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trees, which are tree-like structures whose every node contains a label from a finite
alphabet and a data value from an infinite domain. The language allows us to compare
data values of two nodes but cannot access the data values themselves (i.e. there is

Keywords: no comparison by constants). Our axioms are in the style of equational logic, extending
XPath the axiomatization of data-oblivious XPath, by B. ten Cate, T. Litak and M. Marx. We
XML axiomatize the full logic with tests by ‘equality’ and ‘inequality’, and also a simpler
Data tree fragment with ‘equality’ tests only. Our axiomatizations apply both to node expressions
Axiomatization and path expressions. The proof of completeness relies on a novel normal form theorem
Normal form for XPath with data tests.

Modal logic

Query language © 2017 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

XML (eXtensible Markup Language) is the most successful language for data exchange on the web. It meets the require-
ments of a flexible, generic and platform-independent language. An XML document is a hierarchical structure that can be
abstracted as a data tree, where nodes have labels (such as LastName) from a finite domain, and data values (such as Smith)
from an infinite domain. For some tasks, data values can be disregarded (for instance, checking whether a given XML doc-
ument conforms to a schema specification). But many applications require data-aware query languages, that is, languages
with the ability of comparing data values. Indeed, the possibility to perform joins in queries or comparing for equality of
data values is a very common and necessary feature in database query languages.

XPath is the most widely used query language for XML documents; it is an open standard and constitutes a World Wide
Web Consortium (W3C) Recommendation [10]. XPath has syntactic operators or ‘axes’ to navigate the tree using the ‘child’,
‘parent’, ‘sibling’, etc. accessibility relations, and can make tests on intermediate nodes. Core-XPath [16] is the fragment of
XPath 1.0 containing only the navigational behavior of XPath, i.e. without any reference to the data in the queries.

Core-XPath can be seen as a modal language, such as those used in software verification, like Linear Temporal Logic
(LTL) [6] or Propositional Dynamic Logic (PDL) [17]. XPath has been already investigated from a ‘modal’ point of view.
In [21] this perspective is illustrated by showing how some results on Core-XPath fragments can be derived from classical
results in modal logic. In particular, when the only accessibility relation is ‘child’, Core-XPath has many similarities with
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Fig. 1. In x it holds: (a) The modal diamond («); (b) the data-aware diamond (« = B); (c) the data-aware diamond (« # B).

basic modal logic (BML). First, in the absence of data, an XML document just becomes a tree whose every node has a label
from a finite domain; this is a special kind of Kripke models, when labels are represented as propositional letters. Second,
any property expressed in BML can be translated to Core-XPath and vice versa. There are also some differences: Core-XPath
may express not only properties ¢ on nodes, called node expressions, but also on paths, called path expressions. When « is
a path expression, its truth is evaluated on pairs of nodes instead of on individual nodes, as BML does. In a nutshell, « is
true at (x, y) if the path from x to y (which is unique, since our models are trees) satisfies the condition expressed by o.

The formal syntax and semantics of Core-XPath will be given later in full detail, but let us now give a glimpse of it. If
is a path expression, in Core-XPath we can write (&), a node expression saying that there is a descendant y of x such that
(x, y) satisfies « (see Fig. 1(a)).

Imagine that o simply expresses “go to child; ¢ holds; end of path”. Then the node expression (¢) is translated as <@
in BML, where ¢ is the recursive translation of ¢ to the BML language. For illustrating a more complex path expression,
suppose that the path expression 8 expresses “go to child; ¢ holds; go to child; ¢ holds; end of path”. Then the node
expression (B) is translated to the language of BML as &(¢ A Ov). Core-XPath generalizes the ‘diamond’ < operator of
BML to complex diamonds («), where o describes a property on a path. Conversely, any formula ¢¢ of BML can be
straightforwardly translated to Core-XPath as (o), where o expresses “go to child; ¢ holds; end of path”.

By the (finite) tree model property of BML, the validity of a formula with respect to the class of all Kripke models is
equivalent to the validity in the class of (finite) tree-shaped Kripke models. Since there are truth-preserving translations to
and from Core-XPath, it is not surprising that there exist axiomatizations of the node expressions fragment of Core-XPath
with ‘child’ as the only accessibility operator. Interestingly, there are also axiomatizations of the path expressions fragment
of it. Even more, there are also axiomatizations of all single axis fragments of Core-XPath (those where the only accessibility
relation is the one of ‘child’, ‘descendant’, ‘sibling’, etc.), and also for the full Core-XPath language [22].

Core-Data-XPath [8] —here called XPath_— is the extension of Core-XPath with (in)equality tests between attributes of
elements in an XML document. The resemblance with modal languages is now more distant, since the models of XPath_—
cannot be represented by Kripke models. A first attempt to represent a data tree as a Kripke model, would be to let any
data value v in the data tree correspond to a propositional letter p, in the Kripke model [1]. However, this would be unfair:
in BML, p, is a licit formula expressing “the value is v” but this kind of construction is not permitted in XPath—. Indeed,
XPath_ can only compare data values by equality or inequality at the end of paths, but it cannot compare the data value
of a node with a constant. The rationale of this feature is twofold: on the one hand, it remains a finitary language; on the
other, its semantics is invariant over renaming of data values. XPath— augments Core-XPath expressivity with ‘data-aware
diamonds’ of the form (o = 8) and (o« # B). The former is true at x if there are descendants y and z of x such that « is
true at (x,y) and 8 is true at (x,z), and y and z have the same data value (see Fig. 1(b)). The latter is true at x if there
are y and z as before but such that y and z have distinct data values (see Fig. 1(c)). Observe that —(« = 8) expresses that
all pairs of paths satisfying o and B respectively, starting in x, end up in nodes with different data values, while (o # )
expresses that there is a pair of paths satisfying o and B respectively which end up in nodes with different data value. One
can see that (@ # ) is not expressible in terms of Boolean combinations of expressions of the form (- =-).

Whilst the model theory of XPath— was recently investigated both for the node expressions fragment [12,13] and for
the path expressions fragment, [3,2], the only other research into the proof theory of XPath_ outside of this work is for a
simple fragment [5].

Obtaining a complete axiomatization has applications in static analysis of queries, such as optimization through query
rewriting. The idea here is to see equivalence axiom schemes as (undirected) rules for the rewriting of queries; in this
context, the completeness of the axiomatic system means that a semantic equivalence between two node or path expres-
sions must have a corresponding chain of rewriting rules that transform the first expression into the second one. Therefore,
obtaining an axiomatization, along with all the proofs of the theorems involved in the demonstration of its completeness,
can be used as a first step in finding effective strategies for rewriting queries into equivalent but less complex forms.

Studying complete axiomatizations can also give us an alternative method for solving the validity problem, which is
undecidable for the full logic Core-Data-XPath [15], but it is decidable when the only axis present in the language is ‘child’,
and in fact, also when adding ‘descendant’ [11] (and also for other fragments).

1.1. Contributions
We give sound and complete axiomatizations for XPath— with ‘child’ as the only axis. We extend the axiomatization of

Core-XPath given in [22] with the needed axiom schemes to obtain all validities of Core-Data-XPath. Our axiomatizations
will be equational: all axiom schemes are of the form ¢ = ¢ for node expressions ¢ and v or of the form o = g for path
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expressions « and B, and inference rules will be the standard ones of equational logic. We show that an equivalence ¢ =
is derivable in the axiomatic system if and only if for any data tree, and any node x in it, either ¢ and v are true at x
or both are false at x. We also present a similar result for path expressions: an equivalence o = § is derivable if and only
if for any data tree, and any pair of nodes (x, y) in it, either o and B are true at (x,y) or both are false at (x, y). Our
completeness proof relies on a normal form theorem for expressions of XPath— with ‘child’ axis, and a construction of a
canonical model for any consistent formula in normal form inspired by [14].

We proceed gradually. To warm up, we first show an axiomatization for the fragment of XPath— with all Boolean op-
erators, with data-aware diamonds of the form (o = 8), but keeping out those of the form (o # 8). This fragment is still
interesting since it allows us to express the join query constructor. Then we give the axiomatization for the full XPath— with
‘child’ axis, whose proof is more involved but uses some ideas from the simpler case.

1.2. Related work

As we mentioned before, there exist axiomatizations for navigational fragments of XPath with different axes [22]. Ax-
iomatizations of other fragments of Core-XPath have been investigated in [7], and extensions with XPath 2.0 features have
been addressed in [23]. We found only a few attempts of axiomatizing modal logics with some notion of data value.

A logical framework to reason about data organization is investigated in [4]. They introduce reference structures as the
model to represent data storage, and a propositional labeled modal language to talk about such structures. Both together
model memory configurations, i.e., they allow storing data files, and retrieving information about other cells’ content and
location of files. A sentence [m]A is read as “memory cell m stores sentence A”. Then, data is represented by mean of
sentences: for instance, if data c; represents a number N, ¢; is the sentence “this is a number N” (same for other sorts of
data). This representation is quite different from our approach. Nevertheless, according to our knowledge this is one of the
first attempts on axiomatizing data-aware logics, by introducing a Hilbert-style axiomatization.

Tree Query Language (TQL) is a formalism based on ambient logic, designed as a query language for semi-structured
data. It allows checking schema properties, extracting tags satisfying a property and also recursive queries. The TQL data
model is information trees, and the notation to talk about information trees is called info-terms. In [9] an axiomatization
for info-terms is given in terms of a minimal congruence. This axiomatization is sound and complete with respect to the
information tree semantics. This is more related to our approach in the sense that we consider data values as an equivalence
relation.

The most closely related work is [5], where an axiomatization for a very simple fragment of XPath, named DataGL, was
given. Following our informal description of XPath—, DataGL allows for constructions of the form (¢ = 8) and (€ # 8),
where € represents the empty path and B = |.[¢] is a path of the form ‘go to descendant; ¢ holds; end of path’. In
particular, they introduce a sound and complete sequent calculus for this logic and derive PSPACE-completeness for the
validity problem.

1.3. Organization

In §2 we give the formal syntax and semantics of XPath— with ‘child’ axis, called XPath_(]). As we already mentioned,
we also study a special syntactical fragment, called XPath_(])~, whose all data-aware diamonds are of the form (@ = ),
and keeps out those of the form (o # g8). In §3 we give a sound and complete axiomatic system for XPath_(})™: in §3.1
we state the needed axiom schemes, an extension of those introduced in [22]; in §3.2 we define the normal forms for
XPath_(})~ (these are not an extension of those defined in [22]) and state the corresponding normal form theorem; in §3.3
we show the completeness result, whose more complex part lies in proving that any node expression in normal form is
satisfiable in a canonical model. In §4 we extend the previous axiom schemes to get a sound and complete axiomatic system
for XPath—({). We follow the same route as for XPath_(|)~: axiom schemes (§4.1), normal form (§4.2) and canonical model
(84.3). Those proofs requiring highly technical arguments were deferred to Appendix A. Finally, in §5 we close with some
final remarks and future lines of research.

2. Preliminaries

Syntax of XPath—(]) We work with a simplification of XPath, stripped of its syntactic sugar and with the only axis being
the ‘child’ relation, notated |. We consider fragments of XPath that correspond to the navigational part of XPath 1.0 with
data equality and inequality. XPath_({) is a two-sorted language, with path expressions (which we write «, 8, y) expressing
properties of paths, and node expressions (which we write ¢, ¥, p), expressing properties of nodes.

The language Downward XPath, notated XPath—({) is defined by mutual recursion as follows:

a,Bui=€ | ||le]llalaUp
.y s=a|l g | oAy | {a) | {@=8)| (a#8), achA

where A is a finite set of labels.

Other Boolean operators, such as Vv, —, are defined as usual. We define the node expressions TRUE and FALSE, and the
path expression L, as follows:
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Fig. 2. (a) A data tree. Nodes are tagged with (¢,n) meaning that its label is ¢ and its data-value is n. (b) Our view of data tree: a node-labeled tree and a
partition over its nodes.

def

TRUE = (€)
def
FALSE =  —TRUE
def
L = [~e)]

As we remark later, these expressions behave as expected in the axiomatic systems we design.
We notate XPath—_(])~ to the syntactic fragment which does not use the last rule (o # g8). An XPath_ (| )-formula [resp.
XPath_ (] )~ -formula] is either a node expression or a path expression of XPath_({) [resp. XPath_(})~].

We define the length of an XPath_(])-path expression «, notated len(«), as follows:

len(e) = 0 len(aB) = len(x) + len(B)
len(y) =1 len(ox U 8) = max{len(x), len(B)}
len([¢]) = 0

We write dd to denote the downward depth [13] of an XPath_(])-formula, which measures ‘how deep’ such formula can
see, and is defined as follows:

dd@ = 0 dde) = 0
dd(—¢) = dd(¢) dd) = 1
dd(p Ay) = max{dd(p),dd(¥)} dd([¢]) = dd(¢)
dd(()) = dd(@) dd(@p) = max{dd(@),len(a)+dd(B)}

dd({e *B)) = max{dd(x),dd(8)} dd(e¢uUp) = max{dd(x),dd(B)},

where a € A, ¢, ¢ are node expressions of XPath_(]), «, B8 are path expressions of XPath_(]), and * € {=, #}. Notice
that the definition of dd(«8) is not symmetric because the concatenation is not so. Indeed, consider the path expressions
o= [({)]and B =|][{({}})]. Then dd(aB) =len(o) +dd(B8) =1+ 5=6 but dd(Bar) =dd(B) =5.

Data trees  We introduce data trees, the structures in which we interpret XPath_ (| )-formulas. Usually, a data tree is defined
as a tree whose every node contains a label from a finite alphabet A and a data value from an infinite domain. An example
of a data tree is depicted in Fig. 2(a). Our logical language, whose formal semantics is defined below, will be able to compare
the data value of two nodes by equality or inequality but it will not be able to compare against a concrete value. Hence we
will work with an abstraction of the usual definition of data tree: instead of having data values in each node of the tree,
we have an equivalence relation between the nodes or, equivalently, a partition. We identify two nodes with the same data
value as being related by the equivalence relation, or belonging to the same equivalence class in the partition —see Fig. 2(b).
While this is not the classical view of a data tree, it is more convenient for our purposes, and it is equivalent, as far as the
semantics of our logical language is concerned.

Definition 1. Let A be a finite set of labels, a data tree T is a pair (T, ), where T is a tree (i.e. a connected acyclic graph
such that every node has exactly one parent, except the root, which has no parent) whose nodes are labeled with elements
from A, and 7 is a partition over the nodes of T. We use T indistinctly to denote the set of nodes of 7 or the structure of

the labeled tree. Given two nodes x, y € T we write x—y if y is a child of x and x—l>y (for i > 1) as a short for

(3z0,...,zieT)x=20—21—>...—>Zi=).

Observe that in particular x— y iff x—1>y.
We denote with [x]; the class of x in the partition 7r, and with label(x) € A the node’s label. We say that 7,x is a
pointed data tree, and T, x, y is a two-pointed data tree.

Semantics of XPath—(]) Let us introduce the semantics of XPath_({)-formulas. Let 7 = (T, ) be a data tree. We define
the semantics of XPath_(|) on 7 (notated as [[~]]T) in Table 1.

Let T, x be a pointed data tree and ¢ a node expression, we write 7, x = ¢ to denote x € [¢]7, and we say that T, x
satisfies ¢ or that ¢ is true at 7,x. Let 7,x,y be a two-pointed data tree and « a path expression, we write 7,X,y =«
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Table 1
Semantics of XPath_ ().

[el” ={(x.x) |xeT}
17 ={x.y) | x>y}
[aBl”T =({(x,z)|there exists y € T with (x,y) e [[a]l”,(y.2) €[B17}
e UBL” =(al” UIBIT
Mell” ={xx |xelel”}
[al” ={xeT |label(x) =a}
-1 =T\lel”
e Avl7 =Tl NIy1”
[(a)]T ={xe T |there exists y € T with (x,y) € [a]|” }
[{e=p)I7 ={xeT|there exist y,ze T with (x, y) e [al”, *,2) € [B17, [¥lx = [2]x)}
Lo #B)7 ={xeT|there exist y,ze T with (x,y) e [all”, (x,2) € [BT7 . [¥lx # [2]x)}

to denote (x, y) € [a]”, and we say that 7, x, y satisfies o or that « is true at 7, x, y. We say that a node expression @ is
satisfiable in a data tree 7 if 7,r = ¢, where r is the root of 7. We say that ¢ is satisfiable if it is satisfiable in some data
tree 7.

Example 2. Consider the data tree of Fig. 2 with root x.

1. ({ = llall[b]) is true at x because there is a path of length 1, and there is a path of length 2 (with labels a in the
second node and b in the third one) ending in nodes with the same data value.

2. (e =) is false at x because there are no paths of length 2 ending in nodes with the same data value as x.

. (4 # L)) is true at x because all paths of length 2 end in nodes with the same data value.

4. ({[a]l[b] =€) is false at x because no path of length 2 with labels a in the second node and b in the third node, end
in a node with the same data value as x.

5. (J[a A (J[b])] =€) is true at x because x has a child with label a, satisfying (| [b]), and with the same data value as x.

w

We say that two node expressions ¢, ¥ of XPath—_(|) are equivalent (notation: = ¢ = ) iff [I(p]]T =y for all data
trees 7. Similarly, path expressions o, 8 of XPath—(|) are equivalent (notation: = o = 8) iff [a]]7 = [B]7 for all data
trees 7.

Let 7,x,y and 7',x,y’ be two-pointed data trees, we say that 7,x = 7',x [resp. T,x =" T, x] iff for all node
expressions ¢ of XPath_(]) [resp. XPath_(])~] we have 7, x = ¢ iff 7', X &= ¢, and we say that 7,x,y=T",x,y [resp.
T.x,y=""T',x,y'] iff for all path expressions « of XPath_(|) [resp. XPath_(})~] T.x,y =« iff T, %,y =a.

Let 7 = (T,m) be a data tree. When T’ is a subset of T, we write 7 [T’ to denote the restriction of the partition 7

to T'. Let x € T, and let X be the set of x and all its descendants in T, ie. X={x}U{yeT|@i>1) x—l>y}. We define
T Ix= (T [x,  |x) as the data tree that consists of the subtree of T that is hanging from x, maintaining the partition of that
portion.

