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Abstract—For fragments L of first-order logic (FO) with
counting quantifiers, we consider the definability problem, which
asks whether a given L-formula can be equivalently expressed
by a formula in some fragment of L without counting, and the
more general separation problem asking whether two mutually
exclusive L-formulas can be separated in some counting-free
fragment of L. We show that separation is undecidable for the
two-variable fragment of FO extended with counting quantifiers
and for the graded modal logic with inverse, nominals and
universal modality. On the other hand, if inverse or nominals are
dropped, separation becomes coNExpTiME- or 2ExpTiME-complete,
depending on whether the universal modality is present. In
contrast, definability can often be reduced in polynomial time
to validity in L. We also consider uniform separation and show
that it often behaves similarly to definability.

Index Terms—Definability, separation, two-variable first-order
logic with counting, graded modal logic.

1. INTRODUCTION

Extensions of decidable fragments of first-order logic (FO)
with counting quantifiers 3**x play an important role in com-
putational logic. In modal logic (viewed as a fragment of FO
under the standard translation), counting was introduced in the
early 1970s [1], [2] as graded modalities ¢=* and the graded
modal logic, GML, has been investigated and applied ever
since [3]-[5]. In description logic (DL), counting quantifiers,
known as qualified number restrictions, are a core constructor
used in almost all standard languages [6], [7]. A funda-
mental decidable fragment of FO containing most decidable
graded modal logics and standard DLs with qualified number
restrictions is C2, the two-variable first-order logic (FO?)
with counting quantifiers, in which satisfiability is NExpTmME-
complete [8]-[10]; see also [11], [12]. Both GML and C? have
been recently shown to characterise exactly the expressive
power of certain graph neural networks (GNNs) [13], [14].

While the expressive power of logics with counting such
as GML and C? is well-understood [15]-[17], the problem of
defining and separating formulas with counting by counting-
free ones has been left largely unexplored. This is in contrast
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to logics with fixpoints, where the definability and separation
of fixpoint formulas by those without fixpoints has been
investigated extensively [18]-[22], and to automata theory,
where the definability and separation of languages defined
using expressive devices by means of less powerful ones has
been studied in depth, with countless applications to logics
over linear orders and trees [23]-[26].

The aim of this paper is to investigate the computational
complexity of the following decision problems for most im-
portant logics L with counting and counting-free logics L’:
L/L’-definability: decide whether a given L-formula ¢ is equ-

ivalent to some L’-formula, called an L’-definition of ¢;
L/L’-separation: given two mutually exclusive L-formulas ¢

and y, decide whether there is an L’-formula y—an L’-

separator for ¢ and y—such that ¢  x and x F —y;
uniform L/L’-separation: given an L-formula ¢, decide if

there is a logically strongest (modulo equivalence) L’-

formula y—a uniform L’ separator for ¢—with ¢ E .
In DL, for instance, ¢ can be an ontology O and y a concept
C that is not satisfiable with respect to O, both given in a
DL L with number restrictions. Then a separator ontology
O’ in a weaker, easier to comprehend language L’ without
number restrictions could provide an easier ‘explanation’ of
unsatisfiability as it inherits that O = O’ and C is not satisfiable
under (. In the context of concept learning [27], ¢ and y can
represent positive and negative examples for a target concept
C. Then any separator in an appropriately chosen language L’
without number restrictions could represent a qualitative rather
than quantitative concept one aims to learn [28], [29].

Note that (a) L/L’-definability reduces to L/L’-separation
for ¢ and =@, (b) an L’-definition of ¢ is a uniform L’-
separator for ¢, and (c) a uniform L’-separator for ¢ is an L/L’-
separator for ¢ and any L-formula ¢ L’-separable from . The
next example illustrates definability and uniform separation
of GML-formulas by those in plain modal logic ML (the
statements can be checked using Theorems 19 and 26).



TABLE I
DECIDABILITY AND COMPLEXITY RESULTS

logics L/L’ (Craig) separation definability/uniform separation
C?2/FO? undecidable ?
C?/FO2
GML-MY /MLy undecidable coNExpTIME-comp.
GML-" /ML
GMLH /ML
GMLMY /ML 2ExpTiME-comp. ExpTiME-comp.
GMLY /ML
GML /ML
GML/ML? coNExpTIME-comp. PSpace-comp.
GML /ML

Example 1. The GML-formula ¢>"p is ML-definable iff
n = 1. However, &>"p always has a uniform ML-separator,
namely, Op. On the other hand, for any n > 1, the GML-
formulas ¢="p and ¢="p do not have a uniform ML-separator.
The GML-formula —=<¢™"p is not ML-definable but has a
uniform ML-separator, T, for any n > 1, which means that

—O™"p does not have any non-trivial consequences in ML. 4

L/L’-separation can be regarded as a variant of Craig
interpolation [30], where some logical symbols (here, counting
quantifiers) are not allowed to occur in interpolants. We also
consider the bona fide generalisation of Craig interpolation:
Craig L/L’-separation: decide whether given L-formulas ¢

and y have an L’-separator y that is built from common
non-logical symbols of ¢ and .

Example 2. Consider the C?-formulas ¢(x) = 3~ 'yR(x, y)

and w(x) = Iy (R0 y) A AW) A Iy (Rx y) A ~AWY).
Clearly, ¢ | —1. The FO?-formula

X(x) =Yy (R(x, y) = Ay)) V Yy (R(x, y) — ~A(Y))

separates @(x) and w(x). For y/(x) = 372y R(x, y), we also
have ¢ | =1/, but ¢(x) and 1’ (x) are not FO?-separable. On
the other hand, there is no Craig FO?-separator for ¢(x) and
w(x), which has to be built from predicate R only, and so
would separate ¢(x) and y/'(x) as well. |

Our core decidability and complexity results are sum-
marised in Table I. Here, FO? admits equality, FO? is equality-
free, and ML® and GML® denote extensions of ML and GML
with the constructors in € C {i, u, n}, where i stands for inverse
modalities, u the universal modality, and n nominals.

Given an L-formula ¢, the proofs of the complexity results
for L/L’-definability and uniform separation in Table I con-
struct an L’-formula ¢’ that is a definition/uniform separator
for ¢ iff one exists and give polytime reductions to L-validity
(sometimes also over finite structures). The surprisingly sim-
ple construction is inspired by approaches to FO/ML and
MSO/uML-definability via w-expansions [31], [32]. For C?
and nominal-free modal logics, the formula ¢’ is constructed in
polytime (if given as a DAG); if nominals are present, ¢’ is of
exponential size and more work is needed to prove a polytime
reduction to (finite) L-validity. We also show tight complexity
bounds for other pairs not mentioned in Table I explicitly, say

C2/ML" and C?/ML. As C? is exponentially more succinct
than MLY (even for DAG-representation), to obtain polytime
reductions to validity, we work with a succinct version of ML
inspired by the presentation of FO? as a modal logic [33].
The proofs for (Craig) L/L’-separation follow a completely
different approach and use a basic characterisation of non-
separation of ¢ and y in L’ via the existence of L’-bisimilar
models satisfying ¢ and y, for an appropriate notion of
L’-bisimulation. In this case, our complexity results hold
for the pairs L/L’ in Table I and also all weakenings of
L’ mentioned in Table I (except for L = GMLU™ and L’
without inverse modalities, where undecidability is open). The
undecidability results are established by a reduction of the non-
halting problem for Minsky machines, in which, remarkably,
a single nominal fixing the root of a model is enough to
obtain the undecidability for GML™Y. The technically most de-
manding proof is the 2ExpTivME upper bound for GML /MLY-
separation, which uses a mosaic technique to show that if one
cannot fix the root of models using a nominal, the construction
of bisimilar models can be regularised. The difference between
coNExpTiME and 2ExpTiME is due to the presence/absence
of the universal modality without which one can only look
polynomially-deep into the bisimilar models.

Related Results. For a decidable FO-fragment L and L’ € {ML,
ML}, the decidability of L/L’-definability follows from Otto’s
result that if an FO-formula ¢(x) has an L’-definition, then it
has an L’-definition of modal depth < 2" — 1, where n is the
quantifier rank of @(x) [34]. No elementary complexity bound
is obtained using this approach. A 2ExpTmE-upper bound for
GMLY /MLY-definability is shown in [35] in the context of DL
TBoxes. Independently from this paper, and using different
methods, 2ExpTmMe-completeness of GML/ML-separation is
shown in [36], even for GML with fixpoint-operators. For
further discussion of separation and definability problems and
their relationship to Craig interpolation, we refer the reader
to [37].

The paper is organised as follows. All relevant logics and
their semantics are defined in Sec. II. Model-theoretic charac-
terisations of separation in terms of bisimulations are given
in Sec.IIl, which also shows polytime reductions between
some of our decision problems. The undecidability results for
separation are proved in Sec.IV and the decidability ones in
Secs. V, VL. Definability is considered in Sec. VII and uniform
separation in Sec. VIII. Finally, Sec.IX discusses future work.

All omitted proofs can be found in the appendix.

II. Logcics

First, we define the syntax and semantics of logics in
Table I. Let o be a (possibly infinite) signature of unary and
binary predicate symbols and constants, let FO(o) denote the
set of first-order formulas with equality over o, and let var be
a set comprising two individual variables. Then
FO?(0), the two-variable fragment of FO(0), is the set of

formulas that are built from atoms of the form T(x), A(x),
R(x, y), and x = y with unary A € o, binary R € o, and
X,y € var, using the Boolean connectives A and - and



quantifier Ix with x € var (other Boolean connectives
and Vx are regarded as standard abbreviations);
FO2(o0) is the equality-free fragment of FO?(o);
C2(0), the two-variable fragment of FO(c) with counting,
extends FO?(o) with the counting quantifiers 3**x, for
k > 1 and x € var (other counting quantifiers 37 *x,
I<kx, F**x, etc. are regarded as abbreviations).
Since constants, ¢, can be defined in FO? using fresh unary
predicates C as dx (C(x) A Yy (C(y) — x = y)), when dealing
with FO?(o) and C?(0), we assume that ¢ is constant-free.
We also consider a few fragments of FO? and C? corre-
sponding to standard propositional (graded) modal logics. In
this context, each unary A € o is treated as a propositional
variable and each binary R € o gives rise to graded modal
operators 2, for k> 1.
ML(o), the basic modal logic over o, is defined as the set of
formulas given by the following grammar with A, R € o:
¢ =T | A]| -6 | A | Oil'e Instead of O3'e,
we usually write Ore.
GML(0), the graded modal logic over o, extends ML(o) with
graded modal operators qzk, forany k> 1 and R€ o.
The popular extensions of ML and GML with the inverse modal
operators, universal modality, and/or nominals are denoted by
MLE(o) and GML®(0), where e C {i,u,n} and
i indicates that whenever ¢Z* is admitted in the logic in
question, then its inverse 0;25‘ is also admitted;
u indicates admittance of the universal diamond ®¢;

n indicates that o may contain individual constants ¢, which
give rise to atomic formulas N, known as nominals.
Thus, GML™Y is our strongest graded modal logic. We see it as
a fragment of C? through the lens of the standard translation
*, which rephrases any GML"V-formula ¢ as the C2-formula
@, with one free variable x € var defined inductively by taking

Te =T, A =AX), (N =(x=0), (-¢)= ¢,
(AW =@ ANy, (96), = T(O) Adx g,
(0@ = FFX(R(X ) A 67), (OFf @), = TR (R(X, ) A ¢7)

where X = y, g = x and {x, y} = var.

The signature of ¢ is the set sig(g) of predicate and constant
symbols in . The set sub(e) comprises all subformulas of ¢
together with their negations; sub(e, ) = sub(e) Usub(y). We
assume that formulas are given as DAGs and the parameter k
in 3% and oﬁk is encoded in binary, in which case the size of
@ is bounded by |g| = |sub(g)| - log k*, where k*® is the largest
parameter in . Our complexity results remain the same if we
adopt the unary encoding of parameters and define the size of
@ as the number of occurrences of symbols in it.

A o-structure takes the form A = (dom(2), (Q")geo. (M)eeo)
with a domain dom() # 0, relations Q¥ on dom() of the
same arity as @ € o, and ¢ € dom(2), for constants ¢ € o.
We write ¢ = y to say that ¢ entails y in the sense that if ¢ is
true in some structure A under some assignment of elements
of dom() to the variables in var, then w is also true in A
under the same assignment. If ¢ = y and ¥ E ¢, we write
¢ = i, calling ¢ and y equivalent.

The complexities of the satisfiability problems for the logics
above are as follows (see [12], [38], [39] and references
therein):

- FO?, C?, GML'™Y, and GML"" are NExpTiME-complete;

— MLY, GMLY, MUY, MM, GML™, GMLY and ML™ are

ExpTiME-complete;
- ML, GML, ML, GML, ML", GML" are PSpace-complete.

III. SEPARATION AND BISIMULATION

We now introduce the basic semantic instruments that are
required for determining the decidability and complexity of
the decision problems formulated in Sec. I for the pairs L/L’
of logics such that

— L is any logic with counting defined in Sec. II;
— L’ € L is any logic without counting from Sec. II.

From now on, we assume that a signature o is fixed, that L
and L’ range over the logics with and, respectively, without
counting defined in Sec. II, and that L 2 L’ in every pair
L/L’. (As o in C?(0o) is assumed to be constant-free, we do
not consider pairs such as C?/ML".) To simplify presentation
and since most of our logics are modal, here we only consider
formulas @(x) with one free variable x € var.

A pointed structure is a pair U, a with a € dom(2A). We
write A E @(a) if a satisfies ¢(x) in A. Given p C o and
pointed o-structures A, a and B, b, we write A, a =, B, b
and call %, a and B, b L(p)-equivalent in case A E ¢(a) iff
B = @(b), for all L(p)-formulas g(x).

A non-empty binary relation 8 € dom(2) x dom(B) is an
FO?(p)-bisimulation between W and B if B is global—that is,
dom(®) C {a| (a, b) € B} and dom(B) C {b | (a, b) € B}—and
for every (a, b) € 3, the following conditions are satisfied:

— for every a’ € dom(), there is a b’ € dom(B) such
that (a’,b’) € B and (a,a’) — (b,b’) is a partial p-
isomorphism between A and B;

— for every b’ € dom(8), there is an a’ € dom(A) such
that (a’,b’) € B and (a,a’) — (b,b’) is a partial p-
isomorphism between 2 and B.

We write U, a ~roz(p) B, bif a = bis a partial p-isomorphism
between A and B and there is an FO?(p)-bisimulation S
between A and B such that (a, b) € B.

A non-empty 8 <€ dom(A) x dom(B) is an ML(p)-
bisimulation between W and B if the following conditions hold:

— if (a, b) € B, then a € AY iff b € A® for all A € p;

— if (a. b) € B and (a, a’) € R, for R € p, then there exists
b’ € dom(®B) such that (a’, b’) € B and (b, b’) € R%;

— if (aub) € Band (b,b’) € R®, for R e o, then there exists
a’ € dom(20) such that (', b’) € 8 and (a, a’) € R¥.

Further, an ML(p)-bisimulation 3 between 2, B is called an

ML (p)-bisimulation if the second and third conditions also
hold for R = P~ with P € p;

ML"(p)-bisimulation if (c¥, c®) € B, for each constant c € p;

ML (p)-bisimulation if it is global.

ML (p)-, ML™Y(p)-, etc. bisimulations are those 3 that satisfy

all of the conditions for the respective superscripts. For a



modal logic L', we write U, a ~1,) B, b if there is an L'(p)-
bisimulation B8 between 2 and B such that (a, b) € .

The following characterisation is well-known; see, e.g., [12],
[40], [41] (see also [42] for a discussion of w-saturated
structures).

Lemma 3. For any L', p C o, and any pointed o-structures
A, a and B, b,

Aa~pe B, b implies W, a=pe B,b

and, conversely, if structures W and B are w-saturated, then

Wa=pe B.b  implies U, a~pe B, b.

An L'(p)-separator for L-formulas ¢(x) and w(x) is any
L’(p)-formula y(x) such that ¢(x) E x(x) and x(x) E —w(x).
The next criterion is similar to Robinson’s joint consistency

theorem [43]:
Lemma 4. For any pair L/L’, any L-formulas ¢(x), w(x) and
any p C o, the following conditions are equivalent:

— @(x) and w(x) do not have an L'(p)-separator;
— there are pointed o-structures N, a and B, b such that

Wk p@). BEwbh). Aa~ye B.b.
Proof. The proof is in line with the characterisations of
Craig interpolant existence in [29], [44]. S|

We next observe a few reductions between the decision
problems from Sec. I. The next lemma requires the notion
of unary Craig L/L’-separation, which lies between L/L’-
separation and Craig L/L’-separation: an L’-separator y for
@ and y is called a unary Craig L/L’-separator if all unary
A € sig(x) occur in both ¢ and w (non-unary predicates may
be arbitrary). In modal logic, where unary predicates are re-
garded as propositional variables, this notion has actually been
frequently considered for Craig interpolation when one does
not want to restrict the use of modal operators in interpolants.
Also, unary Craig separation makes our undecidability and
lower complexity bound proofs more transparent.

Lemma 5. For any pair L/L’,
— L/L’'-separation is polytime reducible to Craig L/L -
separation and to unary Craig L/L’-separation;
— unary Craig L/L'-separation is polytime reducible to
L/L’-separation.

While the former reduction is easy, the proof of the latter
relies on Lemma 4. Essentially, one replaces non-shared unary
predicates in ¢ and y by compound counting formulas over
shared symbols. Note also that, for all L/L’, we prove exactly
the same (mostly tight) complexity bounds for plain separation
and Craig separation. However, we could not find a ‘black-
box’ polytime reduction of Craig separation to separation.

Finally, we lift the well-established link between Craig
interpolation and (projective) Beth definability [30], [45] to a
link between Craig L/L’-separation and an appropriate notion
of L/L’-definability.

relative L/L’-definability: given a signature p and two L-
formulas ¢ and y, decide whether there exists an explicit
L' (p)-definition of w modulo ¢, i.e., an L'(p)-formula &
such that ¢ = 6 & .

Lemma 6. For any pair L/L’, Craig L/L’ -separation and
relative L/L’-definability are polytime reducible to each other.

Using a standard trick from, e.g., [46], the proof shows
how the construction of separators can be used to construct
definitions and the other way round.

IV. SeparaTION IN G2 AND GML™Y 15 UNDECIDABLE

Our first result is negative. It shows that separation of
C2- and GML"Y-formulas by means of (nearly all) smaller
counting-free languages in Table I is undecidable:

Theorem 7. The L/L’-separation and Craig L/L’-separation
problems are RE-complete (and so undecidable) for

— L = C? and any counting-free L' in Table I, and also for
— L = {GML"™4 GML™"} and any L’ = ML® in Table I such
that i € e C {i,n, u}.

We first explain the idea of the proof for GML-™Y /ML-"Y,
We encode the non-halting problem for Minsky (aka counter or
register) machines in terms of Craig-separator non-existence.
A Minsky machine M with two registers reg,, reg, (2RM, for
short) is given by a set Q = {qo. ..., gn} of states with initial
qo and final g, and instructions I;, i < m, that can be of two
forms: I; = +(¢,q;) and I; = —(2,q;. q), for ¢ € {0, 1}. The
former says that, when in state g;, M increments register reg,
by one and moves to state g;. The latter means: in state g;, if
reg, > 0, M decrements reg, by one and moves to state q; if
reg, = 0, M moves to state g;.

The halting problem is to decide, given a 2RM M, whether
starting in go with reg, = reg, = 0, M will reach the final state
gm- This problem is RE-complete [47]. We assume without
loss of generality that gy does not occur in M’s instructions
and that I is a decrement instruction.

Given such an M, we define two GML-"™Y-formulas oM Y-
Intuitively, @y describes M’s successive states, yy captures
the content of the registers, and the bisimulation from the
GML™! /MLP"V-separation criterion (Lemma 4) makes the two
sequences match, thereby simulating the computation of M.
The shared signature, p, of @) and ,, comprises propositional
variables g; € Q and ey, £ = 0, 1, saying that reg, = O, a binary
predicate R for computation steps, and a constant ¢ for the
starting point of the computation. Additionally, y,; uses (non-
shared) propositional variables ry and r, = —ry for encoding
the registers and auxiliary u whose purpose is explained later.

To illustrate, suppose M contains (among others) instruc-
tions Iy = —(0, q1, q1), I} = +(0, q4) and I = —(0, gz, q4). The
intended structures U, a = ¢y and B, b = ), look like in the
picture below. The formula ¢, generates an infinite R-chain
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da ¢ €0
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o N, €, €1
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starting from a, each of whose points satisfies exactly one of
the q; € Q. The order of these g; follows the order of states in
the computation of M, without ever reaching qy,,. The variables
ey are supposed to indicate the computation steps where the
current instruction is to decrement reg, = O (their behaviour
depends on both ¢y, and wy). Syntactically,

oM = Nc/\qul\/qi/\l/\(qu /\ =G A

i<m i<j<m

Og-L A RS T A B(=N, = S T) A B A
/\ B(q; — Orq) A

i<m

Li=+(L.q)
/\ W@ A e) > Org) A m((q; A —er) = Drag).
Li=—(L.q5.qx)

The formula y), simulates the behaviour of the registers reg,
by generating an R-directed graph with root b whose nodes of
depth k > O (that is, located at distance k from b) represent
the value of reg, at step k of M’s computation in the sense
that this value is n iff the number of depth k nodes that make
rp true is 2". We explain the intuition behind ), by dividing
it into four groups of conjuncts. The first one comprises the
same conjuncts as the first line of the definition of ¢,.
The second group consists of the conjuncts

eo Ael ASRET AOR(UAT) AOR(ULAT) A

/\ B[r, — (Orry A Og-1(rp V Np))| A
=0,1

m((u A =Ny — (<>;1u A 0;}1 u)).

It generates one rp-node and one rj-node of depth 1, makes
sure that all R-successors and all non-root R-predecessors of
an rp-node are also r;-nodes, and singles out one branch of
rp-nodes, for each £ = 0, 1, by making the auxiliary variable
u true at its nodes. Thus, for each k > 1, u is true at exactly
one rp-node of depth k. This fact will be used to handle the
variables e, that are needed for checking whether reg, = 0.

The third group simulates the instructions using the follow-
ing conjuncts (see the picture above for an illustration):

/\ m[((g A ) = (T AORSLT)) A

L=+(0,q = n
) (g A=) — (OfelT A DRO;QL T))] A

/\ m[((q A Ae) = (T ATORSGLT)) A
i#0

=g (@ Ame A —e) = (G T ADRGET)) A

((qi A =rp) = (' T AORSGELT))]

For the increment instructions I; = +(?, g;), each node of depth
I making g; and rp true has two R-successors, each of which
has one R-predecessor. Each —ry,-node of depth k has one
R-successor. This doubles the number of r,-nodes of depth Ik
while keeping the number of —r,-nodes unchanged as required.
For the decrement instructions I; = —(Z, q;. q;), we use the
variables e, to check if reg, = O. If this is the case, each r;-node
of depth k has one R-successor that has one R-predecessor,
which keeps reg, = O at step k+ 1. Otherwise, each r,-node of
depth k has a single R-successor that has two R-predecessors,
which halves the number of such nodes. The nodes of depth
I in the other register (i.e., those satisfying —r;) have exactly
one R-successor that has exactly one R-predecessor, thereby
maintaining the value of the register. Decrement instruction I
is treated separately by the second group that creates registers
reg, =0, £ =0, 1, at step (depth) 1.

Finally, we require the conjunct m((e; A ;) — u) to make
sure that, if A F em(a), B E wu(b), and A, a ~ypnvg B, b,
then e, is true at nodes representing the computation steps
with a decrement instruction and reg, = O.

