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Abstract

We introduce the concept of a class of graphs, or more gépnardhtional structures, beirlgcally
tree-decomposahld here are numerous examples of locally tree-decomposktises, among them the
class of planar graphs and all classes of bounded valendebouaded tree-width. We also consider a
slightly more general concept of a class of structures lggvgunded local tree-width

We show that for each propergyof structures that is definable in first-order logic and fartelcally
tree-decomposable class C of graphs, there is a linear tgndatam deciding whether a given structure
A € C has property. For classes C of bounded local tree-width, we show thatferys: > 1 there is
an algorithm that solves the same problem in ti@(ez”‘l/’“)) (wheren is the cardinality of the input
structure).

1. Introduction

It is an important task in the theory of algorithms to find iesinstances of otherwise intractable algo-
rithmic problems. A notion that has turned out to be extrgraskful in this context is that dafee-widthof

a graph. 3-©LORABILITY, HAMILTONICITY , and many other NP-complete properties of graphs can be
decided in linear time when restricted to graphs whosewie#h is bounded by a fixed constant (sﬁe [7]
for a survey).

Courcelle [B] proved a meta-theorem, which easily impliamarous results of the abovementioned
type: Letw > 1 andy be a property of graphs that is definable in monadic seconi#ologic. Thenp
can be decided in linear time on graphs of tree-width at masAs a matter of fact, this result does not
only hold for graphs, but for arbitrary relational struasr Although Courcelle’s theorem does not give
practical algorithms, because the hidden constants areigodt is still useful since it gives a simple way
to recognize a property as being linear time decidable ophgraf bounded tree-width. Once this has
been done, a more refined analysis using the combinatortbg @farticular property may yield a practical
algorithm.

Though maybe the most successful, bounded tree-width thaamnly restriction on graphs that makes
algorithmic tasks easier. Other useful restrictionsamarity or bounded valencd-or example, consider
the problemt-DOMINATING SET for a fixedk. (Given a graply, is there a seD of at mostk vertices of
G such that every vertex @ is either equal or adjacent to a vertex/it?) To solvek-DOMINATING SET
in general, we do not know much better than just trying(h*) candidate sets»(always denotes the
number of vertices of the input graph). However, on planapgsk-DOMINATING SET can be solved in
time O(11%n), and on graphs of valence at mésit can be solved in timé&((I + 1)n) [[L].

Unfortunately, the analogue of Courcelle’s theorem doeshutd for planar graphs or classes of
bounded valence; 3-@.ORABILITY is a monadic second-order definable property that remainsasiplete
when restricted to the class of planar graphs of valence at m]. Instead of monadic second-order,
we study the complexity of first-order definable properties.
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Seese was the first to give a meta-theorem in the style of @befsctheorem for a more general class
of structures; in@S] he proved that for eveér 1 and for every first-order definable property of structures
there is a linear time algorithm that decides whether a gitercture of valence at makhas this property.

An observation that has been used for various algorithmdamap graphs (essentially it goes back to
Baker [!IS]) is that there is a bound on the tree-width of a pl@maph only depending on its diameter. A
different way to see this is that a local neighborhood of dexein a planar graph has tree-width bounded
by a number only depending on the radius of this neighborhAaadh matter of fact, given a planar graph
G we can compute in linear time a family of subgraphs of bourideelwidth such that a suitably big
neighborhood of every vertex gfis completely contained in one of these subgraphs.

We call classes of graphs admitting such a covering alguoritically tree-decomposabl@ precise
definition is given in Sectioﬂ 6). Examples of locally treeedmposable classes of graphs are all classes
of bounded genus, bounded valence, and bounded tree-Widéhconcept easily generalizes to arbitrary
relational structures.

Eppstein ] considered a closely related, though shgivaker concept he called tltgameter-
treewidth property(we call this propertyoounded local tree-widtland refer the reader to Sectiﬂ1 5 for
the definition). Eppstein proved that the subgraph isomsmlproblem for a fixed subgraph, asking
whether a given grap§ containsH, is solvable in linear time when restricted to graghsontained in a
class of graphs that is closed under taking minors and hasdeallocal tree-width. It is not hard to see
that every class C of graphs that is closed under taking miand has bounded local tree-width is locally
tree-decomposable (cf. Lemr@G.G).

Thus our main result goes much further:

Theorem 1.1. Let C be a class of relational structures that is locally tree-deposable ang a property
definable in first-order logic. Then there is a linear time @iighm deciding whether a given structure
A € C has propertyp.

It may be worth mentioning that in the terminology [27],rcresult can be rephrased as follows:
When restricted to a locally tree-decomposable class oétstres, thalata complexityof first-order logic
is in linear time.

