
DERIVATIVES ON GRAPHS FOR THE POSITIVE CALCULUS OF

RELATIONS WITH TRANSITIVE CLOSURE

YOSHIKI NAKAMURA

Tokyo Institute of Technology, Japan
e-mail address: nakamura.yoshiki.ny@gmail.com

Abstract. We prove that the equational theory of the positive calculus of relations with
transitive closure (PCoR*) is EXPSPACE-complete. PCoR* terms consist of the following
standard operators on binary relations: identity, empty, universality, union, intersection,
composition, converse, and reflexive-transitive closure (so, PCoR* terms subsume Kleene
algebra terms and allegory terms as fragments). Additionally, we show that the equational
theory of PCoR* extended with tests and nominals (in hybrid logic) is still EXPSPACE-
complete; moreover, it is PSPACE-complete for its intersection-free fragment.

To this end, we design derivatives on graphs by extending derivatives on words for regular
expressions. The derivatives give a finite automata construction on path decompositions,
like those on words. Because the equational theory has a linearly bounded pathwidth model
property, using these automata, we can decide the equational theory of PCoR*.

1. Introduction

We consider the positive calculus of relations with transitive closure (PCoR*) [Pou18]: the
algebraic system on binary relations with the operators {1, 0,⊤, ;,+,∩, ⌣, ∗} of identify
(1), empty (0), university (⊤), composition (;), union (+), intersection (∩), converse ( ⌣),
and reflexive-transitive closure ( ∗). Namely, PCoR* terms consist of the operators of Kleene
algebra {1, 0, ;,+, ∗} [Kle56, Con71, Koz91], those of allegory {1, ;,∩, ⌣} [FS90], and the
constant ⊤. PCoR* without ⊤ are sometimes called Kleene allegory [BP15, BP17, Nak17].

If we added the complement operator ( −) to PCoR*, then we would obtain the calculus
of relations [Tar41, TG87] with transitive closure [Ng84]. However, the equational theory
of the calculus of relations is undecidable [Tar41, TG87]. The undecidability result holds
even for the terms with the three operators {;,+, −} [Hir18] and even with one variable
[Nak19]. Additionally, even if the complement only applies to atomic terms (variables or
constants), the equational theory is still undecidable [Nak23]. In this paper, by excluding
complement, we focus on positive fragments. For Kleene algebras (w.r.t. binary relations),
the equational theory coincides with the language equivalence problem of regular expressions
(see, e.g., [Pou18, Thm. 4]), and thus, the equational theory of Kleene algebras is decidable
and PSPACE-complete, by the results on regular expressions [MS72]. For allegories (w.r.t.
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2 Y. NAKAMURA

binary relations), the equational theory coincides with the graph homomorphic equivalence
problem via an encoding of terms as graphs [FS90, AB95, CM77], and thus the equational
theory of allegories is also decidable. For the equational theory of PCoR*, Brunet and
Pous extended the graph homomorphism characterizations above using graph languages
[BP15, BP17]. By introducing Petri automata, which is an automata model for expressing
graph languages, they have shown that the equational theory of identity-free Kleene lattices
{0, ;,+,∩, +} w.r.t. relations [AMN11] is decidable and EXPSPACE-complete [BP15, BP17]
where ( +) denotes the transitive closure operator. However, the decidability and complexity
were left open for Kleene allegories and PCoR* at LICS 2015 [BP15].

Our main contribution in this work is to prove that the equational theory of PCoR* is
still decidable and EXPSPACE-complete. We first note that the equational theory has the
treewidth at most 2 model property (Prop. 2.9) and the linearly bounded pathwidth model
property (Prop. 2.10). Thus, the decidability can be derived from the decidability of MSO
over bounded treewidth structures [Cou88]. However, the naive algorithm obtained from
this fact has a non-elementary complexity (see Sect. 8, for more comparison to other systems
related to PCoR*). The EXPSPACE-hardness is shown by giving a reduction from the
universality problem of regular expressions with intersection, which is EXPSPACE-complete
[Fü80, Thm. 2]. (This was independently shown in [Nak17, BP17].)

To obtain the EXPSPACE upper bound of the equational theory of PCoR*, we use the
idea of derivatives on words for regular expressions, e.g., Brzozowski’s derivatives [Brz64]
and Antimirov’s (partial) derivatives [Ant96, BBM+16], that are tools to obtain automata
from regular expressions syntactically (we refer to the book [Sak09], for more details of
derivatives on words). In this paper, we extend the derivatives from words to graphs. To
this end, we consider Kleene lattices {1, 0, ;,+,∩, ∗}, which is a core fragment of PCoR*,
and we extend terms with labels for pointing multiple vertices on graphs (Sect. 3). Thanks
to this extension, similar to those on words, we can give derivatives on graphs/structures
(Sect. 4). Derivatives of labeled Kleene lattice terms can simulate left quotients of run (a
special form of DAG) languages (Sect. 2.2.1), as with that derivatives of regular expressions
can simulate left quotients of word languages. Moreover, we show that our derivatives are
decomposable on path decompositions (Thm. 5.5). Namely, from derivatives on (small)
pre-glued graphs, we can compute the derivative on the (large) glued graph (in this sense,
our approach can be viewed as a variant of the Feferman-Vaught decomposition theorem
[Mak04, CE12]). Thanks to this decomposition with the linearly bounded pathwidth model
property (Prop. 2.10), we can obtain an automata construction for Kleene lattice terms
(Sect. 5). Using this construction, we have that the equational theory of Kleene lattices w.r.t.
relations is EXPSPACE-complete (Cor. 5.13). Moreover, on our automata construction,
we can give encodings of the following operators: universality (⊤), converse ( ⌣), tests in
Kleene algebra with tests (KAT), and nominals in hybrid logic. Thus, the equational theory
of PCoR* is EXPSPACE-complete (Cor. 6.1), and moreover, the equational theory of PCoR*
with tests and nominals is EXPSPACE-complete (Cor. 6.3). Additionally, if the intersection
width [GLL09] is fixed (particularly, if ∩ does not occur), the equational theory of PCoR*
with tests and nominals is PSPACE-complete (Cor. 6.4).

Differences with the version at LICS 2017. This is a revised and extended version
of the paper [Nak17], presented at the 32nd Annual ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic in
Computer Science (LICS 2017). The differences from the conference version are as follows.
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• To express bounded pathwidth structures, we use a graph gluing operator (⊙) [BP16a],
instead of “Sequential Graph Constructing Procedures” (SGCPs) [Nak17]. Roughly
speaking, SGCPs enumerate a restricted (but complete to generate all structures of
pathwidth at most k) path decompositions of width at most k, but combinations of the
gluing operator enumerate all path decompositions of width at most k. The alphabet size,
here, the number of structures of size at most k, is large, naively, but we can reduce it
(see Sect. 6.3). Thanks to this separation of concerns, our formalizations are significantly
simplified without changing the essence.

• Thanks to the above, we can easily encode some extra operators, e.g., top ⊤, converse ⌣,
tests in Kleene algebra with tests, and nominals in hybrid logic (Sects. 6.1 and 6.2). In
the body of this paper, relying on these encodings, instead of PCoR* terms, we mainly
consider Kleene lattice terms—PCoR* terms without top (⊤) nor converse ( ⌣). This
separation also slightly simplifies our formalizations.

• We use runs (defined in Sect. 2.2.1), instead of “simple graphs” in [Nak17]. Because each
vertex of runs has one fun-in and one fun-out, we can more easily define left quotients,
cf. [Nak17]. Our runs are essentially those of branching automata by Lodaya and Weil
[LW98, LW00, LW01] without minor changes.

• We point out an error of [Nak17, Sect. IV] in Sect. 7.4. We give a counterexample that
the decomposition rules corresponding to the argument in [Nak17, Lem. IV.10] are not
complete (cf. Lem. 7.10), due to one-way reading. To avoid this problem, we use two-way
alternating finite automata (2AFAs), not one-way automata.

Outline. In Sect. 2, we give basic definitions, including PCoR* terms and Kleene lattice
terms (KL terms). In Sect. 3, we extend KL terms with labels. In Sect. 4, we define
derivatives on structures (graphs without interfaces) for labeled KL terms. In Sect. 5, we
give an automata construction using the derivatives. We then have that the equational
theory of KL terms is decidable and EXPSPACE-complete. In Sect. 6, we give encodings of
extra operators in our automata construction. Consequently, the equational theory of PCoR*
terms with tests and nominals is also decidable and EXPSPACE-complete. In Sect. 7, we
prove the decomposition theorem for the derivatives, which is the key to our automata
construction in Sect. 5. In Sect. 8, we conclude this paper with related and future work.

2. Preliminaries

We write N for the set of non-negative integers. For l, r ∈ N, we write [l, r] for the set
{i ∈ N | l ≤ i ≤ r}. For n ∈ N, we abbreviate [1, n] to [n]. For a set X, we write #X for the
cardinality of X and ℘(X) for the power set of X. We use ⊎ to denote that the union ∪ is
disjoint.

Word languages. We write wv for the concatenation of words w and v. We write 1 for
the empty word. For a set X of letters, we write X∗ for the set of words over X. A language
over X is a subset of X∗. We use w, v to denote words and use L,K to denote languages.
For languages L,K ⊆ X∗, the concatenation L ;K, the n-th iteration Ln (where n ∈ N), the
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Kleene plus L+, the Kleene star L∗ are defined by:

L ;K =
△ {wv | w ∈ L ∧ w ∈ K}, Ln =

△

{
L ; Ln−1 (n ≥ 1)

{1} (n = 0)
, L+ =

△
⋃
n≥1

Ln, L∗ =
△
⋃
n≥0

Ln.

Binary relations. We write △A for the identity relation on a set A: △A =
△ {⟨x, x⟩ | x ∈ A}.

For binary relations R,S on a set B, the composition R ; S, the converse R⌣, the n-th
iteration Rn (where n ∈ N), the transitive closure R+, and the reflexive transitive closure
R∗ are defined by:

R ; S =
△ {⟨x, z⟩ | ∃y, ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ R ∧ ⟨y, z⟩ ∈ S}, R⌣ =

△ {⟨x, y⟩ | ⟨y, x⟩ ∈ R},

Rn =
△

{
R ;Rn−1 (n ≥ 1)

△B (n = 0)
, R+ =

△
⋃
n≥1

Rn, R∗ =
△
⋃
n≥0

Rn.

Graphs with bi-interface. We consider graphs with bi-interface, inspired by [BP16a,
bi-interface graphs][BGK+16, symmetric monoidal strutures]. Interfaces are used to define
the series composition (Def. 2.1). Let A be a set with a map ty : A → N2; we also let ty1
and ty2 be such that ty(a) = ⟨ty1(a), ty2(a)⟩ for each a ∈ A. For n,m ∈ N, a graph G over
A (with ⟨n,m⟩-interface) is a tuple ⟨|G|, {aG}a∈A, 1G1 , . . . , 1Gn , 2G1 , . . . , 2Gm⟩, where
• |G| is a (possibly empty) set;

• aG ⊆ |G|ty1(a)+ty2(a) is a (ty1(a) + ty2(a))-ary relation for each a ∈ A;
• 1Gl ∈ |G| is the l-th source vertex for each l ∈ [n];

• 2Gr ∈ |G| is the r-th target vertex for each r ∈ [m].

Note that, if |G| = ∅, then n = m = 0. We let ty(G) =
△ ⟨ty1(G), ty2(G)⟩ =△ ⟨n,m⟩. We often

abbreviate 1G1 to 1G and 2G1 to 2G, respectively.
Let G,H be graphs over a set A with ⟨n,m⟩-interface. We say that a map f : |G| → |H|

is a graph homomorphism from G to H, written f : G −→ H, if for each a ∈ A and
x1, . . . , xn ∈ |G|, ⟨x1, . . . , xn⟩ ∈ aG implies ⟨f(x1), . . . , f(xn)⟩ ∈ aH , for each l ∈ [n],
f(1Gl ) = 1Hl , and for each r ∈ [m], f(2Gr ) = 2Hr . Particularly, we say that f is a graph
isomorphism from G to H, written f : G ∼= H, if f is a bijective graph homomorphism from G
to H, and for each a ∈ A and x1, . . . , xn ∈ |G|, ⟨x1, . . . , xn⟩ ∈ aG iff ⟨f(x1), . . . , f(xn)⟩ ∈ aH .
We write G −→ H (resp. G ∼= H) if there is some f : G −→ H (resp. f : G ∼= H). In the
sequel, we identify two graphs if there is a graph isomorphism between them (except for
structures; see Sect. 3.1); we write G = H when G ∼= H.

For instance, when A = {a, f, j} with ty(a) = ⟨1, 1⟩, ty(f) = ⟨1, 2⟩, and ty(j) = ⟨2, 1⟩
and |G| = {1, 2, 3, 4}, aG = {⟨1, 2⟩}, fG = {⟨1, 2, 3⟩}, jG = {⟨2, 3, 4⟩}, ty(G) = ⟨1, 1⟩, 1G1 = 1,
and 2G1 = 4, we depict the graph G as the figure on the left-hand side. For notational
simplicity, we often omit vertex labels and some “1” labels as the right-hand side.

1

2

3

41 1

a

f j
1

1

1
1

2

1

2

1 |
a

f j1

2

1

2

(simplified)

Wemay depict graphsG with ty(G) = ⟨n,m⟩ as one edge: .
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For an equivalence relation E on |G|, the quotient graph of G w.r.t. E is the graph

G/E =
△ ⟨|G|/E, {⟨X,Y ⟩ | ∃x ∈ X, y ∈ Y, ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ aG}a∈A, [1G1 ]E , . . . , [1Gn ]E , [2G1 ]E , . . . , [2Gm]E⟩

where X/E denotes the set of equivalence classes of X by E and [x]E denotes the equivalence
class of x.

Series and parallel composition. For graphs, we use the series composition and the parallel
composition, defined as follows.

Definition 2.1. For graphs, G =

 .
.
.

.

.

.

1

n

1

m

G

 andH =

 .
.
.

.

.

.

1

n′

1

m′

H

, the series

composition G ⋄H and the parallel composition G ∥ H are defined as follows, respectively:

G ⋄H =
△


 .

.

.
.
.
.

.

.

.

1

n

1

m′

G H

 (m = n′)

undefined (otherwise)

, G ∥ H =
△


.
.
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

1

n

n+ 1

n+ n′

1

m

m+ 1

m+m′

G

H


.

(G ⋄H is the graph obtained from G and H by merging 2Gi and 1Hi for i ∈ [m].)

For instance,(
1

2

)
⋄

(
1

2

1

2

a

b

)
⋄

(
1

2

1

2c

)
⋄

(
1

2

)
=

(
a

b c

)
,

(
1

2

)
⋄

 ( a )

∥
(( b ) ⋄ ( c ))

 ⋄

(
1

2

)
=

(
a

b c

)
.

For n ∈ N, we let 1n be the following graph with ⟨n, n⟩-interface: 1n =
△

(
...

1 1

n n

)
.

Each 1n is an empty graph and the graph 10 is the null graph. Each 1n is the identity
element w.r.t. ⋄ on graphs with ⟨n, n⟩-interface and 10 is the identity element w.r.t. ∥ on
graphs with ⟨n,m⟩-interface:

G ⋄ 1n = G 1n ⋄G = G G ∥ 10 = G 10 ∥ G = G.

Pathwidth and treewidth. We recall the pathwidth and treewidth of structures [CE12, Def.
9.12], which are defined based on the pathwidth [RS83] (see also, e.g., [Bod98, Thm. 2][BP16a,
Lem. 4.6] for alternative characterizations) and the treewidth [RS86] for graphs. We use
these parameters also for graphs with bi-interface by forgetting bi-interface. For a graph G,

a path decomposition of G is a sequence H⃗ = ⟨H1, . . . ,Hn⟩ of finite graphs such that

• |G| =
⋃

i∈[n]|Hi| and aG =
⋃

i∈[n] a
Hi for each a ∈ A;

• |Hi| ∩ |Hk| ⊆ |Hj | for all 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ k ≤ n.



6 Y. NAKAMURA

The width of H⃗ is maxi∈[n](#|Hi| − 1). The pathwidth pw(G) of a graph G is the minimum
width among path decompositions of G.

Similarly, for a graph G, a tree decomposition of G is a finite rooted tree H⃗ = {Hw}w∈Γ
of graphs, where Γ ⊆ N∗ is a finite and prefix-closed (ww′ ∈ Γ implies w ∈ Γ) set, such that

• |G| =
⋃

w∈Γ|Hw| and aG =
⋃

w∈Γ a
Hw for each a ∈ A;

• |Hw| ∩ |Hu| ⊆ |Hv| for all w, v, u ∈ Γ s.t. v is on the unique path between w and u (i.e.,
v satisfies v0 ⪯pref v ⪯pref w or v0 ⪯pref v ⪯pref u where w′ ⪯pref v

′ denotes that w′ is a
prefix of v′ and v0 denotes the maximal common prefix word of w and u).

The width of H⃗ is maxw∈Γ(#|Hw| − 1). The treewidth tw(G) of a graph G is the minimum
width among tree decompositions of G.

Remark 2.2. We ignore bi-interface in the definition above, cf. [CE12, Def. 2.5.3][Nak17].
Then, the pathwidth/treewidth of a graph G coincide with those of its Gaifman graph (the
graph ⟨|G|, E⟩ where E is the binary relation

⋃
a∈A

⋃
⟨x1,...,xk⟩∈aG{⟨xi, xj⟩ | i, j ∈ [k]∧xi ̸= xj}

[EF95, p. 26]), respectively (because we can use the same path/tree decompositions).
Additionally, by definition, the number of components is finite (cf., e.g., [Cou90]); this
is sufficient in this paper as we are mainly interested in finite structures (thanks to the
Prop. 2.8).

2.1. PCoR*: The Positive Calculus of Relations. We consider the positive cal-
culus of relations with transitive closure (PCoR*). We use Σ to denote a set of vari-
ables. The set of PCoR* terms over Σ is defined as the set of terms over the signature
{1(0), 0(0),⊤(0), ;(2),+(2),∩(2),

⌣
(1),

∗
(1)} and the variable set Σ:

t, s, u ::= a | 1 | 0 | ⊤ | t ; s | t+ s | t ∩ s | t⌣ | t∗. (a ∈ Σ)

We often abbreviate t ; s to ts. We use parentheses in ambiguous situations (where +, ·, adn
∩ are left-associative). We write

∑n
i=1 ti for the term 0+ t1 + · · ·+ tn. We also let t+ =

△
tt∗.

An equation t = s is a pair of PCoR* terms. An inequation t ≤ s abbreviates the
equation t+ s = s.

For a PCoR* term t, the size ∥t∥ is the number of symbols occurring in t:

∥a∥ =
△
1 for a ∈ Σ ∪ {1, 0,⊤}, ∥t♡∥ =

△
1 + ∥t∥ for ♡ ∈ {⌣, ∗},

∥t♡ s∥ =
△
1 + ∥t∥+ ∥s∥ for ♡ ∈ {;,+,∩}.

Additionally, the intersection width iw(t) [GLL09] is defined as follows:

iw(a) =
△
1 for a ∈ Σ ∪ {1, 0,⊤}, iw(t♡) =

△
iw(t) for ♡ ∈ {⌣, ∗},

iw(t♡ s) =
△
max(iw(t), iw(s)) for ♡ ∈ {;,+}, iw(t ∩ s) =△ iw(t) + iw(s).

For instance, iw(a ∩ b ∩ c ∩ d) = 4 and iw((a ∩ b) ; (a ∩ c) ; (a ∩ d)) = 2.

Proposition 2.3. For all PCoR* terms t, we have iw(t) ≤ ∥t∥.

Proof. By easy induction on t.
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2.1.1. Semantics: relational models. A structure (of binary relations) is a non-empty graph
with ⟨0, 0⟩-interface over the set Σ with ty(a) = ⟨1, 1⟩ for a ∈ Σ. We use A,B to denote a
structure. Let A be a structure. For a PCoR* term t, the semantics JtKA ⊆ |A|2 is defined
as follows:

JaKA =
△
aA, J1KA =

△ △|A|, J0KA =
△ ∅, J⊤KA =

△ |A|2, Jt ; sKA =
△ JtKA ; JsKA,

Jt+ sKA =
△ JtKA ∪ JsKA, Jt ∩ sKA =

△ JtKA ∩ JsKA, Jt⌣KA =
△ JtK⌣A , Jt∗KA =

△ JtK∗A.

We write REL for the class of all structures. For C ⊆ REL, we write C |= t = s if JtKA = JsKA
for all A ∈ C. In the sequel, we consider the equational theory w.r.t. REL. For instance, the
following equations hold w.r.t. REL:

(t∗s∗)∗ = (t+ s)∗ (2.1)

t∗ = (tt)∗(1+ t) (2.2)

t(s ∩ u) ≤ (ts) ∩ (tu) (2.3)

(ts) ∩ u ≤ t(s ∩ (t⌣u)) (2.4)

t+ ∩ 1 ≤ (tt)+ (2.5)

(t ∩ s⌣)+ ∩ 1 ≤ (t ∩ s+)+ (2.6)

Notably, the equational theory of PCoR* contains that of Kleene algebras ⟨1, 0, ;,+, ∗⟩
[Koz91] (such as Equations (2.1) and (2.2)) and that of allegories ⟨1, ;,∩, ⌣⟩ [FS90, PV18]
(such as Equations (2.3) and (2.4)); see also [BÉS95, BP16b] for Kleene algebras with
converse ⟨1, 0, ;,+, ∗, ⌣⟩ and [AMN11, DP18] for identity-free Kleene lattices ⟨0, ;,+,∩, +⟩.
Equation (2.5)[Pou18, p. 14] and Equation (2.6) are non-trivial instances of the equations
having transitive closure and intersection.