It is straightforward to see that, for a non-halting M, the
intended pointed structures A, a and B, b described above are
such that_?I F en(a), B F ywu(b), and A, a ~yinv B, b,
with a ML"™Y(p)-bisimulation S obtained by taking (a’, b’) € 8
iff a’ and b’ are at the same distance k < ® from a in A
and, respectively, b in B. It follows that @) and y,, are not
ML-"Y(p)-separable. Conversely, we prove in the appendix that
if there are A, a and B, b with A E ey(a), B E wy(b), and
A a ~MLins (o) B, b, then M is non-halting. In fact, the proof
shows that, in this case, A and B must contain the intended
structures as bisimilar sub-structures.

By Lemma 4, it follows that Craig GML™/ML"Y-
separation is RE-complete and undecidable. This is also true
of unary Craig GML™Y/ML"V-separation because @y and
wy have the same binary predicates. And using the second
claim of Lemma 5, we obtain that GML""Y /ML""Y-separation
is RE-complete. We can adapt the construction above to prove
Theorem 7 for ¢- and m-free GML"/ML" using the spypoint
technique [39]; see the appendix for details. To deal with the
nominal-free L’, we can simulate N. by adding to ¢ the
conjunct N, < p with a fresh propositional variable p and
replace N, in ) with p, making it shared in @y and .

Finally, the first claim of Theorem 7 is proved similarly
to the graded modal case, with some minor modifications
required to take care of FO?(p)-bisimulations, which are more
restricted than ML*"Y(p)-bisimulations; see the appendix.

The next two sections establish the positive tight complexity
results for (Craig) separation in Table I, starting with the tech-
nically simpler case of graded modal logics without inverses.

V. SEPARATION IN FRAGMENTS OF GML™Y

The aim of this section is to prove the following:



Theorem 8. Separation and Craig-separation are

2ExpTiME-complete for the pairs GML™ /ML™, GML™ /ML",
GML™ /ML, GMLY /ML, and GMLY /ML;

coNExpTiMe-complete for GML" /ML" and GML/ML.

We begin by establishing the upper bounds. By Lemma 5,
it suffices to consider Craig separation. Let ¢;, gz be GML™!-
formulas, o = sig(e1) U sig(gs) and p = sig(er) N sig(ee). A
type (for @1 and ¢») is any set t C sub(e;, gs), for which there
is a pointed o-structure U, a such that t = t(2U, a), where

tQ @) = {x € sub(e1. ¢2) | A F x(a)}

is the type realised by a in A. Denote by T the set of all
such types. Clearly, |T| < 2@ %) and T can be computed
in time exponential in ||+ |@s|. Types t; and t, are called -
equivalent in case ) € t; iff ®x € ty, for all @y € sub(e, ).
Note that the types realised in the same structure are -
equivalent to each other.

We check the existence of o-structures ;,a; and 2, ay
such that A; F ea), i = 1,2, and Ay, a1 ~minuy o, a2
using a mosaic-elimination procedure, a generalisation of the
standard type-elimination procedure for satisfiability-checking;
see, e.g., [48, p. 72].

A mosaic (for @1 and @) is a pair M = (M;, Mp) of non-
empty sets My, M, of types satisfying the following conditions:

- Aetiff Aet, forall Aepandt,t' € M; UMs;

- N.etiff N.et/, forall ce pand t,t' € M; U My;

—ift,t eM;, i€f{l,2}, Nnetnt,ce o, thent="1;

— all types in each M; are #-equivalent to each other.

We say that N, occurs in M if N, € t € M;, for some t and

€ {1,2}. As follows from the second and third items, if N,
occurs in M, for some c € p, then M; and M, are singletons.

There are at most doubly exponentially many mosaics, and
they can be computed in double exponential time. Let f be the
function defined by taking f(M) = 1 if M contains a type with
a nominal and f(M) = k*® otherwise, where k*® is the maximal
k such that Oik occurs in ¢ or go, for some R.

The definition of mosaic above is an abstraction from the
following semantical notion. Given structures 2U; and s, the
mosaic defined by a € dom(;) in Ay, Wy, i € {1, 2}, is the pair
MU, Uy, a) = (M (A, @), May(Uy, a)), where, for j € {1, 2},

M](mj, a) = {t(QIJ, b) | be dom(?lj), QIL', a ~MLPY(p) QIJ, b}

Clearly, M(%;,%y,a) is a mosaic and M(U;, Az, a) =
MU, Uy, a’) if a ~mnu a’, for any a,a’ € dom(A;) U
dom(y).

We aim to build the required structures U;, i = 1,2, and
bisimulation B between them from copies of suitable pairs
(t, M) with a mosaic M = (M;,M,) and a type t € M;, for
which we, roughly, aim to set (t;, M)B(tz, M). To satisfy the
modalities <>§k x in the A;, we require the following definition.
Let M = (M;, My) be a mosaic, M a set of mosaics, and some
type in M; U M, contain <>l>;kx. We call M an R-witness for
M if there exists a relation R"M C (A1 xT'1) U (Ay xT'y) with

Ay ={(t,M) |t e M},
L={A M. plIteM, M =M;.My) e M, 1<j<f(M)}

satisfying the following for A = A; UAg and I' =T, UT,:

(®-harmony) all types in M; and M;, for any M’ = (M7, M;)
in M, are #-equivalent to each other, i = 1, 2;

(witness) for any Oik X € sub(e1, @2) and (t, M) € A, we have

Oy e tiff |(t, M. j) €T | x e t', (t. MIRMMt', M’ j)}| = k;

(bisim) if R € p, M’ € M, and (to. M) € A has an RMM.
successor (i, M’,j) € I, then each (t;,M) € A has an
RMM_guccessor of the form (t;, M’,j') € T.

The intuition behind conditions (#-harmony) and (witness)

should be clear, and (bisim) is needed to ensure that if, for

any fixed M’, all (t/, M’,j) € I are mutually ML™"(p)-bisimilar,
then all (t, M) € A are also ML™"(p)-bisimilar to each other. It
should also be clear that if Uy, a; ~mnu) Az, ag, then every

mosaic M(2,, Ay, a), for a € dom(,), i = 1,2, has an R-

witness for any relevant R, namely, the set M of all mosaics

M, Uy, b) such that a’R%b, for some j € {1,2} and a’ €

dom(;) with M(U;, Ay, a) = M(A;, Ay, a’). Observe also that

every R-witness M for M contains a subset M’ C M such that

M’ is an R-witness for M and |M’| < k*2F4b(@1)l So. from

now on, we assume all witnesses to be of size < k®2/5b(@1.e2)l

We can now define the mosaic elimination procedure for a
set S of mosaics. Call M = (M, My) € S bad in S if at least

one of the following conditions is not satisfied for i = 1, 2:

—if Oikx € t € M;, then there is an R-witness for M in S;
— if @y €t € M, then there are (M],M;) € S and t' € M
such that y €t' € M and t,t" are ®-equivalent.

Given a set S of mosaics and M € G, it can be decided in

double exponential time in |@| + |@s| whether M is bad in G.

Let Sy be the set of all mosaics. Let h be a function that, for
any c € o and i € {1, 2}, picks one mosaic h(N, i) = (M;, Mp)
such that N, € t, for some t € M;, and if N, € t’, for some

t" e M, j€{1,2} and ¢’ € o, then h(N,, i) = h(N,j). By the

definition of mosaics, h(N,, 1) = h(N,, 2) for all ¢ € p.

Given such h, let 6’(} C So comprise all mosaics of the form

h(IV,, i) and those that do not have occurrences of nominals.

Starting from S}, we construct inductively sets S", |, n >0,

by looking through the mosaics in G" and eliminating the bad

ones. We stop when G", | = G and set G" = G". This can

be done in double-exponential time (see the appendix).

Lemma 9. The following conditions are equivalent:

(i) there exist pointed o-structures W;, a;, i = 1,2, such that
W; E @i(ay) and Ay, ay ~mu) Wz, az (and so @ and @
are not L'-separable);

(if) there exist h, M* = (M;,M;) € G" and t; € M}, i = 1,2,
such that ¢; € t; € M;, h(N,j) = (M, My) € Sk, for
all ¢ € o and j = 1,2, and all types in Mj U M; are
®-cquivalent to each other.

Here, we only sketch how, given (ii), to construct the re-
quired U;, ;. For any M = (M;, M) € G and 0ZFy et e M,
for some Oﬁkx, t and i € {1,2}, we take an R-witness
Mgy C Gk for M with the relation RMMry and define the

dom(2;) as the sets of all words

s = (to, Mo, io)Ry(t1, My, i})Ry . . . Ry(tn, My, i) (D



such that @ > n >0, M; = (Mj;, M;2) € G, for j< n,

- tj€ Mj; and 1 < §; < f(M,), for all j < n;

- My, € MRMM and no nominal occurs in Mj,;;

— all types in M, and Mo are #-equivalent, k = 1,2.

For a propositional variable A and s in (1), we set s € A%
iff A €t for N, we set ¢ = siff n = 0, N. € to and
h(N,, i) = My, and for a binary R € o, we set:

- (s',s) € RY if s is obtained by dropping R,(tn, My, i)

from s, R = R, and (tn,l,Mn,l)RnM”']'MR"'M”’I(tn, My, in);

— (s, (t,M,j)) € RY if (t, M.j) € dom(2;), a nominal occurs

in M and (t,, M) RM~Mra (1, M, j).
Finally, the bisimulation 3 between the ¥; is defined by taking
sBs’, for sin (1) and s’ = (t;, My, i)R; ... R, (.. M}, i7 ), if
n=m, Ry =R; and M; = M/, for all i < n.

Lemma 9 gives a 2ExpTiME upper bound for deciding
(Craig) GML™ /ML™-separation, and the construction can be
modified to show the same bound for the other logics with
#. To establish the coNExpPTME upper bounds of Theorem 8
for the &-free languages, we restrict the A; to s in (1) with
n not exceeding the modal depth of ¢; and such that either
to € {t].13} and My = M* or h(N, i) = My, for some c € o.
The size of the resulting structures is exponential in ||+ @]
and their existence can clearly be checked in NExpTIME.

By Lemma 5, it suffices to prove the matching lower bounds
for unary Craig separation. The underlying idea, inspired
by [29], is to construct polysize formulas ¢, and y,, n < ®, in
the required language such that if A E ¢,(a), B = w,(b), and
A, a ~ ) B, b, then there is E € dom(B) of size 2" whose
elements are L’(p)-bisimilar and satisfy all pairwise distinct
combinations of variables Ag,...,A,—; ¢ p. For example,
@n = O ... OF'T with n-many ©%' is such that A E @,(a)
iff A has a unique R-chain of length n starting from a and

yn= /\ [DRORT A DR(ORAI A ORA) A
0<i<n
/\ Ok((4) = DrA) A (=4) — Op=4y)].
ogj<i
is such that B E y,(b) iff the n-long R-chains from b
comprise a binary tree of depth n whose leaves satisfy binary
numbers encoded by the A;. So, if A E eu(a), B = wa(b),
and U, a ~mLe) B. b, then there is a unique a’ in A reachable
via an R-chain of length n from a, and there are leaves
E = {ep,...,egn_1} of the binary tree with root b in B such
that e; satisfies the binary encoding of i via Ao, ..., An-1, and
so A,a’ ~p) B.ey ~1(p) " ~L') B, ean_1. The set E can
now be used, following [29, Secs. 7, 9], to encode exponential
space-bounded alternating Turing machines for the 2ExpTmme-
lower bound, and 2™ x 2"-torus tiling for the coNExpTIME one.

VI. SeparatiON IN FRAGMENTS OF GML'

Our next aim is to generalise the mosaic technique of Sec. V
to nominal-free graded modal logics with inverse and universal
modalities and prove the following:

Theorem 10. Separation and Craig-separation are

2ExpTIME-complete for all pairs of the form GMLUV /L, where
L’ € (MUY, ML, MY, ML}, and
coNExpTIME-complete for GML /ML and GML /ML.

To show the upper bound for Craig GML*Y /MLY-separation,
suppose @, and go are GMLY-formulas, o = sig(¢) U sig(es)
and p = sig(@1) N sig(@e). Our task is to check the existence
of pointed o-structures A, a;, i = 1,2, and an Ml_i'”(p)-
bisimulation 8 between A; and A, such that Ay E ¢1(ay),
W E @o(ag) and a;Bay. We use the notion of type from
Sec. V adapted in the obvious way for GML".

Example 11. Consider the GML-formulas

@1 = BAR(B— (mAA O T A-OrT AORA) A
B(A - (OFTAORT A OgmA)) A
B((mA A —=B) - (OF' T A O T A OrA)),
G2 = O AAB(A = OF-A A (~Og1B — O2-A)) A
B((—A A =B) = (ORZA A OF2A)).

It is not hard to see that ¢; | —@o. The picture below shows
structures U, and A, (with all arrows labelled by R) that satisfy
@1 and o at their respective roots. The relation 8 defined by
taking aBb iff a and b are in the same dashed ellipse is an
MLU-bisimulation between the U, and so, by Lemma 4, ¢; and
(o are not Ml_i'“-separable. Note that all t(2;, as,) with n > 0
coincide as well as all t(2;, asny1) With n > 1. However, we
have B € t(Uy, a9) # (A, az) 2 B and Og-B € t(Ay, 1) #
Ay, az) » Or-B. Also, all 1y, ey,y) With n > 0, 1 = 1,2
coincide as well as /a\ll t(%sz, ens1), forn>1,1=1,2. 4
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As in Sec. V, %A, A, and B (if they exist) are assembled
from mosaics, which have to be appropriately modified to deal
with inverse modalities. To this end, we supply each node with
some information about the types of its ‘parents’ and ‘children’
Following [12, Sec. 8.3], we call the result a star-type.

To give a precise definition, we require a few auxiliary no-
tions. A successor type set s contains, for each type t and each
S € {R,R™} with R € o, exactly one expression of the form
O3, for 0 < n < k*, or 0Z*'t. Let a € dom(), D € dom(2A)
and n(a, S,t,D) = |{b € D | (a.b) € S%,t = t(A, b)}|. The
successor type set s(U, a, D) defined by a and D contains

- O5"tes(W, a,D)if n=n(a S,t,D)<k* and

- 0Ftes(W, a D) if n(a S,t.D) > k*.

If we are only interested in the existence of an S-successor
with a type t, we use O3°t € s as a shorthand for ‘05"t € s
for n> 0 or O§k°t € s. We do not mention elements <>§°t in
s and omit A from s(U, a, D), (A, a), etc., if understood.

A star-type takes the form st = (t, 5, 5.), where t is a type,
s, a parent successor type set, and s. a child successor type



set. To be coherent with the semantics of graded modalities,
st should satisfy some natural conditions defined below. The
S-profile Ps(s) of s € {sp, 5.} contains, for any y € sub(¢1, ¢2),

— OF"x if n is the sum of all k with 05"’ € s and x € t';
- ng'x if this sum is > k* or ng t' €s, for some t’ > x.
The S-profile Ps(sp. sc) of 5, and s. contains, for all formulas
X € sub(g1. ¢2),
- Og"x if n=n; + ny < k* for 05" x in the S-profile of
5, and O;”z x in the S-profile of s.;
— OZF x otherwise.

A star-type st = (1, 5p, 5¢) is called coherent if, for any formula
OF"x € sub(e1. @2), we have OZ"x € t iff Ps(sp, s.) contains
either 05" x, for some n’ > n, or 03" x. Henceforth, we
assume all star-types to be coherent.

The star-type realised by a € dom(A) and D € dom() in
A is the triple st(a, D) = (t(a), s(a, D), s(a, N(a) \ D)), where
N(a) = {b e dom@) | (a.b) € S¥, Se{R. R}, Re o} is the
neighbourhood of a in .

Example 12. The picture below illustrates 4 star-types realised
by U, Ay from Example 11, where the parent/child successor
type set is on the left/right-hand side of the centre node e. 4

st(ag, ) e——o o— e o st(ay,{ao))
tl@) oF'tla) OFlt(a) Ha)  OF!M(ag)

st(eg,)) &—o o——e——o st(e;,{ep})
tleo) OPPtlen) OFt(en) tlen) OFPt(enn)

A mosaic is a pair M = (M, My) of sets of star-types such
that A € tiff A €t for all (t, 55, 5¢), (t', 5}, 5¢) € M1 UMy and
A € p, and for each (1, 5, 5.) € M; UM,, all types in s,Us. are
#-cquivalent to t. Given structures 2, Uy with a € dom(2l;,)
and p € dom(2},), for some ji.j, € {1,2}, the mosaic defined
by a and p is M(U, Uy, a, p) = (M1 (2, @, p), Ma(Ay, a, p)),
where, for D; = {d € dom(;) | A, d ~mpiviey W,. P}, 1= 1,2,

Mi(QIi, a, p) = {St(gul, e, Dl) | e c dom(QI,), Q’[iv e ~M|_i'“(p) Q’Ijl’ a}

The star-types st(U;, e, D;) comprising M;(q;, a, p) are illus-
trated below, where all nodes in each dashed ellipse are
ML¥(p)-bisimilar to each other. By the definition, a ~MLiv(g) @’
and p ~MLS (o) p’ imply MUy, s, a, p) = M(A,, Uy, a’, p').
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In a root mosaic M, we have <>§0t’ € sy, for all types
t, all S, and all (t,s5,5.) € M; U M,. We obtain a root
mosaic MU, W, a,®) = (M (U, a,0), My(Uy, a, D)) with
a € dom(2;) and j € {1,2} by taking, for i = 1,2,

Mi(‘lli, a, 0) = {St(%[l, e, 0) | e c dom(?ll-), 911-, € ~MLu(p) QIJ', Cl}.

Example 13. For U, A, from Example 11 and n > 1,

My, Ay, ap, 0) = ({st(ao, 0)}, {st(eo, D)}),
My, Ay, ay, ao) = ({st(ay, {ao})}, {st(err, {eo))}).
M@, Uy, Apyr, an) = ({5t(an+l, {a.})}. {5t(e(n+l)l’ {en1. enz})})-

For n > 3, MUy, Az, ans1, an) = MUy, A, Qnys, Anez). A

As in Sec. V, we use mosaics for building the required
structures Uy and As. To this end, we need the following notion
of witness. Let M = (M;, M) be a mosaic, M a set of mosaics,
A=AiUAy and I' =T, UTy, where, fori = 1,2,

Ay ={(st.)) |j < @ ste M},

Ti={(st'.j. M) |j< o st €M, M =M, M)e M)

We call M a witness for M if, for each S € {R, R"} with R € o,
there exists a relation

SYM (A} XT1) U (Ag UT)

such that the following conditions are satisfied:

(witness,) if (st,j) € A, st = (t,5,,5:.) and OF"t" € s, then
(st.j) has exactly n different S¥M-successors of type t'—

i.e., of the form ((t',s),.s}).j/. M")—in T if 0Kt € s,
(st,j) has > k* different S¥M-successors of type t’ in I';

(witness,) if (st',l, M) € T, st = (t',5,,5() and Ot € 5},
then (st’, k, M’) has exactly n different SMM_guccessors
of type t in A; if ng't € s, then (st',k, M’) has > k*
SYM_successors of type t in A;

(bisim,) if R€ p, S € {R, R} and some element of A has an
SMM_successor (st',j/, M’) € T, then every element of A
has an SMM-successor of the form (st”,j”’, M’) € T';

(bisimy) if R€ p, S€ {R, R} and some (st’,j’, M’) € T is an
SMM_guccessor of an element of A, then all (st”,j", M)
in I are S¥M_successors of some element of A.

Witnesses for mosaics defined by (disjoint) structures 2; and

Ay can be extracted as follows. If M = M(U;, Uy, a, D) is a

root mosaic, then

M= {M®;, Uz, b,a) | be N(a'), for some a’ ~pyiv, a}
is a witness for M. If M = M(U,, s, a, p), for a, p € dom(A,),
then we obtain a witness M for M by taking

M = {M(QIl, QIZ, b, a) | Q/Ii, b ’FMLi,u(g) QI[,p, be N(a/),

for some a’ ~pyiv() al.

Alternative and possibly larger witnesses can be obtained by
dropping the restrictions ‘b € N(a’), for some a’ ~pv() @’

Example 14. Below are the mosaic-witness pairs defined by
A; and Ay from Example 11 (see also Example 13):

M(QII’Q'IZ’ a0’0)7 {M(QII’QIZ’alv ao)}v
M(?Il,ng,an, an_l), {M(?Il,‘llg,anﬂ,an)}, for n > 1.

Relations R¥M for these pairs M, M can be read from 2,2,
and do not need infinitely-many copies of star-types from



the definition of witness. Those copies will prove to be a
convenient technical tool later on in this section. |

Compared to the mosaic construction in Sec. V, it is much
harder now to show that () it suffices to use mosaics and
witnesses of exponential size and that (i) checking whether a
given exponential set of such mosaics is a witness for a given
mosaic can be done in double exponential time. Here, by the
size of a mosaic M = (M;, My) we mean |M| = |M;| + |[My|.

Call successor sets s and s’ profile-equivalent if they have
the same S-profiles for all S € {R,R"} with R € o. Star-
types st = (t,5p,5:) and st’ = (1,5, 5,) are parent profile-
equivalent if t = t' and s, s, are profile equivalent; st and
st’” are child profile-equivalent if t =t and s., s, are profile
equivalent. Mosaics M = (M, M) and M’ = (M}, M) are
child profile-equivalent if, for any st € M;, there exists a child-
profile equivalent st € M/, and vice versa, for i = 1,2; M
and M’ are parent profile-equivalent if, for any st € M;, there
exists a parent-profile equivalent st’ € M;, and vice versa, for
i = 1,2. Observe that the number of child/parent profile non-
equivalent star-types does not exceed (|@1|+ |go|)*(#:1+192D, The
following lemma, proved in the appendix, establishes property
(1) above using a syntactic characterisation of witnesses,
which is efficient in the sense that it also guarantees (f):

Lemma 15. There is a polytime computable number
Koo, = o@eMe2ly such that, for any mosaic M = (My, My)
and witness M for M, there exist a mosaic N = (Ny, No) and
a witness N for N satisfying the following:

— INI, NI, and all N’| with N" € N do not exceed k,,,

— M and N are parent profile-equivalent,

— every N’ € N has a child profile-equivalent M’ € M,

— N; € M; and, for every N' = (N;,N;) € N, there is
M’ = (M, M}) € M with N] € M}, for i =1,2.

Thus, in our mosaic elimination procedure establishing the
2ExpTME upper bound in Theorem 10, instead of any mosaic
M and its witness M we can use exponential-size N and N
provided by Lemma 15. Let Sy be the set of all mosaics
M = (M;, M) with non-empty M, M, and |M| < k2 . Clearly
So can be computed in double exponential time in || + |@a].

Let © C Sp. We call M € G bad in S if at least one of the
following conditions does not hold:

— there is a witness M C & for M with |[M| < kg, ,;
— if #x etand (1,5, 5.) € M, for (M, Mz) € G, i € {1,2},
then there is a root mosaic (M;, M;) € S such that y € t',
for some (t', s, s;) € M; with #-equivalent t, t".
Using (1) and (}), we now compute in double exponential

time a sequence Sg, S;,..., where each S, eliminates all
bad mosaics from S;, stop when S,,; = S, and set G* = G,,.

Lemma 16. The following conditions are equivalent:

(i) there exist pointed o-structures N;, a;, for i = 1,2, such
that QI[' |= @i(ai) and %[1, a, ~MLY(p) %[2, dy,

(i) there exist a root mosaic M* = (M}, M;) € S with ¢, €t
and @o €Y, for some (t,sp,5c) € Mj and (', s, 5;) € M;.