The logic XPath—_({) is local in the same way as the basic modal logic:

Proposition 3. Let (7, ) be a data tree. Then

o T, x=T Ix, x.
e Ify,zaredescendants of xin T, then T, y,z="T [x, y, z.

Inference rules An XPath—(])-node equivalence is an expression of the form ¢ = i, where ¢, ¢/ are node expressions of
XPath—(]). An XPath_(])-path equivalence is an expression of the form o = 8, where «, 8 are path expressions. An axiom
is either a node equivalence or a path equivalence.

For P, Q both path expressions or both node expressions, we say that P = Q is derivable (or also that P is provably
equivalent to Q) from a given set of axioms ¥ (notation ¥ + P = Q) if it can be obtained from them using the standard
rules of equational logic:

1. P=P.

2. If P=Q, then Q =P.

3.If P=Q and Q =R, then P =R.

4. If P=Q and R’ is obtained from R by replacing some occurrences of P by Q, then R=R’.

We write ¢ < when ¢ V¢ =, and we write « < when ¢ U g =g.
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Table 2
Axiomatic system XP~ for XPath_(])~.

Axioms for labels

LbAx1 TRUE
LbAx2 FALSE

\/aeAa
aAb (where a#b)

Path axiom schemes for predicates

PrAX (a[=gp = L
PrAx2 [TRUE] = €
PrAx3 levyl = lelVIlY]
Path axiom schemes for idempotent semirings
IsAx1 (aUpB)Uy = aUBuy)
IsAx2 aUp = BUa
IsAx3 alUo = a
IsAx4 aBy) = (aPy
|SAX5[ e = o

ae = o

aBUy) = (@p)U(ay)

IsAx6 @UBy =  @)UBy)
IsAX7 lUa = o
Node axiom schemes
NdAx1 = eV Vo(meV oY)
NdAx2 (o) = ¢
NdAx3 (@UB) = (a)Vv(p)
NdAx4 (@B) = (al(B)])
Node axiom schemes for equality
EqAXx1 (a=p) = (=)
EqAx2 (@UB=y) = (a=y)v(B=y)
EqAX3 pAla=p) = (lpla=p)
EqAx4 (@a=p) = (o)
EqAX5 (Yla=8)1) = (ya=yh)
EqAx6 (a=a) = (@)
EqAX7 (a=e)n({B=€) < (a=8)
EqAx8 (e=Ble=y)]) = (a=By)

Definition 4 (Consistent Node and Path Expressions). Let ¥ be a set of axioms. We say that a node expression [resp. path
expression] P of XPath_(]) is X-consistent if X ¥ P = FALSE [resp. ¥ ¥ P = 1]. We define Cony as the set of X-consistent
node expressions.

3. Axiomatic system for XPath_(|)~
3.1. Axiomatization

The main theorems of this article are the ones about the completeness of the proposed axiomatizations. These theorems
have two main ingredients: one is a normal form theorem that allows to rewrite any consistent node or path expression in
terms of normal forms. The other one is the construction of a canonical model for any consistent node expression in normal
form. As it is usually the case, at the same time, we give (through the set of axioms) the definition of consistency. So, an
axiom (or an axiom scheme) could have been added either because it was needed to prove the normal form theorem or
because it was needed to guarantee that every unsatisfiable formula is inconsistent — the key fact is that we have a much
better intuition of what should be satisfiable than of what should be consistent. Of course we should be careful that the
added axioms are sound but that is quite intuitive.

In Table 2 we list the axiom schemes for the fragment XPath_({)~. This list includes all the axiom schemes from [22]
for the logic Core-XPath with single axis ‘child’ (second, third and fourth blocks) and adds the new axiom schemes for
data-aware diamonds of the form (« = B) (last block). Also, remember that in our data trees each node satisfies exactly one
label. We add two axiom schemes to handle this issue (first block). This is unessential for our development, and could be
dropped to axiomatize XPath_(]) over data trees whose every node is tagged with multiple labels, with minor changes to
the definitions of normal forms.

Let XP~ be the set of all instantiations of the axiom schemes of Table 2 for a fixed alphabet A. In the scope of this
section we will often say that a node expression is consistent meaning that it is XP~-consistent (as in Definition 4).

Observe that PrAx4 from [22, Table 3], defined by

Praxa  (@B)lg] =  aBle)

is not present in our axiomatization because, due to our language design, it is a particular case of IsAx4.
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The following syntactic equivalences will be useful for the next sections:

Fact 5. As seen in [22], TRUE, FALSE, and L behave as expected: XP~ - ¢ V TRUE = TRUE, XP~ - «[FALSE] = L, et cetera.
Furthermore, we have the following from [22, Table 6]:

Derl XP Fovy=yvVve

Der2 XP " FoVv@Wvoe=@Vy)Vvp
Der12 XP~™ F (afB) < («)

Der1l3 XP™ F ([FALSE]) = FALSE

Der21 XP~ Falpllvl=ale Ayl

We note that in order to prove the previous derivations one needs to use PrAx1, PrAx2, PrAx3, IsAx1, IsAx2 , IsAx4, IsAx5,
IsAX6, IsAx7, NdAx1, NdAx2, NdAx3 and NdAx4.!

As a consequence of Der1, Der2 and Huntington’s equation NdAx1, we can derive all the axioms of Boolean algebras from
the axioms in XP~ [19,18]. In what follows, we will often use the Boolean properties without explicitly referencing them. In
particular, we use the fact that XP~ ¢ < FALSE implies that ¢ is an inconsistent node expression, and that XP~™ ¢ < ¢
implies that ¢ A =y is inconsistent.

Sometimes we use IsAx1, IsAx4, EqAx1, EqAx4, and EqAx6 without explicitly mentioning them. We omit such steps in
order to make the proofs more readable.

It is not difficult to see that the axioms XP~ are sound for XPath_(])™:

Proposition 6 (Soundness of XPath_({)~).

1. Let ¢ and v be node expressions of XPath—({,)~. Then XP~ F ¢ = ¢ implies = ¢ = .
2. Let o and B be path expressions of XPath_(])~. Then XP~ o =  implies = a = B.

Proof. Equational rules are valid because we have compositional semantics, and the proof that all the axioms schemes from
Table 2 are sound is straightforward. O

3.2. Normal forms

When working in Core-XPath, the only diamond in the language is the modal diamond of the form (&), where « is a
path expression. In the absence of data-aware diamonds any node expression {[¢]] 8) is equivalent to ¢ A (| [(8)]). Hence
when the only axis is ‘child’, the only path expressions that we need are of the form |[{(-)], of length 1, and therefore the
only diamonds that we need are of the form (| [v]), which in the basic modal logic is written simply as <. This rewriting
of path expressions is carried out in [22], and so normal forms have somewhat the same flavor as in the basic modal logic.

When data shows up, this rewriting is no longer possible: the node expression (o = 8) checks if there are nodes with
equal data value at the end of paths o and 8. So these paths cannot be compressed as before. For an easy example, observe
that the data-aware diamond (| [a]| [b] =€) is not equivalent to (| [a A (| [b])] =€) (see items 4 and 5 of Example 2).

The normal forms we will introduce are inspired by the classic Disjunctive Normal Form (DNF) for propositional logic. Our
normal forms will take into account path expressions of arbitrary length, and this makes our definition more involved than
the one in [22]. We introduce them in this section for the language XPath_(])~. This definition will be extended to the
general logic XPath_(]) in §4.2.

We define the sets P, and N, , which contain the path and node expressions of XPath—_({)~, respectively, in normal
form at level n:

Definition 7 (Normal form for XPath_(})™).
Py = {€}
Ny ={an{e=¢€)lacA}
Py =te}U{L[VIB v €Ny, BePy ]
1 ={l@=pB)la.peP ,}

1 Der1 uses IsAx2, NdAx2, and NdAx3. Der2 uses IsAx1 (and NdAx2 and NdAx3 again). We can now derive all the axioms of Boolean algebras by also
using NdAx1. Der12 also uses PrAx2, PrAx3, IsAx4, IsAx5, IsAx6, and NdAx4. Der13 does not need further axioms. Der21 also uses PrAx1 and IsAx7.
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Nr:+l= a/\/\(p/\ /\ _‘(P|C§D;+],G€A ﬂConpr.
e $eb, 4 \C

Observe that we define normal forms by mutual recursion among three kinds of sets: P, D, and N, (for some n),
which are sets of path expressions, data-aware diamonds, and node expressions, respectively. They consist of expressions
that can look forward up to a certain downward depth. The index n indicates which maximum downward depth we are
exploring, both in path and node expressions. Base cases are the simplest expressions of each kind (depth 0). New path
expressions are constructed by using node and path expressions iy and B from a previous level of their respective type,
and exploring one more step using |. Data-aware diamond expressions are auxiliary expressions consisting of equalities
between two path expressions of the same level. Finally, node expressions in normal form at some level n are formed of
consistent conjunctions of positive and negative data-aware diamond expressions of level n. Notice that at each level i, each
conjunction in N;~ has one conjunct of the form a with a € A which provides a label for the current node. Finally, let us
remark that it would suffice that N contains formulas of the form a, for a € A. However, we include instead formulas of
the form a A (€ = €) (containing the tautology (€ = €)) only for technical reasons.

Example 8. Let us see some examples of expressions in normal form. We consider only two labels a and b, and ignore
redundancies (if we write (o« = ), we do not write (8 =«)). The sets P; and D7 are as follows:

Py ={llan({e=¢€)le, [Ib A (e =¢€)]¢, €}
Dy ={(llan(e=€)le =][bA (e =€)]€), (€ = |lan (e =€)]€), (€ = |[b A (€ =€)]€),
(Mlan(e=€)le =]lan(e=¢€)le), (I[bA (e =¢€)le = |IbA (e =€)]€), (€ = €)}.

An example of a node expression in normal form at level 1, i.e. a node expression in N7, is

p=an{e=€)n{llan(e=€)le =|[bA (e =¢€)le) A{llan (€ =€)le = |lan(e=e¢)l€)
AlbA(e=¢€)le =]Ibn{e=¢€)le) n—{e=|lan{e=€)]e) An—={e=|[bA (€ =€)]€).

The following lemmas (9, 10 and 11) are very intuitive and their proofs are straightforward.

Lemma 9. Let ¢ € N, and o, B € P;,. Let T, x be a pointed data tree, such that T,x =y and T,x = (a = B). Then (¢ = 8) is a
conjunct of .

Proof. The case when n =0 follows from the definitions of Py and N;. If n > 0, since «, 8 € P, by definition of D,, we
have (o = B) € D,;. Because ¢ € N,;, either (@ = 8) or its negation is a conjunct of . Suppose that the latter occurs, then
T,x E—{a =B), and, by hypothesis, 7, x = (@ = B), which is a contradiction. O

Lemma 10. Let € N, and o € P, . If [{]a is consistent then (o = o) is a conjunct of ¥. As an immediate consequence, if (| [V ]o)
is consistent then (@ = &) is a conjunct of V.

Proof. Since a € P, then either a =€ or « is of the form |[[y1]...}[y¥kle for some 1 <k <n, and ;e N, ;. Ifa =¢,
we are done, as (€ =€) is always a conjunct of ¢ by consistency. Else, since (¢ =«) € D, (@ = &) or its negation is a
conjunct of ¥. By using Der 21 from Fact 5, EqAx6 and PrAx1 consecutively, one can see that the latter case is not possible,

because [ ]a is consistent. Then (o = «) is a conjunct of ¢. O
Lemma 11. For every pair of distinct elements ¢,y € N, ¢ A is inconsistent.

Proof. If n=0, then ¢ =a A (¢ =€) and ¥ =b A (¢ =€), with a,b € A and a # b. Then by LbAx2, we have XP~ ¢ A ¢ =
FALSE, i.e., @ A ¥ is inconsistent.
Let ¢ and v be distinct normal forms of degree n > 0, then we have two possibilities:

e If ¢ and ¢ differ in the conjunct of the form a with a € A, then we use an argument similar to the one used for the
base case.

e If not, then there is o € D, such that, without loss of generality, o is a conjunct of ¢ and —o is a conjunct of .
Therefore, because ¢ A Y contains o A =0 as a sub-expression, we have XP™ I @ A ¢ = FALSE, i.e,, it is inconsistent.

This concludes the proof. O
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Lemma 12. Let v, 8 € P, . If there is a data tree T and nodes x, y € T such that T, x,y =a and T,x,y = B, then o = B.

Proof. Let o = |[y1]...)[¥ile and B = |[p1]...)[pjle. By definition of the semantics of XPath—_(})~, i=j since 7,x,y =«
and 7T,x,y = B. In particular, there are nodes z; € T, 1 <k <1, such that 7,z; =¥y, 7T,z = px for all 1 <k <i. Using
Proposition 6, we obtain that vy A py is consistent for all k=1,...,i, and thus by Lemma 11 we have that ¥ = py for all
k=1,...,i. Then we conclude that « = 8. O

The following lemma is a normal form result for the special case of data-aware ‘diamond’ node expressions in D :
Lemma 13. Letn > 0 and a € A. If ¢ € D;; is consistent then there are 1, ...,y € N suchthat XP" FaAep=\/; i

Proof. Take

v=\/|1arn ANvAr /\ —v¥ICSD;,¢eC {NConye-

yeC veDy \C

It can be seen that XP~ a A ¢ = . Notice that the above disjunction is not empty. Indeed, let D, \ {¢} = {1, ..., Y&},
and define g =a A ¢ and @i11 = @; A ¥iy1 if @i A Yigq is consistent and @11 = ¢; A =41 otherwise. By NdAx1 either
©i A i1 or @i A~y is consistent, and hence ¢; is consistent for all i. This means that ¢ is consistent and hence it is
one of the disjuncts of the above formula. O

The next lemma states that expressions in any P, or N, are provably equivalent to the union or disjunction, respectively,
of expressions in higher levels of P, or N;.

Lemma 14. Let m > n. If ¢ € N;; then there are @1 ... ¢k € Ny, such that XP~ =@ = \/; ¢;. Ifa € P;; then thereare oy ...c¢x € Py
such that XP~™ Fa = J; o;.

Proof. Observe that it suffices to show this result for m=n + 1.

The basic idea is to proceed by induction over n, first proving the result for P, and then using that for the case of N .

The base case for P is trivial, while the case for ¢ € Ny is easy by taking the disjunction of all node expressions in N’
which contain the same label as ¢ as a conjunct.

Now for the inductive case o = P, if v =€ then the result is trivial, and otherwise o = |[y]8 with ¥ € N, and
B € P;. We now use the inductive hypothesis on y and 8 and distribute into a union in P, using PrAx3 and the path
axiom schemes for idempotent semirings. The case ¢ € N, is solved similarly, using that we know the result holds for
path expressions in P, ;. O

It is easier to prove that every consistent formula is satisfiable over expressions in normal form than over the gen-
eral case, as we can rely on the particular structure of those expressions. However, these proofs would be of little use if
expressions in normal form only represented a small subset of all possible expressions. That is not really the case: Theo-
rem 16 below will show that all node expressions (and also all path expressions) are provably equivalent to a disjunction
of expressions in normal form.

Example 15. As a simple example of these equivalences, take the language with only three labels a, b, and c, and consider
the node expression ¢ = —a. Then XP~ @ = (b A (€ =€)) V (c A (¢ =€)), where b A (¢ =€) and c A (¢ =€) are node
expressions in N .

For a slightly more complex example, related with Example 8, take the language with only the labels a and b, and
consider the node expression

¢ =(lal{[a] = | [b]) A —(e = |[a]).
Then XP~ ¢ = 1 V ¥, where
Y11=y A—(e=1[bA(e=¢)le)
Va=y A(e=|[bA(e=¢€)le)
y=an(e=e)A{llan(e=¢€)le=][bA(e=¢€)le) A (llan(e=¢€)le=|[an (e =¢€)le)A
AN{IbA(e=€)le=][bA (e =€)]le) A—(e =l[an (e =¢€)]e)
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Theorem 16 (Normal form for XPath_(])™). Let ¢ be a consistent node expression of XPath_({)~ such that dd(¢) = n. Then XP~
@ = \/; ¢; for some (¢i)1<i<k € N . Let o be a consistent path expression of XPath—({)~ such that dd(et) = n. Then XP~ ko =
Uileila; for some (ai)1<i<k € P, and (¢i)1<i<k € N;, . Furthermore, if « is € or starting with | then XP~ F o = | J; o; for some
(ai)1<i<k € Py

Proof. We show that if F is a consistent formula of XPath_ (] )~ such that dd(F) =n, then
a) if F is a node expression then XP~ - F = \/; ¢; for some (/i)1<i<k € Ny ;
b) if F is a path expression then XP~ - F = |_;[¢;]o; for some (ot)1<i<k € P, and (¢i)1<i<k € Ny, ; furthermore, if F is €

or starts with |, then XP~ + F = J; o; for some («;)1<i<k € P, -

Because of EqAx6, it is enough to prove the lemma for the fragment of XPath—({)~ without diamonds of the form («). We
proceed by induction on the complexity of F, denoted by c, and defined for the specific purpose of this proof as follows:

cag = 1 ce) = 0
(=) = T1+c(p) cd) = 1
cpAy) = 14c(@)+ci) caB) = cla)+cB)
cla=p) = T+c@+cB) caup) = 1+c(a)+cB)
cfeD) = 2+c(p)

Observe that the only node expressions of least complexity (namely, 1) are the labels a or (¢ =€), that the only path
expressions of least complexity (namely, 0) are those of the form €...¢€, and that the only path expressions of complexity
1 consist of one | symbol concatenated with any number of € symbols at both sides (that number might be 0, leaving the
path expression | ). Observe also that c(¢ A (o = 8)) < c({[¢la = B)).

