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—— Abstract

We present results concerning the expressiveness and decidability of a popular graph learning

formalism, graph neural networks (GNNs), exploiting connections with logic. We use a family of
recently-discovered decidable logics involving “Presburger quantifiers”. We show how to use these
logics to measure the expressiveness of classes of GNNs, in some cases getting exact correspondences
between the expressiveness of logics and GNNs. We also employ the logics, and the techniques used
to analyze them, to obtain decision procedures for verification problems over GNNs. We complement
this with undecidability results for static analysis problems involving the logics, as well as for GNN
verification problems.
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1 Introduction

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have become the most common model for learning functions
that work on graph data. Like traditional neural networks, GNNs consist of a layered
architecture where layer k£ + 1 takes as input the output of layer k. FEach layer computes a
function from graph vertices to a vector of numerical values — the feature vector. Computation
of the feature vector at layer k£ + 1 for a node u is based on aggregating vectors for layer k of
nodes v that are related to u in the source graph: for example aggregating vectors associated
to nodes adjacent to u in the graph. In an aggregation, the vectors of the previous vectors
may be transformed using linear functions. A layer can perform multiple aggregations —
corresponding to different linear functions — and then combine them to get the feature vector
for the next layer. The use of graph structure ensures that the computation of the network
is invariant: depending only on the input graph and the node up to isomorphism. There
are many variations of GNN. One key design choice is the kind of aggregation used - one
can use “local aggregation”, over the neighbors of a node, or aggregation over all nodes in
the graph. A second design choice is the kind of numerical functions that can be applied to
vector components, in particular the kind of activation functions that can be applied at each
layer: e.g. ReLU, sigmoid, piecewise linear functions.

An important issue in the study of graph learning is the expressiveness of a learning
model. What kinds of computations can a given type of GNN express? The first results in
this line were about the separating power of a graph learning model: what pairs of nodes
can be distinguished using GNNs within a certain class. For example, it is known that the
separating power of standard GNN models is limited by the Weisfeiler-Leman (WL) test [19].

A finer-grained classification would characterize the functions computed by GNNs within
a certain class, in terms of some formalism that is easier to analyze. Such characterizations
are referred to as uniform expressiveness results and there has been much less work in this
area. [1] provides a classification of a class of GNNs in terms of modal logic. The main
result in [1] is a characterization of the classifiers expressible in first-order logic that can be
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performed with a GNN having only local aggregation and truncated ReLU activations over
undirected graphs. They also provide a lower bound on the expressiveness of GNNs having in
addition a “global aggregator”, that sums over all nodes in the graph.
In this work we continue the line of work on uniform expressiveness. Our work improves
on the state of the art in a number of directions:
From first order expressiveness to general expressiveness In contrast to [1], we provide
logical characterizations of all the functions that can be computed by certain GNN
formalisms, not just the intersection with first-order logic. To do this we utilize logics
that go beyond first order, but which are still amenable to analysis.
From expressiveness to verification While we deal with GNNs that go beyond first-order
logic, we can still obtain characterizations in a logic where the basic satisfiability problems
are decidable. This provides us with decidability of a number of natural verification
problems related to GNNs. In doing this, we show a surprising link between GNNs and
recently-devised decidable logics going beyond first-order logic, so-called Presburger logics.
From undirected graphs to directed graphs While prior work focused on undirected graphs,
we explore how the expressiveness characterizations vary with GNNs that can recognize
directionality of graph edges. The aim is to show that the logical characterizations and
decidability are often independent of the restriction to undirected graphs.
From bounded to unbounded activations We explore the impact of the activation functions.
We begin with the case of bounded activation functions, like the truncated ReLU of [1],
and establish characterizations and decidability results for GNNs using this function.
We show both some contrasts and some similarity to the case of unbounded activation
functions, including the standard ReLU. Here some, but not all, of the corresponding
decidability results fail.

Related work. Logics have been used to characterized the separating power of GNN
languages (“non-uniform expressiveness”) for a number of years: see [9] for an overview. The
recent [10] provides logical characterizations of GNNs with piecewise linear activations. The
logic is not decidable; indeed our undecidability results imply that one cannot capture such
GNNs with a decidable logic.

We employ logical characterizations to gain insight on two basic verification problems
— whether a given classification can be achieved on some nodes or on all nodes. There is
prior work on verification of GNNs, but it focuses on more complex (but arguably more
realistic) problems, adversarial robustness. The closest paper to ours is the recent [17], which
formalizes a broad set of problems related to verifying that the output is in a certain region
in Euclidean space. [17] provides both decidability and undecidability theorems, but they
are incomparable to ours both in the results and in the techniques. For example Theorem 1
of [17] shows undecidability of a satisfiability problem where we verify that certain nodes
output a particular value, over GNNs which always distinguish a node from its neighbor.
Theorem 2 of [17] shows a decidability result with a different kind of specification, where the
degree of input graphs is bounded.

Recently, logics that combine uninterpreted relations with Presburger arithmetic have
been applied to the analysis of transformers — transducers that process strings [4, 2]. Since
this is outside of the context of general graphs, the details of the logics that are employed
are a bit different than those we consider, and the focus is not on the decidability border.
Organization. We formalize our GNN model and the basic logics we study in Section 2.
We present results on logical characterizations of GNNs with “bounded activation functions”
— like the truncated ReLU of [1]. We apply these characterizations to get decidability results.
Section 4 turns to the case of unbounded activation functions, which includes the traditional
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RelLU function. Here we provide lower bounds for expressiveness, and then turn to the
implications for decidability. Section 5 gives conclusions and discusses several open issues.
For expository purposes, many details of the constructions are deferred to the appendiz.

