r is the root of T b
with two children c1 < c2 (so

that x ∈ {c1, c2}). Note that Br = {0}, so Br is empty; moreover, Bc1 = Bc2 = ⟨Vc1⟩ ∩ ⟨Vc2⟩ and
hence B′

r = Bc1 . The implicit representations of both Bc1 and Bc2 can be deduced from the edge

signatures σ(T b, c⃗1r), σ(T b, c⃗2r) in time Oℓ(1) using Lemma 10.9. Thus bothM ⃗c1r – the identity

matrix of dimension |Bc1 | – andM ⃗c2r – the transition matrix from the basis Bc2 to Bc1 – can be

computed using only σ(T b, c⃗1r) and σ(T b, c⃗2r) in time Oℓ(1).

Construction of the rank decomposition automaton. We have now gathered enough tools to

prove the following statement.

Lemma 10.11. Let k, ℓ ⩾ 0 be integers with k ⩽ ℓ. There exists a label-oblivious rank decomposition
automaton JKOk,ℓ = (Q, ι, δ, ε) of width ℓ with evaluation time Oℓ(1) and |Q| = Ok,ℓ(1), called
the exact rankwidth automaton, with the following properties:

Suppose that T b is a rooted annotated rank decomposition of width at most ℓ that encodes a parti-
tioned graph (G, C). Let ρ be the run of A on T b. Then, for every x ∈ V (T b), the full set FSBx

k (x) at
x of width k with respect to T b is equal to:

• ρ(x⃗p) if x is not the root of T b and p is the parent of x; or

• ρ(ϑ) if x is the root of T b.
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Proof. Let Q = 2U
ℓ
k , i.e., every state in Q is a subfamily of the family of all possible encodings of

compact B-namus of width at most k in an ordered basis of size at most ℓ. Note that since T b
has

width at most ℓ, we get that for any node x ∈ V (T b) and any ordered basis Bx of the boundary

space Bx, we have FS
Bx
k (x) ⊆ U ℓ

k and so FSBx
k (x) ∈ Q.

We define the initial mapping ι so that, for any leaf edge l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T b), we have that ρ(l⃗p) =
FSBl

k (l). By Lemma 10.3, FSBl
k (l) only depends on the cardinality of Bl, which can be uniquely

deduced from the edge signature σ(T , l⃗p). Since ι accepts a leaf edge signature as an argument,

such an initial mapping can be constructed.

The transition mapping δ is constructed as follows. Suppose x is not a leaf nor a root of T b
and

let p be the parent of x in T b
. Let also c1 < c2 be the two children of x in T b

. Then, we compute

ρ(x⃗p) = FSBx
k (x) as follows. By Lemma 10.3, FSBx

k (x) can be deduced uniquely from FS
Bc1
k (c1),

FS
Bc2
k (c2), M ⃗c1x, M ⃗c2x and |Bx|. From Lemma 10.6 it follows that both M ⃗c1x and M ⃗c2x can be

determined from the transition signature τ(T b, x⃗p). Also |Bx| can be quickly deduced from the

transition signature. On the other hand, FS
Bc1
k (c1) is simply ρ( ⃗c1x) and FS

Bc2
k (c2) is ρ( ⃗c2x). So we

define the transition mapping δ so that FSBx
k (x) = δ(τ(T b, x⃗p), FS

Bc1
k (c1), FS

Bc2
k (c2)).

For the final mapping ε, let x = r be the root of T b
with children c1 < c2. Our aim is to

determine ρ(ϑ) = FSBr
k (r) from ρ(c⃗1r) = FS

Bc1
k (c1), ρ(r⃗c1) = ρ(c⃗2r) = FS

Bc2
k (c2) and the edge

signature σ(T b, c⃗1r). By the definitions of runs of automata on rooted trees, the edge signature

σ(T b, c⃗2r) is uniquely determined by σ(T b, c⃗1r). Again by Lemma 10.3, FSBr
k (r) can be deduced

uniquely from FS
Bc1
k (c1), FS

Bc2
k (c2), M ⃗c1r , M ⃗c2r and |Br| = 0. And by Lemma 10.6, M ⃗c1r and

M ⃗c2r can be computed in Oℓ(1) time given σ(T b, c⃗1r) and σ(T b, c⃗2r). Thus we define ε so that

FSBr
k (r) = ε(δ(T b, c⃗1r),FS

Bc1
k (c1),FS

Bc2
k (c2)).

Since ι, δ and ε can be computed from its arguments in time Ok,ℓ(1), the proof is complete.

Combining Lemma 10.11 with Lemma 10.4, we immediately obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 10.12. Let k, ℓ ⩾ 0 be integers. There exists an algorithm that, given as input an annotated
rank decomposition T of width ℓ that encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), in time Oℓ(|T |) either:

• correctly determines that (G, C) has rankwidth larger than k; or

• outputs a (non-annotated) rank decomposition of (G, C) of width at most k.

Which then by combining with Lemma 4.8 implies Lemma 7.2, which we restate here.

Lemma 7.2. Let k, ℓ ⩾ 0 be integers. There exists an algorithm that, given as input an annotated rank
decomposition T of width ℓ that encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), in time Oℓ(|T | log |T |) either:

• correctly determines that (G, C) has rankwidth larger than k; or

• outputs an annotated rank decomposition that encodes (G, C) and has width at most k.

10.2 Closure automaton

We move on to the description of another rank decomposition automaton – an automaton com-

puting possible small closures within the subtrees of a given rank decomposition. This automaton,

together with JKO from Lemma 10.11, will be used by us in the proof of Lemma 5.7. The de-

scription below should be considered to be an analog of a similar closure automaton for treewidth
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[KMN
+
23, Appendix A.2]. However, this construction of the automaton is noticeably more involved

here: In [KMN
+
23], it was enough to maintain, for each subtree T of the decomposition, a bounded-

size family of small subsets of V (G) (so the description of each subtree T simply had bounded size

and could be manipulated explicitly). Here, given an annotated rank decomposition T of G, we
will need to store, for each edge x⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ), a bounded-size family of partitions of V (T )[x⃗p] into
a small number of subsets. Since we cannot store the partitions of V (T )[x⃗p] explicitly in an efficient

manner, we first need to roll out a way of encoding such partitions succinctly. Intuitively, given

a partition C of V (T )[x⃗p], we want to select from each set C ∈ C a minimal representative RC of C
and encode the connections between RC and C in G. The details follow below.

Let X be a nonempty finite set. We define an indexed partition of X as any sequence C =
(X1, . . . , Xc) of (possibly empty) pairwise disjoint subsets of X with X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xc = X . Then C
is said to represent the (non-indexed) partition C = {X1, . . . , Xc} \ {∅} of X .

Next, fix c ∈ N. We say that a triple H = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η) is a (c,X)-indexed graph if:

• H is an undirected graph,

• (V1, . . . , Vc) is an indexed partition of V (H);

• for every i ∈ [c], the subgraph H[Vi] is edgeless; and

• η : V (H) → X is a labeling function.

Given a (c,X)-indexed graph H = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η), we define the derived partitioned graph

(H,D) by setting D = {V1, . . . , Vc} \ {∅}. Also, for convenience, define V (H) := V (H), E(H) :=
E(H), G(H) := H , Vi(H) := Vi and η(H) := η.

Two (c,X)-indexed graphs H1 = ((V 1
1 , . . . , V

1
c ), H1, η1), H2 = ((V 2

1 , . . . , V
2
c ), H2, η2) are

isomorphic (denoted H1 ∼c,X H2) if there exists an isomorphism π : V (H1) → V (H2) fromH1 to

H2 such that: (i) π(V 1
i ) = V 2

i for all i ∈ [c], and (ii) η1(v) = η2(π(v)) for all v ∈ V (H1).
For s ∈ N, we say that H = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η) is s-small if for every i ∈ [c] and x ∈ X , we

have |Vi ∩ η−1(x)| ⩽ s; i.e., each subset Vi contains at most s vertices of any given label. Thus if

H is an s-small (c,X)-indexed graph, then |V (H)| ⩽ cs|X|. Note that the property of s-smallness

of indexed graphs is preserved by isomorphism. Hence we define ∼c,X
s as the restriction of ∼c,X

to

only the classes containing s-small indexed graphs. It is easy to see that∼c,X
s hasOc,|X|,s(1) distinct

equivalence classes.

Now suppose that a graphG is encoded by an annotated rank decomposition T = (T,U,R, E ,F)
of width ℓ and let x⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ). Recall that L(T )[x⃗p] comprises the vertices of G assigned to the leaf

edges of T that are closer to x than p, and thatR(x⃗p) is a minimal representative of L(T )[x⃗p] inG.
We say that a (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph H = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η) respects T along x⃗p if:

• H = G[{V1, . . . , Vc}]; and

• for each v ∈ V (H), the label η(v) is the unique vertex inR(x⃗p) so thatNG(v)∩L(T )[p⃗x] =
NG(η(v)) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x].

Observe that if the graph G and the decomposition T is fixed, then both the graph H and the

labeling function η of an indexed graph respecting T along x⃗p only depend on the choice of the sets

V1, . . . , Vc.
Assuming H = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η) respects T along x⃗p, we say that it encodes an indexed

partitionC = (X1, . . . , Xc) of L(T )[x⃗p] if Vi is a minimal representative ofXi inG for each i ∈ [c].
It is straightforward to see that all indexed graphs encoding C are pairwise isomorphic: For each i
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the collection of neighborhoods {N(v) \Xi}v∈Xi is uniquely determined byXi, so Vi contains one
vertex v ∈ Xi for each distinct neighborhood N(v) \ Xi; and the resulting indexed graph is the

same up to isomorphism regardless of the choice of v. Also, we say that H encodes a partition C if

H encodes some indexed partition C representing C.
If C is a partition of L(T )[x⃗p], then we define its cost to be the number of nodes in the subtree

rooted at x⃗p that are cut by C; i.e., the number of oriented edges e⃗ that are predecessors of x⃗p in T
such thatL(T )[e⃗] intersects more than one set of C. We similarly define the cost of indexed partitions

of L(T )[x⃗p].

Finally, for every equivalence classK of∼c,R(x⃗p)
s , letAK be the set of pairs (q,H), whereH ∈ K

is an s-small (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph encoding some partition C of L(T )[x⃗p] of cost q. Then we

say that a set F is a set of (c, s)-small representatives of T along x⃗p if, for every equivalence class K
of ∼c,R(x⃗p)

s with AK ̸= ∅, F contains a single pair (q,H) ∈ AK with the minimum cost q. Note that

the cardinality of F is bounded by the number of equivalence classes∼c,R(x⃗p)
s , which is bounded by

Oc,s,ℓ(1).
Our aim is now to prove that a rank decomposition automaton can compute, for each edge x⃗p,

some set of (c, s)-small representatives of T along x⃗p – which we will call repsc,s(T , x⃗p) from now

on – and additional annotations allowing us to efficiently recover, for each (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p),
an indexed partition of L(T )[x⃗p] of cost q encoded by H.

Lemma 10.13. For every triple of non-negative integers c, s, ℓ, there exists a label-oblivious rank de-
composition automaton CR = CRc,s,ℓ with evaluation time Oc,s,ℓ(1) with the following property.
Suppose G is a graph encoded by an annotated rank decomposition T = (T,U,R, E ,F) of width at
most ℓ. Then the run ρ of CR on T satisfies that for every x⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ),

ρ(x⃗p) = (repsc,s(T , x⃗p),Φ),

where repsc,s(T , x⃗p) is a set of (c, s)-small representatives of T along x⃗p, and Φ is a mapping from
repsc,s(T , x⃗p) such that:

• if x⃗p is a leaf oriented edge, then Φ maps each pair in repsc,s(T , x⃗p) to ⊥; and

• if x⃗p is a non-leaf oriented edge, where x⃗p has two children ⃗y1x and ⃗y2x, then for every (q,H) ∈
repsc,s(T , x⃗p), we have Φ((q,H)) = ((q1,H1), (q2,H2)) such that:

– (qt,Ht) ∈ repsc,s(T , y⃗tx) for each t ∈ [2];

– for every indexed partition (X1
1 , . . . , X

1
c ) of L(T )[ ⃗y1x] of cost q1 encoded by H1, and ev-

ery indexed partition (X2
1 , . . . , X

2
c ) of L(T )[ ⃗y2x] of cost q2 encoded by H2, the indexed

partition (X1
1 ∪X2

1 , . . . , X
1
c ∪X2

c ) of L(T )[x⃗p] has cost q and is encoded by H.

Proof. We need to implement the following two procedures:

• for a leaf oriented edge l⃗p of T with edge signature σ(T , l⃗p), determine repsc,s(T , l⃗p); and

• for a non-leaf oriented edge x⃗p of T where x⃗p has two children ⃗y1x, ⃗y2x, find repsc,s(T , x⃗p)
and themappingΦ as in the statement of the lemma, given repsc,s(T , ⃗y1x), repsc,s(T , ⃗y2x) and
the transition signature τ(T , x⃗p). Here we inductively assume that for t ∈ [2], repsc,s(T , y⃗tx)
is a set of (c, s)-small representatives of T along y⃗tx.

90



First, for a leaf edge l⃗p, observe that |L(T )[l⃗p]| = 1 and the only vertex v ∈ L(T )[l⃗p] can be

read from the edge signature σ(T , l⃗p). Thus there exist exactly c non-isomorphic (c,R(l⃗p))-indexed
graphs H1, . . . ,Hc respecting T along l⃗p and encoding an indexed partition of L(T )[l⃗p]: For each
i ∈ [c], the indexed graph Hi is defined by the sequence of sets (V i

1 , . . . , V
i
c ), where V

i
i = {v} and

V i
j = ∅ for j ̸= i. Moreover, E(Hi) = ∅ and η(Hi)(v) = v. Naturally, each Hi encodes a partition

of L(T )[l⃗p] of cost 0. Hence repsc,s(T , l⃗p) can be enumerated by brute force in time Oc,s,ℓ(1).
Now assume x⃗p is a non-leaf oriented edge and let ⃗y1x and ⃗y2x be the two children of x⃗p. For

convenience, define S1 = L(T )[ ⃗y1x], S2 = L(T )[ ⃗y2x], and S = L(T )[x⃗p]; we have that S1∩S2 = ∅
and S = S1 ∪ S2.

We now define a function Combine(H1,H2), taking as arguments a (c,R( ⃗y1x))-indexed graph

H1 respecting T along ⃗y1x, and a (c,R( ⃗y2x))-indexed graphH2 respecting T along ⃗y2x and return-
ing a (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph H respecting T along x⃗p as follows. Let us denote the input graphs
by H1 = ((V 1

1 , . . . , V
1
c ), H1, η1) and H2 = ((V 2

1 , . . . , V
2
c ), H2, η2). Note that V (H1) ∩ V (H2) = ∅.

