arXiv:0809.3140v1 [cs.DB] 18 Sep 2008

Monadic Datalog over Finite Structures
with Bounded Treewidth

Georg Gottlob Reinhard Pichler
Computing Laboratory Institut fur Informationssysteme
Oxford University Technische Universitat Wien
Oxford OX1 3QD,UK A-1040 Vienna, Austria
georg.gottlob@comlab.ox.ac.uk pichler@dbai.tuwiemiac

Fang Wei
Institut fur Informatik
Albert-Ludwigs-Universitat Freiburg
D-79110 Freiburg i. Br., Germany
fwei@informatik.uni-freiburg.de

Abstract

Bounded treewidth and Monadic Second Order (MSO) logic Ipaweed to be key concepts in estab-
lishing fixed-parameter tractability results. Indeed, ueelle’s Theorem we know: Any property of
finite structures, which is expressible by an MSO senterarebe decided in linear time (data complex-
ity) if the structures have bounded treewidth. In princieurcelle’s Theorem can be applied directly to
construct concrete algorithms by transforming the MSOwat#n problem into a tree language recogni-
tion problem. The latter can then be solved via a finite treéeraaton (FTA). However, this approach has
turned out to be problematical, since even relatively seéW§O formulae may lead to a “state explosion”
of the FTA.

In this work we propose monadic datalog (i.e., datalog wiadirmtentional predicate symbols are
unary) as an alternative method to tackle this class of fpa@meter tractable problems. We show that if
some property of finite structures is expressible in MSO thesproperty can also be expressed by means
of a monadic datalog program over the structure plus thedieeemposition. Moreover, we show that the
resulting fragment of datalog can be evaluated in lineae tfboth w.r.t. the program size and w.r.t. the
data size). This new approach is put to work by devising ngarghms for the 3-Colorability problem of
graphs and for the PRIMALITY problem of relational schemias (testing if some attribute in a relational
schema is part of a key). We also report on experimentaltsesith a prototype implementation.

1 Introduction

Over the past decade, parameterized complexity has evalvaah important subdiscipline in the field of
computational complexity, seel[8,]14]. In particular, islzeen shown that many hard problems become
tractable if some problem parameter is fixed or bounded bynataat. In the arena of graphs and, more
generally, of finite structures, the treewidth is one sudlapeter which has served as the key to many fixed-
parameter tractability (FPT) results. The most prominegthmd for establishing the FPT in case of bounded
treewidth is via Courcelle’s Theorem, séé [5]: Any propetyinite structures, which is expressible by a
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Monadic Second Order (MSQO) sentence, can be decided i fiimea (data complexity) if the treewidth of
the structures is bounded by a fixed constant.

Recipes as to how one can devise concrete algorithms basédwnelle’s Theorem can be found in
the literature, seé [2, 13]. The idea is to first translateMI®® evaluation problem over finite structures into
an equivalent MSO evaluation problem over colored binagar This problem can then be solved via the
correspondence between MSO over trees and finite tree atadPER), seel[29, 6]. In theory, this generic
method of turning an MSO description into a concrete alparitooks very appealing. However, in practice,
it has turned out that even relatively simple MSO formulae ead to a “state explosion” of the FTA, see
[15,/26]. Consequently, it was already stated in [21] thatalyorithms derived via Courcelle’s Theorem are
“useless for practical applications”. The main benefit olitelle’s Theorem is that it provides “a simple
way to recognize a property as being linear time computalle’bther words, proving the FPT of some
problem by showing that it is MSO expressible is the staniamt (rather than the end point) of the search
for an efficient algorithm.

In this work we propose monadic datalog (i.e., datalog wiadréntensional predicate symbols are
unary) as a practical tool for devising efficient algorithmssituations where the FPT has been shown
via Courcelle’s Theorem. Above all, we prove that if somepamby of finite structures is expressible in
MSO then this property can also be expressed by means of adicatetalog program over the structure
plus the tree decomposition. Hence, in the first place, wegemexpressivity resultather than a mere
complexity result. However, we also show that the resulfragment of datalog can be evaluated in linear
time (both w.r.t. the program size and w.r.t. the data si¥¥g.thus get the correspondingmplexity result
(i.e., Courcelle’s Theorem) as a corollary of this MSO-ttadog transformation.

Our MSO-to-datalog transformation for finite structureshwhounded treewidth generalizes a result
from [16] where it was shown that MSO on trees has the sameesspe power as monadic datalog on
trees. Several obstacles had to be overcome to prove thésajeation:

e First of all, we no longer have to deal with a single universanely the universe of trees whose
domain consists of the tree nodes. Instead, we now have tavitba- and constantly switch between
— two universes, namely the relational structure (with is1signature and its own domain) on the
one hand, and the tree decomposition (with appropriateigatess expressing the tree structure and
with the tree nodes as a separate domain) on the other hand.

e Of course, not only the MSO-to-datalog transformationlitsad to be lifted to the case of two
universes. Also important prerequisites of the results1i6] [(notably several results on MSO-
equivalences of tree structures showriin [28]) had to benelete: to this new situation.

e Apart from switching between the two universes, it is ultielpnecessary to integrate both universes
into the monadic datalog program. For this purpose, botlsitneature and the domain of the finite
structure have to be appropriately extended.

e It has turned out that previous notions of standard or nofonais of tree decompositions (se€€l[8] 13])
are not suitable for our purposes. We therefore have todotre a modified version of “normalized
tree decompositions”, which is then further refined as weagmenew algorithms based on monadic
datalog.

In the second part of this paper, we put monadic datalog t& Wwppresenting new algorithms for the 3-
Colorability problem of graphs and for the PRIMALITY proloheof relational schemas (i.e., testing if some
attribute in a relational schema is part of a key). Both peaid are well-known to be intractable (e.g., see
[25] for PRIMALITY). It is folklore that the 3-Colorabilityproblem can be expressed by an MSO sentence.
In [18], it was shown that PRIMALITY is MSO expressible. Hendn case of bounded treewidth, both
problems become tractable. However, two attempts to tahklge problems via the standard MSO-to-FTA
approach turned out to be very problematical: We experietentith a prototype implementation using
MONA (see [22]) for the MSO model checking, but we ended uphWiatut-of-memory” errors already for
really small input data (see Sectidn 6). Alternatively, wad® an attempt to directly implement the MSO-
to-FTA mapping proposed in [13]. However, the “state exjao%of the resulting FTA — which tends to



occur already for comparatively simple formulae (cf./[26])ed to failure yet before we were able to feed
any input data to the program.

In contrast, the experimental results with our new datajgga@ach look very promising, see Sectidn 6.
By the experience gained with these experiments, the follpadvantages of datalog compared with MSO
became apparent:

e Level of declarativity. MSO as a logic has the highest leadeclarativity which often allows one
very elegant and succinct problem specifications. How®¥86) does not have an operational seman-
tics. In order to turn an MSO specification into an algorittime, standard approach is to transform the
MSO evaluation problem into a tree language recognitioblera. But the FTA clearly has a much
lower level of declarativity and the intuition of the origihproblem is usually lost when an FTA is
constructed. In contrast, the datalog program with itsatative style often reflects both tivguition
of the original problem and of the algorithmic solutiofihis intuition can be exploited for defining
heuristics which lead to problem-specific optimizations.

e General optimizations. A lot of research has been devotegdnerally applicable (i.e., not problem-
specific) optimization techniques of datalog (see €.g. [4})our implementation (see Sectibh 6),
we make heavy use of these optimization techniques, whiemar available in the MSO-to-FTA
approach.

e Flexibility. The generic transformation of MSO formulae nonadic datalog programs (given in
Sectior %) inevitably leads to programs of exponential sizd. the size of the MSO-formula and
the treewidth. However, as our programs for 3-Colorab#itd PRIMALITY demonstrate, many
relevant properties can be expressed by really short pmgyriloreover, as we will see in Sectign 5,
also datalog provides us withcartain level of succinctnesk fact, we will be able to express a big
monadic datalog program by a small non-monadic program.

e Required transformations. The problem of a “state exptdsieported in [26] already refers to the
transformation of (relatively simple) MSO formulaa treeso an FTA. If we consider MS®n struc-
tures with bounded treewidthe situation gets even worse, since the original (possibhple) MSO
formula over a finite structure first has to be transformeal &t equivalent MSO formula over trees.
This transformation (e.qg., by the algorithm in [13]) leadsstmuch more complex formula (in gene-
ral, even with additional quantifier alternations) than ¢higinal formula. In contrast, our approach
works with monadic datalog programs on finite structurecvhieed no further transformation. Each
program can be executed as it is.

e Extending the programming language. One more aspect ofgkiiflty of datalog is the possibility
to define new built-in predicates if they admit an efficienplementation by the interpreter. An-
other example of a useful language extension is the inttimuof generalized quantifiers. For the
theoretical background of this concept, see [11, 12].

Some applications require a fast execution which cannaayavibe guaranteed by an interpreter. Hence,
while we propose a logic programming approach, one can akeogo one step further and implement our
algorithms directly in Java, C++, etc. following the sameagiigm.

The paper is organized as follows. After recalling somedastions and results in Sectibh 2, we prove
several results on the MSO-equivalence of substructucisced by subtrees of a tree decomposition in
Sectior 8. In Sectio4, it is shown that any MSO formula witle éree individual variable over structures
with bounded treewidth can be transformed into an equitalemadic datalog program. In Sectioh 5, we
put monadic datalog to work by presenting new FPT algoritfanghe 3-Colorability problem and for the
PRIMALITY problem in case of bounded treewidth. In Sec{i¢m@ report on experimental results with a
prototype implementation. A conclusion is given in Secffon



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Relational Schemas and Primality

We briefly recall some basic notions and results from dawbasign theory (for details, s€e [25]). In
particular, we shall define the PRIMALITY problem, which ixgerve as a running example throughout this
paper.

A relational schema is denoted @8, F') whereR is the set of attributes, anfl the set of functional
dependencies (FDs, for short) ovgr W.l.0.g., we only consider FDs whose right-hand side <iagf
a single attribute. Lef € F with f:Y — A. We refertoY C R andA € R aslihs(f) andrhs(f),
respectively. The intended meaning of an FIYY — A is that, in any valid database instance(&f F'),
the value of the attributel is uniquely determined by the value of the attribute¥inlt is convenient to
denote asefA;, Ao, ..., A, } of attributes as a strind; A, . . . A,,. For instance, we writg: ab — crather
thanf: {a,b} — c.

For anyX C R, we write X to denote the closure o, i.e., the set of all attributes determined Xy
An attributeA is contained inX T iff either A € X or there exists a “derivation sequence”4from X in
FoftheformX — X U{A1} - X U{4;,42} — ... > X U{A44,..., A}, s.t. 4, = Aand for every
i €{1,...,n}, there exists an FIj; € F with lhs(f) C X U{A;,..., A;_1} andrhs(f) = A;.

If X+ = RthenX is called asuperkey If X is minimal with this property, theX is akey An
attribute A is calledprimeif it is contained in at least one key (iR, F'). An efficient algorithm for testing
the primality of an attribute is crucial in database desiguesit is an indispensable prerequisite for testing
if a schema is in third normal form. However, given a relaéibschemg R, F') and an attributel € R, it
is NP-complete to test ifl is prime (cf. [25]).

We shall consider two variants of the PRIMALITY problem insthaper (see Section®.2 dndl5.3, resp.):
the decision problem (i.e, given a relational schéfiaF') and an attributed € R, is A prime in(R, F)?)
and the enumeration problem (i.e, given a relational sch@tn&’), compute all prime attributes (iR, F)).

Example 2.1 Consider the relational schen(&, F') with R = abedeg andF = {f1:ab — ¢, fa:c — b,
fared = e, fa:de — g, f5:9g — e}. It can be easily checked that there are two keys for the sahebd
andacd. Thus the attributes, b, c andd are prime, whilez andg are not prime.

2.2 Finite Structures and Treewidth

Let = {Ry,..., Rx} be a set of predicate symbols.fiite structureA overr (ar-structure for short)
is given by a finite domainl = dom(.A) and relationg?/* C A, wherea denotes the arity oR; € 7. A
finite structure may also be given in the fofm, a) where, in addition to4, we have distinguished elements
a = (ag,...,ay) from dom(A). Such distinguished elements are required for interpygdtnmulae with
free variables.

A tree decompositioff” of a7-structureA is defined as a pailT, (A:):cr) whereT is a tree and each
A is a subset ofd with the following properties: (1) Every € A is contained in somé,. (2) For every
R; € T and every tupléay, ..., a,) € R;“, there exists some nodec T with {a1,...,a,} C A:. (3) For
everya € A, the se{t | a € A;} induces a subtree df.