2 Preliminaries

Let N, NT, Z, and Q be the set of natural numbers, positive natural numbers, integers, and
rational numbers, respectively. For p,q € Z and p < ¢, [p, q] is the set of integers between p
and ¢, including p and ¢. For r € Q, [r] is the smallest integer greater than or equal to r.

For a function f mapping from Q to Q and a vector b € Q™, f(b) denotes that f is
applied to each entry of b.

» Definition 1. An n-graph is a tuple <V7 E, {Uc}l<c<n>’ where n € N is the number of
vertex colors; V' is a monempty finite set of vertices; E C V x V is a set of edges; each
U. CV is the set of c-colored vertices.

Note that we allow self-loops in graphs, and a graph is by default a directed graph. For
a graph G, we say that G is a undirected graph if for all v,u € V, (v,u) € E if and only if
(u,v) € E. For a vertex v € V, we let Noyt g(v) := {u| (v,u) € E} and refer to this as the set
of out-neighbors of v. The set of in-neighbors of v, denoted Niy, g(v) are defined analogously.
Graph Neural Networks. We use a standard notion of “aggregate-combine” graph neural
networks with rational coefficients. The only distinction from the usual presentation is that
we allow GNNs to work over directed graphs, with separate aggregations over incoming and
outgoing edges, while traditional GNNs work on undirected graphs.

» Definition 2. An n-graph neural network (GNN) is a tuple

<{d4}0§€§L ) {ff}gegL ) {Cg}lgsz J {Ai} 1<e<L {Re}gsz J {b£}1<Z<L> J
ze{out,in}

where L € NT is the number of layers; each d; € NT, called the dimension of the /! layer,

requiring do := n, the number of colors; each f*:Q — Q, the activation function of the £t"

layer; each C*, AL R* € Q¥*de-1 | the coefficient matrices of the £ layer; and b* € Q%, the

bias vector of the (! layer.

All the coefficients are rational. In order to have an effective representation of a GNN,
we will also assume that the activation functions are computable.

» Definition 3. For an n-GNN A and an n-graph G, the computation of A on G is a sequence
of derived feature functions {§é (V= Q% }O<Z<L defined inductively: for £ =0, if v e U,
then the cth entry of 58(11) is 1; otherwise, the entry is 0. For 1 <{< L,

) = f1CG o+ > (AL D> & |+ R )+

x€{out,in} uEN, g(v) uevV
Forv eV, ¢6(v) is called the (-feature vector of v, and £ ;(v) is the i'" entry of £5(v).

That is, we compute the feature values of a node v at layer ¢ + 1 by adding several
components. One component aggregates over the ¢-layer feature vector from the outgoing
neighbors of v, and applies a linear transformation. Another component does the same for
the incoming neighbors of v, a third does this for every node in the graph, while another
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applies a transformation to the ¢-layer feature vector of v itself. The linear transformation
can be different for each component, and in particular can be a zero matrix that just drops
that component. The final component of the sum is the bias vector.

When the graph G is clear from the context, we omit it and simply write £°(v) and {f(v),
and similarly when the graph G is clear from the context, write Noy(v) and N, (v) for the
in-neighbors and out-neighbors.

Note that in most presentations of GNNs, one deals with only undirected edges. The above
definition degenerates in that setting to two aggregations per layer, with the aggregation
over all nodes often referred to in the literature as the global readout.

In some presentations of GNNs, a classification function, which associates a final Boolean
decision to a node, is included in the definition. In our case, we have separated out the
classification function as an independent component in defining the expressiveness: see the
last part of the preliminaries.

Classes of activation functions. Following prior work on analysis of GNNs, some of our
results will deal with activation functions that are bounded in value:

» Definition 4. We say that the function f: Q — Q is eventually constant, if there exists
tieft, tright € Q satisfying ties < tright, called the left and right thresholds of f, such that for
every © < e, f(z) = f(tiere); for every x > tighe, () = f(tight)-

A standard eventually constant function is the truncated ReLU function, which is 0 for
negative reals, 1 for x greater than 1, and x otherwise [1]. There are other eventually
constant functions that are used in practice: for example, the linear approximation of
standard bounded functions used in graph learning, like the Sigmoid activation function. We
will be interested in functions that are defined on the reals, but which preserve the rationals.
The definition of eventually constant extends to such a function in the obvious way.

For a GNN with eventually constant activation functions, we use {tfeft}l <<, and

{tfight}1<é<L to denote the left and right thresholds of the GNN’s activation functions.
We also consider unbounded activation functions, such as the standard ReLU function,
which is = for non-negative reals and 0 for negative reals.
Flavors of GNN. For a GNN A, we say that A is outgoing-only, denoted by O, if for
every 1 < ¢ < L, Af, is a zero matrix. A is bidirectional, denoted by B, if there is no
restriction on AY . A is local, denoted by L, if for every 1 < £ < L, R’ is a zero matrix.
In the usual GNN terminology, this would mean that there is no global readout. A is
global, denoted by G, if global readout is allowed. A is eventually constant, denoted by C,
if for 1 < ¢ < L, f* is an eventually constant function. Our results outside of eventually
constant will deal with either piecewise linear activations, denoted PW, truncated RelLU
activations, denoted TrReLU, or standard RelLU activations. We use the following naming,
(OI1B)(L]|G)(C|PW)|TrReLU|ReLU)-GNN, for the set of GNNs satisfying constraints given by
the prefix. For example, OLC-GNN is the set of outgoing-only, local, and eventually constant
GNNs; BGPW-GNN is the set of GNNs allowing both incoming and outgoing, global readout,
and piecewise linear activations.
Classifiers and Boolean semantics. Our GNNs define vector-valued classification func-
tions on nodes. But for comparing with expressiveness and in defining verification problems,
we will often use a derived function from nodes to Booleans. We do this by thresholding at
the end — below we use .5 for convenience, but other choices do not impact the results.