Examples of first-order definable properties &¥fBOMINATING -SET andk-INDEPENDENTFSET for a
fixedk, H-SUBGRAPH-ISOMORPHISM(Giveng, isH C G?) andH{-HOMOMORPHISM(Giveng, is there
a homomorphism : H — G?) for afixedH, (H, K)-EXTENSION (Giveng, is everyH C G contained in
somelC C G?) for fixedH C K. Let us also give a few examples of a problems defined on otfetional
structures than graphs. Fer> 1, k-SET-COVER is the problem of deciding whether a given famityof
sets has a subfamily of size at mosk suchthat JS = |J F. Ford > 1, (k, d)-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY
is the problem of deciding whether a given Boolean circul@fth at most/ has a satisfying assignment
in which at most: input gates are set to ‘true’. Both SET-CoVvER and(k, d)-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY
can be seen as first-order definable problems on certaimoredastructures. Thus our theorem implies,
for example, thak-SET-COVER can be solved in linear time for set systems where each ekmenly
contained in a bounded number of sets, and thad)-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY can be solved in linear
time for circuits whose underlying graph is planar. Of ceupsoblems like BBGRAPH-ISOMORPHISM
HoOMOMORPHISM EXTENSION can be generalized arbitrary relational structures.

As a last example, let us consider the problem of evaluatif®palean) database query formulated in
the relational calculus against a relational databaseeS#lational calculus is the same as first-order logic,
and relational databases are just finite relational strastwour theorem applies and shows, for example,
that Boolean relational calculus queries can be evaluatdidéar time on databases whose underlying
graph is planar. As a matter of fact, this last example wasafreir main motivation for starting this
research. It seems that when storing geographical dataasuaiad maps, planar structures come up quite
naturally.

Thus our theorem gives a unifying framework for various hsssplving concrete problems on specific
locally tree-decomposable classes such as the class @frgeaphs. In addition, it yields a number of new
results of this type.

Using the same techniques, we prove another theorem thigésppthe even more general context of
classes of structures of bounded local tree-width:



Theorem 1.2. Let C be a class of relational structures of bounded local tredtviand a first-order
definable property. Then for eveky> 1 there is an algorithm deciding whether a given structurec C
has propertyp in time O(n!+ /%)),

The complexity of first-order properties of relational stiwres has been studied under various aspects.
It is long known that every first-order property of graphs t@ndecided in polynomial time, actually in
ACy [E, @]. A question closer to our theorem is whether decidiirs-order properties iixed-parameter
tractablg that is, whether there is a fixedsuch that every first-order property of finite relationalistures
can be decided in timé&(n°). This question has been brought up by Yannak [28]. Therthof
fixed-parameter tractability gives some evidence that tissvar is no, as has been independently proved
by Downey, Fellows, Tay:gil] and Papadimitriou, Yanria'ka{@] (deciding first-order properties is
AW/[1]-complete). Theorein 1.2 shows that deciding first-ordeperiies of structures in a class of bounded
local tree-width is fixed-parameter tractable. Furthemendrhas been used iﬂlG] to show that for every
class C of graphs such that there is some graph that is not@ wiimny graph in C, deciding first-order
properties of graphs in C is fixed-parameter tractable.

The proofs of our results combine three main ingredientefimement of Courcelle’s Theorerﬂ [8]
mentioned above, Gaifman’s Theorelﬂ[l?] stating that Girdier properties are local, and algorithmic
techniques based on ideas of BaKgr [5] and Eppsfein [12].r@eepTheoren] 1]2, we also use covering
techniques due to Awerbuch and Peldd[4, 21].

2. Preliminaries

A vocabularyis a finite set of relation symbols. Associated with evergtioh symbolR is a positive inte-
ger called tharity of R. In the following, F always denotes a binary relation symbol ana vocabulary.

A 7-structure.A consists of a non-empty s, called theuniverseof A, and a relatiorR* C A" for
eachr-ary relation symboR € 7. If A is ar-structure and3 C A, then(B)“ denotes the substructure
induced byA on B, that is, ther-structure3 with universeB andR? := R N BT for everyr-ary R € 7.

For instance, we considgraphsas { E'}-structures; = (G, E9), where the binary relatioi? is
symmetric and anti-reflexive (i.e. graphs are undirectatilaop-free). As another example, we can view
hypergraphs a$ £, P}-structures, wheré” is binary andP unary. A hypergraph with verticel§ and
hyperedge${ C Pow(V) is modeled by thg E, P}-structure(V UH, {(v,H) | v € H},V).

In this paper we only consider finite structurdset us remark that all the results of this paper remain
true if we also admit constants in our structures. We rdstric attention to the relational case because
constants would not give us additional insights.

The formulas ofirst-order logicFO are build up in the usual way from an infinite supply of vialés
denoted byr, y, x1, ..., the equality symbok and relation symbols of a vocabulary the connectives
A, V, =, —, and the quantifierg, 3 ranging over the universe of the structure. For examplefitsizorder
sentence

@ = VaVeoVrs ((E:Clxg A Exizs A Exoxs) — Jy(Ex1y A Exoy A E:vgy))
says that every triangle of a graph is contained fk,a(a complete graph on four vertices). The formula
Px A —3Jy3z(—y = z A Exy A Exz2)

defines the set of all verticasof a hypergraph that are contained in at most one hyperedge.

A free variablein a first-order formula is a variable not in the scope of a quantifiekr or Vz. A
sentencéds a formula without free variables. The notatiptiy, . . . , ;) indicates that all free variables of
the formulap are among:, ... , x; it does not necessarily mean that the variables . . , x;, all appear
in . For a formulap(x1, ... ,xy), a structure4, anda,, ... ,ar € Awe write A = p(as,...,a;) to
say thatA satisfiesp if the variableszy, . .. , x), are interpreted by the vertices, . .. , aj, respectively.