Remark 2.4. The (word) language model LANG [BÉS95, AMN11, Bru17] is another
interesting model of PCoR* terms; in LANG, each variable interprets a (possibly non-
singleton) language, and each operator interprets the corresponding operator in regular
expressions. Notably for identity-free Kleene lattices, the equational theory w.r.t. LANG
coincides with that w.r.t. REL [AMN11, Thm. 4.1]. However for Kleene lattices and PCoR*,
the coincide is broken, e.g., Equations (2.4) to (2.6) are counterexamples. For the equational
theory of Kleene lattices, LANG can be characterized as a subclass of totally ordered
(generalized) relational models [Nak24a].

2.1.2. An alternative semantics: graph languages. We recall graph languages for PCoR*
[BP17][Pou18, Def. 15]. The graph language G(t) of a PCoR* term t is the set of graphs
with ⟨1, 1⟩-interface over Σ, defined as follows:

G(a) =△ { a } for a ∈ Σ, G(0) =△ ∅, G(⊤) =
△ { },

G(t⌣) =
△ { G | G ∈ G(t)}, G(1) =△ { },

G(t ∩ s) =△
{

G
H

| G ∈ G(t) ∧H ∈ G(s)
}
, G(t+ s) =

△ G(t) ∪ G(s),

G(t ; s) =△ { G H | G ∈ G(t) ∧H ∈ G(s)}, G(t∗) =△
⋃
n≥0

G(tn).

For instance,

G(a ∩ (bc⌣)) =
{

a

b c

}
,

G((((aa) ∩ 1)b⊤c) + d) =

{
a a

b c

, d

}
,

G(a∗) = { , a , a a , . . .}.
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Proposition 2.5. For all PCoR* terms t and G ∈ G(t), we have tw(G) ≤ 2.

Proof (Cor. of [Bod98, Thm. 41]). By induction on ⟨;,∩⟩-terms, every series-parallel graph
has some tree decomposition of width 2 such that its root component has the source and
target vertices (hence, its treewidth is at most 2) [Bod98, Thm. 41]. Similarly, by induction
on PCoR* terms t, each graph G ∈ G(t) has some tree decomposition of width 2 such that
its root component has the source and target vertices of G.

Proposition 2.6. For all PCoR* terms t and G ∈ G(t), we have pw(G) ≤ iw(t).

Proof. Similar to the above, by easy induction on t, each graph G ∈ G(t) has some path

decomposition H⃗ = H1 . . . Hn of width iw(t) such that H1 contains the source vertex and
Hn contains the target vertex.

In this paper, we use the graph languages above as an alternative semantics. Let A be a
structure. For x, y ∈ |A|, we write G(A, x, y) for the graph defined by ⟨|A|, {JaKA}a∈Σ, x, y⟩.
For a graph H and a set G of graphs, we define JHKA and JGKA as follows:

JHKA =
△ {⟨x, y⟩ | H −→ G(A, x, y)}, JGKA =

△
⋃
H∈G

JHKA.

We then have the following.

Proposition 2.7 ([AMN11, Lem. 2.1] (for PCoR* without ⊤), [BP17, Lem. 2.3] (for
PCoR*)). Let A be a structure. For all PCoR* terms t, we have JtKA = JG(t)KA.

Proof. By easy induction on t using distributivity of ;, ∩, and ⌣.

For instance, when A =

(
x y

a

b

c

)
, we have ⟨x, x⟩ ∈ Ja ∩ (bc⌣)KA by the following:

G(a ∩ (bc⌣)) =
{

a

b c

}
x y

a

b

c
= G(A, x, x).

As a corollary of Prop. 2.7, we also have the following bounded model property.

Proposition 2.8 (graph language bounded model property). For all PCoR* terms t, s,

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ {A | ∃x, y ∈ |A|, G(A, x, y) ∈ G(t)} |= t ≤ s.

Proof. (⇒): Trivial. (⇐): We prove the contraposition. Assume ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JtKA \ JsKA for A ∈
REL and x, y ∈ |A|. By Prop. 2.7, G′ −→ G(A, x, y) for some G′ ∈ G(t), and H −̸→ G(A, x, y)
for all H ∈ G(s). Let B, x′, y′ be s.t. G(B, x′, y′) = G′. By G(B, x′, y′) = G′ −→ G(A, x, y),
we have ⟨x′, y′⟩ ̸∈ JsKB (for H ∈ G(s), if H −→ G(B, x′, y′), then H −→ G(A, x, y), thus
reaching a contradiction). By G′ −→ G′ = G(B, x′, y′), we have ⟨x′, y′⟩ ∈ JtKB. Hence,
⟨x′, y′⟩ ∈ JtKB \ JsKB. By G(B, x′, y′) ∈ G(t), this completes the proof.

For a class C ⊆ REL, we use the following notations:

Cpw≤k = {A ∈ C | pw(A) ≤ k}, Ctw≤k = {A ∈ C | tw(A) ≤ k}.
As a corollary of Prop. 2.8, we also have the following two model properties.

Proposition 2.9 (treewidth at most 2 model property). For all PCoR* terms t, s,

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ RELtw≤2 |= t ≤ s.
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Proof. By Prop. 2.8 with that every graph of G(t) has treewidth at most 2 (Prop. 2.5).

Proposition 2.10 (linearly bounded pathwidth model property). For all PCoR* terms t, s,

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ RELpw≤iw(t) |= t ≤ s.

Proof. By Prop. 2.8 with that every graph of G(t) has pathwidth at most iw(t) (Prop. 2.6).

Note that we can easily translate the equational theory of PCoR* terms into the theory
of monadic second-order logic (MSO) formulas1 as an analogy of the standard translation
from the equational theory of the calculus of relations into the theory of 3-variable first-order
logic formulas [Tar41, TG87, Giv07]. Because the theory of MSO over bounded treewidth
structures is decidable [Cou88, Cou90, CE12], Prop. 2.9 (or Prop. 2.10) implies that the
equational theory of PCoR* is decidable. However, the naive algorithm obtained from the
above has a non-elementary complexity. We will show that the equational theory of PCoR*
is EXPSPACE-complete (Cor. 6.1).

Additionally, Brunet and Pous gave the following graph-theoretic characterization of
the equational theory for PCoR*, which is a generalization of the characterization known
for conjunctive queries [CM77], allegories [FS90] and union-free relation algebras [AB95].

Proposition 2.11 ([BP15, BP17]). For all PCoR* terms t, s,

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ ∀G ∈ G(t),∃H ∈ G(s), H −→ G.

2.1.3. Comparison to word languages. The word language [t]Σ of a Kleene lattice term with
top (i.e., terms over {1, 0,⊤, ;,+,∩, ∗}) t is the set of words over Σ defined as follows (we
recall word language operators in Sect. 2):

[a]Σ =
△ {a} for Σ, [0]Σ =

△ ∅, [1]Σ =
△ {1}, [⊤]Σ =

△
Σ∗,

[t ∩ s]Σ =
△
[t]Σ ∩ [s]Σ, [t+ s]Σ =

△
[t]Σ ∪ [s]Σ, [t ; s]Σ =

△
[t]Σ ; [s]Σ, [t∗]Σ =

△
[t]∗Σ.

For Kleene algebra terms (i.e., terms over {1, 0, ;,+, ∗}) t and s, the following is well-known
(see, e.g., [Pou18, Thm. 4]): REL |= t ≤ s iff [t]Σ ⊆ [s]Σ. This equivalence can be slightly
strengthened as follows.

Proposition 2.12 ([Nak17, BP17], but extended for ⊤). For all Kleene algebra terms t
and Kleene lattice terms with top s, we have:

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ [t]Σ ⊆ [s]Σ.

Proof. (In [Nak17, Thm. VI.3], this was shown via the tree unfolding technique in modal
logic. The following is a simpler proof [BP17, Prop. 10.2] base on the graph language
characterization.) For all Kleene lattice terms with top s and words w ∈ Σ∗, we have:

∃H ∈ G(s), H −→ G(w) ⇔ w ∈ [s]Σ

where G(w) is the unique graph s.t. G(w) = {G(w)}. It is shown by easy induction on s.
Thus by Prop. 2.11, this completes the proof.

This equivalence fails when ∩ occurs in t. For instance, if t = a ∩ b and s = 0 where
a ̸= b, then we have [t]Σ = [s]Σ = ∅ but a ∩ b ≤ 0 does not hold w.r.t. REL. (In such cases,
graph languages are required for Kleene lattice terms and PCoR* terms.)

1W.r.t. binary relations, the expressive power of PCoR* is equivalent to that of 3-variable existential
positive logic with variable-confined monadic transitive closure [Nak20, Nak22].
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2.2. Kleene lattice terms: a core fragment of PCoR* terms. In the sequel, we mainly
consider Kleene lattice (KL) terms. We say that a PCoR* term t is a KL term if t does not
contain ⊤ nor ⌣. Namely, the set of KL terms is given by:

t, s, u ::= a | 1 | 0 | t ; s | t+ s | t ∩ s | t∗. (a ∈ Σ)

2.2.1. Second alternative semantics: run (DAG with vertices of one fan-in and one fan-
out) languages. We consider run languages, which is a slightly modified semantics of graph
languages. Let Σf,j be the set Σ∪{f, j} with the map ty defined by: ty(a) = ⟨1, 1⟩ for a ∈ Σ,
ty(f) = ⟨1, 2⟩, and ty(j) = ⟨2, 1⟩. A run with ⟨n,m⟩-interface G is a graph with ⟨n,m⟩-
interface over Σf,j where

• G forms a directed acyclic graph (DAG), namely, the following holds: ⋃
a∈Σf,j

⋃
i∈[ty1(a)],j∈[ty2(a)]

{⟨xi, yj⟩ | ⟨x1, . . . , xty1(a), y1, . . . , yty2(a)⟩ ∈ aG}

+

∩△|G| = ∅.

• inG(z) = outG(z) = 1 for each z ∈ |G|, where

inG(z) =
△
#{l ∈ [n] | 1Gl = z}+

∑
a∈Σf,j

i∈[ty1(a)]

#{⟨x1, . . . , xty1(a), y1, . . . , yty2(a)⟩ ∈ aG | xi = z},

outG(z) =
△
#{r ∈ [m] | 2Gr = z}+

∑
a∈Σf,j

j∈[ty2(a)]

#{⟨x1, . . . , xty1(a), y1, . . . , yty2(a)⟩ ∈ aG | yj = z}.

Definition 2.13. The run language R(t) of a KL term t is a set of runs with ⟨1, 1⟩-interface,
defined as follows:

R(x) =
△ { x } for x ∈ Σ, R(0) =

△ ∅,

R(t ∩ s) =△
{

f j
1

2

1

2

G

H
| G ∈ R(t) ∧H ∈ R(s)

}
, R(t+ s) =

△ R(t) ∪R(s),

R(t ; s) =
△ { G H | G ∈ R(t) ∧H ∈ R(s)}, R(t∗) =

△
⋃
n≥0

R(tn),

R(1) =
△ { }.

By construction, every run of KL terms is a directed two-terminal series-parallel graph
[VTL79, Epp92], by viewing labels f and j as vertices. For instance (cf. Sect. 2.1.2),

R(a ∩ (bc)) =

{
f j

1

2

a

b c

1

2

}
,

R((((aa) ∩ 1)bac) + d) =

{
f j
1

2

a a 1

2
b a c , d

}
,

R(a∗) = { , a , a a , . . .}.
We can also use the run languages as an alternative relational semantics. Let A be

a structure. For x⃗, y⃗ ∈ |A|∗, let G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗) =
△ ⟨|A|, {aG̃(A,x⃗,y⃗)}a∈Σf,j , x⃗, y⃗⟩ where aG̃(A,x⃗,y⃗) =

JaKA for a ∈ Σ and fG̃(A,x⃗,y⃗) = jG̃(A,x⃗,y⃗) = {⟨z, z, z⟩ | z ∈ |A|}.
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For runs H and a set G of runs, we define JHKA and JGKA as follows:

JHKA =
△ {x⃗y⃗ | x⃗ ∈ |A|ty1(H) ∧ y⃗ ∈ |A|ty2(H) ∧H −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗)}, JGKA =

△
⋃
H∈G

JHKA.

We then have the following as with Prop. 2.7.

Proposition 2.14. Let A be a structure. For all KL terms t, we have JtKA = JR(t)KA.

Proof. By easy induction on t using distributivity of ; and ∩.

2.2.2. Compositions on runs. We recall the series composition ⋄, the parallel composition
∥, and the identify elements 1n (Def. 2.1). The set of atomic runs is defined as Σ̄ =

△

{ani | a ∈ Σf,j, n ≥ 1, i ∈ [n]} where ani =
△

1i−1 ∥ ( a ) ∥ 1n−i for a ∈ Σ,

fni =
△
1i−1 ∥

(
f

1

2

1

2

)
∥ 1n−i, and jni =

△
1i−1 ∥

(
j

1

2

1

2

)
∥ 1n−i.

Namely, ani , f
n
i , and jni are given as follows:

ani =



1 1

...

i − 1 i − 1

i ia

i + 1 i + 1

...

n n


, fni =



1 1

...

i − 1 i − 1

fi

i

i + 1

1

2

i + 1 i + 2

...

n n + 1


, jni =



1 1

...

i − 1 i − 1

j
i

i + 1

i
1

2

i + 2 i + 1

...

n + 1 n


.

Every run can be expressed as series compositions of atomic runs.

Proposition 2.15. For every non-empty run G, there exists some a1 . . . an ∈ Σ̄+ such that
G = a1 ⋄ . . . ⋄ an.

Proof. By easy induction on the number of edges in G.

For instance,

(
f j

1

2

a

b c

1

2

)
= f11⋄a21⋄b22⋄c22⋄j11. This decomposition is not

unique if the topological sort of edges of the run is not unique; for instance, f11 ⋄b22 ⋄a21 ⋄c22 ⋄j11
and f11 ⋄ b22 ⋄ c22 ⋄ a21 ⋄ j11 also express the same run above.

2.2.3. Left quotients of runs. For runs, we define left quotients w.r.t. series compositions.
For runs G,H, J , we write:

G −→J H ⇔△ J ⋄H is defined and G = J ⋄H.

The left quotient DJ(G) of a run G w.r.t. a run J is the run languages defined by:

DJ(G) =
△ {H | G −→J H}.
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For a run language G, let DJ(G) =
△ ⋃

G∈G DJ(G). For instance, when J =

(
1

2

f

1

2 b

)
,

we have:

DJ

(
f j

1

2

a

b c

1

2

)
=

{
1

2

j

a

c

1

2

}
.

Let n ∈ N. For a run G, the emptiness property En(G) is the truth value defined by:

En(G) =
△

{
true (G = 1n)

false (otherwise)
.

For a run language G, let En(G) =
△ ∨

G∈G En(G). The following is clear by definition.

Proposition 2.16. For all runs G, we have Ety2(G)(DG(G)).

2.3. Runs on structures. For considering semantics using runs (Prop. 2.14) more usefully,
we moreover introduce runs on structures. Let A be a structure. An A-run with ⟨x⃗, y⃗⟩-
interface is a graph homomorphism τ : H −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗), where H is some run. We let

ty(τ) =
△ ⟨ty1(τ), ty2(τ)⟩ =

△ ⟨x⃗, y⃗⟩. We use τ, σ, ρ to denote A-runs. For brevity, we depict
A-runs as node-labeled graphs where each vertex is labeled with a vertex of A. For instance,

let A =
(

x y
a

b

)
and we consider the following graph homomorphism τ :

1

2

f

1

2 a b a

x y

1

2

f f

j j

a

b
= G̃(A, x, xy).

We then depict τ as follows:

x

x

x y x y

1

2

f
1

2 a b a .

For two A-runs with ⟨x⃗, y⃗⟩-interface, τ : H −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗) and σ : J −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗), we say
that a map f : |H| → |J | is an A-run isomorphism from τ to σ, written f : τ ∼= σ, if
f : H ∼= J and for all x ∈ |H|, τ(x) = σ(f(x)). We write τ ∼= σ if there is some f such that
f : τ ∼= σ. In the sequel, we identify two A-runs if there is an A-run isomorphism between
them; we write τ = σ when τ ∼= σ.

For a KL term t and x, y ∈ |A|, we write RA
x,y(t) for the A-run language defined by:

RA
x,y(t) =

△ {τ : H −→ G̃(A, x, y) | H ∈ R(t)}.

For instance, when A =
(

x y
a

b

)
, we have:

RA
x,y(a ∩ (aba)) =

{
x

x

x

y

y x y

yf j
1

2

a

a b a

1

2

}
.

Using A-runs, we can rephrase Prop. 2.14 as follows.

Proposition 2.17. Let A be a structure. For all KL term t, we have:

JtKA =
{
⟨x, y⟩ ∈ |A|2 | RA

x,y(t) ̸= ∅
}
.
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Proof. By easy induction on t (or an easy consequence of Prop. 2.14, as ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JtKA iff

∃H ∈ R(t), ∃τ, τ : H −→ G̃(A, x, y) iff RA
x,y(t) ̸= ∅).

2.3.1. Compositions on A-runs. We recall the series composition ⋄, the parallel composition
∥, and the identify element 1n (Def. 2.1) for graphs with bi-interface. Similarly, we define
them also for A-runs.

Definition 2.18. Let τ : H −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗) and σ : J −→ G̃(A, x⃗′, y⃗′) be A-runs. Under

y⃗ = x⃗′, the series composition τ ⋄ σ : (H ⋄ J) −→ G̃(A, x⃗, y⃗′) is defined (undefined when
y⃗ ≠ x⃗′) as the map such that, for each vertex x ∈ |H ⋄J |, if x is induced from a vertex y ∈ |H|,
then (τ ⋄ σ)(x) = τ(y), and if x is induced from a vertex y ∈ |J |, then (τ ⋄ σ)(x) = σ(y).

The parallel composition τ ∥ σ : (H ∥ J) −→ G̃(A, x⃗x⃗′, y⃗y⃗′) is defined as the map such that if
x is induced from a vertex y ∈ |H|, then (τ ∥ σ)(x) = τ(y), and if x is induced from a vertex

y ∈ |J |, then (τ ∥ σ)(x) = σ(y). For each x⃗ = x1 . . . xn ∈ |A|∗, let 1x⃗ : 1n −→ G̃(A, x⃗, x⃗) be
the A-run such that, for each i ∈ [n], the i-th source/target vertex maps to xi.

Each 1x⃗ is the identity element w.r.t. ⋄ on A-runs with ⟨x⃗, x⃗⟩-interface and 11 is the
identity element w.r.t. ∥ on A-runs with ⟨x⃗, y⃗⟩-interface:

τ ⋄ 1x⃗ = τ, 1x⃗ ⋄ τ = τ, τ ∥ 11 = 11, 11 ∥ τ = 11.

The set of atomic A-runs is defined as Σ̄A =
△ {az⃗,z

′

i | a ∈ Σ, n ≥ 1, i ∈ [n], z⃗ ∈ |A|n, z′ ∈
|A|, ⟨zi, z′⟩ ∈ JaKA} ∪ {fz⃗i , jz⃗i | n ≥ 1, i ∈ [n], z⃗ ∈ |A|n} where z⃗ = z1 . . . zn and az⃗,z

′

i =
△

1z1...zi−1 ∥
(

zi z′a
)
∥ 1zi+1...zn , fz⃗i =

△
1z1...zi−1 ∥

(
zi f

zi

zi

1

2

1

2

)
∥ 1zi+1...zn , and

jz⃗i =
△

1z1...zi−1 ∥

(
zi

zi
j zi

1

2

1

2

)
∥ 1zi+1...zn . Every A-run can be expressed as series

compositions of atomic A-runs, as follows (as with Prop. 2.15).

Proposition 2.19. Let A be a structure. For every non-empty A-run τ , there exists some
a1 . . . an ∈ Σ̄+

A such that τ = a1 ⋄ . . . ⋄ an.

Proof. By easy induction on the number of edges in τ .

For instance, when A =

(
x y

a

c

b
)
, we have x

x

x

y

x y

yf j
1

2

a

b c

1

2

= fx1 ⋄

axx,y1 ⋄ byx,x2 ⋄ cyx,y2 ⋄ jy1. This decomposition is not unique, since fx1 ⋄ b
xx,x
2 ⋄ axx,y1 ⋄ cyx,y2 ⋄ jy1

and fx1 ⋄ b
xx,x
2 ⋄ cxx,y2 ⋄ axy,y1 ⋄ jy1 also express the same A-run above.