» Definition 5. For a L-layer n-GNN A, an n-graph G, and a vertex v € V', we say that A
accepts the tuple (G,v), if £ 1 (v) > 0.5.
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Note that the global readout component can interact with the activation functions f¢,
which can behave very differently on translated values due to non-linearity — think of a typical
f¢ as a piece-wise linear function. Global readout can also interact with the classification
threshold, pushing some values above the threshold while leaving others below.
Two-variable Modal Logic with Presburger Quantifiers. We review logic with
Presburger quantifiers. The basic idea is to combine a decidable logic on uninterpreted
structures, like two-variable logic or guarded logic, with the ability to perform some arithmetic
on the number of elements. There are several formalisms in the literature that combine
Presburger arithmetic with a decidable uninterpreted logic, some originating many years
ago [12]. We will rely on a recent logic from [3], but we will need several variations of the
underlying idea here.

» Definition 6. A Presburger quantifier is of the form:

k
Plx) = Y N #ylei(z,y)] @ 6,

i=1

where § € Z; each \; € Z; each @;(x,y) is a formula with free variables x and y; ® is one of
=, #, <, >, <, or >. Note that P(x) has one free variable x.

We give the semantics of these quantifiers inductively, assuming a semantics for p;(z,y).
Given a graph G and a vertex v € V, we say that P(z) holds in G,z /v, denoted by G = P(v),
if the following (in)equality holds in Z.

k
S A HueV]GEeivu)}| ® 6

i=1

» Remark 7. Note that each Presburger quantifier can be rewritten as a Boolean combination
of expressions which only use the inequality symbol > as ®. For example, (#,[¢(x,y)] = )
and (#y[e(x,y)] > 6) A ~(#ylp(x,y)] > § + 1) are semantically equivalent. Therefore it is
sufficient to consider Presburger quantifiers which only use the inequality symbol >.

» Remark 8. We will make use of Presburger quantifiers that allow for rational coefficients
of the form:

2 ¢
P(z) = HO"’Zﬁi'#y[(ﬂi(z:y)] ® X+ > A #y[vilx,y)),

i=1
where each k;, \; € Q. This is a shorthand for the Presburger quantifier:

k J4

P(z) = > (Dri) - #yloi(w,y)] + Y (=DA;) - #y[hi(x,9)] ® D(Xo — ko),

i=1 i=1
where D is the least common multiplier of the denominators of the coefficients in ﬁ(x)

» Definition 9. We give the syntaz of two-variable modal logic with Presburger quantifiers
(MP2) over vocabulary 7. Formulas will have ezactly one free variable, denoted z below:

T is an MP? formula.

for a unary predicate U € 7, U(x) is an MP? formula.

if (x) is an MP? formula, then so is —o(x).

if p1(z) and pao(x) are MP? formulas, then so is ©1(x) A po(x).
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if {@i(®)} i<y s a set of MP? formulas and {€;(z,y)},<,<, is a set of guard atoms, of
form E(x,y), E(y,x), or T, then (Zle i - #Hylei(z,y) A pi(y)] & 5) is also an MP?
formula. {€;(x,y)},<;<, are the guards of the formula. Consistent with the restriction
we announced on the logic, we consider the result as a formula with free variable x: if all
€; are T it returns either every node or no node.
The semantics of the Boolean connectives is as usual, while the semantics of the Presburger
quantifiers is given by Definition 6.

An MP? formula ¢(z) is an n-formula if its vocabulary consists of n unary predicates. We use
abbreviations V and — as usual. Note that the guarded universal quantifier Vy E(x,y) — ¢(y)
can be expressed as (1-#,[E(x,y) A ~¢(y)] =0), and the guarded existential quantifier
Jy E(x,y) A (y) can be expressed as (1 - #,[E(x,y) A p(y)] > 1).

The logic MP? combines Presburger arithmetic and quantification over the model. Thus
one might worry that it has an undecidable satisfiability problem. And indeed, we will show
this: see Theorem 29. An idea to gain decidability is to impose that the quantification
is guarded — again, the underlying idea is from [3]. The logic £L-MP? (or “local MP?") is
obtained by excluding T as a guard. Analogously to what we did with GNNs, we use £ to
indicate that quantification is “local”.

The logic £-MP? is contained in the following logic, defined in [3]:

» Definition 10. The syntaz of the guarded fragment of two-variable logic with Presburger
quantifiers (GP?) owver colored graph vocabulary T starts with arbitrary atoms over the
vocabulary, with the usual connective closure and the following rules for quantifiers:
if p(x) is a GP? formula, then so are Va e(x) — ¢(x) and 3z e(x) A ¢(x), where € is
either U(x) or x = x for some unary predicate U € 7.
if p(x,y) is a GP? formula, then so are Vx e(x,y) — o(x,y) and Iz e(x,y) A (z,v),
where e(x,y) is one of E(x,y) or E(y,x).
if {pi(x,y)}1<i<p is a set of GP? formulas and {€;(x,y)}, ;< is a set of formulas, each

of form E(z,y) or E(y,x), then (Zle i #yle(z,y) Api(z,y)] ® 5) is also a GP?

formula.
The main difference between the logic £-MP? and the logic above is that the former is
“modal”, restricting to one-variable formulas, and allowing two variables only in the guards.
While in the logic above we can build up more interesting two variable formulas, for example
conjoining two guards.