Example 2.1. In this example we show how to model theSET-CoVER problem mentioned in the intro-
duction by a first-order definable problem. We can view a faiibf a sets as the hypergraph whith vertex
setlJ F and edge seF.



Let
O = Ty .. .a:kVy(Py — (Ey:cl V...V nyk))

Then the hypergraph corresponding to the fanfilygatisfiesp,, if and only if there exists as C F of
cardinality|S| = k such that JS = J F.

We often denote tuples:, . . . , ax) of elements of a set by a, and we writez € A instead ofs € A*.
Similarly, we denote tuples of variables by

Our underlying model of computation is the standard RAM-glagiith addition and subtraction as
arithmetic operations (cfﬂ[EIZG]). In our complexity aysib we use the uniform cost measure. Structures
are represented on a RAM in a straightforward way by listihglements of the universe and then all
tuples in the relations. For details we refer the readelr . [We define thesizeof a r-structureA to be
Il == [A] + Y ges rary ™ - |RA]; this is the length of a reasonable representatiad ¢ff we suppress
details that are inessential for us).

3. Gaifman’s Theorem

The Gaifman graphof a r-structureA is the graphg 4 with vertex setz 4 := A and an edge between two
verticesa, b € A if there exists amR € 7 and a tuplgay, ... ,ax) € R* such thaw,b € {ai,... ,as}.
Thedistanced* (a, b) between two elements b € A of a structureA is the length of the shortest path in
G connectingz andb. Forr > 1 anda € A we define the-neighborhoof a in A to be NA(a) :=
{be A|d*(a,b) <r}. ForasubseB C AweletNA(B) := U,z N2 (D).

For everyr > 0 there is a first-order formulg. (z, y) such that for all--structures4 anda, b € A we
haveA |= 6,(a,b) <= d*(a,b) < r. For example, ifr = {E, T} consists of a binary and a ternary
relation symbol, we let

do(,y) :=(x =y)
61(z,y) :==bo(z,y) V Exy V Byx V 3z(Tayz V Tyxz V Tazy V Tyza V Tzay V Tzyx)

do(z,y) :=00(x,y) V o1(x,y) V 3,2(51 (z,2) Ao1(z, y))

In the following, we writed(x, y) < r instead ob,(z, y) andd(x,y) > r instead of-d,.(z, y).

If o(z) is a first-order formula, thep™¥~(*)(z) is the formula obtained fronp(z) by relativizing
all quantifiers toN,.(z), that is, by replacing every subformula of the fofig) (z, y, z) by Jy(d(z,y) <
rAy(z,y, Z)) and every subformula of the fordyi) (x, y, Z) by Vy(d(z,y) < r — 9(x,y, 2)). Aformula
¥(z) of the formp™N~(*) (), for somey(x), is calledr-local. The basic property of-local formulas)(z)
is that it only depends on theneighborhood of: whether they hold at or not, that is, for all structures
Aanda € Awe haved |= ¢(a) < (NA(a)) E ¥(a).

Theorem 3.1 (Gaifman ]). Every first-order sentence is equivalent to a Boolean coathin of sen-
tences of the form

ﬂxl...ﬂxk( /\ d(x;, x5) > 2r A /\ w(fvz)),

1<i<j<k 1<i<k

for suitabler, k > 1 and anr-local ¢(x).

4. Tree-width

A treeis an acyclic graph. Aree-decompositionf a 7-structureA is a pair(7, (Bt):er), WhereT is a
tree and B;).cr a family of subsets ofl (called theblocksof the decomposition) such that

(1) For everya € A, theset{t € T | a € B:} is non-empty and connected  (that is, induces a
subtree).



(2) ForeveryR € 7 and alla € RA there is & € T such that € B;.

Thewidth of a tree-decompositiof7, (B;)ier) is max|By| | t € T} — 1. Thetree-widthtw(.A) of A is
the minimal width of a tree-decomposition df
We occasionally use the following simple fact ([24]).

Lemma 4.1. Letw > 1 and7 a vocabulary. Then there is a constarntuch that for every-structure A
of tree-width at mosty we have | A|| < c|A].

Bodlaenderm6] proved that for eaah > 1 there is a linear time algorithm that, given a graph
either computes a tree-decompositiondobf width at mostw, or rejectsG if tw(G) > w. This result
is underlying most of the linear time algorithms on graphbadfinded tree-width. Using the well-known
fact that a structurel has the same tree-width as its Gaifman gréph Bodlaender’s result can easily be
extended to arbitrary relational structures.

Recall Courcelle’s theorem that we mentioned in the intobidn:

Theorem 4.2 (Courcelle [B]). Letw > 1. Then for every sentengeof monadic second-order logic there
is a linear time algorithm that decides whether a given dineeA of tree-width at most satisfiesp.

Monadic second-order logic is an extension of first-ordgidehat also allows quantification over sets.
Using known techniques for algorithms on graphs of boundeehwidth, it is not hard to prove the
following lemma (see|E5]). We are only going to use the foster version of the lemma later.

Lemma 4.3. Letw > 1. Then for every formula(x) of monadic second-order logic there is a linear time
algorithm that, given a grapty of tree-width at most, computes the set(A) := {a € V& | G = p(a)}.