Proof. The proof of (i) = (ii) needs more work compared
to the proof of Lemma 9. Given U;, a;, i = 1,2, satisfying
(i), we consider the set of all pairs p = (M, My,) such that
My is a witness for M given by the ;. The union of all
such {M} U My, would not contain bad mosaics if M and M,
were of size < Ik, ,,, Which is not necessarily the case. For
p = (M, My) of the wrong size, we use Lemma 15 to obtain
(MP, MP) satisfying the conditions of that lemma. However,
these pairs are not necessarily defined by the ;. We show in
the appendix that one can construct from the (MP, M})) a set
S C G, that does not contain any bad mosaics.

(it) = (i) As in the proof of Lemma 9, we build the required
W, a;, i = 1,2, and MLY(p)-bisimulation B between them
using S* provided by (ii), though the construction is somewhat
different. For every M € G, take a witness My € S* for M
together with the corresponding relations S¥Mv ¢ AM x TM
between AM = AM UAY and T =Ty UTY. For i = 1,2, the
domain dom(2;) of A; comprises the words of the form

s=Mp... Mn—l(Stnrjnr Mn)r (2)

where M; = (M1, M) € S, 0 < j < n, My is a root mosaic,
with any type in My ; being #-equivalent to any type in M/,
M1 € My, for all j < n, st, € Mp; and j, < @. It follows
from the definition of (bad) mosaics that all types used in the
construction of dom(2[;) are ®-equivalent to each other.

Let t, be the type of st,,, in which case t,, is also called the
type of s. We interpret the propositional variables A € o by
taking s € A% if A €t,. For any R € o, we set

— (s',s) € R% for any s in (2) and any s’ of the form
. Mn—Z(Stn—l ’jn—l ’ Mn—l) (3)

such that (Stn—l vjn—l)RMml'MM“" (Stnrjn’ Mn);
— (s,s") € RM for any s of the form (2) and any s’ of the
form (3) such that (stn_1,jn_1)(R™ MM (st i, Myy).
One can show by induction (see the appendix for details) that,
for any x € sub(g1, ) and any s in (2), we have U; E x(s)
iff x €t,.
We next define 8 € dom(2;) xdom(Uy) by taking sBs’, for
s € dom(2,) of the from (2) and s’ € dom(2,) of the form

S/ZMOU

S = My My (5t o M)

if n = mand M; = M/ for all j < n. It follows from non-
emptiness of mosaics in S*, the definition of R¥ and condi-
tions (bisim;) and (bisim,) that 8 is a ML""(p)-bisimulation.

Lemmas 4, 5, 16 give the 2ExpTmME upper bound for
deciding GMLY/MLV-Craig separation in Theorem 10. We
obtain the 2ExpTiME upper bound for GML* /ML by dropping
the condition that M; and M, in M = (M;, My) are both non-
empty. The one for GML'Y/MLY is obtained by treating the
inverse R~ with R € p in the same way as R € o \ p. Both of
these modifications give the upper bound for GML™ /ML.

It remains to establish the coNExpTmME upper bounds for
GML /ML and GML /ML. Suppose 1, g are GML-formulas.
We again ignore everything related to 4 and admit mosaics
M = (M, M,) with M; = @ or My, = ( (but not both). Let



m = max{md(e;), md(e2)}. Then it follows from the proof of
Lemma 16 and the definition of 3 in it that there exist ;, a;,
i=1,2, with QIL' |= q;i(ai) and QII, ay ~Mli(p) QIZ, Ay iff there
are words of the form s = MyM; ... M, with n < md(e, @)
and M; = (M;1, Mj2) such that

— M; is a mosaic of size < kzm’ for j < n;

- My = M*, for a fixed root mosaic M* = (M;, M;) such
that there are (1, sp,5.) € M} and (t’,s},,sg) € M, with
¢1 €tand g €t

— Mj.1 € My, for a witness My, for M; with [My| < kg, g,
and all j < n.

A NExpTmvE algorithm deciding non-separation could guess
words of the form s = MyM;...M, and then check in
exponential time that they satisfy the three conditions above.

The matching lower bounds are proved as in the previous

section. This completes the proof of Theorem 10.

VII. DEFINABILITY

In this section, we show that, for all pairs L/L’ of logics
in Table I, the L/L’-definability problem can be reduced in
polynomial time to validity in L. The complexity results for
definability in Table I follow then from the known complex-
ities of L-validity. In the proof, given any L-formula ¢, we
construct an L’-formula fl(¢)—mostly of polynomial DAG-
size—such that fl(¢) is a definition of ¢ iff ¢ is L’-definable.
In the cases of C?/L’-definability with L’ € {MLY, ML, ML},
equivalent polynomial DAG-size formulas do not always exist.
We nevertheless obtain polytime reductions to C2-validity by
working with a succinct version of ML,

Let A = (dom(), (RM)res, (¢V)ees) be a o-structure and let
N* =1{1,2,...}U{w} with k < @, for all k € N. For x € N*,
the r-expansion N of A is defined by taking

— dom(A™) = U gedomey @ Where @ = {(a, 0)} if a = c¥, for

some constant ¢, and a = {(a, i) | 0 < i < x} otherwise;

— A™ = Jgear @, for a unary predicate A € o;

— RY = Uaperr @ X b, for a binary predicate R € o;

— " = (Y%, 0), for a constant ¢ € o.

In other words, A* creates x-many copies of each element of
dom() except for those that interpret constants in o, in which
case we only keep a single copy. The next lemma follows
directly from the definition by a straightforward induction:

Lemma 17. If L is equality-free FO or a fragment of ML,
then, for any pointed o-structure U, a and any i < x, we have
QI, a =p(g) QIK, (a, l)

We remind the reader that, in this paper, o in L(o) may
contain constants only if L is a modal logic with nominals. We
first consider the case when L ranges over equality-free C? and
nominal-free modal logics. The flattening fl(¢) of a formula ¢
in equality-free C? is defined by replacing every 3%%x with dx;
similarly, the flattening fl(¢) of a GMLY-formula ¢ is defined
by replacing every Oik in @ with Og. As before, we denote
by k® the maximal number k such that 3**x or, respectively,
some Oz occurs in the given formula @. The next observation
follows directly from the definitions:

Lemma 18. Suppose that o is constant-free, ¢ is a GML(0)-
formula or ¢(x) is an equality-free CG?(o)-formula, and that
k* < k< K € N®, Then A* E ¢(a, i) iff A< E fi(e)(a, i) iff
A E flle)a, i) iff UX | ¢(a, i), for all pointed o-structures
A aand all i < r.

We can now show that fl(g) is an L’-formula defining ¢
whenever such an L’-definition exists.

Theorem 19. Let L/L’ be either C? /FO? with equality-free
C? and FO?, or any pair of modal nominal-free logics from
Table I. Then an L-formula ¢ is L'-definable iff £ ¢ & fl(g).

Proof. (=) Suppose ¢ is definable by an L’-formula ¢’ and
o = sig(e) U sig(¢’). By definition, o contains no constants.
Take any pointed o-structure U, a. By the choice of ¢’ and
Lemmas 17 and 18, A E ¢(a) iff A E ¢'(a) iff A E ¢'(a, 0)
iff A° E ¢(a,0) iff A® E fi(e)(a,0) iff A E fi(e)(a), which
yields @ « fl(¢). The implication (&) is trivial. 4

By using the criterion of Theorem 19, one can readily verify
the claims about definability stated in Example 1.
As fl(e) is constructed in polytime, we obtain:

Corollary 20. Let L/L’ be either C?/FO? without equality
or any pair of modal nominal-free logics from Table I. Then
L/L’-definability is polynomial-time reducible to L-validity.

We apply a similar technique to the modal logics with
nominals, which requires a slightly more complicated trans-
formation than merely replacing k in qék by 1. The reason is
the definition of @ in A, for a = ¢ with ¢ € o, where a does
not have multiple copies unlike the non-constant elements.

Let ¢ be a GML""Y(0)-formula. Denote by o, the set of
constants in o, assuming without loss of generality that o, is
finite. Define the (nominal aware) flattening fl, (¢) of ¢ in the
same way as fl(e) except that

0. (98) = Or(flo (@) A J\ Ne) v

ceoe

\/ \ Orflo (@) AN A J\ ~Na).

oCoc.lol=k cep dep\{c}

It is straightforward to lift Lemma 18 and Theorem 19 to pairs
L/L’ from Table I with L admitting nominals and the function
Ao (@). In this case, we do not immediately get a polytime
reduction of definability to validity since ﬂoc(<>§kq;) contains
exponentially-many disjuncts and because fl, (¢) occurs more
than once in ﬂUC(O:;k@). A polytime reduction is obtained,
however, by replacing the second disjunct of ﬂac(OZquﬂ by the
equivalent L-formula Oﬁk(ﬂ%(@ AV ceo, Nc) and by working
with a DAG-representation.

Corollary 21. Ler L/L’ be any pair of modal logics from
Table I such that L admits nominals. Then L/L’-definability is
polytime reducible to L-validity.

We next consider the pair G?/FOZ2. Observe that the flat-
tening defined above does not work now even if we admit
equality in both logics. For example, ¢ = 32y (x = y A A(y))
is unsatisfiable (and so equivalent to an FOi—formula) but it



is not equivalent to dy(x = y A A(y)). To define A(F**x ¢)
in this case so that Lemma 18 holds, we distinguish between
k=1 and k > 2, decomposing F**x i into

FFx[(x =y Aw) V((x#y) Ay

where {x,y} = var. For k = 1, we rewrite the disjuncts
separately into formulas without equality, and for k = 2, we
only take a flattening of the second disjunct without equality;
details are given in the appendix. One can then again lift
Theorem 19 and obtain a polytime reduction of C?/FOZ-
definability to C2-validity. We note that the decidability status
of C?/FO2-definability remains open.

In contrast to separation, the upper bounds for definability
shown above cannot be easily extended from L/L’ to L/L”,
where ML € L” € L’. A fundamental difference from the
pairs of logics considered above is that equivalent formulas in
the weaker logic are sometimes exponentially larger even in
DAG-size as demonstrated by the following:

Lemma 22. The formulas

o) = W[Rx YA N (A o AW)]. n<o

1<i<n

are ML-definable, but any equivalent MUV-formulas are of
exponential DAG-size.

Proof. Suppose otherwise, that is, x;, € ML is of polyno-
mial DAG-size and U E ¢p(a) iff A E x,.(a) holds for all
A, a. Consider the model A, = (Wn,RQI",AE)I" ..... Ai[il) with
domain W, = {w}U X, UX/, where X, ={0,...,2" — 1} and
X, ={0,..., 2" — 1} x {1}, and

- R = ({w} X X,) U (X, X X)),

- A?I" is such that the nodes k € X, and (k, 1) € X, satisfy

Ic encoded in binary using Ao, ..., An_1.

Clearly, %A, E Ogren(w), and so A, = Ogxn(w). Then, for
every Orx € sub(xy,) such that U, = Orx(v) for some v € X,,,
we can select from X] a v, € X/ with %, F x(v,). Denote
the set of selected nodes by X/'. Then the restriction of A,
to the set {w} U X;, U X/ satisfies Ogx and X' ¢ X for
sufficiently large n as the size of X/ is bounded by the number
of subformulas of x,,. By the semantics of Ore,, we clearly
have U, £ Oren(w) for all n > 0, which is a contradiction.

We now introduce a more succinct version of ML", which
is included in the two-variable guarded fragment of first-
order logic (and so satisfiability is still ExPTiME-complete). Fix
variables x, y. Then the formulas of sucML*Y, succinct MUY,
are constructed from atoms A(z) and T(z) with z € {x, y} by
taking the closure under the following rules:

1) if @, w € sucML™Y, then —g, ¢ A 1 € sucML™Y;

2) if x(x, y) € sucML and x, y are both free in x(x, y), then
Jy(R(x. y) A x(x.y)) € sucML, Ix (R(y. x) A x(x. y)) €
sucML™Y;

3) if x(x, y) € sucML¥ and x, y are both free in x(x, y), then
Fy (R(y. x) A x(x. y)) € sucML™, Ax (R(x, y) A x(x. y)) €
sucMLY;

4) if y(x,y) € sucML*¥ and x, y are both free in y(x, y), then
Ay x(x, y) € sucMLY and Ax y(x, y) € sucMLY.
The languages sucML and sucMLY are obtained by dropping
items 4) and 3), respectively. The language sucML is defined
by dropping 3) and 4).

Lemma 23. Let L € {ML, ML, ML, MUY}, Then sucL and L
have the same expressive power in the sense that

(i) for every @ € L, one can construct in polynomial time a
formula ¢'(x) € sucL such that N = ¢(a) iff A E ¢'(a)
for all pointed N, a;

(i) for every @(x) € sucL, one can construct in exponential
time a formula ¢' € L such that A E ¢(a) iff A E ¢'(a)
for all pointed U, a.

Now, for every formula ¢(x) € FOi with exactly one free
variable x, we define inductively the modal reduct m(e(x))
in sucMLY by taking m(A(x)) = A(x), m(—¢) = —-m(e),
m(eAw) = m(e) Am(y), and by defining m(3dx y) as follows.
Suppose  is a Boolean combination 8 of the form

v =Bp1.... Vi, (00, §1(Y), - G, (W),

where

Py > V1(X), . ..

— the p; are binary atoms R(x, y), R(y. x);

— the y;(x) are unary atoms of the form A(x), or R(x, x),
or a formula of the form Ay y;;

— the §(y) are unary atoms of the form A(y), or R(y, y), or
a formula of the form Jx & .

We may assume that x and y are free in . For R € sig(e),
we construct from y the formulas

— YRy by replacing all p; of the form S(x, y) and S(y. x),
for S # R, or of the form R(y, x) with =T(x), all y; of
the form S(x, x) with =T(x), all § of the form S(y, y)
with =T(y), and all p; of the form R(x, y) with T(x);

— Wry.x by replacing all p; of the form S(x, y) and S(y, x),
for S # R, or of the form R(x,y) with = T(x), all y; of
the form S(x, x) with =T(x), all & of the form S(y, y)
with =T (y), and replace all p; of the form R(y, x) with
T(x);

— wy by replacing all p; of the form S(x, y) and S(y, x) and
all y; of the form S(x, x) and all & of the form S(y, y)
with =T (x).

Next, consider the formula

mi=\ Rxvrpv \/ Ru0rp)V

Resig(e) Resig(e)
[wn /\ (R ) A-R@y,0)],
Resig(e)

which is equivalent to . Then we obtain m(3x y) from Ix y,
by setting:

mAxy) = \/ (RO Y) A MWreey) V

Resig(e)

\/ xRy, ) A mPrg.) v 3 m(ypy).

Resig(e)



Clearly, m(g) is in sucML¥ and of polynomial DAG-size in
the size of . We sketch how to prove that g(x) is sucML'-
definable iff E ¢ < m(g): given any structure 2, one takes
its twin-unfolding A* that consists of the standard unfoldings
of A along binary relations and their inverses, with at least
two unrelated copies of any node. The structures A and A
cannot be distinguished in sucMLY. In fact, one can prove that
AW E ¢(a) iff W E m(e)(a), for all pointed A, a. Then one
can prove analogues of Lemmas 17 and 18 to show that ¢(x)
is sucML"V-definable iff E ¢ < m(e(x)). Overall, this shows
that C2 /ML definability is polytime reducible to C?-validity.

For sucML'Y /sucML- and sucML* /sucML-definability, we
say that Uy is a generated substructure of U, if it is a sub-
structure of ; and whenever a € dom(,) and (a, ') € R™
or (a’,a) € RM, then a’ € dom(p). We call U, a forward
generated substructure of Ay if it is a substructure of A; and
whenever a € dom(p) and (a, a@’) € RY, then @’ € dom(y).
We say that ¢ is invariant under (forward) generated sub-
structures if, for all pointed U, a and all (forward) generated
substructures A’ of A with a € dom(A’), we have A E ¢(a)
iff A E ¢’(a). We then show that

1) @ € MUV is ML-definable iff ¢ is invariant under gener-
ated substructures;

2) @ € ML is ML-definable iff ¢ is invariant under forward
generated substructures.

By encoding the problem of deciding whether a formula in
sucML is invariant under (fprward) generated substructures as
a validity problem in sucML'" we obtain the following overall
result.

Theorem 24. Let L' € (MUY, ML, ML). Then C?/L’-defina-
bility is polytime reducible to C?-validity.

VIII. UNIFORM SEPARATION

Let L,L’ be a pair of logics, o a signature, and ¢ an
L(o)-formula. An L’(o)-formula ¢’ is called an L’(o)-uniform
separator for ¢ if it is a logically strongest L’(o)-formula
that follows from ¢ in the sense that ¢ | ¢’ | x, for every
L’(o)-formula y with ¢ E x. The uniform L/L’(o)-separation
problem is to decide, given an L(o)-formula ¢, whether it has
an L’(o)-uniform separator. If such a separator for ¢ exists, it
is unique up to logical equivalence and separates any L’(0)-
separable L(o)-formulas ¢ and . Note, however, that uniform
L’(o)-separators for distinct o can be non-equivalent and that
a uniform L(o)-separator might only exist for some o.

We show that, for L, L” from Table I, the flattenings f/ and fl,
defined in the previous section provide uniform separators iff
such separators exist. The following example is easily verified
using the results to be established below.

Example 25. Let ¢ = O7FA. The formula fl() = ORA is
a uniform ML"™Y(o)-separator for ¢ if o contains infinitely-
many unary and binary predicates (including R and A) and no
constants. If 0, = 0 U a’, where o/ contains ¢-many constants,
then @ = fl,¢(¢) is a uniform ML"Y(gy)-separator for . Note
that @p k= @, for o 2 o, but the converse entailment does

not hold. There is no uniform ML""Y(o,,)-separator for ¢ if o,
contains infinitely-many constants. .

Following what is customary for uniform interpolation and
most robust [49]-[51], we assume that o contains countably-
infinite sets of unary and binary predicates. If L admits
nominals, we consider o with either a finite or an infinite
set of constants, denoted o.. Unless otherwise indicated, we
assume o to be fixed. We first consider nominal-free logics.

Theorem 26. Let L/L’ be either C?/FO2 or any pair of
nominal-free modal logics from Table 1. Then, for any sig-
nature o with o, = 0 and any L(o)-formula ¢, the following
conditions are equivalent:

(a) @ has a uniform L'(o)-separator;

(b) fi(e) is a uniform L’(0)-separator for ¢;

© ¢k file)

(d) @ is preserved under w-expansions of o-structures W in
the sense that N E ¢(a) implies N° = ¢(a, 0), for any
pointed o-structure U, a.

Proof. We prove (a) = (d) for GMLY/ML. The impli-
cations (d) = (¢) = (b) = (a) can be proved using
Lemmas 17 and 18; the remaining pairs L/L’ are considered
in the appendix. For a proof by contradiction, suppose ¢’ is
a uniform MLY(o)-separator for ¢ but there is a pointed o-
structure A, a such that A E e(a) and A° ¥ ¢(a, 0). By
Lemma 18, A" £ ¢(a,0) for all x > k*. By Lemma 17,
A* = ¢'(a,0) for all x > k°.

For any signature p and any k > O, let MLY;(po) be the
set of all MLY(p)-formulas of modal depth at most k. If p is
finite, then MLY,(p) is finite modulo logical equivalence. Take
propositional variables Ay, ..., Ak in o\ (sig(e) Usig(¢')) and
let p = {Aq. ..., A} Usig(e) Usig(¢'). Define B +1 as Ak +1
with the exception that, for 0 < i < k°,

A% = (@, 1) | a € dom(W)}.

Consider the set I' of ML, 4)+2(p)-formulas x such that
B+ E x(a,0). Let y = Ao x. We show that y £ ¢ & fl(e).
Observe that I' contains m(A; — —A4;), for 0 < i< j < k®, and,
for every x € sub(fl(¢)) and R € p, it also contains

B[Orx = (OR(X A AQ) A=+ A OR(X A Ape))].

It follows that y = m(Ory — O *1x), for all x € sub(fl(¢))
and R € p, and one can show by induction that y = ¢ & fl(e).

It follows that ¢ = y — fl(g), and so, by the definition
of uniform ML'(o)-separators, we have ¢ E y — fl(¢). In
view of B+l £ ¢/'(a,0) and B*! E y(a,0), we obtain
B E fl(g)(a, 0). Therefore, A+ = fl(g)(a 0) as fi(e)
does not contain Ao, ..., Aje. It follows from Lemma 18 that
A1 = g(a, 0), which is impossible. 4

By Theorem 26 (b), uniform separator existence is polytime
reducible to L-validity. We next discuss the case of modal
logics with nominals. We first note a straightforward extension
of Theorem 26 to signatures o with finite o. # 0:



Theorem 27. Let L and L' be any pair of modal logics with
nominals from Table 1. Let o be a signature with finite o. # 0.
Then conditions (a)~(d) of Theorem 26 with fl replaced by fl,
are equivalent to each other.

We illustrate Theorem 27 by an example.

Example 28. Suppose o, = 0 and consider the GML"-formula
@ = ORANOsAN (OF2A & ©Z2A). Then fl(g) = ORA N OsA,
¢ E fi(¢), and so fl(g) is a uniform ML"(o)-separator for .
However, if o. = {ci, ¢z}, then ¢ E =], (¢) as shown below,

R A
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and so there is no uniform ML"(o)-separator for e. |

Finally, we consider the case when the set o, of constants in
o is infinite. We write @ |4, w if A E ¢(a) implies A E yw(a),
for all finite pointed o-structures U, a. Note that ¢ 4, y iff
¢ F wy, for all counting-free logics considered in this paper
and also for GML, GML", GMLY, and GML™ because these
logics enjoy the finite model property (FMP). All other logics
we deal with here do not have the FMP [12], [52].

Theorem 29. Let L and L' be any pair of modal logics with
nominals from Table 1. Let o be a signature with o, infinite and
0o C 0o, finite, non-empty, and containing all constants in an
L(o)-formula @. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
(a) @ has a uniform L'(0)-separator;

(b) fl,,(@) is a uniform L’(o)-separator for ¢;

(© eEA, (@) and fl, (@) Efin @

Proof. We sketch the proof of (b) = (c) for GML™! /ML™Y;
(¢) = (b) is straightforward and (a) & (b) is shown using
Theorem 27. Observe that, for a finite pointed oy-structure
A, a with finite of, one can construct an ML-"Y(g)-formula
diagof (A, a) with fresh constants for elements of dom(2) such
that (i) if B diaggj(?I, a)(b), then A, a =, B, b and (ii) by
interpreting the fresh constants in diag, (%, a) as elements of
dom(), A E diagaf(‘ll,a)(a) for the resulting structure 2.
Let fl, (@) be a uniform L’(o)-separator for ¢, so ¢ F fl, (@).
To show fl; (@) Efin @, assume this is not the case and there is
a finite pointed sig(@) U gp-structure A, a with A | fI, (¢)(a)
but A £ e(a). Then ¢ = ﬁdiagqf(‘ll, a) for oy = sig(e)Uay. By
the definition of uniform separators, fl; (¢) ﬂdiag(,f(‘ll, a),
and so A I~ fl, (@)(a), which is a contradiction. 4

It follows that, for the pairs L/L’ considered in Theorem 29,
uniform L’(o)-separator existence for o containing infinitely
many constants reduces in polytime to finite and general L-
validity. For logics L with the FMP, it follows from Theo-
rem 29 that uniform L’-separator existence and L’-definability
coincide. For L without the FMP, this is not the case.