We will make use of the following prior decidability result:

» Theorem 11 ([3], Theorem 10). The finite satisfiability problem of GP? is decidable.
From this we easily derive the decidability of £L-MP?:
» Corollary 12. The finite satisfiability problem of £L-MP? is decidable.

Notions of expressiveness for GNNs and MP? Formulas. Recalling that we have a
node-to-Boolean semantics available for both logical formulas and GNNs (via thresholding),
we use the term n-specification for either a n-GNN or a n-MP? formula.

» Definition 13. If Sy, Sy are n-GNNs, they are said to be equivalent if they accept the same
nodes within n-graphs. If S1 is a GNN and S5 a node formula in some logic, we say S1 and
Sy are equivalent if for every n-graph G and vertex v € V., Sy accepts (G,v) if and only if
G, v satisfies So.
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The notions of two languages of specifications being equally expressive, or equally ex-
pressive over undirected graphs, is defined in the obvious way:
Verification Problems for GNNs. We focus on two verification problems. The first is the
most obvious analog of satisfiability for GNNs, whether it accepts some node of some graph:

» Definition 14. For an n-GNN A, we say that A is satisfiable, if there exist an n-graph G
and a vertex v € V', such that A accepts (G,v).

We will also consider a variation of the problem which asks whether a GNN accepts every
node of some graph:

» Definition 15. For an n-GNN A, we say that A is universally satisfiable, if there exist an
n-graph G, such that for every vertex v € V., A accepts (G,v).

Two GNNs A and B are equivalent if they accept the same tuples. Note that, like
satisfiability and unlike universal satisfiability, this does not require a quantifier alternation.
For brevity we will not state results for equivalence, but it can easily be seen that both our
positive and negative results on satisfiability also apply to equivalence.

3 Characterization and decidability of GNNs with eventually constant
activation functions

In this section, we only consider GNNs with eventually constant activations. In Section 3.1,
we establish a key tool to analyzing these GNNs: we show that the set of possible activation
values is finite, and one can compute an overapproximation of this set. We use this for two
purposes. First we give a decidability result for GNNs with eventually constant activations
and only local aggregation, and then we show that even with global aggregation we get an
equivalence of the GNNSs in expressiveness with a logic.

In Section 3.2, we show that the finite satisfiability of MP? is undecidable. Using the
expressiveness characterization, this will imply that satisfiability problems for global GNNs
are undecidable. These results were presented for GNNs and logics on directed graphs. In
Section 3.3 we use the logical characterizations to show that they also apply to the standard
setting for GNNs of undirected graphs.

3.1 Decidability of satisfiability problems for GNNs with eventually
constant functions, via logic

We now come to one of the crucial definitions in the paper, the spectrum of a GNN.

» Definition 16. For a BGC-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, the {-spectrum of A, denoted by S, is
the set {§Z(v)| for every n-graph G and vertex v € V},

That is, the f-spectrum is the range of the feature vectors computed at layer ¢, as we
range over all input graphs and nodes. We show that the spectrum is actually finite, and a
finite superset is computable:

» Theorem 17. For every BGC-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, the {-spectrum of A is finite. We
can compute a finite superset of the £-spectrum from the specification of A.

We give some intuition for the proof. Our effective overapproximation of the spectrum

will simulate the computation of the GNN, and will be defined inductively on the layers.

Recall that a BLC-GNN is given by dimensions {d¢},,, activation functions {ff}1<é<L’
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coefficient matrices for transforming the prior node value {Cé}l << coefficient matrices

for local aggregation {Aﬁ} 1<e¢<IL , coeflicient matrices for global readout {Rz}l <pp and
z€{out,in} o
bias vectors {b€}1<£<L'

» Definition 18. For a BLC-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, the set 1S* is defined as follows:
18° = {0,1}%

ng = fz OZS + Z Ai Z s/nf’sl + Rf Z S/nR,s' + bl T‘Lf’sl,nR’sl eN
ze{out,in} s'€fSt-1 s'efsi—1t
4 74
18 = ] 18
sefst-1

We show that the set TSZ overapproximates the ¢-spectrum:

» Lemma 19. For every n-BLC-GNN A and 0 < £ < L, for every n-graph G and vertex
v €V, there exists s € 1S*, such that () = s.

It is quite straightforward to see that every element of the spectrum is captured. It is an
overapproximation because different integers that we sum in an inductive step may not be
realized in the same graph.

We can show by induction on the number of the layers that the set is finite — regardless
of computability of the activation functions!

» Lemma 20. For every n-BLC-GNN A and 0 < { < L, TSZ has finite size and can be
computed.

In the inductive step, we have a finite set of rationals, thus some fixed precision. We take
some integer linear combinations and we will obtain an infinite set of values, but only finitely
many between the left and right thresholds of the eventually constant activations. Thus
when we apply the activation functions to these values, we will get a finite set of rational
values — since the activation functions map rationals to rationals.

» Remark 21. The restriction to rational coefficients is crucial in the argument. Consider the
following 1-layer 1-BLTrReLU-GNN. The dimensions are dy = d; = 1; the coefficient matrix
C! is a zero matrix; (Atlmt)l,l =/2; (Ailn)L1 = —1; the bias vector b! is a zero vector. It is
not difficult to see that its 1-spectrum is {TrReLU (\/§k1 - k?g)‘ ki, ko € N}, whose size is
infinite since v/2 is irrational.