The third condition is usually referred to as tmnnectedness conditiomhe sets4; are called thévags
(orblockg of 7. Thewidth of a tree decompositiofY’, (A;).cr) is defined asnaz{|A;| |t € T} — 1. The
treewidthof 4 is the minimal width of all tree decompositions.f It is denoted asw(.A). Note that trees
and forests are precisely the structures with treewidth 1.

For givenw > 1, it can be decided in linear time if some structure has trégwi w. Moreover, in
case of a positive answer, a tree decomposition of widtan be computed in linear time, séeé [3].

In this paper, we assume that a relational schéR\&") is given as a-structure withr = {fd, att, lh,
rh}. The intended meaning of these predicates is as follgs(§:) means thay is an FD anditt(b) means
thatb is an attributelh(b, f) (resp.rh(b, f)) means thab occurs inlhs(f) (resp. inrhs(f)). The treewidth
of (R, F') is then defined as the treewidth of thistructure.



Example 2.2 Recall the relational schem@, F) with R = abedeg andF = {f1:ab — ¢, fa:c — b,
fa:ed — e, farde — g, f5:g — e} from Exampld 211. This schema is represented as the foltpwin
structure withr = {fd, att, Ih, rh}: A = (A, fd*, att?, b, rhA) with A = R, fd* = {f1, f2, f3, fa. f5 },
atth = {a,b,c,d e, g}, It = {(a, f1), (b, f1), (¢, f2), (e, f3), (d, f3), (d, fa), (e, fa), (g, f5)}, rh?t =
{(Cv fl)v (ba f2)’ (6, f3)7 (gv .f4)a (6, f5)

A tree decompositioff” of this structure is given in Figufd 1. Note that the maxiniad ®f the bags in
T is 3. Hence, the tree-width is 2. On the other hand, it is easy to check that the tree-width oannot
be smaller thar2: In order to see this, we consider the tuples/ift and rh as edges of an undirected
graph. Then the edges correspondingitafy ), (c, f2) € ih** and(b, f2), (¢, f1) € rh™ form a cycle in this
graph. However, as we have recalled above, only trees aastédnave treewidth 1. The tree decomposition
in Figure[d is, therefore, optimal and we hawg F) = tw(A) = 2.

Figure 1: Tree decompositioh of schema R, F') in Exampld 2.1L

Remark. A relational schemdR, F') defines a hypergrapH (R, F') whose vertices are the attributes
in R and whose hyperedges are the sets of attributes jointlyrongun at least one FD if". Recall that
the incidence graph of a hypergrafihcontains as nodes the vertices and hyperedgék dfloreover, two
nodesv andh (corresponding to a vertexand a hyperedgk in H) are connected in this graph iff (in the
hypergraphf) v occurs inh. It can be easily verified that the treewidth of the above dieed r-structure
and of the incidence graph of the hypergrdptR, F') coincide.

In this paper, we consider the following formmérmalized tree decompositignghich is similar to the
normal form introduced in Theorem 6.72 Dbf [8]:

Definition 2.3 Let.A be an arbitry structure with tree decompositi@nof widthw. We call7 normalized
if the conditions 1 — 4 are fulfilled: (1) The bags are cons@tkas tuples ofy + 1 pairwise distinct elements

(ao, - . .,ay) rather than sets. (2) Every internal node= T has either 1 or 2 child nodes. (3) If a node
t with bag(ay, . . ., a,) has one child node, then the bag of the child is either obthina a permutation
of (ao, - .., aw) Or by replacingay with another element;,. We call such a nodéa permutation noder

an element replacement nodespectively. (4) If a nodehas two child nodes then these child nodes have
identical bags as$. In this case, we call a branch node

Proposition 2.4 Let A be an arbitry structure with tree decompositignof width w. W.l.0.g., we may
assume that the domaifomn (.A) has at leastv + 1 elements. Theff can be transformed in linear time
into a normalized tree decompositigri, s.t.7 and7’ have identical width.

Proof. We can transform an arbitrary tree decomposiffioimto a normalized tree decompositi@n by the
following steps (1) - (5). Clearly this transformation werik in linear time and preserves the width.

(1) All bags can be padded to the “full” size @f+ 1 elements by adding elements from a neighboring
bag, e.g.: Let ands’ be adjacent nodes and lét havew + 1 elements (in a tree decomposition of width
w, at least one such node exists) and et | = w’ + 1 with w’ < w. Then|4, \ Ay | > (w — w') and we
may simply addw — w’) elements fromd, \ A, to A, without violating the connectedness condition.

(2) Suppose that some internal nodbhask + 2 child nodesty, . .., tx+2 With £ > 0. Itis a standard
technique to turn this part of the tree into a binary tree Isgiting copies of into the tree, i.e., we introduce
k nodessy, ..., s, with A;, = A, s.t. the second child ofis s1, the second child 0§, is s2, the second
child of s5 is s3, etc. Moreovert; remains the first child of, while t becomes the first child of;, ¢5



becomes the first child ok, . .., tx11 becomes the first child of,. Finally, ¢, > becomes the second child
of s. Clearly, the connectedness condition is preserved bytristruction.
(3) If an internal node has two childrent; andt,, s.t. the bags of, ¢, andt, are not identical, then
we simply insert a copy; of s betweens andt; and another copy, of s betweers andt.
(4) Let s be the parent of’ and let|A; \ Ay| = k with & > 1. Then we can obviously “interpolate”
s ands’ by new nodes, ..., s;_1, S.t.s;_1 is the new parent of’, s;_» is the parentok,_1, ...,s is
the parent of;. Moreover, the bagd;, can be defined in such a way that the bags of any two neighboring
nodes differ in exactly one element, eld. \ As, | = |45, \ 45| = 1.
(5) Let the bags of any two neighboring nodesnds’ differ by one element, i.eda € A, witha & Ay
andda’ € Ay with o/ ¢ A,. Then we can insert two “interpolation nodgsandt’, s.t. A; has the same

elements asl, but with ¢ at position0. Likewise, A;» has the same elements.ds but with a’ at position
0. O

Example 2.5 The tree decompositiofi in Figure[1 is clearly not normalized. In contrast, tree deposi-
tion 7" in Figure[2 is normalized in the above sense. Let us ignoredide identifiers, . . ., sas for the
moment. Note th§ and7” have identical width.

s10[fi,b,c] [fl,b,c |sl1
si2[f2,b,c| [b,fl,c]s13

514

Figure 2: Normalized tree decompositi@n of schemg R, F') in Exampld 2.1l

2.3 Monadic Second Order Logic

We assume some familiarity with Monadic Second Order I0BIE0Q), see e.gl[9, 24]. MSO extends First
Order logic (FO) by the use afet variablequsually denoted by upper case letters), which range ov¥er se
of domain elements. In contrast, tiglividual variablegwhich are usually denoted by lower case letters)
range over single domain elements. An FO-formulaver ar-structure has as atomic formulae either
atoms with some predicate symbol fraror equality atoms. An MSO-formula over ar-structure may
additionally have atoms whose predicate symbol is a morpditicate variable. For the sake of readability,
we denote such an atom usuallyas X rather thanX (a). Likewise, we use set operatgfsandC with

the obvious meaning.

The quantifier deptrof an MSO-formulap is defined as the maximum degree of nesting of quantifiers
(both for individual variables and set variables)inin this work, we will mainly encounter MSO formulae
with free individual variables. A formula(z) with exactly one free individual variable is callediaary
query More generally, leto(z) with & = (o, ..., z,) for somew > 0 be an MSO formula with free
variablesz. Furthermore, lefd be ar-structure andi = (ao, - . ., a,) be distinguished domain elements.
We write (A, @) E »(Z) to denote thap(a) evaluates to true ipd. Usually, we refer td.A, a) simply as a
“structure” rather than a “structure with distinguishedrdon elements”.



Example 2.6 It was shown in[[18] that primality can be expressed in MSO. e a slightly different
MSO-formulap(z) here, which is better suited for our purposes in Se¢flon Beha

o(x) =3Y)[Y C RAClosed(Y)ANx €Y A Closure(Y U {z}, R)] with

Closed(Y) = (V)[fd(f) — 3)[(rh(b, f)ANbe Y )V (Ih(b, f)ADEY)]] and

Closure(Y,Z) =Y C Z AClosed(Z) N—=(3Z")[Y CZ' NZ' C Z A Closed(Z')].
This formula expresses the following characterizationrahplity: An attributea is prime, iff there exists
an attribute sey C R, s.t.Yis closed w.rtF (i.e., Y+t =), a ¢ Y and(Y U {a})™ = R. In other words,
Y U {a} is a superkey buy is not.

Recall ther-structureA from Exampld 2.2 representing a relational schema. It cagasdy verified
that(A, a) = ¢(z) and(A, e) = ¢(z) hold.

We call two structure§A, a) and(B, b) k-equivalenand write(A, a) =15 (1, b), iff for every MSO-
formulay of quantifier depth< k, the equivalencéA,a) = ¢ < (B,b) = ¢ holds. By definition,
=M50 s an equivalence relation. For ahythe relation=/Y has only finitely many equivalence classes.
These equivalence classes are referred totgpesor simply astypes The=25C-equivalence between two
structures can be effectively decided. There is a nice cheiaation o=/ -equivalence by Ehrenfeucht-
Fraissé games: ThHeround MSO-gamen two structure$.A, a) and (B3, b) is played between two players
— the spoiler and the duplicator. In each of theounds, the spoiler can choose between a point move and
a set move. If, in the-th round, he makes point move then he selects some elemente dom(.A) or
some elemend; € dom(B). The duplicator answers by choosing an element in the ofgpsisucture. If,
in thei-th round, the spoiler makessat movethen he selects a s C dom(A) or a setQ; C dom(B).
The duplicator answers by choosing a set of domain elemeritsei opposite structure. Suppose that, in
k rounds, the domain elements, . .., ¢, andds, ..., d,, from dom(A) anddom(B), respectively, were
chosen in the point moves. Likewise, suppose that the suiBset. ., P, and@, . . ., @, of dom(A) and
dom(B), respectively, were chosen in the set moves. dinglicator winsthis game, if the mapping which
maps eacle; to d; is a partial isomorphism froro4, a, Py, ..., P,) to (B,b,Q, . ..,Q,). We say that the
duplicator has avinning strategyn the k-round MSO-game oA, @) and(13, b) if he can win the game for
any possible moves of the spoiler.

The following relationship between5°-equivalence anéi-round MSO-games hold3wo structures
(A, a) and (B, b) are k-equivalent iff the duplicator has a winning strategy in theound MSO-game on
(A, a) and(B,b), seel[9, 24].

2.4 Datalog

We assume some familiarity with datalog, see €.gl[ 1, 4, 3)ntactically, a datalog prografd is a
set of function-free Horn clauses. The (minimal-model) aetits can be defined as the least fixpoint of
applying the immediate consequence operator. Predicatesring only in the body of rules iR are called
extensional, while predicates occurring also in the heabofe rule are called intensional.

Let A be ar-structure with domaim and relationsky, ..., Ryt with RA C A%, wherea denotes the
arity of R; € 7. In the context of datalog, it is convenient to think of théatiens R/ as sets of ground
atoms. The set of all such ground atoms of a structiereferred to as the extensional database (EDB) of
A, which we shall denote &.A) (or simply asA, if no confusion is possible). We havg (a) € £(A) iff
ac R

Evaluating a datalog prograf@ over a structure4d comes down to computing the least fixpoint of
P U A. Concerning the complexity of datalog, we are mainly irgégd in the combined complexity (i.e.,
the complexity w.r.t. the size of the prograh plus the size of the data). In general, the combined
complexity of datalog is EXPTIME-complete (implicit in [B1 However, there are some fragments which
can be evaluated much more efficiently. Ptppositional datalodi.e., all rules are ground) can be evaluated
in linear time (combined complexity), sed [7,127]. (2) Tinearded fragmenof datalog (i.e., every rule
r contains an extensional atoM in the body, s.t. all variables occurring inalso occur inB) can be
evaluated in time?D(|P| = |A]). (3) Monadic datalog(i.e., all intensional predicates are unary) is NP-
complete (combined complexity), see [16].



3 Induced substructures

In this section, we study thietypes of substructures induced by certain subtrees ofaleomposition (see
Definitions[3.1 and3]2). Moreover, it is convenient to idinoe some additional notation in Definitibn13.4
below.