Example 30. Consider GML"/ML". Let ¢ be a satisfiable
GML"-formula that is not finitely satisfiable. We claim that T
is a uniform ML'"(o)-separator for —¢. Indeed, if —¢ F x, for
some ML-"-formula y, then =y [£ @, and so =y is not finitely
satisfiable. By the FMP of ML'", this can only happen if -y

is not satisfiable, that is, X=T. On the other hand, —¢ is not
ML""(o)-definable since ML'" enjoys the FMP and so ¢ would
be finitely satisfiable iff it is satisfiable. =

We close with a brief discussion of uniform C2/ML"Y-
separation, which reduces to uniform FO2/ML"-separation
since we have already analysed uniform C?/ FOﬁ—separation.
Surprisingly, we can again use the same function m(¢) that
characterises FOi / Ml_i'“—deﬁnability. In this case, we show in
the appendix that, for any FOZ2(o)-formula ¢, the following
conditions are equivalent:

(a) @ has a uniform sucMLY(0)-separator;

(b) m(g) is a uniform sucML""(o)-separator for g;

(© ¢ F me).

It follows that uniform FOi /ML"V(0)-separation can be re-
duced in polytime to FO2-validity. In contrast, for ML /ML
and MUY /ML, the definability results do not directly transfer
to uniform separation; their analysis is left for future work.

IX. Future WORK

We have presented a comprehensive analysis of the com-
plexity of separation and definability in fragments of C2.
While a rather elementary (but elegant) approach worked
in many cases for definability and uniform separation, more
labour was needed to understand separation. Nevertheless, the
decidability of C?/FO2?-definability and uniform separation
remain open and will require a different technique compared
to the decidability proof for C?/FOZ.

As far as separation is concerned, a main open problem is
to find methods to construct separators and bound their size.
Based on the mosaic technique introduced in this article, first
results have been obtained [53]. Using a mosaic elimination
algorithm, it is shown that for GML/ML- and GML"/MLY-
separation, one can always construct separators of elementary
size if separators exist at all.

It would also be of interest to investigate the problems
considered here over finite models. If L has the FMP, then
there is no difference, so only C? and extensions of GML™Y are
affected. We conjecture that it is straightforward to adapt our
undecidability proofs by working with appropriate ‘finitary’ n-
bisimulations (as compactness cannot be used, Theorem 4 does
not hold and has to be replaced by a finitary approximation).
The definability proofs are easily adapted, and so are the
proofs for uniform separation. Observe that now definability
coincides with uniform separation for all pairs of logics L/L’
with nominals in Table I if signatures containing infinitely-
many constants are considered. Significant modifications are
needed, however, to deal with GML"Y/ Ml_i'“-separation, where
the current proof relies on realising star-types infinitely often.
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Lemma 5. For any pair L/L/,

— L/L’'-separation is polytime reducible to Craig L/L -
separation and to unary Craig L/L’-separation;

— unary Craig L/L'-separation is polytime reducible to
L/L’-separation.

Proof. If L € {FO?,C?} and ¢(x), w(x) € L, we define L-
formulas ¢’(x) and ¢/(x) by taking

¢ = ¢ (A — A A
Aesig(y)\sig(e)
/\ (R(x, x) = R(x, x)) A /\(c =0¢),
Resig(y)\sig(@) cesig(y)\sig(e)
Y = A [\ (A = AG) A
Aesig(e)\sig(y)

/\ (R(x, x) = R(x, x)) A /\(c =c).

Resig(e)\sig(y) cesig(e)\sig(y)

Then @(x) and w(x) are L/L’-separable iff ¢’(x) and y/(x) are
Craig L/L’-separable, and so unary Craig separable. If L is a
modal logic, we take OgT — OgT and N, — N, in the last
two conjuncts of ¢’(x) and /' (x).

For the second claim, let A be a o-structure. For a non-
empty set D € dom(), denote by Ujp the restriction of A
to D defined by taking dom(2jp) = D and by relativising all
predicates in o to D, that is, by setting (ay, ..., a,) € R iff
a,..., a, € D and (ai,..., a,) € RY, for all ay,..., a, €
dom(2) and all R € o. If o contains constants ¢, we demand
that ¢ € D and set ¢ = c". We remind the reader that the
relativisation @a(x) of a formula @(x) to a unary predicate
A ¢ sig(@) has the following property [42]: for all structures
A and all a € dom(A),

— A E @ala) implies A # 0;

= AE gala) iff Ax E e(a).

For a C?-formula ¢(x), its C?-relativisation @(x) is con-
structed in polynomial time.

We are now in a position to give the reduction for C?/FO?2.
Assume ¢(x) and w(x) in C? are given. Let A, ..., A, be the
unary predicate symbols that either occur in ¢ and not in y or
vice versa. Let p = (sig(e) U sig(y)) \ {A;,...,A}. Let U be
a fresh unary predicate symbol and R a fresh binary predicate
symbol. Let gy and yy be the relativisations of ¢ and y to
U. Consider the formulas ¢’ and ¢’ obtained by replacing in
@u and yy every occurrence of A; by a formula @,, stating
that there is an R-chain of length i with the final node having
exactly two R-successors. In GML terms,

®a, = ORrR...-OR OEZT.
R
i
Let t = sig(¢") Usig(y’). By Lemma 4, it suffices to show that
the following conditions are equivalent:

1) there exist A, a and B, b such that A E e(a), B = w(b),
and U, a ~roz(p) B, b;

2) there exist AW,a’ and B’,b’ such that W E &'(a’),
B E (D), and W, a" ~goep B, b

For the implication (1) = (2), suppose U E e(a), B = w(b)
and U, a ~roz(p U, b. Define A, a’ and B', b’ as follows: the
domain of A’ contains dom(A) and, for every d € dom(),
mutually disjoint sets Agz we define later. We set a’ = a.
Similarly, the domain of B’ contains dom(3B) and, for every
d € dom(3B), mutually disjoint sets By to be defined later.
Set b’ = b. The symbols in p are interpreted in A’ and B’
exactly as in 2 and B, respectively. Set U¥ = dom(2) and
U¥ = dom(®). It remains to interpret R. We interpret R in
A’ in such a way that, for d € dom(A), we have A E Ai(d)
iff W E @a(d), fori=1,..., n. Hence, we use the additional
points in A4 as the domain of an {R}-structure 24 consisting of
n-many R-chains all starting at d, with the ith R-chain having
length i and such that its final node has two R-successors if
d € A and three R-successors if d ¢ AY. For d € dom(2),
the A4 are hooked to A at d to obtain A’. Observe that we
have Uy E @a(d) iff A E A(d), for i = 1,..., n, and
that gy, d ~poery Wa.d’, for any d,d’ € dom(), since
FO? cannot distinguish between nodes having two or three
R-successors. The interpretation of R in B’ is analogous.

It follows that W E ¢'(a’) and B E y'(b"). Moreover,
any B witnessing U, a ~foz(,) B, b can be extended to a S
witnessing ', a’ ~poz(y B, b’ in a straightforward manner.

For (2) = (1), assume that W E ¢'(a’), B’ E y'(b'), and
W, a" ~poepy B'.b'. Let A= ?Il’Uﬂ, be expanded by setting

Al ={d e U | W E ga(d)).
fori=1,..., n, and let B = %fu\l*' be expanded by setting
AY ={d e UY | ¥ [ ga(d)}.

fori =1,..., n. Let a = a’ and b = b’. By construction,
we have A E @(a) and B = w(b). Moreover, let B be
a bisimulation witnessing W', a’ ~poey B, b’. Then the
restriction of B to UY x UY witnesses U, a ~Fo?(p) B, b.

The polynomial reduction given above works for all pairs
C2/L’ with L’ € {MLY, ML, MY, ML} since the formulas @,,
are in C2.

Next consider GML™! /ML-"U_ As before, we can construct
the relativisation @ of a GMU™Y-formula ¢ in GML"™
to a propositional variable A. To ensure that all nominals
are interpreted in the relativised structure, we add to @
the conjunct ¢(N, A A) for ¢ € sig(e) U sig(yw). With this
amendments, the proof above works for GML™ /L’ and all
L’ € (MUY, ML", ML™Y, MLY, ML, ML?, ML),

The proof for the relevant pairs GMLUY/L’, GML™/L’,
GMLY/L’, GML/L’, and GML/L’ is a straightforward mod-
ification of the proof above.

For the relevant pairs of the form GMLU" /L’ and GML"/L’,
some care is required since one cannot now ensure that
nominals are interpreted in the relativised structure by adding
®(N: A U) as a conjunct to gu. Instead, when constructing A
and B from ‘Hl’UW and %\/U‘B’ in the proof of (2) = (1), we



add new elements to the domains of A and B to interpret the

nominals not yet interpreted in Qll’UW and %I,U\B" 4

The following criterion of relative definability is proved
similarly to Lemma 4:

Lemma 31. For any relevant pair L/L’, any L(o)-formulas
e(x), w(x) and any p C o, the following conditions are
equivalent:

— there is no explicit L' (p)-definition of w modulo ;
— there are pointed o-structures N, a and B, b such that

AR (eAw) @, BE(@A-y)b), Ua~yeB,b.

Lemma 6. For any pair L/L’, Craig L/L'-separation and
relative L/L’-definability are polytime reducible to each other.

Proof. We only consider modal logics L and L’; the first-
order case is similar. Let p € 0. We show that an L-formula y
has an explicit L’(p)-definition modulo ¢ in L iff the formulas
@ A w and ¢° A =y have a Craig L/L’-separator, where ¢,
y? are obtained by replacing each variable A ¢ p with a fresh
variable A? (cf. [46]). Indeed, suppose first that y is an L’'(p)-
formula with ¢ E < x. Let x’ be the result of replacing
every variable in y that does not occur in sig(e A w) by T,
so sig(x") C sigle A w) U sig(e® A ). We clearly still have
eEywve x,and so e Ay E )’ and ¥’ = ¢ — w. The latter
implies x’ | ¢° — yf and x’' F —(¢° A ~y?). Therefore, x’ is
a Craig L/L’-separator for ¢ A ¢ and ¢° A —y?. Conversely,
it is readily seen that any Craig L’-separator of ¢ A i and
@° A~y is an explicit L’(p)-definition of y modulo .

For the other reduction, we observe first that the decision
problem for L is polynomial time reducible to relative L/L’-
definability: for y = A ¢ sig(e) and p = 0, we have E —¢ iff
there is an explicit L’(p)-definition of ¢ modulo ¢. We show
now that L-formulas ¢ and —i have a Craig L/L’-separator
iff E @ — w and there is an L’(sig(e) N sig(w))-definition of
w modulo ¥ — .

Indeed, if y is a Craig L/L’-separator for ¢ and —y, then
we have sig(x) C sig(e) Nsig(y), ¢ E x and x E w. It follows
that F ¢ » wand w —» ¢ E w < x, which means that
x is an L’(sig(@) N sig(y))-definition of w modulo ¥ — .
Conversely, suppose F ¢ — y but ¢ and -y do not have a
Craig L/L’-separator. By Lemma 4, there are structures 2, a
and B, b such that A | e(a), B E ~w(b) and A, a ~p ) B, b.
But then A = ((y — ¢) A y)(a) and B = (y — ¢) A ~y)(b),
and so, by Lemma 31, there is no explicit L’(p)-definition of
 modulo ¥ — . =

Proors For SecTiON IV

Theorem 7. The L/L’-separation and Craig L/L’ -separation
problems are RE-complete (and so undecidable) for

— L = C? and any counting-free L' in Table I, and also for
— L = {GMLU"™Y, GML"} and any L' = ML® in Table I such
thatie e C {i,n,u}

A. GMLU™Y /MUY _separation

We reduce the non-halting problem for 2RMs to the non-
existence of a Craig GML'™! /ML"Y-separator. Recall that a
2RM is a pair M = (Q,P), where Q = qo,...,Qm iS a set
of states and P = Iy, ..., I, a sequence of instructions. By
definition, qq is the initial state, and q,, the halting state. For
all i< m,

— either I; = +(, gj) is an incrementation instruction with
a register £ € {0, 1} and the subsequent state g;

—or I; = —(8, g, qic) is a decrementation instruction with
a register £ € {0, 1}, the subsequent state g; if register ?
contains 0, and gy otherwise.

A configuration of M is a triple (g, ng, n;), where q is the
current state and np, n; € w the register contents. We write
(q:. no. ) = (g5, ng, ny) if one of the following holds:

- L=+l q), ny=my+1,and nj_, = nyy;

- L=-(q,q), =y =0, and n|_, = ny_y;

- L= qkq) >0, n=m-1,and nj_, = n_,.
The computation of M on input (ny,n;) € @® is the unique
longest configuration sequence

(P° k. k) =u (p' kg Key) = -+

such that p° = qo, k§ = no, and kY = ny. The halting
problem for 2RMs is to decide, given a 2RM M, whether
its computation on input (0, O) is finite (which implies that its
last state is qp,).

We assume without loss of generality (by adding a ‘dummy’
initial state if necessary) that the initial state go only occurs
initially and that I, is a decrementation instruction.

Since we are reducing the non-halting problem for 2RMs
to the non-existence of a Craig GML"™! /ML""V-separator, any
machine M will be associated with two GML"™V-formulas g
and yy. Models of ¢y represent the progression of the states
of M over time, while models of i, represent the content
of the registers over time. The two are bisimilar (and hence
there is no separator) if the state progression and the register
contents match, and hence the models of ¢y and yy, together
represent the execution of M.

The shared signature, p, of @y and ) consists of propo-
sitional variables q; € Q, ey and e;, along with constant
¢ and binary relation R. Furthermore, y) uses non-shared
propositional variables rp and u. For ease of notation, we
define r; = —rp.

The intended meaning of g; is ‘the machine is currently in
state q;’, while e, and e; are used to represent ‘register O is
empty’ and ‘register 1 is empty’, respectively. The relation R
is used to represent the passage of time (i.e., if (x,y) € R,
then y is one time step later than x). The constant c identifies
the starting point of the computation. The variable ry is used
to indicate that a particular element of the domain counts as
a part of register 0, while r; indicates elements that count as
part of register 1. Finally, u stands for ‘unique’, and will be
true for exactly one element of each register at each point in
time.



The two formulas @y and ) are both conjunctions, with
the conjuncts best presented in a few groups. For ¢y, the first
group of conjuncts is as follows:

1) Nc A Qo,

2) BV 1cicm Gi»

3) B A1ciem(@ = Aigjem =G)-

Subformulas (1)—(3) express that every element of the domain
satisfies exactly one of qo....,gn, and the constant c is the
initial point of evaluation and satisfies qo.

The next group of conjuncts of @y is as follows:

4) m(GR'T),

5) Ogr-1L,

6) m(=N. — &1, T).

These conjuncts describe the relation R: every element has
exactly one R-successor, the initial element has no R-
predecessors, and every other element has exactly one R-
predecessor.

It follows from these conditions that if A E @u(xp), then
A contains an infinite R-chain starting at x, and each element
of the chain satisfies exactly one g;. We will interpret these
elements as representing a run of M.

The next group of conjuncts depends on the instructions of
the machine M. If I; = +(?, g;), we add the conjunct

7) m(q; — Ogrq)),
and if I; = —(, g;, qi) we add the conjuncts

8) m((q: A e) — Ogrg),

9) m((g; A ~ep) = ORGy)-

These conjuncts express that the instructions of M are fol-
lowed, where e, (with 2 € {0, 1}) indicates that register ? is
empty. Note that we do not, at this stage, keep track of the
value in each register. But if e, holds iff register £ is empty,
then these conjuncts ensure that every pointed model U, xo of
@m encodes the run of M.

Finally, we add one more, very simple, conjunct
10) m—q,
which expresses that the halting state g, is not reached. So, if
a model of @y encodes a run of M, it must be a non-halting
run.

The formula ) can similarly be divided into groups of
conjuncts. The first group of conjuncts of ), is the same as
the the first group of ¢y

1) Nc A 4o,

2) BV 1cicm Gis

3) B Ai<iem @ = Aigjem )

So, as with @y, in every model of wy, all elements satisfy
exactly one of qg, ..., gn. The remaining conjuncts are quite
different, however:

4) ST,

5) Or(u A ro) A Or(U A T1),

6) e N\ e,

7) m(r, > (Orry A Og-1(e V N,))), for £ € {0, 1},

8) m((uA=N) — (GRlu A Glw).

Note that conjuncts (4)—(6) do not start with m, so they
apply only to the initial point of evaluation which, due to

conjunct (1), is the constant c. The conjuncts then state that
this element has exactly two R-successors, with one satisfying
uATy and the other satisfying uAr;. Since we use rp and r; to
denote the two registers, this means that a model of wy, splits
into two branches representing the two registers. Furthermore,
conjunct (6) says that e, and e; both hold at ¢, i.e., both
registers are initially empty.

Conjuncts (7) and (8) handle propagation: (7) says that ry
propagates forward and backward along R (except for c), while
(8) says that u propagates to exactly one R-successor and R-
predecessor (except for c). So the branches representing the
registers do not interact, and there is a unique R-path in each
register of elements that satisfy w.

The next group of conjuncts depends on the instructions of
M. For I; = +(2, gq;), we have conjuncts

9) m((qi A ) = (OFZT A ORSL T,
10) m((g; A =) = (G T A DR<>;}1T)).

For i # 0 and I; = —(?, g;. qic), we have

11) m((q; A A ep) = (SF'T ADRSGE,.T)),
12) m((qi A A —ep) = (ORI T A OrGE.T)),
13) m((g; A =) = (R'T A ORG,.T)).

Conjunct (9) says that if g; is an incrementation instruction,
then an element satisfying g; A r, will have two R-successors,
each of which having one R-predecessor. As we use R to
represent time in the computation, this means that the number
of rp-elements will double in a state with an incrementation
instruction. With respect to conjuncts (11) and (12), recall that
we use e; as a marker for register £ being empty. Thus, these
conjuncts say that if a decrementation instruction is given
with an empty register (conjunct (11)), then for every r-
element, there is one R-successor that has one R-predecessor,
so the number of rp-elements remains the same, and if a
decrementation instruction is given with a non-empty register
(conjunct (12)), then for every rp-element, there is a single
R-successor that has two R-predecessors, so the number of
ry-elements is halved.

Since we double for incrementation and halve for decremen-
tation, a register value of n in register £ will be represented
by 2" elements satisfying ry.

Conjuncts (10) and (13) state that elements in the other
register (i.e., those satisfying —rp) have exactly one successor
that has exactly one predecessor, so the number of such
elements remains the same.

Note that we treat qo separately. This is because we first
need to create the two registers before we can increase or
decrease the number of elements in each register. This is done
by conjuncts (4) and (5). After one step of the computation,
our two registers are initialised with one element each, which
we interpret as the value O for that register. This is why we
assume that qo is decrementing (so the registers are empty
after one step of the computation) and only occurs initially
(so we do not perform the initialisation again at later times).

Finally, we add one more conjunct

14) m((e; M 1) — w),



which states that the combination of e, and ry is possible only
when u also holds.

We show that an ML"™U-separator for gy and wy exists
iff M is non-halting, from which it follows that separation
is undecidable. More precisely, the reduction shows that non-
separation is co-RE hard, and therefore the separation problem
is RE hard.

Before proving our reduction, let us first introduce the
intended pointed models for ¢y and ,, where M is non-
halting. A pointed model U, xo of @) will be used to represent
a clock, and the state the machine is in at each time step.
Recall that @), guarantees that U follows the instructions of M
as long as e, holds when register £ is empty. In our intended
models, we will make sure that (i) e, only holds if register
? is empty and (ii) if register £ is empty and the current
instruction is to decrement register £, then e, holds (to indicate
that decrementing is impossible). If register £ is empty and the
current instruction is anything other than to decrement register
2, we do not care whether e; holds.

A pointed model B, yo of ), is used to represent the content
of the registers. Every point t of the computation is represented
by some element x; of A, and this x; is ML"™Y-bisimilar to a
set of elements in B. These elements of B can be divided into
those that satisfy r, and those that satisfy ri. If x; is ML~
bisimilar to k elements that satisfy ro and Kk’ elements that
satisfy ry, then we say that registers 0 and 1 contain log, k
and log, k', respectively, at time t.

An example of (part of) these intended models is shown in
the following image, reproduced from Section IV.

Q2 o
R
44 o €o
R
a4 ds,To o

R

q1

R

qo © N, ep, €1 qdo, T

o Ne, €9, €1
A a B, b

In this example, we have Iy = —(0,q1,q1), 1 = +(0,q4)
and Iy = —(0, gy, qs). So the machine starts in state go by
decrementing the (already empty) register O, and moves to
state q;. In this state, it increments register 0, and continues
to state q4. In qq, it first decrements register 0 while staying
in q4. Then it tries to decrement register 0 again, but now that
register is empty so the next state is gy instead of gy.

It is straightforward (if somewhat labour intensive) to verify
that the intended pointed models satisfy gy and ), and that
they are ML™V(p)-bisimilar.

Proposition 32. If a machine M is non-halting, then there
are pointed models N, xy of ey and B, yo of wu such that
QI,XO ~MLnY(p) %, Yo-.

Next, we need to show the converse:

Proposition 33. If there are pointed models N, xo of ey and
B,yo of wy such that A, xo ~mpns) B, Yo, then M is non-
halting.

Proof. We show that % and B contain intended models
as sub-models. Because it is a model of ¢, 2 contains a
sequence of elements xg, xj,..., where xo = ¢, x4 is the
unique R-successor of x;, and x; is the unique R-predecessor
of x;,,. Furthermore, on each x; exactly one g; (with 0 < i < ¥)
holds.

In model B, we also have yo = c. Let Yo = {yo}, and for
every t, let Yy, be the R-successors of the elements of Y;. Let
B € dom(2) x dom(B) be the ML"Y(p)-bisimulation between
A, xo and B, yo. The proof now proceeds through a series of
claims.

Claim 1. For every t € o, (i) if (x;, y) € B, then y € Y;, and
(i) if y € Yy, then (x, y) € B.

Proof of Claim 1. We proceed by induction on t. As base
case, note that xy and yo are the constants c in their respective
models, so xp and yo can only be ML""Y(p)-bisimilar to each
other. Since B is, by assumption, an Ml_i'"'”(p)-bisimulation,
we must have (xg,yo) € B. Assume then as the induction
hypothesis that ¢ > O and that the claim holds for all ¢’ < ¢.

Take any y such that (x;, y) € 8. Because 8 is an ML'™Y(p)-
bisimulation and x; has x;_; as an R-predecessor, y must have
some y’ as an R-predecessor such that (t,—;,y’) € B. By the
induction hypothesis, y’ € Y;—;. This implies that y is an R-
successor of an element from Y;_;, and so, by definition, we
have y € v;.

Now, take any y € Y;. By the definition of Y, there is
some Yy’ € Y;_; that is an r-predecessor of y. By the induction
hypothesis, (x-1,y) € B. Because B is a bisimulation and y
is an R-successor of y’, there must be some x’ that is an R-
successor of x;_; such that (x’, y) € 8. The only R-successor
of x;_1 is x¢, s0 X’ = x;, and hence (x;, y) € 8. This completes
the induction step, and thereby the proof of Claim 1.

Claim 2. For every y € Y, if ¢’ is an R-predecessor of y,
then y’ € Y;_;.

Proof of Claim 2. By Claim 1, (x, y) € 8. Since y’ is an
R-predecessor of y, we must have (y',x’) € B for some R-
predecessor x” of x;. The only R-predecessor of x; is x;_;, S0
we have (x;-1,y’) € B. By Claim 1, this implies that y’ € Y;_;.

Claim 3. For every t, there is exactly one i such that g,
holds on any of x; and Y;. This g; holds on all of x; and Y;.
Furthermore, e, either holds on all of x; and Y;, or on none.

Proof of Claim 3. Because U is a model of ¢y, every
x; satisfies exactly one g;. The rest of the claim follows
immediately from 3 being a bisimulation.

Before continuing with further claims, we define Y!, for
t>0and € {01}, by taking Y = {y € Y; | B,y E rp}. If
? € {0, 1}, we write Pfor1—2ie,0=1and 1=0.

Claim 4. For ? € {0, 1} and t > O, the R-successors of Yt"
are in Y/,, and the R-predecessors of Y/, are in Y/.