Define an auxiliary (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph H′ = ((V ′
1 , . . . , V

′
c ), H

′, η′) as follows:

• V ′
i = V 1

i ∪ V 2
i for each i ∈ [c];

• V (H ′) = V (H1) ∪ V (H2);

• H ′[V (H1)] = H1 and H
′[V (H2)] = H2;

• for u ∈ V (H1) and v ∈ V (H2), we have uv ∈ E(H ′) if and only if u, v do not belong to the

same set V ′
i and moreover η1(u)η2(v) ∈ E(G); and

• for t ∈ [2] and v ∈ V (Ht), we have η
′(v) = F(yixp)(η(v)).

A verification with the definitions shows that H′
respects T along x⃗p. In particular, whenever

i ∈ [c] and u, v ∈ Vi(H′)with η′(u) = η′(v), we have thatNG(u)∩L(T )[p⃗x] = NG(v)∩L(T )[p⃗x].
Also, Combine(H1,H2) can be constructed given H1 and H2 using only the transition signature

τ(T , x⃗p). In particular, for u ∈ V (H1), v ∈ V (H2), we have η1(u) ∈ R( ⃗y1x), η2(v) ∈ R( ⃗y2x), so
whether η1(u)η2(v) ∈ E(G) depends only on τ(T , x⃗p).

Then H is constructed from H′
as follows. We begin with H = H′

. Whenever there is an index

i ∈ [c] and two vertices u, v ∈ Vi(H) such that NH′(u) = NH′(v) and η′(u) = η′(v), we remove

one of the vertices from Vi(H) (and therefore H).

We now prove a string of properties of Combine:

Claim 10.14. Whenever H1 encodes an indexed partition (X1
1 , . . . , X

1
c ) of S1 and H2 encodes an in-

dexed partition (X2
1 , . . . , X

2
c ) of S2, then Combine(H1,H2) encodes the indexed partition (X1

1 ∪
X2

1 , . . . , X
1
c ∪X2

c ) of S.

Proof of the claim. Take H1 = ((V 1
1 , . . . , V

1
c ), H1, η1), H2 = ((V 2

1 , . . . , V
2
c ), H2, η2) and H :=

Combine(H1,H2) = ((V1, . . . , Vc), H, η). Let also H′ = ((V ′
1 , . . . , V

′
c ), H

′, η′) be the auxiliary

graph in the definition of Combine. Since H′
respects T along x⃗p and H is an induced subgraph of

H′
(i.e., Vi ⊆ V ′

i for all i ∈ [c]), we find that alsoH respects T along x⃗p. Finally defineXi = X1
i ∪X2

i

for i ∈ [p].
First consider two vertices u, v ∈ V (H ′) with u ∈ V ′

i , v ∈ V ′
j and i ̸= j. We will show that

uv ∈ E(H ′) if and only if uv ∈ E(G). If u ∈ V t
i and v ∈ V t

j for some t ∈ [2], this follows from
the fact thatHt respects T along c⃗tx: We haveHt = G[{V t

1 , . . . , V
t
c }], so uv ∈ E(Ht) if and only if

uv ∈ E(G). Then the statement follows from H ′[V (Ht)] = Ht. On the other hand, if u ∈ V 1
i and
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v ∈ V 2
j , then by construction we have placed an edge uv ∈ E(H ′) if and only if η1(u)η2(v) ∈ E(G).

Then observe that η1(u) is defined so thatNG(u)∩L(T )[x⃗y1] = NG(η1(u))∩L(T )[x⃗y1], and η2(v)
is defined similarly: NG(v) ∩ L(T )[x⃗y2] = NG(η2(v)) ∩ L(T )[x⃗y2]. Since u, η1(u) ∈ L(T )[x⃗y2]
and v, η2(v) ∈ L(T )[x⃗y1], we get that uv ∈ E(G) if and only if η1(u)η2(v) ∈ E(G). The statement

follows.

Then pick i ∈ [c]. We ought to show that Vi is a minimal representative of Xi in G. Let t ∈ [2]
and v ∈ Xt

i . Since Ht encodes an indexed partition (Xt
1, . . . , X

t
c) of St, there is u ∈ V t

i with

NG(v) \Xt
i = NG(u) \Xt

i , and u ∈ V ′
i by construction. Also by construction, there exists u′ ∈ Vi

such that η′(u) = η′(u′) and NH′(u) = NH′(u′). We have:

• NG(u) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x] = NG(u
′) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x] (since η′(u) = η′(u′)),

• NG(u)∩Xj = NG(u
′)∩Xj for all j ̸= i: Let w ∈ Xj . Pick t

′ ∈ [2] for which w ∈ Xt′
j . Since

V t′
j is a minimal representative ofXt′

j in G, there is some w′ ∈ V t′
j such that NG(w) \Xt′

j =

NG(w
′) \Xt′

j . Since uw
′ ∈ E(H ′) ⇔ u′w′ ∈ E(H ′), we have uw′ ∈ E(G) ⇔ u′w′ ∈ E(G)

by the considerations above. As u, u′ /∈ Xt′
j , we conclude that

uw ∈ E(G) ⇔ uw′ ∈ E(G) ⇔ u′w′ ∈ E(G) ⇔ u′w ∈ E(G).

SoNG(u
′)\Xi = NG(u)\Xi = NG(v)\Xi, where the last equality follows fromNG(u)\Xt

i =
NG(v) \ Xt

i . It follows that u
′ ∈ Vi represents v in Xi. As v was arbitrary, we conclude that Vi is

a representative of Xi.

For minimality, observe that if u, v ∈ V ′
i withNG(u)\Xi = NG(v)\Xi, then also η

′(u) = η′(v)
(since NG(u) ∩ L(T )[x⃗p] = NG(v) ∩ L(T )[x⃗p]) and NH′(u) = NH′(v) (since NG(u) ∩ Xj =
NG(v) ∩ Xj for j ̸= i). Thus the construction of H from H′

would remove either u or v from the

graph. ◁

Next, Combine preserves isomorphism in the following sense:

Claim 10.15. For each t ∈ [2], suppose that Ht and H⋆
t are (c,R(y⃗tx))-indexed graphs respecting T

along y⃗tx such that Ht ∼c,R(y⃗tx) H⋆
t . Then Combine(H1,H2) ∼c,R(x⃗p) Combine(H⋆

1,H⋆
2).

Proof of the claim. Let H := Combine(H1,H2) and H′
be the auxiliary graph in the construction

of H. Likewise, let H⋆ := Combine(H⋆
1,H⋆

2) and (H⋆)′ be the auxiliary graph in the construction

of H⋆
. Also let π1 : V (H1) → V (H⋆

1), π2 : V (H2) → V (H⋆
2) be the isomorphisms promised by

the statement of the claim.

Observe that π′ : V (H′) → V ((H⋆)′) given by π′|V (H1) = π1 and π
′|V (H2) = π2 is an isomor-

phism between H′
and (H⋆)′: This holds since for each i ∈ [c], we have π(Vi(H′)) = π(Vi(H1) ∪

Vi(H2)) = π1(Vi(H1)) ∪ π2(Vi(H2)) = Vi(H⋆
1) ∪ Vi(H⋆

2) = Vi((H⋆)′) and, for each v ∈ V (Ht)
with t ∈ [2], η(H′)(v) = F(ytxp) (η(Ht)(v)) = F(ytxp) (η(H⋆

t )(πt(v))) = η((H⋆)′)(πt(v)). Also
the same arguments as in Claim 10.14 show that π′ gives an isomorphism of the graphs G(H′) and
G((H⋆)′).

Since H′
and (H⋆)′ are isomorphic, it can be easily verified that the process of the construction

of H from H′
and H⋆

from (H⋆)′ preserves isomorphism. This finishes the proof. ◁

The following claim follows from a simple application of Claim 10.14.

Claim10.16. SupposeH encodes an indexed partition (X1, . . . , Xc) ofS. Then there exists a (c,R( ⃗y1x))-
indexed graph H1 and a (c,R( ⃗y2x))-indexed graph H2 such that:
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• for each t ∈ [2], Ht encodes the indexed partition (X1 ∩ St, . . . , Xc ∩ St) of St; and

• Combine(H1,H2) ∼c,R(x⃗p) H.

Proof of the claim. For t ∈ [2], let Ht be any (c,R(y⃗tx))-indexed graph encoding the indexed par-

tition (X1 ∩ St, . . . , Xc ∩ St). Such an indexed graph must exist since it is enough to take Ht =
(V t

1 , . . . , V
t
c ), Ht, ηt), where for i ∈ [c], V t

i is any minimal representative of Xi ∩ St in G, and the

objects Ht, ηt are uniquely deduced from V t
1 , . . . , V

t
c .

By Claim 10.14, Combine(H1,H2) encodes (X1, . . . , Xc). Since indexed graphs encoding the

same indexed partition of S are isomorphic, we conclude that Combine(H1,H2) ∼c,R(x⃗p) H. ◁

We also notice the following claim binding the cost of an indexed partition of S to the costs of

indexed partitions of S1, S2:

Claim 10.17. Let H be a (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph encoding an indexed partition (X1, . . . , Xc) of S
of cost q ∈ N, and for each t ∈ [2], (X1 ∩St, . . . , Xc ∩St) be an indexed partition of St of cost qi ∈ N.
Let δ ∈ {0, 1} be the indicator equal to 1 if and only ifH has at least two nonempty parts (equivalently,
at least two sets X1, . . . , Xc are nonempty). Then q = q1 + q2 + δ.

Proof of the claim. Recall that q is the number of oriented edges e⃗ that are predecessors of x⃗p such
that L(T )[e⃗] intersects more than one set in (X1, . . . , Xc). Noting that the two edges ⃗y1x and ⃗y2x
are the two children of x⃗p, we see that q is the sum of the following values:

• for each t ∈ [2], the number of predecessors e⃗ of y⃗tx such that L(T )[e⃗] intersects at least two
sets in (X1, . . . , Xc). Since L(T )[e⃗] ⊆ St, this is equivalently the number of predecessors e⃗
of y⃗tx with L(T )[e⃗] intersecting at least two sets in (X1 ∩St, . . . , Xc ∩St), or exactly qt; and

• 1 if L(T )[p⃗x] = S intersects at least two sets in (X1, . . . , Xc), or 0 otherwise; equivalently,

this indicator is equal to 1 if and only if at least two sets in (X1, . . . , Xc) are nonempty. Since

for each i ∈ [c], the setXi is nonempty if and only if Vi(H) is nonempty, this indicator is equal

to exactly δ.

Therefore, q = q1 + q2 + δ. ◁

Finally, the following claim will enable us to compute repsc,s(T , x⃗p).

Claim 10.18. Let K be an equivalence class of ∼c,R(x⃗p)
s and suppose (q,H) ∈ AK has the minimum

possible cost q among all pairs in AK. Let δ ∈ {0, 1} be an indicator equal to 0 if H has at most one
nonempty part, and 1 otherwise. Then there exist pairs (q1,H1) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y1x) and (q2,H2) ∈
repsc,s(T , ⃗y2x) such that

q = q1 + q2 + δ,

H ∼c,R(x⃗p) Combine(H1,H2).

Proof of the claim. Let (q,H) and δ ∈ {0, 1} be as in the statement of the claim. By definition, H is

an s-small (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph and there exists an indexed partition (X1, . . . , Xc) of S of cost

q encoded by H. For t ∈ [2] and j ∈ [c], define Xt
j = Xj ∩ St, so that (Xt

1, . . . , X
t
c) is an indexed

partition of St; let then qt ∈ N be the cost of this partition. Then q = q1 + q2 + δ by Claim 10.17.

LetH1,H2 be (c,R( ⃗y1x))-indexed and (c,R( ⃗y2x))-indexed, respectively, graphs with the prop-

erties that Combine(H1,H2) ∼c,R(x⃗p) H and for each t ∈ [2], Ht encodes (X
t
1, . . . , X

t
c). Note that

such indexed graphs exist by Claim 10.16. For each t ∈ [2], we claim that Ht is s-small. Suppose
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otherwise; letHt = ((V t
1 , . . . , V

t
c ), Ht, ηt) so that V

t
j is a minimal representative ofXt

j for all j ∈ [c].
Then there is some index j ∈ [c] and s+ 1 vertices v1, . . . , vs+1 ∈ V t

j such that:

• ηt(v1) = . . . = ηt(vs+1),

• the neighborhoods NG(v1) ∩Xt
j , . . . , NG(vs+1) ∩Xt

j are pairwise different.

From ηt(v1) = . . . = ηt(vs+1) and Ht respecting T along y⃗tx, we also have NG(v1) ∩ St =
. . . = NG(vs+1) ∩ St. Since Xt

j ⊆ St, we infer that all the neighborhoods NG(v1) ∩ (St \
Xt

j), . . . , NG(vs+1) ∩ (St \Xt
j) are pairwise different. So we have that:

• v1, . . . , vs+1 ∈ Xj ,

• NG(v1) ∩Xj , . . . , NG(vs+1) ∩Xj are pairwise different (since St \Xt
j ⊆ Xj), and

• η(v1) = . . . = η(vs+1) (since NG(v1) ∩ S = . . . = NG(vs+1) ∩ S).

Therefore, any minimal representative ofXj inGmust contain at least s+1 vertices with the same

neighborhoodNG(v1)∩S in S. This implies that Vj(H)must contain at least s+1 vertices labeled
η(v1) – a contradiction since we assumed H is s-small. So Ht is indeed s-small.

For each t ∈ [2], Ht encodes the indexed partition (Xt
1, . . . , X

t
c) of cost qt. Thus there is a pair

(q⋆t ,H⋆
t ) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y1x) and (q⋆2,H⋆

2) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y2x) such that q⋆t ⩽ qt and H⋆
t ∼c,R(x⃗p) Ht for

each t ∈ [2]. Let also, for each t ∈ [2], (Y t
1 , . . . , Y

t
c ) be an indexed partition of St of cost q

⋆
t encoded

by H⋆
t . Then take H⋆ := Combine(H⋆

1,H⋆
2). By Claim 10.15, H⋆ ∼c,R(x⃗p) H; in particular, H⋆

has

at most one nonempty part if and only if H does. By Claim 10.14, H⋆
encodes the indexed partition

(Y1, . . . , Yc), where Yi = Y 1
i ∪ Y 2

i for i ∈ [c]. This partition has cost q⋆1 + q⋆2 + δ by Claim 10.17, so

(q⋆1 + q⋆2 + δ, H⋆) ∈ AK. But since (q,H) has the minimum cost among all pairs in AK, we get

q ⩽ q⋆1 + q⋆2 + δ ⩽ q1 + q2 + δ = q.

Therefore, q⋆1 = q1 and q
⋆
2 = q2 and thus q = q1 + q2 + δ for (q1,H⋆

1) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y1x), (q2,H⋆
2) ∈

repsc,s(T , ⃗y2x) and H ∼c,R(x⃗p) Combine(H⋆
1,H⋆

2). ◁

Therefore, we compute the set repsc,s(T , x⃗p) as follows. We populate a set W comprising pair-

wise different pairs containing a non-negative integer and a (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph by:

• iterating all pairs (q1,H1) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y1x) and (q2,H2) ∈ repsc,s(T , ⃗y2x),

• computing H = Combine(H1,H2) and q = q1 + q2 + δ, where δ = 1 if H contains at least

two nonempty parts, and δ = 0 otherwise, and

• if H is s-small, adding a pair (q,H) toW .