Definition 3.1 LetT be a tree and a node inT. Then we denote thaubtree rooted dtas7;. Moreover,
analogously to[[28], we writd}; to denote thenvelope of}. This envelope is obtained by removing all of
T, fromT except for the node

Likewise, letT = (T, (As)ser) be a tree decomposition of a finite structure. Then we défine
<Tt7 (AS)SGTt> and7; = <Ttv (AS)SETt>'

In other words¢ is the root node iff; while, in Ty, it is a leaf node. Clearly, the only node occurring in
bothT; andT; is t.

Definition 3.2 Let.4 be afinite structure and 16 = (T, (4;).cr) be atree decomposition gf. Moreover,
let s be a node ir7” with bagA, = @ = (aq, . . ., a,,) and letS be one of the subtreég or 7, of 7.

Then we writeZ(A, S, s) to denote the structured’, a), where A’ is the substructure ofl induced by
the elements occurring in the bags®f

Example 3.3 Recall the relational schen{d, F) represented by the structurefrom Exampld 2.2 with
(normalized) tree decompositioff in Figure[2. Consider, for instance, the nadi 7, as depicted in
Figure[3, with bagd; = (b, c). Then the induced substructutéA, 77, s) is the substructure ofl which
is induced by the elements occurring in the bagZofwhereas (A, 7/, s) the substructure ofl which is
induced by the elements occurring in the bag¥ bf

[f1, b, c]
fl,b,c] [fl,bc]
| I
[2.bc] [brfic]

T

Figure 3: Induced substructurgg and7; of the tree decompositigi w.r.t. the nodes.

Definition 3.4 Letw > 1 be a natural number and led and B be finite structures over some signatute

Moreover, let(ag, . . ., a) (resp.(bo, - . ., by)) be a tuple of pairwise distinct elementsAn(resp.B).
We call (ag, . .., a,) and (bo, . .., by) equivalentand write (ag, . . ., ay) = (bo,- .., bw), iff for any
predicate symboR € 7 with arity o and for all tuples(iy,...,i,) € {0,...,w}?*, the equivalence

RA(ail, . ,aia) = RB(bil, . ,bia) holds.



We are now ready to generalize results froml [28] (dealindp wiges plus a distinguished node) to the
case of finite structures of bounded treewidth over an ayisignature-. In the three lemmas below, let
k > 0 andw > 1 be arbitrary natural numbers and tebe an arbitrary signature.

Lemma 3.5 Let.4 and 3 ber-structures, letS (resp.7) be a normalized tree decompositionéf{resp. of
B) of widthw, and lets (resp.t) be an internal node i (resp. in7).

(1) permutation noded.et s’ (resp.t’) be the only child of in S (resp. oft in 7). Moreover, leta, a’, b,

andd’ denote the bags at the nodess’, ¢, andt’, respectively.

If Z(A, Sy, s") =M5C (B, T/, ') and there exists a permutation s.t.a = «(a’) andb = w(b')
thenZ(A, Ss, s) =M5° I(B, Ty, t).

(2) element replacement noddset s’ (resp.t’) be the only child of in S (resp. oft in 7). Moreover, let

a = (ag,a, ...,ay), @ = (ah,a,...,ay), b = (bo, b1, ...,by), andb’ = (b}, by,...,b,) denote the
bags at the nodes s’, ¢, andt’, respectively.

If Z(A, Sy, ') =M3° (B, Ty, t') anda = bthenZ(A, Ss, s) =M90 I(B, T, t).
(3) branch noded.ets; ands; (resp.t; andtz) be the children of in S (resp. oft in 7).

If Z(A, S, , 1) =150 I(B, Ty, t1) andZ(A, S, , s2) =19° (B, Ts,, t2)
thenZ(A, Ss, s) =M5° Z(B, Ty, t).

Proof.
(1) LetZ(A, Sy, s') =M5° (B, T/, t'). Hence, there exists a winning strategy of the duplicatathese
structures. Moreovetao, .. ., a,) and(by, ..., b,,) are obtained frontay, . .., a.,) resp.(by, ..., b,,) by

identical permutations. Thus the duplicator’s winninggy on the structurédg( A, S/, s’) andZ(B, Ty,
t') is also a winning strategy df(.A, S, s) andZ(B, T, t).

(2) LetZ(A, Sy, s') =159 (B, Tir, t'). Hence, there exists a winning strategy of the duplicatathese
structures. The duplicator extends this strategy to thestresZ (A, S, s) andZ(B, T¢, t) in the following
way. (We only consider moves of the spoilerZiq4, S, s). Moves inZ(B, T, t) are treated analogously.)
Any point or set move which is entirely (A4, Sy, s’) is answered according to the winning strategy on
the substructure$ (A4, Sy, s’) andZ(B, Ty, t'). For moves involvingyy, we proceed as follows. If the
duplicator picksag in a point move, then the duplicator answers wigh Likewise, if the spoiler makes
a set move of the forn® U {ao}, whereP is a subset of the elementsTi{A, S,/, s’) then the duplicator
answers with) U {bo}, whereQ is the duplicator's answer t® in the game played on the substructures
Z(A,Ss,s") andZ(B, Ty, t').

Letcy,...,cn andds, . .., d,, be the elements selected in pointmoves&nd . ., P, and@;,...,Q,
be the sets selected in set moves. By the above definitioreafuplicator’s strategy, every move involving
ag is answered by the analogous move involvigg For all other elements, the selected elements clearly
define a partial isomorphism on the structufgsl, Sy, s') andZ(5, 7, t’') extended by the selected sets.
It remains to verify that the selected elements also defirstiapisomorphism on the structuré&A, S, s)
andZ(B, T;,t) extended by the selected sets. In particular, we have téyuaat all relationsR € r are
preserved by the selected elements. For any tuples of etemehinvolvingag (resp.by), this is guaran-
teed by the fact that the winning strategy 804, S/, s’) andZ(B, T, t') is taken over to the structures
I(A,Ss,s)andZ(B, T, t). Onthe other hand, by the connectedness condition of treengjgositions, we
can be sure that the only relationsBfA, Ss, s) (respZ(B, T;, t)) involving ag (resp.by) are with elements
in the bag(ao, . . ., aw) (resp.(bo, - . ., by)). But then, by the equivalencey, . . ., a,) = (bo, - .., by), the
preservation oR € 7 is again guaranteed.

(3) By the definition of branch nodes, the three nosles, so have identical bags, say., ..., ay). In
particular, since the bag afintroduces no new elements, all elements containet{ i, S;, s) are either
contained inZ(A, Ss,, s1) or in Z(A, Ss,, s2). Moreover, by the connectedness condition, only the ele-
mentsag, . . . , a,, Occur in both substructures. Of course, the analogous wditsen holds fort, ¢4, 2, and
Z(B, T t).



By assumptionZ(A, S, , s1) =190 I(B, T, t2) andZ(A, S, , s2) =M59 I(B, Ts,,t2). We define
the duplicator’s strategy ofi(A, Ss, s) andZ(B, T¢, t) by simply combining the winning strategies on the
substructures in the obvious way (Again we only consideresay the spoiler irf (A, Ss, s)), i.e., if the
spoiler picks some elementfZ(A, S, s) then the chosen elemeans inZ( A, S;,, s;) for somei € {1, 2}.
Hence, the duplicator simply answers according to his wigrstrategy in the game di( A4, S;,, s;) and
Z(B, T, t;). On the other hand, suppose that the spoiler picks & s&henP is of the formP = P, U P,
whereP; contains only elements Ifi( A4, S, , s;). Thus, the duplicator simply answers with= Q1 U Q2,
where(); is the answer t@; according to the winning strategy in the gameZgm, S, , s;) andZ (B, T;,, t;).

It remains to verify that the selected vertices indeed dédirpartial isomorphism on the structures
Z(A,Ss,s) andZ(B, T;, t) extended by the selected sets. Again, the only interestingt 5 that every
relation R € 7 is preserved by the elements selected in the point movesll éleaments in a tuple
(resp.d) come from the same substruct@éA, S;,, s;) (resp.Z(B, T;,,t;)), then this is clearly fulfilled
due to the fact that the duplicator’s winning strategy onghbstructureg (A, S;,, s;) andZ(B, Tz, , t;) is
taken over unchanged to the gameZq{m, S;, s) andZ(B, T, t). On the other hand, by the connectedness
condition, we can be sure that the only relations betweaneai¢s from different substructur@éA, S;, , s1)
andZ(A,Ss,, s2) (resp.Z(B,Tz,,t1) andZ(B, Tz, , t2)) are with elements in the bagy, . . ., a.) (resp.
(bo, -, by)) Of s1, s2, ands (resp.t, t2, andt). But then, by the equivalencé& A, S;,,s1) =M5°
Z(B, Ti,,t1) andZ(A, S, , s2) =M99 I(B, Ti,, t2), the preservation ok € 7 is again guaranteed. O

Lemma 3.6 Let.4 and3 ber-structures, letS (resp.7) be a normalized tree decompositiondf{resp. of
B) of widthw, and lets (resp.t) be an internal node i (resp. in7).
(1) permutation nodes.et s (resp.t’) be the only child o in S (resp. oft in 7). Moreover, leta, a’, b,
andd’ denote the bags at the nodesy’, ¢, and¢’, respectively.
If Z(A, S, s) =59 I(B, Ty, t) and there exists a permutation s.t.a = m(a’) andb = 7 (b')

thenZ(A, Sy, s') =M (B, Ty, t').

(2) element replacement noddset s’ (resp.t) be the only child of in S (resp. oft in 7). Moreover, let

a = (ap,ai, ...,ay), @ = (ay,a,...,ay), b = (bg,b1, ..., by), andb’ = (b, b1,...,b,) denote the
bags at the nodes s’, t, andt’, respectively.

If Z(A, S,, s) =M5© (B, T;, t) anda’ = b’ thenZ(A, Sy, s') =M5C I(B, Ty, ).
(3) branch noded.et s; ands, (resp.t; andts) be the children of in S (resp. oft in 7).
If Z(A, Ss, s) =M5C I(B, T;, t) andZ(A, S, , s2) =M5C I(B, Tz, , t2) then
I(A, S,y 81) =MSO T(B, Ty, , t1).
If Z(A, Ss, s) =M5C (B, T;, t) andZ(A, S, , s1) =M59 I(B, Ty, , t1) then
I(A, Ss,, 52) =M5C I(B, Ty, t2).

Proof. The proof is by Ehrenfeucht-Fraissé games, analogoodlgmmd3.b O

Lemma 3.7 Let A and B be r-structures, letS (resp.7) be a normalized tree decomposition.4f(resp.
of B) of widthw, and lets (resp.t) be an arbitrary node it (resp. inT), whose bag i$ao, . . ., a,,) (resp.
(boy - -y bw))-

If (A, Ss,s) =M50 (B, T;,t) andZ(A, Ss, s) =M99 (B, T;,t) then(A, a;) =M5¢ (B, b;) for every
ie€{0,...,w}.

Proof. Again, the proof is by Ehrenfeucht-Fraissé games, awailsly to Lemm# 315 m|

DiscussionLemmd 3.5 provides the intuition how to determine khg/pe of the substructure induced by a
subtreeS, via a bottom-up traversal of the tree decompositfoiThe three cases in the lemma refer to the
three kinds of nodes which the root noglef this subtree can have. The essence of the lemma is that the
type of the structure induced I8, is fully determined by the type of the structure induced g/ shbtree
rooted at the child node(s) plus the relations between eiesrie the bag at node Of course, this is no
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big surprise. Analogously, Lemnia 8.6 deals with thype of the substructure induced by a subtfee
which can be obtained via a top-down traversalSof Finally, Lemmd_ 3.7 shows how thetype of the
substructures induced &, andS, fully determines the type of the entire structudeextended by some
domain element from the bag ef

4 Monadic Datalog

In this section, we introduce two restricted fragments aélbg, namelymonadic datalogver finite struc-
tures with bounded treewidth and theasi-guarded fragmermdf datalog. Letr = {R;,..., Rk} be a set
of predicate symbols and lat > 1 denote the treewidth. Then we define the following extendgubsure
Ttd-

Tta = 7 U {root, leaf , childy, childs, bag}

where the unary predicatesot, andleaf as well as the binary predicatesild, and child, are used to
represent the tre&' of the normalized tree decomposition in the obvious way. iRetance, we write
childy(s1, s) to denote thas; is either the first child or the only child of. Finally, bag has arityw + 2,
wherebag(t, ao, . . ., a,,) means that the bag at notlis (ao, . . ., ay).