» Remark 22. Even simple GNNs may have exponential size spectra. For example, let Ay be
a 1-layer 1-BLTrReLU-GNN defined as follows: the dimensions are dy = d; = 1; the coefficient

matrices C! and A{, are zero matrices; (AL,),, = k™' the bias vector b' is a zero vector.

1,1
By definition, its 1-spectrum is {ik’1| ieo, k]}, whose size is k + 1. But the description of
Ay is only linear in log k.

For GNNs with truncated ReLU and only local aggregation, there is a matching upper

bound, as discussed after Theorem 25.
We now give several applications of the spectrum result. First we can use the finiteness

of the spectrum to get a characterization of the expressiveness of BGC-GNN and logic:

» Theorem 23. For every n-BGC-GNN A, there exists an n-MP? formula W 4(z), effectively
computable from the description of A, such that A and ¥ 4(x) are equivalent. In the case we
start with an n-BLC-GNN, the formula we obtain is in n-L-MP?2.
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This expressiveness equivalence will be useful in getting further decidability results, as
well as separations in expressiveness, for GNNs.

The idea of the proof of the theorem is that we have only finitely many elements in the
overapproximation set to worry about, so we can fix each in turn and write a formula for
each.

Recall that finite satisfiability of £-MP? is decidable by Corollary 12. Combining this
with Theorem 23 we get decidability of satisfiability for BLC-GNN:

» Theorem 24. The satisfiability problem for BLC-GNNs is decidable.

A more realistic analysis of complexity requires stronger assumptions on the activation
functions. For now we note only one special case, where everything is a truncated RelLU:

» Theorem 25. For BLC-GNNs with truncated ReLU activations, the satisfiability problem
is PSPACE-complete. It is NP-complete when the number of layers is fized.

We briefly discuss the PSPACE upper bound argument. We can show that for an arbitrary
input graph, there are only exponentially many activation values, each representable with
a polynomial number of bits. We also show, via an “unravelling construction”, a common
technique use in analysis of modal and guarded logics [13, 8], that a satisfying model can be
taken to be a tree of polynomial depth and branching. These two facts immediately give an
elementary bound, since we could guess the tree and the activation values. We can improve
to PSPACE by exploring a satisfying tree-like model on-the-fly: again, this is in line with the
PSPACE algorithm for modal logic [13].

The PSPACE lower bound is established by embedding the description logic ALC into
L-MP?. PSPACE-hardness will follow from this, since concept satisfiability problem of ALC
with one role is PSPACE-hard [18]. The NP upper bound will use the same on-the-fly
algorithm as in the PSPACE case, just observing that for fixed depth it can be implemented
in NP. A direct encoding of SAT gives the lower bound.

The following converse to Theorem 23 shows that the logic is equally expressive as the
GNN model:

» Theorem 26. For every n-MP? formula ¥(z), there exists an n-BGTrReLU-GNN Ay,
such that ¥(z) and Ay are equivalent. If we start with an n-L£L-MP? formula, we obtain an
n-BLTrReLU-GNN.

The idea of the proof is induction on the formula structure. For each subformula there
will be an entry of a feature vector for the GNN which represents the subformula, in the
sense that — for the final layer — its value is 1 if the subformula holds, or 0 otherwise. We will
have an entry for each subformula at every iteration, but as we progress to later layers of the
GNN, more of these entries will be correct with respect to the corresponding subformula. In
an inductive case for a Presburger quantifier that uses some coefficients \;, the corresponding
matrix will be multiplying certain quantifies by A;. Note that this translation is polynomial
time, thus the size of the corresponding GNN is polynomial in the formula.

Putting together the two translation results, we have:

» Corollary 27. The logic MP? and BGC-GNNs are expressively equivalent, as are L£-MP?
and BLC-GNNs.

The translations also tell us that the expressiveness of GNNs with truncated RelLU is the
same as that of GNNs with arbitrary eventually constant activations — provided we use the
Boolean semantics based on thresholds.
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Recall from Corollary 12 that finite satisfiability for the richer logic GP?, allowing
unguarded unary quantification and containing £-MP?, is decidable. Using this and the
expressiveness characterization gives decidability of universal satisfiability for these GNNs:

» Theorem 28. The universal satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs is decidable.

3.2 Undecidability of MP?, and of GNNs with truncated ReLU and
global readout

Note that we claimed that the spectrum is finite for GNNs with eventually constant activations,
even when they have global readout. And we could compute a finite overapproximation
of the spectrum. But in our decidability argument for BLC-GNN, we required further the
ability to decide membership in the spectrum for any fixed rational, and for this we utilized
decidability of the logic. So what happens to decidability of the GNNs — or the corresponding
logic — when global readout is allowed?

We show undecidability of finite satisfiability for the logic MP2, and of the corresponding
GNN satisfiability problem. First for the logic:

» Theorem 29. The finite satisfiability problem of MP? is undecidable.

For the proof we apply an approach based on ideas in [3], using a reduction from Hilbert’s
tenth problem.

» Definition 30. A simple equation system e (with n variables and m equations) is a
set of m equations of one of the forms v;, =1, v, = v, + Vi, 07V, = V4, - Uiy, Where
1 <iy,i9,13 < n. We say the system € is solvable if it has a solution in N.

» Lemma 31. For every simple equation system € with n variables and m equations, there
exists an (n+m)- MP? formula W (x) such that € has a solution in N if and only if V.(z) is
finitely satisfiable.

Since the solvability (over N) of simple equation systems is undecidable, Theorem 29
follows. From the theorem and Corollary 27 we obtain undecidability of static analysis for
GNNs with global readout:

» Theorem 32. The satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs is undecidable.
Using a similar reduction, we obtain undecidability for universal satisfiability:

» Theorem 33. The universal satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

3.3 Variations for the undirected case

Thus far we have been dealing with both logics and GNNs that work over directed graphs.
We now show that all of the prior results apply to undirected graphs, the standard setting
for GNNs.