5. Local Tree-Width

Definition 5.1. (1) Thelocal tree-widthof a structureA is the function Itw' : N — N defined by
ltw(r) := max{tw((N*(a))) | a € A}.

(2) A class C of structures hdmunded local tree-widtfif there is a functionf : N — N such that
ltwA(r) < f(r) forall A € C,r € N.

Example 5.2. Structures of bounded tree-widthL.et A be a structure of tree-width at mokt Then
ltw(r) < kfor all » € N.

Thevalenceof a structureA is the maximal number of neighbors of a vertexe A in the Gaifman
graphG 4, i.e. maxea|{b| (a,b) € E94}|.

Example 5.3. Structures of bounded valendeet A be a structure of valence at maéstor an/ > 1. Then
ltwA(r) <I1(1—1)""*forall r € N.

Example 5.4 (Robertson and Seymour|E3])PIanar Graphs. The class of planar graphs has bounded
local tree-width. More precisely, for every planar gra@landr > 1 we have It (r) < 3r.

Example 5.5 (Eppstein ]). Graphs of bounded genuket S be a surface. Then the class of all graphs
embeddable iv has bounded local tree-width. More precisely, there is &torc such that for all graphs
G embeddable it and for allr > 0 we have Itvf* (r) < c- g(S) - 7.

Example 5.6. We can view a simplicial complex as a hypergraph whose \extage the corners of the
complex. Then it is easy to see that the class of all simpladanplexes homeomorphic to a 2-manifold
has bounded local tree-width.



Recall that aninorof a graphg is a grapl that is obtained from a subgraph®by contracting edges.
The class of planar graphs, and, more generally, the clasggaphs of bounded genus are examples of
classes of graphs that are closed under taking minors. &ppstve the following nice characterization of
all classes of graphs of bounded loocal tree-width that laxsed under taking minors. Aapex graphis a
graphG that has a vertex € V¢ such thatG \ {v} is planar.

Theorem 5.7 (Eppstein |:1|2]).Let C be a minor-closed class of graphs. Th€rhas bounded local
tree-width if, and only ifC does not contain all apex graphs.

This yields further examples of classes of graphs of bouhotead tree-width. For example, for every
n > 1, the class of all graphs that do not contain the graph, as a minor has bounded local tree-width.
(K m,n denotes the complete bipartite graph with parts of sizendn, respectively.)

Note that a structure has the same local tree-width as ifsr@aigraph, so Exampl¢s b.4 gnd| 5.5 and
Theore? also give rise to examples of classes of stegtfrarbitrary vocabularies that have bounded
local tree-width.

One of the nice things about bounded local tree-width is tiamnotion is quite flexible. Think of a
structure modeling a subway map. The Gaifman graph of thiststre will probably be close to planar, but
there may be some edges crossing. Therefore, it may be ta¢haplanar graph algorithms do not apply,
although the graph is almost planar. On the other hand, tted teee-width of the graph is probably very
close to that of a planar graph, and we can still use our algus for graphs of bounded local tree-width.

6. Neighborhood and tree covers

To explore the local tree-likeness of structures of bounided! tree-width we need to cover them by
structures of small tree-width in a suitable way. The mosiegal approach is to usparse neighborhood
covers as they have been studied, for instancel]if][4, 13, 21].

Definition 6.1. Letr, s > 0. An (r, s)-neighborhood coveof a structure4 is a family A/ of subsets oA
with the following properties:

(1) Foreverya € A there exists & € N such thatV:A(a) C N.
(2) ForeveryN € N there exists an € A such thatV C N7(a).

We define thesize of a family A/ of sets to bg|N|| := >y, |N|. Recall that the size of a-
structureA is || Al| = |A] 4+ > pe. r—aryT|RA|' The algorithm of the following lemma is an adaptation
of an algorithm due to Peleﬁl] to our situation. We thinisitvorthwhile to present our version of the
algorithm in some detail.

Lemma 6.2 (PeIeg@l]).Letk > 1. Then there is an algorithm that, given a gragtand anr > 1, com-
putes an(r, 2kr)-neighborhood coveN of G of size|| V|| = O(|G[*+(/R)) intime O (X yep [N)9])).

Proof: The algorithm is described in FigLﬂe 1. ltiteratively cortgmia neighborhood covaf, maintaining
a setH of vertices whose-neighborhood has not yet been covered by a s@firin each iteration step
of the main loop in Lines 3-13, the algorithm picks an arbjtreertexa € H and starts to compute
increasing neighborhoods af(in Lines 6—10) until a certain threshold is reached (cf.eLitD). Then it
adds the computed sat to the cover\V and removes all points whose neighborhood has now beenezbver
from H, before it goes to the next iteration of the main loop. Thizgess is repeated unfil is empty.

Now letG be a graphy := |G|, andr > 1. Let NV be the cover computed by the algorithm.

Claim 1. For everya € G there exists & € A such thatV,.(a) C N.

Proof: An elementz is removed from the seif of uncovered elements in Line 12 if it belongs to a set
L such thatV = N9 (L) has been added #. Of course thisV containsN¢ (a). This proves Claim 1.

Claim 2. For everyN € A there exists an € G such thatV C N§, (a).