Definition 4.1 Let 7 be a set of predicate symbols and let> 1. A monadic datalog program over
structures with treewidthw is a set of datalog rules where all extensional predicatesfesm,; and all
intensional predicates are unary.

For anyr-structureA with normalized tree decompositioh = (T, (A;):er) of width w, we denote by
Aqq the 7,4-structure representing plus7 as follows: The domain ofd;, is the union ofdom(A) and
the nodes ofl". In addition to the reIationR;“ with R; € 7, the structured,, also contains relations for
each predicateoot, leaf, childy, childs, andbag thus representing the tree decompositianBy [3], one
can computed,,; from A in linear time w.r.t. the size afl. Hence, the size ofl;,; (for some reasonable
encoding, see e.d.[13]) is also linearly bounded by thedfizé.

Example 4.2 Recall the relational schen{d, F) represented by the structurefrom Exampld 2.2 with
normalized tree decompositioff in Figure[2. The domain af{,,; is the union ofdom(.A) and the tree
nodes{si, ..., s22}. The corresponding,, structureA,, representing the relational schema plus tree de-
compositior7” is made up by the following set of ground atomsot (s1), leaf (s12), leaf (s14), leaf (s19),
childy(sa, 1), childa(ss, 81), - .., bag(s1, f3,d,¢e), .. ..

As we recalled in Sectidn 2.4, the evaluation of monadicldgtia NP-complete (combined complexity).
However, the target of our transformation from MSO to dajaldll be a further restricted fragment of
datalog, which we refer to as “quasi-guarded”. The evatuatif this fragment can be easily shown to be
tractable.

Definition 4.3 Let B be an atom ang a variable in some rule. We cally “functionally dependent” onB
if in every ground instantiation’ of r, the value of; is uniquely determined by the value®f

We call a datalog prograr® “quasi-guarded” if every ruler contains an extensional atom, s.t. every
variable occurring inr either occurs inB or is functionally dependent oB.

Theorem 4.4 Let P be a quasi-guarded datalog program and Jétbe a finite structure. The® can be

evaluated overd in time O(|P| = |.A|), where|P| denotes the size of the datalog program &d¢idenotes
the size of the data.
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Proof. Let r be a rule in the progra® and letB be the “quasi-guard” of, i.e., all variables in- either
occur in B or are functionally dependent dB. In order to compute all possible ground instancesf r
over.A, we first instantiate3. The maximal number of such instantiations is clearly baadhloly|.4|. Since
all other variables occurring inare functionally dependent on the variabled&inin fact the number of all
possible ground instantiationSof r is bounded by.A|.

Hence, in total, the ground prografi consisting of all possible ground instantiations of theesuih
P has sizeO(|P| = |.A]) and also the computation of these ground rules fits into tieali time bound.
As we recalled in Section 3.4, the ground progr&mcan be evaluated ovet in time O(|P’| + |A]) =
O((IP[ * [A]) + A]) = O(|P| * | A]). O

Before we state the main result concerning éxpressive poweof monadic datalog over structures
with bounded treewidth, we introduce the following notatidn order to simplify the exposition below,
we assume that all predicat& € 7 have the same arity. First, this can be easily achieved by copying
columns in relations with smaller arity. Moreover, it is Baseen that the results also hold without this
restriction.

Itis convenient to use the following abbreviations. ket (ay, . .., a,) be a tuple of domain elements.
Then we writeR(a) to denote the set of all ground atoms with predicates ie= {R;,..., Rx} and
argumentsifag, ..., ay}, 1.€.,

=

R(a) =

T\CE
-
;DC
—
=
QQ
b@
!
~—
—

Il
-

i J

Let A be a structure with tree decompositi®nand lets be a node irif” whose bag isi = (ao, - - ., Guw).
Then we write( A, s) as a short-hand for the structutd, a) with distinguished constants= (ao, . - . , a.).

Theorem 4.5 LetT andw > 1 be arbitrary but fixed. Every MSO-definable unary query avstructures
of treewidthw is also definable in the quasi-guarded fragment of monadialdg overr;4.

Proof. Let ¢(x) be an arbitrary MSO formula with free variabteand quantifier depttt. We have to

construct a monadic datalog progréhwith distinguished predicate which defines the same query.
W.l.o.g., we only consider the case of structures whose @dohzs> w + 1 elements. We maintain two

disjoint sets ofk-typesOT andO*, representing-types of structure§A, a) of the following form: A has a

tree decompositioff” of width w anda is the bag of some nodein 7. Moreover, forO', we require thas

is the root ofS while, for ©+, we require that is a leaf node of”. We maintain for each typé a witness

W () = (A, T,s). The types ir@" and©* will serve as predicate names in the monadic datalog program

to be constructed. Initialy®T = ©+ = P = .

1. “Bottom-up” construction ofo T,

BASE CASE. Letay,...,a, be pairwise distinct elements and lgthe a tree decomposition consisting
of a single node;, whose bag isA; = (aqo, ..., a,). Then we consider all possible structufef s) with
this tree decomposition. In particulatym (.A) = {ao,...,a,}. We get all possible structures with tree
decompositiors by letting the EDBE(.A) be any subset dR(a). For every such structuked, s), we check

if there exists a typ® € ©F with W (9) = (B, T,t), s.t.(A, s) =M59 (B,t). If such av exists, we take
it. Otherwise we invent a new tokeh add it to©" and setV (¥) := (A, S, s). In any case, we add the
following rule to the progran®:

d(v) <« bag(v,xo,...,xw),leaf (v), {Ri(xj,,...,z;.) | R(aj,,....a; )€ E(A)},
{_‘Ri(Ijla . ’Ij'r) | R(ajl, .. .,ajr) Q E(A)}

INDUCTION STER We construct new structures by extending the tree decoitigpesof existing witnesses
in “bottom-up” direction, i.e., by introducing a new rootd® This root node may be one of three kinds of
nodes.
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(a) Permutation nodes. For eaghe O, let W (¥') = (A,S’,s') with bag Ay = (ao,...,a,) at the
roots’ in 8’. Then we consider all possible triplégl, S, s), whereS is obtained fromS’ by appending
s’ to a new root node, s.t. s is a permutation node, i.e., there exists some permutatjont. A, =
(aTr(O)v SERE) aﬂ'(w))

For every such structure4, s), we check if there exists a type € ©T with W (9) = (B, T,t), s.t
(A, s) =M50 (B, t). If such aJ exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokedd it to©' and set
W (¥) := <A S, s). In any case, we add the following rule to the progr&m

P(v) < bag(v, Ty, Ta(w)), childy (v, v), 9 (V'), bag(v', x0, . .., Zw).

(b) Elementreplacementnodes. Foredtck OF, letW (¢') = (A’,S’, ') withbagA, = (af, a1, .., aw)
at the roots’ in §’. Then we consider all possible tripléd, S, s), whereS is obtained fromS’ by append-
ing s’ to a new root nods, s.t.s is an element replacement node. For the tree decompo8itiare thus
invent some new element, and setd, = (ao,a1,-..,a,). FOr this tree decompositia$i, we consider
all possible structuresl with dom(A) = dom(A’) U {ao} where the EDBE(A") is extended to the EDB
E(A) by new ground atoms frorR (a), s.t.ag occurs as argument of all ground atom<id) \ £(.A").

For every such structure4, s), we check if there exists a type € ©T with W () = (B, T,t), s.t
(A, s) =M50 (B, t). If such aJ exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokedd it to©' and set
W () := <A S, s). In any case, we add the following rule to the progr&m

() <+ bag(v,xg,T1,. .., Tw), childi (V' v), ¥ (V'), bag(v', z(, 1, ..., Tw),
{Ri(zj,. . z5.) | Rlagy,. .. a5) € E(A)},
[Ril@g.e.s2y,) | Rlag,.....a;,) # ECAY.

(c) Branch nodes. Let;, 9, be two (not necessarily distinct) types @' with W (9;) = (A1, S1,51)
andW (¥z2) = (Asz, Sa, s2). Let As, = (ao,...,aw) @andA,, = (by,...,by,), respectively. Moreover, let
dom (A1) N dom(Az) = 0.

Let § be a renaming function with = {ag < bo,...,aw < by}. By applyingd to (As, Sa, s2),
we obtain a new triplé. A, S5, s3) with A, = As0 andS) = S24. In particular, we thus havd,, s =
(ag, - - -, aw). Clearly,(Asz, so) =M5C (A}, 52) holds.

For every such paitA;, S, sl) and(A5, S5, s2), we check if the EDBs are inconsistent, i&(,41) N
R(a) # £(AL) N R(a). If this is the case, then we ignore this pair. Otherwise, westruct a new
tree decompositios with a new root nodes, whose child nodes are, andss. As the bag ofs, we
setA; = A5, = A,,. By constructionS is a normalized tree decomposition of the structdrevith
dom(A) = dom (A1) U dom(Ay) and EDBE(A) = E(Ar) U E(AY).

As in the cases above, we have to check if there exists aityge©®' with W (9) = (B, T,t), s.t
(A, s) =M (B, t). If such aJ exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokedd it to©' and set
W) := <A S, s). In any case, we add the following rule to the progrBm

I(v) <« bag(v,x0,1,...,Ty), childi(v1,v), 1 (v1), childz(va, v), ¥2(v2),
ba’g(vla Zo, L1y - - 7:671))7 ba’g(UQa Loy L1y, I’u})'

2. “Top-down” construction ofo*.

BASE CASE. Letay,...,a, be pairwise distinct elements and lgthe a tree decomposition consisting
of a single node, whose bag isA; = (ao, ..., ay). Then we consider all possible structufef s) with
this tree decomposition. In particulatym(A) = {ao,...,a,}. We get all possible structures with tree
decompositiors by letting the EDBE(.A) be any subset dR (a). For every such structuked, s), we check

if there exists a typ® € ©+ with W (9) = (B, T,t), s.t. (A, s) =M (B,t). If such aJ exists, we take
it. Otherwise we invent a new tokeh add it to©+ and setiV (¥ ) (A,S,s). In any case, we add the
following rule to the prograr®:
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Y(v) <« bag(v,zo,...,2w), r00t(v),{Ri(zj,,...,2;.) | R(aj,,...,a;) € E(A)},
{ﬁRi(lev s 7xj7‘) | R(ajl’ [ aj'r) ¢ E(A)}

INDUCTION STER We construct new structures by extending the tree decoitipusof existing witnesses
in “top-down” direction, i.e., by introducing a new leaf rogl and appending it as new child to a former
leaf nodes’. The nodes’ may thus become one of three kinds of nodes in a normalizedigeomposition.
(a) Permutation nodes. For eagh € O}, let W(¥') = (A,8',s') with bag Ay = (ag,...,a,) at
some leaf node’ in §’. Then we consider all possible tripléd, S, s), whereS is obtained fromS’ by
appendings as a new child of’, s.t. s’ is a permutation node, i.e., there exists some permutatiant.
Ag = (aﬂ(0)7 ) a?‘r(w))

For every such structure4, s), we check if there exists a type € O+ with W () = (B, T,t), s.t.
(A, s) =M50 (B, t). If such av exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokedd it to©* and set
W(9) := (A, S, s). In any case, we add the following rule to the progrBm

P(v) < bag(v, Ty, .., Ta(w)), child(v,v"), ¥ (V"), bag(v', x0, . .., Zw).

(b) Element replacement nodes. For edthke ©4, let W (') = (A’, S, s') with bag Ay = (a), a1, . - .,
a,,) at leaf nodes’ in §’. Then we consider all possible tripléd, S, s), whereS is obtained fromS’ by
appending as new child of’, s.t.s” is an element replacement node. For the tree decompositior thus
invent some new element, and setd, = (ao,a1,-..,a,). FOr this tree decompositia$i, we consider
all possible structured with dom(A) = dom(A’) U {ao} where the EDEE(A’) is extended to the EDB
E(A) by new ground atoms frofR (a), s.t.ag occurs as argument of all ground atomid) \ £(.A").

For every such structure4, s), we check if there exists a type € O+ with W (9) = (B, T,t), s.t.
(A, s) =M59 (B, t). If such av exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokerdd it to©+ and set
W(9) := (A, S, s). In any case, we add the following rule to the progr@m

Hv) <« bag(v,x0,1,...,Tyw), childr(v,0"), ¥ (V), bag(v', z(, 21, . . ., Tw),
{Ri(:vj] Sy CCjT) | R(ajl, RN ajr) < E(A)L
{_'Ri('rjl g anr) | R((Ijl, o ?aj'r‘) ¢ E(A)}

(c) Branch nodes. Lat € ©F and, € O with W (9) = (A4, S, s) andW (J2) = (Az, Sa, s2). Note that
sis aleaf inS while s, is the root 0fS,. Now letA; = (ag, . .., a,) @andAs, = (bo, ..., by ), respectively,
and letdom(A) N dom(Az) = 0.