Base case If the complexity of F is O then it is the path expression €...€, which is provably equivalent to € by IsAx5.
Since € € Py, b) is immediate. If the complexity of F is 1 then F is either a node expression which consists of a single
label or (€ =€), or F is the path expression | (eventually concatenated with € but those path expressions are all provably
equivalent to | by EqAx6). If F =a (a € A), then a) is immediate, since using EqAx6 and Boolean reasoning we have
XP"HFF=an(e=¢€),s0an{€=¢)e N, and we finish by applying Lemma 14. If F = (¢ = ¢), then a) follows from
EqAx6, LbAx1, Boolean reasoning and Lemma 14. If F = |, by IsAx5, LbAx1 and PrAx2 we have XP~ - F = |[\/ ., ale, and
by PrAx3 and IsAx6, we conclude XP~ - F =, {[ale (observe that |[ale = |[a A (¢ =€)]e € P]).

Induction If the complexity of F is greater than 1, then F involves some of the operators —, A, { ), U, [ ] or a concatenation
different from the ones of complexity 1 mentioned above. We will perform the inductive step for each of these operators.
If F=¢ Ay or —¢, we reason as in the propositional case. If F = ¢ A v, we use the inductive hypothesis on ¢ and ¥

to obtain that XP~ FF =\/;¢i A \/j ¥, where ¢; € Nd_d(w) for all i and ¥ € Nd_d(w) for all j. Actually, we can assume that

@i, ¥je N, forall i, j by Lemma 14. We now use Boolean distributive laws to prove that F is equivalent to \/i,j(‘/’i AYj).
We then use Lemma 11 plus the consistency of F to remove from that expression redundant conjunctions (if ¢; = v, from
@i A ¥j we just keep ¢;) and inconsistent conjunctions (cases where ¢; # ¥;).

If F =—¢, we have by inductive hypothesis that XP~ - —¢ = —=\/,_;_,, ¢, and we can again assume by Lemma 14 that
@i € N, for all i. Expanding each ¢; into a; A /\peCi P A /\peDn‘\Ci —p (where C; € D;/) and then using Boolean algebra,
we have XP™ F—¢ = Ay (=0i V' Ve, 7P V' V pep\c, £)- We now use Boolean distributive laws to get XP™ = —¢ =
V wea N\i<i<m @(i), where each w(i) is either —a;, some —p for p € C;, or some p € D; \ C;, and where Q contains all
possible strings @ of length m formed in that way. We now use LbAx1 to get XP™ - =@ =\/,co Vaea @ A Nq<icm @0).
Then, we eliminate repetitions in conjunctions of node expressions, and use properties of Boolean algebra to eliminate
inconsistencies; also, as each disjunct has some positive occurrences of some a € A, we can use LbAx2 and eliminate the
(redundant) occurrences of negation of labels. So now we have that XP™ - —¢ =\/ . Vaes Yow,a. Where each vy, q is
of the form a A /\peC'O A /\peD —p, with C,D € D, and C N D = #. However we do not necessarily have D =D, \ C,
so these conjunctions may not add up to be of the form of a node expression in N, : to add the conjunctions needed
in order to get normal forms, we proceed as in the proof of Lemma 13 to complete each a A /\pecp A /\peD —p into
\/j(a A /\pecj /\/\peDn_\Cj —p), where C C C; for all j. Finally, we have obtained a set (Cy)xek of subsets of D, such that
XP™ = =Vick @A Npec, P AN pepm\c, 7P)-

If F is of the form (o = ), we reason as follows. Since c(«) < c({@ = 8)), by inductive hypothesis, we have XP~
a = J;lgila; for some «; € P, and ¢; € N; (We may have to use also Lemma 14, PrAx3, IsAx6, and Der21 of Fact 5
if dd(a) < dd({o = B))). Similarly, we can turn 8 into Uj[‘ﬁj]ﬂj- Using EqAx2, EqAx3, and EgAx1, we obtain XP~ - F =
\/,-’j @i AYj A {a; = Bj). We then use LbAx1 and Boolean reasoning to get XP~ - F = \/i’j @i AU A (Vgen @ A ai = Bj),
and then distribute the A, use Lemma 13 over each a A («; = §;), and eliminate inconsistencies using Lemma 11 to obtain
our desired result.
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Suppose that F is a path expression. Without loss of generality, we can assume that F # [¢] or F # a U 8 because
in those cases, there exist an equivalent expression of the same complexity that is a concatenation ([¢]e or (o U B)e
respectively). Then we only need to prove the result for the concatenation in order to conclude the proof. Also without loss
of generality we may assume that F does not start with €, since in that case there exist an equivalent expression of the
same complexity that doesn’t start with €. In case F is a concatenation F = o8 that doesn’t start with €, we split the proof
in three different cases according to the form of « (note that, by IsAx4, we can assume that « is not a concatenation itself).

If F is of the form [¢]8 then by IsAx5 we may suppose that 8 ends in € and by Der21 of Fact 5 we may suppose that
B is either € or starts with | (notice that € does not count in the complexity of a formula and that the expression in the
left hand side of Der21 of Fact 5 has a complexity greater than the one in the right hand side). By inductive hypothesis, ¢
is provably equivalent to \/; ¢; for some (¢;); € N, (We may have to use Lemma 14 to increase the degree). Therefore, by
PrAx3, [¢] is provably equivalent to | J;[¢;]. By inductive hypothesis, 8 is provably equivalent to | J iBi for some (B)); € P,
(again, we may have to use Lemma 14). Hence F is provably equivalent to (U,{(pi])(Uj Bj), and by IsAx6 we conclude that
F is provably equivalent to Ui!j[qoi]ﬁj as we wanted to show.

If F is of the form |8, we use inductive hypothesis to show that g is provably equivalent to | J;[¢;]8; for some (8;); €
Pnit]l and (¢;); € N,_;. By IsAx6, we conclude that F is provably equivalent to | J; |[¢i1B;, and {[¢i]8;i € P, as we wanted
to show.

Finally, if F is of the form (y U )8, then, by IsAx6, F = (¥ 8) U (88). The result follows from inductive hypothesis for y 8
and 88 (as usual, we may have to use Lemma 14, PrAx3, IsAx6, and Der21 of Fact 5 to increase the degree). O

3.3. Completeness for node and path expressions

In this section we show that for node expressions ¢ and ¥ of XPath_(])~, the equivalence ¢ = is derivable from the
axiom schemes of Table 2 if and only if ¢ is XPath_(] )™ -semantically equivalent to yr. We also show the same result for
path expressions of XPath_(})™.

We first introduce the main lemma of this section, and then continue to its consequences; as the proof of this lemma is
very extensive, we postpone it to Section 3.3.1.

Lemma 17. Any node expression ¢ € N, is satisfiable.
Based on the above lemma, we arrive to the next theorem, which is the main result of this section:

Theorem 18 (Completeness of XPath—(])~).

1. Let ¢ and v be node expressions of XPath—(|)~.ThenXP~" o =v iff e = .
2. Let o and B be path expressions of XPath—(|)~. Then XP~ Fa =B iffEa = 8.

Proof. Let us show item 1. Soundness follows from Proposition 6.

For completeness, suppose = ¢ = . Now assume that ¢ is consistent and ¢ is not. On the one hand, by Theorem 16,
there is n such that ¢ is provably equivalent to \/,_;, ¢i, for ¢; € N;. By Lemma 17, we have that in particular ¢; (and
hence ¢) is satisfiable. On the other hand, by Proposifion 6, ¥ is unsatisfiable, and this contradicts the fact that = ¢ = .
This shows that if ¢ is consistent then so is 1. Symmetrically, one can show that if v is consistent, then so is ¢. Therefore,
either ¢ and i are consistent or ¢ and ¢ are inconsistent. In the latter case, we trivially have XP~ ¢ = .

In case ¢ and v are consistent, by Theorem 16 and Lemma 14, there is n and node expressions ¢’ and ¥’ which are
disjunctions of node expressions in N, such that XP~ F ¢ =¢’ and XP~ +y ='.

Suppose that ¢’ contains a disjunct ¢” which is not a disjunct of v'. By Lemma 17, ¢” is satisfiable in some data tree
7. By Lemma 11, for any disjunct " of v’ we have that ¢” A" is inconsistent, and by Proposition 6, unsatisfiable. Hence
¥’ is not satisfiable in 7, and so [ ¢ =1/, a contradiction. The case when v’ contains a disjunct which is not a disjunct of
¢’ is analogous.

Then ¢’ and v’ are identical, modulo reordering of disjunctions, and so XP~ I ¢’ = v/ which implies XP~ ¢ = .

For item 2, soundness follows from Proposition 6. For completeness, suppose = o = f.

Suppose that « is consistent and 8 is not. On the one hand, by Theorem 16, there is n such that « is provably equivalent
to U1<i<k[<pi]ai, with «; € P, and ¢; € N;;. Furthermore, we can assume that [¢1]oq is consistent (if it is not, we simply
remove it from the disjunction) and so (o7 = ) is a conjunct of ¢ by Lemma 10. By Lemma 17, the node expression
@1 is satisfiable. Then, since (o7 = 1) is a conjunct of @1, the path expression [¢1]o is satisfiable, and so « is satisfiable.
On the other hand, by Proposition 6, 8 is unsatisfiable, and this contradicts the fact that =« = . This shows that if « is
consistent then so is 8. Symmetrically, one can show that if g is consistent, then so is «. Therefore, either o and 8 are
consistent or & and B are inconsistent. In the latter case, we trivially have XP~™ o = 8.

Suppose both o and B are consistent. By Theorem 16 plus Lemma 14 we have that there is n and path expressions
ajp...ox, Bi...Be in Py and node expressions @q...@k, ¥1...¥¢ € Ny such that XP™ o = ;. [@ile; and XP~ - g =
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Ulsjsl[lﬂj]ﬂj. Furthermore, we can assume that (o; = «;) is a conjunct of ¢; for i=1...k and (8; = g;) is a conjunct of
Yjfor j=1...4.
Now, suppose that

[@ila; ¢ {[¥11B1, -, [¥elBe) (1)

for some i. Since ¢; € N, by Lemma 17, there is a data tree 7 = (T, ) with root r such that 7, r = ¢;. Since (o = «;) is
a conjunct of ¢;, we have that there is y € T such that 7,1,y E«;.

Let us show that 7, r, y = [y;18; for any j < {. Fix any j. By (1), we have that ¢; # ¥ or «; # B;. In the first case,
T,r,y W [y18; follows from Lemma 11 and Proposition 6 (in particular 7, r (& ;). If ¢; = 4, we have «; # 8 and
T,r,y b= [yj1B; follows from Lemma 12.

So we have that 7,1,y =« but 7,1, y i~ B8, a contradiction with our hypothesis that =« = 8. Hence for any i there is j
such that [¢;]a; = [;18;. Analogously one can show that for any j there is i such that [y18; = [¢ilai. Then ;<< @il
and Ulfjfl[l/fj]ﬁj are identical, modulo reordering of unions, and so XP"Fa=8. O

All we need to complete the argument is to prove Lemma 17. Doing this involves the rest of the section.

3.3.1. Canonical model

In order to prove Lemma 17, we construct, recursively in n and for every ¢ € N, a data tree 7% = (T%, %) such that
@ is satisfiable in 7%.

For the base case, if ¢ € Ny and ¢ =a A (€ =€) with a € A, simply define the data tree 7% = (T%, w¥) where T? is a
tree which consists of the single node x with label a, and 7% = {{x}}.

Now let ¢ € N ;. Since ¢ is a conjunction as in Definition 7, it is enough to guarantee that the following conditions
hold (we now observe that these conditions are enough because of EqAx1, but we usually avoid these observations of
symmetry):

(C1) If a € A is a conjunct of ¢, then the root r¥ of 7% has label a.

(C2) If (¢ = }[¢¥]) is a conjunct of ¢, then there is a child rV (where v = (¥, «); we will introduce this notation in time
to formalize the construction) of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied and a node x¥ with the same data value as
r? such that 72,1V, x¥ = «.

(C3) If (I[y¥]a = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then there are two children r{, r} of the root r¥ of 7% at which ¥ and
p are satisfied respectively, and there are nodes x* and y" with the same data value such that 7%,r{,x* =« and
T, 5,y = B.

(C4) If —(e = |[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each child z of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied, if x is a node
such that 7%, z, x = «, then the data value of x is different than the one of r?.

(C5) If =({[¥]a = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each children z1,z, of the root r¥ of 7% at which ¢ and p are
satisfied respectively, if wq, w, are nodes such that 7%,z;, w; =« and 7Y%, zo, wy = B, then the data values of wq
and w; are different.

Since the construction of the canonical model requires some technical notation that might hinder the understanding of
the ideas behind it, we will begin with an intuitive description of the construction.

Insight into the construction

The idea to achieve all the previous conditions is to incrementally build a tree such that it satisfies at its root condi-
tions (C1), (C4), and (C5), then also (C2) (without spoiling any previous conditions), and finally also (C3).

First we start with a root r¢ labeled a, where a is the label present in ¢ (so that condition (C1) is satisfied). At this point
in the construction, as we only have one node, conditions (C4) and (C5) are trivially satisfied. On the contrary, (C2) and (C3)
might not be satisfied, and require a positive action (i.e. changing the current model) to make them true. We want to add
witnesses that guarantee the satisfaction of (C2) and (C3), and we will achieve this by the use of the inductive hypothesis
to construct new trees that we will hang as children of r¥. However, adding witnesses jeopardizes the satisfaction of (C4)
and (C5), so we need to do it carefully enough.

First we add witnesses in order to satisfy condition (C2). If ¥ € N, by inductive hypothesis, there exists a tree TV such
that v is satisfied at 7¥. Also, if (€ = |[y]a) is a conjunct of ¢, by the consistency of ¢, Lemma 10 and the inductive
hypothesis, there is a pair of nodes satisfying « in 7V and starting at its root. In this case, we will hang a copy of 7V
(or perhaps a slightly modified copy of it constructed in order not to spoil condition (C4)) as a child of r¥ and merge the
equivalence class of r¥ to the equivalence class of the endpoint xV of a specially chosen pair of nodes satisfying o and
beginning at the root of 7¥ (see Fig. 3(a)). This is the only merging required; other classes in 7 remain disjoint from the
previous constructed part of 7%. In this way, we will guarantee condition (C2) (see Fig. 3(b)). Since the other equivalence
classes of 7Y will remain disjoint from the rest of the tree 7% all along the construction and since two different normal
forms cannot be satisfied at the same point (see Lemma 11 plus Proposition 6), the only way in which this process could
spoil condition (C4) is that there is B € P, such that —(e = |[[¥]8) is a conjunct of ¢ and a pair of nodes satisfying g
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- e

P

Fig. 3. (a) A witness for (e = |[¥]a); (b) we repeat the process of (a) for each conjunct (€ = | [y1]o1), ..., (€ = }[¥mlam) of @; (c) by adding a witness
for (¢ = |[¥]a), we may be creating an unwanted witness for (€ = | [y¥]8).

Fig. 4. (a) A witness for ({[¥]a = |[p]B); (b) we repeat the process of (a) for each conjunct (|[y¥1]or = L[011B1),---, ([Yilo = LIpklBk) of ¢; (c) by
adding a witness for (| [y¥]a = |[p]B), we may be creating an unwanted witness for (| [¥]u = |[p]3).

in 7V, starting at its root and ending in a point with the same data value as x¥ (see Fig. 3(c)). But Lemma 19 ensures that
(maybe with changes to 7¥) we can choose x¥ to avoid this situation. Then, since we only add nodes to the equivalence
class of the root ¥ by this process, the only way in which we could spoil condition (C5) is if ¢ has conjuncts (e = | [¥]u),
(e ={[p18) and —(| [ ] = L[p]8) for some ¥, p € N,;, i, 8 € P, . But this is clearly unsatisfiable and so our axioms should
tell us that it is inconsistent (see EqAX7).

We now proceed to add witnesses in order to satisfy condition (C3). By an argument similar to the one given for
condition (C2), if ({[¥]a = [[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, there are, by inductive hypothesis, trees 7Y and 77 at which
¥ and p are satisfied and pairs of nodes satisfying o and g starting at their respective roots. We will hang a copy of
each of those trees (or perhaps slightly modified copies of them) as children of r¥ and we will merge the equivalence
classes (in 7Y and 77) of the ending points x¥, y* of a specially chosen pair of nodes satisfying « (and starting at the
root of 7¥) and a specially chosen pair of nodes satisfying g (and starting at the root of 7/) as mentioned before (see
Fig. 4(a)). Note that all the classes in 7% and 77 remain disjoint from the previous constructed part of 7%. In this way,
we guarantee condition (C3) (see Fig. 4(b)). Since we are not adding any nodes to the class of r?, it is clear that we cannot
spoil condition (C2) by performing this procedure. With a similar argument as the one given before, the only way in which
we can spoil condition (C5) is that there are ¥, p € N, «, B, u, 8 € Py such that ({[¥]a = |[p]B) and —{|[¥]1n = |[p]5)
are conjuncts of ¢, a pair of nodes satisfying 1 beginning at the root of 7V and ending in a point with the same data value
as x", and a pair of nodes satisfying § beginning at the root of 7° and ending in a point with the same data value as y"
(see Fig. 4(c)). But Lemma 19 ensures that we can choose x" and y" to avoid this situation.

Formalization

In order to formalize the construction described above, we introduce the following key lemma:

Lemma 19. Let Yo € N, «, B1, ..., Bm € P . Suppose that there exists a tree TV0 = (T¥0, 7t ¥0) with root r¥° such that TV0, rvo =
Yo and foralli =1, ..., m there exists y; € P such that (y; = [¥ola) A —={yi = L[¥olBi) is consistent. Then there exists a tree

TVo = (TA‘/’/O, 7;/70) with root 1% and a node x such that:

o TV, 170 =y,
o TVo, 1Yo, x =, and o
. [x]ﬂf;0 #+ [y]n% forall y such that T Vo, rvo, y = B; forsomei=1,...,m.
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Fig.5. TX = TY0 |z is a new subtree with disjoint data values to the rest of T‘/’O The new node x satisfies T‘/’U r‘/’o XEa.