Input: GraphG,r > 1
1. H=G
2. N:=190
3. while H # () do
4. choose arbitrary € H
5. N :={a}
6. do
7. M:=N
8. L:=N9(M)NnH
9. N := N9(L)
10. while |[N| > n'/*|M| od
11. N :=NU{N}
12. H:=H\L
13. od
Output: N
Figure 1.

Proof: We consider the iteration of the main loop that leads to th@nitien of V. Let a be the
element chosen in Line 4, and 18} := {a}. Let! > 1 be the number of times the loop in Lines 6-10 is
repeated. Fot < i <[, let N; be the value ofV after theith iteration. Then fod < i <[ — 1 we have
|N;| > n'/*|N;_1], and thereforéN;| > ni/*. Thusl < k.

Furthermore, it is easy to see that oK i < [ we haveN; C N¥

5.-(a). This implies Claim 2.
Claims 1 and 2 show tha/ is indeed an(r, 2kr)-neighborhood cover of. The following Claim 3

shows that the cover is not too large.

Claim 3. ||N|| < nt+(1/k),

Proof: For N € N, and letM be the corresponding set that is computed in the last iterati the
loop in Lines 6-10 that let tdV (i.e. M is the value ofV after the second but last iteration of the loop).

We first show that for distinctvy, Ny € N we haveM; N M, = (). To see this, suppose thak
is computed first. Lefd; be the value off after the iteration of the main loop in whicN; has been
computed. Note that for every € M; andb € H; we havedY(a,b) > r. Moreover,M, C Ny C
Nrg(Hl) ThUSMl NMy = 0.

Noting that by the condition of Line 10, for aN € A we have|N| < n'/*|M |, we obtain

N = N| < nl/k M| < n'/F.p.
N[ = >IN < <

NeN NeN
The last inequality holds because theare disjoint subsets @. This proves Claim 3.

It remains to estimate the running time of the algorithm. \lééne that each iteration of the main loop
requires timeD((N)9), for the N added ta\ in this iteration. To see this, note that essentially we have
do a breadth-first search @i starting ina. To computel in Line 8, we may have to explore some edges
not contained i L). However, all these edges belongf6¢ (L)) = (N).

It may seem that to check the condition of Line 10 we need miidtion, which is not available as
basic operation of a standard RAM. However, before we dtartiain computation we can produce tables



that store the values! andm! - nfor1 <1 <k, 1 < m < nin linear time on a standard RAM. (We use
the fact that

(m+1)! = Z mY iz €

(€1,...,e1)€{0,1}!

to inductively compute the tables. Remember that we frezt a constant.) Then we can use these tables
to check the condition of Line 10 in constant time. |

Corollary 6.3. Letk,r > 1, 7 a vocabulary, andC a class ofr-structures of bounded local tree-width.
Then there is an algorithm that, given a structuec C, computes arfr, 2kr)-neighborhood covel/ of
A of size||[ V]| = O(|A|*+(/R)) in time O(|A|*+(1/R)),

Proof: Since neighborhoods of radi@gr in structures in C have bounded tree-width, by Le 4.%ther
is a constant such that for every structuté € C, every(r, 2kr)-neighborhood covek of 4, and every
N € N we have

(VYA < ¢| N 1)

This implies||.A[| < ¢[|V]].

Our algorithm first computes the Gaifman graply of the input structured, which is possible in time
O(||A]|). Then it computes an &, 2kr)-neighborhood covel of A of size||NV|| = O(]A|'T(1/%)), By
Lemma[6R and]1), this is possible in tirG&||\||) = O(|A|*+(1/R), i

The following consequence of the proof of the previous darglis worth being noted:

Corollary 6.4. Letr be a vocabulary an€ be a class of-structures of bounded local tree-width. Then
for everyk > 1 there is a constant such that for all structurest € C we have||A|| < c|A|'T(1/F),

As a matter of fact, a neighborhood cover is more than we rn@#édn, the following weaker notion of
atree coveirleads to better results.

Definition 6.5. Letr,w > 0. An (r, w)-tree coverof a structured is a family 7 of subsets ofd with the
following properties:

(1) Foreverya € A there exists & € T such thatVA(a) C T
(2) ForevenT ¢ T we have tW(T)4) < w.

Note that ar(r, s)-neighborhood cover of a structureis an(r, ltw(s))-tree cover ofd. The follow-
ing lemma is implicit in ]:

Lemma 6.6 (Eppstein ]). Letr > 0 andC be a class of graphs that is closed under taking minors and
has bounded local tree-width. Lét: N — N be a function bounding the local tree-width of the graphs in
C.

Then there is an algorithm that, given a graghe C, computes aifr, f(2r + 1))-tree coverT of G of
size||T|| = O(|G]) intime O(|G).

Proof: Let G € C and choose an arbitrary vertex € G. For0 < i < j, letG[i,j] :={a € G |i <
d%(ag,a) < j}.

We claim that twW(G[i, j])) < f(j — i+ 1). This is immediate ifi = 0 or i = 1, because then
Gli, j] C Njg(ao). If i > 1, we simply contract the connected subgrdeho,i — 1])¢ to a single vertex
by. We obtain a minog’ of G, which is also an element of C by our assumption that C is dieseler
taking minors.g’ still contains the sef[i, j] as it is, but this set is contained Mjgiiﬂ(bo). This proves
the claim.