Let § be a renaming function with = {ag < bo,...,aw < by,}. By applyingd to (As, Sa, s2),
we obtain a new triplé. A, S5, s3) with A, = As0 andS) = S26. In particular, we thus havd,,d =
(ag, - .., ay). Clearly,(As, s2) =M99 (A}, s2) holds.

For every such paifA4, S, s) and (A5, S5, s2), we check if the EDBs are inconsistent, i.(A) N
R(a) # £(AL) NR(a). If this is the case, then we ignore this pair. Otherwise, westruct a new tree
decompositiors; by introducing a new leaf nodg and appending both, andss as child nodes of. As
the bag ofs;, we setd,, = A, = AS/Q. By constructionS; is a normalized tree decomposition of the
structured; with dom(A;) = dom(A) U dom(A}) and EDBE(A;) = E(A) U E(AL).

As in the cases above, we have to check if there exists aitype ©+ with W (9,) = (B, T,t), s.t.
(A1, s1) =M59 (B,t). If such av; exists, we take it. Otherwise we invent a new tokgnadd it to©*
and sefV (v4) := (A1, 81, 1) In any case, we add the following rule to the progrBm

P1(v1) <« bag(vi, o, 21, .., Tw), childy(v1,v), childa(ve, v), I(v), 2 (ve),

bag(v, o, x1, ..., Ty), bag(ve, Lo, T1,. .., Tew)-

Now suppose tha$; is constructed frond andS; by attaching the new nodg as second child of and
s9 as the first child. In this case, the structute remains exactly the same as in the case above, since the
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order of the child nodes of a node in the tree decompositionakevant. Thus, whenever the above rule is
added to the prografR, then also the following rule is added:

P1(va) < bag(ve, o, X1, .., Ty), childy(v1,v), childa(ve, v), ¥(v), V2 (v1),

bag(v, o, x1, ..., Tw), bag(v1, To, L1, .., Tew)-

3. Element selection.

We consider all pairs of type8; € O andd, € Ot Let W(9;) = (A1, S1,51) and W(ds) =
(Agz, Sz, s2). Moreover, letd,, = (ag,...,a,) andAs, = (bo,...,by), respectively, and lefom(A;) N
dom(Az) = 0.

Let 6 be a renaming function with = {ag + bo,...,a, + by }. By applyingé to (As, Sa, s2),
we obtain a new triplé. A, S5, so) with A, = As0 andS) = S»4. In particular, we thus havd,,d =
(ag, - .., ay). Clearly,(As, s2) =199 (A}, s2) holds.

For every such paifA;, S1, s1) and(A5, S5, s2), we check if the EDBs are inconsistent, i&(,A;) N
R(a) # £(AL) NR(a). If this is the case, then we ignore this pair. Otherwise, westruct a new tree
decompositiorS by identifying s; (= the root ofS;) with s2 (= a leaf ofS;). By constructionS is a
normalized tree decomposition of the structutewith dom(A4) = dom(A;) U dom(A}) andE(A) =
E(A1) UE(AY).

Now check for eacla; in As, = Ay, 4, if A = ¢(a;). If this is the case, then we add the following rule
toP.

o(z;) + 91(v),92(v),bag(v,zg, ..., Tw)-

We claim that the prograr® with distinguished monadic predicaie is the desired monadic datalog
program, i.e., letd be an arbitrary input-structure with tree decompositiah and let.A;; denote the
correspondingzq-structure. Moreover, let € dom(.A). Then the following equivalence holdsd =
o(a) iff p(a) is in the least fixpoint of? U A;,.

Note that the intensional predicatesdn, ©+, and{y} are layered in that we can first compute the least
fixpoint of the predicates i®', then©*, and finally.

The bottom-up construction @' guarantees that we indeed construct all possible typesuaftates
(B, t) with tree decompositiofi” and roott. This can be easily shown by Leminal3.5 and an induction on
the size of the tree decompositign On the other hand, for every subtt8gof S, the type of the induced
substructur€ (A, S;, s) is 9 for somey € O if and only if the atomy(s) is in the least fixpoint oP U A, 4.
Again this can be shown by an easy induction argument usingha3.5.

Analogously, we may conclude via Leminal3.6 tRet contains all possible types of structur@s t)
with tree decompositioi” and some leaf node Moreover, for every subtre§, of S, the type of the
induced substructurg(A, S, s) is ¥ for somed € O+ if and only if the atomd(s) is in the least fixpoint
of P U Ay. The definition of the predicate in part 3 is a direct realization of LemrhaB.7. It thus follows
that A |= o(a) iff ©(a) is in the least fixpoint ofP U A,,.

Finally, an inspection of all datalog rules addedRdy this construction shows that these rules are
indeed quasi-guarded, i.e., they all contain an af®mith an extensional predicate, s.t. all other variables
in this rule are functionally dependent on the variableBirFor instance, in the rule added®3 in case of
a branch node, the atobag(v, xo, ..., z,,) is the quasi-guard. Indeed, the remaining variableandvs
in this rule are functionally dependent owvia the atoms:hild; (v1, v) andchilds(ve, v). O

Above all, Theoremi 415 is an expressivity result. Howewecan of course be used to derive also a
complexity result. Indeed, we can state a slightly extendadion of Courcelle’s Theorem as a corollary
(which is in turn a special case of Theorem 4.12.in [13]).

Corollary 4.6 The evaluation problem of unary MSO-querigls:) over r-structures.A with treewidthw
can be solved in tim&(f(|o(x)], w) = |.A]) for some functiory.
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Proof. Suppose that we are given an MSO-que(y) and some treewidthy. By Theorem[45, we can
construct an equivalent, quasi-guarded datalog progParihe whole construction is independent of the
data. Hence, the time for this construction and the sizé afe both bounded by some terf(l¢(x)|, w).

By [3], a tree decompositioff” of .4 and, therefore, also the extended structdgg can be computed in
time O(|A|). Finally, by Theoreni 414, the quasi-guarded progf@rnan be evaluated ovet;y in time
O(|P] * |Awal), from which the desired overall time bound follows. O

Discussion.Clearly, Theoremi 415 is not only applicable to MSO-definalbiiary queriesut also to0-ary
gueries i.e., MSO-queries defining a decision problem. An insgectif the proof of Theorem 4.5 reveals
that several simplifications are possible in this case. &bl the whole “top-down” construction &+
can be omitted. Moreover, the rules with head predigasé@e now much simpler: Lep be a0-ary MSO-
formula and let® denote the set of types obtained by the “bottom-up” conttradn the above proof.
Then we defin®] = {9 | W(9) = (A, S, s) andA |= ¢}. Finally, we add the following set of rules with
head predicate to our datalog program:

© <+ root(v),d(v).

for everyd, € 93. We shall make use of these simplifications in Sedtioh 5.1zBdvhen we present new
algorithms for two decision problems. In contrast, thesepdifications are no longer possible when we
consider an enumeration problem in Secfiod 5.3. In pasictiie “top-down” construction will indeed be
required then.

5 Monadic Datalog at Work

We now put monadic datalog to work by constructing several algorithms. We start off with a simple
example, namely the 3-Colorability problem, which will peb illustrate the basic ideas, see Seclion 5.1.
Our ultimate goal is to tackle two more involved problemsmedy the PRIMALITY decision problem
and the PRIMALITY enumeration problem, see Section$ 5.288d All these problems are well-known
to be intractable. However, since they are expressible il©OM8er appropriate structures, they are fixed-
parameter tractable w.r.t. the treewidth. In this sectiva@,show that these problems admit succinct and
efficient solutions via datalog.

Before we present our datalog programs, we slightly modié/rotion of normalized tree decomposi-
tions from Sectiof 2]2. Recall that @ement replacement nodeplaces exactly one element in the bag
of the child node by a new element. For our algorithms, it &fgnable to split this action into two steps,
namely, arelement removal nodhich removes one domain element from the bag of its chiltenand
an element introduction nodevhich introduces one new element. Moreover, it is now pedfle to con-
sider the bags as sets of domain elements rather than as.tijdgace, we may delete permutation nodes
from the tree decomposition. Finally, we drop the conditioat all bags in a tree decomposition of width
w must have “full size"w + 1 (by splitting the element replacement into element remaval element
introduction, this condition would have required somexaton anyway). Such a normal form of tree de-
compositions was also considered|[in][23]. For instanca|lree tree decompositigh’ from Figure 2. A
tree decompositioi”’ compliant with our modified notion aformalized tree decompositioissdepicted
in Figurel4.

5.1 The 3-Colorability Problem

Suppose that a graght, E) with verticesV and edge#’ is given as a-structure withr = {e}, i.e.,eis the
binary edge relation. This graph is 3-colorable, iff thexses a partition ofi” into three setR, G, B, s.t.
no two adjacent vertices , v, € V are in the same s®, G, or B. This criterion can be easily expressed
by an MSO-sentence, namely
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s10[fi,b,c] [fi,b,c |sll

si2[ b,c | [fLLb ]si4

si3[f2,bc] [ f1__]si5
[fLa]si6

Figure 4: Modified normal form of tree decompositions.

Program 3-Colorability

/* leaf node. */

solve(s, R, G, B) < leaf (s), bag(s, X), partition(s, R, G, B), allowed(s, R), allowed(s, @), allowed(s, B).

* element introduction node. */

solve(s, RW{v}, G, B) < bag(s, X W{v}), childi(s1, s), bag(s1,X), solve(s1, R, G, B) allowed(s, RW {v}).

solve(s, R, GW {v}, B) < bag(s, X W{v}), childi(s1, s), bag(s1,X), solve(s1, R,G, B) allowed(s, GW {v}).

solve(s, R, G, BW{v}) < bag(s, X W{v}), childi(s1,s), bag(s1,X), solve(s1, R, G, B) allowed(s, BW {v}).

/* element removal node. */

solve(s, R, G, B) « bag(s, X), childi(s1,s), bag(s1, X W{v}), solve(s1, RW{v}, G, B).

solve(s, R, G, B) < bag(s, X), childi(s1,s), bag(s1, X W{v}), solve(s1, R,GW {v}, B).

solve(s, R, G, B) < bag(s, X), childi(s1,s), bag(s1, X W{v}), solve(s1,R,G, B {v}).

/* branch node. */

solve(s, R, G, B) < bag(s, X), childi(s1, s), childz(s2, s), bag(s1, X), bag(s2, X), solve(s1, R, G, B),
solve(sz2, R, G, B).

/* result (at the root node). */

success < root(s), solve(s, R, G, B).

Figure 5: 3-Colorability Test.

JR3IGAB[Partition(R, G, B) A Yv1Vua[e(vy, v2) —

(=R(v1) V=R(v2)) A (=G (v1) V =G (v2)) A (mB(v1) V = B(v2)) with
Yo[[R(v) V G(v) V B(v)] A

(~R(v) V ~G(0)) A (~R(1) V ~B(v)) A (<G(2) V ~B())].

4

Partition(R, G, B)

Suppose that a graglY, E') together with a tree decompositignof width w is given as a4-structure

with 7rg = {e, root, leaf , childy, childs, bag}. In Figurd®, we describe a datalog program which takes such

aTg-structure as input and decides if the graph thus repres@ngcolorable.
Some words on the notation used in this program are in orderai® using lower case letterandv
(possibly with subscripts) as datalog variables for a gimglde in7 and for a single vertex i, respec-

tively. In contrast, upper case letteXs R, G, andB are used as datalog variables denoting sets of vertices.

Note that these sets are not sets in the general sense, ls#ircedrdinality is restricted by the size+ 1 of
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the bags, where is a fixed constant. Hence, these “fixed-size” sets can bdwimplemented by means of
k-tuples withk < (w+1) over{0, 1}. For the sake of readability, we are using non-datalog esgiwas with
the set operatog (disjoint union). For the fixed-size sets under consideretiere, one could, of course,
easily replace this operator by “proper” datalog expressaf the formdisjoint_union(R, {v}, R').

It is convenient to introduce the following notation. L&t = (V, E) be the input graph with tree
decompositiorf7. For any nodes in 7, we write as usual; to denote the subtree ¢f rooted ats.
Moreover, we write//(s) andV (7;) to denote the vertices in the bag«ofespectively in any bag iff;.