Proof. Suppose that o = |[¥1]... [V, ]€, where Y, e N~ for all k=1,..., jo. If jo =0 (that is, « =€), then it suffices

to take 7’:'/70 = 7% and x =rY0. We only need to show that then —(e = §;) is a conjunct of v for all i. Indeed, assuming
instead that (e = ;) is a conjunct of v for some i, we have

(vi=1lYola) A =i = L[YolBi) = (vi = LYo A (€ = Bi)]) A =(yi = L [¥olBi)
(Hypothesis (€ = B;) is a conjunct of vg)

= (yi={l¥olBi) A =({yi = L [VolBi) (Der21 (Fact 5) & EqAx8)
= FALSE (Boolean)
which is a contradiction with our assumption that (y; = |[Vola) A —=(y; = |[¥0]B;) is consistent, by standard propositional

reasoning.

If jo >0, to define T\’fﬂ (T‘//O nWO) we modify the tree 70 = (T¥0, 7¥0). From the consistency of (y; = |[¥ola)
for some i, by Lemma 10, we conclude that (@ = «) is a conjunct of q. Hence there is z € T¥0, z # r¥0, such that
TVo ¥ 7 =q.

Before proceeding to complete the proof of this case, we give a sketch of it. We prove that we cannot have a witness for
B; with the same data value as z in the subtree T¥0 |z Intuitively this is because, in that case, & would be a prefix of §;, say
Bi =aé, and (e =§) would be a conjunct of ¥j,. Then (y; = | [¥ola) A =(yi = | [¥o]Bi) would be unsatisfiable (and thus it
should be inconsistent) for any choice of y; which is a contradiction. But our hypotheses are not enough to avoid having a
witness for g; in the class of z outside T |z; thus we need to change the tree in order to achieve the desired properties.
We replicate the subtree T¥0 [z but using fresh data values (different from any other data value already present in 7 ¥0),
see Fig. 5. It is clear that in this way, the second and the third conditions will be satisfied by the root of this new subtree.
The first condition will also remain true because the positive conjuncts will remain valid since we are not suppressing any
nodes, and the negative ones will not be affected either because every node we add has a fresh data value.

Now we formalize the previous intuition. Call p the parent node of the aforementioned z € T¥ and define TV as
TYo i T*, where we define T* as T¥0 [z, and in TV the root of T* is a child x of p. Define 70 as w¥o L ? ; observe that
the data values of T* differ from all those of the rest of TV (see Fig. 5).

We now check that this new tree TVo satisfies yy at its root r¥o. We prove by induction that x;, the j-th ancestor of x

(namely xj—]>x, and we let xo := x), satisfies 70, x; = yj,—;. This proves both that 7o, r¥o |= vy and that 7o, r¥o, x = .
For the base case j =0, the result is straightforward from Proposition 3: T* is a copy of T¥0 |z, with z satisfying ¥j,. For
the inductive case, assume that the result holds for xp, ..., x;. We want to see that it holds for xj1. To do this, we verify
that every conjunct of yj,_;j_1 is satisfied at xj;1:

o If the conjunct is a label, it is clear that xj;q still has that label in 7’:‘/70, as it has not been changed by the construction.

e If the conjunct is of the form (w; = W), then it must still hold in ﬁo by inductive hypothesis plus the fact that our
construction did not remove nodes.

o If the conjunct is of the form —(u1 = u2), we observe that, by inductive hypothesis plus the fact that the data classes
of nodes in T* are disjoint with those of the rest of 7o, then (141 = p2) can only be true in xj1; if there are witnesses
¥y1, y2 in the same equivalence class in the new subtree T* such that 7’:‘/70,xj+1, ¥1 = p1 and ﬁo,xjﬂ,yz E 2. In
that case, we have that

w1 =Wjo—ild . LW dir and o = L[Wjo—i1 .. L[, 112
for some (i1, 2, and that ﬁﬁ,xo,m =, 7¢‘/70,x0,y2 = (3. Therefore, by Lemma 9, (i = (i) is a con-

junct of v¥j,, and then T,z |= (11 = {{2), a contradiction with our assumption that —=(}[¥jo—jl} ... [Vj,li1 =
WWjg— i1} - L[Wjplii2) is a conjunct of ¥j,—(jy1) and TV, xj1 = ¥rjo—(jr1)-

To conclude the proof, we only need to check that (%] %% #* 1, for all y such that ﬁﬂ,r%,y &= B; for some i =
1,...,m. Suppose that g = |[p1]...)[oyle. If lo < jo or oy # ¥y for some [=1,..., jo, then the result follows immediately
from the construction. Otherwise, lp > jo and ;=1 for all =1, ..., jo and so, by hypothesis, there exists y; € P, ; such
that

(Vi={loNl¥1ll .. d¥jole) A= {yi=¥ol... L[V NIpjo+1]. .. LLop1€)
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is consistent. We prove that —(e = |[0j,+1]...{[0},]€) is a conjunct of v j,, from which our desired property follows imme-
diately since we have proved that 7¥o,x |=v,. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose instead that (€ = |[pj,+1]... Loy ]€)
is a conjunct of vj,. Then, as o = |[Y¥1]...[¥j,]€, we can derive that o = a[(e = |[pjy+1]... L[ ]€)] (Der21 (Fact 5)).
Also observe that XP™ = 8 =al[pj,+1].--[0,]€, and then we have

(Vi = VYol = (v = Lvolalle = L[pjgs1]. .. Lo le)]) (Der21 (Fact 5))
< (i = Lola Lpjoril... Lo le) (EqAx8)
= (yi = L[volB)

But using simple propositional reasoning, we have a contradiction with our hypothesis that (y; = | [Volo) A —(yi = | [¥0lBi)
was consistent, a contradiction that came from assuming that (€ = |[0jy4+1]...{[0,]€) was a conjunct of ¥;,. O

Now that we have proved this lemma, we proceed to the formal construction of 7%, for ¢ € N recall the base case
at the beginning of §3.3.1).

Consider the following sets:

net (

V={(,a)| (e =][¢¥]a)is a conjunct of ¢}
U={(,a,p,B) | {{[¥]x=|[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢}

Rule 1. Witnesses forv= (¢,a) € V. We define a data tree 7V = (TY, V) with root rV. By inductive hypothesis, there exists
a tree 7Y such that  is satisfiable in that tree. In Lemma 19, consider

Yo:=v
TV . =TV
o=«
{B1,....Bm} ={B € P, | ~(e = [¥]B) is a conjunct of ¢}
yi:=eforalli=1,...,m

Then there exists 7’7‘/’ = (ﬂ’, v ) with root ¥ and a node x such that

« TV EY,
o TV, 1V, xE=a, L
e [x] # [yl for all y such that there is 8 € P, with (, ) ¢V, and TV,rV,y =B

Define 7V as ﬁ and xV as x. The root r¥ and the partition 7V are the ones of ’7’%

Rule 2. Witnesses foru= (y,a, p, ) € U We define data trees 7" = (T}, #{") and 7;" = (T}, 7') with roots rY!, r} respec-
tively. By inductive hypothesis, there exist trees 7V = (T¥, 7¥) (with root r¥) and 7 = (T, w?) (with root r?) such that
¥ is satisfiable in 7V and p is satisfiable in 7. In Lemma 19, consider

Yo:=y
TV =TV
o=«

{Br..... Bm} :={y € Py | =(L[p]B = L[¥]y) is a conjunct of ¢}
yi:=l[plBforalli=1,...,m
Then there exist ﬁ = (ﬁ, 7?‘7’) with root ¥ and a node x such that:
« TVl v,

e TV 1Y xE=a, .
e [x]~ # [yl for all y such that there is y € P, with TV, Y,y =y and —(}[p]1B = l[¥]y) is a conjunct of ¢.

Define T} as ﬁ’, it as 7?’; rl as M and Xt =x e TY. Now let

{1, ..., U} = {,u € P, | thereexists y € T{ such that 7", r}, y = 1 and [Vle = [x“]ﬂlu} .
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ry =rP

TP =TV Ty =Tr

Fig. 6. The data trees 7" = (T}, }") and 73' = (T3, 7}') for some u € U. 71 and 72 are disjoint except that the equivalence class of x* is merged with
the equivalence class of y".

Then it follows that ({[p]8 = |[¥]1x;) is a conjunct of ¢ for all j=1,...,r. In Lemma 19, consider

Yo:=p
Tl/fo = TP
a:=p

{B1,....Bm}:=1{6€P, |3j=1,...,rwith=(}[p]d = | [¥]u;) is a conjunct of ¢}
vi=[¥]lu;for j=1,...rsuchthat (}[p]B; = |[¥]u; ) is a conjunct of ¢.

Then there exist a tree 77 = (7?5, 7?7’) with root r? and a node y such that

o TP.1P = p,

o« TP 1Py B, _

o [y]5 # [zl for all z such that there is § € Py and j=1,...,r with TP,1P,z =6 and —(}[p]s = Y¥lwj) is a
conjunct of ¢.

Define TY as T, ) as 7P, 5 as r» and y" = y. Without loss of generality, we assume that T} and T¥ are disjoint.
Now we define a partition 7" over T} UT} as

7 = Uy U X e U Ty e \ X o, [y 1)

In other words, the rooted data tree (T}, w"|1¥,r}) is just a copy of (TV,mV,r¥), with a special node named x* which
satisfies TY', ¥, r}!, x* |= «. Analogously, the pointed data tree (TY, 7" [T, %) is a copy of (TP, 7P, rP), with a special node
named y" which satisfies T3, 7%, 13, y* = B. Notice that the equivalence class ~ induced by 7" (defined over the disjoint
sets T and TY) is defined as z~ w iff w e [zl or w € [z] 3, or both w € [x“]yﬁ and z € [y"];7 or both w € [y"] and
ze[x" - See Fig. 6.

The following remark will be used later to prove that Rule 2 does not spoil condition (C5) (cf. Fig. 4(c)):

Remark 20. Let (¢, o, p, B) € U. If =({ [ = |[p]8) is a conjunct of ¢, then [y“]n; #* [y]n; for all y such that 7%, 1}, y =
8 or [Xu]n;' # (X]u for all x such that 7", r}!, x = .

Proof. The result is immediate from Rule 2: If neither of the conditions is satisfied, then u = u; for some j=1,...,r and
so ({[p]d = {[¥]u) is a conjunct of ¢ which is a contradiction. O

The rooted data tree (T?, w?,r?) Now, using Rule 1 and Rule 2, we define T¥ as the tree which consists of a root r¢ with
label a € A if a is a conjunct of ¢, and with children

(TV)VEV s (T?)UGU ) (T;l)ueU-

We assume that the nodes of all such trees are pairwise disjoint. Define 7% over T¥ by

e — (U Y\ [V ] |veV}> U {{r"’} U U[len“} vt

veV veV uecl

In other words, T? has a root, named r¢, and children (')yev, (r})ucu. (ry)ucu. Each of these children is the root of its
corresponding tree inside T¥ as defined above, i.e. for each veV, 1V is the root of T", and for each ueU, r}' is the root of
T! (i =1,2). All these subtrees are disjoint, and ¥ is defined as the disjoint union of partitions 7V for veV, and all 7"
for u € U, with the exception that we put into the same class the nodes r¥ and (xV)ycy. See Fig. 7.

The following fact follows easily by construction:

Fact 21. The partition restricted to the trees TY for veV and the partition restricted to the trees T} and T3 for ueU
remains unchanged. More formally:
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uy Uy s
T3 T T

Fig. 7. The data tree 7%, with root r¥, when V= {vq,..., Vp} and U={uq,..., ui). Nodes r%,xV1, ..., x¥m are in the same equivalence class, and for each i
nodes x" and y“ are in the same equivalence class.

e For each v= (y,@) €V, we have 7% |tV =mV.
e For each u= (¥, a, p, B) €U, we have 7¥ [t¢ =7}, and 7% |14 = 7}

We conclude from Proposition 3 and the construction that:

Fact 22. The validity of a formula in a child of r¥ is preserved in 7%. More formally:

e ForeachveVand x,y € TY we have 7%, x="T",xand 7%,x,y="T",x, y.
e ForeachueU,ie{1,2} and x, y € T we have 7%, x="T",xand 7%, x,y="T". x, y.

It only remains to check that conditions (C1)-(C5) at the beginning of §3.3 are satisfied:
Verification of (C1) This condition is trivially satisfied.

Verification of (C2) Suppose (€ = |[y¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Then, by Rule 1, there is x¥ € T? such that [r¢]z¢ = [x"]ze,
with v= (¥, o). We also know by construction that 7Y,V = and 7,1V, x" = «. By Fact 22 we conclude 7%,1¢ |= (e =
VY la).

Verification of (C3) Suppose (| [¢¥]a = [[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢. Then, by Rule 2, there are x*, y* € 7% such that [x"];¢ =
[y"]xe, with u= (¢, @, p, B). We also know on the one hand that 7", r} =4 and 7%, = p, and on the other hand that
T X =« and T, Y, y* = B. By Fact 22 we conclude 7%¢,r¢ |= (| [V]a = [[p]B).

Verification of (C4) Suppose —(€ = |[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that 7%,r% |= (¢ =
V¥ ]e). Then there is a successor z of ¥ in which ¢ holds, and by construction plus Lemma 11, z is the root of some copy
of a data tree 7¥. Moreover, there is x € TV such that 7%, z, x = «, with [X]y¢ = [r?]z¢. In addition to this, (¢, @) ¢ V and
so, by Rule 1, [X]z¢ # [xV]ze¢ for all v e V. Then, by construction, [X];¢ # [r¥]z¢ which is a contradiction.

Verification of (C5) Suppose —(|[¥]a = |[[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that 7%,r¢ &=
(J[¥]le = | [p]B). Then there are successors z; and zz of r¥ in which ¥ and p holds, respectively. Also, by construction
and Lemma 11, z and zp are the roots of some copies of data trees Tiﬁ and T/’ (note that we are using the notation
T‘/’ and TP either if the tree is the one obtained by inductive hypothesis or a modified version of it). Moreover, there
are descendants wq and wy such that 7%,z1,wi E«a, 7%,z2, wo E B and [W1]ze = [Wa]z¢. We now have two cases to
analyze:

° 7?‘7' = TP7: In this case, because of Lemma 11, Y = p. And we have ﬂ rv = (o = B), and as a consequence (« = )
has to be a conjunct of ¢ (Lemma 9). We prove that in this case (| [y¥]a’ = |[¥]a’) can not be a conjunct of ¢ for any
o’ € P If this were the case, (J[y]o’ = | [Y¥]a') A =(}[¥]e = |[p]B) would be consistent, but:

(vle' = vle') A=¥]a = LIp]lB)

<{hA={¥lae=][p]B) (Der12 (Fact 5))
=Y Ala=BDA~U¥]a=]IplB) ((o = B) is a conjunct of )
= (Y1l =B A —~{¥]a = |[p]B) (Der21 (Fact 5))

<(Yle =11 A= ¥]x = l[p]B) (EQAX5)
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is a contradiction.



226 S. Abriola et al. / Journal of Computer and System Sciences 89 (2017) 209-245

[T

Té=T"  Tr=TY
(a)

Fig. 8. Nodes w; and w, are in the same equivalence class because (a) Rule 2 was applied via u= (¢, o', p, 8’) €U, or (b) Rule 1 was applied twice via
vi=,a), v2=(p,B)eV.

Table 3
Additional axiom schemes to allow for data inequality tests. The axiomatic system XP consists of all
the instantiations of this table, plus the ones of Table 2.

Node axiom schemes for inequality

NegAx1 (o # B) = (B#a)

NeoAx2 @Rty = ary)viEsy) o s
NegAx3 Al #p) = (lplor # ) but with symbol
NeqAx4 (@ #p) = () # instead of =
NegAx5 a # B < (ya#yB)

NegAx6 ( <ﬁ 1) < (a=B)Vv{y#n)

NeqAx7 (o ;ﬁ V (B=mn) < (@ #B)V{y#n)

NegAx8 (y =nl—~(a=8)A ( >]ﬂ) < (y #na)

NegAx9 (y;ﬁn[—' a;éﬂ 18) < (v #na)

NeqAx10 (y=nl~(@#a)Ala= ﬂ)]a) < (y =nB)

Then, ({[¥]o’ = | [¥]a’) is not a conjunct of ¢ and so, it follows easily from the consistency of ¢ that (v, ') ¢ V for
all o’ € P, . And also (y, o', o', B’) ¢ U for ang’, B’ € Py, p' € N;. This gives a contradiction by construction because
in this case it would not be a copy of a tree TY.

e TV #£7TP: In this case, there are two possibilities to consider:

- One possibility is that [wq]y¢ = [w2]r¢ because Rule 2 was applied (see Fig. 8 (a)). Then there is u= (¥, &', p, B') €
U (the symmetric case is analogous). In this case we have 7", r{,x" =o' and 7%, 1%, y* = f'. Furthermore, since
[W1lze = [W2]re, we have that [W1]7r1“ = [x“],,;x and [wz]ﬂzu = [y"],u which is a contradiction by Remark 20.

- The other possibility is that [w1]z¢ = [w2]r¢ because Rule 1 was applied twice (see Fig. 8(b)). Then there exist v; =
(¥, a), vo = (p, B') € V. In this case we have 7V1, "1, xV1 =« and 7V2,r2, x¥2 = B’. Furthermore, since [W1]y¢ =
[wa2lze, we have that [wql;vi = [xV1],w and [w3];v2 = [y¥2];v.. Then, by Rule 1, (¥, «) and (p, 8) belong to V
which gives a contradiction because of the consistency of ¢ plus EqAx7.

4. Axiomatic system for XPath_(])
4.1. Axiomatization

In this section we introduce additional axiom schemes to handle inequalities. Axioms schemes in Table 3 extend those
from Table 2 to form a complete axiomatic system for the full logic XPath_(| ). Observe that NegAx1 - NegAx5 are analogous
to EqAx1 — EqAX5.

Let XP be the set of all instantiations of the axiom schemes from Table 2 plus the ones from Table 3. In the scope of
this section we will often say that a node expression is consistent meaning that it is XP-consistent (as in Definition 4).

Sometimes we use NegAx1 and NegAx4 without explicitly mentioning them. We omit such steps in order to make the
proofs more readable. We also note that NeqAx2 and NegAx3 are necessary for the proof of Theorem 28, which is omitted;
they have to be used in the same way as EqAx2 and EqAx3 in the proof of Theorem 16.

It is not difficult to see that the axioms XP are sound for XPath_({):

Proposition 23 (Soundness of XPath_(|)).