2.3.2. Left quotients of A-runs. Let A be a structure. Similar to Sect. 2.2.3, we define
emptiness property and left quotients for A-runs. For A-runs τ, σ, ρ, we write:

τ −→A
ρ σ ⇔△ ρ ⋄ σ is defined and τ ∼= ρ ⋄ σ.

For A-runs τ and ρ, the left quotient DA
ρ (τ) of τ w.r.t. ρ is the A-run language defined by:

DA
ρ (τ) =

△ {σ an A-run | τ −→ρ σ}.

For an A-run language G, let DA
ρ (G) =

△ ⋃
τ∈G D

A
ρ (τ).
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For instance, if ρ =

(
x

x

x y

1

2

f
1

2 b

)
, we have:

DA
ρ

(
x

x

x

z

y z

zf j
1

2

a

b c

1

2

)
=

{
x z

y z

z

1

2

j

a

c

1

2

}
.

For an A-run τ and z⃗ ∈ |A|∗, the emptiness property Ez⃗(τ) is the truth value defined by:

Ez⃗(τ) =
△

{
true (τ = 1z⃗)

false (otherwise)
.

For an A-run language G, let Ez⃗(G) =
△ ∨

τ∈G Ez⃗(τ). The following is clear by definition.

Proposition 2.20. Let A be a structure. For all A-runs τ , we have Ety2(τ)
(DA

τ (τ)).

We will define derivatives based on these left quotient and emptiness property.

3. labeled Kleene Lattice terms

To present derivatives (which will be used for an automata construction for PCoR*), we
consider simulating left quotients of A-runs (Sect. 2.3.2) by terms. To this end, we extend
terms with “labels”. In a nutshell, labels are used for expressing runs with multiple source
vertices.

Let L be a set of labels. We use x, y, z to denote labels. The set of labeled Kleene lattice
terms (lKL terms) is defined by the following grammar:

t̃, s̃, ũ ∈ T̃L ::= @x.t | t̃ ;1 s | t̃ ∩1 s̃ (x ∈ L and t, s are KL terms)

Each label x indicates the vertex x on a structure (if exists). The notation @x.t is inspired
by the jump operator in hybrid logics [AtC07] (a minor difference is that x directly indicates

a vertex name, here). We write labi(t̃) for the i-th label occurring in t̃ and we write
−→
lab(t̃) for

the sequence lab1(t̃) . . . labn(t̃) where n is the number of labels occurring in t̃. For instance,
if t̃ = ((@x.s̃1)∩1 (((@x.s̃2)∩1 (@y.s̃3)) ;1 u1)) ;1 u2, then lab1(t̃) = x, lab2(t̃) = x, lab3(t̃) = y,

and
−→
lab(t̃) = xxy.

3.1. Semantics: relational models. For an lKL term t̃, the semantics Jt̃KA ⊆ |A| is a
unary relation defined as follows:

J@x.tKA =
△ {y | ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JtKA}, Jt̃ ;1 sKA =

△ {z | y ∈ Jt̃KA, ⟨y, z⟩ ∈ JsKA}, Jt̃ ∩1 s̃KA =
△ Jt̃KA ∩ Js̃KA.

Note that J@x.tKA = ∅ when x ̸∈ |A|. For C ⊆ REL, we write C |= t̃ = s̃ if Jt̃KA = Js̃KA for
A ∈ C.

Proposition 3.1. Let t and s be KL terms and x be a label. We then have:

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ REL |= @x.t ≤ @x.s.

Proof. (⇒): Trivial. (⇐): Let ⟨y, z⟩ ∈ JtKA. Let f and B be s.t. f : A ∼= B and f(y) = x.
We then have: ⟨y, z⟩ ∈ JtKA ⇔ ⟨x, f(z)⟩ ∈ JtKB ⇔ f(z) ∈ J@x.tKB ⇒ f(z) ∈ J@x.sKB ⇔
⟨x, f(z)⟩ ∈ JsKB ⇔ ⟨y, z⟩ ∈ JsKA.
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Note that for labeled KL terms t̃, Jt̃KA and Jt̃KB may not be equal even if A ∼= B, because
we use the names of vertices in the semantics (cf. nominals in hybrid logic [AtC07]). For
that reason, for structures, we distinguish two structures even if they are isomorphic, cf. we
identify two graphs/runs/A-runs if they are isomorphic.

3.2. Runs on structures. We use the following notation: X ♡Y =
△ {τ ♡σ | τ ∈ X∧σ ∈ Y }

where X and Y are sets of runs or sets of A-runs and ♡ ∈ {⋄, ∥}. In this set notation, we
use terms as a singleton set: for instance, {τ, σ} ⋄ ρ = {τ ⋄ ρ, σ ⋄ ρ}.

Definition 3.2. Let A be a structure. For an lKL term t̃ and z ∈ |A|, the A-run language
RA

z (t̃) is defined as follows:

RA
z (@x.t) =

△ RA
x,z(t), RA

z (t̃ ;1 s) =
△
⋃

y∈|A|

RA
y (t̃) ⋄ RA

y,z(s), RA
z (t̃ ∩1 s̃) =

△
(RA

z (t̃) ∥ RA
z (s̃)) ⋄ jz1.

Proposition 3.3 (cf. Prop. 2.17). Let A be a structure. For all lKL term t̃, we have:

Jt̃KA =
{
z ∈ |A| | RA

z (t̃) ̸= ∅
}
.

Proof. By easy induction on t̃ using Prop. 2.17.

4. Derivatives on graphs

We recall the left quotients of A-runs (defined in Sect. 2.3.2). In this section, we now define
derivatives on A, which can simulate the left quotients.

Definition 4.1. For a label z and an lKL term t̃, the truth value Ez(t̃) ∈ {false, true} is
defined as follows:

Ez(@x.a) =
△
Ez(@x.0) =

△
Ez(@x.s ∩ u) =

△
Ez(s̃ ∩1 ũ) =

△
false,

Ez(@x.1) =
△
Ez(@x.s

∗) =
△

{
true (x = z)

false (x ̸= z)
, Ez(s̃ ;1 u) =

△
Ez(s̃) ∧ Ez(@z.u),

Ez(@x.s ; u) =
△
Ez(@x.s) ∧ Ez(@z.u), Ez(@x.s+ u) =

△
Ez(@x.s) ∨ Ez(@x.u).

For a label z and a set T̃ of lKL terms, let Ez(T̃ ) =
△ ∨

t̃∈T̃ Ez(t̃). This E (Def. 4.1) can
simulate the emptiness property E (in Sect. 2.2.3) as follows.

Lemma 4.2. Let A be a structure. For all z ∈ |A| and lKL terms t̃, Ez(RA
z (t̃)) ⇔ Ez(t̃).

Proof. By easy induction on t̃.

• Case t̃ = @x.a,@x.0,@x.s ∩ u, s̃ ∩1 ũ: By Ez(RA
z (t̃)) ⇔ false.

• Case t̃ = @x.1,@x.s∗: By Ez(RA
z (t̃)) ⇔

{
true (x = z)

false (x ̸= z)
.

• Case t̃ = @x.s+ u: We have:

Ez(RA
z (@x.s+ u)) ⇔ Ez(RA

z (@x.s) ∪RA
z (@z.u))

⇔ Ez(RA
z (@x.s)) ∨ Ez(RA

z (@z.u))

⇔ Ez(@x.s) ∨ Ez(@z.u) ⇔ Ez(@x.s+ u). (IH)
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• Case t̃ = @x.s ; u: Similar to the above, we have:

Ez(RA
z (@x.s ; u)) ⇔ Ez(

⋃
y∈|A|

RA
y (@x.s) ⋄ RA

z (@y.u)) (By Defs. 3.2 and 2.13)

⇔ Ez(RA
z (@x.s)) ∧ Ez(RA

z (@z.u))

⇔ Ez(@x.s) ∧ Ez(@z.u) ⇔ Ez(@x.s ; u). (IH)

• Case t̃ = s̃ ;1 u: We have:

Ez(RA
z (s̃ ;1 u)) ⇔ Ez(

⋃
y∈|A|

RA
y (s̃) ⋄ RA

z (@y.u)) (By Defs. 3.2 and 2.13)

⇔ Ez(RA
z (s̃)) ∧ Ez(RA

z (@z.u))

⇔ Ez(s̃) ∧ Ez(@z.u) ⇔ Ez(s̃ ;1 u). (IH)

Hence, this completes the proof.

Definition 4.3. Let A be a structure. The derivative relation t̃ −→A
ρ s̃, where t̃ and s̃ are

lKL terms and ρ is an A-run, is defined as the minimal relation closed under the rules:

⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JaKA

@x.a −→A
ax,y1

@y.1
for a ∈ Σ

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t ; s −→A
ρ t̃

′ ; s

Ez(@x.t) @z.s −→A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t ; s −→A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t+ s −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.s −→A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t+ s −→A
ρ s̃

′

t̃ −→A
ρ t̃

′

t̃ ;1 s −→A
ρ t̃

′ ;1 s

Ez(t̃) @z.s −→A
ρ s̃

′

t̃ ;1 s −→A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t∗ −→A
ρ t̃

′ ; t∗ @x.t ∩ s −→A
fz1

(@x.t) ∩1 (@x.s)

Ez(t̃) Ez(s̃)

t̃ ∩1 s̃ −→A
jz1

@z.1

t̃ −→A
ρ t̃

′

t̃ ∩1 s̃ −→A

ρ∥1
−→
lab(s̃)

t̃′ ∩1 s̃

s̃ −→A
ρ s̃

′

t̃ ∩1 s̃ −→A

1
−→
lab(t̃)∥ρ

t̃ ∩1 s̃
′

R
t̃ −→A

1
−→
lab(t̃)

t̃

t̃ −→A
ρ ũ ũ −→A

ρ′ s̃
T

t̃ −→A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

Let A be a structure and ρ be an A-run. For an lKL term t̃ (resp. a set T̃ of lKL terms),

we define the derivative of t̃ (resp. T̃ ) w.r.t. ρ as follows:

DA
ρ (t̃) =

△ {s̃ an lKL term | t̃ −→A
ρ s̃}, DA

ρ (T̃ ) =
△

⋃
t̃∈T̃

DA
ρ (t̃).

For notational simplicity, we use the following notation: A♡B =
△ {a♡ b | a ∈ A ∧ b ∈ B}

where A and B are sets of lKL terms and ♡ ∈ {;1,∩1}. In this notation, we use terms as a
singleton set: for instance, {a, b}∩1c = {a∩1c, b∩1c}. Using this notation, for atomic A-runs,
Def. 4.3 can be alternatively expressed as follows (cf. Antimirov’s derivatives [Ant96]).
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Proposition 4.4. Let A be a structure. For an atomic A-run ρ and an lKL term t̃, we have
the following:

DA
ρ (@x.a) =

{
{@y.1 | ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JaKA} (ρ = ax,y1 )

∅ (otherwise)
for a ∈ Σ,

DA
ρ (@x.1) = DA

ρ (@x.0) = ∅,

DA
ρ (@x.s ; u) = (DA

ρ (@x.s) ;1 u) ∪ DA
ρ ({@z.u | z ∈ |A| ∧ Ez(@x.s)}),

DA
ρ (@x.s+ u) = DA

ρ (@x.s) ∪ DA
ρ (@x.u),

DA
ρ (@x.s

∗) = DA
ρ (@x.s) ;1 s

∗,

DA
ρ (@x.s ∩ u) =

{
{(@x.s) ∩1 (@x.u)} (ρ = fx1)

∅ (otherwise)
,

DA
ρ (s̃ ;1 u) = (DA

ρ (s̃) ;1 u) ∪ DA
ρ ({@z.u | z ∈ |A| ∧ Ez(s̃)}),

DA
ρ (s̃ ∩1 ũ) =


DA
ρ′(s̃) ∩1 ũ (ρ = (ρ′ ∥ 1

−→
lab(ũ)) for some ρ′)

s̃ ∩1 D
A
ρ′(ũ) (ρ = (1

−→
lab(s̃) ∥ ρ′) for some ρ′)⋃

z∈|A|{@z.1 | Ez(s̃) ∧ Ez(ũ)} (ρ = jz1)

∅ (otherwise)

.

Proof. By a routine verification.

We then have that the derivatives can simulate left quotients of A-runs, as follows. See
Sect. 4.1, for a detailed proof.

Lemma 4.5. Let A be a structure and z ∈ |A|. For all lKL terms t̃ and A-runs ρ, we have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (t̃)) = RA
z (D

A
ρ (t̃)).

Example 4.6 (cf. Sect. 2.3.2). Let A =
(

x y
a

b
)
, t̃ = @x.(a((ba) ∩ 1)b) ∩ 1, ρ =(

x
x

x

y
f

1

2

1

2

a
)
, and ρ′ =

 y

x

y

y

x y
y x

x
f j

j
1

2

1

2

b a

b 1

2

. We can

see ρ′ ∈ Dρ(RA
x (t̃)) by ρ ⋄ ρ′ ∈ RA

x (t̃). We also have ρ′ ∈ RA
x (Dρ(t̃)), because by letting

t̃′ = (@y.((ba) ∩ 1)b) ∩1 @x.1, we have ρ′ ∈ RA(t̃′) and t̃′ ∈ Dρ(t̃). Here, t̃′ ∈ Dρ(t̃) is shown
as follows:

t̃ = @x.(a((ba) ∩ 1)b) ∩ 1 −→A(
x

x

x
f

1

2

) (@x.a((ba) ∩ 1)b) ∩1 @x.1

−→A(
x

x

y1

2

1

2

a

) (@y.((ba) ∩ 1)b) ∩1 @x.1 = t̃′.

Similar to the above, for an lKL term t̃ and a set T̃ of lKL terms, we let:

(−→A) =
△

⋃
ρ an A-run

(−→A
ρ ), DA(t̃) =

△ {s̃ | t̃ −→A s̃}, DA(T̃ ) =
△
⋃
t̃∈T̃

DA(t̃).

By Lems. 4.2 and 4.5, derivatives can give an alternative semantics, as follows.
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Theorem 4.7. Let A be a structure and let t̃ be an lKL term. We have:

Jt̃KA = {z ∈ |A| | Ez(D
A(t̃))}.

Proof. We have:

z ∈ Jt̃KA ⇔ RA
z (t̃) ̸= ∅ (Prop. 3.3)

⇔ Ez(D
A
ρ (RA

z (t̃))) for some A-run ρ (Prop. 2.20)

⇔ Ez(D
A
ρ (t̃)) for some A-run ρ (Lems. 4.2 and 4.5)

⇔ Ez(D
A(t̃)). (By DA(t̃) =

⋃
ρ an A-runDA

ρ (t̃))

Hence this completes the proof.

4.1. Proof on Lem. 4.5: derivatives can simulate left quotients. We first prepare
the following proposition.

Proposition 4.8. Let ρ be an atomic A-run. For x⃗, y⃗, we use Xx⃗,y⃗, Yx⃗,y⃗ to denote sets of
A-runs with ⟨x⃗, y⃗⟩-interface. We then have the following.

(⋄) : DA
ρ (Xx⃗,y ⋄ Yy,z) =

{
(DA

ρ (Xx⃗,y) ⋄ Yy,z) ∪ DA
ρ (Yy,z) (Ey(Xx⃗,y))

(DA
ρ (Xx⃗,y) ⋄ Yy,z) (otherwise)

;

(∥) : DA
ρ (Xx⃗1,z1 ∥ Yx⃗2,z2) =


DA
ρ′(Xx⃗1,z1) ∥ Yx⃗2,z2 (ρ = (ρ′ ∥ 1

−→
lab(x⃗2)) for some ρ′)

Xx⃗1,z1 ∥ DA
ρ′(Yx⃗2,z2) (ρ = (1

−→
lab(x⃗1) ∥ ρ′) for some ρ′)

∅ (otherwise)

.

Proof. For (⋄) : Because for all τ, σ, ρ1 s.t. ty2(τ) = ty1(σ) = y, we have

τ ⋄ σ −→A
ρ ρ1 ⇔

∨{
∃τ ′, τ −→A

ρ τ
′ ∧ ρ1 = τ ′ ⋄ σ

Ey(τ) ∧ (∃σ′, σ −→A
ρ σ

′ ∧ ρ1 = σ′)
.

For (∥) : Because for all τ, σ, ρ1, we have

τ ∥ σ −→A
ρ ρ1 ⇔

∨{
∃τ ′, ρ′, τ −→A

ρ′ τ
′ ∧ ρ1 = (τ ′ ∥ σ) ∧ ρ = (ρ′ ∥ 1ty1(σ))

∃σ′, ρ′, σ −→A
ρ′ σ

′ ∧ ρ1 = (τ ∥ σ′) ∧ ρ = (1ty1(τ) ∥ ρ′)
.

We first show Lem. 4.5 for atomic A-runs, and then we extend for A-runs.

Lemma 4.9. Let A be a structure and z ∈ |A|. For all lKL terms t̃ and atomic A-runs ρ,

DA
ρ (RA

z (t̃)) = RA
z (D

A
ρ (t̃)).

Proof. By easy induction on t̃ using Prop. 4.8.

• Case t̃ = @x.a for a ∈ Σ: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.a)) = DA
ρ ({a

x,z
1 | ⟨x, z⟩ ∈ JaKA})

=

{
RA

z ({@z.1 | ⟨x, z⟩ ∈ JaKA}) (ρ = ax,z1 )

∅ (otherwise)
= RA

z (D
A
ρ (@x.a)).

• Case t̃ = @x.1,@x.0: We have: DA
ρ (RA

z (t̃)) = ∅ = RA
z (D

A
ρ (t̃)).
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• Case t̃ = @x.s ; u: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.s ; u)) =
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ (RA

y (@x.s) ⋄ RA
y,z(u))

= (
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ (RA

y (@x.s)) ⋄ RA
y,z(u)) ∪

⋃
y∈|A|;Ey(RA

y (@x.s))

DA
ρ (RA

z (@y.u)) (Prop. 4.8 (⋄))

= (
⋃

y∈|A|

RA
y (D

A
ρ (@x.s)) ⋄ RA

y,z(u)) ∪
⋃

y∈|A|;Ey(@x.s)

RA
z (D

A
ρ (@y.u)) (Lem. 4.2, IH)

= RA
z

(DA
ρ (@x.s) ;1 u) ∪

⋃
y∈|A|;Ey(@x.s)

DA
ρ (@y.u)

 = RA
z (D

A
ρ (@x.s ; u)). (By Def. 3.2)

• Case t̃ = @x.s+ u: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.s+ u)) = DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.s)) ∪ DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.u))

= RA
z (D

A
ρ (@x.s)) ∪RA

z (D
A
ρ (@x.u)) = RA

z (D
A
ρ (@x.s+ u)). (IH)

• Case t̃ = @x.s∗: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.s
∗)) = DA

ρ (
⋃

y∈|A|

{τ ∈ RA
y (@x.s) | ¬Ey(τ)} ⋄ RA

y,z(s
∗))

=
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ ({τ ∈ RA

y (@x.s) | ¬Ey(τ)}) ⋄ RA
y,z(s

∗) (Prop. 4.8 (⋄))

=
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ (RA

y (@x.s)) ⋄ RA
y,z(s

∗) (Because ρ is not empty)

=
⋃

y∈|A|

RA
y (D

A
ρ (@x.s)) ⋄ RA

y,z(s
∗) (IH)

= RA
z (D

A
ρ (@x.s) ;1 s

∗) = RA
z (D

A
ρ (@x.s

∗)). (By Def. 3.2)

• Case t̃ = @x.s ∩ u: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (@x.s ∩ u)) = DA
ρ (f

x
1 ⋄ (RA

z (@x.s) ∥ RA
z (@x.u)) ⋄ jz1)

=

{
(RA

z (@x.s) ∥ RA
z (@x.u)) ⋄ jz1 (ρ = fx1)

∅ (otherwise)
= RA

z (D
A
ρ (@x.s ∩ u)).
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• Case t̃ = s̃ ;1 u: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (s̃ ;1 u)) =
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ (RA

y (s̃) ⋄ RA
y,z(u))

= (
⋃

y∈|A|

DA
ρ (RA

y (s̃)) ⋄ RA
y,z(u)) ∪

⋃
y∈|A|;Ey(RA

y (s̃))

DA
ρ (RA

z (@y.u)) (Prop. 4.8 (⋄))

= (
⋃

y∈|A|

RA
y (D

A
ρ (s̃)) ⋄ RA

y,z(u)) ∪
⋃

y∈|A|;Ey(s̃)

RA
z (D

A
ρ (@y.u)) (Lem. 4.2, IH)

= RA
z

(DA
ρ (s̃) ;1 u) ∪

⋃
y∈|A|;Ey(s̃)

DA
ρ (@y.u)

 = RA
z (D

A
ρ (s̃ ;1 u)). (By Def. 3.2)

• Case t̃ = s̃ ∩1 ũ: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (s̃ ∩1 ũ)) = DA
ρ ((RA

z (s̃) ∥ RA
z (ũ)) ⋄ jz1)

=


(RA

z (D
A
ρ′(s̃)) ∥ RA

z (ũ)) ⋄ jz1 (ρ = (ρ′ ∥ 1
−→
lab(ũ)) for some ρ′)

(RA
z (s̃) ∥ RA

z (D
A
ρ′(ũ))) ⋄ jz1 (ρ = (1

−→
lab(s̃) ∥ ρ′) for some ρ′)

{1z | Ez(s̃) ∧ Ez(ũ)} (ρ = jz1)

∅ (otherwise)

(Prop. 4.8, IH)

=


RA

z (D
A
ρ′(s̃) ∩1 ũ) (ρ = (ρ′ ∥ 1

−→
lab(ũ)) for some ρ′)

RA
z (s̃ ∩1 D

A
ρ′(ũ)) (ρ = (1

−→
lab(s̃) ∥ ρ′) for some ρ′)

RA
z ({@z.1 | Ez(s̃) ∧ Ez(ũ)}) (ρ = jz1)

∅ (otherwise)

(By Def. 3.2)

= RA
z (D

A
ρ (s̃ ∩1 ũ)).