Then we filter W as follows: whenever W contains pairs (q,H) and (q′,H′) such that q ⩽ q′ and
H ∼c,R(x⃗y) H′

, we drop (q′,H′) from W . Naturally, this entire process (the construction of W and

its subsequent filtering) can be carried out in time Oc,s,ℓ(1). We finally set repsc,s(T , x⃗p) := W ′
.

Naturally, by Claim 10.18,W ′
is a set of (c, s)-small representatives of T along x⃗p.

We conclude the proof by observing that, for every (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p), we can define the

mappingΦ((q,H)) as any pair ((q1,H1), (q2,H2)) forwhich q = q1+q2+δ andH = Combine(H1,H2),
where δ = 1 if and only if H contains at least two nonempty parts. (Such a pair exists by the

construction of W .) Then Φ((q,H)) satisfies all the requirements of the lemma by Claims 10.14

and 10.17.
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10.3 State optimization problem for rank decomposition automata

In this subsection, we introduce an optimization problem for rank decomposition automata that will

be used in the proof of Lemma 5.7. We will also show that this problem can be solved efficiently

under the reasonable assumptions on the automaton.

Let (S,+,⩽) be a totally ordered commutative semigroup, i.e., a commutative semigroup (S,+)
with a total order ⩽ with the property that, for any x, y, z ∈ S with x ⩽ y, we have x+ z ⩽ y + z.
Assume that + can be evaluated in time β.

Let also A = (Q, ι, δ, ε) be a label-oblivious rank decomposition automaton of width ℓ with
evaluation time β and a finite set of states. Suppose T = (T,U,R, E ,F) is an unrooted annotated

rank decomposition of width at most ℓ. We will call any function κ : L⃗(T ) → Q a leaf edge state
mapping. Given a leaf edge state mapping κ and an edge a⃗b ∈ E⃗(T ), we define the κ-run of (A, a, b)
as the function ρκ : predT (a⃗b) ∪ predT (b⃗a) ∪ {ϑ} → Q defined as follows:

• for each leaf edge l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) it holds that ρκ(l⃗p) = κ(l⃗p);

• for each non-leaf edge t⃗p of T with children c⃗1t, c⃗2t, where c1 < c2, it holds that ρκ(t⃗p) =
δ(τ(T , t⃗p), ρκ(c⃗1t), ρκ(c⃗2t));

• ρκ(ϑ) = ε(δ(T , a⃗b), ρκ(a⃗b), ρκ(b⃗a)).

So, in other words, a κ-run of an automaton is defined similarly to a run of an automaton, only that

the initial mapping ι of the automaton is ignored, and instead we fix the state ρκ(l⃗p) of each leaf

edge l⃗p to κ(l⃗p).
Moreover, let c : L⃗(T )×Q → S be a cost function. Then the cost of a leaf edge state mapping

κ is defined as c(κ) :=
∑

e∈L⃗(T ) c(e, κ(e)).
We now show that the optimization problem where, given a set F ⊆ Q of states, we are to find

a leaf edge state mapping κ of minimum cost for which ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F , can be solved efficiently. The

proof is a standard application of the dynamic programming technique.

Lemma 10.19. Given:

• a totally ordered commutative semigroup (S,+,⩽) with evaluation time β,

• a label-oblivious rank decomposition automatonA = (Q, ι, δ, ε) of width ℓ with evaluation time
β and a finite set Q of states,

• an annotated rank decomposition T = (T,U,R, E ,F) of width at most ℓ with n nodes,

• an edge a⃗b ∈ E⃗(T ),

• a cost function c : L⃗(T )×Q→ S, and

• a set F ⊆ Q of accepting states,

it is possible to determine in timeO(|Q|2nβ), whether there exists a leaf edge state mapping κ such that
ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F . If such a mapping exists, then it is also possible to determine any such mapping minimizing
the value of c(κ).

Proof. Note that in the definition of ρκ before, the value ρκ(u⃗v) for an edge u⃗v ∈ E⃗(T ) only depends
on the values of κ for l⃗p ∈ predT (u⃗v). Therefore, without confusion we will write ρκ′(u⃗v)whenever
κ′ is a partial function defined on predT (u⃗v) ∩ L⃗(T ).
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Wewant to compute, for every oriented edge u⃗v ∈ predT (a⃗b)∪predT (b⃗a), the function bestu⃗v : Q→
S∪{⊥}with the following property for every f ∈ Q: supposeKu⃗v,f is the set of all partial valuations

κ′ : predT (u⃗v) ∩ L⃗(T ) → Q such that ρκ′(u⃗v) = f . Then bestu⃗v(f) = ⊥ if Ku⃗v,f = ∅; otherwise,
bestu⃗v(f) is equal to the minimum value of

∑
e∈predT (u⃗v)∩L⃗(T ) c(e, κ

′(e)) over all κ′ ∈ Ku⃗v,f . It is

easy to observe that:

• for a leaf edge l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ), we have best
l⃗p
(q) = c(l⃗p, f) for each f ∈ Q;

• for a non-leaf edge t⃗p ∈ E⃗(T ) with children c⃗1t and c⃗2t with c1 < c2, we have, for every

f ∈ Q,

bestt⃗p(f) = min{bestc⃗1t(f1) + bestc⃗2t(f2) |

f1, f2 ∈ Q, bestc⃗1t(f1) ̸= ⊥, bestc⃗2t(f2) ̸= ⊥, f = δ(τ(T , t⃗p), f1, f2)};
(12)

where we set bestt⃗p(q) = ⊥ if the set on the right-hand side of Eq. (12) is empty. So given

bestc⃗1t and bestc⃗2t, we can compute bestt⃗p in time O(|Q|2β).

Therefore, all functions bestu⃗v can be computed in timeO(|Q|2nβ) by a simple bottom-up dynamic

programming on trees with a depth-first search on T . Similarly we define best : Q → S ∪ {⊥}
with the following property for all f ∈ Q: let Kf be the set of valuations κ : L⃗(T ) → Q such

that ρκ(ϑ) = f . Then best(f) = ⊥ if Kf = ∅, and otherwise best(f) is the minimum value of∑
e∈L⃗(T ) c(e, κ(e)) over all κ ∈ Kf . As in Eq. (12), we get that

best(f) = min{best
a⃗b
(f1) + best

b⃗a
(f2) |

f1, f2 ∈ Q, best
a⃗b
(f1) ̸= ⊥, best

b⃗a
(f2) ̸= ⊥, f = ε(δ(T , a⃗b), f1, f2)};

(13)

where best(f) = ⊥ is set if the set on the right-hand side of Eq. (13) is empty. Then best can be

computed in time O(|Q|2β) given best
a⃗b

and best
b⃗a
. Now, if best(f) = ⊥ for all f ∈ F , then we

return that no mapping κ with ρκ(ϑ) = q0 exists. Otherwise, such a mapping exists. Let f0 ∈ F be

the argument minimizing best(f0) among all f ∈ F with best(f) ̸= ⊥. By retracing the optimum

choices done by the dynamic programming scheme using the top-bottom depth-first search on T ,
we fully recover a run ρκ for some κ : L⃗(T ) → Q such that ρκ(ϑ) = f0 and c(κ) is minimum

possible; and we recover κ by observing that for every l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ), it holds that κ(l⃗p) = ρκ(l⃗p).

Note that Lemma 10.19 can be easily generalized to the case whereQ is an infinite set, but there

exists a bound q ∈ N⩾1 on the size of the set

{ρκ(x) | κ : L⃗(T ) → Q}

for all x. Then it can be verified that the optimization problem stated above can be solved in time

O(q2nβ).

10.4 Prefix-rebuilding data structure for minimal closures

In this subsection, we finally give a proof of Lemma 5.7. Before we begin, we describe an operation

of gluing rank decompositions; a similar notion appears in the proof of Lemma 4.8.

Suppose we have two disjoint sets of vertices A,B and that RA ⊆ A, RB ⊆ B; we also have

two partitioned graphs (GA, CA), (GB, CB) with vertex sets A ∪ RB and B ∪ RA, respectively,
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such that {RB} ∈ CA and {RA} ∈ CB . Suppose also TA = (TA, UA,RA, EA,FA) and TB =
(TB, UB,RB, EB,FB) are annotated rank decompositions encoding (GA, CA) and (GB, CB), with
the following properties: V (TA) ∩ V (TB) = {x, y} and there exists a leaf edge x⃗y ∈ L⃗(TA) and
a leaf edge y⃗x ∈ L⃗(TB) such that:

• L(TA)[x⃗y] = RB and L(TB)[y⃗x] = RA,

• RA(x⃗y) = RB(x⃗y) = RB andRB(y⃗x) = RA(y⃗x) = RA, and

• EA(xy) = EB(xy).

We then define the gluing of TA along xy with TB as the annotated rank decomposition T =
(T,U,R, E ,F) as follows:

• V (T ) = V (TA) ∪ V (TB) and E(T ) = E(TA) ∪ E(TB),

• U = UA ∪ UB = A ∪B,

• R|E⃗(TA) = RA and R|E⃗(TB) = RB ,

• E|E(TA) = EA and E|E(TB) = EB , and

• F|P3(TA) = FA and F|P3(TB) = FB .

It can be verified that T is an annotated rank decomposition encoding a partitioned graph (G, C),
where V (G) = A∪B, C = (CA \ {RB})∪ (CB \ {RA}), G[A] = GA, G[B] = GB and uv ∈ E(G)
for u ∈ A, v ∈ B if and only if u′v′ ∈ E(xy), where u′ ∈ RA is the (unique) vertex such that

NGA
(u) ∩ RB = NGA

(u′) ∩ RB , and v
′ ∈ RB is the unique vertex such that NGB

(v) ∩ RA =
NGB

(v′) ∩RA. Moreover, the width of T is trivially the maximum of the widths of TA and TB .
We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.7, which we restate below for convenience.

Lemma 5.7. There is an ℓ-prefix-rebuilding data structure that takes integer parameters c ⩾ 1 and
k ⩽ ℓ at initialization, has overheadOc,ℓ(1), maintains a rooted annotated rank decomposition T , and
additionally supports the following query:

• Closure(Tpref): Given a prefix Tpref of T , either in time Oℓ(|Tpref |) returns that no c-small k-
closure of Tpref exists, or for a minimal c-small k-closure C of Tpref in timeOℓ(|cutT (C)|) returns

– the sets cutT (C) and aepT (C), and
– a rooted rank decomposition (T ∗, λ∗) of (G[C], C) of width at most 2k, where λ∗ is repre-

sented as a function λ : aepT (C) → L⃗(T ⋆).

Proof. For the course of the proof, fix s := 22k and the following label-oblivious rank decomposition

automata:

• the exact rankwidth automaton JKO = JKO2k, csℓ+ℓ, given by Lemma 10.11; and

• the closure automaton CR = CRc, s, ℓ of width ℓ, given by Lemma 10.13.
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Note that both JKO and CR have evaluation time Oc,ℓ(1). Our data structure consists simply of

an instance of CR, maintained dynamically by the data structure of Lemma 6.1. Thus the initial-

ization time of the data structure on a rooted annotated rank decomposition T is Oc,ℓ(|T |), each
prefix-rebuilding update u is applied to the decomposition and the automaton in timeOc,ℓ(|u|), and
each operation Run and Valuation runs in time O(1).

It remains to implement Closure(Tpref). So suppose we are given as a query a leafless prefix Tpref
of T . Let A = A⃗ppT (Tpref) be the set of appendix edges of Tpref and let Cpref := {R(x⃗p) | x⃗p ∈ A}.
We first perform a clean-up of the prefixTpref of T by replacing all representatives on the annotations

in Tpref with elements of

⋃⋃⋃
Cpref :

Claim 10.20. In time Oℓ(|Tpref |), one can produce a rooted annotated rank decomposition Tskel =
(Tskel, Uskel,Rskel, Eskel,Fskel) encoding the partitioned graph (G[Cpref ], Cpref) such that: (i) Tskel =
T [Tpref∪AppT (Tpref)], (ii) for every x⃗p ∈ A, we haveL(Tskel)[x⃗p] = R(x⃗p) andRskel(x⃗p) = R(x⃗p).

Proof of the claim. Follows immediately from Lemma 4.10 and its proof. ◁

Note that for each x⃗p ∈ A, Rskel(p⃗x) is a (minimal) representative of L(T )[p⃗x] in G.

Auxiliary objects and definitions. For (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p), let the cut-rank cost of H with

respect to x⃗p, denoted ccost(H, x⃗p), be the value computed as follows. Let (H,D) be the partitioned
graph derived from H. Let also D = D ∪ {Rskel(p⃗x)} and H = G[D]. Then ccost(H, x⃗p) =∑

C∈D cutrkH(C).
ConsiderΛ – the set of all mappings λ assigning to each edge x⃗p ∈ A amember of repsc,s(T , x⃗p).

For every x⃗p ∈ A, define (qλ(x⃗p),Hλ(x⃗p)) := λ(x⃗p), i.e., qλ(x⃗p) and Hλ(x⃗p) are the first and

the second coordinate of λ(x⃗p). Let also (Hλ(x⃗p),Dλ(x⃗p)) denote the partitioned graph derived

from Hλ(x⃗p). Also, let Dλ(x⃗p) = Dλ(x⃗p) ∪ {Rskel(p⃗x)} and Hλ(x⃗p) = G[Dλ(x⃗p)]. Next, set

rλ(x⃗p) =
∑

C∈Dλ(x⃗p)
cutrkHλ(x⃗p)

(C) = ccost(Hλ(x⃗p), x⃗p). Then, for any λ ∈ Λ, define:

• Dλ :=
⋃

x⃗p∈ADλ(x⃗p); equivalently, Dλ is the union of all nonempty parts in all indexed

graphs Hλ(x⃗p) for x⃗p ∈ A;

• Gλ := G[Dλ];

• qλ :=
∑

x⃗p∈A qλ(x⃗p);

• rλ :=
∑

x⃗p∈A rλ(x⃗p).

Reduction from finding minimal closures to the optimization of λ. For any k-closure C of

Tpref , we shall say that it is represented by a family D of nonempty disjoint sets of V (G) if |D| =
|C| and for every set C ∈ C, D contains a representative D of C in G. We will now prove the

following claim, implying that a representation of a minimal k-closure can be found by examining

only families Cλ:

Claim 10.21. Let λ ∈ Λ be such that the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) is at most 2k and, among all such
mappings λ, the value rλ is minimum; and among those, qλ is minimum. Then for every partition C of
V (G) defined as C =

⋃
x⃗p∈A Cx⃗p, where Cx⃗p is a partition of L(T )[x⃗p] into at most c sets encoded by

Hλ(x⃗p) and of cost qλ(x⃗p), C is a minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref represented by Dλ. In particular,
Dλ represents some minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref . Moreover, if no λwith the property above exists,
then no c-small k-closure of Tpref exists.
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Proof of the claim. Fix λ ∈ Λ with the property that the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) is at most 2k. For
every x⃗p ∈ A, let Cx⃗p be a partition of L(T )[x⃗p] into at most c sets encoded by Hλ(x⃗p) of cost
qλ(x⃗p). Then let C be the partition of V (G) =

⋃
x⃗p∈A L(T )[x⃗p] defined as C =

⋃
x⃗p∈A Cx⃗p. We

claim that C is a c-small k-closure of Tpref such that

∑
C∈C cutrkG(C) = rλ and the number of

nodes of T cut by C is exactly qλ + |Tpref |.