The claim implies that for alt > 0, the family 7 := {G[i,i + 2r] | i > 0} is an(r, f(2r + 1))-tree
cover ofg of size at most2r + 1)|G|. On inputG, we can choose an arbitrasy and then compute this
tree cover in linear time by breadth-first search. ]

The existence of a tree-cover of size linear in the size ofsthecture and a linear time algorithm
computing such a cover is exactly what we need in our algostbf the next section. This justifies the
following definition:

Definition 6.7. A class C of graphs ibcally tree-decomposabléthere is a functiory : N — N and an
algorithm that, given a structuré € C and an- € N, computes afr, g(r))-tree cover ofd of sizeO(| 4])
in time O(| A|) fj

Examples 6.8. All examples of classes of structures of bounded localrieih that we gave in Secticﬂ‘l 5
are actually locally tree-decomposable.

For Exampl3, classes of structures of bounded valehiseisttrivial: If A is a structure of valence
landr > 0, then the family{ NA(a) | a € A} is an(r, (Il — 1)"~1)-tree cover ofA.

For all other examples, it follows from Lemma|6.6.

The following proposition is an immediate consequence efd#finition of locally tree-decomposable
classes of structures:

Proposition 6.9. Let r be a vocabulary an€ be a locally tree-decomposable classredtructures. Then
there is a constant such that for all structurest € C we have|A|| < ¢|A|.

We close this section with an example showing that the analaxf Propositior@Q for classes of
bounded local tree-width is wrong. Remember Corolfary thdugh.

Example 6.10. We construct a class C of graphs of bounded local tree-width that for every constant
cthereis agraply € C with||G|| > ¢|G].

We use the following theorem due to Erd[lHer all g, k > 1 there exists a graph of girth greater
thang and chromatic number greater thg&n Remember that thgirth ¢(G) of a graphg is the length of
the shortest cycle ig and the chromatic number(G) of G is the least number of colors needed to color
the vertices ofj in such a way that no two adjacent vertices have the same toiloeasy to see that every
graphgG with x(G) > k has a connected subgraphwith average degree

2|EH
L.
(cf. [@], p. 98).
Thediameterof a connected grapf is the number diatt@) := max{d“(a,b) | a,b € G}.
We inductively construct a familyG;);>1 of graphs as follows:G; is the graph consisting of two
vertices and an edge between them. Suppose nowgihatalready defined. Le;, , be a graph with
9(Gi,,) > 2diam(G;) + 1 andx(G;, ) > 2i + 3. LetG;,1 be a connected subgraphgff,; with

2|Egi+1 |
Vgi+1

Clearly,g(Gi+1) = 9(Gi11) = 2diam(G;) + 1.

Observe that for every > 1 and every graply, if 2r + 1 < g(G) then Itw? (r) < 1. Moreover, ifG is
connected then Iti(r) = tw(G) for all » > diam(G). For everyi > 1 and dianiG;) < r < diam(G; 1),
we let f(r) := max{tw(G,), ltw9+1(r)}. We claim that ItW: (r) < f(r) forall 4, > 1. This is obvious
fori = 1. Fori > 2, we have to distinguish between three cases:4fdiam(G;_1) < 3(g(G;) — 1), then
ltw9 (r) < 1 < f(r). lfdiam(G;_1) < r < diam(G;), then Itw’: () < f(r) immediately by the definition
of f. If » > diam(G;), then ItwW: () = tw(G;) > f(r).

Thus the class C= {G; | ¢ > 1} has bounded local tree-width. On the other hand, for every2 we
have||G;|| > |EY| > i|Gil.

> 21+ 2.

1The hidden constants in th@(-)-notation may depend an



7. The main algorithm

Throughout this section, we fix a vocabularyWe shall first prove two lemmas.

Lemma 7.1. Let C be a class of-structures of bounded local tree-width andv > 1. Then there is an
algorithm that solves the following problem in tirg||7||):

Input:  StructureA € C, (r, w)-tree coverT of A.
Problem: ComputeK7 :={a € A| NA(a) C T}forall T € T.

Proof: Observe thall.A|| = O(||T||), because by Lemn{a 4.1, for dllc T we have||(T)4|| = O(|T).

Without loss of generality we can assume tiais a graph; if not we first compute its Gaifman graph.
Thisis possible in tim©(||.A||). Furthermore, we can assume that the univereé A is the sef1, ... ,n}
(see the appendix df [IL5] for details).

Let T € T, we show how to comput&r in time O(|T|). We suppose thdl’ is given as a list
ai, ... ,a, ofits elements. Our algorithm is displayed in Figl}de is computed iteratively, during the
computation the current state of the set is stored in an dtray lengthn. Note that we do not initialize
the array to 0 in the beginning (we do not have the time to df).thastead, we maintain a second “control
array”I" of lengthm. Thejth entry of is a;, for j = 1 tom. I is initialized to these values in Line 1.
Then at every stage in the computation, the set of all elesirepresented by the arré&y is

S(K):={a€ A|K[a] € {1,... ,m}andl'[K][a]] = a}.