Hence this completes the proof.

Proof of Lem. 4.5. By easy induction on the number k of edges occurring in ρ using Lem. 4.9.
We distinguish the following cases:

• Case k = 0: We have:

DA
ρ (RA

z (t̃)) =

{
RA

z (t̃) (ρ = 1
−→
lab(t̃))

∅ (otherwise)
= RA

z (D
A
ρ (t̃)). (By the rule (R))

• Case k ≥ 1: By Prop. 2.19, let a1, . . . , ak be atomic A-runs s.t. ρ = a1 ⋄ . . . ⋄ ak. We have:

DA
a1⋄...⋄ak(R

A
z (t̃)) = DA

ak
(DA

ak−1
(. . . (DA

a1(R
A
z (t̃)))))

= RA
z (D

A
ak
(DA

ak−1
(. . . (DA

a1(t̃))))) (By Lem. 4.9, iteratively)

= RA
z (D

A
a1⋄...⋄ak(t̃)). (By the rule (T))

Hence this completes the proof.
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4.2. Closure property of derivatives. Moreover, the derivatives above have a closure
property like Antimirov’s derivatives [Ant96, BBM+16].

Definition 4.10. Let L be a set. For a KL term t, the closure clL(t) is the set of lKL terms
defined by:

clL(a) =
△ {@y.a,@y.1 | y ∈ L} for a ∈ Σ,

clL(1) =
△ {@y.1 | y ∈ L},

clL(0) =
△ {0},

clL(s ; u) =
△ {@y.s ; u | y ∈ L} ∪ (clL(s) ;1 u) ∪ clL(u),

clL(s+ u) =
△ {@y.s+ u | y ∈ L} ∪ clL(s) ∪ clL(u),

clL(s
∗) =

△ {@y.s∗ | y ∈ L} ∪ (clL(s) ;1 s
∗),

clL(s ∩ u) =
△ {@y.s ∩ u,@y.1 | y ∈ L} ∪ (clL(s) ∩1 clL(u)).

For an lKL term t̃ ∈ T̃L, the closure clL(t̃) is the set of lKL terms defined by:

clL(@x.t) =
△

clL(t),

clL(s̃ ;1 u) =
△

(clL(s̃) ;1 u) ∪ clL(u),

clL(s̃ ∩1 ũ) =
△ {@y.1 | y ∈ L} ∪ (clL(s̃) ∩1 clL(ũ)).

We then extend clL for sets of lKL terms, by clL(T̃ ) =
△ ⋃

t̃∈T̃ clL(t̃).

By the following two propositions, we have that the function cl is a closure operator of
the derivatives defined above.

Proposition 4.11. For each set L, the function clL : ℘(T̃L) → ℘(T̃L) is a closure operator.

Proof. Because we have the following, respectively:

• Extensivity T̃ ⊆ clL(T̃ ): Because t̃ ∈ clL(t̃) (by definition).

• Monotonicity T̃ ⊆ S̃ ⇒ clL(T̃ ) ⊆ clL(S̃): By clL(T̃ ) =
⋃

t̃∈T̃ clL(t̃) ⊆
⋃

t̃∈S̃ clL(t̃) = clL(S̃).

• Idempotency clL(clL(T̃ )) ⊆ clL(T̃ ): It suffices to prove that clL(clL(t)) ⊆ clL(t) and
clL(clL(t̃)) ⊆ clL(t̃). This is shown by induction on the size of t (resp. t̃).

Proposition 4.12. Let A be a structure and let ρ be a A-run. For all lKL terms t̃ ∈ T̃|A|,

we have DA
ρ (t̃) ⊆ cl|A|(t̃).

Proof. When ρ is an atomic A-run, this is shown by easy induction on the size of t̃ (by
comparing Prop. 4.4 and Def. 4.10). By extensivity and idempotency (Prop. 4.11), we can
extend this property from atomic A-runs to A-runs.

Moreover, on the closure size, we have the following.

Proposition 4.13. Let L be a set. For all KL terms t, #clL(t) ≤ (2×#L× ∥t∥)iw(t).

Proof. By easy induction on t.

• Case t = a where a ∈ Σ ∪ {1, 0}: By #clL(t) ≤ 2×#L ≤ (2×#L× ∥t∥)1.
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• Case t = s♡ u where ♡ ∈ {;,+}: We have:

# clL(s♡ u) ≤ #L+#clL(s) + #clL(u) (By the definition of clL (Def. 4.10))

≤ #L+ (2×#L× ∥s∥)iw(s) + (2×#L× ∥u∥)iw(u) (IH)

≤ (2×#L)max(iw(s),iw(u)) × (1 + ∥s∥max(iw(s),iw(u)) + ∥u∥max(iw(s),iw(u)))

≤ (2×#L× ∥s♡ u∥)iw(s♡u).

• Case t = s∗: We have:

# clL(s
∗) ≤ #L+#clL(s) (By the definition of clL (Def. 4.10))

≤ #L+ (2×#L× ∥s∥)iw(s) (IH)

≤ (2×#L)iw(s) × (1 + ∥s∥iw(s)) ≤ (2×#L× ∥s∗∥)iw(s∗).

• Case t = s ∩ u: We have:

# clL(s ∩ u) ≤ #L+#clL(s)×#clL(u) + #L (By the definition of clL (Def. 4.10))

≤ 2×#L+ (2×#L× ∥s∥)iw(s) × (2×#L× ∥u∥)iw(u) (IH)

≤ (2×#L)iw(s)+iw(u) × (1 + ∥s∥iw(s) × ∥u∥iw(u))

≤ (2×#L)iw(s)+iw(u) × (1 + ∥s∥+ ∥u∥)iw(s)+iw(u) ≤ (2×#L× ∥s ∩ u∥)iw(s∩u).

Hence, this completes the proof.

5. Decomposing Derivatives: An Automata Construction

In this section, we show that the derivatives are decomposable on path decompositions
(Thm. 5.5 in Sect. 5.2), and we give an automata construction (Sect. 5).

We write STR for the class of all structures. We let STRk =
△ {A ∈ STR | |A| ⊆ [k]}.

5.1. Gluing operator for path decompositions. For A1, . . . ,An ∈ STR, the disjoint
union

⊔n
i=1Ai is defined as the structure ⟨{⟨i, x⟩ | i ∈ [n], x ∈ |Ai|}, {⟨⟨i, x⟩, ⟨i, y⟩⟩ | i ∈

[n], ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ aAi}a∈Σ⟩. We consider the following gluing operator.

Definition 5.1. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. The structure ⊙A⃗ (or written ⊙n
i=1Ai) is

defined as follows:

⊙A⃗ =
△

(
n⊔

i=1

Ai

)
/∼

A⃗

where ∼
A⃗
is the minimal binary relation closed under the following rule:

For all x and i ∈ [n− 1], if x ∈ |Ai| ∩ |Ai+1|, then ⟨i, x⟩ ∼
A⃗
⟨i+ 1, x⟩.

(For notational simplicity, we abbreviate ∼
A⃗
to ∼ when A⃗ is clear from the context.)

For instance,
⊙(

1 2
a

b
)(

2 3
a

b
)(

3 1
a

b
)
=
(

a
b

a
b

a
b

)
. This glu-

ing operator transforms a given path decomposition into the original structure up to
isomorphisms.

Proposition 5.2. Let A be a structure. If B⃗ is a path decomposition of A, then A ∼= ⊙B⃗.

Proof. Easy, by definition.



DERIVATIVES ON GRAPHS FOR PCOR* 23

From this, RELpw≤k = {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ STR+
k+1}. By the linearly bounded pathwidth model

property (Prop. 2.10), the equational theory of KL terms can be reformulated as follows:

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ STR+
iw(t)+1} |= t ≤ s.

Because path decompositions are sequences (words) of structures, this characterization is
compatible with the automata construction given later.

5.2. Decomposing derivatives. Let • be a fresh special label for denoting a special
isolated vertex. For a structure A, let A• =

△ ⟨|A| ⊎ {•}, {aA}a∈Σ⟩. Clearly, for all t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃|A|,

t̃ −→A s̃ iff t̃ −→A• s̃.
Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. In the sequel, we consider the the structure⊙((A1)• . . . (An)•);

we use (⊙A⃗)• to denote this structure (as they are isomorphic) and we may abbreviate

[⟨i, •⟩]∼
(⊙A⃗)•

to •. For i ∈ [n], we let T̃A⃗
(i) =

△
T̃{[⟨i,x⟩]∼

(⊙A⃗)•
|x∈|(Ai)•|}. For an lKL term t̃ and

i ∈ [n], let t̃(i) be the lKL term t̃ in which each x has been replaced with [⟨i, x⟩]∼
(⊙A⃗)•

.

We consider the following composition of derivative relations.

Definition 5.3. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. The relation t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃, where

⟨t̃, s̃⟩ ∈
⋃n

i=1(T̃
A⃗
(i))

2, is defined as the minimal subset closed under the following rules:

t̃ −→(Aj)• s̃
D

t̃(j) (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j)

t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) ũ ũ (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃
T

t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃

t̃[•/l] (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[•/r]

L
t̃[x/l] (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[x/r]
.

Here, t̃[y/i] denotes the lKL term t̃ in which the i-th label of t̃ has been replaced with y.

Example 5.4. Let A⃗ = A1A2 where A1 =
(

1 2
a

b
)
and A2 =

(
2 3

a

b
)
. Let t̃ =

@[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.(a2((b2a2) ∩ 1)b2) ∩ 1 and let s̃ = @[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.1. We then have t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)• s̃ by the

following (⊙A⃗)•-run:

1, 1

1, 1 1, 2 2, 3

2, 3 1, 2 1, 1

2, 3

1, 1

1, 2 2, 3

2, 3 1, 2 1, 1

1, 1f

f j

j

a a

b b a a

b b

where we abbreviate [⟨i, x⟩]∼ to “i, x” in each vertex. We also have t̃ (⊙2
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃, as

follows:

• t̃ = @[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.(a2((b2a2)∩1)b2)∩1 (⊙2
i=1 −→(Ai)•) (@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.a((b2a2)∩1)b2)∩1(@[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.1),

by (D) w.r.t. A1;

• (@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.a((b2a2) ∩ 1)b2) ∩1 (@ • .1) (⊙2
i=1 −→(Ai)•) (@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.b) ∩1 (@ • .1),

by
– (@[⟨2, 2⟩]∼.a((b2a2) ∩ 1)b2) ∩1 (@ • .1)
(⊙2

i=1 −→(Ai)•) (((@[⟨2, 2⟩]∼.ba2) ∩1 (@[⟨2, 3⟩]∼.1))b2) ∩1 (@ • .1), by (D) w.r.t. A2;
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– (((@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.ba2) ∩1 (@ • .1))b2) ∩1 (@ • .1)
(⊙2

i=1 −→(Ai)•) (((@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.a) ∩1 (@ • .1))b2) ∩1 (@ • .1), by (D) w.r.t. A1;
– (((@[⟨2, 2⟩]∼.a) ∩1 (@[⟨2, 3⟩]∼.1))b2) ∩1 (@ • .1)
(⊙2

i=1 −→(Ai)•) (@[⟨2, 2⟩]∼.b) ∩1 (@ • .1), by (D) w.r.t. A2;

• (@[⟨1, 2⟩]∼.b) ∩1 (@[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.1) (⊙2
i=1 −→(Ai)•) @[⟨1, 1⟩]∼.1 = s̃, by (D) w.r.t. A1.

Note that we cannot use lKL terms with labels [⟨1, 1⟩]∼ and [⟨2, 3⟩]∼, because these labels
does not occur in A1 nor A2, simultaneously; so, we should consider an appropriate strategy.

The following decomposition theorem shows that, by composing derivative relations

−→Ai using the rules of Def. 5.3, we can obtain the derivative relation −→(⊙A⃗)• . Namely,
we can decompose a derivative relation on a large structure into derivative relations on small
structures, as follows. The soundness (⇐) is easy. For the completeness (⇒), we decompose
derivative relations appropriately like as Example 5.4. The proof will be given in Sect. 7.

Theorem 5.5 (decomposition theorem). Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. For all j ∈ [n] and

lKL terms t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃A⃗
(j), we have:

t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)• s̃ ⇔ t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃.

5.3. Reducing to 2AFAs. Using Thm. 5.5, we can give a reduction from the equational
theory of PCoR* into the inclusion problem of two-way alternating finite word automata
(2AFAs) [LLS78, LLS84] (the following definition is based on [GO14]).2

5.3.1. 2AFAs. We use ▷ and ◁ as the special characters denoting the leftmost and rightmost.
A 2AFA A over a finite set A is a tuple A = ⟨|A|, δA, 1A⟩, where
• |A| is a finite set of states;
• δA : |A|×(A⊎{▷, ◁}) → B+(|A|×{−1, 0, 1}) is a transition function, where B+(X) denotes
the set of positive boolean formulas over a set X given by

φ,ψ ∈ B+(X) ::= p | f | t | φ ∨ ψ | φ ∧ ψ (p ∈ X);

• 1A ∈ |A| is the initial state.

For a 2AFA A and a word w = a0 . . . an−1 over A ⊎ {▷, ◁}, the set SA
w ⊆ |A| × [0, n− 1] is

defined as the minimal set closed under the following rule: For ⟨q, i⟩ ∈ |A| × [0, n− 1] and
propositional variables ⟨q1, i1⟩, . . . , ⟨qm, im⟩ ∈ |A| × {−1, 0, 1}, when the positive boolean
formula δA(q, ai) is true under that each ⟨qk, ik⟩ is true, then

⟨q1, i+ i1⟩ ∈ SA
w . . . ⟨qm, i+ im⟩ ∈ SA

w

⟨q, i⟩ ∈ SA
w

.

For a 2AFA A, the language is defined as [A] =
△ {w ∈ A∗ | ⟨1A, 0⟩ ∈ SA

▷w◁}. We define
the size ∥A∥ as

∑
⟨q,a⟩∈|A|×(A⊎{▷,◁}) ∥δA(q, a)∥ where ∥φ∥ denotes the number of symbols

occurring in the positive boolean formula φ. (Note that, the size may not be bounded by a
polynomial in (#|A|#A), as ∥δA(q, a)∥ may not be bounded by a polynomial.)

2See also [KZ21] for comparison of definitions of “2AFA”. In their classification, our definition is precisely
monotone 2BFA, as we use monotone (but, possibly non-basic) formulas in transition functions.
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Proposition 5.6. The inclusion problem for 2AFAs—given a finite set A and given two
2AFAs A and B over A, does [A] ⊆ [B] hold?—is decidable in PSPACE.

Proof. Let A′ be the (one-way) non-deterministic finite automata (1NFA) of states 2O(n logn)

s.t. [A′] = [A] obtained by [GO14, Lem. 1], and let B̄′ be the 1NFA of states 2O(n) s.t.
[B̄′] = A∗ \ [B] obtained by [GO14, Lem. 5] (see also [CDGLV02, Thm. 8]). Here, n is
the number of states in the input 2AFA. We have [A] ̸⊆ [B] iff [A′] ∩ [B̄′] ̸= ∅. Then the
right-hand side can be decided in a non-deterministic polynomial space algorithm by the
“on-the-fly” checking of the non-emptiness problem of the product 1NFA of A′ and B̄′.3 Hence,
by Savitch’s theorem ((co-)NPSPACE = PSPACE) [Sav70], this completes the proof.

5.3.2. 2AFAs construction. Using 2AFAs, we can naturally encode the rules of Def. 5.3.

Definition 5.7. For k ≥ 1 and a KL term u, we define the 2AFA Au
k over STRk as follows:

• |Au
k | =

△ {1} ⊎ (cl[k]∪{•}(u)
2 × {?,✓}), we abbreviate ⟨t̃, s̃, p⟩ to ⟨t̃, s̃⟩p;

• 1A
u
k =

△
1;

• δA
u
k (q, a) =

△ ∨
X(q, a) where X(q, a) ⊆ B+(|A| × {−1, 0,+1}) is the minimal set closed

under the following rules:

Ey(s̃)
ix,y (x, y ∈ [k])

⟨⟨@x. u, s̃⟩?,+1⟩ ∈ X(1A
u
k , ▷)

−→
lab(t̃),

−→
lab(s̃) ∈ |A•|+

✓
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, 0⟩ ∈ X(⟨t̃, s̃⟩?,A)

−1
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩?,−1⟩ ∈ X(⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓,A)

+1
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩?,+1⟩ ∈ X(⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓,A)

t̃ −→A• s̃
D

t ∈ X(⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓,A)
−→
lab(ũ′) ∈ |A•|+

T
⟨⟨t̃, ũ′⟩✓, 0⟩ ∧ ⟨⟨ũ′, s̃⟩✓, 0⟩ ∈ X(⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓,A)

L
⟨⟨t̃[•/l], s̃[•/r]⟩✓, 0⟩ ∈ X(⟨t̃[x/l], s̃[x/r]⟩✓,A)

.

The rules are defined based on Def. 5.3. Intuitively, the check mark “✓” in ⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓
expresses that

−→
lab(t̃),

−→
lab(s̃) ∈ |A•|+ holds (where A is the structure in the current position);

the question mark “?” in ⟨t̃, s̃⟩? expresses that it has not yet been checked. They are
introduced to check it after the rule −1 or +1 (as 2AFAs cannot read sibling structures in
one step).

Example 5.8. Let A⃗ = A1A2 where A1 =
(

1 2
a

b
)
and A2 =

(
2 3

a

b
)
. Let

t̃1 = @1.(a2b2) ∩ 1, t̃2 = (@2.ab2) ∩1 (@1.1), t̃′2 = (@2.ab2) ∩1 (@ • .1),
t̃′3 = (@2.b) ∩1 (@ • .1), t̃3 = (@2.b) ∩1 (@1.1), t̃4 = @1.1.

Then (t̃1)(1) ⇝ (t̃4)(1) holds by the following derivation tree (w.r.t. the rules Def. 5.3), where

we abbreviate (⊙2
i=1 −→(Ai)•) to (⇝):

3See [GO14] for the precise constructions of A′ and B̄′. For A′ [GO14, Lem. 1], we can encode each state
of A′ (expressed as a sequence over subsets of |A|) in O(n logn)-space because its length is at most 2n and

each state of A occurs at most 2 times. Given q, q′ ∈ |A′| and a ∈ A ⊎ {▷, ◁}, the membership ⟨q, q′⟩ ∈ aA′

can be decided in polynomial space, by construction. Similarly for B̄′ [GO14, Lem. 5], the membership

⟨q, q′⟩ ∈ aB̄′
can be decided in polynomial space. Thus, the “on-the-fly” checking is indeed possible.
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D w.r.t. A1
(t̃1)(1) ⇝ (t̃2)(1)

D w.r.t. A2
(t̃′2)(2) ⇝ (t̃′3)(2)

L
(t̃2)(1) ⇝ (t̃3)(1)

T
(t̃1)(1) ⇝ (t̃3)(1)

D w.r.t. A1
(t̃3)(1) ⇝ (t̃4)(1)

T
(t̃1)(1) ⇝ (t̃4)(1)

Let u = a2b2 ∩ 1. This tree can be simulated in Au
k as follows, where we omit “∈ S

Au
k

▷A⃗◁
”:

D w.r.t. A1
⟨⟨t̃1, t̃2⟩✓, 1⟩

D w.r.t. A2
⟨⟨t̃′2, t̃′3⟩✓, 2⟩ ✓
⟨⟨t̃′2, t̃′3⟩?, 2⟩

+1
⟨⟨t̃′2, t̃′3⟩✓, 1⟩

L
⟨⟨t̃2, t̃3⟩✓, 1⟩

T
⟨⟨t̃1, t̃3⟩✓, 1⟩

D w.r.t. A1
⟨⟨t̃3, t̃4⟩✓, 1⟩

T
⟨⟨t̃1, t̃4⟩✓, 1⟩

✓
⟨⟨t̃1, t̃4⟩?, 1⟩

i1,1
⟨1Au

k , 0⟩
Since the rules of Au

k are defined based on the rules of Def. 5.3, we have the following,
as expected. Both directions are shown by easy induction on the derivative trees.

Proposition 5.9 (Appendix A). Let k ≥ 1 and let u be an lKL term. Let A1 . . .An ∈ STR+
k .