• C is a k-closure of Tpref : Let x⃗p ∈ A. Since Hλ(x⃗p) encodes Cx⃗p, there exists a bijection

χx⃗p : Cx⃗p → Dλ(x⃗p) such that for every C ∈ Cx⃗p, χx⃗p(C) is a minimal representative of C
in G. Thus there exists a bijection χ : C → Dλ such that for every C ∈ C, χ(C) is a minimal

representative of C in G. Hence, the rankwidth of (G[C], C) is equal to the rankwidth of

(Gλ,Dλ) = (G[Dλ],Dλ), which is bounded from above by 2k. Moreover, by construction, for

every C ∈ C we have C ⊆ L(T )[x⃗p] for some x⃗p ∈ A. Therefore, C is a k-closure of Tpref .

• C is c-small: for every x⃗p ∈ A, Cx⃗p is the subfamily of C forming a partitioning of L(T )[x⃗p].
By construction, |Cx⃗p| ⩽ c.

•

∑
C∈C cutrkG(C) = rλ: choose C ∈ C and let x⃗p ∈ A be such that C ∈ Cx⃗p. As noted

before, the bijection χx⃗p : Cx⃗p → Dλ(x⃗p) is such that for every C ∈ Cx⃗p, χx⃗p(C) is a minimal

representative of C in G. Let RC := χx⃗p(C). Also, Rskel(p⃗x) is a minimal representative of

L(T )[p⃗x] in G. Since
⋃⋃⋃

Cx⃗p ∪ L(T )[p⃗x] = V (G), we find that

cutrkG(C) = cutrkG[
⋃⋃⋃

Dλ(x⃗p)∪{Rskel(p⃗x)}](RC) = cutrkHλ(x⃗p)
(RC).

The statement now follows by summing the equation above for all C ∈ C.

• C cuts exactly qλ+|Tpref | nodes of T : Each node of Tpref must obviously be cut by every closure

of Tpref . Then, for every x⃗p ∈ A, the value qλ(x⃗p) denotes the cost of the partitioning Cx⃗p
of L(T )[x⃗p], i.e., the number of nodes cut by Cx⃗p (equivalently, C) in the subtree of T rooted

at x. Therefore, C cuts |Tpref |+
∑

x⃗p∈A qλ(x⃗p) = qλ + |Tpref | nodes of T .

Conversely, let C be a c-small k-closure of Tpref and suppose that
∑

C∈C cutrkG(C) = r and that
C cuts q nodes of T . Our goal is to find a mapping λ ∈ Λ such that the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) is
at most 2k, and rλ = r and qλ ⩽ q − |Tpref |. It is easy to see that the verification of this claim will

finish the proof.

For every x⃗p ∈ A, let Cx⃗p ⊆ C comprise the parts of C that are subsets of L(T )[x⃗p]. Since C is

a c-small closure of Tpref , we have C =
⋃

x⃗p∈A Cx⃗p and |Cx⃗p| ⩽ c for all x⃗p ∈ A. Let q′x⃗p be the cost
of Cx⃗p, i.e., the number of the nodes in the subtree rooted at x⃗p that are cut by Cx⃗p. As discussed
earlier in the course of the proof, we have q = |Tpref |+

∑
x⃗p∈A q

′
x⃗p.

For every C ∈ Cx⃗p, we have cutrkG(C) ⩽ 2k as C is a k-closure of Tpref . So for every C ∈ Cx⃗p,
we can find a minimal representative RC of C in G of cardinality at most 22k = s. Thus, we can

define an s-small (c,R(x⃗p))-indexed graph H′
x⃗p = ((V x⃗p

1 , . . . , V x⃗p
c ), Hx⃗p, ηx⃗p) encoding Cx⃗p by

setting {V x⃗p
1 , . . . , V x⃗p

|Cx⃗p|
} = {RC | C ∈ Cx⃗p}, V x⃗p

|Cx⃗p|+1 = · · · = V x⃗p
c = ∅, and choosing Hx⃗p and

ηx⃗p so as to ensure that H′
x⃗p respects T along x⃗p (as discussed before, such a choice is unique as

soon as the sets V x⃗p
1 , . . . , V x⃗p

c are determined). Now by definition of repsc,s(T , x⃗p), there exists

a pair (qx⃗p,Hx⃗p) ∈ repsc,s(T ,R(x⃗p)) such that Hx⃗p ∼c,R(x⃗p) H′
x⃗p and qx⃗p ⩽ q′x⃗p. Define then

the mapping λ ∈ Λ by setting λ(x⃗p) = (qx⃗p,Hx⃗p) for each x⃗p ∈ A. We claim that λ satisfies the

required conditions.
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In the following arguments, let πx⃗p : V (Hx⃗p) → V (H′
x⃗p) be any isomorphism fromHx⃗p toH′

x⃗p.

Let also π :
⋃

x⃗p∈A V (Hx⃗p) →
⋃

x⃗p∈A V (H′
x⃗p) be defined by π|V (Hx⃗p) = πx⃗p for each x⃗p ∈ A. By

the properties of the isomorphism of indexed graphs, for every x⃗p ∈ A and v ∈ V (Hx⃗p), it holds
that NG(v) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x] = NG(π(v)) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x].

Define D′
λ := π(Dλ) = {π(C) | C ∈ Dλ} = {RC | C ∈ C}. We claim thatG[D′

λ] is isomorphic

to Gλ, with the isomorphism given by π. So let u, v ∈ V (Gλ), aiming to show that uv ∈ E(Gλ) if
and only if π(u)π(v) ∈ E(G[D′

λ]).

• Naturally, if u and v belong to the same part of Dλ, then π(u) and π(v) belong to the same

part of D′
λ and so uv /∈ E(Gλ) and π(u)π(v) /∈ E(G[D′

λ]).

• Otherwise, if u, v ∈ V (Hx⃗p) for some x⃗p ∈ A (but u, v belong to different parts), then uv ∈
E(Hx⃗p) if and only if π(u)π(v) ∈ E(H′

x⃗p), since π is an isomorphism from Hx⃗p to H′
x⃗p. As

both Hx⃗p and H′
x⃗p respect T along x⃗p, we have that uv ∈ E(Hx⃗p) if and only if uv ∈ E(G);

and that π(u)π(v) ∈ E(H′
x⃗p) if and only if π(u)π(v) ∈ E(G). This settles this case.

• Finally, suppose u ∈ V (H ⃗x1p1) and v ∈ V (H ⃗x2p2) for x1 ̸= x2. Then u, π(u) ∈ L(T )[ ⃗p2x2]
and v, π(v) ∈ L(T )[ ⃗p1x1]. From NG(u) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗p1x1] = NG(π(u)) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗p1x1] we find
that uv ∈ E(G) if and only if π(u)v ∈ E(G). And from NG(v)∩L(T )[ ⃗p2x2] = NG(π(v))∩
L(T )[ ⃗p2x2] we get that π(u)v ∈ E(G) if and only if π(u)π(v) ∈ E(G) and we are done.

So G[D′
λ] is isomorphic to Gλ. We now verify the conditions required from λ.

• (Gλ,Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k: For each x⃗p ∈ A, by the construction ofH′
x⃗p, each part of

H′
x⃗p is a subset (in fact, a minimal representative) of a unique set in Cx⃗p. Hence D′

λ is formed

from C by replacing each part C ∈ C with some minimal representative of C in G. Thus

obviously, since (G[C], C) has rankwidth at most 2k, then so does (G[D′
λ],D′

λ). As G[D′
λ] =

π(G[Dλ]) and D′
λ = π(Dλ), also (G[Dλ],Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k.

• rλ = r: let x⃗p ∈ A. Let H
′
λ(x⃗p) = G[D′

λ(x⃗p)], where D′
λ(x⃗p) = {RC | C ∈ Cx⃗p} ∪

{Rskel(p⃗x)}. Since RC is a representative of C in G for each C ∈ Cx⃗p and Rskel(p⃗x) is

a representative ofL(T )[p⃗x] inG and

⋃⋃⋃
Cx⃗p∪L(T )[p⃗x] = V (G), we have, for everyC ∈ Cx⃗p,

cutrkG(C) = cutrk
H

′
λ(x⃗p)

(RC).

But now observe that the partitioned graphs (Hλ(x⃗p),Dλ(x⃗p)) and (H
′
λ(x⃗p),D

′
λ(x⃗p)) are

isomorphic, with the isomorphismpreservingRskel(p⃗x) andmapping each vertex v ∈
⋃⋃⋃

Dλ(x⃗p) =
V (Hx⃗p) to π(v). Therefore, for every C ∈ Cx⃗p,

cutrk
H

′
λ(x⃗p)

(RC) = cutrkHλ(x⃗p)
(π−1(RC)).

Since Dλ(x⃗p) = {π−1(RC) | C ∈ Cx⃗p}, we conclude that∑
C∈Cx⃗p

cutrkG(C) =
∑

C∈Cx⃗p

cutrkHλ(x⃗p)
(π−1(RC))

=
∑

C∈Dλ(x⃗p)

cutrkHλ(x⃗p)
(C) = ccost(Hλ(x⃗p), x⃗p).

(14)

We get the required equality by summing Eq. (14) for all x⃗p ∈ A and recalling that r =∑
C∈C cutrkG(C) and rλ =

∑
x⃗p∈A ccost(Hλ(x⃗p), x⃗p).
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• qλ ⩽ q − |Tpref |: this follows immediately from the facts that q = |Tpref | +
∑

x⃗p∈A q
′
x⃗p and

that qx⃗p ⩽ q′x⃗p for each x⃗p ∈ A.

Therefore, the proof is complete. ◁

Rank decompositions of partitioned graphs (Gλ,Dλ). We now show how, for any mapping

λ ∈ Λ, we produce a rank decomposition of the partitioned graph (Gλ,Dλ).
Consider an edge x⃗p ∈ A and a pair (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p). For technical reasons, we will now

rename vertices ofH so as to ensure thatH contains all vertices ofR(x⃗p). We construct a graphH⋆

from H as follows: For every vertex u ∈ R(x⃗p) such that u /∈ V (H), choose any vertex v ∈ V (H)
such that η(H)(v) = u (such a vertex exists sinceH encodes some partition of L(T )[x⃗p] andR(x⃗p)
is a minimum representative of L(T )[x⃗p]), and rename v to u. Let also πH be the isomorphism

from H⋆
to H prescribed by the procedure above. Naturally, this construction ensures that H⋆

is

isomorphic to H (but we stress that there could be u ∈ Vi(H⋆) and v ∈ Vj(H⋆) with i ̸= j such that

uv ∈ E(H⋆) ̸⇔ uv ∈ E(G)). By the properties of η(H), we have that, for every u ∈ R(x⃗p),

NG(u) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x] = NG(πH(u)) ∩ L(T )[p⃗x]. (15)

Given an edge x⃗p ∈ A and a pair (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p), define now an annotated rank de-

composition derived from H⋆
, denoted TH⋆ , as follows. Recall that (H,D) is the partitioned graph

derived fromH andD = D∪{Rskel(p⃗x)}, andH = G[D]. Then define (H
⋆
,D⋆

) as the partitioned
graph created from (H,D) by renaming each vertex v ∈ V (H) to π−1

H (v). Note that by the con-

struction ofH
⋆
, we have thatRskel(x⃗p)∪Rskel(p⃗x) ⊆ V (H

⋆
) and moreoverRskel(p⃗x) ∈ D⋆

. Then

let TH⋆ = (TH⋆ , UH⋆ ,RH⋆ , EH⋆ ,FH⋆) be an arbitrary annotated rank decomposition of (H
⋆
,D⋆

)
with the following properties:

• V (TH⋆) ∩ V (Tskel) = {x, p} and p⃗x is a leaf edge of TH⋆ ;

• L(TH⋆)[p⃗x] = RH⋆(p⃗x) = Rskel(p⃗x) and RH⋆(x⃗p) = Rskel(x⃗p) = R(x⃗p).

It can be easily seen that such a decomposition exists and can be constructed from H and the anno-

tations on the edge xp of T in time Oc,ℓ(1). Observe also that EH⋆(xp) = Eskel(xp): For any pair

of vertices u ∈ Rskel(x⃗p), v ∈ Rskel(p⃗x) we have uv ∈ E(EH⋆(xp)) if and only if πH(u)v ∈ E(G)
by the definition of H⋆

. But by Eq. (15), πH(u)v ∈ E(G) if and only if uv ∈ E(G), which holds if

and only if uv ∈ E(Eskel(xp)). Next, since |
⋃⋃⋃

D⋆| = |V (H⋆)|+ |Rskel(p⃗x)| ⩽ csℓ+ ℓ, the width of

TH⋆ is bounded by csℓ+ ℓ. Let also TH be the decomposition formed from TH⋆ by renaming all ver-

tices v ∈ V (H⋆) of the graph encoded by the decomposition back to πH(v). Naturally, TH encodes

(H,D) = (G[D],D).
Next, for any λ ∈ Λ, define the following rank decompositions:

• T ⋆
λ – the decomposition formed by gluing Tskel along xp with each decomposition TH⋆

λ(x⃗p)
=

(TH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

, UH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

,RH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

, EH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

,FH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

) for x⃗p ∈ A in arbitrary order; this gluing is possi-

ble since for every x⃗p ∈ A, we have x⃗p ∈ L⃗(Tskel), p⃗x ∈ L⃗(TH⋆), RH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

(p⃗x) = Rskel(p⃗x),

RH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

(x⃗p) = Rskel(x⃗p) and EH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

(xp) = Rskel(xp). It is easy to see that T ⋆
λ encodes some

partitioned graph with vertex set

⋃
x⃗p∈A V (H⋆

λ(x⃗p)). Moreover, its width is bounded by csℓ+ℓ
as discussed at the introduction of the notion of gluing decompositions.

• Tλ – the decomposition formed from T ⋆
λ by renaming every vertex v in the partitioned graph

encoded by T ⋆
λ such that v ∈ V (H⋆

λ(x⃗p)) for x⃗p ∈ A back to πHλ(x⃗p)
(v). Of course, the width

of Tλ is also bounded by csℓ+ ℓ.
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The following observation follows straight from the analysis of the construction of Tλ and T ⋆
λ .

Observation 10.22. Tλ encodes the partitioned graph (Gλ,Dλ), and T ⋆
λ encodes a partitioned graph

isomorphic to (Gλ,Dλ).