Our 3-Colorability-program checks i is 3-colorable via the criterion mentioned above, i.e.rehe
exists a partition of/ into three set®, G, 5, s.t. no two adjacent vertices, v, € V are in the same s&,

g, orB.

At the heart of this program is the intensional predicatlee (s, R, G, B) with the following intended
meaning:s denotes a node ifif and R, G, B are the projections oR, G, B onto V' (s). For all values
s, R, G, B, the ground fackolve(s, R, G, B,) shall be in the least fixpoint of the program plus the input
structure, iff the following condition holds:

PROPERTYA. There exist extension® of R, G of G, andB of Bto V(T;), s.t.

1. R, G, andB form a partition ofV/(7;) and
2. no two adjacent vertices, v, € V(T7;) are in the same sét, G, or B.

In other words 2, G, andB is a valid 3-coloring of the vertices W (7;) andR, G, andB are the projections
of R, G, andB ontoV(s).

The main task of the program is the computation of all faetse(s, R, G, B) via a bottom-up traversal
of the tree decomposition. The other predicates have thenfimlg meaning:

e partition(s, R, G, B) is in the least fixpoint iffR, G, B is a partition of the bad( at nodes in the
tree decomposition.

e allowed(s, X) is in the least fixpoint iffX contains no adjacent vertices, v.

Recall that the cardinality of the sef§, R, GG, B occurring as arguments @irtition and allowed is
bounded by the fixed constamt+ 1. In fact, both thepartition predicate and thellowed predicate can be
treated as extensional predicates by computing all faotstion (s, R, G, B) andallowed (s, X) for each
nodes in 7 as part of the computation of the tree decomposition. Thit@al computation also fits into
the linear time bound.

The intuition of the rules with theolvepredicate in the head is now clear: At tieaf nodesthe program
generates ground factslve(s, R, G, B) for all possible partitions of the bal at s, such that none of the
setsR, GG, B contains two adjacent vertices. The three rulesefement introduction nodefistinguish the
three cases if the new vertexs added taR, G, or B, respectively. Of course, by ttedlowedatom in the
body of these 3 rules, the attempt to adi any of the set®, GG, or B may fail. The three rules falement
removal nodeslistinguish the three cases if the removed vertex was, 6, or B, respectively. The rule
for branch nodesombinessolvefacts with identical values dfR, G, B) at the child nodes; ands, to the
correspondingolvefact ats.

In summary, the 3-colorability-program has the followingperties.

Theorem 5.1 The datalog program in Figullel 5 decides the 3-Colorabilitglem, i.e., the fact “success”
is in the least fixpoint of this program plus the inpyi-structure A, iff A;; encodes a 3-colorable graph
(V, E'). Moreover, for any grapliV, E') with treewidthw, the computation of the,;-structure 4;, and the
evaluation of the program can be done in tidéf (w) = |(V, E)|) for some functiory.

Proof. By the above considerations, it is clear that the predigake: indeed has the meaning described
by Property A. A formal proof of this fact by structural indion on7 is immediate and therefore omitted
here. Then the rule with heatlccess reads as followssuccess is in the least fixpoint, ifls denotes the root
of 7 and there exist extensiofs ¢, andB of R, G, B to V(7) (which is identical td/’ in case of the root
nodes), s.t. R, G, andB is a valid 3-coloring of the vertices Vi (7;) = V.
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For the linear time data complexity, the crucial observatiothat our program in Figufd 5 is essen-
tially a succinct representation of a quasi-guarded manddialog program. For instance, in the atom
solve(s, R, G, B), the setsR, G, B are subsets of the bag ef Hence, each combinatid®, G, B could be
represented by 3 subsets 3, r3 over{0, ..., w} referring to indices of elements in the bagsofRecall
thatw is a fixed constant. Henceglve(s, R, G, B) is simply a succinct representation of constantly many
monadic predicates of the forsalve,., ,, .y (s). The quasi-guard in each rule can thus be any atom with
argument, e.g.,bag(s, X) (possibly extended by a disjoint union wifle}). Thus, the linear time bound
follows immediately from Theorein 4.4. |

Discussion. Let us briefly compare the monadic program constructed irptoef of Theoreni 415 with
the 3-Colorability program in Figuifd 5. Actually, since we alealing with a decision problem here, we
only look at the bottom-up construction in the proof of Theroi4.5, since the top-down construction is not
needed for a 0-ary target formujd). As was already mentioned in the proof of Theofem 5.1, thmato
solve(s, R, G, B) can be thought of as a succinct representation for atomsedfotiin solve ., ., 7.y (5)-
Now the question naturally arises where the tyge some node from the proof of Theorem 4.5 is present
in the 3-Colorability program. A first tentative answer igtlhis type essentially corresponds to the set
R(s) = {(r1,72,73) | solve(, r,.r)(s) is in the least fixpoint. However, there are two significant aspects
which distinguish our 3-Colorability program from merelgaccinct representation of the type transitions
encoded in the monadic datalog program of Thedrein 4.5:

1. By Property A, we are only interested in the types of thasecgires which — in principle — could be
extended in bottom-up direction to a structure represguatisatisfiable propositional formula. Hence,
in contrast to the construction in the proof of Theofen 4, 3 Colorability program does clearly
not keep track of all possible types that the substructudedad by some tree decompositipnmay
possibly have.

2. R(s) = {(r1,72,73) | solvei, r,r,(s) i in the least fixpoint does not exactly correspond to the
type ofs. Instead, it only describes the crucial properties of tipetyl hus, the 3-Colorability program
somehow “aggregates” several types from the proof of The@s.

These two properties ensure that the 3-Colorability pnagsamuch shorter than the program in the proof
of Theoren 46 and that the difference between these twaramigis not just due to the succinct repre-
sentation of a monadic program by a non-monadic one. Theedeeason of this improvement is that we
take the target MSO formula (namely, the characterization of 3-Colorability) into aaat for the entire
construction of the datalog program in Figlite 5. In confrih& rules describing the type-transitions in the
proof of Theoreni 415 for a bottom-up traversal of the treeodgmosition are fully generic. Only the rules
with head predicate are specific to the actual target MSO formula

5.2 The Primality Decision Problem

Recall from Sectioh 212 that we represent a relational seléiF') as ar-structure withr = {fd, att, Ih,
rh}. Moreover, recall that, in Secti@h 5, we consider normalizee decompositions wigtlement removal
nodesandelement introduction nodeather tharelement replacement nodesin Sectioh 2]2. With our rep-
resentation of relational schem@g, F') as finite structures, the domain elements are the attrilung&Ds
in (R, F'). Hence, in total, the former element replacement nodesrgiedo four kinds of nodes, namely,
attribute removal nodes, FD removal nodes, attribute ¢hiation nodes, and FD introduction nodes. More-
over, we now consider the bags apair of sets(At, Fd), whereAt is a set attributes anfid is a set of
FDs. Again, we may delete permutation nodes from the treerdposition. Finally, it will greatly simplify
the presentation of our datalog program if we require thagmwever an FO € F'is contained in a bag of
the tree decomposition, then the attribukg( f) is as well. In the worst-case, this may double the width of
the resulting decomposition.

Suppose that a schenf&, F') together with a tree decompositigh of width w is given as ar4-
structure withryg = {fd, att, lh, Th, root, leaf , childy, childs, bag}. In Figure[®, we describe a datalog
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program, where the input is given as an attribute R and ar4-Structure, s.ta occurs in the bag at the
root of the tree decomposition.

Program PRIMALITY

/* leaf node. */

solve(s,Y, FY,C° AC, FC) + leaf (s), bag(s, At, F'd),Y UC° = At,Y N C° =0, outside(FY,Y, At, F'd),
FC C Fd, consistent(FC,C°), AC = {rhs(f) | f € FC}, AC C C°.

/* attribute introduction node. */

solve(s,Y W{b}, FY,C° AC, FC) + bag(s, At W {b}, Fd), child:(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd),
solve(s1,Y, FY,C° AC, FC).

solve(s,Y, FY,C° W {b}, AC, FC) + bag(s, At W {b}, Fd), child:(s1, s), bag(s1, At, F'd),
consistent(FC,C° W {b}), solve(s1,Y, FY1,C° AC, FC), outside(FY2,Y, At, Fd), FY = FY1 U FY5.

/* FD introduction node. */

solve(s, Y, FY,C° AC, FC) < bag(s, At, Fd W {f}), childi(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd), rh(b, f),b € Y,
solve(s1,Y, FY,C° AC, FC).

solve(s,Y,FY,C° AC W {b}, FCW{f}) < bag(s, At, Fd W{f}), child1(s1,s), bag(s1, At, Fd), rh(b, f),
be C° solve(s1,Y, FY1,C° AC, FC), consistent({f}, C°), outside(F'Y2,Y, At,{f}), FY = FY1 U FYa.

solve(s, Y, FY,C° AC, FC) < bag(s, At, Fd W {f}), childi(s1, s), bag(s1, At, F'd), rh(b, f),b € C°,
solve(s1,Y, FY1,C° AC, FC), outside(FY>,Y, At,{f}), FY = FY1 U FY>.

/* attribute removal node. */

solve(s,Y,FY,C° AC, FC) + bag(s, At, Fd), child:(s1, s), bag(s1, At W {b}, Fd),
solve(s1,Y W{b}, FY,C° AC, FC).

solve(s,Y,FY,C° AC, FC) + bag(s, At, Fd), child:(s1, s), bag(s1, At W {b}, Fd),
solve(s1,Y, FY,C° W {b}, AC W {b}, FC).

/* FD removal node. */

solve(s, Y, FY,C°, AC, FC) < bag(s, At, F'd), child1(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd W {f}), rh(b, f),b €Y,
solve(s1,Y, FY,C° AC, FC).

solve(s,Y,FY,C° AC, FC) < bag(s, At, Fd), childi(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd W {f}), rh(b, f), b € C°,
solve(s1, Y, FY W {f},C°,AC, FC W {f}).

solve(s, Y, FY,C° AC, FC) < bag(s, At, F'd), child1(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd W {f}), rh(b, f),b € C°,
solve(s1, Y, FY W {f},C°, AC,FC), f & FC.

/* branch node. */

solve(s,Y, FY1 U FY2,C° ACy UAC2, FC) < bag(s, At, Fd), childi(s1, s), bag(s1, At, Fd),
childa(s2, s), bag(s2, At, Fd), solve(s1,Y, FY1,C° AC1, FC),
solve(sz2,Y, FY2,C° ACs, FC), unique(AC1, AC2, FC).

/* result (at the root node). */

success <— root(s), bag(s, At, Fd), a € At, solve(s,Y,FY,C°, AC,FC),a &Y,
FY ={f € Fd | rhs(f) € Y}, AC = C° \ {a}.

Figure 6: Primality Test.

Analogously to Sectioh 5.1, we are using lower case letters andb (possibly with subscripts) as
datalog variables for a single node’n for a single FD, or for a single attribute iR, respectively. Upper
case letters are used as datalog variables denoting setsilmitas (in the case df, A¢, C°, AC) or sets
of FDs (in the case of'd, F'Y, F'C). In addition,C? is considered as an ordered set (indicated by the
superscripb). When we writeC° W {b}, we mean that is arbitrarily “inserted” intoC, leaving the order
of the remaining elements unchanged. Again, the cardynadlithese (ordered) sets is restricted by the size
w—+1 of the bags, where is a fixed constant. In addition te (disjoint union) we are now also using the set
operatorsJ, N, C, ande. For the fixed-size (ordered) sets under consideration beecould, of course,
easily replace these operators by “proper” datalog expmessMoreover, for the input scheni&, F') with
tree decompositiofi we use the following notation: We writED (s) to denote the FDs in the bag ef
and F'D(T,) to denote the FDs that occur in any bad/in Analogously, we writed¢t(s) and Att(7;) as a
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short-hand for the attributes occurring in the bag oéspectively in any bag iff;.

Our PRIMALITY-program checks the primality af by via the criterion used for the MSO-characteri-
zation in Exampl&_2]6: We have to search for an attribut®’sétR, s.t.) is closed w.r.tF (i.e., ) = ),
agYand(YU{a})t = R,i.e.,YU{a}is asuperkey buy is not.