For all j ∈ [n] and t̃, s̃ ∈ cl|Aj |∪{•}(u), we have:

t̃(j) (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j) ⇔ ⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁
.

Thus, we have the following.

Lemma 5.10. For k ≥ 1 and a KL term t, we have: [At
k] = {A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+

k |
⟨[⟨1, x⟩]∼, [⟨1, y⟩]∼⟩ ∈ JtK⊙A⃗

for some x, y ∈ |A1|}.

Proof. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+
k . We have:

A⃗ ∈ [At
k] ⇔ ∃x, y ∈ |A1|,∃s̃ ∈ cl[k](t), ⟨⟨@x.t, s̃⟩✓, 1⟩ ∈ S

At
k

▷A⃗◁
∧ Ey(s̃) (By the form of At

k)

⇔ ∃x, y ∈ |A1|,∃s̃ ∈ cl[k](t), (@x.t)(1) (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(1) ∧ Ey(s̃) (Prop. 5.9)

⇔ ∃x, y ∈ |A1|,∃s̃ ∈ cl[k](t), (@x.t)(1) −→(⊙A⃗)• s̃(1) ∧ Ey(s̃) (Thm. 5.5)

⇔ ∃x, y ∈ |A1|,∃s̃ ∈ cl[k](t), (@x.t)(1) −→⊙A⃗ s̃(1) ∧ E[⟨1,y⟩]∼(s̃(1))

⇔ ∃x, y ∈ |A1|, [⟨1, y⟩]∼ ∈ J@[⟨1, x⟩]∼.tK⊙A⃗
. (Thm. 4.7)

Hence, this completes the proof.

When l and r are fresh variables, we have: REL |= t ≤ s⇔ REL |= ⊤ltr⊤ ≤ ⊤lsr⊤. For
PCoR* terms of the form ⊤u⊤, either J⊤u⊤KA = ∅ or J⊤u⊤KA = |A|2 holds. Thus, if there
is a KL term u⊤ such that Ju⊤KA = J⊤KA (note that ⊤ is not a KL term), then we have:
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RELpw≤k−1 |= t ≤ s iff {A⃗ ∈ STR+
k | Ju⊤ltru⊤K⊙A⃗

̸= ∅} ⊆ {A⃗ ∈ STR+
k | Ju⊤lsru⊤K⊙A⃗

≠ ∅}
iff [Au⊤ltru⊤

k ] ⊆ [Au⊤lsru⊤
k ].

From this, if we can encode ⊤, then by using Lem. 5.10, we can encode the equational
theory of KL terms. In the following, we consider encoding ⊤ on our automata construction.

5.3.3. A normal form of path decompositions. Let LN
k =

△
STR+

k \ (LInac
k ∪ LIncon

k ) where

LInac
k =

△
STR∗

k ;
{
A1A2 ∈ STR2

k | |A1| ∩ |A2| = ∅
}
; STR∗

k,

LIncon
k =

△
STR∗

k ;

{
A1A2 ∈ STR2

k | ∃b ∈ Σ, bA1 ∩ (
2⋂

i=1

|Ai|)2 ̸= bA2 ∩ (
2⋂

i=1

|Ai|)2
}

; STR∗
k.

Intuitively, LInac
k detects adjacent structures not sharing any vertices, and LIncon

k detects
adjacent structures such that their relations are not the same in the sharing part.

Proposition 5.11. For k ≥ 2, RELpw≤k−1 = {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ LN
k }.

Proof. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+
k . If |Ai| ∩ |Ai+1| = ∅ for some i, then by putting a new

component consisting of one vertex in Ai and one vertex in Ai+1 between Ai and Ai+1, we

can avoid the condition of LInac
k . Moreover, for each ⟨[⟨i, x⟩]∼, [⟨i, y⟩]∼⟩ ∈ b⊙A⃗, we add a new

edge for ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ bAi in Ai; then, we can avoid the condition of LIncon
k .

In the sequel, we consider LN
k , instead of STR+

k . This is useful for encoding extra

operators (Sects. 5.3.4 and 6). We use the condition of LInac
k to encode ⊤ and we use the

condition of LIncon
k to encode tests and nominals.

5.3.4. Encoding the equational theory of KL. Let c⊤ be a special letter for encoding ⊤. We
consider the following language:

L⊤
k =

△
STR∗

k ; {A ∈ STRk | ¬cA⊤ = |A|2} ; STR∗
k.

We then encode the equational theory by the inclusion problem for 2AFAs, as follows.

Lemma 5.12. Let k ≥ 2. Let t and s be KL terms. Let l, r, c⊤ be fresh variables. Then,

RELpw≤k−1 |= t ≤ s ⇔ [Ac∗⊤ltrc∗⊤
k ] ∩ (LN

k \ L⊤
k ) ⊆ [Ac∗⊤lsrc∗⊤

k ].

Proof. We have:

RELpw≤k−1 |= t ≤ s ⇔ RELpw≤k−1 |= ⊤ltr⊤ ≤ ⊤lsr⊤

⇔ {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ LN
k \ L⊤

k } |= ⊤ltr⊤ ≤ ⊤lsr⊤ (Sect. 5.3.3 and c⊤ is fresh)

⇔ ∀A⃗ ∈ LN
k \ L⊤

k , Jc
∗
⊤ltrc

∗
⊤K⊙A⃗

̸= ∅ implies Jc∗⊤lsrc
∗
⊤K⊙A⃗

̸= ∅ (J⊤K⊙A⃗
= Jc∗⊤K⊙A⃗

)

⇔ [Ac∗⊤ltrc∗⊤
k ] ∩ (LN

k \ L⊤
k ) ⊆ [Ac∗⊤lsrc∗⊤

k ]. (Lem. 5.10 and J⊤u⊤K⊙A⃗
is ∅ or |⊙A⃗|2)

Hence, this completes the proof.
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5.3.5. Complexity: On the size of the translated 2AFA. For the number of states of At
k,

by Prop. 4.13, we have #|At
k| = 2O(iw(t) log(k∥t∥)). For the alphabet size of At

k, we have

#STRk = 2O(k2#Σ). (The number of structures over the universe S is 2#S2#Σ, as every

element of Σ denotes an binary relation. Thus, #STRk =
∑

S⊆[k];S ̸=∅ 2
#S2#Σ ≤ 2k ×

2k
2#Σ = 2O(k2#Σ).) For the sizes of the positive boolean formulas, we have ∥δAt

k(q, a)∥ =

O(k2#|At
k|) = 2O(iw(t) log(k∥t∥)) (due to the rule (ix,y) and the rule (T)). Thus, we have

∥At
k∥ = 2O(iw(t) log(k∥t∥)+k2#Σ). (Hence, under k = O(∥t∥), we have ∥At

k∥ = 2poly(∥t∥).)

Additionally, for LInac
k , there is a 1DFA such that the number of states is O(2k) (each

state corresponds to the universe in the current structure). For LIncon
k , there is a 1DFA such

that the number of states is O(#STRk) (each state corresponds to the current structure).
For L⊤

k , there is a 1DFA such that the number of states is a constant. Finally, we have
obtained the following complexity result.

Corollary 5.13. The equational theory for KL terms w.r.t. binary relations—given a finite
set Σ and KL terms t and s over Σ, does REL |= t ≤ s hold?—is EXPSPACE-complete.

Proof. (In EXPSPACE): By Lem. 5.12 with the linearly bounded pathwidth model property
(Prop. 2.10), we can reduce the problem into the inclusion problem for 2AFAs:

REL |= t ≤ s ⇔ [Ac∗⊤ltrc∗⊤
iw(t)+1 ] ⊆ [Ac∗⊤lsrc∗⊤

iw(t)+1 ] ∪ LInac
iw(t)+1 ∪ LIncon

iw(t)+1 ∪ L⊤
iw(t)+1.

Here, we take the union construction. By the discussion above with k = iw(t) + 1 ≤ ∥t∥+ 1
(Prop. 2.3), the 2AFAs have exponential sizes to the input size. By Prop. 5.6, this completes
the proof. (EXPSPACE-hard) [Nak17, BP17]: By REL |= (

∑
a∈Σ a)

∗ ≤ t iff Σ∗ ⊆ [t]Σ
(Prop. 2.12), we can give a reduction from the university problem for regular expressions
with intersection, which is EXPSPACE-hard [Fü80, Thm. 2].

Remark 5.14. In Cor. 5.13, by [Fü80, Thm. 2], the equational theory for KL terms w.r.t.
binary relations is EXPSPACE-hard even when #Σ = 2. Furthermore, even when #Σ = 1,
the equational theory is EXPSPACE-hard; given terms t and s, by letting t′ and s′ be
the terms t and s in which each variable ai (where Σ = {a1, a2}) has been replaced with

ui =
△
b3 ∩ b3+i, we have REL |= t ≤ s iff REL |= t′ ≤ s′. ((⇒): Because t′ ≤ s′ is obtained

by a substitution from t ≤ s. (⇐): We show the contraposition. Assume JtKA ̸⊆ JsKA. Let
B be the structure obtained by extending fresh vertices for ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JuiKB, for each edge
⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JaiKA; for instance, if A is a1 a2 , then B is . We then
have Jt′KB = JtKA or Jt′KB = JtKA ∪△|B|\|A|, by easy induction on t; thus, Jt′KB ̸⊆ Js′KB.)

6. Encoding extra operators

In this section, as with ⊤ in the reduction of Lem. 5.12 above, we give encodes of some extra
operators in our automata construction. As a consequence, we have that the equational
theory of PCoR* is decidable in EXPSPACE.

6.1. Encoding PCoR*. In this subsection, we give encodings of ⊤ and ⌣. Using them,
we can encode the equational theory of PCoR*.
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6.1.1. Encoding top (⊤). We recall L⊤
k and c⊤ (Sect. 5.3.4). For a term t, let t′ be the unique

normal form w.r.t. the term rewriting system: ⊤⇝ c∗⊤. For every A⃗ ∈ STR+
k \ (L⊤

k ∪ LInac
k ),

by Jc∗⊤K⊙A⃗
= J⊤K⊙A⃗

, we have Jt′K⊙A⃗
= JtK⊙A⃗

. Thus we can encode ⊤.

6.1.2. Encoding converse ( ⌣). For each variable a, we introduce a fresh variable (a. Let

REL⌣ =
△ {A ∈ REL | ∀a ∈ Σ, (a A = (aA)⌣}. We consider the converse normal form

[BP15, BP17] of PCoR*. For a PCoR* term t, we consider the unique normal form t′ w.r.t.
the following term rewriting system:

a⌣ ⇝ (a, 1⌣ ⇝ 1, 0⌣ ⇝ 0, ⊤⌣ ⇝ ⊤, (t ; s)⌣ ⇝ s⌣ ; t⌣,

(t+ s)⌣ ⇝ t⌣ + s⌣, (t ∩ s)⌣ ⇝ t⌣ ∩ s⌣, (t⌣)⌣ ⇝ t, (t∗)⌣ ⇝ (t⌣)∗.

Then, for A ∈ REL⌣, we have Jt′KA = JtKA. Let L⌣
k =

△
STR∗

k ; {A ∈ STRk | ¬ (a A =

(aA)⌣} ; STR∗
k. Then, REL

⌣
pw≤k−1 = {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ STR+

k \ L⌣
k }. For L⌣

k , there is a 1DFA such
that the number of states is a constant size. Thus we can encode ⌣.

6.1.3. Encoding the equational theory of PCoR*. By using the encodings above, we can
encode the equational theory of PCoR*. Thus, we have the following.

Corollary 6.1. The equational theory of PCoR* is decidable and EXPSPACE-complete.

Proof. (EXPSPACE-hardness): By Cor. 5.13. (In EXPSPACE): Let t and s be the KL
terms obtained from given PCoR* terms t′ and s′ by applying the translations of Sects. 6.1.1
and 6.1.2. Similar to Cor. 5.13, we can reduce into the inclusion problem for 2AFAs, as
follows: REL |= t′ ≤ s′ iff RELpw≤iw(t′) |= t′ ≤ s′ (Prop. 2.10) iff

[Ac∗⊤ltrc∗⊤
iw(t)+1 ] ⊆ [Ac∗⊤lsrc∗⊤

iw(t)+1 ] ∪ LInac
iw(t)+1 ∪ LIncon

iw(t)+1 ∪ L⊤
iw(t)+1 ∪ L⌣

iw(t)+1.

Because these 2AFAs have exponential sizes, this completes the proof by Prop. 5.6.

6.2. Encoding tests and nominals. In this subsection, moreover, we give encodings of
tests in Kleene algebra with tests [KS96, Sect. 4] and nominals in hybrid logic [AtC07].

6.2.1. Encoding tests. Let B ⊆ Σ be a finite set of atomic tests. Let RELtestsB =
△ {A ∈ REL |

∀b ∈ B, bA ⊆ △|A|}. The set of PCoR* terms with tests is given by:

t, s ::= p | a | 1 | 0 | t ; s | t+ s | t∗, (a ∈ Σ \B)

p, q ::= b | 1 | 0 | p ; q | p+ q | p−. (b ∈ B)

where the term p− expresses the complement of p w.r.t. the identify—the semantics is
extended by Jp−KA = △|A| \ JpKA (the others are the same as PCoR* terms). Using tests, we
can encode propositional while programs [FL79, Koz97]:

while p do t =
△

(pt)∗p−, if p then t else s =
△

(pt) ∪ (p−s).

For each b ∈ B, we introduce a fresh variable b̄; let B̄ be the set {b̄ | b ∈ B}. Let

RELtestsB,B̄ =
△ {A ∈ REL | ∀b ∈ B, bA ⊎ b̄A = △|A|}. For a term t, we consider the unique

normal form t′ in PCoR* terms w.r.t. the following term rewriting system:

b− ⇝ b̄, 1− ⇝ 0, 0− ⇝ 1, (p ; q)− ⇝ p− + q−, (p+ q)− ⇝ p− ; q−.
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Then, for A ∈ RELtestsB , we have Jt′KA = JtKA. Let

LtestsB,B̄

k =
△
STR∗

k ; {A ∈ STRk | ∃b ∈ B, bA ⊎ b̄A ̸= △|A|} ; STR∗
k.

Then, REL
testsB,B̄

pw≤k−1 = {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ STR+
k \ (LtestsB,B̄

k ∪ LIncon
k )}. For LtestsB,B̄

k , there is a 1NFA

such that the number of states is a constant size. Thus, we can encode tests.

6.2.2. Encoding nominals. Let L ⊆ Σ be a finite set of nominals. Let RELnomsL =
△ {A ∈

REL | ∀l ∈ L,∃x ∈ |A|, lA = {⟨x, x⟩}}. Using nominals, we can point a vertex. On
RELnomsL , we can also encode the jump operator “@l.t” in the definition of [AtC07], by
RELnomsL |= @l.t = ⊤lt.

We define the following language:

LnomsL
k =

△
⋃
l∈L


{A ∈ STRk | lA = ∅}+ ∪ (STR∗

k ; {A ∈ STRk | lA ̸⊆ △|A|} ; STR∗
k) ∪

(STR∗
k ;

{
A1 . . .An ∈ STR+

k | ∃x,∃y, ⟨x, x⟩ ∈ lA1 ∧ ⟨y, y⟩ ∈ lAn

∧(x ̸= y ∨ (x = y ∧ ∃j ∈ [n], x ̸∈ |Aj |))

}
; STR∗

k)

 .

Then, RELnomsL
pw≤k−1 = {⊙A⃗ | A⃗ ∈ STR+

k \LnomL
k }. (By the first line, l⊙A⃗ ̸= ∅ and l⊙A⃗ ⊆ △|⊙A⃗|.

By the second line, #{x | ⟨x, x⟩ ∈ l⊙A⃗} ≤ 1.) For LnomsL
k , there is a 1NFA such that the

number of states is O(#L× k) (intuitively, we use the states for memorizing l ∈ L, x ∈ [k],
and whether x ̸∈ |Aj | holds in past structures Aj). Thus, we can encode nominals.

6.2.3. Encoding the equational theory of PCoR* with tests and nominals. From the two
above, to use tests and nominals, we consider PCoR* terms in the class RELtestsB,B̄ ,nomsL =

△

RELtestsB,B̄ ∩ RELnomsL . For the class, we have the following (cf. Prop. 2.10).

Proposition 6.2. For all PCoR* terms t, s, we have:

RELtestsB,B̄ ,nomsL |= t ≤ s ⇔ REL
testsB,B̄ ,nomsL
pw≤iw(t)+#L |= t ≤ s.

Proof. (⇒): Trivial. (⇐): We prove the contraposition. Assume ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ JtKA \ JsKA for
A ∈ RELtestsB,B̄ ,nomsL . By Prop. 2.7, G′ −→ G(A, x, y) for some G′ ∈ G(t), and H −̸→
G(A, x, y) for all H ∈ G(s). Let G be the graph G′ extended with L isolated vertices
having l1, . . . , l#L labelled looping edges, respectively, where L = {l1, . . . , l#L}. Then
there is a graph homomorphism h : G −→ G(A, x, y) by extending G′ −→ G(A, x, y). Let

SB,B̄(h) =
△ ⟨|G|, {aSB,B̄(h)}a∈Σ, 1G, 2G⟩ where aSB,B̄(h) is the binary relation defined by{

aG (a ∈ Σ \ (B ∪ B̄))

aG ∪ {⟨x, x⟩ ∈ △|G| | ⟨h(x), h(x)⟩ ∈ aH} (a ∈ B ∪ B̄)
. Note that h : SB,B̄(h) −→

G(A, x, y). Let ∼ be the minimal equivalence relation satisfying the following two:

• for each l ∈ L, if ⟨x, y⟩, ⟨x′, y′⟩ ∈ lSB,B̄(h), then x ∼ y′;

• for each b ∈ B ∪ B̄, if ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ bSB,B̄(h), then x ∼ y.

Then SB,B̄(h)/∼ −→ G(A, x, y) holds because h(x) = h(y) holds for all x ∼ y. LetB, x′, y′ be

such that G(B, x′, y′) = SB,B̄(h)/∼. By SB,B̄(h)/∼ −→ G(A, x, y), we have ⟨x′, y′⟩ ̸∈ JsKB
(Prop. 2.7). By G′ −→ G −→ SB,B̄(h) −→ SB,B̄(h)/∼, we also have ⟨x′, y′⟩ ∈ JtKB
(Prop. 2.7). Because B ∈ REL

testsB,B̄ ,nomsL
pw≤iw(t)+#L (note that by pw(SB,B̄(h)) = pw(G) = pw(G′) ≤

iw(t) (Prop. 2.6), we have pw(SB,B̄(h)/∼) ≤ iw(t) + #L), this completes the proof.
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Using this bounded pathwidth model property, we have the following.

Corollary 6.3. The equational theory of PCoR* terms with tests and nominals is decidable
and EXPSPACE-complete.

Proof. (EXPSPACE-hardness): By Cor. 5.13. (In EXPSPACE): From given terms t′′ and s′′

(where B and B̄ are used for tests and L is used for nominals), let t′ and s′ be the PCoR* terms
obtained by applying the translations of Sect. 6.2.1, and let t and s be the KL terms obtained
by applying the translations of Sects. 6.1.1 and 6.1.2, respectively. Similar to Cor. 5.13, we
can reduce into the inclusion problem for 2AFAs, as follows: RELtestsB ,nomsL |= t′′ ≤ s′′ iff

RELtestsB,B̄ ,nomsL |= t′ ≤ s′ (Sect. 6.2.1) iff REL
testsB,B̄ ,nomsL
pw≤iw(t)+#L |= t′ ≤ s′ (Prop. 6.2) iff

[Ac∗⊤ltrc∗⊤
k ] ⊆ [Ac∗⊤lsrc∗⊤

k ] ∪ LInac
k ∪ LIncon

k ∪ L⊤
k ∪ L⌣

k ∪ LtestsB
k ∪ LnomsL

k

where k =
△
iw(t) + #L+ 1. Because these 2AFAs have exponential sizes, this completes the

proof by Prop. 5.6.

6.3. Reducing the alphabet size for PSPACE-decidability. In this subsection, we note

that we can reduce the alphabet size from #STRk = 2O(#Σ×k2) into #Σ×2O(k2), by reducing

the number of variables occurring at the same time. For instance, if A =
(

1 2 3
a b

cb

)
,

then by letting B⃗ =
(

1 2 3
a

)(
1 2 3

b

b

)(
1 2 3

c

)
, we have A ∼= ⊙B⃗.