Optimizingλ. At this point of time, we have reduced the problem to finding amappingλ ∈ Λwith

the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) bounded by 2k, such that the pair (rλ, qλ) is lexicographically minimum

possible. In the sequel, we will show how this can be done using the exact rankwidth automaton

JKO = (Q, ι, δ, ε).
We now briefly sketch the idea. A brute-force search for an optimum λ would look as follows:

recall that Tλ is an annotated rank decomposition of (Gλ,Dλ) of width csℓ+ℓ. Hence runningJKO
on Tλ will correctly determine whether the rankwidth of the encoded partitioned graph (Gλ,Dλ)
is at most 2k. Repeating this procedure for all possible λ ∈ Λ yields all viable mappings λ; for
each of these, we can easily compute the values rλ and qλ – each of these is of the form qλ =∑

x⃗p∈A fx⃗p(λ(x⃗p)) and rλ =
∑

x⃗p∈A gx⃗p(λ(x⃗p)) for some functions fx⃗p, gx⃗p that can be evaluated

efficiently given λ(x⃗p). Thus we can find the optimum mapping λ.
Note that in the description above, instead of the annotated decomposition Tλ encoding (Gλ,Dλ),

we could have used an annotated decomposition T ⋆
λ encoding a partitioned graph isomorphic to

(Gλ,Dλ). ThenJKO, when run on T ⋆
λ , will return that the encoded partitioned graph has rankwidth

at most 2k if and only if it would do so when run on Tλ. This choice has an important conse-

quence: All annotated decompositions T ⋆
λ have the same annotated prefix. Formally, given two

annotated rank decompositions T1 = (T1, U1,R1, E1,F1) and T2 = (T2, U2,R2, E2,F2) and a set

S ⊆ V (T1) ∩ V (T2), we say that T1 and T2 agree on S if

T1[S] = T2[S],

R1|E⃗(T1[S])
= R2|E⃗(T2[S])

,

E1|E(T1[S]) = E2|E(T2[S]),

F1|P3(T1[S]) = F2|P3(T2[S]).

Then, for any λ1, λ2 ∈ Λ, the decompositions T ⋆
λ1

and T ⋆
λ2

agree on T ′
pref := Tpref ∪ AppT (Tpref).

This observation will allow us to reuse the partial runs of JKO, which will enable us to find the

optimum mapping λ by means of a dynamic programming on the rooted subtree induced by T ′
pref

(precisely, using Lemma 10.19). The details can be found below.

Let x⃗p ∈ A and (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p). Define the state ξH⋆ ∈ Q ofJKO as follows. Recall that

p⃗x is the unique leaf edge of TH⋆ such that L(TH⋆)[p⃗x] = Rskel(p⃗x) (and so RH⋆(p⃗x) = Rskel(p⃗x)
andRH⋆(x⃗p) = Rskel(x⃗p)). Then let ρH⋆ be the run ofJKO on (TH⋆ , x, p), and set ξH⋆ := ρH⋆(x⃗p).
Note that ξH⋆ can be determined in time Oc,ℓ(1).

We now claim that in a run of JKO on T ⋆
λ for some λ ∈ Λ, the partial runs on the glued

decompositions TH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

are exactly the recorded states ξH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

.

Claim 10.23. Let λ ∈ Λ and x⃗p ∈ A. If ρ is the run of JKO on T ⋆
λ , then ρ(x⃗p) = ξH⋆

λ(x⃗p)
.

Proof of the claim. Observe that the set B := V (TH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

) comprises exactly p and the set of de-

scendants of x in T ⋆
λ . Moreover, by the construction of T ⋆

λ (and the properties of gluing decom-

positions), we get that the decompositions TH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

and T ⋆
λ agree on B. We immediately infer that

ρ(x⃗p) = ρH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

(x⃗p) = ξH⋆
λ(x⃗p)

. ◁
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Aiming to use Lemma 10.19 in our case, let Z := Z ∪ {+∞} and define the totally ordered

commutative semigroup (S,+,⩽), where S = Z × Z, + is the coordinate-wise sum and ⩽ is the

lexicographic order on S. Then define the cost function c : A×Q→ S by setting, for every x⃗p ∈ A
and f ∈ Q, the value

c(x⃗p, f) = min{(ccost(H, x⃗p), q) | (H, q) ∈ repsc,s(x⃗p), ξH⋆ = f}; (16)

where we set c(x⃗p, f) = (+∞,+∞) if the set on the right-hand side of Eq. (16) is empty. Let also

F ⊆ Q be the set of states of JKO accepting that the input decomposition describes a partitioned

graph of rankwidth at most 2k; or equivalently, F is the set of states representing non-empty full

sets of width 2k at a root of an input decomposition.

We now show that the results of Lemma 10.19 will be enough to determine the existence of λ
with the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) bounded by 2k, and in the case any such λ exists – to determine

an optimum mapping λ.

Claim 10.24. Suppose λ ∈ Λ is such that (Gλ,Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k. Let κ : A → Q be
defined as κ(x⃗p) = ξH⋆

λ(x⃗p)
for each x⃗p ∈ A, and let ρκ be the κ-run of A on Tskel. Then ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F

and c(κ) ⩽ (rλ, qλ).

Proof of the claim. Let also ρ be the run of JKO on T ⋆
λ . By Claim 10.23, we have ρ(x⃗p) = ξH⋆

λ(x⃗p)
=

κ(x⃗p). Since T ⋆
λ and Tskel agree on V (Tskel), we infer that ρκ(ϑ) = ρ(ϑ). Therefore, ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F

if and only if ρ(ϑ) ∈ F , which only holds when the full set of T ⋆
λ at the root r of width at most

2k is nonempty (i.e., (Gλ,Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k). So ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F . Since c(x⃗p, κ(x⃗p)) ⩽
(rλ(x⃗p), qλ(x⃗p)) for each x⃗p ∈ A (by Eq. (16)), c(κ) =

∑
x⃗p∈A c(x⃗p, κ(x⃗p)), rλ =

∑
x⃗p∈A rλ(x⃗p)

and qλ =
∑

x⃗p∈A qλ(x⃗p), we conclude that c(κ) ⩽ (rλ, qλ). ◁

Claim 10.25. Suppose there exists a leaf edge state mapping κ : A→ Q such that c(κ) ̸= (+∞,+∞)
and, for the κ-run ρκ of A on (T skel, r1, r2), we have ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F . Then there exists λ ∈ Λ such that
(Gλ,Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k and (rλ, qλ) = c(κ). Moreover, λ can be constructed in time
Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |).

Proof of the claim. Construct a valuation λ ∈ Λ as follows. For every x⃗p ∈ A, choose λ(x⃗p) to be

such a pair (H, q) ∈ repsc,s(x⃗p) that ξH⋆ = κ(x⃗p) and (ccost(H, x⃗p), q) = c(x⃗p, κ(x⃗p)). Repeating
the same argument involving Claim 10.23 as before, we find that since ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F , we have that

(Gλ,Dλ) has rankwidth at most 2k. We also easily verify that c(κ) = (rλ, qλ). ◁

Apply now Lemma 10.19 for the automaton JKO, the semigroup (S,+,⩽), the decomposition

Tskel, the cost function c, and the set of accepting states F . The algorithm of Lemma 10.19 runs in

time Oc,ℓ(|Tskel|) = Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |) and returns one of the following:

• there is no mapping κ : A → Q such that ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F where ρκ is the κ-run on Tskel, or the
cost of all such mappings is (+∞,+∞). Then by Claim 10.24 there exists no λ ∈ Λ with the

property that the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) is at most 2k; hence we can return that Tpref has no
c-small k-closure.

• κ : A → Q is the minimum-cost mapping such that ρκ(ϑ) ∈ F where ρκ is the κ-run on
Tskel, and the cost of the mapping is finite. Then we reconstruct the mapping λ ∈ Λ in time

Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |) such that (rλ, qλ) = c(κ) using Claim 10.25. By Claim 10.24, such a mapping

has the minimum value of rλ; and among all such optimal mappings, it also has the minimum

possible value of qλ.
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Finally, using Claim 10.21, we conclude that:

Corollary 10.26. In time Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |), we can:

• correctly decide that Tpref has no c-small k-closure; or

• find amappingλ ∈ Λ such thatDλ represents someminimal c-small k-closure ofTpref . Moreover,
for every partition C of V (G) defined as C =

⋃
x⃗p∈A Cx⃗p, where Cx⃗p is a partition of L(T )[x⃗p]

into at most c sets encoded by Hλ(x⃗p) and of cost qλ(x⃗p), C is a minimal c-small k-closure
of Tpref .

Reconstructing the closure. Having found λ, we want now to reconstruct any minimal c-small

k-closure C of Tpref . Recall that, since we cannot afford to compute C explicitly (since a closure is

essentially an arbitrary partitioning of V (G)), we are required to return the closure in a compact

form – precisely, the sets cutT (C) and aepT (C), that is the prefix of T cut by C and the appendix

edge partition of C. The procedure should work in time Oc,ℓ(|cutT (C)|).
Let x⃗p ∈ A and recall that (qλ(x⃗p),Hλ(x⃗p)) = λ(x⃗p) ∈ repsc,s(T , x⃗p). We will now present

a subroutine finding a partition Cx⃗p of L(T )[x⃗p], represented implicitly as aepT (Cx⃗p), so that Cx⃗p is
of cost qλ(x⃗p) and is encoded by Hλ(x⃗p).

At the start of the subroutine, we initialize a sequence of initially empty pairwise disjoint subsets

(V1, . . . , Vc) of L(T )[x⃗p]; eventually, (V1, . . . , Vc) will form an indexed partition of L(T )[x⃗p]. The
sets V1, . . . , Vc are represented implicitly by setsE1, . . . , Ec of oriented edges of T with the property

that Ei = aesT (Vi) for each i ∈ [c]. We now implement a recursive function Populate(a⃗b, q,H)
that, under the assumptions that a⃗b is a predecessor of x⃗p in T and (q,H) ∈ repsc,s(T , a⃗b), adds
to each set V1, . . . , Vc a subset V

a⃗b
1 , . . . , V a⃗b

c , respectively, so that (V a⃗b
1 , . . . , V a⃗b

c ) is an indexed par-

tition of L(T )[a⃗b] of cost q encoded by H. (Note that such an indexed partition must exist by the

assumptions.) In the implementation, we consider two cases.

• If q = 0, then no node of the subtree of T rooted at a⃗b may be cut by (V a⃗b
1 , . . . , V a⃗b

c ). That is,

the entire subset L(T )[a⃗b] belongs to one of the sets V a⃗b
j . Here, the value j can be found in

constant time since it is exactly the unique index j such that Vj(H) ̸= ∅. So we add a⃗b to Ej

and we are done.

• If q ⩾ 1, then some nodes of the subtree of T rooted at a⃗b are cut by (V a⃗b
1 , . . . , V a⃗b

c ); in par-

ticular, one of these nodes must be a, and moreover, a⃗b cannot be a leaf edge of T and so a⃗b
has two children y⃗1a, y⃗2a. In constant time (using the dynamic data structure of Lemma 6.1

maintaining CR on T dynamically), we read the value ρ(a⃗b), where ρ is the run of CR
on T . By Lemma 10.13, the value ρ(a⃗b) contains a mapping Φ; let ((q1,H1), (q2,H2)) =
Φ((q,H)) such that (q1,H1) ∈ repsc,s(T , y⃗1a) and (q2,H2) ∈ repsc,s(T , y⃗2a). We then run

Populate(y⃗1a, q1,H1) and Populate(y⃗2a, q2,H2) and add a to cutT (C).

The two recursive calls add to the setsV1, . . . , Vc the subsetsV
⃗y1a

1 , . . . , V ⃗y1a
c andV ⃗y2a

1 , . . . , V ⃗y2a
c ,

respectively, with the property that for each t ∈ [2], the sequence (V y⃗ta
1 , . . . , V y⃗ta

c ) is an in-

dexed partition of L(T )[y⃗ta] of cost qt encoded byHt. So again by Lemma 10.13, the sequence

V a⃗b
1 , . . . , V a⃗b

c given by V a⃗b
j = V ⃗y1a

j ∪ V ⃗y2a
j is an indexed partition of L(T )[a⃗b] of cost q en-

coded by H. Since the recursive calls already added each set V a⃗b
j to Vj , we are done.

Thus running Populate(x⃗p, qλ(x⃗p),Hλ(x⃗p))will create an indexed partition (V1, . . . , Vc) ofL(T )[x⃗p]
of cost qλ(x⃗p) encoded by Hλ(x⃗p); the partition is stored implicitly as sets E1, . . . , Ec. So letting
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Cx⃗p = {V1, . . . , Vc}\{∅}, the nonempty sets inE1, . . . , Ec form aepT (Cx⃗p). Tracing the execution of
Populate, it is easy to verify that this set aepT (Cx⃗p) can be computed in timeOc,ℓ(|cutx⃗p(Cx⃗p)|+1),
where cutx⃗p(Cx⃗p) is the set of nodes of T that are children of x⃗p that are cut by Cx⃗p.

Now let C :=
⋃

x⃗p∈A Cx⃗p, so that C is encoded by aepT (C) :=
⋃

x⃗p∈A aepT (Cx⃗p). Then by

Corollary 10.26, C is indeed a minimal c-small k-closure of Tpref . The set of nodes cut by C is exactly

cutT (C) = Tpref ∪
⋃

x⃗p∈A cutx⃗p(Cx⃗p). The set aepT (C) can be found by invoking the function

Populate(x⃗p, qλ(x⃗p),Hλ(x⃗p)) for each x⃗p ∈ A separately and gathering the nonempty sets of

edges after each call. The time complexity of all recursive calls is bounded by

Oc,ℓ(
∑
x⃗p∈A

|cutx⃗p(Cx⃗p)|+ 1) ⩽ Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |+
∑
x⃗p∈A

|cutx⃗p(Cx⃗p)|) = Oc,ℓ(|cutT (C)|),

since |A| = |Tpref |+ 1. This finishes the description of the effective reconstruction of cutT (C) and
aepT (C).

Obtaining the decomposition of the closure. The final object we are required to return is

a rank decomposition (T ⋆, λ⋆) of (G[C], C) of width at most 2k. Remembering that the partition

C reconstructed a moment ago is represented byDλ, we observe that the task at hand can be accom-

plished by:

• computing a rank decomposition (T□, λ□) of (Gλ,Dλ) of width at most 2k, and

• producing a rank decomposition (T ⋆, λ⋆) of (G[C], C) by settingT ⋆ := T□
and settingλ⋆(C) :=

λ□(RC) for every C ∈ C, where RC ∈ Cλ is a representative of C in G.

The former step is done by constructing the annotated decomposition Tλ of (Gλ,Dλ) (of width at

most csℓ + ℓ = Oc,ℓ(1)) explicitly in time Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |). Since the rankwidth of (Gλ,Dλ) – equal

to the rankwidth of (G[C], C) – is at most 2k, we apply Lemma 10.12 in time Oc,ℓ(|Tpref |) and we

are done. The latter step can then be performed in time O(|Tpref |) as long as C is represented by

aepT (C); or in other words, λ⋆ is represented as a function λ : aepT (C) → L⃗(T ⋆). This concludes
the proof of Lemma 5.7.