After Line 2 is executed, we haw(K) = T.
Now the main loop in Lines 3—13 iteratively removes thosenelets fromS(K') whose neighbors are
not all contained ir6 (K). Thus after theth iteration we have

S(K)={aeT|NA(a) £ T},

So once we enter Line 15, we ha¥€K’) = Kp. Lines 15-17 retrieve this set from the arf&y

Let us analyze the running time of the algorithm. Lines 1 aret@iire timeO(m). To test the condition
of Lines 7-8 requires constant time for edcho test the condition of Lines 6—8, we have to step through
the list of vertices adjacent t@; until either we find & that does not satisfy the condition or we have
checked all neighbors. This requires a constant amount i fwoevery edge with one endpoimf and the
other endpoint irt (K') and an additional constant amount of work in case we find ehibeignot inS(K).
Thus the execution of the loop in lines 5-11 requires td{en + |E4 N T?) < O(|(T)*|]) = O(m).
The loop in Lines 12-14 also requires titdém). Thus every iteration of the main loop requires time
O(m). Since we treat the numberof iterations as constant, the overall time required by &i8el5 is
O(m). SinceKr C T, Lines 16—19 also require tin@(m,). O

Lemma 7.2. LetC be a class of structures of bounded local tree-width and > 1. Then the following
problem can be solved in tim@(| A|):

Input:  Structured € C, setP C A.
Problem: Decide if there existy, ... ,a, € P such thati““(ai, a;) >r.

Proof: Let f : N — N be a function bounding the local tree-width of the strucsuneC.

Let. A € CandP C A. Our algorithm is displayed in Figuﬂ; 3. It proceeds in twapds.

In the first phase (Lines 1-12) it iteratively computes eletse,, ... ,a; € P, for some; < m, such
thatd““(ai,aj) >rforl <i < j <landeithel = m orforallb € P thereis ani < [ such that
b € NA(a;). If I = m, the algorithm accepts. If= 0, i.e. P = §), then it rejects. Otherwise, it goes into
the second phase (Lines 13-18).
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Input: A, T ={a1,...,an} CA

1. for j =1tomdoI'[j] := a; od

2. for j =1tomdo KJa;] := j od

3. fori=1tordo

4. temp:= 0

5 for j =1tomdo

6. if a; has a neighba¥ such that
7. ( Kb ¢ {1,...,m}
8. or (K[b] € {1,... ,m}andF[K[b]];éb))then
9. temp:= tempuU {a;}
10. fi

11. od

12. for all a € tempdo

13. Kla]:=0

14. od

15. od

16. K :=10)

17. for j = 1tom do

18. if K[a;] = jthen Ky := KU {a;} fi
19. od

Output: Kr
Figure 2.

When the algorithm enters Line 13, we haWeC N2 ({a1,... ,a;}). LetH := (N5 ({a1,... ,a;}).
Then for allb, b’ € P we haved*(b,b') < r «= d"(bb') < r, because® C NA({a1,...,a;})
and thus every path of length at mesbetween two elements d? must be contained if/. Thus there
existby,...,b,, € P such thatdA(bi,bj) > r if, and only if, there exisby,... ,b,, € P such that
d™(b;, bj) > r, i.e. if the condition in Line 14 is satisfied. Thus the algfom is correct

To estimate the running time, we note thEV(a;))|| = O(|N(a;)|), because C is a class of
bounded local tree-width. Since we trez@ndm as constants, Lines 1-13 require tifig A|). Itis easy
to see that tf#) < ltw4(2lr) < f(2lr). Thus the condition in Line 14 can also be checked in time
O(|A]) by Courcelle’s Theorerh 4.2. o

We are now ready to prove our main results, Theorenps 1.1 @hdRécall the statements:
LetC be a class of structures of bounded local tree-width aradsentence of first-order logic.

(1) For everyk > 1 there is an algorithm that decides whether a given structdre C
satisfiesp in ime O(|A|*+(1/k)),

(2) If Cis locally tree-decomposable, then there is an algorithat #olves the problem in
timeO(]A]).
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Input: A€ C,PCA

1. Q=P

2. 1:=0

3. while Q # ) and! < m do

4, l:=1+1

5. choosey; € @ arbitrarily
6. Q:=Q\ N a)

7. od

8. if I =mthen

9. ACCEPT
10. else
11. if = 0 then REJECTTi
12. fi

13. computeH := Nst({a1,... ,a;})
14. if ((H)A,P) = 31 ... me(/\;11 Pri A N\i<icjcm (@i, x5) > r) then

15. ACCEPT
16. else

17. REJECT
18. fi

Figure 3.

Proof: We describe the algorithm for (1) and then explain how it leaset modified to obtain (2).
By Gaifman’s Theorer@.l, without loss of generality we casuane thap is of the form

le...ﬂxm( /\ d(zi,x;) > 2r A /\ l/J(fz))a

1<i<j<m 1<i<m

for suitably chosem, m > 1 and anr-local .

Letk > 1 andf : N — N be a function bounding the local tree-width of the strucduireC. Letr
be the vocabulary of the sentenggwithout loss of generality we can assume that all strustimeC are
T-structures.

Figure[} shows our algorithm.

To see that the algorithm is correct, note that sin¢e) is r-local we haveP = {a € A | A &= ¢(a)}.