In the sequel, we consider an alignment of the following sets:

{b, b̄,

(

b,

(

b̄} for b ∈ B, {l,

(

l} for l ∈ L, {a, (a} for other variables a;

let Σ0, . . . ,Σm−1 be such a sequence (note that #Σi ≤ 4 for each i). Let STR′
k =

△ ⋃m−1
i=0 {A ∈

STRk | {a ∈ Σ | aAi ̸= ∅} ⊆ Σi}. As above, to enumerate all structures of pathwidth at
most k − 1, it suffices to consider STR′

k. Since #Σi is bounded by a fixed number, we have

#STR′
k = #Σ × 2O(k2). However, this decomposition breaks the condition of LIncon

k . For
that reason, we consider the following well-aligned universe:

LU′
k =

△ {A0 . . .Am−1 | |A0| = · · · = |Am−1| ∧ ∀i < m, {b ∈ Σ | bAi ̸= ∅} ⊆ Σi}+,

and then we replace LIncon
k with the language LIncon′

k defined by:

(STR′
k)

∗ ;
⋃
a∈Σ

{
A0 . . .Am ∈ (STR′

k)
m+1 | aA0 ∩ (

m⋂
i=0

|Ai|)2 ̸= aAm ∩ (
m⋂
i=0

|Ai|)2
}

; (STR′
k)

∗.
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Similarly for the others, we construct as follows:

LInac′

k =
△
(STR′

k)
∗ ; {A1A2 ∈ (STR′

k)
2 | |A1| ∩ |A2| = ∅} ; (STR′

k)
∗,

L⊤′
k =

△
((STR′

k)
m)∗ ; (STR′

k)
i⊤−1 ; {A ∈ STR′

k | cA⊤ ̸= |A|2} ; (STR′
k)

∗

where i⊤ is s.t. c⊤ ∈ Σi⊤ ,

L⌣′
k =

△
(STR′

k)
∗ ; {A ∈ STR′

k | (a A ̸= (aA)⌣} ; (STR′
k)

∗,

Ltests′B
k =

△
((STR′

k)
m)∗ ; (

⋃
b∈B

(STR′
k)

ib−1 ; {A ∈ STR′
k | bA ⊎ b̄A ̸= △|A|}) ; (STR′

k)
∗

where ib is s.t. b ∈ Σib ,

Lnoms′L
k =

△
⋃
l∈L


{A ∈ STR′

k | lA = ∅}+ ∪ ((STR′
k)

∗ ; {A ∈ STR′
k | lA ̸⊆ △|A|} ; (STR′

k)
∗) ∪

(STR′
k)

∗ ;


A1 . . .An ∈ (STR′

k)
+ | ∃x,∃y,

⟨x, x⟩ ∈ lA1 ∧ ⟨y, y⟩ ∈ lAn

∧ (x ̸= y ∨ (x = y ∧ ∃j ∈ [n], x ̸∈ |Aj |))

 ; (STR′
k)

∗

 .

For each of them, it is a regular language and there is a 1DFA of states O(2km) for LU′
k ,

O(2km) for LIncon′

k , O(2k) for #LInac′

k , O(m) for #L⊤′
k , O(1) for #L⌣′

k , and O(m) for

#Ltests′B
k . There is a 1NFA of states O(k#L) for #Lnoms′L

k . Thus, under that k is fixed, for
each language, there is a 1NFA such that the number of states is O(∥t∥). The alphabet size
STR′

k is also O(∥t∥).

6.3.1. The bounded intersection width fragment. We moreover show that when the intersec-
tion width [GLL09] is fixed, the equational theory is PSPACE-complete.

Corollary 6.4. Let k ≥ 1. The equational theory of PCoR* terms with tests and nominals
of intersection width at most k is PSPACE-complete.

Proof. (PSPACE-hardness): Because the universality problem for regular expressions is
PSPACE-complete [MS72]. (In PSPACE): Similar to Cor. 6.3, from given PCoR* terms
with tests and nominals t′ and s′, let t and s be the KL terms obtained by applying the
translations of Sects. 6.1.1, 6.1.2 and 6.2.1. By using the automata above with iw(t) ≤ k,
we can reduce into the inclusion problem for 2AFAs, as follows: REL |= t′ ≤ s′ iff

[Ac∗⊤lt′rc∗⊤
k+1 ] ∩ LU′

k+1 ⊆ [Ac∗⊤ls′rc∗⊤
k+1 ] ∪ LInac′

k+1 ∪ LIncon′

k+1 ∪ L⊤′
k+1 ∪ L⌣′

k+1 ∪ Ltests′B
k+1 ∪ Lnoms′L

k+1 .

Because these 2AFAs have polynomial sizes, this completes the proof by Prop. 5.6.

Particularly, when k = 1, we have the following, which slightly extends the PSPACE-
decidability results of Kleene algebra with top and tests [PW23] and of Kleene algebra with
top and converse [Nak23].

Corollary 6.5. The equational theory for Kleene algebra with top, converse, tests, and
nominals w.r.t. binary relations is PSPACE-complete.
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7. Proof of Thm. 5.5: the decomposition theorem

In this section, we prove Thm. 5.5, which is the only remaining part.

Theorem 5.5 (decomposition theorem). Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. For all j ∈ [n] and

lKL terms t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃A⃗
(j), we have:

t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)• s̃ ⇔ t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃.

We first show the decomposition theorem for a subclass of runs (Lem. 7.10 in Sect. 7.1),
adn then we extend for lKL terms.

7.1. Decomposition theorem for local sub-series-parallel runs. In this subsection,
we show the decomposition theorem for sub-series-parallel runs (sub-SP runs). In Sect. 7.1.1,
we define “sub-SP”. In Sect. 7.1.2, we define “local”. In Sect. 7.1.3, we show the theorem.

7.1.1. Sub-series-parallel runs. The set SPR of series-parallel (SP) runs is the subclass of
runs with ⟨1, 1⟩-interface defined by:

G,H, J ∈ SPR ::= 11 | a11 | G ⋄H | f11 ⋄ (G ∥ H) ⋄ j11 (a ∈ Σ)

For runs G, H, we say that G′ is a sub-run of G if there are H and J s.t. H ⋄G′ ⋄ J = G.
We write sub(G) for the set of all sub-runs of G. We write subSPR for the set of all sub-

series-parallel runs (sub-SP runs): subSPR =
△ ⋃

G∈SPR sub(G). We can alternatively define
subSPR as the set subSPR′ defined by:

G,H, J ∈ subSPR′ ::= (H l ⋄ J r) | (H ∥ J) (H l ∈ subSPRl, J l ∈ subSPRr, H,J ∈ SPR)

G,H, J ∈ subSPRl ::= J | (Gl ∥ H l) ⋄ j11 ⋄ J (Gl, H l ∈ subSPRl, J ∈ SPR)

G,H, J ∈ subSPRr ::= J | J ⋄ f11 ⋄ (Gr ∥ Hr) (Gr, Hr ∈ subSPRr, J ∈ SPR)

Proposition 7.1. subSPR = subSPR′.

Proof. (subSPR′ ⊆ subSPR): First, for every G ∈ subSPRl, there is G′ ∈ subSPRr such that
G′ ⋄G ∈ SPR. This is shown by induction on the derivation tree of G ∈ subSPRl, as follows.

• Case G ∈ SPR: By letting G′ = 11, we have G′ ⋄G = G ∈ SPR.
• Case G = (Gl ∥ H l)⋄j11⋄J where Gl, H l ∈ subSPRl and J ∈ SPR: Let Gr, Hr ∈ subSPRr be
the ones obtained by IH w.r.t. Gl and H l, respectively. Then by letting G′ = f11⋄(Gr ∥ Hr),
we have G′ ⋄G = (f11 ⋄ ((Gr ⋄Gl) ∥ (Hr ⋄H l)) ⋄ j11) ⋄ J ∈ SPR.

Similarly, for every G ∈ subSPRr, there is G′ ∈ subSPRl s.t. G ⋄ G′ ∈ SPR. Finally, by
induction on the derivation tree of G ∈ subSPR′, we show that for every G ∈ subSPR′, there
are H ∈ subSPRl and J ∈ subSPRr such that H ⋄G ⋄ J ∈ SPR.

• Case G = H l ⋄ J r where H l ∈ subSPRl and J r ∈ subSPRr: Let Hr ∈ subSPRr be s.t.
Hr ⋄H l ∈ SPR and let J l ∈ subSPRl be s.t. J r ⋄J l ∈ SPR. Then, Hr ⋄ (Hr ⋄H l)⋄J l ∈ SPR.

• Case G = (G1 ∥ G2) where G1, G2 ∈ subSPR′: By IH, there are Hk ∈ subSPRr, Jk ∈
subSPRl s.t. Hk ⋄Gk ⋄ Jk ∈ SPR for each k ∈ [1, 2]. Then we have

(f11 ⋄ (H1 ∥ H2)) ⋄ (G1 ∥ G2) ⋄ ((J1 ∥ J2) ⋄ j11)
= f11 ⋄ ((H1 ⋄G1 ⋄ J1) ∥ (H2 ⋄G2 ⋄ J2)) ⋄ j11 ∈ SPR.
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(subSPR ⊆ subSPR′): By induction on the derivation tree of G0 ∈ SPR, we show
G ∈ sub(G0) =⇒ G ∈ subSPR′. We distinguish the following cases:

• Case G0 = 11, Case G0 = a11: Clear, by sub(G0) ⊆ SPR ⊆ subSPR′.
• Case G0 = H0 ⋄ J0 where H0, J0 ∈ SPR:
– Case G ∈ sub(H0) or G ∈ sub(J0): By IH.

– Otherwise: G is of the form:

(
.
.
.

.

.

.
H J

)
where H ∈ sub(H0) and J ∈

sub(J0). By IH, H,J ∈ subSPR′. By ty2(H) = 1, we have H ∈ subSPRl. Similarly, by
ty1(J) = 1, we have J ∈ subSPRr. Thus, H ⋄ J ∈ subSPR′.

• Case G0 = f11 ⋄ (H0 ∥ J0) ⋄ j11 where H0, J0 ∈ SPR: We distinguish the following cases:
– Case G = G0: By G0 ∈ SPR, we have G0 ∈ subSPR′.
– Case G = f11 ⋄ (H ∥ J) where H ∈ sub(H0) and J ∈ sub(J0): By IH, H,J ∈ subSPR′.

By ty1(H) = ty1(J) = 1, we have H,J ∈ subSPRr. Thus, G ∈ subSPRr ⊆ subSPR′.
– Case G = (H ∥ J) ⋄ j11 where H ∈ sub(H0) and J ∈ sub(J0): Similarly, G ∈ subSPRl ⊆

subSPR′.
– Case G = (H ∥ J) where H ∈ sub(H0) and J ∈ sub(J0): By IH, H,J ∈ subSPR′. Thus,
we have G ∈ subSPR′.

Hence, this completes the proof.

By Prop. 7.1, we can see that every sub-SP run can be viewed as a forest of SP runs. For
instance, we can express the sub-SP run (((((G1 ∥ G2)⋄j11⋄G3) ∥ G4)⋄j11⋄G5)⋄(G5′⋄f11⋄(G3′ ∥
G4′))) ∥ (((G6 ∥ G7) ⋄ j11 ⋄G8) ⋄G8′) (where Gi ∈ SPR for each i) as follows:

1

2

3
4

5

1

2

3

f

j

j

j

G1

G2

1

2
G3

G4

1

2

G5 G5′

1

2

G3′

G4′

G6

G7

1

2
G8 G8′


.

Remark 7.2. Every (sub-)SP run does not contain the four pairwise distinct vertices of

the form
( )

, cf. “N-free” [VTL79, p. 17][LW98]. Here, expresses that the

target vertex is reachable from the source vertex.

Proposition 7.3. Let A be a structure.

• For all KL terms t, every A-run of t is an SP A-run.
• For all lKL terms t̃, every A-run of t̃ is a sub-SP A-run.

Proof. By easy induction on terms.

7.1.2. Local runs.

Definition 7.4. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An. We say that an (⊙A⃗)•-run τ : G −→ (⊙A⃗)• is local if
for all ⟨v1, . . . , vk⟩ ∈ aG, there is some i ∈ [n] s.t. {τ(v1), . . . , τ(vk)} ⊆ {[⟨i, x⟩]∼ | x ∈ |Ai|}.

Proposition 7.5. Let t̃ be an lKL term. Every (⊙A⃗)•-run of t̃ is local sub-SP.

Proof. By Prop. 7.3 and by that it is clearly local by definition of (⊙A⃗)•-run.
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7.1.3. Decomposition of local sub-SP runs. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. Let lsubSPR(⊙A⃗)•

be the set of local sub-SP (⊙A⃗)•-runs. Similarly, we use lSPR(⊙A⃗)• , lsubSPRl(⊙A⃗)• , and

lsubSPRr(⊙A⃗)• . We now define the decompositions of local sub-SP (⊙A⃗)•-runs. For i ∈ [n],

we let lsubSPRA⃗
(i) =

△ {τ ∈ lsubSPR(⊙A⃗)• | ty1(τ)ty2(τ) ∈ {[⟨i, x⟩]∼ | x ∈ |(Ai)•|}∗}. For i ∈ [n]

and an (Ai)•-run τ , we write τ(i) for the (⊙A⃗)•-run τ in which each label x has been replaced

with [⟨i, x⟩]∼. We then consider the following decomposition of (⊙A⃗)•-run.

Definition 7.6. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. The set ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)• is defined as the

minimal subset of
⋃n

i=1 lsubSPR
A⃗
(i) closed under the following rules:

τ ∈ lsubSPRAj

D
τ(j) ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

τ ∈ ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)• σ ∈ ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)•

T
τ ⋄ σ ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

τ [•/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)•

L
τ [x/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

.

Here, τ [y/⟨l, r⟩] denotes the (⊙A⃗)•-run τ in which τ(1τl ) and τ(2
τ
r ) has been replaced with y.

We then have that every (⊙A⃗)•-run of
⋃n

i=1 lsubSPR
A⃗
(i) can be derived using the rules of

Def. 7.6 (Lem. 7.10). Note that each (⊙A⃗)•-run occurring in the derivation tree should be

in lsubSPRA⃗
(i) for some i.

Example 7.7. We recall the sequence A⃗ = A1A2 and the following (⊙A⃗)•-run τ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(1)

in Example 5.4:

1, 1

1, 2

1, 2

2, 3

1, 1

1, 2

1, 2

1, 1

.

We then also have τ ∈ ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)• by the following derivation tree (cf. Example 5.4):

L

T

L

T
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The most technical point in Example 7.7 is to find an appropriate interpolation. In the
following, we show that we can always take an appropriate interpolation (Lem. 7.10).

For A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+ and i ∈ [n], we consider the following three disjoint sets:

|A⃗|(i) =
△ {[⟨i, x⟩]∼ | x ∈ |Ai|}, |A⃗|(<i) =

△
(
⋃
j<i

|A⃗|(j)) \ |A⃗|(i), |A⃗|(>i) =
△
(
⋃
j>i

|A⃗|(j)) \ |A⃗|(i).

The following is an illustration of the three sets:

A1
. . . Ai−1 An

. . .Ai+1Ai

|A⃗|(<i) |A⃗|(>i)|A⃗|(i)

For τ ∈ lsubSPR(⊙A⃗)• , we say that τ is i-split if there are x ∈ |A⃗|(<i) and y ∈ |A⃗|(>i)

occurring in the sequence ty1(τ)ty2(τ). We first show that, we can decompose each i-split

lSPR(⊙A⃗)• run into two lSPR(⊙A⃗)• runs such that each glued vertex is |A⃗|(i)-labeled.

Lemma 7.8. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+ and i ∈ [n]. For all i-split τ ∈ lSPR(⊙A⃗)• , there are

non-empty σ and ρ such that τ = σ ⋄ ρ and for each k, we have σ(2σk) ∈ |A⃗|(i).

Proof. By induction on the derivation tree of G ∈ SPR (where τ : G −→ (⊙A⃗)•).

• Case τ = ax,y1 , Case τ = 1x: Because τ is local, this case does not occur.
• Case τ = ( zτ ′ τ ′′ ): We distinguish the following cases:

– Case z ∈ |A⃗|(i): By letting σ = τ ′ and ρ = τ ′′, this case has been proved.

– Otherwise: Because z is |A⃗|(<i)- or |A⃗|(>i)-labeled vertex, either τ ′ or τ ′′ is i-split.
∗ Case τ ′ is i-split: Let σ′ and ρ′ be the ones obtained by IH w.r.t. τ ′. Then by letting
σ = σ′ and ρ = ρ′ ⋄ τ ′′, this case has been proved.

∗ Case τ ′′ is i-split: Similarly, let σ′′ and ρ′′ be the ones obtained by IH w.r.t. τ ′′. Then
by letting σ = τ ′ ⋄ σ′′ and ρ = ρ′′, this case has been proved.

• Case τ = fx1 ⋄ (τ ′ ∥ τ ′′) ⋄ jy1: Since both τ ′ and τ ′′ are i-split, let σ′ and ρ′ be the ones
obtained by IH w.r.t. τ ′ and let σ′′ and ρ′′ be the ones obtained by IH w.r.t. τ ′′. Then by
letting σ = fx1 ⋄ (σ′ ∥ σ′′) and ρ = (ρ′ ∥ ρ′′) ⋄ jy1, this case has been proved.

Hence, this completes the proof.

We then extend the lemma above for (slightly specialized) lsubSPR.

Lemma 7.9 (interpolation lemma). Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+ and let i ∈ [n]. For

all τ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(i) of the form


x1

.

.

.

xn

x′
1

.

.

.

x′
n

y′
1

.

.

.

y′
m

y1

.

.

.

ym

1

n

1

m

a1 b1

an bm

τ0

 s.t. τ0 is

i-split, there are non-empty σ and ρ such that τ = σ ⋄ ρ and σ, ρ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(i).

Proof. For short, for i, j, let a[i,j] =
△
a
xi,x

′
i

1 ∥ · · · ∥ a
xj ,x

′
j

1 and let b[i,j] =
△
b
yi,y

′
i

1 ∥ · · · ∥ b
yj ,y

′
j

1 . If

τ0 = (σ0 ⋄ ρ0) for some σ0, ρ0 ∈ lsubSPR(⊙A⃗)• , then by letting σ = (a[1,n
′] ⋄ σ0 ⋄ b[1,m

′]) ∥
1xn′+1...xn and ρ = 1y1...ym′ ∥ (a[n

′+1,n] ⋄ ρ0 ⋄ b[m
′+1,m]) where n′ is the number of source

vertices of σ0 and m′ is the number of the number of target vertices of σ0, this case has been
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proved. Otherwise, τ0 = (σ0 ⋄ρ0) for some σ0 ∈ lsubSPRl(⊙A⃗)• and ρ0 ∈ lsubSPRr(⊙A⃗)• . Then

σ0 and ρ0 can be viewed as a tree of lSPR(⊙A⃗)• runs. Let vk be such vertices in the tree and

let zk be the label of vk. Let z< and z> be an |A⃗|(<i)-labeled vertex and an |A⃗|(>i)-labeled
vertex in source or target vertices of τ (as τ is i-split). For instance, we consider the following
σ0 and ρ0 (where z< = z2 and z> = z15):

σ0 =


z1

z2

z3

z4

z5

z6 z7

z8

z9 z10< <
<

> >

>1

2

3

j

j

τ1

τ2

1

2
τ3

τ4

1

2

τ5

, ρ0 =

 z10 z11

z12

z13

z14

z15
> >

> >

1

2

fτ6

1

2

τ7

τ8

.

We distinguish the following cases:

• Case zk ∈ |A⃗|(i) for some vk on σ0: By letting σ and ρ be such that τ = σ′ ⋄ ρ′ and σ′

consists of the edges on the left of zk, this case has been proved. For instance, if z6 ∈ |A⃗|(i)

in the instance above, then σ =


z1

z2

z4

z5

z6

x1

x2

x3

1

2

3

1

2

j
a1

a2

τ1

τ2

1

2

.

• Case zk ∈ |A⃗|(i) for some vk on ρ0: In the same way as above.

• Otherwise, every zk is either |A⃗|(<i)- or |A⃗|(>i)-labeled. We consider a path between z<
and z> (the bold edges in the above). Then, on the path, there is k such that there are

an |A⃗|(<i)-labeled vertex and an |A⃗|(>i)-labeled vertex in source or target vertices of τk

(e.g., in the instance above, τ3 is an expected lSPR(⊙A⃗)• run where each < and > indicates

|A⃗|(<i)-labeled and |A⃗|(>i)-labeled, respectively.) We distinguish the following cases:
– Case τk is on σ0: Let σk and ρk be the ones obtained from τk by Lem. 7.8. Let σ′, ρ′, z⃗, z⃗′

be such that σ = σ′ ⋄ (1z⃗ ∥ τk ∥ 1z⃗
′
) ⋄ ρ′ and σ′ consists of the edges on the left of the

source of τk. Then by letting σ = σ′ ⋄ (1z⃗ ∥ σk ∥ 1z⃗
′
) and ρ = (1z⃗ ∥ ρk ∥ 1z⃗

′
) ⋄ ρ′ ⋄ ρ0,

this case has been proved.
– Otherwise (Case τk is on ρ0): In the same way as above.

Hence, this completes the proof.

Using Lem. 7.9, we can show the decomposition theorem for local sub-SP runs, as follows.

Lemma 7.10 (decomposition theorem for local sub-SP runs). Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+.(
n⋃

i=1

lsubSPRA⃗
(i)

)
=
(
⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
Ai

)
.

Proof. (⊇): Trivial, by the definition of them. (⊆): We show that for all i ∈ [n], τ ∈
lsubSPRA⃗

(i) ⇒ τ ∈
(
⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
Ai
)
, by induction on the number of edges of τ . We distinguish

the following cases.