11 Conclusions

We gave a data structure for maintaining bounded-width rank decompositions of dynamic graphs

of bounded rankwidth in subpolynomial time per update. We also used this data structure to give an

almost-linear time parameterized algorithm for computing an optimum-width rank decomposition

of a given graph. Along the way, we proved several auxiliary structural and algorithmic results

for rankwidth. An important conceptual contribution of our work appears to be the definition of

annotated rank decompositions, together with the efficient algorithms formanipulating them and for

translating dynamic programming from other representations of rank decompositions to annotated

rank decompositions. We then discuss future research directions and make some additional remarks

about our results.

The obvious interesting open problem is to improve the dynamic algorithm of Theorem 1.3 to

work in Ok(log
O(1) n) time per update, instead of the current 2Ok(

√
logn log logn)

time. This would

also improve the algorithm of Theorem 1.1 to Ok(n log
O(1) n) + O(m) time. The same problem is

open for dynamic treewidth, so the natural path to solve it would be to first improve the dynamic

treewidth algorithm of [KMN
+
23], and then generalize the result to rankwidth. However, we note
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that the tools developed in Section 5 appear to give a cleaner and more elegant framework for dy-

namic rankwidth than the framework for dynamic treewidth of [KMN
+
23] is, so it could make sense

to approach dynamic treewidth via dynamic rankwidth, or perhaps via dynamic branchwidth.

In Theorem 1.4 we gave a framework for applying edge updates defined by CMSO1 sentences.

In this framework, the time required to apply the update is at least linear in the number of vertices

incident to the edges updated. It would be interesting to explore whether this limitation could be

lifted for some types of edge updates. In particular, would there exist a framework for updating

many edges at once, where the update time could be sublinear in the number of vertices incident to

the edges updated?

Rankwidth of graphs is related to branchwidth of matroids, so it would be interesting to explore

whether our techniques could be extended into that setting. We note that by the connection proved

by Oum [Oum05], all rankwidth algorithms directly apply to branchwidth of binary matroids when

the binary matroid is represented by its fundamental graph, so Theorem 1.1 gives an improvement

in this setting. However, our techniques do not seem to directly apply to the more interesting setting

of linear matroids represented by matrices.

In Theorem 1.4 we support operations that take some partial vertex-labeling as an input. We note

that Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 can be easily extended to the setting where instead of a graph, we main-

tain a vertex-labeled graph with a bounded number of labels that can be accessed by the LinCMSO1

formulas. This extension can be done simply by gadgeteering: We can add some number of degree-

1 neighbors to each vertex to encode the label of that vertex. These gadgeteering techniques also

appear applicable for extending our results to the setting of rankwidth/cliquewidth of more gen-

eral binary relational structures, with an approximation factor depending on the exact definition of

rankwidth in that setting.

Lastly, we remark that our dynamic algorithm works in spaceOk(n), and the algorithm of The-

orem 1.1 in spaceOk(n)+O(m). In particular, the dynamic algorithm could be interesting from the

viewpoint of models of computation with limited space, as its space complexity can be sublinear in

the total size n+m of the graph.
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A Logarithmic height rank decompositions

We show that rank decompositions can be turned into logarithmic height, which is based on [CK07].

Lemma 3.2. There is an algorithm that given a (rooted) rank decomposition (T, λ) of a partitioned
graph (G, C) of width k, in time O(|V (T )| log |V (T )|) returns a rooted rank decomposition of (G, C)
of height O(log |V (T )|) and width at most 2k.

Proof. We assume that the components C ∈ C in the representation of λ are represented as pointers

so that the representation of λ is of size O(|V (T )|). Let us also assume without loss of generality

that (T, λ) is unrooted.
We will construct a binary tree T ∗

of height O(log |V (T )|) so that

1. every node t ∈ V (T ∗) is labeled with a subtree δ(t) of T that contains at least one leaf of T ,

2. for each t ∈ V (T ∗) there are at most two edges of T that have one endpoint in V (δ(t)) and
another endpoint in V (T ) \ V (δ(t)), and

3. if δ(t) contains at least two leaves of T , then t has two children c1 and c2 so thatL(T )∩L(δ(t))
is the disjoint union of L(T ) ∩ L(δ(c1)) and L(T ) ∩ L(δ(c2)).

Before giving the algorithm to construct T ∗
, let us observe that T ∗

can be transformed into a

rooted rank decomposition (T ∗, λ∗) of (G, C) of height O(log |V (T )|) and width at most 2k: Note
that for each leaf l ∈ L(T ∗), the subtree δ(l) contains exactly one leaf of T , and these leaves of
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T are distinct for distinct leaves of T ∗
. Therefore, there is a natural bijection between L(T ) and

L(T ∗), so we construct λ∗ simply by following this bijection. This construction can be implemented

in O(|V (T )|) time. Then, Item 2 implies that for each t ∈ V (T ∗) (except the root), it holds that

L(T ∗)[t] = L(T )[x⃗y] ∩ L(T )[z⃗w] for some x⃗y, z⃗w ∈ E⃗(T ). Because of submodularity of cutrkG,
this implies that cutrkG(L(T ∗)[t]) ⩽ cutrkG(L(T )[x⃗y]) + cutrkG(L(T )[z⃗w]) ⩽ 2k, which implies

that (T ∗, λ∗) has width at most 2k.
Then we describe an algorithm to construct such T ∗

in time O(|V (T )| log |V (T )|). The algo-
rithm constructs T ∗

recursively top-down, in particular, each recursive step takes a subtree δ(t) of
T as an input and if it contains at least two leaves of T , constructs the subtrees δ(c1) and δ(c2) of
T for the two children c1 and c2 of t, and recurses to c1 and c2. Alternatively, we can also construct

subtrees δ(c1), δ(c2), δ(c3), δ(c4) of T , where c1 and c2 will be the children of t, and c3 and c4 the
children of c1, and then recurse to c2, c3, and c4.

Denote X = L(T ) ∩ L(δ(t)). If there is at most one edge of T that has an endpoint in both

V (δ(t)) and V (T ) \ V (δ(t)), we pick an edge xy ∈ E(δ(t)) so that |X ∩ L(δ(t))[x⃗y]| ⩽ 2
3 |X| and

|X ∩ L(δ(t))[y⃗x]| ⩽ 2
3 |X|, and let δ(c1) and δ(c2) be the two connected components of δ(t) − xy.

Such xy can be shown to exist by a simple walking argument on δ(t).
Then suppose there are two edges ofT that have an endpoint in bothV (δ(t)) andV (T )\V (δ(t)).

If both of them are incident to the same node x of δ(t), we can set δ(t) := δ(t)− {x} and apply the

case of one edge. Therefore suppose one of them is incident to a node x of δ(t) and other to a node

y ̸= x of δ(t). Note that both x and y have degree 2 in δ(t). Let x = z1, z2, . . . , zℓ = y be the unique
path between x and y in δ(t). Now, each node zi on this path is incident to exactly one oriented edge
w⃗izi ∈ E⃗(δ(t)) so that wi is not on the path, and moreover, the sets L(δ(t))[w⃗izi] form a partition

ofX . Let us pick the smallest r so that
∑r

i=1 |L(δ(t))[w⃗izi]| ⩾ |X|
3 . First, if zr ∈ {x, y}, we let δ(c1)

be the connected component of δ(t)−{zr} that contains all vertices on the path except zr , and δ(c2)
the connected component that is disjoint with the path. It can be observed that both of them satisfy

Item 2. Moreover, we observe that δ(c1) contains at most
2
3 |X| leaves inX , and there is at most one

edge of T that has endpoints in both V (δ(c2)) and V (T )− V (δ(c2)), namely the edge wrzr .
It remains to consider the case zr /∈ {x, y}. We first let δ(c1) and δ(c2) be the two connected

components of δ(t) − zrzr+1, with x ∈ V (δ(c1)) and y ∈ V (δ(c2)). Then, we let δ(c3) and δ(c4)
be the two connected components of δ(c1)− {zr}, with x ∈ V (δ(c3)). We observe that each of the

constructed subtrees satisfy Item 2. Moreover, each of δ(c2) and δ(c3) contain at most
2
3 |X| leaves

inX , and there is at most one edge of T that has endpoints in both V (δ(c4)) and V (T )− V (δ(c4)),
namely the edge wrzr .

Clearly, each recursive call of this algorithm can be implemented in O(|δ(t)|) time. To obtain

both the total time complexityO(|V (T )| log |V (T )|) and theO(log |V (T )|) height of T ∗
, it remains

to bound the height of this recursion tree. We recall that if there is at most one edge that has

endpoints in V (δ(t)) and V (T ) − V (δ(t)), then the size of X shrinks by at least a factor
1
3 when

going to the children. Also, in the other two cases, the only case when we recurse to a child where

the size of X does not shrink by a factor of
1
3 is when there is only one edge of T with endpoints

in both the subtree of this child and outside of it. We conclude that on any path of length 4 that

goes from a node in T ∗
towards some leaf of T ∗

, the size of X must shrink by a factor of at least
1
3 ,

implying that the height of T ∗
is O(log |V (T )|).
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B Cliquewidth

In this appendix we give the definition of cliquewidth, show that annotated rank decompositions

can be translated into cliquewidth expressions, show that automata working on cliquewidth expres-

sions can be translated into rank decomposition automata, and use this to translate known dynamic

programming algorithms on cliquewidth to rank decomposition automata.

B.1 Definition and k-expressions

Cliquewidth was introduced by Courcelle, Engelfriet, and Rozenberg [CER93] and defined in its

modern form by Courcelle in [Cou95]. Next we define cliquewidth similarly to [CMR00]. Let k ∈ N.
A tuple G = (G,V1, . . . , Vk) is a k-graph ifG is a graph and V1, . . . , Vk are disjoint subsets of V (G)
whose union equals V (G) (they are not a partition because they are indexed by [k] and allowed to

be empty). We define three types of operations for constructing k-graphs. First, the disjoint union
of two k-graphs G1 = (G1, V 1

1 , . . . , V
1
k ) and G2 = (G2, V 2

1 , . . . , V
2
k ) where G

1
and G2

are disjoint

is defined as

G1 ⊕ G2 = (G1 ∪G2, V 1
1 ∪ V 2

1 , . . . , V
1
k ∪ V 2

k ), where G
1 ∪G2

is the union of G1
and G2

.

Then, η(i, j)(G) for i, j ∈ [k] with i ̸= j denotes the k-graph obtained from G = (G,V1, . . . , Vk) by
adding all possible edges between Vi and Vj , i.e.,

η(i, j)(G) = (G′, V1, . . . , Vk), where V (G′) = V (G) and E(G′) = E(G)∪{uv | u ∈ Vi∧v ∈ Vj}.

Then, π(i, j)(G) for i, j ∈ [k] with i ̸= j denotes the k-graph obtained from G by renaming i into j,
i.e.,

π(i, j)(G) = (G,V ′
1 , . . . , V

′
k), where V

′
i = ∅, V ′

j = Vi ∪ Vj , and V ′
l = Vl for l ∈ [k] \ {i, j}.

A graph has cliquewidth at most k if it can be constructed from single-vertex k-graphs by using

these operations.

More formally, we let opk = {⊕} ∪
⋃

i,j∈[k]|i ̸=j{η(i, j), π(i, j)} denote the set of operations on

k-graphs. We define that k-expression is a triple Expr = (T,U, µ), where T is a rooted tree whose

every node has at most two children and µ : V (T ) → U ∪ opk is a labeling of its nodes so that

• the restriction µ|L(T ) of µ to the leaves of T is a bijection µ|L(T ) : L(T ) → U ,

• every node t with one child is labeled with µ(t) ∈ opk \ (U ∪ {⊕}) for some i, j ∈ [k] with
i ̸= j, and

• every node t with two children is labeled with µ(t) = ⊕.

We recursively define that a node t ∈ V (T ) encodes a k-graph ζ(t) = (G,V1, . . . , Vk) if

• t is a leaf, G is the graph with a single vertex µ(t), and V1 = V (G),

• t has one child c and ζ(t) = µ(t)(ζ(c)), or

• t has two children c1, c2 and ζ(t) = ζ(c1)⊕ ζ(c2).
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We say that Expr encodes a graph G if its root encodes a k-graph (G,V1, . . . , Vk) for some

V1, . . . , Vk. We note that if Expr encodes G, then V (G) = U . Now the more formal definition of

cliquewidth is that the cliquewidth of G is the smallest k so that there exists a k-expression that

encodes G.
Then we prove that an annotated rank decompositions of width k that encodes a graph G can

be turned in Ok(n) time to a (2k+1 − 1)-expression that encodes G. Our proof follows the original
construction of Oum and Seymour [OS06], but optimizes it to linear time in the case of annotated

rank decompositions. The definitions and auxiliary lemmas used for proving this will also be used

in the next subsection for translating automata working on k-expressions to automata working on

annotated rank decompositions. We will use some definitions that are introduced in Section 6.1.

Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be an annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G and

has width ℓ. We start with an observation that allows to optimize the k of the expression by one.

Observation B.1. Let x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ). There are at most 2ℓ − 1 vertices v ∈ R(x⃗y) so that NE(xy)(v) is
non-empty.

Proof. LetM be the |R(x⃗y)|×|R(y⃗x)|matrix describing adjacencies of E(xy). We have that the rank

ofM is at most ℓ, so it has a row-basis of size ℓ. All other rows can be written as linear combinations

of this row-basis with coefficients 0 and 1, so there are at most 2ℓ − 1 different non-zero rows.

Then let k = 2 · 2ℓ − 1. We define the k-graph associated with an oriented edge x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) to
be the k-graph

G(x⃗y) = (G(x⃗y), V1(x⃗y), . . . , Vk(x⃗y)),

so that G(x⃗y) = G[L(T )[x⃗y]] and where the sets V1(x⃗y), . . . , Vk(x⃗y) are defined as follows. Let

ξx⃗y : R(x⃗y) → [2ℓ] be the injective function that maps each v ∈ R(x⃗y) to ξx⃗y(v) ∈ [2ℓ] so that

• if NE(xy)(v) = ∅ then ξx⃗y(v) = 2ℓ, and

• otherwise ξx⃗y(v) is the number i ∈ [2ℓ − 1] so that there are exactly i− 1 vertices u ∈ R(x⃗y)
with u < v and NE(xy)(u) ̸= ∅.

Let v ∈ V (G(x⃗y)). There exists unique rv ∈ R(x⃗y) so thatNG(rv)∩L(T )[y⃗x] = NG(v)∩L(T )[y⃗x].
We assign v to the set Vξx⃗y(rv). This concludes the definition of G(x⃗y). We observe that ξx⃗y can be

computed fromR(x⃗y) and E(xy) in time Oℓ(1).
Then we show that these graphs can be inductively constructed on the rank decomposition by

operations in opk.