Proof of Claim 4. Conjunct (7) says that r, propagates
forward and backward trough R.



Claim 5. For every t > O,

— if I, = +(2, g, then i1 =j and |Y7, 0 =2 X |Y/],

— if I, = —(?, q;, qi) and e; holds on x;, then ir,; = j and

e, =1,
— if I, = —(?, q;. qi) and e, does not hold on x;, then ir,; = k
and |Y},,| = 2 x|Y/|,
and, in each case, |Y/, || = |Y/|.

Proof of Claim 5. Conjuncts (7), (8) and (9) of ¢y
guarantee that i, has the appropriate value, i.e., the state
transitions as represented in the models A and B follow the
rules of M.

Consider now the sets Y/ and Y/,,. By Claim 4, all the
R-successor of Yf are in YI’H, and all the R-predecessors
of Y}, are in Y/. Furthermore, conjunct (9) of yy implies
that, if I, = +(£, g;), then every y € Y} has exactly two R-
successors that each have exactly one R-predecessor. It follows
that |Y/, || = 2x|Y/|. Similarly, if I, = —(£. g;, gi) and e, holds,
then conjunct (11) says that every y € Y} has exactly one R-
successor that has exactly one R-predecessor, so |Yf+1| = |Yt" |

If I, = —(2,qj, qi) and e; does not hold, then conjunct (12)
makes sure that every y € Y/ has exactly one R-successor that
has exactly two R-predecessors, so |Y/,,| = 2 x|Y/|.

Finally, conjuncts (10), (13) guarantee that every y € Y/ has
exactly one R-successor that has exactly one R-predecessor, so
|Yt[+1| = |Yte l

Claim 6. |Y?| = |Y}| = 1.

Proof of Claim 6. By conjuncts (4) and (5) of gy, ¢ has
exactly two successors, one of which satisfies u A ro while the
other satisfies u A ry.

Claim 7. For any t > O and ¢ € {0, 1}, there is exactly one
y € Y} that satisfies w.

Proof of Claim 7. For t = 1, the claim holds because, by
conjunct (5) of wy, there is at least one y € Yf that satisfies
u. As Y/ is a singleton (by Claim 6), there must be exactly
one such y. Conjunct (8) implies that every u-element (other
than c¢) has exactly one R-predecessor and one R-successor
that satisfy u, so if Y/ has exactly one element satisfying u,

t
then so does Y; .

Claim 8. For any t > 0 and ? € {0, 1},

— if e holds on x; and Y;, then Y/ is a singleton and

—if I = =(2, ¢, q) and Y{ is a singleton, then e, holds on

x; and Y;.

Proof of Claim 8. Suppose that e, holds on x; and Y;. Then
ep A 1rp is true on every element of Yf . By conjunct (14), this
implies that u is true on all of Y/. Claim 7 says that only one
element of Y7 can satisfy u, so Y/ must be a singleton.

Suppose next that I; = —(?, g, qi) and Yt" is a singleton.
Assume (towards a contradiction) that e, does not hold on x;.
Then, by Claim 5, |Y{,,| = 3 X|Y/|. But Y/, cannot have half
as many elements as Y/, since Y/ is a singleton. From this
contradiction, we conclude that e, holds on x; (and therefore
also on Yy).

Claim 9. For any t and ? € {0, 1}, let vﬁ be the value in
register £ at time t in the run of M and g, the state of M at
time t. Then

— g, holds on x; and Y;, and

— if t> 0, then |Y{| = 2.

Proof of Claim 9. As we remarked when we introduced
them, conjuncts (7)—(9) of @) guarantee that the state tran-
sition instructions of M are obeyed, if e, holds in the ap-
propriate places. Claim 5 shows that B follows the incre-
mentation/decrementation instructions of M, again under the
assumption that e, holds where appropriate. Finally, Claim 8
shows that e, holds where appropriate.

Claim 10. M is non-halting.

Proof of Claim 10. Follows from conjunct (10) of ¢y
together with Claim 9.

This completes the proof of Proposition 33. 4

Thus, we have shown that Craig GML-Mu /ML
separation is RE-complete. This is also true of unary
Craig GML™Y /ML"Y-separation because ¢y and w, have
the same binary predicates. And using the second claim
of Lemma 5, we obtain that GML"™Y/ML-"Y-separation is
RE-complete.

By using the so-called spy-point technique [39], we can
adapt the proof to the case of (Craig) GML" /ML"-separation
(without the universal diamond @ and its dual universal box
m). Indeed, let @) and y) be as defined above, except that
we replace m by Oy and add the following conjuncts to both
of the resulting formulas:

QuNe,

These additional conjuncts guarantees that, while U is not
necessarily interpreted as the universal relation, all elements
that are relevant in the proof are U-successors of ¢, and hence
all conjuncts that start with Oy have the desired effect.

To deal with the nominal-free L', we can simulate N, by
adding to @y the conjunct N, < p with a fresh propositional
variable p and replace N, in y,; with p, making it shared in
@m and .

This proves the second item of Theorem 7.

Oy(OrOy-1Ne A Og-1Oy-1N).

B. C?/FQ?-separation

We now show the first item of Theorem 7. Our reduction
is very similar to the one given in the previous subsection
for GML™Y /ML"V_separation. We begin by discussing the
required modifications.

We again construct two formulas, &, and yy, such that the
pointed model U, xy of &, is essentially an R-chain encoding
the the run of M, and the model B, yo of yy represents the
contents of the registers. Synchronisation between U and B
is done through the bisimulation between them. All of this
is exactly as in the GML™/ML"™ case. Observe, however,
that now we deal with a FO?(p)-bisimulation, which is more
constraining than an MLU"Y(p)-bisimulation. Recall that a
FO?(p)-bisimulation requires that if (x, y) € 3, then, for every
x’, there is an y’ such that (X', y’) € Band (x, x’) — (y,y') is a
partial isomorphism, and similarly, for every y’, there must be
an x’ with the same properties. Here, (x, x’) — (y,y’) being a
partial isomorphism means that (i) for every unary predicate P



in the relevant signature, P(x) iff P(y) and P(x") iff P(y’), (i)
for every binary predicate R in the relevant signature, R(x, x")
iff R(y, y’) and R(X’, x) iff R(y/, '), and (iii) x = X" iff y = ¢'.

Perhaps surprisingly, it is only condition (iii) that will give
us trouble, and that requires us to make the current proof
slightly more complicated than the GML™Y /ML-"Y one. In the
intended pointed models of ¢y, and ), we can already choose
a y’ (or x’) that satisfies properties (i) and (ii). Condition (iii),
however, is not satisfied for those models. This is because
condition (iii) implies that an FO?-bisimulation can never
relate a singleton set to a multi-element set (i.e., if (x, y) € B
and (x, y’') € B with y # y’, then there must be a x’ # x such
that (x’, y) € 8 and (X, y’) € B). After all, if (x,y), (x, ') € B
with y # v/, then there must be some x” such that (x’, y’) € B
and (x,x’) — (y,y’) is a partial isomorphism. In particular,
we must then have x = x’ iff y = ¢/, so from y # y’ it follows
that x # x’.

In order to address this issue, we make a small modification
to the intended models for @) and yy,. Specifically, we create
two copies of everything: the intended models of &, and xu
are simply two disjoint copies of the models for ¢y and wy,,
respectively. Now, let us consider the precise formulas &, and
xum that achieve this effect. We begin with &, which is the
conjunction of the following formulas:

1) 372x go(x),

2) ¥x Vicicm Gi(X),

3) Vx Ar<iem(@i(®) = Ajem ~qi(X)),

4) ¥x(go(x) = Yy=R(y. x)),

5) Yx 3 'yR(x, y),

6) Vx—qo(x) = I yR(y, x);
if I; = +(2, g;), then

7) ¥x(qi(x) = Yy (R(x. y) — g;(y))),
and if I; = —(Z, g;. qi), then

8) Vx ((qi(x) A e(x)) = Yy (R(x. y) = g;(y))),

9) ¥x ((qi(x) A =ep(x)) = Yy (R(x. y) = qi(y)));
and, finally,
10) Vx —gm(x)
The reader may notice that most conjuncts of &, are simply
translations of the conjunct of ¢y with the same number to
C2. The only exceptions, and this is a very minor exception,
is conjuncts (1). The corresponding ¢ conjuncts guarantee
the existence of one go element, while here we guarantee the
existence of two go elements.

The conjuncts of xy are as follows:

1) 372x go(x),

2) ¥x Vicicm Gi(X),

3) Vx A1<iem(@i(®) = Awjem ~qi(X)),

4) Vx(go(x) = Iy R(x, y)),

5) ¥x(qo(x) = Apejo.ry I Y (RO y) A u(y) A re(y))),

6) Yx(qo(x) = (eo(x) A e1(x))),

7) Vx (r(x) = (Yy (R(x, y) V R(y. x)) = (re(y) V qo(y))))),

8) Vo ((u(x) A =qo(x)) = (F™'y (R(x, y) A u(y)) A

F 'y (R(y. x) A u@));

if I; = +(2, g;), then

9) Vx ((qi(x) A re(x)) = (Y R(x, y) A Yy (R(x, y) —

F'x R(x, v)))),

10) Vx ((qi(x) A =rp(20)) = (3'y R(x, y) A Yy (R(x, y) —
371 x R(x, v))));

if I; = —(%. g5, g;), then

11) Vx () A 1o(x) A ) = (T y R(x, y) A VY (R(x, y) —
I x R(x, v)))),

12) Vx ((qi(x) A rp(x) A=ep) = (37 Yy R(x, y) AVy (R(x, y) —
F2x R(x, y)))),

13) ¥x ((q:(20) A =r(x)) = (F'y R(x. y) A Vy (R(x, y) —
F71x R(x, v))));

and finally

14) VYx ((epy(x) A rp(x)) — u(x)).

Proposition 34. [f M is non-halting, then there are pointed
models N, xo and B, yo with N | &(xo) and B = xm(yo) such
that U, x, ~FO2(p) B, Yo.

Proof. The models in question are, as discussed above,
two disjoint copies of the intended models of @y and wy.
It is straightforward to verify that these structures are indeed
models of & and , and that they are FO?(p)-bisimilar. 4

Next, the other direction:

Proposition 35. If there are pointed structures U, xo and B, yo

such that A E §u(xo), B E xm(yo) and N, xo ~rorp) B, Yo,
then M is non-halting.

Proof. This proof is mostly similar to that of Proposition 33,
except for the first few claims, in which we show certain
elements to be bisimilar. We therefore prove the first few
claims in detail, and refer to the proof of Proposition 33 for
details on the remainder.

Let B be the bisimulation between A and B, and let Ay be
the elements in U that satisfy go and By the ones in B. Then,
for n € N, let A,;; be the set of R-successors of elements of
A, and B,;; the set of R-successors of B,,.

Claim 1. 3 can only relate an element of A,, to elements of
B, and vice versa.

Proof of Claim 1. We proceed by induction. We show the
base case for one direction, the other direction can be shown
similarly. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that (a, b) € 8
with a € Ag and b ¢ By. Then, for any x, (a,a) — (b, x)
is not a partial isomorphism, since go(a) but —qo(b). This
contradicts 8 being a bisimulation, so such a and b cannot
exist.

Assume then, as induction hypothesis, that the claim holds
for all n” < n. Again, we show one direction: that (a, b) €
and a € A,. The element a has an a-predecessor a’ € A,_;.
Because B is a bisimulation, there must be a b’ such that
(b,b’) € B and (a,a’) — (b,b’) is a partial isomorphism. We
have R(a’, @), so we must also have R(b’, b). Furthermore, by
the induction hypothesis, (a’, b’") € B, together with a’ € A1,
implies that b* € B,_;. Hence b is the R-successor of an
element in B,_;, which, by definition, means b € B,. This
completes the induction step, thereby proving the claim.



Claim 2. If a € A,;; and R(d’, a), then a’ € A,, and if
b € B,y and R(b’, b), then b’ € B,,.

Proof of Claim 2. In 2, every element, other than the
two that satisfy qo, has exactly one R-predecessor. So it
immediately follows that every R-predecessor of a € A,
is in A,. Now, take any b € B,,; and b’ such that R(b’, b).
There must be some a such that (a, b) € 8. By Claim 1, this
implies that a € A,;;. Furthermore, there is some a’ such that
(a’.,b’) e Band (a’,a) — (b, b) is a partial isomorphism. As
R(D’, b), this implies that R(a’, a) as well, so we have a’ € A,,.
By Claim 1, this implies that b’ € B,,.

Claim 3. If ag € Ay and by € By, then (ag, bg) € B.

Proof of Claim 3. Let by be one of the two elements of
By. Then there is at least one ag € Ag such that (ag, bg) € S.
Let a; be the other element of Ag. This by has exactly two
R-successors by, b} € By (with by # b}). There must be a,, a]
such that (a;, by) € B, (aj, b)) € B, and (ap, a;) = (bo. by)
and (ap,aj;) + (bg,b}) are partial isomorphisms. From
R(bg. b;) and R(bo, b)) it therefore follows that R(ap, a;) and
R(ag, aj). As ap has exactly one R-successor, this implies that
ap = a.

Now, consider the pair (b;,b}). We have (a;, b)) € 5,
so there must be some aj such that (a,b}) € B and
(a1, ay’) + (b1, b)) is a partial isomorphism. This implies
that, in particular, a; = a;’ if and only if b, = b]. We have
b, # b}, so a; # a;. From (a},b}) € B and Claim 1, it
follows that a;’ € A,. Because a; # ay’, this a]’ must be the
other element of A;, which is the R-successor of ag.

Because (aj’, b}) € 8 and R(ay, a}’), there must be some by
such that (ag, b;) € 8 and R(bj, b}). But b} is an R-successor
of by and has only one R-predecessor, so by = bj. Hence
(aj. by) € B implies (a], bo) € B. We have now shown that,
for arbitrary by € By, we have (ao, bg) € B8 and (ay, bo) € 53,
with ap # a. The claim follows immediately.

Claim 4. If a, € A,, and b, € B,, then (a,, b,) € B.

Proof of Claim 4. The proof is by induction. The base
case is Claim 3. So assume as induction hypothesis that
n > 0 and that Claim 4 holds for all n” < n. Take
any a, € A, and b, € B,. There are a,-; € A,-; and
bn-1 € B,-1 such that R(a,-1,a,) and R(b,-1, by). By the
induction hypothesis, (an-1,br-1) € B. Now, there must be
some a;, such that (a;,, b,) € 8 and (an-1, a,) = (bn-1, by) is
a partial isomorphism. In particular, because R(b,-1, b,), we
have R(an-1, a;).

We already had R(a,-i,a,), and a,-; has only one R-
successor, so a, = a;,. As we have (aj,, b,) € B, this shows
that (an, b,) € B, thereby completing the induction step and
therefore proving the claim.

The remainder of the proof proceeds in the same way as
the proof of Proposition 33. 4

Thus, we have established that (Craig) C? /FO?-separation
is RE-complete. It remains to show how the above proofs can
be modified for the pairs C?/L’, where L’ is any counting-free
modal logic in Table I. Because GML'™! can be viewed as a
fragment of C?, it follows from the second item of Theorem 7

that (Craig) C?/L’-separation is undecidable for all logics L’
with inverse. For modal logics without inverse, we can use
the fact that C? can define inverse relations: we can add the
conjunct YxVy(R(x,y) < T(y,x)). Then, in models of the
relevant formulas, any modal logic bisimulation will respect
the relation T in addition to the relation R, and therefore also
respect inverses. This completes the proof of Theorem 7.

ProoFs FOrR SEcTION V

Theorem 8. Separation and Craig-separation are

2ExpTIME-complete for the pairs GML™ /ML, GML™ /ML",
GML™ /ML, GMLY /ML, and GMLY /ML;

coNExpTiME-complete for GML" /ML" and GML/ML.

Proof. First, we show the upper bounds. By Lemma 5, it
suffices to consider Craig separation. Let 1, ¢ be GML™-
formulas, o = sig(e) U sig(ee) and p = sig(e1) N sig(es).
Denote by k* the maximal number k such that Oik occurs
in @ or gy, for some R. A type (for @, and @) is any set
t C sub(e, g2), for which there is a pointed o-structure U, a
such that t = t(2, a), where

tU, @) = {x € sub(e1, @2) | A E x(a)}

is the rype realised by a in U. Denote by T the set of all
such types. Clearly, |T| < 2/#1*%2l and T can be computed in
time exponential in |@;| + |@2|. Types t; and ty are called -
equivalent in case ) €t iff @y €15, for all @y € sub(e, w).
Note that the types realised in the same structure are -
equivalent to each other.

We check the existence of o-structures ;,a; and U, ay
such that A; E gay), i = 1,2, and Ay, a1 ~mnse) s, ap
using a mosaic-elimination procedure, a generalisation of the
standard type-elimination procedure for satisfiability-checking;
see, e.g., [48, p. 72].

A mosaic (for @1 and @) is a pair M = (M;, Mp) of non-
empty sets My, M, of types such that the following hold:
Actiff Aet, forall Aepand t,t’ € M} U My;

— N.etiff Noet/, forall ce pand t,t/ € M; U My;

—if t,t" € M, i € {1,2}, N, € tNnt, then t = t’, for all

c€ o,

— all types in each M; are #-equivalent to each other.

We say that N, occurs in M if N, € t € M;, for some t and

€ {1,2}. As follows from the second and third items, if N,
occurs in M, for some c € p, then M; and M, are singletons.

There are at most doubly exponentially many mosaics, and
they can be computed in double exponential time. Let f be
the function defined by taking f(M) = 1 if M contains a type
with a nominal and f(M) = k* otherwise.

The definition of mosaic above is an abstraction from the
following semantical notion. Given structures 2; and s, the
mosaic defined by a € dom(2;) in Ay, Wy, i € {1, 2}, is the pair
My, Ay, a) = (M (A, @), May(Uy, a)), where, for j € {1, 2},

M;W;, a) = {t(W;, b) | b € dom(;), Ui, a ~mwnuge) W, b

Clearly, M(U;,%y,a) is a mosaic and MU;,Us,a) =
M@, Uy, a’) if a ~mse a’, for any a,a’ € dom(UA,) U
dom(2Ay).



We aim to build the required structures ;, i = 1,2, and
bisimulation B between them—if this is at all possible—from
copies of suitable pairs (t, M) with a mosaic M = (M;, My) and
atype t € M;, for which we, roughly, aim to set (t;, M)B(t2, M).
To satisfy the graded modalities Oik x in the U;, we require
the following definition. Let M = (M;, M) be a mosaic, M a
set of mosaics, and some type in M; U M, contain a formula
Oz x. We call M an R-witness for M if there exists a relation
RMM C (A; xT'1) U (Ag X T'y) with

A= {(t. M) | t € My},
L={¢ M. It eM, M =M;,.My) e M, 1<j<f(M)}

satisfying the following for A=A UA; and ' =T"; UT%:

(®-harmony) all types in M; and M;, for any M' = (M, M})
in M, are #-equivalent to each other, i = 1, 2;

(witness) for any OZ*x € sub(¢1, @) and (t, M) € A, we have

ORx e tiff (. M".j) €T | x €', (t. MRM M. M )] = ks

(bisim) if R € p, M’ € M, and (to, M) € A has an RMM-
successor (t,, M’,j) € T, then each (t;,M) € A has an
RMM_successor of the form (t}, M’,j') € T.

The intuition behind conditions (#-harmony) and (witness)

should be clear, and (bisim) is needed to ensure that if, for

any fixed M’, all (t', M’,j) € I are mutually ML™"(p)-bisimilar,
then all (t, M) € A are also ML™"(p)-bisimilar to each other. It
should also be clear that if Ay, a; ~miru) UAa, ag, then every

mosaic M(2,, Uy, a), for a € dom(A,), i = 1,2, has an R-

witness for any relevant R, namely, the set M of all mosaics

MU, Ay, b) such that a’R%b, for some j € {1,2} and a’ €

dom(;) with M(U;, Ay, a) = M(A;, Ay, a’). Observe also that

every R-witness M for M contains a subset M’ € M such that

M is an R-witness for M and |M’| < k*2/#1*1%l_ So, from now

on, we assume all witnesses to be of size < k*2/e1l+le!

We can now define the mosaic elimination procedure for a
set S of mosaics. Call M = (M, M,) € G bad in S if at least
one of the following conditions is not satisfied for i = 1, 2:

—if <>2Rk X €t € M;, then there is an R-witness M C & for

M;

— if #x €t e M;, then there are (M}, M;) € S and t' € M

such that y €t’ € M/ and t,t" are #-equivalent.

Lemma 36. Given a set S of mosaics and M € S, it can be
decided in double exponential time in |@1| + |@a| whether M is
bad in S.

Proof. There are at most doubly exponentially-many candi-
date sets M C S with |M| < k*2/#1#1%2l and binary relations
RMM C (A xT7) U (Ag x Ty). We simply check that none
of the pairs M, RMM satisfies (#-harmony), (witness) and
(bisim). 4

Let Sy be the set of all mosaics. Let h be a function that,
for each pair ¢ € o and i € {1, 2}, selects one mosaic h(IN,, i) =
(M;, My) such that

— N, € t, for some t € M;;

— if Ny € t', for some t" € M, j € {1,2} and ¢’ € o, then

h(NCv i) = h(Nc’ yJ)

By the definition of mosaics, h(N,, 1) = h(IN;, 2) for all ¢ € p.

Given such h, let Sg C S comprise all mosaics of the form
h(N,, i) and those that do not have occurrences of nominals.
Starting from &}, we construct inductively sets S", |, n >0,
by looking through the mosaics in " and eliminating the
bad ones. We stop when G", = S and set G = G By
Lemma 36, G can be constructed in double exponential time.

Lemma 9. The following conditions are equivalent:

(i) there exist pointed o-structures W;, a;, i = 1,2, such that
W; E @i(ay) and Ay, ay ~mu) Uz, az (and so @ and g
are not L'-separable);

(if) there exist h, M* = (M;, M;) € G and t; € M, i = 1,2,
such that ¢; € t; € M;, h(N.,j) = (M, Mp) € G, for
all ¢ € o and j = 1.2, and all types in Mj U M; are
®-cquivalent to each other.

Proof. (i) = (ii) Let S be the set of mosaics defined by the
elements of the given A; and Ay, and let h pick the nominal
mosaics. Then G C Gl does not contain any bad mosaics, and
so & C G Moreover, ¢; € t(U;, a;) € My, a;), for i = 1,2,
as required.

(it) = (i) For any M = (M,,M,) € G" and R € o such
that ©Zy € t € M;, for some OZ¥y, t and i € {1,2}, we
take an R-witness Mgy C GI for M with the corresponding
relation RMMrv and define the required structures U;, i = 1,2,

as follows. The domain dom(2;) of UA; consists of all words
s = (to, Mo, io)Ry (t1, M1, )Ry . . . Ra(tn, My, 1n) “4)

such that @ > n > 0, M; = (M;;, Mj») € G, for j < n,
- tj€ Mj; and 1 < i < f(M,), for all j < n;
- M, € MR’J-H,IVIJ- and no nominal occurs in Mj,;;
— all types in My and My are #-equivalent, k = 1, 2.

For a propositional variable A and s of the form (4), we set
s e A% iff A et,,. For a nominal N, we set ¢ = siff n =0,
N, € tg and h(N., i) = My. By the definitions of mosaics and
functions h and f, such an s is unique and f(My) = ip = 1.
Finally, for a binary R € o and s given by (4), we set:
- (s’,s) € RY if s’ is obtained by dropping Ry(t,,, My, i)
from s, R = R, and (tn_l,Mn_l)RZI"’l'MR"'M““ (tn, My, ip);
— (s, (t,M,j)) € R% if (t, M, j) € dom(;), a nominal occurs
in M and (t,, M) RM~Mea (1, M, j).