• Case τ has no edges: Then τ = 1z⃗. By the rule (R), this case has been proved.
• Case there is an a-labeled edge of Ai adjacent to a source vertex:

– Case a ∈ Σ: Then τ = az⃗,z
′

k ⋄ τ ′ where z⃗z′ ∈ |A⃗|+(i). We then have:
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D
az⃗,z

′

k

(IH)
τ ′

T
az⃗,z

′

k ⋄ τ ′
.

– Case a = f: In the same way as above.
– Case a = j: Then τ = ((1z⃗ ∥ (1z ∥ ρ) ∥ 1z⃗

′
) ⋄ jz⃗zz⃗

′
k ) ⋄ τ ′ or τ = ((1z⃗ ∥ (ρ ∥ 1z) ∥

1z⃗
′
) ⋄ jz⃗zz⃗′k ) ⋄ τ ′ where ρ ∈ lsubSPRlA⃗(i), z⃗zz⃗

′ ∈ |A⃗|+(i), and k = ∥z⃗∥+ 1. Then we have:

(IH)
1z⃗ ∥ ρ′ ∥ 1z⃗

′
D

jz⃗zz⃗
′

k

(IH)
τ ′

T
((1z⃗ ∥ ρ′ ∥ 1z⃗

′
) ⋄ jz⃗zz⃗′k ) ⋄ τ ′

where ρ′ = 1z ∥ ρ or ρ′ = ρ ∥ 1z.

• Case there is an edge of Ai adjacent to a target vertex: Similar to the case above.
• Otherwise, after applying the rule (L) for each vertex on source and target vertices,
τ = 1•···• ∥ (τ ′ ⋄ τ ′′ ⋄ τ ′′′) ∥ 1•···• where

τ ′ =


x′
1

.

.

.

x′
n

x1

.

.

.

xn

a1

an

 , τ ′′ =


x1

.

.

.

xn

y1

.

.

.

ym

τ ′′

 , τ ′′′ =


y1

.

.

.

ym

y′
1

.

.

.

y′
m

b1

bm

 .

Here, n,m ≥ 1 (as τ has some edge by the first case) and x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ym ∈
|A⃗|(<i) ∪ |A⃗|(>i) (by the second and third cases). We then distinguish the following cases:

– Case x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ym ∈ |A⃗|(<i): Let j < i be the maximum j such that some edge
of a1, . . . , an, b1, . . . , bm occurs in Aj . Let σ′ and ρ′ be such that τ ′ = σ′ ⋄ ρ′ and σ′

contains edges of Aj . Similarly, let σ′′′ and ρ′′′ be such that τ ′′′ = σ′′′⋄ρ′′′ and ρ′′′ contains
edges of Aj . Then either σ′ or ρ′′′ is not empty and σ′, ρ′ ⋄ τ ′′ ⋄ σ′′′, ρ′′′ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗

(j)

(x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ym ∈ |A⃗|(j) holds by the maximality of j). Then we have:

(IH)
1•···• ∥ σ′ ∥ 1•···•

(IH)
1•···• ∥ (ρ′ ⋄ τ ′′ ⋄ σ′′′) ∥ 1•···•

(IH)
1•···• ∥ ρ′′′ ∥ 1•···•

T
1•···• ∥ (σ′ ⋄ (ρ′ ⋄ τ ′′ ⋄ σ′′′) ⋄ ρ′′′) ∥ 1•···•

.

– Case x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ym ∈ |A⃗|(>i): In the same way as above.
– Otherwise, by the interpolation lemma (Lem. 7.9), there are non-empty σ and ρ such

that τ = 1•···• ∥ (σ ⋄ ρ) ∥ 1•···• and σ, ρ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(i). Thus we have:

(IH)
1•···• ∥ σ ∥ 1•···•

(IH)
1•···• ∥ ρ ∥ 1•···•

T
1•···• ∥ (σ ⋄ ρ) ∥ 1•···•

.

Hence, this completes the proof.

Remark 7.11 (On non-sub-SP runs). If τ is a local ⊙A⃗-run but not a sub-SP run, we may
not be able to decompose τ (and hence, Lem. 7.10 fails for non-sub-SP runs). For instance,

we cannot decompose for the following τ :
1

2

1

2
.
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7.2. Properties of derivatives. In this subsection, we get back to derivatives, and we
show some properties of derivatives. To prove Thm. 5.5, we will use them for each rule:
Lem. 7.12 for (D), Lem. 7.13 for (L), and Lem. 7.14 for (T), respectively.

Lemma 7.12. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+ and j ∈ [n]. For all lKL terms t̃, s̃ and (Aj)•-runs

τ , if t̃(j) −→
(⊙A⃗)•
τ(j) s̃(j), then t̃ −→

(Aj)•
τ s̃.

Proof. By easy induction on the derivation tree w.r.t. Def. 4.3. Note that ⟨t̃(j), τ(j), s̃(j)⟩ and
⟨t̃, τ, s̃⟩ are the same up to changing the names of vertices’ labels.

Lemma 7.13. Let A be a structure. For all lKL terms t̃ and s̃, A•-runs τ , l and r such
that 1τl = 2τr , and x, y ∈ |A•|, if t̃[x/l] −→A•

τ [x/⟨l,r⟩] s̃[x/r], then t̃[y/l] −→
A•
τ [y/⟨l,r⟩] s̃[y/r].

Proof. By easy induction on the derivation tree w.r.t. Def. 4.3. Since 1τl = 2τr = v for some

v, the label x is not used on the derivation tree of −→A•
τ [x/⟨l,r⟩], thus we can replace the label

of v with any label (in particular, with •).
Lemma 7.14. Let A be a structure. For all lKL terms t̃ and s̃ and A-runs τ and σ, if
t̃ −→A

τ⋄σ s̃, then there exists some lKL term ũ such that t̃ −→A
τ ũ and ũ −→A

σ s̃.

To prove Lem. 7.14, we use the following alternative definition of (−→A
τ ). Intuitively,

this is the “big-step” version of (−→A
τ ), obtained by eliminating the transitivity rule (T).

Definition 7.15. Let A be a structure. The derivative relation t̃ A
ρ s̃, where t̃ and s̃ are

lKL terms and ρ is an A-run, is defined as the minimal relation closed under the rules:

⟨x, y⟩ ∈ aA

@x.a A
ax,y1

@y.1
for a ∈ Σ

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t ; s A
ρ t̃

′ ;1 s

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s A

ρ′ s̃
′

@x.t ; s A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

′

@x0.t
A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xn−1.t

A
ρn−1

t̃′n Exn(t̃
′
n) @xn.t

A
ρn t̃

′
n+1

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

@x0.t
A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xn−1.t

A
ρn−1

t̃′n Exn(t̃
′
n)

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1
@xn.t

∗

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t+ s A
ρ t̃

′

@x.s A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t+ s A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ @x.s A
ρ′ s̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄(ρ∥ρ′)⋄jz1

@z.1

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ @x.s A
ρ′ s̃

′

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄(ρ∥ρ′)

t̃′ ∩1 s̃
′

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′ s̃ A
ρ′ s̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

t̃ ∩1 s̃
A
(ρ∥ρ′)⋄jz1

@z.1

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′ s̃ A
ρ′ s̃

′

t̃ ∩1 s̃
A
(ρ∥ρ′) t̃

′ ∩1 s̃
′

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′

t̃ ;1 s
A
ρ t̃

′ ;1 s

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s A

ρ′ s̃

t̃ ;1 s
A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

(R)
t̃ A

1
−→
lab(t̃)

t̃

Proposition 7.16 (Appendix B). For all A-runs τ , we have: (−→A
τ ) = ( A

τ ).

Proof Sketch. (⊇): Using the transitivity rule (T), we have that each rule of A
τ is admissible

in −→A
τ . (⊆): We have that the transitivity rule

t̃ A
τ ũ ũ A

σ s̃
T

t̃ A
τ⋄σ s̃

is admissible in

A
τ , which is shown by induction on the size of the derivation tree.
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Proof of Lem. 7.14. By induction on the derivation tree of A
τ .

• Case
⟨x, y⟩ ∈ aA

@x.a ax,y1
@y.1

: Then τ ⋄ σ = ax,y1 . we distinguish the following sub-cases:

– Case τ = ax,y1 and σ = 1y: By letting ũ = @y.1.
– Case τ = 1x and σ = ax,y1 : By letting ũ = @x.a.

• Case
@x.t ρ t̃

′

@x.t+ s ρ t̃
′
: By IH, there is some t̃′′ s.t. @x.t τ t̃

′′ and t̃′′ σ t̃
′. We then

have
@x.t τ t̃

′′

@x.t+ s τ t̃
′′
. Hence by letting ũ = t̃′′, this case has been proved.

• Case
@x.s ρ s̃

′

@x.t+ s ρ s̃
′: Similar to the case above.

• Case
@x.t ρ t̃

′

@x.t ; s ρ t̃
′ ;1 s

: By IH, there is some t̃′′ s.t. @x.t τ t̃
′′ and t̃′′ σ t̃

′. Then,

@x.t τ t̃
′′

@x.t ; s τ t̃
′′ ;1 s

t̃′′ σ t̃
′

t̃′′ ;1 s σ t̃
′ ;1 s

Thus by letting ũ = t̃′′ ;1 s, this case has been proved.

• Case
@x.t ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s ρ′ s̃

′

@x.t ; s ρ⋄ρ′ s̃
′

: We distinguish the following cases:

– Case ρ = τ ⋄ ρ′′ (and σ = ρ′′ ⋄ ρ′): By IH, there is t̃′′ s.t. @x.t τ t̃
′′ and t̃′′ ρ′′ t̃

′.

Then,
t̃′′ ρ′′ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s ρ′ s̃

′

t̃′′ ρ′′⋄ρ′ s̃
′

. By letting ũ = t̃′′, this case has been proved.

– Case ρ′ = ρ′′ ⋄ σ (and τ = ρ ⋄ ρ′′): By IH, there is s̃′′ s.t. @z.s ρ′′ s̃
′′ and s̃′′ σ s̃

′.

Then,
@x.t ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s ρ′′ s̃

′′

@x.t ρ⋄ρ′′ s̃
′′

. By letting ũ = s̃′′, this case has been proved.

• Case
t̃ ρ t̃

′

t̃ ;1 u ρ t̃
′ ;1 u

, Case
t̃ ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s ρ′ s̃

′

t̃ ;1 s ρ⋄ρ′ s̃
′

: Similar to the two cases above.

• Case
@x0.t ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xn−1.t ρn−1 t̃

′
n Exn(t̃

′
n) @xn.t ρn t̃

′
n+1

@x0.t
∗

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗
:

Then there is some i ∈ [0, n] s.t. ρi = ρ′i⋄ρ′′i , τ = ρ0⋄. . .⋄ρi−1⋄ρ′i, and σ = ρ′′i ⋄ρi+1⋄. . .⋄ρn.
By IH, there is some ũ′ s.t. @xi.ti ρ′i

ũ′ and ũ′ ρ′′i
t̃′i+1. We then have:

@x0.t ρ0 t̃
′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xi−1.t ρi−1 t̃

′
i Exi(t̃

′
i) @xi.t ρ′i

ũ′

@x0.t
∗

ρ0⋄...⋄ρi−1⋄ρ′i ũ
′ ;1 t

∗
, and

ũ′ ρ′′i
t̃′i+1 Exi+1(t̃

′
i+1)

@xi+1.t ρi+1 t̃
′
i+2 Exi+2(t̃

′
i+2) . . . Exn(t̃

′
n) @xn.t ρn t̃

′
n+1

@xi+1.t
∗

ρi+1⋄...⋄ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

ũ′ ;1 t
∗

ρ′′i ⋄ρi+1⋄...⋄ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

Hence by letting ũ = ũ′ ;1 t
∗, this case has been proved.
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• Case
@x0.t

A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xn−1.t

A
ρn−1

t̃′n Exn(t̃
′
n)

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1
@xn.t

∗
: Similar to the case above.

• Case
@x.t ρ′ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @x.s ρ′′ s̃

′ Ez(s̃
′)

@x.t ∩ s fx1⋄(ρ′∥ρ′′)⋄jz1 @z.1
: We distinguish the following cases:

– Case τ = fx1 ⋄ (ρ′ ∥ ρ′′) ⋄ jz1 and σ = 1z: By @x.t ∩ s τ @z.1 and @z.1 σ @z.1.
– Case τ = 1x and σ = fx1 ⋄ (ρ′ ∥ ρ′′) ⋄ jz1: Similar to the case above.
– Case τ = fx1 ⋄ (τ ′ ∥ τ ′′) and σ = (σ′ ∥ σ′′) ⋄ jz1 (then, ρ′ = τ ′ ⋄ σ′ and ρ′′ = τ ′′ ⋄ σ′′):

By IH with ρ′ = τ ′ ⋄ σ′, there is some t̃′′ s.t. @x.t τ ′ t̃
′′ and t̃′′ σ′ t̃′. By IH with

ρ′′ = τ ′′ ⋄ σ′′, there is some s̃′′ s.t. @x.s τ ′′ s̃
′′ and s̃′′ σ′′ s̃′. Then we have:

@x.t τ ′ t̃
′′ @x.s τ ′′ s̃

′′

@x.t ∩ s fx1⋄(τ ′∥τ ′′) t̃
′′ ∩1 s̃

′′

t̃′′ σ′ t̃′ s̃′′ σ′′ s̃′ Ez(s̃
′) Ez(t̃

′)

t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′

(σ′∥σ′′)⋄jz1 @z.1

Hence by letting ũ = t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′, this case has been proved.

• Case
@x.t ρ′ t̃

′ @x.s ρ′′ s̃
′

@x.t ∩ s fx1⋄(ρ′∥ρ′′) t̃
′ ∩1 s̃

′ , Case
t̃ ρ′ t̃

′ s̃ ρ′′ s̃
′ Ez(t̃

′) Ez(s̃
′)

t̃ ∩1 s̃ (ρ′∥ρ′′)⋄jz1 @z.1
, Case

t̃ ρ′ t̃
′ s̃ ρ′′ s̃

′

t̃ ∩1 s̃ (ρ′∥ρ′′) t̃
′ ∩1 s̃

′
: Similar to the case above.

• Case
t̃

1
−→
lab(t̃) t̃

: Then τ = σ = 1
−→
lab(t̃). This case has been proved by the assumption.

Hence, this completes the proof.

7.3. Proof of Thm. 5.5: decomposition of derivatives. We now prove Thm. 5.5. First,

we extend Def. 5.3 with annotations (−)τ of (⊙A⃗)•-runs.

Definition 7.17. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. The relation t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ s̃, where

⟨t̃, τ, s̃⟩ ∈
⋃n

j=1 T̃
A⃗
(j) × lsubSPRA⃗

(j) × T̃A⃗
(j), is defined as the minimal subset closed under the

following rules:

t̃ −→(Aj)•
τ s̃

D
t̃(j) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ(j) s̃(j)

t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ ũ ũ (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•)σ s̃
T

t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ⋄σ s̃

t̃[•/l] (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ [•/⟨l,r⟩] s̃[•/r]

L
t̃[x/l] (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ [x/⟨l,r⟩] s̃[x/r]

The rules of Def. 7.17 (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ are the same as those of Def. 5.3 (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•)

except that an (⊙A⃗)•-run is annotated. Thus, the following immediately holds:

Proposition 7.18. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. For all j ∈ [n] and t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃A⃗
(j), we have:

t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃ ⇔ ∃τ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗

(j), t̃ (⊙
n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ s̃.

Proof. Both directions are shown by easy induction on the derivation trees.

We also have the following by using the properties shown in Sect. 7.2.
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Lemma 7.19. Let A⃗ = A1 . . .An ∈ STR+. For ⟨t̃, τ, s̃⟩ ∈
⋃n

j=1 T̃
A⃗
(j) × lsubSPRA⃗

(j) × T̃A⃗
(j),

t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ s̃ ⇔ t̃ (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ s̃.

Proof. (⇐): By easy induction on the derivation tree of Def. 7.17. (⇒): Using Lem. 7.10, we

show by induction on the derivation tree of τ ∈ ⊙n
i=1lsubSPR

(Ai)• (of the rules in Def. 7.6).

• Case
τ ∈ lsubSPR(Aj)•

D
τ(j) ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

: By t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ(j) s̃ (so t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃A⃗

(j)), let t̃
′ and s̃′ be such that

t̃ = t̃′(j) and s̃ = s̃′(j). By t̃′(j) −→
(⊙A⃗)•
τ(j) s̃′(j), we have t̃′ −→(Aj)•

τ s̃′ (Lem. 7.12). Thus, by

the rule (D), this case has been proved.

• Case
τ ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)• σ ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

T
τ ⋄ σ ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

: By t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ⋄σ s̃, there exists some

lKL term ũ such that t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ ũ and ũ −→(⊙A⃗)•

σ s̃ (Lem. 7.14). Thus, by the rule (T)
with IH, this case has been proved.

• Case
τ [•/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

L
τ [x/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ ⊙n

i=1lsubSPR
(Ai)•

: By t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ [x/⟨l,r⟩] s̃, let t̃′ and s̃′ be such that

t̃ = t̃′[x/l] and s̃ = s̃′[x/r]. Then we have t̃′[•/l] −→(⊙A⃗)•
τ [•/⟨l,r⟩] s̃

′[•/r] (Lem. 7.13). Thus, by

the rule (L) with IH, this case has been proved.

Hence, this completes the proof.

Proof of Thm. 5.5. For all t̃, s̃ ∈ T̃A⃗
(j), we have:

t̃ −→(⊙A⃗)• s̃ ⇔ ∃τ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(j), t̃ −→

(⊙A⃗)•
τ s̃ (Prop. 7.5)

⇔ ∃τ ∈ lsubSPRA⃗
(j), t̃ (⊙

n
i=1 −→(Ai)•)τ s̃ (Lem. 7.19)

⇔ t̃ (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃. (Prop. 7.18)

Hence, this completes the proof.

7.4. Incompleteness of the decomposition rules in [Nak17]. In this subsection, we

point out an error of the decomposition of (⊙A⃗)•-runs in [Nak17, Sect. IV (Lemma IV.10)].

In [Nak17], left quotients of (⊙A⃗)•-runs w.r.t. SGCPs are considered, but events of SGCPs
are read in one-way. This approach essentially corresponds to the following decomposition

rules of (⊙A⃗)•-runs where A⃗ = A1 . . .An and each Xj (j ∈ [n]) is the minimal subset of⋃n
i=1 lsubSPR

A⃗
(i) closed under the following rules (cf. Def. 7.6):

τ ∈ lsubSPRAj

D
τ(j) ∈ Xj

τ ∈ Xj σ ∈ Xj
T

τ ⋄ σ ∈ Xj

τ [•/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ Xj
L

τ [x/⟨l, r⟩] ∈ Xj

τ ∈ Xj−1
+1

τ ∈ Xj

(In a nutshell, the rule “-1” does not exist.) However, the set (
⋃n

i=1Xi) is incomplete

(Lem. 7.10⇐ does not hold). We recall Example 7.7 and the sequence A⃗ = A1A2. For

instance, the (⊙A⃗)•-run of the form is derived by:
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D

∈ X2

D

∈ X1

+1

∈ X2

L

∈ X2

D

∈ X2

T

∈ X2

(Here, blue-colored edges and red-colored edges are the edges induced from A1 and A2,

respectively.) However, we cannot derive the (⊙A⃗)•-run τ of the form in

this system because the rule “-1” does not exist. To avoid this problem, instead of one-way
automata, we use 2AFAs.

8. conclusion

We have presented derivatives on structures/graphs and have shown a decomposition theorem
of the derivatives (Thm. 5.5). Consequently, we have shown that the equational theory of the
positive calculus of relations with transitive closure (PCoR*) is decidable and EXPSPACE-
complete (Cor. 6.1).

Related and future work. In the following, we present related and future work.

Identity-free Kleene lattices. Brunet and Pous have shown that the equational theory
of identity-free Kleene lattices ⟨0, ;,+,∩, +⟩ is EXPSPACE-complete [BP15, BP17]. They
presented an algorithm for comparing sets of runs (denoting acyclic and connected graphs)
modulo homomorphisms using Petri automata. However, their approach is problematic
when terms have non-acyclic or non-connected graphs (e.g., when the identity 1, the converse
⌣, or the university ⊤ occurs) [BP17, Sect. 9.3]. In our approach, based on the linearly
bounded pathwidth model property (Prop. 2.10), we consider decomposing A-runs (instead
of runs) on path decompositions. It would also be possible to connect our derivatives to
branching automata [LW98, LW00, LW01] or Petri automata [BP17].