1. Let ¢ and v be node expressions of XPath—({). Then XP ¢ =  implies = ¢ = .
2. Let o and B be path expressions of XPath_({ ). Then XP - o = B implies =o = B.
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4.2. Normal forms

We define the sets P, and Np, that contain the path and node expressions of XPath_({), respectively, in normal form at
level n:

Definition 24 (Normal form for XPath—_(])).
Py ={e}
No={an({e=€)A—(e#€)|ae A}
Pop1={e}U{l[Y¥1B | ¥ € Nn, B € Pn}
Dpri={{a=8)a,p€Prpi}U{{d#pB) |, B € Pnii}

Npr1=3an /\(p/\ /\ =@ |CC Dpy1,a€ Ay NConyp.
peC 9eDni1\C

Normal forms are built using the same idea from §3.2, but considering also data-aware diamonds with inequalities. Again,
let us remark that it would suffice that Ng contains formulas of the form q, for a € A, but we include instead formulas of the
form a A (€ =€) A— (€ # €) (containing the tautologies (¢ =€) and —(e # €)) for technical reasons. For instance, considering
again two labels a and b, the node expressions of Ng are

Yv=an({e=€)A—(e#€) and O =DbA (e =€)A—(eF#E€).
The sets P; and Dy are as follows:
Pr={l[¥]e, lO]€, €}
Dy ={(e =€), (J[¥]e = |[0]€), (e = [[¥]€), (e = LO]€), (L [V ]e = L[¥]e), (J[O]e = {[O]€),
(e #€). (L[V]e # L0]€), (€ # L[V ]e). (€ # [ [O€). (L [¥]e # [[¥]e), (L [0]e # | [0]€)}.
An example of a node expression in normal form at level 1, i.e. a node expression in N1y, is
p=anle=e)n—(eFe)A(l[Y]e=|[0]e) A([¥]e =[V]e) A (l[0]e =][0]€) A
e F# Lv]e) ne # L[0]e) A (LY ]e # L[0]€) A —(e = |[¥]e) A (e =[0]€) A
A(O]e # LO]e) A ([¥]e # L[V ]e).
Analogs of Lemmas 9, 10 and 11 hold in this case, with the same proofs as those given for the case of XPath_({)~:

Lemma 25. Let x € {=,#}, ¥ € Ny and «, &’ € Py,. Let T, u be a pointed data tree, such that T,u = and T, u = {(a xa’). Then
(a =’} is a conjunct of .

Lemma 26. Let v € N, and o € Py. If [V ] is consistent then (o = ) is a conjunct of . As an immediate consequence, if ({[{]o)
is consistent then (@ = o) is a conjunct of V.

Lemma 27. For every pair of distinct elements ¢, ¥ € Ny, © A ¥ is inconsistent.
We omit the proof of the following theorem, since it is analogous to the one for XP~ (Theorem 16):

Theorem 28 (Normal form for XPath—_(l,)). Let ¢ be a consistent node expression of XPath_({) such that dd(¢) =n. Then XPF ¢ =
Vi @i for some (¢i)1<i<k € Nn. Let a be a consistent path expression of XPath—_({) such that dd(er) = n. Then XP - o = | J;[ @il
for some (ct)1<i<k € Pn and (¢i)1<i<k € Ny. Furthermore, if o is € or starting with | then XP -« = | J; «; for some (cj)1<i<k € Pn.

The following two technical lemmas, whose proofs are deferred to Appendix A, will be needed for the construction of
the canonical model:

Lemma 29. Let x € {=, #}, ¥ € Py, i € Ny fori=1, ... 1o, o, B € Pn_j, such that
(v = dlynl.. . digda) A —=(y « L[Ynl. .. L[Yi,1B)

is consistent and —{c # ) is a conjunct of ;. Then —(a = B) is a conjunct of ;.

Lemma 30. Let € Ny, &, B € Py such that ([ [¥]o # L [¥]a) A= [¥]y # L[¥]y) is consistent and —(« # «) is a conjunct of .
Then —(« = y) is a conjunct of .
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4.3. Completeness for node and path expressions

In this section we show that for node expressions ¢ and v of XPath—({), the equivalence ¢ =y is derivable from
the axiom schemes of Table 2 plus Table 3 if and only if ¢ is XPath—({)-semantically equivalent to y». We also show the
corresponding result for path expressions of XPath_({).

Theorem 31 (Completeness of XPath—(|)).

1. Let ¢ and  be node expressions of XPath_(|). Then XPFo =v¢ iff =@ = .
2. Let o and B be path expressions of XPath_(]). Then XPFa =8 iffEa = 8.

The proof of the above theorem is analogous to that of Theorem 18. The critical part of the argumentation is the analog
of Lemma 17 for the more expressive logic XPath_(|):

Lemma 32. Any node expression ¢ € Ny, is satisfiable.

The rest of this section, namely §4.3.1, is devoted to the proof of Lemma 32.

4.3.1. Canonical model

We construct, recursively in n and for every ¢ € Ny, a data tree 7% = (T, %) such that ¢ is satisfiable in 7.

For the base case, if ¢ € Ng and ¢ =a A (€ =€) A —(€ # €) with a € A, we define the data tree 7% = (T, 7¥) where
T? is a tree which consists of the single node x with label a, and 7% = {{x}}.

Now, let ¢ € Ny4+1. Since ¢ is a conjunction as in Definition 24, it is enough to guarantee that the following conditions
hold (observe that we are using EqAx1 and NegAx1 but we usually avoid these observations of symmetry):

(C1) If a € A is a conjunct of ¢, then the root r¥ of 7% has label a.

(C2) If (¢ = |[¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢, then there is a child rV of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied, and a node x"
with the same data value as r¢ such that 7¢,rV,x¥ = .

(C3) If (€ # |[¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢, then there is a child rV of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied, and a node x"
with different data value than r¥ such that 7%,V xV = «.

(C4) If (I[y]a = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then there are two children r{, r¥ of the root r¥ of 7% at which ¥ and
p are satisfied respectively, and there are nodes x* and y" with the same data value such that 7%,r{,x" =« and
TO, Y,y E=8.

(C5) If ({[¥]a # |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then there are two children r{, r§ of the root r¥ of 7% at which ¢ and
p are satisfied respectively, and there are nodes x* and y" with different data value such that 7% ', x* =« and
T, 5,y = B.

(C6) If =(e = |[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each child z of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied, if x is a node
such that 7%, z, x = «, then the data value of x is different than the one of r?.

(C7) If —=(e # |[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each child z of the root r¥ of 7% at which v is satisfied, if x is a node
such that 7%, z, x = «, then the data value of x is the same as the one of r¥.

(C8) If —=(}[¢¥]x = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each children z1,z; of the root r¥ of 7% at which v and p are
satisfied respectively, if wq, w, are nodes such that 7%,z;, w; =« and 7%, z5, wy = B8, then the data values of wq
and w; are different.

(C9) If =({[¥]a # |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢, then for each children zq,z, of the root r¥ of 7% at which ¢ and p are
satisfied respectively, if wq, w, are nodes such that 7%,z;, w; =« and 7%, 2, wa = B, then wy and wy have the
same data value.

As in §3.3.1, we first give an intuitive description of the construction of the model, and then proceed to formalize it:

4.3.2. Insight into the construction

The construction given in §3.3.1 has some similarities with the one we are about to present. As before, we will hang,
from a common root, copies of trees given by inductive hypothesis to guarantee the satisfaction of some conjuncts of ¢.
Like in the previous case, we may need to introduce some changes on those trees in order to avoid spoiling the satisfaction
of other conjuncts.

However, this construction is far more complex than the one for XPath_({)~. In the previous case, when adding new
witnesses with fresh data values, one only needed to be careful enough to avoid putting in the same class nodes that should
be in different classes. Now, in addition to that (which is also harder to achieve, as witnessed by the differences between
Lemmas 19 and 41 explained at the end of the latter), one also needs to guarantee conditions of the form —(u # §) with
I, 8 € Ppy1 which force the merging of classes of every witness of the kind of paths involved that could appear along the
construction.

Unlike the case of XPath—(])~, each pair of path expressions p,$ in Ppy1 will occur in two conjuncts of ¢ instead of

one (we do not care about symmetric repetitions). Indeed, in the case of XPath_(|)~, for u,d in P, ;, we either have
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(u=38) or =(u =3) as a conjunct of a node expression in N, ;. Now we have four choices because we also have either
(u #38) or =(u #8), and hence two conjuncts containing p and § will occur in node expressions of N,1. We cannot treat
as separate from each other those two conjuncts in which the same pair p, § appear, so we first split P,y into four subsets
to deal with diamonds that compare against the constant empty path:

Vo ={(¥,a)| ¥ €Np,aePy, (e=][¥]a)and (€ # |[{]a) are conjuncts of ¢}
Vo o ={(,a) | ¥ € Ny, € Py, (€ = | [¥]a) and —(€ # | [{]a) are conjuncts of ¢}
Voo = ={(, @) | ¥ € Ny, € Py, =(€ = |[¥]a) and (€ # | [ ]a) are conjuncts of ¢}

Voo 2 ={({, @) |V € Np,ax € Py, ~(e = | [V ]a) and —(€ # |[¥]ar) are conjuncts of ¢}

We make the following observations regarding the above definitions:

Observation 33. For (v, ) € V-— ., our axioms should tell us that either (o) is not a conjunct of ¥ or |[y]8 does not
appear in any other positive conjunct of ¢. If this is not the case, then ¢ would be clearly unsatisfiable and thus our
axiomatic system would not be complete. This assertion is a consequence of the following lemma plus Der12 of Fact 5. It is
important to remark that the axioms required for the proof can be easily proven sound.

Lemma 34. Let € Ny, o € Pp, ¥ € Ppy1. If =(y = L [¥]a) A =y # L[¥]a) A {(y) A {(L[¥]) is consistent, then —=(a = «) is a
conjunct of .

Proof. See Appendix A. O

Then, by Lemma 27 plus the fact that we will construct our model by hanging from the root the trees given by inductive
hypothesis, we should not be worried about the satisfaction of either —(¢ = |[{]Jar) nor —(e # |[¥]a) because we will
never create a pair of nodes witnessing the path |[vy/]a.

Observation 35. For (, @) € V— —, our axioms should tell us that in a tree TV, any pair of nodes satisfying & ends in a
node in the same equivalence class, since we want to put any such node in the class of the root r¢. The following lemma
has this property as an immediate consequence.

Lemma 36. Let * € {=,#}, ¥ € Ny, a, B € P, ¥ € Ppi1. If {y = | [¥]a) A =(y # [¥]a) A =(y * |[V¥]B) is consistent, then
—{o * B) is a conjunct of .

Proof. See Appendix A. O

Observation 37. For (y,@) e V— - and (¥, ) € V-— », Lemma 36 also tells us that in a tree TV, any pairs of nodes
satisfying o and B end in points in different equivalence classes; which is also necessary to be able to satisfy ¢.

Observation 38. For (, @) e V— » and (¢, ) € V— -, in order to obtain a witness for (€ # |[y]a), our axioms should tell
us that in a tree 7Y we can find a pair of nodes satisfying o starting from the root, and such that its ending node is in
a different class from that of the ending node of any pair of nodes satisfying 8 and beginning at the root of that tree. The
following lemma combined with Observation 35 has this as an immediate consequence.

Lemma 39. Let x € {=, #}, ¥ € Np, ¢, B € P, ¥ € Ppyr. If (¥ = LY ]a) A= (y # L[¥]a) A (y = [[V¥]B) is consistent, then (o * )
is a conjunct of .

Proof. See Appendix A. O

Observation 40. For (y, ) € V— -, in order to obtain a witness for (¢ = |[¥/]a), we need a tree in which  is satisfied and
a pair of nodes (beginning at the root of that tree) satisfying o and ending in a node such that: it is in the class of the
ending nodes of pairs of nodes satisfying g for (¥, B) € V— -, but it is not in the class of any ending node of a pair of
nodes satisfying y for (¥, y) € Vo— ». In case there exists g € P such that (¥, B) € V= —, any tree at which v is satisfied
will work by the previous observations and lemmas. But in case (v, ) ¢ V— - for all 8 € P,, we will have to make use of
Lemma 41 (the analogous of Lemma 19 for this case).
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(¢)

Fig. 9. (a) Witnesses for (¢ = |[y]a) and (€ # |[W¥]e) for (1, o) € V= »; (b) A witness for (€ = |[{]e) for (, &) € V —.x; (c) A witness for (€ # |[y/]a)
for (¥, &) € Vo 2.

Fig. 10. For (¥, @), (p,pB) € V= «, (a) Witnesses for (|[y]a = |[[p]B); (b) Witnesses for (|[¢]a # l[p]B); For (¥,a) € V= 4, (p,B) € Vo— » or
W, @), (p, B) € V—= » (c) Witnesses for (|[¢]a = |[p]B).

Processing data-aware diamonds of the form (—)(e*|[y¥]a) Having all these observations at hand, we begin by analyzing the
following (non-disjoint) cases to construct our tree 7¢:

(Case 1) For (¥,a) € V— «, we add two witnesses. One for (¢ = |[¢]a) from which we merge the class of the ending
point x¥1 of a pair of nodes satisfying o as in Observation 40 with the class of r¥. We add another witness for
(€ # |[¥]a) (remember Observation 38). See Fig. 9(a).

(Case 2) For (¢, ) € V= —, we add one witness for (¢ = |[¥]a) (see Fig. 9(b)) and, at the end of the construction, we will
merge the class of any node x such that r?, x = | [¥]a with the class of r¥ (remember Observation 35).

(Case 3) For (¢, ) € V-— «, we add one witness for (e # |[¥]a) (See Fig. 9(c)). Note that (€ # |[Y¥]a) A =(e = |[V¥]a)
will be satisfied by Observations 37 and 40.

Processing data-aware diamonds of the form (=) (| [¥]a * | [p]B) For conjuncts of ¢ the form (—)(}[¥]o * |[p]B8) that do not
involve comparison with the constant path €, we have that, depending on which of the sets V_ »,V_ ., V_— .,V _»

do (¢, ) and (p, B) belong to, many of the four possible combinations ({{[¥]a = |[p]B8) and (| [V¥]a # l[p]B), {[¥]a =
JIp1B) and = (| [¥]a # [[p]B), etc.) are not possible as conjuncts for a consistent ¢. More specifically:

(Case 4) If we have (|[y]a = |[p]lB) and —{|[¥]x # |[p]B) as conjuncts of ¢, then all the following cases should be
impossible since, in that case, ¢ would be clearly unsatisfiable and thus it should be inconsistent: (v, &) or (p, 8)
inV_ », (Y,) or (p,B) in Vo— -, one in V_ —- and the other in V__ . Besides, if both belong to V_ —, since
we merge the class of any node x such that r¢,x = | [¢]a or 1%, x = | [p]B, those conjuncts (| [V ]a = |[p]B) and
—({[¥]a # l[p]B) will be satisfied. If both belong to V__ -, we need to force these conjuncts by merging the
class of any node x such that r?,x &= |[¥]a or r?,x = [[p]B (note that we have such nodes by (Case 3)). It is
important to notice that this process does not add nodes to the class of the root since such nodes x are never in
the same equivalence class than any x¥* from (Case 1) nor in the same equivalence class of a witness of (| [u]8)
for (u,8) e Vo .

(Case 5) If we have (|[v¥]a = |[p]B) and (|[¥]a # |[p]B) as conjuncts of ¢, then it cannot be the case that (¢, o) or
(p, B) belong to V_— —-. It is also not possible that both belong to V— —. or one to V_ - and the other to
V__ . Besides, if (¢, ), (p, B) belong to V_ , then (| [¥]a = {[p]B) and (|[y¥]a # |[p]B) are already satisfied:
(I [¥loe = l[p]B) by the witnesses for (¢ = |[y]er) and (e = |[p]B) (see Fig. 10(a)), ({[y¥]l # |[p]B) by the
witnesses for (¢ = [[¥]a) and (€ # |[p]B) (see Fig. 10(b) and remember Observation 38). In case one belongs
to V— » and the other to V_ —, the argument is similar. If one belongs to V_ . and the other to V__  or both
to Vo &, ({[¥]a # [[p]B) will be satisfied using arguments similar to the previous ones; but we need to add
witnesses to guarantee the satisfaction of (| [¥]a = |[p]B) (see Fig. 10(c)). In some cases, the merging performed
in (Case 4), would have already merged the classes of a witness for (|[y¥]a) and a witness for (| [p]B8), in the
remaining cases, we will need to force that merging carefully enough not to spoil conditions (C6) and (C8) (we
will use Lemma 41 to achieve that).

Finally, these last two cases are satisfied automatically:
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Fig. 11. T =T |7 is a new subtree with a special node x such that its class of data values is disjoint to the rest of% and ?\\E r%,x Ea.

(Case 6) If we have —(|[y¥]a = |[p]B) and (| [¥]a # |[p]B) as conjuncts of ¢, then all the following cases should be
impossible: (¥, ) or (p, ) in V.— ., both in V_ . or V_ —. Besides, if one belongs to V— . and the other to
V__ » or if one belongs to V_ . and the other to V__ - or if they both belong to V_—_ ., =(}[¥]a = |[p]B) and
I [¥]a # L [p]8) will be satisfied automatically —the last two cases may not be as intuitive as others but are also
true and we will give a detailed proof in time.

(Case 7) If we have —(|[v¥]o = |[p]B) and —(|[¥]o # |[p]B) as conjuncts of ¢, then the only case that should not lead
to an inconsistency is when at least one of (¢, «) and (p, 8) is in V-— — and, in this case, =({[¥]a = |[p]B)
and —(}[¢¥]a # |[p]B) will be satisfied automatically.

Formalization

In order to formalize the construction described above, we introduce the following lemma, which is key to guarantee
conditions (C2) and (C4) without spoiling conditions (C6) and (C8):

Lemma 41. Let Yo € N, o, B1, . .., Bm € Pn. Suppose that there exists a tree TV0 = (T, 7r¥0) with root r¥° such that TV0,r%0 =
%andfg(/allif 1,....m thgge exists y; € Ppy1 such that (y; = | [Yola) A —(y; = L[YolBi) is consistent. Then there exists a tree
TVo = (T¥o, r¥o) with root r¥o and a node x such that:

. Tzﬂ,rzo = Yo,
o TVo rYo x=a,and o
o X5, # ] 7, for all y such that TVo,r¥o, y = B; forsomei=1,...,m.