By induction on the construction of formulas we show that,
for all x € sub(g,, g2) and all s € dom(;), we have U; = x(s)
iff x € t,,. The basis of induction follows immediately from
the definition and the Boolean cases in the induction step are
trivial. Consider ¢Z<y.

Let s be of the form (4). If U; E Oﬁk x(s), then there exist
distinct sq, ..., s, € dom(2;) with sRYs; and U; E x(s)), for
allt=1,..., Ic. Let t; be the type (first component) of the
last triple in s;. By IH, x € t;, and so <>l>;kx € t,, by (witness).
Conversely, suppose Oik X € tn in s of the form (4). As s is not
bad, M, has an R-witness, and so, by condition (witness) and
the definition of R¥, there are distinct sq,. .., sk € dom(Ay)
with sR%s; and x € t(s;), where t; is the type of the last triple



insjand 1 =1,...,k. By IH, &; E x(sy) for all such [, and
so A; E OFFx(s), as required.

Finally, the case 4y follows from IH, (¢-harmony) and
the second item in the definition of bad mosaics. As a
consequence, we obtain U; = ¢;(t;, M*, 1), for i = 1,2.

Define a relation 8 € dom(2;) x dom(2,) by taking sBs’,
for s given by (4) and

s’ = (t5, Mg, ip)) Ry (t,, M1, iDR, .. . R, (& M, i), (5)

if n = m R = R and M; = M, for all i < n. It
follows that we have (t7, M*, 1)B(t5, M*, 1). Thus, it remains
to show that B8 is a ML™(p)-bisimulation between 2; and
As. As both components of mosaics are non-empty, B is
global. That ¢™ Bc¥> follows from the definition of c% and
the fact that h(N,, 1) = h(N,, 2) for all ¢ € p. The first item
in the definition of mosaics ensures (i) in the definition of
bisimulation. Finally, condition (bisim) ensures items (if) and
(iii) in that definition. .

This lemma in tandem with Lemma 36 give a 2ExpTME
upper bound for deciding (Craig) GML™/ML™-separation.
We can easily modify the construction to establish the same
upper bound for GML™ /ML", GML™/MLY, GMLY /ML, and
GMLY /ML:

— For GML™/ML", we require that Uy, a; ~min) Uz, ag in
Lemma 9 (i). To this end we admit mosaics (M;, M) in
which M; or M, can be empty (but not both). Observe
that now h(N,, 1) = h(N,, 2) does not necessarily hold
for all ¢ € p since the second component of h(IN, 1) and
the first component of h(IV;,2) can be empty, reflecting
the fact that 2, c¢™ is not necessarily ML"(p)-bisimilar to
Ay, c®if ce 0 and Ay, a4 ~ML(p) Ay, ay.

— For GML™ /MLY, we require that Uy, a; ~mu() Wz, az in
Lemma 9 (7). To this end, given ¢; and o, we replace all
N, in @9, for c € sig(e)) N sig(@s), by fresh N and apply
the algorithm above to ¢; and the resulting formula ;.

— For GMLY/MLY, we omit everything related to nominals.

— For GMLY/ML, we omit everything related to nominals
and allow mosaics with one empty component.

A somewhat different argument is required to establish
the coNExpTiME upper bounds of Theorem 8 for GML" /ML"-
and GML/ML-separation in the #-free languages. First, we
again ignore everything related to 4 and admit mosaics
M = (My,M;) with M; = @ or My = 0 (but not both).
Second, we observe that, without ®, we can significantly
simplify the structures U, i = 1, 2, from the proof of Lemma 9
(ii) = (). Let m = max{md(e1), md(@2)}, where md(g;) is the
modal depth of ¢;, i.e., the maximal number of nested modal
operators in ¢;. Let Uy, be the restrictions of the U; to words
s of the form (4) such that

— n < m and no pair from R% starts at s of length m;

— in the first triple (to, M. ip) of s, either ty € {t],1;} and
My = M* or h(N,, i) = My, for some c € o.

Thus, the size of the Ay, is (singly) exponential in |@| + |@al.
As well-known from modal logic [54], [55], Ay, E e(t], M™),
for i = 1,2. Moreover, the restriction of 8 to Uy, X Ay, is

still an ML"(p)-bisimulation, and so Uy, (17, M*, 1) ~min(p)
Agim. (15, M*, 1). The existence of such structures Ay, can
clearly be checked in NExpTmME. In the case of GML/ML-
separation, we ignore everything related to nominals.

We now prove the matching 2ExpTiME and coNExPTIME
lower bounds. By Lemma 35, it suffices to do this for unary
Craig separation. By Lemma 4, we need to show 2ExpTiME-
hardness of the following problem for L’ € {ML", ML}: given
GMLY-formulas ¢ and i, decide whether there exist pointed
structures A, a and B, b such that A E e(a), B = w(b),
and A, a ~p ) B, b, where p is the set of all binary pred-
icates R € sig(e) U sig(y) and all propositional variables
A € sig(e) N sig(yw). This also implies 2ExpTiMe-hardness for
the relevant logics with nominals. To establish the coNExPTIME
lower bound, it suffices to show NExpTimMe-hardness of the
same problem for GML-formulas ¢, ¢ and L’ = ML.

Both proofs are similar to the lower bound proofs for Craig
interpolant existence in description logics with nominals and
role inclusions given in [29, Sections 7, 9]. The underlying
idea is to construct formulas ¢, and w,, for n < ®, in the
required language and of polynomial size in n such that if
A E en(a), B E wn(b), and A, a ~,) B, b, then there is a
set E C dom(B) of size 2™ with the following properties:

— all e € E are L’(p)-bisimilar, and
— the e € E satisfy all pairwise distinct combinations of
variables Ag, ..., An-1 (which cannot be in p).

We show how to do this for L = GML and L’ € {MLY, ML}.
The formula ¢, = ¢F' ... Ox' T with n-many ¢3! is such that
A E @n(a) iff A has a unique R-chain of length n starting from
a. The formula y, is defined as the conjunction of

- DLOFZT, for0<i< m

— OL(ORA; A Or=4Ay), for 0 < i<

— OL((Aj = OrA) A (A} - Og—4))), for 0<j< i< n
We have B E yn(b) iff the R-chains of depth < n starting
from b comprise a binary R-tree of depth n with leaves
satisfying counter values from O to 2" — 1 represented by
the variables Ao, ..., An-1. So, if A E eu(a), B E wn(b),
and A, a ~m, B, b, then there is a unique a’ € dom(A)
reachable via an R-chain of length n from a, and there are
leaves E = {ep, ..., eyn_1} of the binary tree with root b in
B such that e; satisfies the binary encoding of i by means of
Ao, ..., An-1, and so U, a’ ~L'(p) B, €0 ~L'(p) """ ~L'(p) B, €9n_1
by the definition of L’(p)-bisimulation and R € p.

For the 2ExpTmMe-lower bound, the nodes in E can then be
used to encode the acceptance problem for exponential space-
bounded alternating Turing machines (ATMs). Roughly, the
idea is to start from each e € E a simulation of the computation
tree of the ATM for an input word of length n. On the shared
symbols in p, these trees are essentially isomorphic. Using the
variables Ag, ..., A,,_1 as bits, one can create, for each m < 2"
on some e € E, a 2"-yardstick starting at m and coordinating
the labels of the computation tree at positions m + 2", [ > O.
This is also achieved using counters encoded by variables that
are not in p. As one has to look ‘exponentially deep’ into the



computation tree, the universal modality ¢ of GML" is required
when writing up the encoding; see [29] for details.

For the NExpTiMe-lower bound, the nodes in E can be used
to encode a 2™ x 2"-torus tiling problem. In this case, assume
for simplicity that |E| = 22", Then, for each grid cell (i, j) with
i.j < 2", we use some e;; € E satisfying the encoding of i via
Ao, ..., A, and that of j via A,, ..., Asn—1. Using successors
of the nodes in E (which coincide on p, for each e € E), one
can ensure the horizontal and vertical matching conditions of
the tiling problem. 4

ProoFs FOR SEcTION VI

Theorem 10. Separation and Craig-separation are

2ExpTIME-complete for all pairs of the form GMUV /L', where
L’ € (MUY, ML, MY, ML}, and
coNExpTME-complete for GML /ML and GML /ML.

Proof. We start by establishing the upper bound and fo-
cusing on Craig separation in view of Lemma 5. Consider
first GMLY/MLY. Let ¢, and @y be some GMLY-formulas,
o = sig(g1) U sig(@) and p = sig(1) N sig(@). We employ
the notion of type introduced in Section V and adapted in
the obvious way for GML"Y. We need to check whether there
are pointed o-structures Uy, a; and As, az, and a Ml_i*“(p)-
bisimulation B between A; and A, such that Ay E ¢1(ay),
Az F go(az) and a,Ba,.

We construct Ay, A, and B (if they exist) from mosaics,
which are appropriately modified to deal with inverse modali-
ties. To this end, we supply each node with some information
about the types of its ‘parents and children’. Following [12,
Sec. 8.3], we call the result a star-type. To give a precise
definition, we require some notations.

The neighbourhood N(U, a) of a node a € dom() in a
o-structure U is the set

N, a) ={bedom®) | (a,b)eS", Se{R R}, Re o).

A successor type set s (for g1 and @o) is a set containing, for
each type t and each S, exactly one expression of the form
O, for 0 < n < k°, or 03F't. Let a € dom(2), D € dom(),
and n(a,S.t,D) = |{b € D | (a.b) € St = t(A, b)}|. The
successor type set s(2, a, D) defined by a and D contains

- o5t es(W, a,D)if n=n(a S t,D)<k* and

- 0Kt e s(W, a D) if n(a, S,t.D) > k°.

Observe that s(U, a, D) = s(A, a, DN N, a)), so only nodes
in the neighbourhood of a are relevant for the definition of
s(AU, a, D). Occasionally, we are only interested in the existence
of an S-successor in D with a type t, writing <>§0t € s as
a shorthand for ‘05"t € s for some n, 1 < n < k° or
OgF't € & We omit U from s(U, a, D), t(U, @), N(U, a), etc.,
if understood. We also omit elements of the form ¢°t from
successor type sets.

We define a star-type as a triple of the form st = (t, 5p, 5¢),
where t is a type, s, a parent successor type set, and s. a
child successor type set. To be coherent with the semantics of
graded modalities, st should satisfy some natural conditions

defined below. The S-profile Ps(s) of s € {sp. 5.} contains, for
any x € sub(g1. ¢2),
— OF"x if nis the sum over all k with ©5*t" € s and y € t';
— O x if this sum exceeds k* or ©Z*t' € s, for some
'3 x.
The S-profile Ps(sp. sc) of 5, and 5. contains, for all formulas
X € sub(@1. @2),
- 05" if n=ny + ny < k* for 05" x in the S-profile of
sp, and Og”y in the S-profile of s;
— 03K x otherwise.
A star-type st = (1, 5p,. 5¢) is called coherent if, for all formulas
O3"x € sub(e1. @2), we have 05"y € t iff Ps(sp, s.) contains
either <>§”' x, for some n’ > n, or <>§k' x. From now on, all
star-types we consider are assumed to be coherent.
The star-type realised by a € dom(2) and D € dom(?) is
defined as

st(a, D) = (f(a), s(a, D), s(a,dom(A) \ D)).

Instead of dom(2A) \ D, we can take N(a) \ D.
A mosaic is a pair M = (M;, My) of sets of star-types such
that
- Aectiff Aet’, forall (1, sp, 50). (1, 5;7, s.) € M UM, and
A€p;
— for any (1, sp, 5c) € My U My, all types in s, U 5. are 4-
equivalent to t.
Given structures U, Ay with a € dom(Y;,) and p € dom(2;,),
for some ji, jo € {1, 2}, the mosaic defined by a and p is

M@, %y, a, p) = (M1 (Uy, a, p), Mo(Us, a, p)).

where, for D; = {d € dom(y) | A, d ~mpu Uj,.p} and
i=1,2,

M;(U;, a, p) = {st(Ay, e, Dy) |
e c dom(‘)li), QIi, € ~MLu(p) QIJ'I , a}.

We are also interested in root mosaics M with O;Ot’ € sp,
for all (t,sp,5.) € My U My, all t and all S. We obtain a
root mosaic M(A;, sy, a, 0) = (M1(Uy, a, 0), My(Asy, a, 0)) with
a € dom(2;) and j € {1,2} by taking, for i = 1,2,

Mi(%[i’ a, 0) = {St(gli, e, 0) | ec dom(Qll), ?Ii, e ~MLU(p) ?IJ, a}

As in Section V, we are going to use mosaics for building
the structures 2A; and A, we are after. To this end, we require
the following definition. Let M = (M;, M) be a mosaic and
M a set of mosaics. Set A=A UAy and I’ =T'; UT'5, where,
fori=1,2,

Ai = {(St,J) |J < w, st € Mi},

L=t j . M) |j< @ st e M, M' =(M;, M) € M}.
Intuitively, A; consists of o-many copies of each star-type in
M;, and T'; of w-many copies of each ‘pointed mosaic’ (st’, M”)
in M.

We call M a witness for M if, for each S, there is a relation

SMM c (A} XT1) U (Ag UTy)



such that the following conditions are satisfied:

(witness,) if (st,j) € A, st = (t,5,,5:.) and OF"t" € 5., then
(st,j) has exactly n different S¥M-successors of type t'—
i.e., of the form ((t',s),.s}).j/. M")—in T; if 0Kt € s,
then (st,j) has at least k* + 1 different S¥M-successors
of type t' in T;

(witness,) if (st’,k, M) €T, st’ = (t',s/é(, sc) and Ot € 5,
then (st’, k, M’) has exactly n S¥*-successors of type
tin A; if 05t € ¢, then (st’, . M') has > k* SMM-
successors of type t in A;

(bisim,) if R€ p, S € {R, R"} and some element of A has an
SMM_successor (st',j/, M’) € T, then every element of A
has an S¥M_successor of the form (st”,j’, M’) € T’;

(bisimy) if R€ p, S€ {R, R} and some (st’,j’,M’) € T is an
SMM_guccessor of an element of A, then all (st”, j' M)
in I are S¥M-_successors of some element of A.

Our aim is to show that there exist pointed structures 2, a;,
i=1,2, satisfying ¢; with Uy, a; ~muuge) W2, ag iff there exists
a set S of mosaics such that

(ml) if M = (M, M) € S, then M; # 0 and M, # 0;

(m2) there are a root mosaic M = (M;, M,) € S and star-types
st; € M; containing ¢; in their types, for i = 1, 2;

(m3) every M € G has a witness M C G;

(m4) if @y €t for some (t,3,,5.) € M; and M = (M, M) €
&, then there exists a root mosaic M’ = (M;,M,) € ©
such that x € t’ for some (1, s, ;) € M; such that t and
t" are #-equivalent, for i = 1, 2.

Moreover, we also aim to show that it suffices to look for S
with mosaics and witnesses of exponential size, which would
make it possible to check the existence of such an & in double
exponential size. With this in mind, we first give a somewhat
different, but equivalent ‘syntactic’ definition of witnesses.

We say that star-types st = (1, 5, 5) and st” = (1, 5, 5.) are
S-coherent and write st ~og st’ if Gg% € s and 0%t € ¢,
Let M = (M;, My) be a mosaic, M a set of mosaics and

M ={(t, M) | M =M, My) e M, st e M}, i=1,2.
Call M is a syntactic witness for M if, for every S, there is a
relation

SMM C (M x M3) U (My X M3)

satisfying the following conditions, for i = 1, 2:

(coherence) if (st, (st’, M’)) € S¥M, then st ~g st’;
(bisim) if Re p, Se {R. R}, and M’ = (M}, M;) € M, then
either
— for any st € M;, there is st’ € M; with (st, (st', M")) €
SMM and, for any st € Mj, there is st € M; with
(st, (st', M")) € SMM,
in which case M’ is called an S-successor of M, or
— (st, (st’, M")) ¢ S¥M for any st € M; and st’ € M/;
(wity) if st = (t.sp.5.) € M; and OZ°t" € s, then there are
M = (M}, M) € M and st’ = (t',s},,5,) € M] such that
(st, (st', M")) € SMM;

(wity) if M" = (M[,Mj) € M, st' = (t',s,,5,) € M{ and
<>§9t € s, then there is st = (t,55,5) € M; with
(st, (st', M")) € SMM;

(witg) if R€ p, S € (R R} and (st, (st', M")) € S¥M, where
st = (1, 5, 5c) € M;, then there is a function g that assigns
to each S-successor M* = (M, M) of M in M a star-type
in M; such that g(M’) = st’ and, for any O € 5, we
have

{M* € M| gM™) = (t;, s;‘,, sv), for some Sps Sl < .

The intuition behind the concept of a syntactic witness
is as follows. If M is a witness for M, then for every
st = (1, 5p,5c) € My U My, if OF't" € 5. then we require (st, j)
to be SM¥M._related to exactly n different star-types based on
type t'. A similar constraint holds for (st’, s}, 5.) € M] U My,
where (M}, M;) € M. For a syntactic witness, we relax this
requirement: if Og"t" € s, for some n > 0 we do require st
to be S¥M_related to at least one star-type that is based on t’,
but we do not require there to be exactly n. The reason for
this relaxation is that we can create multiple copies of each
star-type: if, say, 02t’ € 5. and st is SMM-related to exactly
one (st’, M’), where st’ is based on type t’, then every (st,j)
will be S¥M-related to (st’, j;, M’) and (st, ji,, M) with j; # ji,.

Similarly, if ©5't" € s and st is S"M-related to both
(st’, M’) and (st”, M), where st” and st” are based on type
t’, then there will be different j; and j, such that (st,j;)
is SMM_related to (st’,j’, M’) and (st,jo) is s¥M-related to
(st”,j”, M").

Such copying does, of course, require there to be at least one
SMM_successor when OZ°’ € s.. This is enforced by (wit;),
while (wity) is the corresponding requirement for ¢ 3°t € Sp-

There is one other requirement, however, that is slightly
harder to explain. Suppose that &=t € s, and that
(st, (st}, M")), (st, (sty, M”")) € SMM where st| and st, are
both based on t" and M’ # M”. Suppose furthermore that st/
and st}, are the only SMM-successors of st in their respective
mosaics. If we were to try to create a witness S¥M from
this SMM, we would take ((st,j), (st}.j,, M")) € S™M and
((st. ), (st jo. M) € SMM_ But there would be no sty and
J4 such that ((st,j), (sty,jy, M”)) € S¥M and no st} and j/
such that ((st, ), (st].jy. M")) € SMM_ Therefore, the (bisim,)
condition would not be satisfied.

In order to prevent this kind of situation, we must ensure
that if (st, (st’, M")) € S¥M then there is some way to choose
st’, M’ as a successor of st that respects both graded modalities
and bisimulation restrictions. This means it must be possible
to choose one st” per S-successor M” of M such that (i) for
the mosaic M’ we choose st’ and (i) if Og"t"” € s. then we
choose at most n star-types based on type t”. In our definition
of a syntactic witness, this requirement is included as (wits).

Now that we have explained the intuition behind syntactic
witnesses, we can show that syntactic witnesses are witnesses,
and vice versa.

Lemma 37. M is a witness for M iff M is a syntactic witness
for M.



Proof. (=) Suppose M is a witness for M = (M;, M) and,
for each S, let SYM be the witnessing relation with respect to
S. Let SMM be the relation given by (st, (st', M) € S¥M iff
there are j,j’ such that ((st,j), (st’,j, N’)) € S¥M.

We show that S¥M satisfies the conditions for M being a
syntactic witness for M.

(coherence) Suppose that (st,(st’, M’)) € S¥M, where st =
(t,5p, 5c) and st’ = (t', 5, s.). Then, by the definition of
SMM there are j,j' such that ((st,j), (st’,j. M’)) € SYM.
By the (witness;) condition, ((st,j), (st’,j’, M")) € S¥M
implies that ©=°t' ¢ s., and hence that O>%t" € s.
Similarly, by (witness,), it implies that ¢3°t ¢ s, and
hence OEPt € sp,. This shows that st ~g st’, so the
(coherence) condition is satisfied.

(bisim) Consider any M’ = (M, M;) € M and any i € {1,2}.
Assume R € p and S € {R, R™}. We distinguish two cases.
As a first case, suppose that there are st; € M;, st} € M/
and ji.j5 < o such that ((sty,j1), (st}.j]. M{) € SMM,
Then (bisim;) implies that for every sto € M; and every
Jo < o there are st; € M; and j, < & such that
((sta.jo). (sty.Jp. M") € SMM.

So, for every such stp, there is a st such that
(stg, (sty, M’)) € SYM_ Similarly, (bisim,) implies that
for every st; € M/ there is a sty € M; such that
(stg, (sta, M")) € S¥M_ Hence, in this case M’ is an S-
successor of M.

As a second case, suppose there are no st; € M;, st} € M
and ji,j, < ® such that ((sty,jp), (st} j, M")) € SMM.
Then for every such st, st' we have ((st, (st’, M")) ¢ SYM.
These cases are exhaustive, so the (bisim) condition is
satisfied.

(wit;) Suppose st = (t,s,,5) € M; and 02" € s.. Then,
because SMM satisfies (witness,), every (st,j) has > O
SMM_successors (st’,j’, M’). Therefore, (st',M’) is an
SMM guccessor of st. Hence (wit;) is satisfied.

(wity) As with (wit,), except here we use the fact that SMM
satisfies (witnesssy).

(wit3) Assume R € p and S € (R, R}. Take any
(st, (st', M) € SMM. Let st = (t,55,5) € M. Fix
any j,j/ < o such that ((st,j), (st’.j, M’)) € S¥M. For
every M* = (M;,M;) € M, we say that M* is an S-
successor mosaic of (st,j) if there are st*,j* such that
((st. ). (st",j*, M*)) € SMM.

Let g be any function that (1) assigns to every S-successor
mosaic M* of (st,j) an st* such that there is a j* with
((st. ), (st*,j*, M*)) € S¥M and (2) satisfies g(M’) = st’.
As SMM gatisfies (witness;), we have that if Ot € 5¢
then there are at most n mosaics M* such that g(M*) =
st* = (t", s, 5,) for some s, s¢. Furthermore, because of
the (bisim;) condition, the set of S-successor mosaics
does not depend on the choice of j.

It follows that g is a function that satisfies the require-
ments of (Wits), so that property is satisfied for S*M,

We have now shown that S¥M gatisfies all of the conditions
for M to be a syntactic witness of M.

(&) Suppose M is a syntactic witness for M and the
elements of I'U A are enumerated. For R€ ¢ and S € {R, R},
let SYM be the witnessing relation. We will create the relation
SMM by adding S- and S™-edges to elements x € AUT in the
enumeration order. Throughout the process, we keep invariant
the property that, by the time we reach x € AUT, there is at
most one S- or S!-edge to or from x already. Four cases are
possible.

Case 1: x = (st,j) € A, st = (t, 5p, 5.), and no edges from
x have been added yet. First, suppose R € o\ p. For every
type t', if O™’ € s, for some n > 0, we fix any M’ and
st’ = (', s}, s,) such that (st, (st', M")) € M. (At least one
such (st’, M’) exists due to (wit;).) Now add S-edges from
x to the first n elements of the form (st’, I, M) € T that do
not yet have any edges to it. Similarly, if ¢>*'t' € s., then
add S-edges from x to the lowest (in the enumeration) k® + 1
elements (st’, k, M") € T that do not yet have edges to it. This
construction ensures that (witness;) will be satisfied for S¥M.

Now, suppose R € p. In this case, our construction has to be
more complex, since we need to satisfy not only (witness;)
but also (bisim;). Let Mg € M be the set of S-successors
of M in the sense defined in (bisim). This means that we
must ensure that, for every M’ € Mg, there is at least one
(st’.j/, M’) € T such that (x, (st’,j’, M")) € S*M while obeying
the number restrictions. To this purpose, fix any (st’, M) such
that (st, (st’, M’)) € S¥M. Let g be the function given by (wits)
and let & = {(st”,M”) | g(M"") = st”}.