We can enforce undirectedness within the larger decidable logic GP? to obtain decidability:

» Corollary 34. The finite satisfiability problem of £L-MP? over undirected graphs is decidable.

By reducing to decidability in the logic £-MP?, we can show that the satisfiability problem
for GNNs on undirected graphs — that is, the standard notion of GNN - is decidable.

» Theorem 35. The satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs over undirected graphs is decidable.
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» Theorem 36. The universal satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs over undirected graphs is
decidable.

We can also revise our undecidability results for global GNNs to the undirected case,
thus giving undecidability for the usual notion of GNN with global readout. This is done
with the same reduction from solvability of simple equation systems to the finite satisfiability
of MP?, which we can show works over undirected graphs.

» Theorem 37. The finite satisfiability problem of MP? over undirected graphs is undecidable.

» Theorem 38. The satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs over undirected graphs is
undecidable.

» Theorem 39. The universal satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs over undirected
graphs is undecidable.

4 GNNs with unbounded activation functions

In this section, we consider GNNs with unbounded activations, such as the standard RelLU.
Since we have already shown that global aggregation leads to undecidability even in the
bounded case, in this section we will only deal with GNNs having only local aggregation. In
Section 4.1 we show that the universal satisfiability problem of BL£RelLU-GNN is undecidable,
a contrast to the case with eventually constant activation functions. In the process, we
introduce a logic that also helps with understanding expressiveness of this class of GNNs.

In Section 4.2, we turn to the satisfiability problem, and give a partial positive result
about decidability. Here we will not use the logic directly, but rather use components from
decidability proofs for Presburger logics [3]. We will use the idea of representing the possible
values of activations which was also used in the case of decidability for eventually constant
activations. But in this case we will be representing an infinite set of values, using Presburger
formulas.

4.1 (Un)decidability of GNNs with unbounded activation functions

We prove the undecidability of the universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNN. Here
we will use logic again. We will not obtain an expressiveness characterization, but merely a
logic that embeds in BLReLU-GNNs: local two-variable modal logic with two-hop Presburger
quantifiers (£-M2P?), which is the extension of MP? where the guards are conjunctions of at
most two binary predicates.

» Definition 40. The syntax of local two-variable modal logic with two-hop Presburger
quantifiers (£-M2P?) over vocabulary T is defined inductively:
T is a £L-M2P? formula.
for a unary predicate U € 7, U(x) is a L-M2P? formula.
if p(x) is a L-M2P? formula, then so is —p(z).
if p1(x) and pa(x) are L-M2P? formulas, then so is p1(x) A pa(x).
if {0i(@)},cicp U{0L (@)} cicp s a set of L-M2P? formulas, {€;(z,2,y)}, ;< is a set
of guard formulas, each of form E(x,2) A E(z,y), E(x,2) A E(y, 2), E(z,2) A E(2,y), or
E(z,x) NE(y,2), and {€;(x,y)} << is another set of guard formulas, each of form
E(x,y) or E(y,z), then o

(Ch i #ewlei@,29) A i)+ X0 N el y) AGi)] @ 9)
is also a L-M2P? formula. The numbers 5, \;, \., and the comparison ® are as in the
standard Presburger quantifier definition.
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The idea is that we can still count a linear combination of cardinalities of the number of
nodes satisfying a given lower-level formula that are one-hop away from the current node
— as in £-MP?. Optionally, we can add on a linear combination of the number of two-hop
paths that lead to a node satisfying other lower-level formulas.

The semantics of the formulas is given inductively, with the only step that is different
from the usual cases being for the quantification, which is the obvious one. We call these
two-hop Presburger quantifiers. We can apply a similar proof technique as in Theorem 26 to
show that the £-M2P? are expressible using BLRelLU-GNNs.

» Theorem 41. For every n-L-M2P? formula V(z), there exists an n-BLReLU-GNN Ay,
such that U (x) and Ay are equivalent.

Note that we do not claim an expressive equivalence here. Nevertheless this containment of
the logic in the GNN class is useful, since we can show undecidability of the logic by reduction
from the halting problem of two-counter machines, which is known to be undecidable [15].

» Definition 42. A two-counter machine M is a finite list dy . ..d, of instructions having
one of the forms INC (¢;), IF (¢; = 0) GOTO (j), or HALT, where i € {0,1} and 1 < j < n.

A configuration is a tuple {q,cq,c1), where 1 < q¢<n and co,c1 € N. We say (¢, ¢, c})
is the successor configuration of (g, co,c1) if, letting d, be the ¢! instruction of the machine:

Ifd, is INC (c;), then ¢ =q+1, ¢, =¢;+ 1, and ¢|_; = c1—;.

If dg is IF (¢; = 0) GOTO (j), if ¢; = 0, then ¢ = j, ¢, = co, and ¢} = c1; otherwise,

¢ =q+1,c=c—1,and cj_, =c1_;.

Note that if dg is HALT, there is no successor. This configuration is called a halting configur-
ation.

The computation of the machine is a (possibly infinite) sequence of configurations where
the first is (1,0,0), consecutive pairs are in the succcessor relationship above, the last
configuration is a halting configuration. The machine halts if its computation is a finite
sequence.