Proof. Suppose o = |[y¥1]...|[¥},]e where v € N, for all k=1, ..., jo and let

ko= min {k|={J[Yrs1]... L¥jole # LYrsal... LW l€) is a conjunct of v}

0<k=<jo

In case kg =0 (i.e. =(a % )), by Lemma 29, —(a = §;) is a conjunct of ¥ for all i =1,...,m. Then T¥o = (TVo, Vo)
satisfies the desired properties. The intuitive idea behind this application of Lemma 29 is that in case every ending point of
a pair of nodes satisfying « is in the same equivalence class, then there cannot be pairs of nodes satisfying o and 8; ending
in points with the same data value, because in that case (y; = |[Vola) A =(yi = |[¥olBi) would be unsatisfiable and thus
inconsistent, which is a contradiction with our hypothesis.

In case ko # 0, by consistency, there are z,x € TY® such that 7Y, %0 7 = |[yn1]... [¥k,] and TV 7. ¥ =
U[WYko+1]1- .. L[¥j,]. Before proceeding to complete the proof of this case, we give an intuitive idea. We prove that we
cannot have a witness for g; with the same data value than x’ in the subtree TY0 |7, Intuitively this is because, in that case,
o and B; would have a common prefix. Let us say that

B =11l AW N okl Llople and (U [Yg4a]... Lvjole = oo+l - Lloil€)

is a conjunct of y,. Then, since —(}[Yiy+1]... [Vj,l€ # L Wro+1]-.. L[¥j,]€) is also a conjunct of v, (Vi = | [Yola) A
—(¥;i = {[YolBi) would be unsatisfiable (and thus inconsistent) for any choice of y;, which is a contradiction. But our
hypotheses do not guarantee that we would not have a witness for 8; in the class of x' outside T¥0 |7, and therefore we
need to change the tree in order to achieve the desired properties. We replicate the subtree TY° |7 but using a fresh data
value (different from any other data value already present in 7¥0) for the class of the companion of x' that we call x; see
Fig. 11. It is clear that in this way, the second and the third conditions will be satisfied by x. The first condition will also
remain true because, intuitively, the positive conjuncts will remain valid since we are not suppressing any nodes, and the
negative ones that compare by equality will not be affected because every new node has either the same data value than
its companion or a fresh data value. The argument for negative conjuncts that compare by inequality is based on the way
in which we have chosen kg (see a detailed proof below).

Now we formalize the previous intuition. Let p be the parent of z’ (ko > 0). As we did in the proof of Lemma 19, we
define 7 Yo by adding a new child z of p and a data tree 7 = (T, ) hanging from z. This tree T is a copy of T¥0 |z, and we
call x to the companion of x'. ¥ is defined as 7¥° with the exception that the class of x is new (the classes of the other
nodes of T are merged with the classes of their companions) (see Fig. 11).
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We first prove by induction that zj, the j-th ancestor of z (namely zj—]>z, and we let zo := z), satisfies TV0,z;j =
Yiko—j- This will prove both that 7Vo,rv¥o |= v and that 7V, rvo, x = . By Proposition 3, it is straightforward from the
construction that vy, is satisfied at z (the companion of z’) which proves the base case. For the inductive case, assume the
result holds for zp, ..., z;. We want to see that it holds for zj,¢. To do this, we check that every conjunct of v, is
satisfied at zj4q:

o If the conjunct is a label, it is clear that zj; has that label in ﬁﬂ, as it has not been changed by the construction.

e If the conjunct is of the form (w1 = uy) or {1 # w2), then it must still hold in 7’:’/70 by inductive hypothesis and the
fact that our construction did not remove nodes.

o If the conjunct is of the form —(u1 = u2), we observe that, by inductive hypothesis plus the way in which we have
constructed 7 Yo, we have that: If 7Y0,z;,¢ = (11 = u2) then TWO,Zj+] = (u1 = u2) (for a complete proof of this
assertion, one can use arguments similar to the ones used in Lemma 19) which is a contradiction with the fact that
TV, 2j11 = Ykg—(j41)- Then TVo, zj 1 == (1 = a). .

o If the conjunct is of the form —(u1 # w2), by inductive hypothesis plus the way in which we have constructed T o,
{11 ;é\,l/tz) can only be true in zj1 if there are witnesses yq, y2 in distinct equivalence classes such that TVo, Zit1, 1 E

", T‘//O,sz, ¥y2 = 2 and at least one of them is in the new subtree T. In that case, without loss of generality, we
have that w1 = {[¥k,—j1. .. [¥k,1i61. Then, by definition of ko, ({[¥k,—j1...L[¥j,l€ # L[¥ke—j1... L [¥j,1€) is a con-
junct of Yy, _;_1. Therefore, by consistency and NegAx7, {{[¥k,—;j]...[Vj,]€ # p2) or —(uz = p2) is also a conjunct of
Yko—j—1. If the latter occurs, we have a contradiction by the previous item. If (| [yy,—j]...{[¥j,]€ # 12) is a conjunct
O,fj”‘O‘f—l' by Lemma 29 —({[Vky+1]1... L[¥j,]€e = t1) is a conjunct of ,. Then, by construction, the class of y; in
TVo is equal to the class of its companion and so we can assume that y; ¢ T. Analogously we can assume that y; ¢ T
but, as we have already said, by inductive hypothesis plus the way in which we have constructed 7o, (1 # i2)
cannot be satisfied at zj, 1 by witnesses y1, y if neither of them is in the new subtree T.

To conclude the proof, we only need to check that [x] 5 #* 1, for all y such that 7% rvYo, y = g; for some
i=1,...,m. Suppose that g; = {[p1]...[pyle. If lo < ko or p; # Yy for some | =1,..., ko, then the result follows im-
mediately from construction. If not, by hypothesis, there exists y; € Ppyq1 such that (y; = [[¥ol... L[¥jle) A =(yi =
Vol LWl Lorg411- - Loy J€) is consistent and —(4[Yy1]... L[Wjole # LWigs1]... LWjol€) is a conjunct of yy,.
Then, by Lemma 29, =(}[¥k,+1]- - ¢[%]e = {[pky+1]---ILp1,] €) is a conjunct of v, This togetherfivithihe fact that the
class of x is disjoint with the part of T¥o outside of T, shows that x] 5o # Y13, if y is such that 7¥o,r¥o, y = B;, which
concludes the proof. O

It might be useful for the reader to note the differences between Lemmas 41 and 19, since this is one of the reasons
why the completeness result for XPath_(|) is more complicated than for XPath_(})~. The main differences between those
two lemmas are:

e In Lemma 41, if we would replicate the subtree hanging from a witness of () then, due to the fact that we are working
with the complete fragment (with inequality tests also), we would not be able to prove that each ancestor of that node
satisfies the desired formulas. So we are forced to find that minimum kg that tells us which subtree we should replicate.

e In Lemma 19, we can use new data for every new node since, again, we are not working with inequality tests. But when
it comes to the complete fragment, we need to be more careful in the way we define the partition in 7 %o changing
only the class of the new witness of («).

Now that we have this key lemma, we proceed to the formal construction of 7%. We define some special sets of quadruples
(¥, p, B) with ¥, p € Np, ¢, B € Pp:

e U is the set of quadruples (v, o, p, 8) such that one of the following holds:
~ (). (p.f) €V 2 and ({[Y]a = |[p]B), (L[¥]e # L[p]B) are conjuncts of ¢, or
~ (Y. @) €V_ 4, (p,B) €V 2, and (L[W]a = L[p]B), (L[¥]a # L[p]B) are conjuncts of .
Cf. (Case 5).
e Z is the set of all quadruples (¥, «, p, B) such that (, @), (0, B) € Vo= «, and ([ [V]a = {[p]B), —~({[V]x # L[p]B)
are conjuncts of ¢.
Cf. (Case 4).

The following lemma states that the relation between the elements of V__ . defined by the set Z is transitive, a fact
which will be needed to prove that ¢ is indeed satisfied in the constructed tree:

Lemmad42.If (v, o, p, B), (p,B,0,y) €Z then (Y, ,0,y) €Z.
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Fig. 12. Witnesses for (a) vi = (Y, o) e V= »; (b) va = (Y, @) eV —»; () v3= (Y, @) eV— »; () u= (¥, a, p,B) €Uy; (e) u= (Y., p, B) € Ua.

Proof. By NegAx7 and the consistency of ¢, —(}[¥]a # |[0]y) is a conjunct of ¢. Then, by consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6,
([¥]la = |[0]y) is also a conjunct of ¢ which concludes the proof. O

Now that we have these lemmas, we proceed to construct 7% as follows:

Rule 1. Witnessesforw =,a)eV_» (cf. (Case 1)) We define data trees Tv‘ = (T1 ,711‘) and Tv’ = (T2 ,712‘) with roots

"‘ and r2 respectively. In order to choose appropriate witnesses for (¢ = |[¥]a) and (€ # |[¥]a), we need the following
lemma

Lemma 43. Let v = (¥, a) € V_ . Then there exist ﬂ = (ﬂ/, ]?‘-/;) with root 1V and a node x such that:

« TV Y,
. T‘/f r'/f XE=a,
o XI5 =yl for all y such that there is B € Py with (, ) € V— -+ and T‘/f r‘/f yEB

o [X]~ #[z]~ for all z such that there is y € Py with (, y) € V- » and T‘/’ r’/' ZEY.

Proof. We first analyze the case that there exists 8 € P, such that (¥, 8) € V= —. Then, by Lemmas 36 and 39, the result
is immediate from the fact that we are assuming there is a tree 7V satisfying ¥ at its root. The idea is that by inductive
hypothesis, there exists 7V = (TY, %) satisfying ¥ at is root. Then, Lemma 36 guarantees that every witness of some S
as described before belongs to the same class in 7¥ and that every witness of some y as described before does not belong
to this class. Finally, Lemma 39 shows the existence of the desired node x.

To conclude the proof, suppose that (v, 8) ¢ V— — for all 8 € P,. Then the result follows from Lemma 41. O

Using Lemma 43, define T as TW 711 as J’TE r‘{ asrV and ™1 =x € T;". Also, by inductive hypothesis, there exists
atree 7V =(TY,n¥) with root r¥ such that 7V, 1% |= . Define T)' as TV, )" as 7% and ry' as r¥. Without loss of
generahty, we assume that T"1 and T;” are disjoint. In other words, the rooted data tree (Tl ,nl ,r11) is just a copy of
(T'/f n’ﬁ r‘ﬂ) with a special node named x¥1 and (T2 ,712 ,rz‘) is just a copy of (TY,¥) disjoint with (T1 ,nl ,r1‘) See
Fig. 12(a).

Rule 2. Witnesses for vy = (y, ) e V= — (c.f (Case 2)) We define a data tree 7V2 = (T2, 7¥2) with root r¥2. By inductive
hypothesis, there exists 7% = (T¥, x¥), with root r¥ such that 7V, r¥ = . Define TY2 as T¥, 7¥2 as ¥, and 12 as rV.
In other words, the rooted data tree (TV2, w¥2,V2) is just a copy of (T¥, ¥, r¥). See Fig. 12(b).

Rule 3. Witnesses for v3 = (Y, ) € Vo—  (cf. (Case 3)) We define a data tree 7V3 = (T'3, #¥3) with root r'3. By inductive
hypothesis, there exists 7% = (T¥, x¥), with root r¥ such that 7Y, r¥ = . Define TY3 as T¥, "3 as w¥, and r¥3 as V.
In other words, the rooted data tree (TV3, £V3,r"3) is just a copy of (T¥, ¥, r¥). See Fig. 12(c).

Rule 4. Witnesses for u = (,a, p, 8) € U (cf. (Case 5)) We define data trees 7" = (T}, 7{") and 73" = (T}, 73") with roots
rl, rY respectively.

By inductive hypothesis, there exist trees 7% = (TY, %) (with root r¥) and 77 = (T?, ) (with root ) such that
TV 1V =y and TP,rP = p.
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Now, in order to consider the information given by U and its interaction with Z, we split U into two different subsets:

e Uj is the set of (¢, «, p, B) € U for which there are y,§ € P, such that:
- (W.y.p.0)€EL
- (y =«) is a conjunct of ¥,
- (6 = B) is a conjunct of p.

e U =U\U;.

For u= (¥, «, p, B) € Uy, define T{ as TV, #}* as 7V, r¥ as r¥ and define T¥ as T#, 73 as ”, ¥ as r”. Without loss
of generality, we assume that T} and T¥ are disjoint.

In other words, the rooted data tree (T}, ', r}) is just a copy of (TY,7¥,r?) and the pointed data tree (TY, a1 is
a copy of (TP, ”,rP). See Fig. 12(d). Note that these are the cases in which the satisfaction of (| [y ]o = |[p]B8) will be
guaranteed by the merging described in (Case 4).

For u= (¢, a, p, B) € Uz, in Lemma 41 consider

Yo:=y
TV =TV
o=«

{B1,---, Bm} :=1{y € Pn | =~({[p]1B = |[¥]y) is a conjunct of ¢}
yi:=l[plBforalli=1,....m
Then there exist ﬁ = (ﬁ/f, 7;‘7’ ) with root v and a node x such that:
« TV =y,

o TV, 1V, xEq, L
e [x]= #[yl7y for all y such that there is y € P, with TV, r¥,y =y and —=(}[p]B = |[¥]y) is a conjunct of ¢.

Define T} as ﬁf i as 7?‘; rl as " and X! =x e T Now let

{1, ..., ur} = {,u € P, | there exists y € T} such that 7", r}!, y = i and [Vl = [Xu]”{'} .

Then it follows that (| [p]B8 = |[¥]i;) is a conjunct of ¢ for all j=1,...,r.
In Lemma 41, consider

Yo:=p
TV .= TP
oa:=p

{B1,....Bm}:={6ePp|3j=1,...,rwith—=(][0]6 = | [¥]u;) is a conjunct of ¢}
vi={[¥lu;jfor j=1,...rsuchthat (|[p]Bi = |[¥]u;) is a conjunct of ¢

Then there exist a tree 77 = (ff’, 7?0) with root r? and a node y such that

o TP.IP E=p,

o Terp7y':ﬁ‘ —~ ~

o [yl # [zl for all z such that thereis § € Py and j=1,...,r with T2,r°,z =48 and —(}[p]8 = | [¥]u;) is a conjunct
of @.

Define TY as TP, ) as 7P, 3 as P and y" = y. Without loss of generalig, we assume that T} and TY are disjoint.

In other words, the rooted data tree (T}, " 1%, r}) is just a copy of (TY, ¥, r¥), with a special node named x* which
satisfies 7", 1], x" |= . Analogously, the pointed data tree (TY,7"[1¥,rY) is a copy of (TP, 7P, 1P), with a special node
named y" which satisfies 7,13, y" = 8. See Fig. 12(e).

Notice that this rule differs from Rule 2 of §3.3.1 in the fact that we do not merge the classes of x* and y" yet. We will
perform that merging only at the end of the construction. This is not really important and we could have merged the classes
at this step; the reason for doing it at the end is only a technical issue. The proof of Fact 49 will be easier to understand
this way.

The following remark will be used later to prove that ¢ is indeed satisfied in the constructed tree. Its proof is omitted
since it is analogous to the proof of Remark 20:
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Fig. 13. The tree T¥ (without any partition yet).

Remark 44. Let (Y, o, p,B) € Ua. If = (|[¥]1u = |[p]8) is a conjunct of ¢, then [y“]n; #* [y]ﬂ; for all y such that
T, yEésor [x“]n;- # [x]n;- for all x such that 7", rl, x = u. O

The rooted data tree (T¢, w%,r?) As shown in Fig. 13, now we define T¥, using our Rules, as the tree which consists of a
root r¥ with label a € A if a is a conjunct of ¢, and with children

(T¥1 )v1e\l:_¢’ (T;“ )v1 eV > (Tvz)vzev:,#, (Tvg)v;;evﬁ:‘#a (T?)ueUa (T;)ueU-
As a first step we provisionally define 7% over T by
m=pu |J @rumhu | 72u | meulaEtua.
Vi€V A7 1S — v3eV__ » uel

It is important to notice that, up to this point in the construction, the tree hanging from each child of the root preserves its
original partition.
In order to consider the information given by Z (cf. (Case 4)), we split V_— » into two subsets:

V__={W,a)eVo_ 4| forall (p,B) €V 4, (Y., p,B) ¢Z},
V/_/|=y;é = V—.;’;g \V/_|=,#.
The following property of the set VZ:,?E will be used to prove that ¢ is indeed satisfied at the constructed tree:

Lemma 45. Let (0,6),(0,8") € V-— ». Suppose that (0,8) € V' _
6,58,6,8) e

2 and —(8' #£ §') and (8 = &) are conjuncts of 6. Then

Proof. By NeqAx7, —(|[0]8 # |[018) is a conjunct of ¢. By EqAx5 plus Der21 of Fact 5, (}[0]6 = |[0]8’) is a conjunct of ¢.
If we suppose that (| [0]8" # [[0]18') is a conjunct of ¢, by Lemma 30, we have that —(§ = §’) is a conjunct of & which is
a contradiction. Then we can assume that —(|[0]8’ # |[0]8") is a conjunct of ¢ and so we can conclude from NegAx7 that
—(}[018 # }[0]18") is a conjunct of ¢. Then we have that (6,68,0,8")€Z. O

As a particular case of Lemma 45, we have:

Remark 46. Let (6, 8), (9, 8’) € V-.— . Suppose that (9, 8), (8,8") e V/_ _ and (§ = ¢&') is a conjunct of 6. Then (6, 8,6, ) € Z.