PDL with intersection. Propositional dynamic logic with intersection (IPDL) [Dan84a]
is propositional dynamic logic (PDL) of regular programs with intersection. The theory of
IPDL is decidable and 2EXPTIME-complete [Dan84a, LL05, GLL09]. The known algorithms
[Dan84a, Lut05, GLL09] are based on the treewidth at most 2 model property of IPDL (cf.
Prop. 2.9). In [GLL09], Göeller, Lohrey, and Lutz presented a polynomial-time reduction
from the theory of IPDL with converse (ICPDL) into that over ω-regular trees and presented
a reduction to the university problem of two-way alternating parity tree automata. To
express relational intersection (∩), their approach is based on the product construction of
automata (the product construction naively fails, but by adding transitions so that there
always exists the shortest run if a run exists between two vertices on an input tree, the
product construction works on trees [GLL09, p. 288]), while our approach uses sub SP
runs. Recently by extending their approach, the elementary decidability result of ICPDL
has been extended to CPDL+ [FFP23]. Note that we can naturally reduce the equational
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theory of KL terms (w.r.t. relations) into the theory of IPDL formulas because REL |= t = s
iff the IPDL formula ⟨t⟩p ↔ ⟨s⟩p is valid (as with [FL79, p. 209] for PDL) where p is a
propositional variable (disjoint from variables) and ⟨−⟩ denotes the diamond modality. Thus,
the 2EXPTIME upper bound of the equational theory of KL terms can be obtained via
this reduction. To obtain the EXPSPACE upper bound using this approach, we need to
give a reduction from the theory of KL terms over linearly bounded pathwidth structures
into that over words, cf. the inclusion problem is in PSPACE for (word) 2AFAs (Prop. 5.6)
whereas the inclusion problem is EXPTIME-hard for tree (two-way alternating) automata
[CDG+07, Thm. 1.7.7]. This approach would be possible by modifying the encoding of
tree-decompositions but is not immediate, because the reduction [Lut05, GLL09] always
generates trees (not words) even when a given tree decomposition is a path decomposition.
Conversely, it would also be possible to extend our decomposition approach to the extensions
of PDL above, but we leave it as a future work.

Regular queries. Regular queries [RRV17] are binary non-recursive positive Datalog
programs extended with Kleene-star. The containment problem for regular queries is
decidable and 2EXPSPACE-complete [RRV17]. Because we can naturally translate KL
terms (w.r.t. relations) and also PCoR* terms into regular queries, we can also reduce the
equational theory of PCoR* terms into the containment problem for regular queries.

The existential calculus of relations with transitive closure. The existential calculus
of relations with transitive closure (ECoR*) [Nak23] is PCoR* with variable and constant
complements (i.e., the complement operator only applies to variables or constants). ECoR*
has the same expressive power as 3-variable existential first-order logic with variable-confined
monadic transitive closure [Nak20, Nak22]. This extension is related to boolean modal logic
[GP90] and (I)PDL with negation of atomic programs [LW05, GLL09]. The equational
theory of PCoR* with variable complements is Π0

1-complete [Nak23] (an open problem
left in the conference version [Nak17]) and the equational theory of PCoR* with constant
complements (i.e., with the difference constant) is Π0

1-complete [Nak24b]. Nevertheless, the
equational theory is decidable for the intersection-free fragment of ECoR* [Nak23].

On Kleene algebra with graph loop. The graph loop operator t⟲ [Dan84b] is the operator

defined by: t⟲ =
△
t ∩ 1. We leave it open whether the equational theory of Kleene algebra

with graph loop (w.r.t. relations) is PSPACE-complete. Related to this, PDL with graph
loop (loop-PDL) [Dan84b, GLL09] is EXPTIME-complete, whereas PDL with intersection is
2EXPSPACE-complete. For loop-PDL, the formulas can be translated into ICPDL formulas
of intersection width at most 2, so the EXPTIME upper bound of loop-PDL is a corollary of
that the bounded intersection width fragment of ICPDL is decidable in EXPTIME [GLL09,
Cor. 4.9]. However, this translation essentially needs the diamond modality as a primitive,
so Cor. 6.4 does not imply the PSPACE decidability, immediately; the closure size (w.r.t.
the closure function of Def. 4.10) is still exponential because the number of labels occurring
in Kleene algebra terms with graph loop is not bounded. A related problem is posed by
Sedlár [Sed23, p. 16] for the complexity of the equational theory of Kleene algebra with the
domain operator (dKA) w.r.t. relations. Here, the domain operator d(t) is the operator

d(t) =
△

(t⊤) ∩ 1. Note that, because REL |= d(t) = (t⊤)⟲, we can reduce the equational
theory of dKA into that of Kleene algebra with graph loop and top.
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On axiomatization. Another interesting question is the axiomatizability. Doumane and
Pous presented a finite axiomatization for the equational theory of identity-free Kleene lattices
[DP18]. However, the finite axiomatizability is still an open problem for the equational
theory of Kleene lattices (with extra operators) w.r.t. relations [DP18, p. 15][Pou18].

Appendix A. Proof of Prop. 5.9

Proof. Both directions are shown by easy induction on the derivative trees, respectively.
(⇒): By induction on the derivation tree.

• Case
t̃ −→(Aj)• s̃

D
t̃(j′) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j′)
where j′ satisfies t̃(j′) = t̃(j) and s̃(j′) = s̃(j): Then,

D
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁ −1, +1, ✓
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

.

• Case
t̃(j′) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) ũ′(j′) ũ′(j′) (⊙
n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j′)

T
t̃(j′) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j′)

where j′ satisfies t̃(j′) = t̃(j)

and s̃(j′) = s̃(j): Then we have:

(IH)

⟨⟨t̃, ũ′⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨t̃, ũ′⟩?, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

(IH)

⟨⟨ũ′, s̃⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨ũ′, s̃⟩?, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

T
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁ −1, +1, ✓
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

.

• Case
t̃[•/l](j′) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[•/r](j′)
L

t̃[x/l](j′) (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[x/r](j′)

where i′ satisfies that t̃[x/l](j′) = t̃[x/l](j) and

s̃[x/r](j′) = s̃[x/r](j): Then we have:

(IH)

⟨⟨t̃[•/l], s̃[•/r]⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨t̃[•/l], s̃[•/r]⟩?, j′⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

L
⟨⟨t̃[x/l], s̃[x/r]⟩✓, j′⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁ −1, +1, ✓
⟨⟨t̃[x/l], s̃[x/r]⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

.

(⇐): By induction on the derivation tree.

• Case D
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

where t̃ −→A s̃: Then,
t̃ −→(Aj)• s̃

D
t̃(j) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j)
.



46 Y. NAKAMURA

• Case

⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j − 1⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩?, j − 1⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ −1

⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

: (Note that ✓ is the only rule that can apply to

⟨ , ⟩?.) We then have:

(IH)
t̃(j−1) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j−1)

.

By
−→
lab(t̃),

−→
lab(s̃) ∈ |(Aj−1)•|+ ∩ |(Aj)•|+, we have t̃(j−1) = t̃(j) and s̃(j−1) = s̃(j), and thus

this case has been proved.

• Case
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩?, j + 1⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁
+1

⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

: In the same way as the case above.

• Case

⟨⟨t̃, ũ′⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨t̃, ũ′⟩?, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

⟨⟨ũ′, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨ũ′, s̃⟩?, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

T
⟨⟨t̃, s̃⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

: Then we have:

(IH)
t̃(j) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) ũ′(j)

(IH)
ũ′(j) (⊙

n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j)

T
t̃(j) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃(j)

.

• Case

⟨⟨t̃[•/l], s̃[•/r]⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁ ✓

⟨⟨t̃[•/l], s̃[•/r]⟩?, j⟩ ∈ S
Au

k
▷A1...An◁

L
⟨⟨t̃[x/l], s̃[x/r]⟩✓, j⟩ ∈ S

Au
k

▷A1...An◁

: Then,
(IH)

t̃[•/l](j) (⊙n
i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[•/r](j)

L
t̃[x/l](j) (⊙n

i=1 −→(Ai)•) s̃[x/r](j)

.

Hence, this completes the proof.

Appendix B. Proof of Prop. 7.16

Proof. (⊇): We show that each rule of τ is admissible in −→τ .

• Case
⟨x, y⟩ ∈ aA

@x.a −→A
ax,y1

@y.1
for a ∈ Σ, Case

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t+ s −→A
ρ t̃

′
, Case

@x.s −→A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t+ s −→A
ρ s̃

′
, Case

t̃ −→A

1
−→
lab(t̃)

t̃
, Case

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t ; s −→A
ρ t̃

′ ;1 s
, Case

t̃ −→A
ρ s̃

t̃ ;1 u −→A
ρ s̃ ;1 u

: Trivial.

• Case
@x.t −→A

ρ t̃
′ Ez(t̃

′) @z.s −→A
ρ′ s̃

′

@x.t ; s −→A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

′
: By @x.t −→A

ρ t̃
′

Ez(t̃
′) @z.s −→A

ρ′ s̃
′

t̃′ −→A
ρ′ s̃

′

T
@x.t ; s −→A

ρ⋄ρ′ s̃
′

.
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• Case
t̃ −→A

ρ t̃
′ Ez(t̃

′) @z.s −→A
ρ′ s̃

t̃ ;1 s −→A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

: Similar to the case above.

• Case
@x0.t −→A

ρ0 t̃
′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . @xn−1.t −→A

ρn−1
t̃′n Exn(t̃

′
n) @xn.t −→A

ρn t̃
′
n+1

@x0.t
∗ −→A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗
:

By the following derivation tree:

@x0.t −→A
ρ0 t̃

′
1

@x0.t
∗ −→A

ρ0 t̃
′
1 ;1 t

∗ . . .

Exn(t̃
′
n)

@xn.t −→A
ρn t̃

′
n+1

@xn.t
∗ −→A

ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

t̃′n ;1 t
∗ −→A

ρn t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

T
@x0.t

∗ −→A
ρ0⋄...⋄ρn t̃

′
n+1 ;1 t

∗

• Case
@x.t −→A

ρ t̃
′ @x.s −→A

ρ′ s̃
′ Ez(t̃

′) Ez(s̃
′)

@x.t ∩ s −→A
fx1⋄(ρ∥ρ′)⋄jz1

@z.1
: We have:

@x.t ∩ s −→A
fx1

(@x.t) ∩1 (@x.s)
,

@x.t −→A
ρ t̃

′

(@x.t) ∩1 (@x.s) −→A
ρ t̃

′ ∩1 (@x.s)
,

@x.s −→A
ρ′ s̃

′

t̃′ ∩1 (@x.s) −→A
ρ′ t̃

′ ∩1 s̃
′
,

Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

t̃′ ∩1 s̃
′ −→A

jz1
@z.1

.

Hence by (T), we have obtained @x.t ∩ s −→A
fx1⋄(ρ∥ρ′)⋄jz1

@z.1.

• Case
@x.t −→A

ρ t̃
′ @x.s −→A

ρ′ s̃
′

@x.t ∩ s −→A
fx1⋄(ρ∥ρ′)

t̃ ∩1 s̃
, Case

t̃ −→A
ρ t̃

′ s̃ −→A
ρ′ s̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

t̃ ∩1 s̃ −→A
(ρ∥ρ′)⋄jz1

@z.1
, Case

t̃ −→A
ρ t̃

′ s̃ −→A
ρ′ s̃

′

t̃ ∩1 s̃ −→A
(ρ∥ρ′) t̃

′ ∩1 s̃
′
: Similar to the case above.

Hence, this direction has been proved.

(⊆): We show that the transitivity rule
t̃ A

τ ũ ũ A
σ s̃

T
t̃ A

τ⋄σ s̃
is admissible, by induction

on the sum of the sizes of the derivation trees of t̃ A
τ ũ and ũ A

σ s̃.

• Case t̃
A
ρ s̃

R
s̃ A

1
−→
lab(s̃)

s̃
T

t̃ A
ρ s̃

, Case
R

t̃ A

1
−→
lab(t̃)

t̃ t̃ A
ρ s̃

T
t̃ A

ρ s̃

(i.e., when the immedi-

ate above rule contains (R)): Clear.

• Case @x.a A
ρ @y.1 @y.1 A

ρ′ s̃
T

@x.a A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

: Then the right-hand side rule should be the rule

(R); thus, this case has already been proved.
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• Case

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′′

@x.t ; s A
ρ t̃

′′ ;1 s t̃′′ ;1 s
A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t ; s A

ρ⋄ρ′ ũ

: For the form of the above of t̃′′ ;1 s
A
ρ′ ũ,

we distinguish the following cases (except for the rule (R)):

– Case
t̃′′ A

ρ′ t̃
′

t̃′′ ;1 s
A
ρ′ t̃

′ ;1 s
: Then we have:

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′′ t̃′′ A
ρ′ t̃

′

T
@x.t A

ρ⋄ρ′ t̃
′

@x.t ; s A
ρ⋄ρ′ t̃

′ ;1 s

. By IH, this case

has been proved.

– Case
t̃′′ A

ρ′1
t̃′ Ez(t̃

′) @z.s A
ρ′2
ũ

t̃′′ ;1 s
A
ρ′1⋄ρ′2

ũ
: Then we have:

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′′ t̃ A
ρ′1
t̃′

T
@x.t A

ρ⋄ρ′1
t̃′ Ez(t̃

′) @z.s A
ρ′2
ũ

@x.t ; s A
(ρ⋄ρ′1)⋄ρ′2

ũ

. By IH, this case has been proved.

• Case

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s A

ρ′ s̃
′′

@x.t ; s A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

′′ s̃′′ A
ρ′′ s̃

′

T
@x.t ; s A

(ρ⋄ρ′)⋄ρ′′ s̃
′

: Then we have:

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′)

@z.s A
ρ′ s̃

′′ s̃′′ A
ρ′′ s̃

′

T
@z.s A

ρ′⋄ρ′′ s̃
′

@x.t ; s A
ρ;(ρ′⋄ρ′′) s̃

′

. By IH, this case has been proved.

• Case

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′

t̃ ;1 s
A
ρ t̃

′ ;1 s t̃
′ ;1 s

A
ρ′ s̃

′

T
t̃ A

ρ⋄ρ′ s̃
′

, Case

t̃ A
ρ t̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) @z.s A

ρ′ s̃
′′

t̃ ;1 s
A
ρ⋄ρ′ s̃

′′ s̃′′ A
ρ′′ s̃

′

T
t̃ ;1 s

A
(ρ⋄ρ′)⋄ρ′′ s̃

′

:

Similar to the two cases above.
• Case
@x0.t

A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . Exn(t̃

′
n) @xn.t

A
ρ′n
t̃′′n+1

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1⋄ρ′n t̃
′′
n+1 ;1 t

∗ t̃′′n+1 ;1 t
∗ A

ρ′′ ũ
T

@x0.t
∗ A

(ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1⋄ρ′n)⋄ρ′′
ũ

:

For the form of the above of t̃′n+1 ;1 t
∗ A

ρ′′ ũ, we distinguish the following cases (except

for the rule (R)):

– Case
t̃′′n+1

A
ρ′′ t̃

′
n+1

t̃′′n+1 ;1 t
∗ A

ρ′′ t̃
′
n+1 ;1 t

∗
: Then we have:
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@x0.t
A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . Exn(t̃

′
n)

@xn.t
A
ρ′n
t̃′′n+1 t̃′′n+1

A
ρ′′ t̃

′
n+1

T
@xn.t

A
ρ′n⋄ρ′′ t̃

′
n+1

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄(ρ′n⋄ρ′′)
t̃′n+1 ;1 t

∗

.

Thus by IH, this case has been proved.

– Case
t̃′′n+1

A
ρ′′1
t̃′n+1 Exn+1(t̃

′
n+1) @xn+1.t

∗ A
ρ′′2
ũ

t̃′n+1 ;1 t
∗ A

ρ′′1⋄ρ′′2
ũ

: For the form of the above of

@xn+1.t
∗ A

ρ′′2
ũ, we distinguish the following cases:

∗ Case R
@xn+1.t

∗ A
1xn+1 @xn+1.t

∗ (then, ρ′′ = ρ′′1): Then we have:

@x0.t
A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . .

@xn.t
A
ρ′n
t̃′′n+1 t̃′′n+1

A
ρ′′ t̃

′
n+1

T
@xn.t

A
ρ′n⋄ρ′′ t̃

′
n+1 Exn+1(t̃

′
n+1)

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1⋄ρ′n⋄ρ′′ @xn+1.t
∗

.

Thus by IH, this case has been proved.
∗ Case
@xn+1.t

A
ρn+1

t̃′n+2 Exn+2(t̃
′
n+2) . . . Exm+1(t̃

′
m+1) @xm+1.t

A
ρm+1

t̃′m+2

@xn+1.t
∗ A

ρn+1⋄...⋄ρm+1
t̃′m+2 ;1 t

∗
:

Then by letting ρn = ρ′n ⋄ ρ′′1, we have:
@x0.t

A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . . . . Exm+1(t̃

′
m+1) @xm+1.t

A
ρm+1

t̃′m+2

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρm+1
t̃′m+2 ;1 t

∗
.

Thus by IH, this case has been proved.
• Case
@x0.t

A
ρ0 t̃

′
1 Ex1(t̃

′
1) . . . Exn(t̃

′
n)

@x0.t
∗ A

ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1
@xnt

∗ @xnt
∗ ;1 t

∗ A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x0.t

∗ A
ρ0⋄...⋄ρn−1

ũ

: Similar to the case above.

• Case

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′

@x.t+ s A
ρ t̃

′ t̃′ A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t+ s A

ρ⋄ρ′ ũ

: We then have:

@x.t A
ρ t̃

′ t̃′ A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t A

ρ⋄ρ′ ũ

@x.t+ s A
ρ⋄ρ′ ũ

. Thus

by IH, this case has been proved.

• Case

@x.s A
ρ s̃

′

@x.t+ s A
ρ s̃

′ s̃′ A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t+ s A

ρ⋄ρ′ ũ

: Similar to the case above.
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• Case

@x.t A
ρ1 t̃

′ @x.s A
ρ2 s̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄(ρ1∥ρ2)⋄jz1

@z.1 @z.1 A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t ∩ s A

(fx1⋄(ρ1∥ρ2)⋄jz1)⋄ρ′
ũ

,

Case

t̃ A
ρ1 t̃

′ s̃ A
ρ2 s̃

′ Ez(t̃
′) Ez(s̃

′)

t̃ ∩1 s̃
A
(ρ1∥ρ2)⋄jz1

@z.1 @z.1 A
ρ′ ũ

T
t̃ ∩1 s̃

A
((ρ1∥ρ2)⋄jz1)⋄ρ′

ũ

: Then the right-hand side

rule should be the rule (R); thus, this case has already been proved.

• Case

@x.t A
ρ1 t̃

′′ @x.s A
ρ2 s̃

′′

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄(ρ1∥ρ2)

t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′ t̃′′ ∩1 s̃

′′ A
ρ′ ũ

T
@x.t ∩ s A

(fx1⋄(ρ1∥ρ2))⋄ρ′
ũ

: For the form of the above of

t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′ A

ρ′ ũ, we distinguish the following cases (except for the rule (R)):

– Case
t̃′′ A

ρ′1
t̃′ s̃′′ A

ρ′2
s̃′

t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′ A

ρ′1∥ρ′2
t̃′ ∩1 s̃

′
: Then we have:

@x.t A
ρ1 t̃

′′ t̃′′ A
ρ′1
t̃′

T
@x.t A

ρ1⋄ρ′1
t̃′

@x.s A
ρ1 s̃

′′ s̃′′ A
ρ′1
s̃′

T
@x.s A

ρ2⋄ρ′2
s̃′

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄((ρ1⋄ρ′1)∥(ρ2⋄ρ′2))

t̃′ ∩1 s̃
′

.

Note that fx1 ⋄ ((ρ1 ⋄ ρ′1) ∥ (ρ2 ⋄ ρ′2)) = (fx1 ⋄ (ρ1 ∥ ρ2)) ⋄ (ρ′1 ∥ ρ′2). Thus by IH, this case
has been proved.

– Case
t̃′′ A

ρ′1
t̃′ s̃′′ A

ρ′2
s̃′ Ez(t̃

′) Ez(s̃
′)

t̃′′ ∩1 s̃
′′ A

(ρ′1∥ρ′2)⋄jz1
@z.1

: Then we have:

@x.t A
ρ1 t̃

′′ t̃′′ A
ρ′1
t̃′

T
@x.t A

ρ1⋄ρ′1
t̃′

@x.s A
ρ1 s̃

′′ s̃′′ A
ρ′1
s̃′

T
@x.s A

ρ2⋄ρ′2
s̃′ Ez(t̃

′) Ez(s̃
′)

@x.t ∩ s A
fx1⋄((ρ1⋄ρ′1)∥(ρ2⋄ρ′2))⋄jz1

t̃′ ∩1 s̃
′

.

Note that fx1 ⋄ ((ρ1 ⋄ ρ′1) ∥ (ρ2 ⋄ ρ′2)) ⋄ jz1 = (fx1 ⋄ (ρ1 ∥ ρ2)) ⋄ ((ρ′1 ∥ ρ′2) ⋄ jz1). Thus by
IH, this case has been proved.

• Case

t̃ A
ρ1 t̃

′′ s̃ A
ρ2 s̃

′′

t̃ ∩ s A
ρ1∥ρ2 t̃

′′ ∩1 s̃
′′ t̃′′ ∩1 s̃

′′ A
ρ′ ũ

T
t̃ ∩1 s̃

A
(ρ1∥ρ2)⋄ρ′ ũ

: Similar to the case above.

Hence, this completes the proof.
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