Lemma B.2. Let x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) be a non-leaf oriented edge and ⃗c1x, ⃗c2x be the children of x⃗y. The
k-graph G(x⃗y) can be produced by a sequence of O(k2) operations in opk from the k-graphs G( ⃗c1x)
and G( ⃗c2x). Moreover, this sequence of operations depends only on the transition signature τ(T , x⃗y)
and can be computed given it in Oℓ(1) time.

Proof. We give the construction of G(x⃗y) from G( ⃗c1x) and G( ⃗c2x). Because |R(c⃗ix)| ⩽ 2ℓ, the sets
V2ℓ+1(c⃗ix), . . . , V2·2ℓ−1(c⃗ix) are empty for both ci ∈ {c1, c2}. We start by applying the operations

π(j, j+2ℓ) for all j ∈ [2ℓ−1] to the k-graph G( ⃗c2x). Let G′( ⃗c2x) be the resulting k-graph. Then, let
G′′(x⃗y) = G( ⃗c1x)⊕ G′( ⃗c2x). For each u ∈ R( ⃗c1x) and v ∈ R( ⃗c2x), we know whether uv ∈ E(G)
by inspecting F(c1xc2) and E(xc2), and we know that uv /∈ E(G) if ξ ⃗c1x(u) = 2ℓ or ξ ⃗c2x(v) = 2ℓ.
If uv ∈ E(G), we apply the operation η(ξ ⃗c1x(u), ξ ⃗c2x(v) + 2ℓ) to G′′(x⃗y).

It remains to rename the labels of the representatives. Assume ℓ ⩾ 1 since otherwise there

is nothing to do. We construct a function f : [k] → [2ℓ] so that for each u ∈ R( ⃗c1x) we have
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f(ξ ⃗c1x(u)) = ξx⃗y(F(c1xy)(u))); and similarly, for each v ∈ R( ⃗c2x) with ξ ⃗c2x(v) ̸= 2ℓ we have

f(ξ ⃗c2x(v) + 2ℓ) = ξx⃗y(F(c2xy)(v))). Since k > 2ℓ, it is straightforward to produce a sequence of

O(k) operations π(·, ·) that, in total, remaps each label i ∈ [k] to the label f(i).
We observe that this sequence of operations depends only on τ(T , x⃗y) and can be computed

from it in Oℓ(1) time. It remains to prove that it correctly produces the k-graph G(x⃗y). Let G∗ =
(G∗, V ∗

1 , . . . , V
∗
k ) denote the k-graph resulting from the operations. We prove that G∗

and G(x⃗y)
are equal.

Let us first check that G∗ = G[L(T )[x⃗y]]. We have V (G∗) = V (G(x⃗y)) by construction.

Let G′′(x⃗y) = (G′′(x⃗y), V ′′
1 , . . . , V

′′
k ). We have V ′′

1 ∪ . . . ∪ V ′′
2ℓ−1

⊆ L(T )[ ⃗c1x] and V
′′
2ℓ+1

∪ . . . ∪
V ′′
2·2ℓ−1

⊆ L(T )[ ⃗c2x]. Therefore, our operations did not add edges between the pairs of vertices

in L(T )[ ⃗c1x], nor between the pairs of vertices in L(T )[ ⃗c2x], so we have that G∗[L(T )[ ⃗c1x]] =
G(x⃗y)[L(T )[ ⃗c1x]] and G

∗[L(T )[ ⃗c2x]] = G(x⃗y)[L(T )[ ⃗c2x]]. It remains to check edges between

L(T )[ ⃗c1x] and L(T )[ ⃗c2x]. By our construction we have that edges between u ∈ R( ⃗c1x) and

v ∈ R( ⃗c2x) are as claimed. Suppose that v ∈ L(T )[ ⃗c1x] and rv ∈ R( ⃗c1x) is the node so that

NG(rv) ∩ L(T )[x⃗c1] = NG(v) ∩ L(T )[x⃗c1]. We have that v and rv are in the same set V ′′
l , and

therefore NG∗(v) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗c2x] = NG∗(rv) ∩ L(T )[ ⃗c2x]. Therefore, because the neighborhood of

rv to L(T )[ ⃗c2x] is correct and L(T )[ ⃗c2x] ⊆ L(T )[x⃗c1], we deduce that the neighborhood of v to

L(T )[ ⃗c2x] is also correct.

Let us then check that V ∗
j = Vj(x⃗y) for all j ∈ [k]. Consider v ∈ R( ⃗c1x). By definitions of

annotated rank decompositions we have that NG(v) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x] = NG(F(c1xy)(v)) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x],
which readily implies that v ∈ V ∗

j if and only if v ∈ Vj(x⃗y). Then consider v ∈ L(T )[ ⃗c1x], and
again let rv ∈ R( ⃗c1x) be the node so thatNG(rv)∩L(T )[x⃗c1] = NG(v)∩L(T )[x⃗c1]. We have that

v and rv are in the same set V ′′
l , so they end up in the same set V ∗

j . Because L(T )[y⃗x] ⊆ L(T )[x⃗c1],
we have that NG(rv) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x] = NG(v) ∩ L(T )[y⃗x], so the correctness of v follows from the

correctness of rv . The proof for v ∈ L(T )[ ⃗c2x] is similar.

Then, with similar arguments we can show that a k-graph representing G can be constructed

from G(x⃗y) and G(y⃗x) for some edge xy ∈ E(T ). We omit the proof as it is similar to the proof of

Lemma B.2.

Lemma B.3. Let xy ∈ E(T ). The k-graph (G,V (G), ∅, . . . , ∅) can be produced by a sequence of
O(k2) operations in opk from the k-graphs G(x⃗y) and G(y⃗x). Moreover, this sequence of operations
depends only on the edge signature σ(T , x⃗y).

Now we are ready to give the algorithm to translate annotated rank decompositions into k-
expressions.

Lemma B.4. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T of width ℓ that
encodes a graph G, in time Oℓ(|T |) outputs a (2ℓ+1 − 1)-expression that encodes G.

Proof. Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) and k = (2ℓ+1 − 1), and let us use the definitions introduced

in this subsection. We choose an arbitrary edge ab ∈ E(T ). By using Lemma B.2, we compute

for each non-leaf oriented edge x⃗y ∈ predT (a⃗b) ∪ predT (b⃗a) a rooted tree with O(k2) nodes, so
that the internal nodes are labeled with operations in opk and the two leaves are labeled with the

two child edges ⃗c1x and ⃗c2x of x⃗y, so that it corresponds to a sequence of operations in opk that

turn G( ⃗c1x) and G( ⃗c2x) into G(x⃗y). We also use Lemma B.3 to compute the rooted tree withO(k2)
nodes, so that the internal nodes are labeled with operations in opk and the two leaves are labeled

with a and b, so that it corresponds to a sequence of operations in opk that turn G(a⃗b) and G(b⃗a)
into (G,V (G), ∅, . . . , ∅). For each leaf edge l⃗p ∈ L⃗(T ) we compute the k-expression with at most
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one operation that turns the k-graph (G[R(l⃗p), V1, ∅, . . . , ∅]) into G(l⃗p). Now, we observe that by
gluing these O(|T |) trees we computed together, we obtain a k-expression that encodes G. This
takes in total Oℓ(|T |) time.

B.2 Automata on k-expressions

We then define automata working on k-expressions. Our definitions do not strictly follow any lit-

erature as they are geared to our notation and the goal of proving Lemma B.5, but can be seen as

equivalent to definitions given by Courcelle and Engelfriet [CE12].

A k-expression automaton is a 6-tuple A = (Q,Γ, ι, χ, ψ, ϕ) that consists of

• a state set Q,

• a vertex label set Γ,

• an initial mapping ι that maps a single-vertex graph labeled with γ ∈ Γ to a state ι(γ) ∈ Q,

• a transition mapping ψ that maps every pair of form (µ, q), where µ ∈ opk \ {⊕} and q ∈ Q
to a state ψ(µ, q) ∈ Q,

• a transition mapping χ that maps every pair of states (q1, q2) ∈ Q×Q to a state χ(q1, q2) ∈ Q,

and

• a final mapping ϕ that maps each state q ∈ Q to a state ϕ(q) ∈ Q.

The evaluation time of the automaton is the maximum running time to compute the functions ι,
ψ, χ, and ϕ given their arguments.

Let Expr = (T, V (G), µ) be a k-expression that encodes a graph G and α : V (G) → Γ a vertex-

labeling of G with Γ. The run of A on the pair (Expr, α) is the unique mapping ρ : V (T ) → Q so

that

• for each leaf l ∈ L(T ) it holds that ρ(l) = ι(α(µ(t))),

• for each node t ∈ V (T ) that has one child c it holds that ρ(t) = ψ(µ(t), ρ(c)), and

• for each node t ∈ V (T ) that has two children c1, c2 with c1 < c2 it holds that ρ(t) =
χ(ρ(c1), ρ(c2)).

The valuation ofA on (Expr, α) is ϕ(ρ(r)), where r is the root of T . We say thatA is expression-
oblivious if its valuation on (Expr, α) depends only on the graphG encoded by Expr and the labeling
α. In that case, we call this also the valuation of A on (G,α). The purpose of the final mapping ϕ
in the definition is to be able to make k-expression automata expression-oblivious, for example, if

the purpose ofA is to decide whetherG satisfies some graph property, then the image of ϕ could be

just {⊥,⊤}, while Q could be much larger in order to represent intermediate computations.

We are now ready to prove that k-expression automata can be translated into rank decomposi-

tion automata. This is not surprising since the construction of (2ℓ+1 − 1)-expression from a rank

decomposition of width ℓ in Lemma B.4 works in a local manner. The proof uses definitions of rank

decomposition automata from Section 6.1.
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Lemma B.5. Let ℓ ∈ N and k = 2ℓ+1 − 1. Given an expression-oblivious k-expression automaton
Aex = (Q,Γ, ι, χ, ψ, ϕ)with evaluation time β, it is possible to construct a rank decomposition automa-
ton Ard = (Q,Γ, ι′, δ, ε) of width ℓ and evaluation time Oℓ(β), so that if T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) is
an annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G and has width at most ℓ, α : V (G) → Γ is
a vertex-labeling of G with Γ, and a, b ∈ V (T ) is a pair of adjacent nodes in T , then the valuation of
Ard on (T , a, b, α) is the same as the valuation of Aex on (G,α).

Proof. We use the definitions of G(x⃗y) and ξx⃗y introduced in Appendix B.1. By Lemma B.2 we can

associate with each x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) a k-expression Expr(x⃗y) = (T ex(x⃗y),L(T )[x⃗y], µ(x⃗y)) so that the

root of T ex(x⃗y) encodes G(x⃗y), and if x⃗y is non-leaf then Expr(x⃗y) is constructed by combining

Expr( ⃗c1x) and Expr( ⃗c2x) by Oℓ(1) operations in opk that depend only on τ(T , x⃗y). In particular,

if Tpref is the prefix of T ex(x⃗y) so that the connected components of T ex(x⃗y) − Tpref are T
ex( ⃗c1x)

and T ex( ⃗c2x), then the pair Expr(τ(T , x⃗y)) = (T ex(x⃗y)[Tpref ∪ App(Tpref)], µ(x⃗y)|Tpref
) depends

only on τ(T , x⃗y). The tree T ex(x⃗y)[Tpref∪App(Tpref)] has exactly two leaves that correspond to the
roots of Expr( ⃗c1x) and Expr( ⃗c2x), and we let names of these leaves be l1 and l2 so that li corresponds
to ci (note that τ(T , x⃗y) includes the subtree T [{x, y, c1, c2}] so this is allowed). If x⃗y is a leaf edge
then T ex(x⃗y) is the k-expression consisting of at most two nodes that encodes G(x⃗y).

Then we define the automaton Ard = (Q,Γ, ι′, δ, ε). Like indicated by the notation, the sets

Q and Γ are the same as for the automaton Aex = (Q,Γ, ι, χ, ψ, ϕ). The function ι′ is defined as

follows: Let σ be an edge signature σ = (Ra
σ,Rb

σ, Eσ) and γ a function γ : Ra
σ → Γ. If Ra

σ is a set

consisting of a single vertex v, we set ι′(σ, γ) = ι(γ(v)). Otherwise, we set ι′(σ, γ) to be an arbitrary
state in Q. Note that Ard is required to work only on annotated rank decompositions that encode

graphs, for which the latter case never happens.

The mapping δ(τ, q1, q2), where τ is a transition signature and q1, q2 ∈ Q is defined as follows.

We take the pair Expr(τ) = (T ∗, µ∗) defined earlier in the course of the proof. Let L(T ∗) = {l1, l2}.
Then we take the run of Aex on (T ∗, µ∗), defined as a function ρ : V (T ∗) → Q so that for the two

leaves l1, l2 we have ρ(l1) = q1 and ρ(l2) = q2, and for other nodes the run is defined as per the

usual definition of a run of Aex. Then, we set δ(τ, q1, q2) = ρ(r), where r is the root of T ∗
. Before

defining ε we can observe that the following claim follows from our construction.

Observation B.6. Let x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) and ρrd : predT (x⃗y) → Q be the run ofArd on (T , x⃗y, α). Let also
ρex : V (T ex(x⃗y)) → Q be the run of Aex on Expr(x⃗y). Then ρrd(x⃗y) = ρex(r(x⃗y)), where r(x⃗y) is
the root of T ex(x⃗y).

Next we define ε. By Lemma B.2, the k-graph G = (G,V (G), ∅, . . . , ∅) can be constructed

from the k-graphs G(x⃗y) and G(y⃗x) by Oℓ(1) applications of operations in opk that depend only

on the edge signature σ(T , x⃗y). Therefore, we can similarly define a k-expression Expr(x, y) =
(T ex(x⃗y),L(T )[x⃗y], µ(x⃗y)) that encodes G and is constructed by combining Expr(x⃗y) and Expr(y⃗x)
byOℓ(1) operations in opk that depend only on σ(T , x⃗y). We can also define a pair Expr(σ(T , x⃗y))
to describe how exactly these k-expressions should be combined.

Now, ε(σ, q1, q2) can be constructed from Expr(σ) similarly as δ was constructed from Expr(τ)
and finally applying the mapping ϕ, so that the valuation of Ard on (T , x, y, α) is the same as the

valuation of Aex on (Expr(x, y), α). Now because Aex is expression-oblivious, the valuation of Aex

on (Expr(x, y), α) is the valuation of Aex on (G,α), which concludes the correctness of the con-

struction. In the constructions of the functions δ and ε we apply the functions χ,ψ, and ϕ Oℓ(1)
times, so the evaluation time of Ard is Oℓ(β).

We note that the properties of Ard asserted in the statement of Lemma B.5 imply that it is

decomposition-oblivious.

115



B.3 CMSO1

Weuse definitions ofCMSO1 logic given in Section 6.2. The following theoremwas given in [CMR00]

(see also [CE12, Section 6]).

Theorem B.7 ([CMR00]). There is an algorithm that given a CMSO1 sentence φ with p free set
variables and k ∈ N, in time Oφ,k(1) constructs an decomposition-oblivious k-expression automa-
ton A = (Q,Γ, ι, χ, ψ, ϕ) so that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is ⊤ ∈ Q if and only if
(G,α) |= φ, the number of states is |Q| ⩽ Oφ,k(1), and the evaluation time is Oφ,k(1).