The reduction is by encoding the computation of a two-counter machine into the graph
directly. We have illustrated it in Figure 2. Each configuration is encoded as a height 1 tree,
which is denoted by a dashed box. Its line number is represented by the unary predicate Q;
realized by the root vertex, and the values of the counters are represented by the number of
“labeled leaves” — those with predicate Cy or C7 being true. There are edges connected to
the roots of each configuration, which encode the computation sequence. Then it is possible
to assert the (in)equality between the number of leaves of some root and the root of the
successor tree, which encodes the condition of a valid transition.

» Lemma 43. For every two-counter machine M with n instructions, there erists an
(n + 5)-L-M2P? formula W (z) such that M halts if and only if Yo W (z) is finitely
satisfiable.

Since the halting problem of two-counter machines is undecidable, and £-M2P? formulas
can be translted to BLReLU-GNNs, we obtain the undecidability of the universal satisfibility
problem of BLReLU-GNN, by reduction from £-M2P2.

» Theorem 44. The universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

We will later show that this holds also for undirected graphs: see Theorem 50 below.

We can also use the logic to get an expressiveness separation for GNNs: By Theorem 41
to show that BLReLU-GNNs can do more than BLC-GNNs, it is sufficient to show that there
is a £-M2P? formula that is not given by a BLC-GNN:
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» Lemma 45. £-M2P? is strictly more expressive than BLC-GNN.

The following results are direct consequences of the lemma above and the logical charac-
terization in the prior section:

» Corollary 46. L£-M2P? is strictly more expressive than L£-MP?2.
» Corollary 47. BLReLU-GNN is strictly more expressive than BLC-GNN.

We comment on the proof of Lemma 45. We claim that the property “the number of
two-hop paths from the vertex v to the green vertices is the same as the number of two-hop
paths from v to the blue vertices” gives the separation. It is easy to express in the two-hop
logic. To show that no BLC-GNN can express it, we construct a sequence of pairs of graphs,
each with a special node, such that the property holds in the special node of the first graph
and fails in the special node of the second, while for every BLC-GNN A, for any sufficiently
large pairs of graphs in this sequence, the special nodes are indistinguishable by A.

Thus far the results in this section are stated for directed graphs. We explain briefly
why the undecidability and expressiveness separation results on GNNs with unbounded
activation functions apply also to undirected graphs. For the expressiveness results, note
that the graphs that we constructed in the proof of Lemma 45 are undirected. Hence the
expressiveness gap between BLReLU-GNN and BLC-GNN still exists for the undirected case.

» Theorem 48. BLReLU-GNN is strictly more expressive over undirected graphs than
BLC-GNN.

To obtain the undecidability of the universal satisfiability problem over undirected graphs
of BLReLU-GNN, we again reduce from two-counter machines, but now with a modification
to guarantee the direction of the transition.

» Lemma 49. For every two-counter machine M with n instructions, there ezists an (n+8)-
L-M2P? formula W () such that M halts if and only if Yo W (z) is finitely satisfiable
over undirected graphs.

» Theorem 50. The universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNNs over undirected graphs
is undecidable.

4.2 Decidability of satisfiability for “modal” GNNs with unbounded
activation functions

Thus the situation for universal satisfiability contrasts with the eventually constant case.
What about the satisfiability problem? We do not know whether it is decidable for GNNs with
piecewise linear activations, or even with just ReLU. We can see that even simple unbounded
activation functions produce unbounded spectra, so the proof technique in the truncated
case certainly will not work. For example, consider the following 1-layer 1-BLRelLU-GNN.
The dimensions are dy = d; = 1; the coefficient matrices C! and Al are zero matrices;
(A1 )1‘1 = 1; the bias vector b! is a zero vector. It is not difficult to see that the value of

out
& (v) is the number of out-neighbors of v. Hence, the 1-spectrum of this GNN is the set of
natural numbers.

We present a decidability result for the “modal version”: aggregation over nodes connected

by outgoing edges only, within a directed graph:
» Theorem 51. The satisfiability problem of OLPW-GNNs is decidable.
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Analogously to what we did in the eventually constant case, we describe all the possible
values of a given activation function. Unlike in the eventually constant case, this will not
be a finite set, but it will be semi-linear: that is, describable using a formula of Presburger
arithmetic. We will first review the notion of semi-linear set that we use, where we modify
the standard notion to deal with rational numbers. We then show that the set of all possible
values output by a GNN is a semi-linear set.

For ap € Q¥ and A = {a1,as,...,a,} a finite subset of Q¥, we define:
N-Span(ag, A) = { ag + Z n;a;| n; € N
1<i<m

A set S C QF is a linear set, if there is ag € QF and a finite set A C QF, such that
S is N-Span(ag, A). The pair (ag, A) is called the basis of S. A semi-linear set is a fi-
nite union of linear sets. A basis of a semi-linear set J,;;, N-Span (af, A*) is the set
{(af,A), (a3, A?),..., (af, A%)}. o

For semi-linear sets S;, Sz, S C QF, we use the following operators:

T(S) = {T(a)| a € S} where T : Q¥ — Q™ is an affine transformation
KleeneStar(S) := {Z s| For every finite multi-subset S’ of S}
ses’

We recall that in the context of integers, both operators are known to preserve semi-linearity
and the basis of the resulting semi-linear set can be computed. See, e.g., [5, 11, 7]. The
arguments adapt easily to our rational setting, thus we assume below that we have an
algorithm for pushing semi-linear representations through these operators.