Consider any t” such that &J™"t” € s.. It is a property
of g that there are at most n elements in & that have a t”
component. If there are less than n such elements, take any
(st”,M") such that (st,(st”,M”)) € SMM, and add enough
copies of this (st”,M"”) to & to make the total number of
elements with a t” component exactly n. We turn & into a
multi-set by doing this. (Such (st”, M”") must exist by (wit;).)

Similarly, if ©3*'t” € s. and there are < k* elements in &
with a t” component, add copies of (st”’, M”) until we have
more than k* such elements.

Now, for every (st', M) € &, add an S-edge from x = (st, j)
to the lowest element (st’, k, M’) € T that does not yet have
any edges to it. This construction ensures that (witness;) and
(bisim;) will be satisfied for S¥M.

Case 2: x = (st',k, M’) € T and no edges to x have been
added yet. For every S, we do the following. If Ot € 5, or
OZF't € sy, let st be such that (st, (st', M) € S¥M. Create S
edges to x from the first n (if 5"t € sp) or the first k* + 1
aif <>§_k't € sp,) elements of the form (st, j) € A that do not yet
have any outgoing edges.

Case 3: Suppose x = (st,j) € A and there is already an S
edge from x to (st', I, M’) € I'. Add edges for S7! as in case 1.
With regard to S, add edges like in case 1 except that instead
of taking any S-successor we now take the successor (st’, M”)
as a starting point, and take the already existing S edge from
(st,j) to (st’, k, M’) instead of one of the edges that we would
otherwise add.

Case 4: Suppose x = (st’, I, M’) € T' and there is already
an S edge from (st,j) to x. Add edges for S! as in case 2.



For S, do the same except we take the edge from (st,j) to x
instead of one edge that would otherwise be added.

It is immediate from the construction that conditions
(witness;), (witnessy) and (bisim;) are satisfied; condition
(bisim,) follows from M being a syntactic witness. 4

Witnesses for mosaics defined by (disjoint) structures 2
and Ay can be extracted as follows. If M = M(U4,As, a, D) is
a root mosaic, then

M= {M®Q;, Az, b,a) | be N(a'), for some a’ ~yv, al

is a witness for M. If M = MUy, sy, a, p), for a, p € dom(A,),
then we obtain a witness M for M by taking

M= {M(QII, 912, b, a) | %i, b ’FMLi,u(g) QI[,p, be N(a'),

for some a’ ~pyiv(p) al.

Alternative and possibly larger witnesses can be obtained by
dropping the restrictions ‘b € N(a’), for some a’ ~pivp) @’
In both cases, we call M a witness for M given by Uy, Us.

It is rather straightforward to see now that there exist 2, a;,
i = 1,2, such that A; E ¢a;) and Ay, a1 ~mpv Ua, ag iff
there is a set S of mosaics satisfying (m1)—(m4). So we focus
on showing that it is enough to use mosaics and witnesses of
exponential size.

Call successor sets s and s’ profile-equivalent if they have
the same S-profiles for all S € {R, R”} with R € o. Star-types
st = (t,sp,5:) and st = (t,5,,s,) are called parent profile-
equivalent if t =1 and sp, s, are profile equivalent, and child
profile-equivalent if t =t and s., s, are profile equivalent.
Mosaics M = (M;, M) and M’ = (M;, M,) are called child
profile-equivalent if, for any st € M;, there exists a child-
profile equivalent st € Mj, and vice versa, for i = 1,2; M
and M’ are called parent profile-equivalent if, for any st € M;,
there exists a parent-profile equivalent st € M/, and vice versa,
for i = 1,2. Observe that the number of child/parent profile
non-equivalent star-types does not exceed (|¢;| + |@a]) e He2D

Lemma 15. There is a polytime computable number
Ko g, = o2'*Hely sych that, for any mosaic M = (M, M)
and witness M for M, there exist a mosaic N = (Ny, Ny) and
a witness N for N satisfying the following:

— INI, NI, and all N’| with N" € N do not exceed k,,,

— M and N are parent profile-equivalent,

— every N’ € N has a child profile-equivalent M’ € M,

- N; € M; and, for every N' = (N;,N3) € N, there is
M’ = (M, M,) € M with N] € M/, for i = 1,2.

Proof. We proceed in three steps. First, for every mosaic
M’ € M, we reduce the number of star-types in M’ to an at
most exponential amount. Second, we reduce the number of
mosaics in M. Finally, we reduce the number of star-types in
M. After each of these steps, we show that the result is still a
syntactic witness.

Step 1. For each relation S, let S¥M be the witnessing
relation for M and M, and consider any M’ = (M7, M;) € M.
There can be arbitrarily many star-types in M; U M,. We want

to select subsets N] € M] and N, C M, of at most exponential
size. Importantly, however, we want to do so in such a way that
(i) N’ = (N7, N,) is child profile-equivalent to M and (ii) every
edge (st, (st’, M’)) € MM, where st’ is not included in N’, can
be redirected to some (st, (st”, N’)), while still satisfying the
conditions of a witnessing relation.

The first of these requirements will be important when we
eventually use our collection of mosaics to build a model;
because of this child profile-equivalence we will be able to
replace M’ with N’ in a model construction. The second
requirement means that the resulting set of mosaics remains a
syntactic witness for M.

Formally, for any M’ = (M;, Ma) € M, let N’ = (N7, N;)
be any mosaic such that (i) N; € M for i € {1,2}, (ii)) M’
and N’ are child profile-equivalent, (iii) for every t, t' and S,
if there is a st’ = (t',¢),,5,) € M; such that ©3°t € s/, then
there is a st” = (t',,s/) € N/ such that 0%t € & and (iv)
N[+ [Na| < kg q,-

Note that while st” may have different parent and child
profiles, it must be based on the same type t’ as st’. Such N’
exists because N; and N, need to contain, in the worst case,
one element for each child profile (to ensure child profile-
equivalence) and one further element for each S and each
pair of types. There are exponentially many child profiles,
exponentially many types and polynomially many relations,
so we can select N] € M} and N; C M, of the required size.

Let K be the result of replacing each M’ € M by the
corresponding N’. We show that K is a syntactic witness
for M by constructing the witnessing relation S, For any
(st,(st',M")) € SYM if st' € N’, then we simply take
(st, (st', M) € SMK If st' ¢ N’, let st = (t,5,,5.) and
st’ = (1, 5, 5).

Because of the (coherence) condition, we have st ~mrg st’
and therefore, in particular, <>§9t € s;). By construction, there
must be some st”’ = (1, sy, 5,) € N’ such that Os-t € 57, which
implies that st ~g st”. We then take (st, (st”, N)) € S,

It is straightforward to verify that this S satisfies all of
the requirements for K being a syntactic witness for M:

(coherence) holds because any (st, (st’, N)) € SMK either
existed in S¥M or was redirected to some st’ with the
property that st ~sg st’,

(bisim) and (wit;) hold because we redirected edges only
within the same mosaic, so N’ is an S-successor of M
(w.r.t. M) iff M’ is an S-successor of M (w.r.t. S¥M),

(wit,) and (wity) hold because we redirected edges only to
star-types based on the same type.

Step 2. Now, we select a subset N C K of at most
exponential size, while it remains a syntactic witness for M. In
order to do this, we redirect edges from S™* . Importantly, we
redirect an edge (st, (st’, N’)) € SMX only to (st’, N”) where
N” is already an S-successor of M with respect to S¥X.

Formally, let N be any subset of K such that (i) for every
S, every M’ € K\ N, every i € {1,2}, every st = (1,5,,5.) €
M; and every st' = (t',s),5,) € M, if (st,(st', M")) € GMK

then there are M” € N and st” = (1,5, 5.) € M’ such that



st msg st” and M!” is an S-successor of M w.r.t. SY% and
(i) IN] < kg, ¢,- Such N exists because, in the worst case, N
needs to contain one mosaic for every i, every S and every
st, st’, of which there are exponentially many.

We show that N is a syntactic witness for M by constructing
the witnessing relation SMV from the relation S™*. For
any (st,(st’',M’)) € SMK if M’ € N, then we simply take
(st,(st',M")) € SYN_If M’ ¢ N, then by construction there
are an S-successor M’ € N of M such that st’ € M]" U M.
We take (st, (st’, M”")) € SMN.

It is again straightforward to verify that all of the require-
ments for a syntactic witness are satisfied:

(coherence), (wit;) and (wity) hold because we an edge to
(st’, M) was redirected to (st’, M), i.e., the same star-
type but in a different mosaic,

(bisim) and (wit;) hold because we redirected edges only to
mosaics that were already S-successors of M.

Step 3. Finally, we select subsets Ny € M; and No C M,
such that (i) N = (N;, Ny) is parent profile-equivalent to M
and (ii) every edge (st, (st’, N’)) € S™N can be replaced by an
edge (st”, (st’, N)) where st” € N; U N,.

Formally, let N = (N7, N2) be any mosaic such that (i) N; C
M; for i € {1,2}, (ii) M and N are parent profile-equivalent,
(iii) for every t, t" and S, if there is a (1, sp, 5.) € M; such that
O3t € s, then there is a (t, ), 5/) € N; such that 0% € 57/
and (iv) |Ni| + |Na| < keyo, -

We show that N is a syntactic witness for N by constructing
the witnessing relation S¥V. For any (st, (st’, N’)) € SMN_ if
st € N, then we take (st,(st’,N’)) € VN If st ¢ N, take
(st”, (st',N")) € SN, where st” = (t”, s/, s7) is the star-type
such that ©g°t" € &/, Note that in this case st” wg st’.

This SVV satisfies all of the requirements of a syntactic
witness:

(coherence) holds because any edge (st,(st’,N’)) € SNN

either was in SMN or had st chosen in such a way that
st ~mag st’,

(wit;) and (wity) hold because st and st”” are based on the
same type t,

(bisim) and (wits) hold because we did not add any new S-
SuUCCessors.

We have now shown that N is a syntactic witness for N.
Furthermore, N and N satisfy all of the requirements of the
lemma. 4

We are now in a position to formulate the mosaic elimi-
nation procedure establishing the 2ExpTmME upper bound in
Theorem 10. Let Sg be the set of all mosaics M = (M;, My)
with non-empty M;, M, and [M; U My| < kgl’@. Clearly &g
can be computed in double exponential time in |@1| + |2l

Let S C Sp. We call M € G bad in S if at least one of the
following conditions does not hold:

— there exists a syntactic witness M C S for M such that
IMI < g3

— if @y et and (t,sp,5.) € My, for M = (M;,M,) € S and
i € {1, 2}, then there is a root mosaic M’ = (M;, M) € S

such that y € t’, for some (t’, s’p, s.) € M/, with t and t'
being #-equivalent.
We compute a sequence Sg, Sy, ..., where S, is obtained
from &; by eliminating all bad mosaics, and stop when S,,.; =
Sp, setting S* = S,. Clearly, " is computable in double
exponential time.

Lemma 16. The following conditions are equivalent:

(1) there exist pointed o-structures W;, a;, for i = 1,2, such
that W; E gi(a) and Wy, ay ~mps(g) Az, az;

(i) there exist a root mosaic M* = (M}, M;) € S with ¢, €t
and @9 €', for some (1, 5p,5.) € M; and (t',s),s.) € M.

Proof. (i) = (i) Suppose U;, a;, i = 1,2, satisfying (i)
are given. Consider the set of all pairs p = (M, My) such
that My, is a witness for M given by 2; and U,. The union
of all such {M} U Mj;; would not contain any bad mosaics
if M and My were of proper size (< ki,g,), Which is not
necessarily the case. To deal with pairs p = (M, M) of wrong
size, we apply to them Lemma 15 and obtain pairs (MP, M%)
satisfying the conditions of the lemma. However, these pairs
are not necessarily defined by U;, Wy. We call the MP child-
good and all mosaics in any M}, parent-good (as we have
found the relevant witnesses for graded modalities in children
and, respectively, parents).

Given a parent good mosaic M = (M;, M) and a child-good
mosaic M’ = (M7, M) that are parent- and child-profile equiv-
alent, we construct a new mosaic MM’ = (M;|M;, My|M;)
which, for any parent- and child-profile equivalent star-types
st = (1, 5p, 5c) € M; and st’ = (t', 5, s() € M, contains the star-
type stlst’ = (t, 5, 5.) in M;|M;. Observe that, by the definition
of parent/child equivalence, all st|st’ are coherent star-types
and M|M’ is a mosaic. Also observe that |[M|M’| < kgl@. Let &
be the set of all M|M’ just constructed. Then S C S. It should
be clear that S does not contain any bad mosaics, and so S C
&*. Finally, by applying Lemma 15 to M = M(2U,, Uy, a;, 0)
we obtain the required root mosaic in S.

(i) = (i) Suppose M* = (M}, M;) € S* is given by (ii).
We use S to construct the required U;, a;, i = 1,2, and
MLY(p)-bisimulation 8 between them. For every M € &*, take
a witness My € S* for M together with the corresponding
relations SMMv c AM x T™ between AM = AM U AY and
™ =¥ uTY. For i = 1,2, the domain dom(2;) of ¥,
comprises words of the form

S = MO e Mn—l(Stnyjn’Mn)y (6)

where M; = (M1, Mj2) € &, 0<j<n,

— My is a root mosaic and any type in My ; is #-equivalent

to any type in M;;

— Mjiy € My, for all j < n;

— stp, € Mp; and j, < .
It follows from the definition of (bad) mosaics that all types
used in the construction of dom(2;) are ®-equivalent to each
other.

Let t, be the type of st,,, in which case t,, is also called the
type of s. We interpret the propositional variables A € o by
taking s € A% if A € t,,. For any R € o, we set



— (s, s) € RY for any s of the form (6) and any s’ of the
form

s’ = Mo ... My o(sth 1. jn-1, Mno1) @)

such that (Stn—l ’jnfl)RMH?I’/\/(M"’1 (5tn’jn, Mn);
— (s,s") € RM for any s of the form (6) and any s’ of the
form (7) such that (st,_, jn_l)(R‘)M“*l'MM"*I (str,jn, Mp).
We show by induction that, for any x € sub(e;, ¢2) and any
s of the form (6), we have U; E x(s) iff y € t,. The basis
of induction and the Boolean cases of the induction step are
trivial. Suppose U; = ®x(s). Then UA; E x(s’), for some s’ €
dom(y). It t’ is the type of s’, then x € t’ by IH, and so ¢y €
t" and @y € t,,. Conversely, if ®y € t,,, then, by the definition
of bad mosaics, S* contains a root mosaic M’ with a star-type
st of some type t’ 5 y in its ith component. By IH, 2; = x(s’)
for any s’ = (st’,j, M), and so U; = ®x(s). Finally, suppose
U; | OZx(s) and st, = (t. 5. s7). To show that OZFx € t,
we need to prove that Ps(sp. 5c) contains <>§k' x or &gy, for
some m > k, which follows from IH and conditions (witness;)
and (witness,). The converse implication also follows from
(witness, ), (witness,) and IH.
We next define 8 € dom(2;) xdom(Uy) by taking sBs’, for
s € dom(2,) of the from (6) and s’ € dom(2y) of the form

®)

if n=mand M; = MJ’ for all j < n. It follows from non-
emptiness of mosaics in G*, the definition of relations RY
and conditions (bisim;) and (bisim,) that 8 is a MLY(p)-
bisimulation. 4

s=M,...M,_ (st . M)

Lemmas 4, 5, and 16 give the 2ExpTmmE upper bound for
deciding GML"Y/MLY-Craig separation in Theorem 10. The
2ExpTivME upper bound for GMLY /ML is obtained by dropping
the condition that M; and M, are both non-empty for mosaics
M = (My, My). The one for GML" /MLY is obtained by treating
the inverse R~ with R € p in the same way as R € o\ p. Both
of these modifications give the upper bound for GMLY /ML.

It remains to establish coNExpPTmME upper bounds for
GML /ML and GML /ML. Suppose @1, go are GML-formulas.
We again ignore everything related to ¢ and admit mosaics
M = (My, M,) with M; = @ or My = @ (but not both). Let
m = max{md(e1), md(@e2)}. Then it follows from the proof of
Lemma 16 (and the definition of f in it) that there exist 2;, a;,
i=1,2, with %; F gi(a) and Ay, a; ~mu() Ve, ag iff we find
words

S=MOM1...Mn (9)

with n < md(g, ) and M; = (Mj;, Mj) such that

— M; a mosaic of size < kZWZ, for j < n;

— My, = M* for a fixed root mosaic M* = (Mj, M;) such that
there are (t, sp, 5c) € My and (', s, 57) € M; with ¢ €t
and ¢ €1

- My, € My, for a syntactic witness My, for M; with
IMy| < Iegy, for all j < n.

A NExpTmvE algorithm deciding non-separation could guess
words of the form (9) and then check in exponential time that
they satisfy the three conditions above.

The matching lower bounds are proved as in the previous
section. This completes the proof of Theorem 10. =

Proors For SectioN VII

We start by giving the precise recursive definition of the
flattening fI(¢) € FO?2 for C?-formulas ¢ without equality:

A(AX)) = A(x), AR y)) = R(x, y),
AF*x @) = Axfl(e). A=¢) = —fl(e).
e A g) =fl(e) Afl(e).

We require the following observation.

Lemma 38. Let o be constant-free and let « € N*. Then, for
all FOi(o)—formulas w1 (x) and yo(x, y), all a,b € dom(),
and all i,j,i,j < x, we have:

- W Eyi(a i) iff A E yi(a.j);
= W E ywa((a. 1), (b)) iff A E wa(a V). (b.J)).

Lemma 18. Suppose that o is constant-free, ¢ is a GMLY(0)-
formula or ¢(x) is an equality-free C?(o)-formula, and that
IK* < k< K € N® Then A" E ¢(a, i) iff W* E file)(a, i) iff
A = Ale)a, i) iff A e(a, i), for all pointed o-structures
A, aand all i < x.

Proof. Let k* < x € N*®. First, we note that, because the
signature contains no constants, for every a € dom(2) and
every i < k, we have (a, i) € dom(U").

We show that A* E ¢(a, i) iff A* E fi(e)(a, i) for all
elements a € dom(2) and i < x. Observe that A* E fl(e)(a, i)
iff A< = fl(g)(a, i) follows from Lemma 17, for all i < x and
K € N%,

Now the proof proceeds by induction on the construction of
@. Assume first that ¢ € GMLY. We only discuss the critical
induction step, where ¢ is of the form <>§ku/ for some 1, in
which case fl(¢) is of the form <Og fl(w).

Suppose that A* <>§kw(a, i). We assumed that k > O,
so there is at least one (b,j) such that A* E w(b,j) and
((a. i), (b, j)) € R™. By the induction hypothesis, we then also
have A* | fl(y)(b,j), and therefore A* E Or fl(w)(a, i).

For the other direction, suppose that A* = Orfl(yw)(a, i),
so there is some (b,j) such that A* E f(y)(b,j) and
((a, i), (b.j)) € R™. By Lemma 38, this implies that we have
A* E fl(y)(b,j') for every j' < x.

By the induction hypothesis, this implies that A* | w(b,j’)
for all j/ < x. Furthermore, by the construction of UA*, it
follows that ((a. i), (b,j/)) € R for all j < k. From k* < &
we obtain A" = Oﬁkw(a, i). This completes the induction step.

The proof for ¢ € C? is a straightforward extension of the
proof above. It is again by induction on the construction of
@. For formulas w(x, y), we claim that A* = w((a, i), (b,J))
iff A E f(y)(a, i), (b,j)). We consider the step ¢ =
F*x (x, y) (we may assume that y is free in ). Suppose
that A* = 32Fx w(a, i). We assumed that k > 0, so there is at
least one (b, j) such that A* = w((b,j), (a, i)). By the induction
hypothesis, we then also have A* E fl(y)((b,J)), (a, i), and
therefore A* = Axfl(y)(a, i).



For the other direction, suppose that A = Axf(y)(a, i),
so there is some (b,j) such that A* E fl(yw)((b,)), (a, i)). By
Lemma 38, this implies that 2 = fA(yw)((b,j'), (a, i)) for every
J<x

By IH, this implies that A* = w((b,j’), (a, i)) for all j’ < x.
From k* < x we obtain A* £ 3**x y(a, i). This completes
the induction step and thereby the proof. =

The following lemma can be shown similarly to Lemma 18.

Lemma 39. Suppose ¢ is a GMU"Y(0)-formula with finite o,
and k* < kK < K’ € N®. Then U* E ¢(a, i) if A" Ef, (e)a i)
iff A< Ao (@)a i) iff A E @(a. i), for all pointed o-

structures W, a and all i < k.

Note that, according to the definition of L/L’-definability,
defining L’-formulas ¢’ are allowed to contain fresh symbols
not occurring in @. While fresh propositional variables or
modal operators do not affect definability (see below), we
leave it open whether using a fresh nominal has an effect on
definability of formulas without nominals.

Theorem 40. Let L/L’ be any pair of modal logics from
Table I, with L admitting nominals, and let o contain at least
one constant. Then an L(o)-formula ¢ is L'(0)-definable iff

Eeofl, (e

Proof. Note that if = ¢ <& ¢’ and ¢’ uses symbols not in o,
then we can replace any variable A ¢ o by T, any Ory with
R ¢ o by =T, and any N, with ¢ ¢ o by an N with ¢’ € g,
and obtain E ¢ < ¢” for the resulting formula ¢”’. Now the
proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 19. =

It remains open whether there are polynomial DAG-size
formulas in L’ equivalent to ﬂac(oiku/). Note that the prob-
lem is that distinct constants can denote the same domain
element. In contrast, under the unique name assumption,
polynomial DAG-size formulas are easily constructed. Indeed,
let Thi(po. ..., Pn-1) be a propositional formula that is true
under a propositional assignment iff at least k variables among
Do, - - -, Pn—1 are true. It is folklore that there are such formulas
of polynomial DAG-size. Let O, 1,..., n— 1 be the constants
in o.. Then the formula obtained by replacing in ﬂac(of—ekzp)
the second conjunct by the formula obtained from Th; by
replacing each p; by Or(i A fl, (w)) is as required.

We note that the complexity results for the validity/satisfi-
ability problems for the logics considered in this paper do not
depend on whether one defines the size of an input ¢ as the
formula-size of ¢ (the length of ¢ as a word) or the DAG-size
|| of @ (the number of subformulas of ¢). Here, we sketch
a reduction from DAG-size to formula-size by introducing
abbreviations. Recall that fI; (¢) is equivalent to the L-formula
J (@) defined recursively in the same way as fl, (¢) except that

Fo(GF W) = [Or(flo, (W) A J\ ~Ne) V OF5(f, () A \/ No)L.

CEO. CEOo,

Let fl;, be also defined in the same way as fl, except that we
set, for a fresh propositional variable A,

o (FEw) = [or(ay A N\ =No) v 0254, A \/ No).

ceo, ceo.

The formula-size of fI, (¢) is clearly polynomial in the
formula-size of @. If L contains the universal modality, then
F ¢ © fl, () iff the following L-formula (of polynomial
formula-size) is valid:

m A4, o fl, () | Fy € sub(e)) - (¢ © fly, (9).

If L does not admit the universal modality, instead of m we
take all sequences of the form O, . .. Og, such that ¢ contains
nested O;i{‘ - 0;:’”, with each O;;ik", i=1,...,m—1, being
an immediate predecessor of Oii’fl“.