By combining Lemma B.5 and Theorem B.7, we immediately obtain the following.

Lemma 6.2. There is an algorithm that given a CMSO1 sentence φwith p free set variables and ℓ ∈ N,
in timeOφ,ℓ(1) constructs a decomposition-oblivious rank decomposition automatonA = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε)
of width ℓ so that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is ⊤ ∈ Q if and only if (G,α) |= φ, the
number of states is |Q| ⩽ Oφ,ℓ(1), and the evaluation time is Oφ,ℓ(1).

Then we prove Lemma 6.3 by using Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.3. There is an algorithm that given a LinCMSO1 sentence φ with p free set variables and
ℓ ∈ N, in time Oφ,ℓ(1) constructs a decomposition-oblivious rank decomposition automaton A =
(Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) of width ℓ so that Γ = 2[p], the valuation of A on (G,α) is equal to the value of φ on
(G,α), and the evaluation time is Oφ,ℓ(1).

Proof. Denote φ = (ϕ, f), where ϕ is a CMSO1 sentence with p + q free variables, where p is the
number of free variables of φ. Let f(x1, . . . , xq) = c0 + c1x1 + . . .+ cqxq . We first use Lemma 6.2

to turn ϕ into a rank decomposition automaton A′ = (Q′,Γ′, ι′, δ′, ε′) of width ℓ.
Let T = (T, V (G),R, E ,F) be an annotated rank decomposition that encodes a graph G, Γ =

2[p], and α : V (G) → Γ a vertex-labeling of G. Then, for a set X ⊆ V (G) and a vertex labeling

α′ : X → 2[p+1,p+q]
, we define val(X,α′) = f(|X1|, . . . , |Xq|)whereXi = {v ∈ X | i+p ∈ α′(v)}.

We also denote by α|X ∪α′
the function α|X ∪α′ : X → 2[p+q]

with (α|X ∪α′)(v) = α|X(v)∪α′(v)
for all v ∈ X . Then for every pair (x⃗y, s) with x⃗y ∈ E⃗(T ) and s ∈ Q′

, we define maxval(x⃗y, s)
to be the maximum value of val(L(T )[x⃗y], α′) over all functions α′ : L(T )[x⃗y] → 2[p+1,p+q]

so that

the valuation of A′
on (T , x⃗y, α ∪ α′) is s, or −∞ if no such α′

exists.

Now, the state set of A is the set of all functions g : Q′ → Z ∪ {−∞}, and we can define the

transitions of A so that the valuation of A on (T , x⃗y, α) is the function gx⃗y that maps each s ∈ Q′

to maxval(x⃗y, s). In particular, for non-leaf edges x⃗y with child edges ⃗c1x and ⃗c2x this can be done

by setting for each s ∈ Q′
the value gx⃗y(s) to be the maximum of g ⃗c1x(s1) + g ⃗c2x(s2) − c0 so that

δ(τ(T , x⃗y), s1, s2) = s. The construction of the initial mapping ι is straightforward. We observe

that we can construct the final mapping similarly, so that valuation of A on (G,α) is equal to the

maximum value of val(V (G), α′) over all functionsα′ : V (G) → 2[p+q]
so that the valuation ofA′

on

(G,α∪α′) is⊤, and if no such α′
exists, the valuation is⊥. This gives evaluation timeO(|Q′|2 ·β),

where β is the evaluation time of A′
, resulting in Oℓ,φ(1) evaluation time.

Let us then also prove Lemma 4.6 here.

Lemma 4.6. There is an algorithm that given an annotated rank decomposition T of width ℓ that
encodes a partitioned graph (G, C), a graph H , and a function γ : V (G) → 2V (H), in time Oℓ,H(|T |)
either returns a witness of H as a labeled induced subgraph of (G, γ) or returns that (G, γ) does not
contain H as a labeled induced subgraph.
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Proof. We first turn T into an annotated rank decomposition T ′ = (T ′, V (G),R′, E ′,F ′) that en-
codes the graph G (instead of the partitioned graph (G, C)). This can be done in Oℓ(|T |) time by

adding a subtree of size Oℓ(1) below each leaf of T .

Let |V (H)| = p and let us index the vertices of H by u1, . . . , up. We write a CMSO1 sentence

φ of length |φ| ⩽ OH(1) with 2p free variables so that (G,X1, . . . , Xp, Y1, . . . , Yp) |= φ if and

only if |Xi| = 1 and Xi ⊆ Yi for all i ∈ [p], and G[X1 ∪ . . . ∪ Xp] is isomorphic to H with an

isomorphism that maps the single vertex vi ∈ Xi to ui. We use Lemma 6.2 to construct a rank

decomposition automaton A = (Q,Γ, ι, δ, ε) so that for all adjacent nodes x, y ∈ V (T ′), the valua-
tion of A on (T ′, x, y, α) is ⊤ if and only if α : V (G) → 2[2p] is a vertex-labeling corresponding to

X1, . . . , Xp, Y1, . . . , Yp so that (G,X1, . . . , Xp, Y1, . . . , Yp) |= φ.
We construct labeling α : V (G) → 2[2p] so that α(v) ∩ [p] = ∅ and p + i ∈ α(v) if and only

if ui ∈ γ(v). Then, if f is a function f : [p] → V (G) ∪ {⊥}, we denote by α + f the function

(α+ f) : V (G) → 2[2p] so that (α+ f)(v) = α(v)∪{i | f(i) = v}. Now, for each oriented edge x⃗y
of T ′

denote by gx⃗y the function that maps each q ∈ Q to a function gx⃗y(q) : [p] → L(T ′)[x⃗y]∪{⊥}
so that the valuation of A on (T ′, x⃗y, α + gx⃗y(q)) is q, or to ⊥ if no such function exists. Now we

can construct an auxiliary automatonA′
that computes gx⃗y for each oriented edge x⃗y of T ′

directed

towards an arbitrarily chosen root, and finally from that construct a function f : [p] → V (G)∪{⊥}
so that the valuation of A on (T ′, x, y, (α+ f)) is ⊤, or find that no such f exists. By construction,

such f corresponds to a witness of H as a labeled induced subgraph of (G, γ).

C Totally pure rank decompositions

We now formally introduce the concept of totally pure rank decompositions introduced by Jeong, Kim
and Oum [JKO21] and signaled in Section 9.1. Then we will use this definition to prove the existence

of optimum-width decompositions of subspace arrangements with bounded-size mixed skeletons.

We reuse the definitions from Section 9.1 and in the introduction below mostly follow the nota-

tion of [JKO21].

Let T = (T, λ) be an unrooted rank decomposition and T b = (T b, λb) be rooted. Let also

x ∈ V (T b). We say that T is x-disjoint if either x is the root of T b
, or T contains an edge uv such

that L(T )[u⃗v] = Vx (equivalently, u⃗v is x-full and v⃗u is x-empty).

Let Bx be the boundary space of x in T b
, defined as Bx = ⟨L(T b)[x⃗p]⟩ ∩ ⟨L(T b)[p⃗x]⟩, where p

is the parent of x in T b
; observe that equivalently, Bx = ⟨Vx⟩ ∩ ⟨V \ Vx⟩. With this in mind, we say

that an edge uv of T is x-degenerate if the following linear space equality holds:

⟨Lx(T )[u⃗v]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[v⃗u]⟩ ∩Bx.

Such an edge is proper x-degenerate if at least one of the following conditions holds:

• either u⃗v or v⃗u is x-empty; or

• there exists y ∈ V (T b)with y < x such that: (a) there exists a y-degenerate edge inT (possibly

different than uv) that is not proper, and (b) neither u⃗v nor v⃗u is y-empty.

Even though the definition above is recursive, it is defined correctly and uniquely – the notion of

proper x-degeneracy only depends on the proper y-degeneracy of edges for y < x.
An x-degenerate edge that is not proper is called improper x-degenerate. If T contains an im-

proper x-degenerate edge, we say that T is x-degenerate.

117



Next, an edge u⃗v of (T, λ) isx-guarding (or: uv x-guards its endu) if the following strict inclusion
holds:

⟨Lx(T )[u⃗v]⟩ ∩Bx ⊊ ⟨Lx(T )[v⃗u]⟩ ∩Bx.

In this case, u⃗v is improper x-guarding if all of the following conditions hold: deg(u) = 3; u⃗v is

x-mixed; and if u1, u2 are the two neighbors of u other than v, then neither u⃗1u nor u⃗2u is x-empty.

Otherwise, u⃗v is proper x-guarding.
Finally, a two-edge path uvw of (T, λ) is an x-blocking path if the following two equalities hold:

⟨Lx(T )[u⃗v]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[v⃗w]⟩ ∩Bx =: A1,

⟨Lx(T )[w⃗v]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[v⃗u]⟩ ∩Bx =: A2;

and moreover, neither A1 ⊆ A2 nor A2 ⊆ A1. (Note that this implies that dim(A1),dim(A2) > 0,
so in particular, neither u⃗v nor w⃗v is x-empty.) In this case, uvw is an improper x-blocking path if

deg(v) = 3 and v⃗′v is x-mixed, for the unique neighbor v′ of v other than u and w. Otherwise, uvw
is proper x-blocking.

With this bag of definitions at hand, we say that T is x-pure if one of the following holds:

• T is x-degenerate and x-disjoint; or

• T is notx-degenerate, and everyx-guarding edge u⃗v and everyx-guarding pathuvw is proper.

Finally, T is totally pure with respect to T b
if it is x-pure for all x ∈ V (T b).

Now, the structure theorem proven by Jeong, Kim and Oum reads as follows:

Lemma 9.7 ([JKO21, Proposition 4.6]). Let T b be a rooted rank decomposition of a subspace arrange-
ment V . Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T of the same subspace arrangement V of
optimum width that is totally pure with respect to T b.

Totally pure decompositions imply smallmixed skeletons. Recall now the definition ofmixed

skeletons from Section 9.2. Using Lemma 9.7, we will now give the omitted proof of Lemma 9.13,

which we restate below for convenience.

Lemma 9.13. There exists a function f9.13 : N → N such that the following holds. Let T b = (T b, λb)
be a rooted rank decomposition of V of width ℓ ⩾ 0. Then there exists a rooted rank decomposition T
of V of optimum width such that, for every x ∈ V (T b), the x-mixed skeleton of T contains at most
f9.13(ℓ) nodes.

Proof. Let T = (T, λ) be a rooted optimum-width rank decomposition of V that is totally pure with

respect to T b
; such a decomposition exists by Lemma 9.7. We claim that, for every x ∈ V (T b), the

height of the x-mixed skeleton of T is at most 2ℓ+2. Since mixed skeletons are rooted binary trees,

the statement of the lemma will follow immediately.

Fix x ∈ V (T b) and let TM
be the x-mixed skeleton of T . Assume for contradiction that there

exists a vertical path P = v0v1 . . . vp+1 in TM
for some p ⩾ 2ℓ + 1, where for each i ∈ [p + 1],

the node vi−1 is an ancestor of vi in T . For each i ∈ [p+ 1], define vLi as the parent of vi in T , and
for each i ∈ [0, p], define vRi as the unique child of vi in T on the simple path between vi and vi+1.

For each i ∈ [p], let v′i be the remaining child of vi in T . Note that for each i ∈ [p], the node vi is

an x-branch point (Lemma 9.12), so the edges
⃗vRi vi and

⃗v′ivi are x-mixed; moreover, the edge
⃗vLi vi

is x-mixed by Lemma 9.11.
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Recall that Bx = ⟨Lx(T b)[x⃗p]⟩ ∩ ⟨Lx(T b)[p⃗x]⟩, where p is the parent of x in T b
. Since T b

has

width ℓ, by definition we necessarily have that dim(Bx) ⩽ ℓ. Consider the following vector spaces

for each i ∈ [p+ 1]:

Ai = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vivLi ]⟩ ∩Bx,

Bi = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vLi vi]⟩ ∩Bx.

Note that
⃗vLi vi is a predecessor of

⃗vLi+1vi+1 for each i ∈ [p]. Therefore we have the following chains
of inclusions of vector spaces:

A1 ⊇ A2 ⊇ . . . ⊇ Ap+1,

B1 ⊆ B2 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Bp+1.

Each Ai and each Bi is a vector space of dimension at most ℓ since each is a subspace of Bx. Since

p ⩾ 2ℓ+ 1, we find that there exists an index t ∈ [p] such that At = At+1 and Bt = Bt+1. Because

⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vt+1vLt+1]⟩ ⊆ ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vRt vt]⟩ ⊆ ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vtvLt ]⟩ and ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vLt vt]⟩ ⊆ ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vtvRt ]⟩ ⊆
⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vLt+1vt+1]⟩, we have

⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vtvLt ]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vRt vt]⟩ ∩Bx = At and

⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vLt vt]⟩ ∩Bx = ⟨Lx(T )[ ⃗vtvRt ]⟩ ∩Bx = Bt.

We now consider several cases with regard to the containment relation between At and Bt.

• If At = Bt, then the edge e := vLt vt is by definition x-degenerate.

Suppose first e is improper. Then T is x-degenerate and so by the total purity of T , T is x-pure
and thus x-disjoint (i.e., either x is the root of T b

and then Vx = V , or there exists an edge

pq ∈ E(T ) such that L(T )[p⃗q] = Vx). However, by Lemma 9.11, the edges
⃗vLt vt and

⃗vtvLt are

both x-mixed. This is a contradiction as in an x-disjoint decomposition, there cannot exist an

edge uv ∈ E(T ) such that both u⃗v and v⃗u are x-mixed.

Now assume that e is proper. Again by Lemma 9.11, the edges
⃗vLt vt and

⃗vtvLt are both x-
mixed. By the fact that e is proper, it must be the case that for some y ∈ V (T b) with y < x,

the decomposition T is y-degenerate and neither ⃗vLt vt nor
⃗vtvLt is y-empty. By the total purity

of T , we have that T is y-disjoint. As previously, it cannot be that both
⃗vLt vt and

⃗vtvLt are

y-mixed. Therefore, one of the edges
⃗vLt vt,

⃗vtvLt is y-full. So by Observation 9.6, that edge is

x-full, too – a contradiction.

• If At ⊊ Bt, then the edge e := ⃗vtvLt is x-guarding by definition. But recall that the three

edges
⃗vtvLt ,

⃗vRt vt and
⃗v′tvt are x-mixed. Hence e is improper x-guarding by definition, which

contradicts the assumption that T is totally pure with respect to T b
.

• If Bt ⊊ At, the analogous argument follows, using the x-guarding edge ⃗vtvRt instead.

• IfAt ̸⊆ Bt andBt ̸⊆ At, then the path vLt vtv
R
t is x-blocking by definition. But since ⃗v′tvt is x-

mixed, we get that vLt vtv
R
t is improperly x-blocking and thus T is not x-pure – a contradiction.

Since we reached a contradiction in each possible case, the proof of the lemma is complete.
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