\F

Proof. Use NegAx5 plus Der21 of Fact 5 and NegAx7. O

We classify the elements of V”, = according to the following equivalence relation:

(Y, 0]=1[(p,B)] iff (¥, p,B)€l

Observe that this relation is reflexive by NegAx7, it is clearly symmetric and it is transitive by Lemma 42. We name the
equivalence classes Aq,..., Ay. We define 7% over T taking into account the information given by V_ ,V_ _. and Z. 7%
is the smallest equivalence relation containing 7 ¢ such that:

o X1~ =[r?]~ forall vy eV_ 4,
o [Xl75 =¥ forall xe M,
eForalli=1,...,m [xlz5 =[yl7 for all x, y € L;

where
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root_ 4/ N root— g 10Ot

(a) (b)

Fig. 14. Examples of (hypothetical) “gluings”.

M = {x| there exists (, o) € V— - and a child z of r¥ such that
T? 7%, z=vy and T, 7%, 2, X = a}

L; = {x| there exists (¥, &) € A; and a child z of r¥ such that
T? 7%, z=v and T, 7%, 2, X = a}

foralli=1,...,m.
In the previous “gluing”, we forced our model to satisfy all diamonds of the form (¢ = |[¢¥]a), —(e # |[Y¥]a) and
—({[¥]a # |[p]B) that need to be forced.

It is important to notice that, up to here, the tree hanging from each child of the root still preserves its partition:

Fact 47. The partition restricted to the trees T;", T;" for vi € V_ -, the partition restricted to the trees T2 for vy € V_ .,
the partition restricted to the trees T3 for v3 € V_ . and the partition restricted to the trees T} and T for u € U remain
unchanged. More formally:

For each v = (¥, @) e V_  and i € {1, 2}, we have 79 It/ = ni‘".
For each vy = (¥, @) € V— .+, we have 7P [TV2 = V2,
For each v3 = (¥, @) € V-— «, we have 7P [TV = V3.
For each u= (y, , p, f) € U and i € (1,2}, we have 7% [1* = 7.

Proof. We give a sketch of the proof and leave the details to the reader. If we think we have three kinds of “gluings”,
root— »-kind, root— —--kind and Z-kind, then the way in which two equivalence classes in the same subtree can (hypothet-
ically) be glued together is by a sequence of these gluings. The examples displayed in Fig. 14 shows that in (a), the classes
of nodes x and y were glued together by a sequence of the form root— .-root— —-; in (b), the classes of nodes x and y
were glued together by a sequence of the form root— -root— —-Z.

We give a list of the ingredients for the complete proof.

e By Rule 1, every witness for (|[¢]a) with (Y, a) e Vo— » in 7’1‘" is in a different class (according to 7%) than x¥1 for
all vi e V— . Thus we do not have sequences containing root— »-Z or Z-root— .

e Lemma 36 implies that every witness for (}[¥]a) with (¥, «) € V- - and every witness for (}[¥]B8) with (¥, B) €
V__ . in the same subtree belong to different classes in that subtree. As a particular case, every xe M and y € L; in
the same subtree belong to different classes. Thus we do not have sequences containing root— —-Z or Z-root— —.

e Since we use a different copy at each application of Rule 1, we do not have sequences starting and ending with root— .

e Lemma 36 implies that every witness for (| [ ]a) with (¥, @) € V= - in the same subtree belong to the same equiv-
alence class in that subtree. Thus we do not have to worry about sequences starting and ending with root— - because
this kind of sequences do not glue different classes.

e By Rule 1, every x'1 is in the same class that every witness in the same subtree of (| [y ]a) with (¢, @) € V= —.. Thus
we do not have to worry about sequences starting with root—  and ending with root— - (or vice versa) because this
kind of sequences do not glue different classes.

Combining the previous items, it only remains to consider sequences of only Z-kind gluings.

e If x,x' € L; in the same subtree, a very simple derivation involving NeqAx5 , shows that [x]5 = [x'],. Thus we do not
have to worry about sequences of the form Z (just one Z-kind gluing).

e By Lemma 48 below, we do not have to worry about longer sequences of all Z-kind gluings.

This concludes the proof of the Fact. O

Lemma 48. Let /6, ...,0n € Nn, @, B, 80,80, ..., m. 8, € Pn, . X, ¥,y € TV X0, yo € T, ..., Xp, ym € T% such that (see
Fig. 15):
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Fig. 15. The hypothesis of Lemma 48.

o Xlpv =X 1gv, Wlgw =1V 1w, TV 1V X =, TV, 1V, y = B,
o [Xil o = [ilge, T 1% xi = 8;, T% 1%, yi = 6] fori=0...m, and
o (60,00, ¥, a) €Z, (6;,8i,6i-1.8{_y) €ZLfori=1...m, Om, by, ¥, B) €Z

Then [X] ;v = [Y]v.
(Notation: For p € Ny, we use TP = (T?, 7?) with root r” to denote any tree in which p is satisfiable, namely the one given by
inductive hypothesis, or the modified one TP.)

Proof. Observe that, by Lemma 45 plus Lemma 42, (¥, «, vy, B) € Z. Then, by NegAx7 plus Lemma 36, —{« # B) is a
conjunct of ¥ and so [x],y =[y]l;v. O

Finally, define 7% over T% by

w¥ = (7;?0 \ ({[Xu]yﬁ Jueu, U {[yu]ﬁ?a }ueUz)) U U {[Xu]yﬁ U [yu]ﬁ}-

uel,

In other words, T? has a root, named r¥, and children

(TTviev_ o (TyDviev_ o (Tvpev_ s (T)vsev . (THueu. (TH)ucu.

Each of these children is the root of its corresponding tree inside T¥ as defined above. All these subtrees are disjoint, and
¥ is defined as the disjoint union of the partitions with the exception that we put into the same class:

o the nodes 1%, (x1)y,cv__ and every witness of (] [¥]a) with (¥, &) € V= .,
e a witness for (| [y¥]a) and a witness for (|[p]B) if (¥, «, p, B) € Uy,
e every pair of witnesses of (| [¥]a) and (|[p]B) respectively with (¥, o, p, B) € Z.

In the previous gluing, we forced our model to satisfy all diamonds of the form (| [v¥]o = |[p]B) that need to be forced.

The following Fact is key to prove that ¢ is satisfied in 7:

Fact 49. The partition restricted to the trees T¥‘, T;" for vi € V_ -, the partition restricted to the trees TV for vo e V_ .,

the partition restricted to the trees T3 for v3 € Vo_  and the partition restricted to the trees T} and T¥ for u € U remain
unchanged. More formally:

For each v = (¥, @) e V= and i € {1, 2}, we have 7¥ |1{1 = rrl.‘".
For each vz = (¢, ) € V— ., we have 7% [r%2 = 7"2.
For each v3 = (¢, ) € Vo— «, we have 7% [r%3 =7"3.
For each u= (¢, 0, p, ) €U and i € {1, 2}, we have 7¥ [T} = 7ri“.

Proof. We give a guide for the proof and we leave the details to the reader.

Now think that we have four kinds of “gluings”, root— -kind, root— —-kind, Z-kind and U-kind, then the way in which
two equivalence classes in the same subtree can (hypothetically) be glued together is by a sequence of these gluings. In the
example displayed in Fig. 16 the classes of nodes x and y were glued together by a sequence of the form Z-Z-U,.

We give a list of the ingredients for the complete proof.

e We have already observed that the same assertions hold if we change 7 ¥ for 7% so we are only interested in sequences
that involve some gluing of kind U,. Moreover, we can assume all the observations made in the proof of Fact 47.

e The fact that x¥1 and x" (or y") are always in different subtrees tells us that we do not have sequences containing
root— »-U; or U-root— .
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U Tz
Z(Us) if m is odd (even)

Fig. 17. The hypothesis of Lemma 50.

e Lemma 36 implies that every witness for (| [y ]a) with (¢, o) € V= - and every witness for (}[¥]8) with (¥, B) €
V_—_ » in the same subtree belong to different classes in that subtree. Thus we do not have sequences containing
root— —-Uy or Uz-root— - coming from u= (¢, «, p, B) € Uz with (¢, a), (0, B) € V-— ». Besides, suppose that we
have one of those sequences coming from u= (¥, «, p, B) € Uz with (¥, ) e V— , (p, B) € V-— » (the symmetric case
is analogous) and (v, ) € V= . Then, by the consistency of ¢ plus NeqAx6, we can conclude that —( [y ] = |[0]8)
is a conjunct of ¢. This gives us a contradiction by Remark 44. Thus we do not have sequences containing root— —.-U;
or U;- emphroot— . at all.

e By Lemma 45 plus Lemma 42, we can reduce sequences with two consecutive Z-kind gluings to sequences not having
two consecutive Z-kind gluings.

e Since we use new subtrees for each u € Uz, we cannot have sequences containing U-U; neither sequences starting and
ending with U,.

e By Lemma 50 below, we cannot have sequences that alternate Z-kind gluings with U,-kind gluings.

e One can think that the gluing of the classes [x"]~; and [y"]- is made one at a time since they are finite.

This concludes the proof of the Fact. O

Lemma 50. Let v/, 0, ..., 0m € Np, &, B,80,8), ... 8m. 8 € P, x,X, ¥,y € TV X0, yo € T®, ..., Xm, ym € T%. The following
conditions (see Fig. 17) cannot be satisfied all at the same time:

o Xlpv =X 1w, Vo = e, TV 1V X Ea, TV 1V Yy EB,
o [Xilo =[Vilge, T, 1% xi =8, T% 1%y = 6] fori=0...m,
e (0o, 80, ¥, ) €Z,

Uy ifiisodd,

o fori=1...m, (6;,6;, @171,51{_1) € {Z otherwise

Z ifmisodd
Om, 8, W, B) € ’
* Gm:om. V. B) {Uz otherwise.
(Notation: For p € Np, we use TP = (TP, ") with root r” to denote any tree in which p is satisfiable, namely the one given by
inductive hypothesis, or the modified one TP.)

Proof. We proceed by induction on m:

e Case m =0 (see Fig. 18(a)):
Since (v, B, 6o, 86) e Uz, (Y, a,6p,80) €Z and (59 = 66) is a conjunct of Ay, we have that —{(o = 8) is a conjunct of .
But, on the other hand, by Remark 44, we know that (| [v¥]8 = |[60]d0) is a conjunct of ¢ which implies, by Lemma 39,
that (@ = B) is a conjunct of v, a contradiction.

o If m=1 (see Fig. 18(b)):
By Remark 44, ({[60]80 = {[6118]) is a conjunct of ¢ and then, by NeqAx7, (Ao, 0,61, 87) € Z. This gives a contradiction
with the fact that (6p, 8;, 61, 81) € U plus the fact that (89 = ;) is a conjunct of 6y and (87 =§7) is a conjunct of 6;.

e For the induction, suppose m > 2:
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Fig. 18. Proof of Lemma 50. (a) case m =0. (b) case m=1.

In case m is odd, by Remark 44, ({[6m—118m—1 = |[6m]lS;,) is a conjunct of ¢ and then, by NegAx7,
(0m—1,08m—1,60m,8y,) €Z. By Lemma 42, (Y, B,6m—2,8,,_,) €Z and the result follows from inductive hypothesis for
m—2.

In case m is even, by Remark 44, (][60]d0 = ¢[91]5;> is a conjunct of ¢ and then, by NegAx7 plus NegAx7,
(6o, 80,61, 87) € Z. By Lemma 42, (y,«, 62, 83) € Z and the result follows from inductive hypothesis for m — 2.

This concludes the proof. O
We conclude from Proposition 3 and the construction that:

Fact 51. The validity of a formula in a child of r¥ is preserved in 7%. More formally:

For each vy €V_ ., i€{1,2} and x,y € ;" we have 7%, x=T,"" , x and T%,x,y=T,",x, y.
Foreachva eV_ . and x,y € TV2 we have 7%, x=T"2,x and T%,x, y =T"2,x, y.
Foreachv3eV-_ . and x,y € TV3 we have 7%, x=T",xand 7%, x, y=T",x,y.

For eachueU,ie{1,2} and x,y € T;‘ we have T‘/’,xzﬁ“,x and T“’,x,yzf“,x,y.

It only remains to prove that the conditions (C1) - (C9) from the beginning of §4.3.1 are satisfied in the tree we have
constructed:

Verification of (C1) This condition is trivially satisfied.

Verification of (C2) Suppose (€ = [[¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Then there are two possibilities, (y, @) e V= » or (¥, @) €
Vo .

e In the first case, by Rule 1 and construction, there exists x¥' € T¥ such that [r¥];¢ = [x"1]7¢ with v = (¥, @). By
construction, we also know 7', r{" =y and 7", r", X = . Then, by Fact 51, 79, 1% k= (€ = |[V]a).

o In the second case, (| [y ]a) is consistent. Then, by construction plus Lemma 26, there is x € T% such that 7V2,rV2 =,
TV2,rV2, x =« and [r?]z¢ = [x]ze With v = (¥, @). Then, by Fact 51, T%,1r% = (e = | [V]a).

Verification of (C3) Suppose (€ # |[¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Then there are two possibilities, (¥, o) e V= » or (¥, @) €
Vo .

e In the first case, by Rule 1 plus Lemmas 26, 36 and 39, there is x € T¥ such that (for v; = (¢, @)) Tvl,r‘z”,x = o and
x ¢ [z]z¢ for all z such that 7,1, r‘z",z = B for some (¥, B) € V— - (The argument is similar to the ones used in the
proof of Fact 47 to make conclusions from Lemma 36). We also know by construction that 7, Vl,r;” = v. In order to
conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r% = (¢ # |[¥]a), it only remains to observe that [r®];¢ # [X]z¢ (for a sketch of the
proof see Sketch 53 in Appendix A).

o In the second case, by Rule 3 plus Lemma 26, there exists x € T? such that (for v3 = (¥, &)) TV3, 13, x = «. We also
know by construction that 73,3 = . In order to conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r? = (€ # |[¥]a), it only remains
to observe that [r?];¢ # [X]z¢ (the proof follows the same sketch than the previous case).

Verification of (C4) Suppose (| [¥]o = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢. By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, neither (v, @) nor
(0, B) can be in V_— .. By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, it cannot be the case that one of them belongs to V_ -
and the other one to V—_— . Then there are five possibilities to consider (we are omitting symmetric cases):

o If (Y, ) € V_, and (p, B) € V— 4, by construction, there is x"1 € T? such that 7;"",r" =y, T".r]".x" E« and
[r?1ze =[xV ]ze, with v; = (¥, ). Since the same happens with (p, 8), we can conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r¢ &

(Yla = {[plB).
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o If (,&) €V_ 2 and (p, B) € V— ., by construction, there is x"1 € T¢ such that 7;"",r{" =y, 7,",1{",x"! = and
[r?1ze = [x"1]7e, With v{ = (¥, &). By Lemma 26 plus Rule 2, there is x € T2 (with v = (p, B8)) such that 7V2,r¥2 |= p
and 7V2,rV2,x = B. Then, by construction, [r%];¢ = [X]z¢ and so [x'1];¢» = [x];¢. We conclude from Fact 51 that
T, 1 E(lyla=l[p]B).

o If (Y, ) eV_ » and (p, B) € V-— 4, by the consistency of ¢ plus NeqAx6, (¥, «, p, 8) =u € U. Then, by construction,
there are x* € T, y* € T} such that 7", r! =y, TS =p, T L x Ea, T,y =B and [XM]7e = [y"]ze (f
u € U, the assertion is straightforward and if u € U these nodes exist because of the gluing related to the set Z). Then,
we conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r% = ( [V ]a = |[p]B).

o If (Y, ) eV_ . and (p, B) € V— -, by Rule 2 plus Lemma 26, there are x € TY2 (with vo = (y,@)) and y € TV (with
v, =(p, B)) such that 7V2, 12 =y, TV2, 12 x = a, TV2, %2 = p and TVa, Y2, y = B. By construction, [X]z¢ = [r?]7e =
[¥]r¢ and so, we conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r% = ({[¥]a = [[p]B).

o If (Y,a) eV.—+ and (p, ) € Vo= , then (¢,a,p,8) =uecUor (y,a, p,B)=zcZ In the first case, the proof is
exactly the same given for the case that (y, @) € V= » and (p, B) € V.— . In the other case, by Rule 3 plus Lemma 26,
there are x e TV (with v3 = (¥, @)), y € T (with v; = (p, B)) such that 7Y, V3 =4, T, x =a, TV, Vs = P
and TV, 1Y, y = B. Observe that [X];¢ = [y]z¢ because of the way in which we have defined the partition 7. Then
we conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r¢ = ([ [¥]a = | [p]B).

Verification of (C5) Suppose (| [¥]o # |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢. By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, neither (v, @) nor
(0, B) can be in V_— —. By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx7, it cannot be the case that they both belong to V_ —. Then
there are five possibilities to consider:

o If (y,a) eV_ . and (p,B) € V— 4, by items (C2) and (C3), there exist x,y € T¥, such that 7%,r% x = |[V]a,

T, 1%,y = 4p1B, [1¥]xe = [Xlze and [r?1ze # [y]ze. Then we conclude that 7¢,1¢ = (L[ya # L[p1B).

o If (Y,a) eV_+ and (p,B) e V=, or (¢,a) eV_ » and (p,B) e Vo— » or (Y,a) eV__- and (p, B) € V-— », the
proof is analogous to the previous one.
o If (y,a)=v3eV__ . and (p,B) =v5eV__ ..

- In case (¢,a) # (p, B): If (¢ # «) is a conjunct of ¢ (if (B # B) is a conjunct of p, the proof is analogous), by

Lemma 26, Rule 3 and Fact 49 there exist x, y € TV3, z € T¥s such that 7Y,V |= v, T, M xEa, TE, ™M, yEa,
TV, /s k= p, TV, ™3,z = B and [Xlye # [ylxe. Then we conclude from Fact 51 that 7%, 1% = (L[] # L[p]B)
(either x or y is not in [z];¢).
Suppose then that — (& # «) is a conjunct of ¥ and —(B # B) is a conjunct of p. Then, as before, there exist x € TV3,
zeTY% such that 7%, vy, TV, /3, x=a, T, 1% = p, TV, "3,z = B. To conclude the proof, it only remains
to observe that, in this case, [X];¢ # [z]z¢ (for a sketch of the proof see Sketch 54 in Appendix A). Then we conclude
from Fact 51 that 7%,r¢ = (L [¥]a # L[p]B).