At the heart of our PRIMALITY-program is the intensional greatesolve (s, Y, F'Y, C°, AC, FC') with
the following intended meaning:denotes a node ift. Y (resp.C?) is the projection of) (resp. ofR\ V)
onto Att(s). We considetR \ Y as ordered w.r.t. an appropriate derivation sequende fobm ) U {a},
i.e., suppose tha¥ U {Ag} — Y U{Ag, A1} = YU{Ag, A1, A2} — ... > YU{Ag, A1,..., An}, st
Ao =aandY U {4, A1,...,A,} = R. W.l.o.g., theA;'s may be assumed to be pairwise distinct. Then
for any twoi # j, we simply setd; < A; iff ¢ < j. By the connectedness condition @n our datalog
program ensures that the order on each subi$etf R \ ) is consistent with the overall ordering.

The argumenf’Y of the solvepredicate is used to guarantee thais indeed closed. Informally;'y
contains those FDs i##'D(s) for which we have already verified (on the bottom-up travieo$ahe tree
decomposition) that they do not constitute a contradictigh the closedness @f. In other words, either
rhs(f) € ) or there exists an attribute ihs(f) N At(75) which is notin).

The argumentaAC andF'C of thesolvepredicate are used to ensure tfiat) {a})* = R indeed holds:
The intended meaning of the sEC is that it contains those FDs ifiD(s) which are used in the above
derivation sequence. Moreoveéx(”' contains those attributes frosvt(s) for which we have already shown
that they can be derived fropi plus smaller atoms in'°.

More precisely, for all values, Y, F'Y, C°, AC, FC, the ground factolve(s, Y, FY, C°, AC, FC) shall
be in the least fixpoint of the program plus the input strustiff the following condition holds:

PROPERTY B. There exist extension of Y and(C° of C° to Att(7;) and an extensio#'C' of FC to
FD(Ts), s.t.

1. Y andC® form a partition ofAtt(7;),

2.Vf € FD(T,) \ FD(s), if rhs(f) ¢ Y, thenlhs(f) ¢ Y. Moreover,FY = {f € FD(s) | rhs(f) ¢
Y andlhs(f) N Att(Ts) € Y.

3. Vf € FC, f is consistent with the order aii’, i.e.,Vf € FC: rhs(f) € C° andvb € lhs(f) N C:
b < rhs(f) holds.

4. ACUCP\ Att(s) = {rhs(f) | f € FC},

The main task of the program is the computation of all faotse(s, Y, FY, C°, AC, FC) by means of a
bottom-up traversal of the tree decomposition. The othedipates have the following meaning:

o outside(FY,Y, At, Fd) is in the least fixpointifFY = {f € Fd | rhs(f) ¢ Y andihs(f) N At
Y}, i.e., foreveryf € FY, rhs(f) is outsideY but this will never conflict with the closedness¥f
becauséhs(f) contains an attribute from outsidé

o consistent(FC,C?) isinthe least fixpointiff/ f € FC we haverhs(f) € C°andvb € lhs(f)NCe:

b < rhs(f), i.e., the FDs inFC are only used to derive greater attributes from smaller ¢ples
attributes fron7).

e The factunique(AC:, ACs, FC) is in the least fixpoint iff the conditioddC; N ACy; = {b | b =
rhs(f) forsomef € FC} holds. Theunique-predicate is only used in the body of the rule for branch
nodes. Its purpose is to avoid that an attributé?ify ) is derived via two different FDs in the two
subtrees at the child nodes of the branch node.

e The O-ary predicateuccess indicates if the fixed attribute is prime in the schema encoded by the
input structure.

The PRIMALITY-program has the following properties.
Lemma 5.2 The solve-predicate has the intended meaning describedeabe., for all values, Y, FY,

C°, AC, FC, the ground factsolve(s, Y, FY,C°, AC, FC) is in the least fixpoint of the PRIMALITY-
program plus the input structure, iff Property B holds.
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Proof Sketch. The lemma can be shown by structural inductioryorWe restrict ourselves here to outlining
the ideas underlying the various rules of the PRIMALITY-gram. The induction itself is then obvious and
therefore omitted.

(1) leaf nodes.The rule for a leaf node realizes two “guesses” so to speak: (i) a partitiordofs) into
Y andC® together with an ordering o6 and (ii) the subseF'C C Fd(s) of FDs which are used in the
derivation sequence at \ Y from Y U {a}. The remaining variables are thus fully determinétt” is
determined via theutsidepredicate, whileAC is determined via the equalityC' = {rhs(f) | f € FC}.
Finally the body of the rule contains the checkasistent(FC,C°) andAC C C° to make sure that (at
least at the leaf nod@ the “guesses” are allowed.

(2) attribute introduction nodeThe two rules are used to distinguish 2 cases whether the theébuteb is
added taY” orto C°. If bis added td then all arguments of th&olvefact at the child node; of s remain
unchanged a. In contrast, ifb is inserted intaC° then the following actions are required:

The atomconsistent(FC,C° & {b}) makes sure that the rules F'C' are consistent with the ordering
of C°, i.e., it must not happen that the new attribbiteccurs inlhs(f) for somef € FC, s.t.b > rhs(f)
holds.

The new attributé outsideY” may possibly allow us to verify for some additional FDs theyt do not
contradict the closedness Wf The atomoutside(F'Ys, Y, At, Fd) determines the sétY> which contains
all FDs withrhs(f) ¢ Y but with some attribute froma'® (in particular, the new attributg in lhs(f).

Recall that we are requiring that, whenever anfB F'is contained in a bag of the tree decomposition,
then the attributehs(f) is as well. Hence, since the attributéas just been introduced on our bottom-up
traversal of the tree decomposition, we can be surebttiaes not occur on the right-hand side of any FD in
the bag ofs. Thus,AC is not affected by the transition from to s.

(3) FD introduction nodeThe three rules distinguish, in total, 3 cases: First, déeéf) € Y or rhs(f) €
C° hold? (Recall that we assume that every bag containing s@n&l$ée contains the right-hand side of
this FD.) The latter case is then further divided into thecsidles iff is used for the derivation R \ ) or
not. The first rule deals with the casks(f) € Y. Then all arguments of theolvefact at the child node;
of s remain unchanged at

The second rule addresses the caserthdtf) € C° andf is used for the derivation d® \ ). Then the
attributerhs(f) is added taAC'. The disjoint union makes sure that this attribute has nbbgen derived
by another rule with the same right-hand side. The atonxistent(FC,C° W {b}) is used to check the
consistency off with the ordering ofC°. The atomoutside(FY2,Y, At, Fd) is used to check if may be
added taF'Y’, i.e., if some attribute idhs(f) is in C°.

The third rule refers to the case théts(f) € C° andf is notused for the derivation ak \ ). Again,
the atomoutside(FYa, Y, At, Fid) is used to check if may be added té'Y".

(4) attribute removal nodeThe two rules are used to distinguish 2 cases whether thieudéth was inY
orinC°. If bwas inY then all arguments of theolvefact at the child nods; of s remain unchanged at
s. In contrast, ifb was inC? then we have to check (by pattern matching with the fagie(sq,...,AC ¥
{b},...)) that a rulef for derivingb has already been found. Recall that, on our bottom-up tsavef 7,
when we first encounter an attributeit is either added t&” or C°. If b is added taC° then we eventually
have to determine the FD by whidhis derived. Hence, initially is in C° but not inAC. However, when
b is finally removed from the bag then its derivation must hawerbverified. The argument§ F'Y, and
FC are of course not affected by this attribute removal.

(5) FD removal nodeSimilarly to the FD introduction node, we distinguish, it 3 cases. Ifhs(f) € Y
then all arguments of theolvefact at the child node; of s remain unchanged at If vhs(f) € C° then
we further distinguish the subcasesfiis used for the derivation aR \ ) or not. The second and third
rule refer two these two subcases. The action carried outédsettwo rules is the same, namely it has to
be checked (by pattern matching with the faetve(sq,..., FY W {f},...)) that f does not constitute a
contradiction with the closednessYf In other words, sincehs(f) € C°, we must have encountered (on
our bottom-up traversal 6f) an attribute inhs(f) ¢ V.

(6) branch node Recall that a branch nodeand its two child nodes; andss have identical bags by our
notion of normalized tree decompositions. The argumerti@$olvefact ats is then determined from the
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arguments at; andss as follows: The argumeni$ andC° must have the same value at all three nages
s1, andss. Likewise, F'C (containing the FDs from the bags at these nodes which actinslee derivation

of R\ )) must be identical. In contrasE’Y and AC are obtained as the union of the corresponding
arguments in theolvefacts at the child nodes ands,, i.e., it suffices to verify at one of the child nodes
s1 Or so that some FD does not contradict the closedneds ahd that some attribute ifi° is derived by
some FD.

Recall that we define an order on the attributeRin) by means of some derivation sequenc&of)
from ) U {a}. Hence, we we have to make sure that every attribufe \n) is derived only once in this
derivation sequence. In other words, for every R\ (YU {a}), we use exactly one FPwith rhs(f) = b
in our derivation sequence. The atamique(AC, ACs, FC) in the rule body ensures that no attribute in
R\ Y is derived via two different FDs in the two subtrees at thédchddes of the branch node. a

Theorem 5.3 The datalog program in Figuie 6 decides the PRIMALITY probfer a fixed attribute, i.e.,
the fact “success” is in the least fixpoint of this program ghlie inputr,;-structure 4,4 iff A4 encodes
a relational schemdR, F'), s.t.a is part of a key. Moreover, for any scherg, F') with treewidthw,
the computation of the,;-structure A;4 and the evaluation of the program can be done in tithg (w) *
|(R, F)|) for some functiory.

Proof. By Lemmd5.2, the predicat@lve indeed has the meaning according to Property B. Thus, tke rul
with headsuccess reads as follows:isuccess is in the least fixpoint, iffs denotes the root of, a is an
attribute in the bag at, andY is the projection of the desired attribute Sétonto Att(s), i.e., (1)) is
closed (this is ensured by the condition tHdt € Fd | rhs(f) € Y} = FY), (2)a ¢ Y and, finally,

(3) all attributes inR \ (Y U {a}) are indeed determined iy U {a} (this is ensured by the condition
AC = C°\ {a}).

The linear time data complexity is due to the same argumein dse proof of Theoreri 5l1: our
program in Figuré€le is essentially a succinct represemtatfa quasi-guarded monadic datalog program.
For instance, in the atonvlve(s,Y, FY,C°, AC, FC), the (ordered) set¥, FY, C°, AC, andFC are
subsets of the bag 6f Hence, each combinatidn, F'Y, C°, AC, FC could be represented by 5 subsets
resp. tuples,...,r; over{0,..., w} referring to indices of elements in the bagsof Recall thatw is
a fixed constant. Henceoplve(s,Y, FY,C°, AC, FC), is simply a succinct representation of constantly
many monadic predicates of the foswlve ., . .. (s). The quasi-guard in each rule can thus be any atom
with argumens, e.g.,bag(s, At, Fd) (possibly extended by a disjoint union wifh} or { / }, respectively).
Thus, the linear time bound follows immediately from Theo£4. o

5.3 The Primality Enumeration Problem

In order to extend the Primality algorithm from the previ@estion to a monadic predicate selecting all
prime attributes in a schema, a naive first attempt might kmfollows: one can consider the tree decom-
position7 as rooted at various nodes, s.t. each R is contained in the bag of one such root node. Then,
for eacha and corresponding tree decompositibnwe run the algorithm from Figuig 6. Obviously, this
method hagjuadratictime complexity w.r.t. the data size. However, in this sattiwe describe &near
time algorithm.

The idea of this algorithm is to implement a top-down trageof the tree decomposition in addition
to the bottom-up traversal realized by the program in Fifird=or this purpose, we modify our notion
of normalizedtree decompositions in the following way: First, any treeataposition can of course be
transformed in such a way that every attribute R occurs in at least one leaf nodepf Moreover, for
every branch nodein the tree decomposition, we insert a new nades new parent of, s.t.u ands have
identical bags. Hence, together with the two child nodes, @ach branch node is “surrounded” by three
neighboring nodes with identical bags. It is thus guarahtkat a branch node always has two child nodes
with identical bags, no matter whefeis rooted. Moreover, this insertion of a new node also ingpifeat
the root node of/ is not a branch node.
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tw | #Att | #FD | #tn | MD | MONA
3 3| 01 650
6 12| 0.2 9210

1

2

9 3| 21| 04| 17930
12 4| 34| 05 -
21 7| 69| 0.8 -
33 11| 105| 1.0 -
45 15| 141| 1.2 -
57 19| 193| 1.6 -
69 23| 229| 1.8 -
81 27| 265| 1.9 -
93 31(301| 22 -

WWWWWwwWwwwwww

Table 1: Processing Time in ms for PRIMALITY.