So we shall prove that the algorithm can be implemented &att('/*))-algorithm, where: := | A
is the cardinality of the input structure.

Line 1 requires timeD(n'*(/%)) py Corollary[6.8. Lines 2—4 require tin@(||\||) by Lemma[7.1L.
For everyN € N, Line 6 requires tim&(|N|) by Lemm. Thus the loop in Lines 5—7 also requires
time O(||N||). Clearly, Line 8 can be performed in tint2(||\||), and the condition in Line 9 can be
checked in timeO (| A|) by Lemmg 7. Thus the overall running timed$||\||) = O(n'+(/*)),

It remains to prove (2), but this is very easy now. Instead né@hborhood cover, in Line 1 of the
algorithm we compute tree cover of linear size. This can lredio linear time by the definition of a locally
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Input: Structured € C

1. compute ar{r, 2kr)-neighborhood covek of A of sizeO(A'*+(1/%))

2. forall N € N do

3. computeK i := {a € N | NA(a) C N}

4. od

5. forall N € N do

6. computePy := {a € Ky | (N)* = 1(a)}.

7. od

8. computeP := |y Py

9. if there areus, ... ,a, € P suchthatl(a;,a;) > 2rforl <i < j < kthen

10. ACCEPT

11. else

12. REJECT

13. fi

Figure 4.

tree-decomposable class of graphs. Since the running finle oest of the algorithm is linear in the size
of the cover, we obtain a linear time algorithm. |

8. Concluding remarks

Uniformity. A close look at our proofs shows that actually for each lgcate-decomposable class C
of structures there is a recursive functipn N — N and an algorithm that decides, given a first-order
sentencep and a structurel € C, whetherd = ¢ intime O(f(]|¢]])|A4|). where||¢|| denotes the length
of the sentence. We can obtain an anlogous uniform version of Thedrefn 1.2.

We stated and proved non-uniform versions of the theorentiéosake of a clearer presentation.

Dependence on the formula size Our algorithm heavily depends on the size of the formuyleoughly the
hidden multiplicative constant is-fold exponential in the length af, wherek is the number of quantifier-
alternations inp.

Practical Considerations. The large hidden constants seem to make our algorithmssssfelepractical
purposes. Nevertheless, let us briefly discuss a few mootipabaspects.

The main factor contributing to the large constants is thamlexity of the formulas, in particular the
number of quantifier alternations. However, if we think ofa@abase application, we will usually only
have to handle very simple formulas. As matter of fact, masaldase queries are so callmhjunctive
queries they can be defined by first-order formulas of the fatm . . . 3z, (a1 A. . . Aayy,). Such formulas
do not have any quantifier alternation. Moreover, when Hagdtonjunctive queries we can avoid the
second very costly part hidden in our algorithms, namelytthesformation of a formula according to
Gaifman’s theorem. For all we know, such a transformatiory flaw up the formula size by a non-
elementary factor. For conjunctive queries, we can avoidniza’s theorem and instead use algorithmic
techniques similar to those i|E|13]. With these techniqtles,dependence on the formula size can be
reduced to a singly exponential factor, which seems acbbptzecause usually in practice we have to
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evaluate small formulas (queries) in large structuresafaies). The third costly factor is to compute tree-
decompositions. Bodlaender’s linear time algorithm isyafltheoretical interest due to very large hidden
constants. More promising seems to be an algorithm due td @ (improving an earlier algorithm
due to Robertson and Seymo[24]). For an input graph ofwidéh w and sizen, this algorithm only
computes a tree-decomposition of width at mfst Its running time is not linear in (as Bodlaenders), but
O(nlog(n)). However, the algorithm is simple and the hidden constamtsigh exponentially depending
onw, do not seem too large for small valueswaf Let us also remark that there are much more efficient
algorithms for computing small width tree-decompositiohplanar graphs of small raditE[lZ].

Nevertheless, as they stand our results are mostly theake®imilarly to Courcelle’s Theorerﬁl[S],
their main benefit is to provide a quick and simple way to rexiog a property as being linear time com-
putable on certain classes of graphs. Analyzing the coridrilca of the specific property then, one may
also find a practical algorithm.

Further Research. Although Exampld 6.10 shows that for classes C of boundeal Inee-width we
cannot expect an algorithm deciding a first-order propefrstrmictures4 € C in time O(] A4|), it does not
rule out anO(]|.A||)-algorithm. To obtain such an algorithm, it would be suffittio find, for every- > 1,
aw > 1 and anO(||.A|)-algorithm that computes &, w)-tree cover of a structurd € C.

As we mentioned, one of the main factors contributing to teavly dependence of the running time
of our algorithms on the size of the formula is the transfdiominto a “local formula” according to
Gaifman’s theorem. Though this transformation is cleaffedtive, as far as we know its complexity
has not been studied. We do expect this complexity to be tementary, but this does not rule out the
existence of more efficient algorithms for particular césssf formulas (such as existential formulas) or
the existence of good heuristics.

In general, we consider it as one of the main challenges ftihduresearch to reduce the dependence
on the formula size (not only in our results, but also in Cellets theorem). For example, is there an
algorithm that decides, given a first-order sentepcand a planar grapty (or a tree, or just a word),
whetherg = ¢ in time O(2/¢/n°) for some fixed-constam®
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