We now give the detailed definition of fl(¢) for C?/ FOi.
Recall that the straightforward extension of the flattening fI
defined above for C? without equality does not work. So
we now define a new flattening fI from C? to FOZ2. Suppose
we are given a C2-formula ¢. As before, only the definition
of fI(F**x 1) is non-trivial. Assume that i is a Boolean
combination 8 of the form

v =Bp1..... Piey» Y1(X). .o Vi, (), §1(Y). - . -, Sis (Y))

where
— the p; are binary atoms R(x, y), R(y, x), or x = y;
— the y;(x) are unary atoms of the form A(x), x = x, or
R(x, x), or a formula of the form 3*¥ yy;;
— the &(y) are unary atoms of the form A(y), y = y or
R(y, y), or a formula of the form 3*¥ x &.

We may assume that y is free in . Consider the formula

g1 = Fx(x=y) A1) V((x 2 Y) A ga)),

in which y; is obtained from y by replacing

— all p; of the form x = y by T;

— all y;(x) of the form x = x by T;

— all &(y) of the form y =y by T;
and s is obtained from i by replacing

— all p; of the form x = y by —T;

— all y;(x) of the form x = x by T;

— all &(y) of the form y =y by T.
Clearly, ¢ and ¢, are logically equivalent. Also, the formula
Ix((x = y) A y) is logically equivalent to the formula ]
obtained from y; by replacing all p; of the form R(x,y) or
R(y, x) by R(y, y), all y;(x) of the form A(x) by A(y), and all
vi(x) of the form 3*¥yy/ by the result of swapping x and y.
Now set, recursively,

AF x ) = filwy) v Ix filws).
A xy) = Ixfi(ys),
Observe that we do not define fl(yw(x, y)) for formulas w(x, y)

in C? with occurrences of equality that are not in the scope
of a quantifier.

for k=1,
for k> 1.



It is now straightforward to prove analogues of Lemma 18
and Theorem 19 for C? /FOZ.

Lemma 41. Let o be constant-free, let @(x) be a C?(o)-
Sformula (with equality), and let k* < x < k' € N®. Then,
for all pointed o-structures W,a and all i < x, we have
U oelad iff A F flle)at) iff A | flle)a i) iff
A* E e(a,i).

Proof. As before, the interesting part is to show that we
have A" E ¢(a, i) iff * E fi(g)(a, i), for all a € dom(A) and
i< K.

The proof is by induction on the construction of ¢. For C?-
formulas w(x, y) without occurrences of equality that are not
in the scope of a quantifier, we claim that A* = w((a, i), (b, Jj))
iff A* E A(y)(a, i), (b,j)), for all a,b € dom(A) and all
i.j,i,j < x. Observe that the induction step for such formulas
follows from Lemma 38.

We consider the step ¢ = I*Fx y(x, y), where we may
assume that y is free in . Assume from above:

- y=vp1..... Piey» V1(X), .. .., Vi, (X), G (). - . .., S (U));

- o1 =P [(x=y) A1) V((x# Y Ags)l:

— for ke = 1, A(F*x w) = Ay) v Ixf(ys);

— for k> 1, A@**x ) = Axfl(s).

Suppose that A* = I*x yw(a, i).

If k = 1, then we have either A E w((a, i), (a, i)), and so
A" | yi(a, i), or A* E w((b.j), (a, i), for some (b,j) # (a, i),
and so A" | we((b.j). (a.i)). Then, by IH, A* E fi(y))(a, i)
or A* = fl(ys)((b,)), (a, i)). In both cases A* = fl(p).

If k> 1, then A* E w((b,)), (a, i), for some (b,j) # (a, i),
and so again A" | ywy((b,j), (a, i)) and A" = fi(¢) by IH.

For the other direction, suppose A" = fl(e)(a, i).

Let k = 1. If A* E fi(y))(a, i), then by IH, A~ E v (a, i),
and so A" E @(a, ). If A = Axfl(ws)(a, i), then there is some
(b.j) such that A* = fl(ws)((b,J),(a, i)). By Lemma 38, we
have A* | fl(ys)((b,j'), (a, i)) for some (b,j') # (a, i). By the
induction hypothesis, this implies that A* = wo((b,j'), (@, i)).
Thus, we obtain U* = F32*x w(a, i).

Let k > 1. Then A* E dxfl(ys(a,i). We then have
some (b, j) such that A* = fl(ws)((b, ), (a, i)). By Lemma 38,
A* = fl(wa)((b,j), (a, i) for every j/ < k. By the induction
hypothesis, this implies that A* | wy((b,j'), (a,i)) for all
J < x. Since k* < x, we obtain A* £ F**x p(a, i), as
required. =

For the polynomial reduction of checking F ¢ < fl(¢)
to C2-validity, observe that, although fl(¢) is exponential in
formula-size as we duplicate the formulas y;(x) and &§(y), we
can again use the DAG-representation instead.

Corollary 42. C?/FO2-definability is polytime reducible to
C2-validity.

Lemma 23. Let L € {ML, ML, ML, MUY}, Then sucL and L
have the same expressive power in the sense that

(i) for every @ € L, one can construct in polynomial time a
formula ¢'(x) € sucL such that N = ¢(a) iff A E ¢'(a)
for all pointed U, a;

(i) for every @(x) € sucL, one can construct in exponential
time a formula ¢' € L such that A E ¢(a) iff A E ¢'(a)
for all pointed U, a.

Proof. (i) is trivial. (if) We construct ¢’ by induction. The
case of atomic formulas is clear. Assume x(x, y) is a Boolean
combination B of the form

X =By1(0),..., Vie (0, &), - . -, S, (W),

where
— the y;(x) are unary atoms of the form A(x), T(x), or a
formula of the form Jyvy;};
— the &(y) are unary atoms of the form A(y), T(y), or a
formula of the form dx &'.
A y-type t is a maximal satisfiable subset of

i), ..., Vi, (5, 7y1(X), . . ., Vi, (0}

A &-type t is a maximal satisfiable subset of

&a@..... S (W), 251 (W), - —8i, (Y)}-

Let S be the set of all pairs (t;, t) of y-types t; and &-types to
such that t; Uty = x. Consider now, inductively, the equivalent
translations y; and § of yi(x) and &(y) into L, respectively.
For any y-type t, let t’ = A, v and, for any §-type t, let
t" = Ager §'- Now define

- Ay R Y A xC6Y)) = Vg es(ty A Orty);

= @x(R(Y. x) A x(x. Y))' = V1. 1)es(ly A OrE);

= Ay RY. ) A x(Y)) = Vg p)es(ty A Ob);

— (@Ax (RO, y) A x(x, ) = V(4. p)es(ty A Ogt));

- Ayx(xy)) = Vi pes(ty A 1)

— (Axx(x, y) =V .tes(ty A ®1).
It is straightforward to see that " is a map from sucL to L and
that A E e(a) iff A E ¢'(a), for all pointed A, a. =

We now consider FO2 /ML"-definability, where ML™ is rep-
resented in sucML™. For every 2, we take the twin-unfolding
A* of A whose domain dom(A*¥) is the set of

d=aSy...Sn 10} (10)

with n > 0, j € {0,1}, @; € dom() for all i < n, and S;
either a binary predicate symbol in sig(e) or its inverse, and
such that (a;, ai1) € S for i < n. For @ of the form (10),
let tail(@) = a,. Set @ € AV if a, € AY for tail(@) = . It
remains to define R* for a binary predicate symbol R. Assume
a takes the form (10) and let @ = @Sy - a,Saal,, be an
extension of @. Then (G, @) € R* if R=S,, and (&', d) € RY
if R~ =8S,.

Observe that U, a ~yiv A*, & for j = 0, 1 since @ > tail(a)
is an ML*V-bisimulation between A* and A.

Lemma 43. For all ¢ € MUV and all pointed N, a: A = ¢(a)
iff U E e(a).

Lemma 44. For all pointed structures N, a and j = 0, 1, we
have W E o(&) iff W E m(e)().

Proof. The proof uses the following properties of A*: (1)
for all a, b € dom(X"), if (a.b) € R, then (a.b) ¢ S for



any S# R and (b, a) ¢ S¥ for any S; (2) for all a € dom(U*
and all Boolean combination of subformulas i of m(g) with
one free variable, if A* | w(a), then there exists b € dom(A*)
such that 2* = w(b), b # a, and (a, b), (b, a) ¢ S* for any
S € sig(e@). =

We are now in a position to show that m(e) is a sucMLu-
formula defining ¢ whenever such a definition exists.

Theorem 45. An FO2-formula ¢(x) is sucMU-definable iff
F e o m(e)

Proof. Follows from Lemmas 43 and 44. |

As m(e) is constructed in polytime in DAG-representation,
we obtain:

Corollary 46. C?/MLUV-definability is polytime reducible to
C2-validity.

We next consider the elimination of the universal and
inverse modalities.

Define the w-unfolding A'® of a structure A as follows. Its
domain dom(1¥®) is the set of all

a=aySo--Sp1ay, (11)

where n > 0, j; € @, a; € dom() for all i < n, and S; is
either a binary predicate symbol in sig(@) or its inverse such
that (a;, a1) € SY for i < n. Let tail(@) = . For @ of the
form (11), we set d € AN a, € A¥. Let @ be of the form
(11) and let @ = aé)So---ai'l”Sna"“*‘ be an extension of d.

n+1
Then (@ @) € R™ if R=S, and (&,d) € R¥" if R" = S,.

Lemma 47. For all pointed structures W,a, we have
We, q® ~yw U, a.

Wy is a generated substructure of Aj if it is a substructure of
A, and a € dom(Wp) and (a, a’) € R or (a’, a) € R imply
a’ € domUp). Wy is a forward generated substructure of Ay
if it is a substructure of A; and a € dom(Ap) and (a, a’) € RY
imply a’ € dom(). By A, we denote the smallest generated
substructure of A containing a € dom().

Define the forward w-unfolding A'® as the substructure of
A% in which dom(A™) is the set of all

d=aRo Ry ay.

where each R; is a binary predicate symbol in sig(g). Forward
w-unfoldings have been considered before in the context
of ML-definability [31], [32]. Note that UA'® is a forward
generated substructure of A and we have the following:

Lemma 48. A™°, a® ~yp U, a.

For pointed structures 2, a and B, b, we write A, a = B, b
if there is an isomorphism from 2 onto B mapping a to b.

Lemma 49. For any at most countable structures U, B with

a € dom(2) and b € dom(B),
— if Woa ~u B.b, then AT, a® = B2, bO;

— if Woa~y B.b, then 'Y, a® = Bl O,

We say that ¢ is invariant under (forward) generated sub-
structures if, for all pointed U, a and all (forward) generated
substructures 2’ of A with a € dom(W’'), we have A E ¢(a)
iff W E e(a).

Lemma 50. The following hold:

1) @ € MUY is MU-definable iff ¢ is invariant under gener-
ated substructures;

2) @ € MUY is ML-definable iff ¢ is invariant under forward
generated substructures.

Proof. (1) It is straightforward to show that every formula
in ML is invariant under generated substructures. Hence the
direction from left to right follows. Conversely, assume that
@ € MLV is not ML-definable but is invariant under generated
substructures. We find countable U, a and B, b with A = ¢(a),
B E —e(b), and A,a ~yi B, b. By Lemma 49, we have
?Iiff a® = ‘Ilig’ p°. By invariance of ¢ under generated
substructures, ‘ZI%’ E @(a®) because ‘lliff is a generated
substructure of ® and A® | ¢(a®) because, by Lemma 47,
We, q® ~yw A, a.

By invariance of ¢ under generated substructures, we obtain
%iﬁ’ E —@(b°) because %ig’ is a generated substructure of B!®
and B'® | —¢(b°) because, by Lemma 47, B, b® ~\iv B, b.

We have derived a contradiction as isomorphic pointed
structures satisfy the same formulas.

(2) It is straightforward to show that every formula in ML
is invariant under forward generated substructures. Hence the
direction from left to right follows. Conversely, assume that
@ € MLV is not ML-definable but is invariant under forward
generated substructures. We find countable %, a and B, b with
A E ¢(a), B F —e(b), and A,a ~y. B, b. By Lemma 49,
?Ilf)’ al = ‘IILZ’ b°. By invariance of @ under forward generated
substructures, ‘212(5’ E ¢(a®) because ‘lILf;’ is a forward generated
substructure of A® and A® | ¢(a’) because, by Lemma 47,
Qliw, aO ~MUu QI, a.

By invariance of ¢ under forward generated substructures,
%Lﬁ’ E —@(b°) because %Lﬁ’ is a forward generated substruc-
ture of B!® and BV!® E -¢(b°) because, by Lemma 47,
Bl B0 ~yiu B, b.

We have derived a contradiction as isomorphic pointed
structures satisfy the same formulas. 4

Theorem 51. Both C?/MLU- and C2?/ML-definability are
coNExpTIME-complete.

Proof. We consider C?/ML-definability, the proof for
C? /ML-definability is similar. Observe that we can encode
the problem of deciding whether a formula ¢(x) in sucML™ is
invariant under forward generated substructures as a validity
problem in sucMLY. To show this, let A be a fresh unary
predicate symbol and let ¢(x)4 be the relativisation of g(x) to
A. Observe that, for all pointed U, a, we have A E ¢a(a) iff
A4 = @(a), where A4 is the substructure of A induced by A
and a € A¥. Then ¢(x) is invariant under forward generated



substructures iff, for

xa= [\ VYx(AX) - VYR y) - AW,

Resig(e)

the formula

Xa = Yx((e(x) A A(X)) & @(X)a)

is valid. Hence @(x) € C? is not ML-definable iff at least one
of the following conditions holds:

1) ¢ o fl(e) is not valid,;

2) file) & m(fl(g)) is not valid,

3) m(fl(¢)) is not invariant under forward generated sub-

structures.

The claim follows since each of these conditions can be
checked in NExpPTIME. =

Proors For SectioN VIII

Theorem 26. Let L/L’ be either C*>/FO2 or any pair of

nominal-free modal logics from Table 1. Then, for any sig-

nature o with o, = 0 and any L(o)-formula ¢, the following

conditions are equivalent:

(a) @ has a uniform L'(o)-separator;

(b) fi(e) is a uniform L'(0)-separator for ¢;

(o) ¢ Efl(e);

(d) ¢ is preserved under w-expansions of o-structures U in
the sense that A = e(a) implies N° E @(a,0), for any
pointed o-structure U, a.

Proof. We first complete the proof of (a) = (d) for the
remaining pairs L/L’ of modal logics. If the universal modality
is not admitted in L’, then we take the set I of all L (e 0 (0)-
formulas y with B*! £ y(a,0) and y = Ayer» X- Then,
for every sequence O = Og, ---Og, wWith n < md(e) and
Ry, ..., R, € p, every x € sub(fl(¢)), and every R € p, T’
contains

D(ORX = (Or(X A Ag) A--- A Or(X A Ak'+1)))

and, for every sequence O = O, - - - Og, With n < 2md(e) and
Ry,..., R, € p, it contains the formula

OA; = —4)), for0<i<j<k"

This again gives vy E ¢ < fl(g). If L’ admits inverse
modalities, in the formulas I"” above we have to consider not
only R € p but also R~ with R € p. This allows us to show
again that y' F ¢ & fl(e).

The implication (b) = (a) is trivial.

(¢c) = (b) Let ¢ E fl(@). To prove that fl(¢) is a uniform
L’(o)-separator for ¢, suppose ¢ | y, for an L’(o)-formula
X, aiming to show fl(¢) E x. Let A E fl(e)(a). Then A
f(e)(a), by Lemma 17. Then A? = ¢(a) by Lemma 18, and
so A° E x(a). Using again Lemma 17, we obtain A = yx(a),
as required.

(d) = (c) Suppose A = @(a). As ¢ is preserved under w-
expansions, A? = ¢(a). Hence A = fl(¢)(a), by Lemma 18.
By Lemma 17, U = fl(g)(a), as required.

The proof for C?/FOZ is similar and left to the reader. 4

Theorem 29. Let L and L' be any pair of modal logics with
nominals from Table 1. Let o be a signature with o, infinite and
0o C o, finite, non-empty, and containing all constants in an
L(o)-formula @. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) @ has a uniform L'(o)-separator;
(b) ﬂao(qo) is a uniform L'(o)-separator for @,
(© ¢ Fflo(@) and fl, (@) Fin .

Proof. We first give the construction of diagoj U, a) for
the pair GML™" /ML*™¥. Consider a finite pointed o-structure
A, a, where sig(¢) C of C o and oy is finite. Identify the
elements of dom(2) with some constants in o\ oy. Then define
diag, (U, a) as the conjunction of the following formulas:

- Na,

- n \/cedom(*zl) Nc’

— &N, for ¢ € dom(20),

— m(N, - =N,), for distinct ¢, ¢’ € dom(20),

— &(N, A A), for c e AY,

— ®(N,ANy), forc=d¥ and d € or,

— &(N, A —A), for ¢ ¢ AY,

— ®(N. A OrNy), for (c, d) € RY,

— ®(N. A ~OrNy), for (¢, d) ¢ R™.

It is easy to see that diag, (%, a) has the properties (i) and (ii)
from the proof sketch in the main paper.

We now show the directions (a) & (b) and (¢) = (b) for
all pairs L/L’ from the theorem.

(a) = (b) Consider a uniform L’(o)-separator ¢’ for
@. Clearly, ¢’ is a uniform L’(o’)-separator for ¢, for any
signature o’ obtained from o by removing all but a finite set
o), of constants that contains all constants occurring in . By
Theorem 27, ﬂa‘s(¢) is also a uniform L(o’)-separator for e.
By the definition of uniform separators, we have:

- ¢ E ﬂaé(q;) for any such of;

- ﬂgé(q;) E ¢ for any such oj with o) 2 op.
It follows that | ¢" & fl, (¢), as required.

(b) = (a) is trivial.

(¢) = (b) Suppose ¢ E yx, for an L’'(o)-formula y. We have
to show that fl, (¢) F x. Assume this is not the case. By
the FMP of L’, we have a finite pointed structure A, a with

A E A, ()(a) and A B x(a). But then, in view of fl; () Esin @
and ¢ | x, we have U = x(a), which is impossible.

It remains to show (b) = (c) for the remaining pairs L/L’.
For GML™ /ML, the proof is the same as in the main part
of the paper since diagoj,(‘II, a) is in ML™,

For GML""/ML"" and GML"/ML", we construct diagof(Ql, a)
without using 4. We still require condition (ii) but only the
following weaker versions of condition (i):

(i) for GML": if B | diag, (U, a)(b), then g, a =5 By, b
for the smallest generated substructures A, and B, of A
and B containing a and b, respectively;

(1) for GML": if B E diagof(‘ll, a)(b), then Ay, a =, By, b
for the smallest forward generated substructures 2, and
B, of A and B containing a and b, respectively.



Recall from the previous section that then the domain of U,
comprises all a’ € dom(2) such that a’ = a or a’ is reachable
from a via a path

a=ayS;a;Sy...Sa, =dad,

where all a; are in dom(2) and all S; are binary relations
from oy (for ML") and inverses thereof (for ML™. For each
a’ e dom(), a’ # a, we fix a shortest path of this form and
set O = g, ...¥0s,, Op = Og, ...0Os,, regarding both &4
and O, as blank. We can now replace the conjuncts of the
form ¢y and my in diagaj U, a) by

/\ oew

\/ Ocp and
cedom(2,) cedom(2,)

respectively, and add the conjuncts

— 0N, — Og \/ Ny), for every relevant binary relation S.
(c.d)esSt
Denote the resulting L’(oy)-formulas by diag(L,f'(QI, a), where
L’ € {MLU",ML"}. Tt is readily checked that they satisfy the
respective versions of (i) for L.
It is now straightforward to lift the proof of (b) = (c) to
the pairs GML" /ML'" and GML"/ML". 4

It follows that, for the pairs L/L’ considered in Theorem 29,
uniform L’(o)-separator existence for o containing infinitely
many constants reduces in polytime to finite and general L-
valdity. For logics with the FMP, it follows from Theorems 29
and 40 that uniform separator existence and definability coin-
cide:

Theorem 52. Let L/L’ be any of the pairs GML™ /ML™,
GMLY /ML, GML" /ML, or GML/ML. Then, for any signature
o with infinite o. and any L(o)-formula ¢, a uniform L'(0)-
separator for ¢ is an L'-definition of ¢.

We consider uniform FOft /M Li’“-separation.

Theorem 53. For any signature o with o, = 0 and any

FOi(o)—formula @, the fqllowing conditions are equivalent:

(a) @ has a uniform MU'“(O)—separator;

(b) m(e) is a uniform MLY(o)-separator for ;

() ¢ E m(e);

(d) ¢ is preserved under twin-unfoldings of o-structures U
in the sense that W = ¢(a) implies W E ¢(a®), for any
A a.

Proof. (a) = (d). Given a uniform ML"Y(o)-separator ¢’ for
@, we need to show that ¢ is preserved under twin unfoldings
of o-structures. Suppose this is not so. Take a pointed o-
structure A, a such that A £ g(a) and A* = ¢(a’). From (a)
we obtain A E ¢'(a), and so, by By Lemma 43, U* £ ¢'(a®).

For any signature p and k > 0, let sucMLV,(p) be the set
of all sucML(p)-formulas of rank < k. If p is finite, then
sucMLY(p) is finite modulo logical equivalence.

The proof is now similar to the proof of Theorem 26. We
construct a formula y(x) € sucML"" using fresh unary relation
symbols such that 2A* can always be expanded to a model of
y and y F ¢ & m(e). The latter is achieved by constructing

y in such a way that it ensures conditions (1) and (2) of the
proof of Lemma 44.

Consider fresh unary A3, AY. A3, By. By, for S € R(¢) with
R(e) = {R| R € sig(e)} U{R | R € sig(e)}. Let p be the
union of the set of fresh symbols and sig(e) U sig(¢’). We first
ensure condition 2 by stating that By, B; partition the domain,
satisfy the same formulas in sucML™Y «(0), and that elements
satisfying By and B, are not related by any R € o. So let y
contain the conjuncts

B((By — —B;) A (Bp V By)),
B((By — —OrB)) A (B — ~OrByp)),
¢(x A Bo) & #(x A By),

for all y € sucMLY.(p). To enforce condition 1, y states that
the A3, AT, A5 partition the domain:

[ A?,
0<i<2,5eR(¢)
s s
| | /\ (AI d ﬁA] ),
AP£AY

and that the relations S can link the A only in a certain way:
for all S,S’,S” € R(p) and all i < 2:

m(A] > Og-Ag, ). if ' # S,
m(A° - og-AY").

Then y is satisfied in any p-structure B* obtained from some
A* by satisfying By in all nodes of the form (10) with j = 0, B;
in all nodes of the form (10) with j = 1 and by satisfying A?
in a node of the form (10) if there is k > O with n = 3k+1i and
Sn_1 = S. Then B* E y(a®). By construction, y £ ¢ < m(e).
As a consequence, we have ¢ = y — m(e), and so, by the
definition of uniform MLY(o)-separators, ¢’ £ y — m(e).
Since B* | ¢'(a’) and B* E y(aP), we obtain B* £ m(g)(a’).
Therefore, A* = m(e)(a®) as m(g) does not contain any fresh
symbols. It follows from Lemma 43 that %* £ ¢(a®), which
is impossible.

The implication (b) = (a) is trivial.

(c) = (b) Let ¢ F m(g). To prove that m(e) is a uniform
MLY(0)-separator for @, suppose ¢ E x, for an MLY(0)-
formula y, aiming to show m(¢) F x. Let A E m(e)(a).
Then A" E m(g)(a), by Lemma 44. Then A* E @(a) by
Lemma 43, and so A* E x(a). Using again Lemma 44, we
obtain A = x(a), as required.

(d) = (c) Suppose U | ¢(a). As ¢ is preserved under twin-
unfoldings, 2* E @(a®). Hence A* £ m(¢)(a’), by Lemma 43.
By Lemma 44, A £ m(e)(a), as required. 4
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