We propose the following algorithm for computing a monadixdicateprime (), which selects precisely
the prime attributes iGR, F'). In addition to the predicatelve, whose meaning was described by Property
B in Section[5.R, we also compute a predicatdvel, whose meaning is described by replacing every
occurrence off; in Property B by7,. As the notatiorsolvel suggests, the computation sblvel can be
done via a top-down traversal @f. Note thatsolvel(s, . ..) for a leaf nodes of 7 is exactly the same as if
we computedolve(s, . . .) for the tree rooted at. Hence, we can define the predicatéme() as follows.

Program Monadic-Primality

prime(a) < leaf (s), bag(s, At, Fd),a € At,solve,.(s,Y, FY,C°, AC,FC),a &Y,
FY ={feFd|rhs(f) €Y}, AC =C°\ {a}.

By the intended meaning sblvel and by the properties of the Primality algorithm in SecfioB, Sve
immediately get the following result.

Theorem 5.4 The monadic predicaterime() as defined above selects precisely the prime attributeseMor
over, it can be computed in linear time w.r.t. the size of tiput structure.

6 Implementation and Results

To test our new datalog programs in terms of their scalgbilith a large number of attributes and rules,
we have implemented the Primality program from Sedtioh ®.@++. The experiments were conducted on
Linux kernel 2.6.17 with an 1.60GHz Intel Pentium(M) pros@sand 512 MB of memory. We measured
the processing time of the Primality program on differepinparameters such as the number of attributes
and the number of FDs. The treewidth in all the test cases was 3

TEST DATA GENERATION. Due to the lack of available test data, we generated a bedamarmalized tree
decomposition. Test data sets with increasing input patermare then generated by expanding the tree in
a depth-first style. We have ensured that all different kinfdsodes occur evenly in the tree decomposition.

EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS The outcome of the tests is shown in TdBle 1, where tw stardhé treewidth;
#Att, #FD, and #tn stand for the number of attributes, FDsl ®e@e nodes, respectively. The processing
time (in ms) obtained with our C++ implementation followitige monadic datalog program in Sectionl 5.2
are displayed in the column labelled “MD”. The measuremaiusly reflect an essentially linear increase
of the processing time with the size of the input. Moreoveere is obviously no big “hidden” constant
which would render the linearity useless.
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In [17], we proved the FPT of several non-monotonic reaspmpiroblems via Courcelle’s Theorem.
Moreover, we also carried out some experiments with a prpgimplementation using MONA (see [22])
for the MSO-model checking. We have now extended these empets with MONA to the PRIMALITY
problem. The time measurements of these experiments avenshahe last column of Tablel 1. Due to
problems discussed in [17], MONA does not ensure linear ctatgplexity. Hence, all testes below line 3 of
the table failed with “out-of-memory” errors. Moreoversalin cases where the exponential data complexity
does not yet “hurt”, our datalog approach outperforms theOM& FTA approach by a factor daf000 or
even more.

OPTIMIZATIONS. In our implementation, we have realized several optinorat which are highlighted
below.

(1) Succinct representation by non-monadic datalég was mentioned in the proofs of the Theo-
remd5.1 and 513, our datalog programs can be regarded ascuepresentations of big monadic datalog
programs. If all possible ground instances of our dataldgsrbiad to be materialized, then we would end
up with a ground program of the same size as with the equitatenadic program. However, it turns out
that the vast majority of possible instantiations is newanputed since they are not “reachable” along the
bottom-up computation.

(2) General optimizations and lazy grounding.principle, our implementation is based on the general
idea of grounding followed by an evaluation of the groundgpaon. This corresponds to the general tech-
nigue to ensure linear time data complexity, cf. Theorerm A4urther improvement is achieved by the
natural idea of generating only those ground instancesle$ muhich actually produce new facts.

(3) Problem-specific optimizations of the non-monadic at@rograms.In the discussion below The-
orem5.1, we have already mentioned that the datalog pragpaesented in Sectidh 5 incorporate several
problem-specific optimizations. The underlying idea o#heptimizations is that many transitions which
are kept track of by the generic construction in the proofteédreni 4.6 (and, likewise, in the MSO-to-FTA
approach) will not lead to a solution anyway. Hence, theycemnéted in our datalog programs right from
the beginning.

(4) Language extensionds was mentioned in Sectiéh 5, we are using language coms{in@articular,
for handling sets of attributes and FDs) which are not patthefdatalog language. In principle, they could
be realized in datalog. Nevertheless, we preferred aneaffigmplementation of these constructs directly
on C++ level. Further language extensions are conceivalleasy to realize.

(5) Further improvementsWe are planning to implement further improvements. Forainst, we are
currently applying a strict bottom-up intuition as we cortgonew factssolve(v, . ..). However, some top-
down guidance in the style of magic sets so as not to compup®ssible such facts at each level would
be desirable. Note that ultimately, at the root, only faat§lfing certain conditions (likex ¢ Y, etc.) are
needed in case that an attributés indeed prime.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we have proposed a new approach based on modatiiog to tackle a big class of fixed-
parameter tractable problems. Theoretically, we have shtbat every MSO-definable unary query over
finite structures with bounded treewidth is also definablm@nadic datalog. In fact, the resulting program
even lies in a particularly efficient fragment of monadicadag). Practically, we have put this approach to
work by applying it to the 3-Colorability problem and the RIALITY problem with bounded treewidth.
The experimental results thus obtained look very promisirtey underline that datalog with its potential
for optimizations and its flexibility is clearly worth comfgring for this class of problems.

Recall that the PRIMALITY problem is closely related to arpiontant problem in the area of artificial
intelligence, namely the relevance problem of proposgi@bduction (i.e., given a system description in
form of a propositional clausal theory and observed symptame has to decide if some hypothesis is part
of a possible explanation of the symptoms). Indeed, if taasal theory is restricted to definite Horn clauses
and if we are only interested in minimal explanations, therrelevance problem is basically the same as the
problem of deciding primality in a subsche®aC R. Extending ouprime() program (and, in particular,
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the solve()-predicate) from Sectidd 5 so as to test primality in a substhis rather straightforward. On the
other hand, extending such a program to abduction withrarlitlausal theories (which is on the second
level of the polynomial hierarchy, see [10]) is much moredined. A monadic datalog program solving the
relevance problem also in this general case was presenf2@]in

Our datalog program in Sectid 5 was obtained by an ad hodromtien rather than via a generic
transformation from MSO. Nevertheless, we are convinced e idea of a bottom-up propagation of
certain conditions is quite generally applicable. We aszdfore planning to tackle many more problems,
whose FPT was established via Courcelle’s Theorem, wiihriév approach. We have already incorporated
some optimizations into our implementation. Further inerents are on the way (in particular, further
heuristics to prune irrelevant parts of the search space).

References

[1] S. Abiteboul, R. Hull, and V. VianuFoundations of database#addison-Wesley, 1995.

[2] S. Arnborg, J. Lagergren, and D. Seese. Easy ProblenTséerDecomposable Graplks Algorithms
12(2):308-340, 1991.

[3] H. L. Bodlaender. A Linear-Time Algorithm for Finding &e-Decompositions of Small Treewidth.
SIAM J. Comput.25(6):1305-1317, 1996.

[4] S. Ceri, G. Gottlob, and L. Tanc&ogic Programming and DatabaseSpringer, 1990.

[5] B. Courcelle. Graph Rewriting: An Algebraic and Logic pypach. InHandbook of Theoretical
Computer Science, Volume [Bages 193-242. Elsevier Science Publishers, 1990.

[6] J. Doner. Tree acceptors and some of their applicatidn€@omput. Syst. Sc#(5):406—-451, 1970.

[7]1 W. F. Dowling and J. H. Gallier. Linear-Time Algorithmerf Testing the Satisfiability of Propositional
Horn FormulaeJ. Log. Program.1(3):267—-284, 1984.

[8] R. G. Downey and M. R. Fellowd?arameterized Complexityspringer, New York, 1999.

[9] H.-D. Ebbinghaus and J. Fluntinite Model Theory, 2nd editionSpringer Monographs in Mathe-
matics. Springer, 1999.

[10] T. Eiter and G. Gottlob. The Complexity of Logic-Basetdduction.J. ACM 42(1):3-42, 1995.

[11] T. Eiter, G. Gottlob, and H. Veith. Generalized quastiiin logic programs. IESSLLI'97 Workshap
volume 1754 oL NCS pages 72-98. Springer, 1997.

[12] T. Eiter, G. Gottlob, and H. Veith. Modular logic prognaming and generalized quantifiers. Pnoc.
LPNMR’'97, volume 1265 of NCS pages 290-309, 1997.

[13] J. Flum, M. Frick, and M. Grohe. Query evaluation vieetidecompositionsl. ACM, 49(6):716—752,
2002.

[14] J. Flum and M. GroheParameterized Complexity Theoryfexts in Theoretical Computer Science.
Springer, 2006.

[15] M. Frick and M. Grohe. The complexity of first-order andnadic second-order logic revisited. In
Proceedings of the 17th Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic ingliben Science (LICS 2002)ages
215-224. |IEEE Computer Society, 2002.

[16] G. Gottlob and C. Koch. Monadic datalog and the expuegsower of languages for Web information
extraction.J. ACM 51(1):74-113, 2004.

26



[17] G. Gaottlob, R. Pichler, and F. Wei. Bounded Treewidtradéey to Tractability of Knowledge Rep-
resentation and Reasoning. Pnoceedings of the Twenty-First AAAI Conference on Ardifiitelli-
gence (AAAI 2006pages 250-256. AAAI Press, 2006.

[18] G. Gottlob, R. Pichler, and F. Wei. Tractable databassigh through bounded treewidth. Rro-
ceedings of the Twenty-Fifth ACM SIGACT-SIGMOD-SIGARTp8gimm on Principles of Database
Systems (PODS 20Q@ages 124-133. ACM, 2006.

[19] G. Gottlob, R. Pichler, and F. Wei. Monadic datalog ofieite structures with bounded treewidth.
In Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth ACM SIGACT-SIGMOD-SIG8RMposium on Principles of
Database Systems (PODS 200¥3ges 165-174. ACM, 2007.

[20] G. Gottlob, R. Pichler, and F. Wei. Abduction with BowttiTreewidth: From Theoretical Tractabil-
ity to Practically Efficient Computation. IRroceedings of the Twenty-Third AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence (AAAI 2008)pages 1541-1546. AAAI Press, 2008.

[21] M. Grohe. Descriptive and Parameterized ComplexityProc. CSL'99 volume 1683 of NCS pages
14-31. Springer, 1999.

[22] N. Klarlund, A. Mgller, and M. I. Schwartzbach. MONA Irfgmentation Secrets$nternational Jour-
nal of Foundations of Computer Scient8(4):571-586, 2002. World Scientific Publishing Company
Earlier version in Proc. CIAA00, LNCS vol. 2088.

[23] T. Kloks. Treewidth: Computations and Approximatior®pringer, Berlin, 1994.
[24] L. Libkin. Elements of Finite Model Thearyexts in Theoretical Computer Science. Springer, 2004.
[25] H. Mannila and K.-J. RaihaThe design of relational databasesddison-Wesley, 1992.

[26] H. Maryns. On the Implementation of Tree Automata: Ltmtions of the Naive Approach. IRroc.
5th Int. Treebanks and Linguistic Theories Conference (d006) pages 235246, 2006.

[27] M. Minoux. LTUR: A Simplified Linear-Time Unit Resolutih Algorithm for Horn Formulae and
Computer Implementationnf. Process. Letf.29(1):1-12, 1988.

[28] F. Neven and T. Schwentick. Query automata over fingesrTheoretical Computer Scienc275(1-
2):633-674, 2002.

[29] J. W. Thatcher and J. B. Wright. Generalized Finite Ao&ba Theory with an Application to a Deci-
sion Problem of Second-Order Logiglathematical Systems ThepB(1):57—-81, 1968.

[30] J. D. Ullman.Principles of Database and Knowledge-Base Systems, V@lofnputer Science Press,
1989.

[31] M. Y. Vardi. The complexity of relational query langusgy(extended abstract). Rroc. STOC'82
pages 137-146. ACM, 1982.

27



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Relational Schemas and Primality
	Finite Structures and Treewidth
	Monadic Second Order Logic
	Datalog

	Induced substructures
	Monadic Datalog
	Monadic Datalog at Work
	The 3-Colorability Problem
	The Primality Decision Problem
	The Primality Enumeration Problem

	Implementation and Results
	Conclusion