- In case (¢, @) = (p, B), by consistency of ¢, we have that (¢, o, ¢,a) =u e U. If (¢ #«) is a conjunct of v, by

Lemma 26, Rule 3 and Fact 49 there exist x, y € T3 such that 73,3 =y, T, ™M, xE=a, T, 3,y Ea and
[X]z¢ # [Y]ze. Then we conclude from Fact 51 that 79,1 = (J[V]a # L [¥]a).
Suppose then that —(a # &) is a conjunct of . Then, as before, there exist x € T¥3, z € T} such that 7V3,r3 =,
T, x =, T =Y, TP, 11, 2 = . To conclude the proof, it only remains to observe that, in this case, [x]r¢ #
[z]z¢ (for a sketch of the proof see Sketch 55 in Appendix A). Then we conclude from Fact 51 that 7%,r% = (J[Y]a #
{[plB).

Verification of (C6) Suppose —(e = }[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that 7%,r¢ = (e =
J[¥]e). Then there is a successor z of r_in which ¥ holds, and, by construction plus Lemma 27, z is the root of some copy
of the tree 7, i.e. z=rY¥ (it might be 7V and r¥ but, in that case, the argument is the same). Moreover, there is x € TV
such that 7Y, ¥, x = o, with [x]z¢ = [r?]¢. In addition to this, (1, ) € V_— » or (¢, o) € Vo— . If the latter occurs, by
construction of 7% plus Lemma 34 and Lemma 27, we have that —(o = &) is a conjunct of v which is a contradiction. In
the former, observe that [x];¢ # [r?]7¢ (for a sketch of the proof see Sketch 56 in Appendix A) which is a contradiction.

Verification of (C7) Suppose —(e # }[¢¥]a) is a conjunct of ¢. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that 7%,r¢ = (¢ #
V¥ ]e). Then there is a successor z of r¥_in which v holds, and by construction and Lemma 27, z is the root of some copy
of the tree 7, i.e. z=rY (it might be 7V and r¥ but, in that case, the argument is the same). Moreover, there is x € TV
such that 7Y,r¥,x = «, with [X]ze # [r?]z¢. Then, by construction, (v, ) ¢ V_ —~. Since —(€ # |[¥]a) is a conjunct
of ¢, the only remaining possibility is that (¥, ) € V-— - but this is a contradiction by construction plus Lemma 34 and
Lemma 27.

Verification of (C8) Suppose —(|[¥]a = |[p]B) is a conjunct of ¢. By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, it cannot be
the case that both (¥, @), (o, ) are in V— . UV_ . In case (¢, ) € Vo— — (if (p, B) € V-— -, the proof is analogous),
suppose that 7%, r% = (| [¥]a = | [p]B). In particular, there is a successor of r¥, z and a descendant w such that 7%, z, w =
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[¥]e. But this is a contradiction by construction plus Lemma 34 and Lemma 27. Then 7%, 1% &= —{}[¢¥]a = |[p]B). We then
have three remaining cases to analyze:

o If (,a) e V- -~ and (p, B) € V-— 4, then, by items (C6) and (C7), we have the result.

o If (Y,a) eV_ . and (p,B) eV-— . or (Y, @), (p, B) € V-— ». In order to conclude that 7%,r¥ = —(|[V]x = |[p]B),
one only have to observe that, if x, y € T? are such that 7%,r?,x = |[¥]a and T%,r?,y = |[p]B, then [X]z¢ # [Y]re
(for a sketch of the proof see Sketch 57 in Appendix A).

Verification of (C9) Suppose —{}[¢¥]a # |[p]B) is a conjunct of . By the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, it cannot be the
case that one of (¥, ), (o, B) is from V_ . and the other from V_ -, neither can one be from V_ . and the other from
V__ «, or one from V_ —- and the other from V__ , or both from V_ . In case (¢, «) € Vo— - (if (p, B) € V-— -, the
proof is analogous), suppose that 7%,r% = (}[¥]a # |[p]B). In particular, there is a successor z of r¥ and a descendant w
such that 7%, z, w = [¢]a. But this is a contradiction by construction plus Lemma 34 and Lemma 27. We then have two
remaining cases to analyze:

o If (¥, @), (p, B) € V= -+, by item (C7), we have the result.
o If (Y, @), (p, B) € V-— +, by the consistency of ¢ plus NegAx6, (¢, a, p, B) € Z and the result follows immediately from
the construction of the model.

5. Conclusions

The addition of an equivalence relation on top of a tree-like Kripke model, and the ability of the modal language to
compare if two nodes at the end of path expressions are in the same or in different equivalence classes has proved to
change remarkably the canonical model construction of the basic modal logic. When the language has only comparisons by
‘equality’, the situation is somewhat simpler, based on the fact that ‘equality’ is a transitive relation. Also notice that while

“all pairs of paths with certain properties end in different equivalence classes” (2)
is expressible when tests by equality are present,
“all pairs of paths with certain properties end in the same equivalence classes” (3)

is only expressible when tests by inequality are also present. Both properties are universal. However, in the construction
of the canonical model, (2) is compatible with adding many disjoint copies of subtrees with disjoint partitions, while (3)
is not. The axiomatization for the fragment containing both the operators of ‘equality’ and ‘inequality’ proved to be much
more involved than the one containing only ‘equality’, as witnessed by the large amount of axioms reflecting the intricate
relationships between both binary operators.

In this research we have considered XPath_(]) over arbitrary data trees. Furthermore, XPath_(|) is also suitable for
reasoning about (finite or infinite) data graphs, as it is done in [20,1]. In either of the alternatives (finite vs. infinite data
trees vs. data graphs) it can be shown that XPath_({) is also axiomatizable by the system given in this paper —notice there
are no specific axioms of an underlying tree topology. Since our construction of canonical models gives us a recursively
bounded finite data tree, we conclude:

Corollary 52 (Bounded tree model property). There is a primitive recursive function f such that any satisfiable node or path expression
@ of XPath_ () of size n over the class of finite/arbitrary data trees/data graphs is satisfiable in a data tree of size at most f (n).

Hence, although in the database community one may restrict to the finite case, the above corollary shows that allowing
or disallowing infinite models does not make any difference.

This already shows that the satisfiability problem of XPath_(]) is decidable over any of the classes of models stated
above. Of course, this result —at least for XPath_({) over finite data trees— is not new, as mentioned in the introduction
[11]. However, the canonical model construction may give us new insights into obtaining sequent calculus axiomatizations,
as done in [5], which might be useful for obtaining alternative proofs of complexity for the satisfiability problem of frag-
ments or extensions of XPath_({).

On the application side, the axioms may help to define effective rewrite rules for query optimization in XPath_(J).

The study of XPath with ‘descendant’ instead of ‘child’ axis seems to be much harder. This question, or the addition of
other axes such as ‘parent’ or ‘sibling’ (in the case of ordered trees), constitute future lines of research.
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Appendix A. Missing proofs

Lemma 29. Let x € {=, #}, y € Pp, i € Nn_j for i=1, ..., 1o, o, B € Py, such that
(v =dlynl... Ligla) A= (y = [[¥nl... L[¥i1B)

is consistent and —{o # ) is a conjunct of ;. Then —(a = B) is a conjunct of ;.

Proof. Let us start with the case of % being #. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that (y # |[¥1]... [ la) A —(y #
d[¥1]... LW 1B) is consistent and that both —(a # ) and (o = B) are conjuncts of ;.
First, let us prove some facts that will be useful in the rest of the proof:

1. The following derivation:

(v Znl.. Aila) < (vl i o) (NegAx4)
<l I D) (Der12 Fact 5)
<l A Wil = LYl .. L [¥i,18) (EQAX5 & Der21 (Fact 5))
<l A igl8) (EqAx4)

In particular, by Der13 (Fact 5), we have that ({[;,]18) is consistent and so (8 = B) is a conjunct of v, (by Lemma 26).
2. From the second line of Item 1, we have that ({[y1]...}[¥i,]) is consistent, and then, by Der13 (Fact 5), v, is consis-
tent.
3. Aiming for a contradiction, let us suppose that (8 # B) is a conjunct of v;,. Then

(y #nl.. Wi da) A=y # L1l .. L i) B)

=AW D A=y # Ll L6 1B) (NegAx4 & Item 1)
=W ALY )B # L. L) B) A —=(y # LYl L[W5,18)  (NegAx5 & Der21 (Fact 5))
=(y #1lWl.. LW lB) A=y # Ll .. Wi 18) (NegAx7)
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is a contradiction. Then —(8 # B) is a conjunct of ;.
4. Because v, is consistent (Item 2), by the previous Item plus NegAx7 , —(a # B) is a conjunct of v;,.

Then we have

(y#Hnl. g da) A =(y# Ll L] B)

= (YA A WiglB) A~y # LYl .. LY 18) (Items 1 and 4 & NeqAx9 & Der21 (Fact 5))

= FALSE (Boolean)
which is contradiction, from the assumption that (o« = ) was a conjunct of v;,. Therefore, —(a = ) is a conjunct of v;,.

For the case of % being =, use NegAx10 plus Der21 of Fact 5. O

Lemma 30. Let ¥ € Ny, o, B € Py such that (}[V¥]a # L[W]a) A—{([¥]y # L[¥]y) is consistent and —{« # ) is a conjunct of ¥r.
Then —(oe = y) is a conjunct of .

Proof. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that (| [V ]a # [[V¥]a) A ={(}[¥]y # l[¥]y) is consistent and both —(x # o)
and (o = y) are conjuncts of .

Let us prove some facts that will be useful in the rest of the proof:

1. The following derivation:

(Yl # y]e) < ([Y]a) (NegAx4)
={lyD (Der12 (Fact 5))
<{¥la=¥ly) (EqAx5 & Der21(Fact 5))
<{yly) (EqAx4)

In particular, we have that (y = y) is a conjunct of ¢ (by Lemma 26).
2. From the second line of Item 1, we have that (| [v]) is consistent, and by Der13 (Fact 5), ¥ is consistent.
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3. Aiming for a contradiction, let us suppose that (y # y) is a conjunct of v. Then

(e # [ [Y]a) A=~ ¥]y #¥]y)

={WD A=y #1¥y) (Item 1)
={Wly 2y A=U vy # 1V ]y) (NegAx5 & Der21 (Fact 5))
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is a contradiction. Then —(y # y) is a conjunct of .
4. Because v is consistent (Item 2), by the previous item plus NegAx7, —(c # y) is a conjunct of .

Then we have

(Wla # [[yla) A= 1]y # YY)

=Wy Alla # o) A={¥]y #[¥]y) (Item 1)
= (e #Wly) A=Yy #1v]y) (NegAx7)
=Wy 2y A=y Z1v]y) (Items 1 and 4, & NegAx9 & Der21 (Fact 5))
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is contradiction, from the assumption that (& = y’) was a conjunct of . Therefore, —{ox = ) is a conjunct of . O

Lemma 34. Let € Ny, & € P, ¥ € Ppy1. If =(y = L[¥]a) A =(y # L[¥]a) A (¥) A (L[Y]) is consistent, then —(o = &) is a
conjunct of .

Proof. Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that (@ = «) is a conjunct of . Then

=y ={lle) A=y # ¥la) A{y) ALY D

==y =Il¥la) A=y #ll¥la) A{y) AV ]e = L[ ]a) (EQAX5 & Der21 (Fact 5))
=—(y) A (y) (NegAx6)
= FALSE (Boolean)

and this concludes the proof. O

Lemma 36. Let x € {=,#}, ¥ € Np, &, B € Py, ¥ € Ppy1. If (y = L [¥]a) A =y # L [¥]a) A =(y % |[W¥]B) is consistent, then
—(o * B) is a conjunct of .

Proof. Let us first prove the case for * being #. Suppose that (y = |[¥]a) A =(y # [[¥]a) A —{y # |[¥]8) is consistent.
Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that (@ # ) is a conjunct of . Then

(v =1lylo) A =(y #Yla) A=(y # L V1B

=(y =1l Al #B)la) A=(y # L [¥]a) A=y # L[¥]1B) (Hypothesis)
=AY A #B)la) A=y # LY ]a) A=y # L[¥1B) (EqAx1 & EqAx4)
=AY Ala#B)) A=y # L ¥]a) A=y #[¥]B) (Der12 (Fact 5))
= AWYla # V1B A—(y #lv]a) A—=(y #I[V1B) (NegAx5 & Der21 (Fact 5))
=y #IW1B) A=y #1[¥1B) (NegAx7)
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is a contradiction. Then (& # 8) is a conjunct of . For the case in which * is =, the proof is similar but instead of
NegAx5 we use EqAx5 and instead of NegAx7 we use NegAx6. O

Lemma 39. Let x € {=, #}, ¥ € Np,a, B € Py, ¥ € Ppi1. If (¥ = [ [¥]a) A={y # L[¥]a) Ay = [[¥]B) is consistent, then (o x 8)
is a conjunct of yr.
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Proof. Let us first prove the case for * being =. Suppose that (y = |[¥]a) A ~(y # |[¥]a) A (y = [[¥]B) is consistent.
Aiming for a contradiction, suppose that —(« = ) is a conjunct of . Also, since (| [y¥]c) is consistent (by EqAx4), then by
Lemma 26 (¢ =«) is a conjunct of . Then

(v ={¥lon—(y # ]y = [[¥1B)

<=y #l¥lo) Ay = L [¥A—{a = B)A(@)]B) (EqAx6)
<~y Zll¥la) Ay #ll¥]x) (NegAx8 & Der21 (Fact 5))
= FALSE (Boolean)

which is a contradiction. Then (@ = 8) is a conjunct of . For the case in which * is #, the proof is similar but using
NegAx9 instead of NegAx8. O

Sketch 53. Thinking in terms of sequences as in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, one only has to observe that:

o [x]_vi #[z]_w forall ze T}” in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root_ —-kind gluing.
2 2

e root_ -kind gluings are made in different subtrees.
e By the same arguments given in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, we can’t have a sequence containing any of the following:

- root— +-Z, - Z-root_ -, - root— —+-Z,
- Z-Toot— -, - root— +-Up, - Uz-root— 4,
- root— ~-Uy, - Uj-root— —.

Sketch 54. Thinking in terms of sequences as in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, one only has to observe that:

o [X];vs # [y]yvs for all y € T¥? in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— —-kind gluing (Use
Lemma 36).

. [z]ﬂ‘,/3 #* [y]ﬂ‘,r3 for all y e TVs in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— —--kind gluing (Use
Lemma 36).

e root— -kind gluings are made in different subtrees.

e [x];v3 and [z]n‘,/3 can not be glued together by a sequence of all Z-kind gluings because of the consistency of ¢ plus
Lemmas 45 and 42.

e [X],vs and [z]ﬂvr3 can not be glued together by a sequence that begins or ends with a U,-kind gluing because we use
new subtrees for that kind of gluings.

e By the same arguments given in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, we can’t have a sequence containing any of the following:

- root_ +-Z, - Z-root_ , - root— —+-Z,
- Z-1oot— -, - root— +-Up, - Uy-root— ,
- root— —-Uy, - Uj-root— .

e By the same arguments given in the proof of Fact 49, we can reduce sequences with two consecutive Z-kind gluings to
sequences that not have two consecutive Z-kind gluings.

e By the same arguments given in the proof of Fact 49, we can’t have sequences containing U;-U>.

e One can prove that [x],v; and [z]ﬂ‘/3 are not glued together by a sequence that alternates Z-kind gluings and U,-kind

gluings (starting and ending with Z) by induction with arguments similar to the ones used in Lemma 50.

Sketch 55. Thinking in terms of sequences as in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, one only has to observe that:

e [X]yvs # [ylyvs for all y € TY3 in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— —-kind gluing (Use
Lemma 36).

. [Z]j.,]u #* [y]ﬂ;x for all y e T} in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— —-kind gluing (Use Lemma 36).

e root_ -kind gluings are made in different subtrees.

e [x];vs and [Z]rrl“ can not be glued together by a sequence that begins with a U;-kind gluing because we use new
subtrees for that kind of gluings.

e [x],vs and [z],r;x can not be glued together by a sequence that begins with a Z-kind gluing because of the consistency
of ¢ plus NegAx7 and Lemma 30.

Sketch 56. Thinking in terms of sequences as in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, one only has to observe that:
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o [X],v # [ylyv for all y e T¥ in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— —»-kind gluing (Use
Lemma 36).

o [x];v #[y];v for all y e T¥ in a class that was glued to the class of the root via a root— »-kind gluing (Rule 1).

e By the same arguments given in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, we can’t have a sequence containing any of the following:

- root— »+-Z, - Z-root_ , - root— —+-Z,
— Z-root— 4, - root— »-Uy, - Uz-root_ -,
- root— —-Uy, - Uj-root— —.

Sketch 57. Thinking in terms of sequences as in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, one only has to observe that:

e In case vy = p, by consistency of ¢ plus EqAx5 and Der21 of Fact 5, —(ov = 8) is a conjunct of .

e [x],v and [y]zr can not be glued together by a sequence of all Z-kind gluings because of the consistency of ¢ plus
Lemmas 45 and 42.

e By Lemma 36 plus construction of 7%, [ylze # [zlze for all z € T? in a class that was glued to the root via a
root— —-kind gluing.

e By Rule 1, [y]zr #[z]zr for all ze T” in a class that was glued to the root via a root— --kind gluing.

e By the same arguments given in the proofs of Facts 47 and 49, we can’t have a sequence containing any of the following:

- root— »-Z, - Z-root— -, - root— —+-Z,
- Z-root— -4, - root— -Uy, - Uz-root_ -,
- root— —»-Uy, - Uj-root— —+.

e By the same arguments given in the proof of Fact 49, we can reduce sequences with two consecutive Z-kind gluings to
sequences that not have two consecutive Z-kind gluings.

e By the same arguments given in the proof of Fact 49, we can’t have sequences containing U;-U>.

e One can prove by induction that [x],y» and [y]lz» are not glued together by a sequence that alternates Z-kind gluings
and U,-kind gluings (neither starting with Z or with U,) with arguments similar to the ones used in Lemma 50.

(Notation: For v, p € Ny, we use the notation 7Y = (TY,n¥), T? = (TP, ”) with roots r¥,r” respectively to denote
any tree in which ¥, p, respectively, are satisfiable.)
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