We consider piecewise linear functions, defined by a sequence ((I1, f1), ..., (Ip, fp)) where
I, U--- U1, is a partition of Q into p intervals and each f; : @ — Q is an affine function.
The sequence ((I1, f1), ..., (Ip, fp)) defines a function where = is mapped to f;(z) if z is in
the interval I;,. We apply a piecewise linear function on some fixed components of a vector,
which is captured by the following notation. For a piecewise linear function f: Q — Q, a
rational vector a € Q¥ and K C [1,k], we write fx(a) to denote the vector b € Q* where
b; = f(a;) for every i € K and b; = a; for every ¢ ¢ K. In other words, fx(a) only applies
the function f on the components in K and the identity function on the components outside
K. Similar to affine transformation and Kleene star, piecewise linear functions also preserve
semi-linearity and the basis of the resulting semi-linear sets can be computed. Again, we can
easily adapt the argument in [7] to our rational setting.

To prove Theorem 51, we need two more definitions. Let A be a L-layer OLPW-GNN.
Let do,dy, . ..,dr, be the dimension of the layers. We denote by Ql@o-d1,-de-1l the Cartesian
product Q% x Q% ... x Q%-t. Given an element m of this product, the i** component of
m, denoted by mli], is the projection of m to Q%:.

For a graph G, vertex v € V, and 0 < £ < L, the ¢-history of v in G (w.r.t. A), denoted
by histé(v) € Qldo-di,vde] g the tuple that collects the first (¢ + 1) feature vectors of v.

Formally, for 0 <i </, (histé (v)) [1] = fé(v). When the graph G is clear from the context,
we omit it and simply write histe(v). The £-history-space of A is the set of all possible

histories.
We now state our representation theorem, which immediately implies Theorem 51:

» Theorem 52. For every OLPW-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, the £-history-space is semi-linear,
and its basis can be effectively computed.
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We contrast the theorem with Theorem 17. There we could only overapproximate the
spectrum, because we could not determine which numbers from previously layers were
simultaneously realizable. By inductively maintaining the entire history at each node, we
have enough information to resolve these questions of consistency, and compute an ezxact
representation of the semantic object, not just an overapproximation.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 52. We will first explain the
intuition behind it. Let A be a L-layer OLPW-GNN, as in Definition 2. Let G be a graph
and v be a vertex. Recall that for every 1 < ¢ < L, the ¢-feature vector of v is:

) = f O ) + AL Y € )+

uENout (v)

We can rewrite it in terms of history:

hist’(v)[0] = £°(v), (1)

and for each 1 < ¢ < ¢:

hist“(v)[i] = f* | C*-hist"(0)[i — 1] + Ao~ | > hist™(u) [[i—1] + "] . (2)
UENGut (V)

Thus, the ¢-history of v can be computed by applications of sum, affine transformations, and
piecewise linear functions on the sum of the history of its out-neighbors.

We formalise this intuition in the following paragraphs. For each 0 < ¢ < L, we define
the set H':

HO = {0,1}"%
HE = U projpodyoTy_qo...0Tp, o KleeneStar (He_l) ;
ec{0,1}%0
where the definition and intuition of each proj,, T}, ...,T1,Tp ¢ is as follows.

Intuitively KleeneStar (H~!) captures the term DN e (v) hist*~*(u) in Equation (2).
Toe: Qldor-de—1] 5 Qldossde—1.do] §g an affine transformation that maps a to (a,e), i.e.,
it simply “pads” e into a.

For each 1 < i < ¢, the transformation T} : Qldo:de-1.do.-.di1] _y Qldos--de—1,do,-..di—1,di]
computes the vector hist’(v)[i] defined in Equation (2) and pads it at the end.
Formally, T; maps a to (a,c) where ¢ = f*(C%a[l +i— 1] + A% ali — 1] +b').

Finally, proj, : Qldor-rde—1,do,-de] _y Qldo,-de] §g 5 projection that projects out the first ¢
components.

We can show that H’ is a semi-linear set, and this captures the (-history-space, as
stated formally in Lemma 53. Note that Theorem 51 follows easily from the lemma and the
computability of the basis of H*.

» Lemma 53. For every OLPW-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L,
1. H’ is a semi-linear set.
2. For every s € Qldo-d1-del the following are equivalent.
h e H*
There exists a graph G and vertez v € V such that hist’(v) = h.
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Proof. The first item follows immediately from the fact that H is semi-linear and the
operators Kleene star, affine transformations and piecewise linear functions all preserve
semi-linearity.

We now prove the second item by induction on £. The base case £ = 0 is trivial.

For the induction hypothesis, we assume that the lemma holds for £ — 1. We show that
h € H* if and only if there is a graph G and a vertex v such that histz(v) = h.

We start with the “only if” direction. Suppose h € H*. By definition, there is e € {0, 1}
and a finite multi-subset {{hy, ha, ..., hx}} of H ™! such that:

h=projyoTyoTi_10...0Tg. (h1+ha+---+ hy)

By the induction hypothesis, there exist graphs Gy, Go, ..., Gy and vertices vy, va, . .., v such
that histé?l(vi) = h; for every 1 < < k.

Let G be the graph obtained by taking the disjoint union of Gy, Gs, ..., G; and adding a
fresh vertex v. Recalling that £3(v) can achieve an arbitrary combination of {0.1} vectors,
based on the colors of v, we set the colors so that 58(11) = e. We have an outgoing edge from
v to v; for each 1 <1 < k. It is routine to verify that the ¢-history of v is precisely h. Note
that because A is outgoing-only, the edge from v to v; has no effect on the (¢ — 1)-history of
v;. Thus histé_l(vi) = histéqfl(vi)

For the “if” direction, let G be a graph and v be a vertex. Let vy,...,vx be the out-
neighbors of v. By definition, for each 1 <17 < £:

histg(v)[i] = f* [ C*-histg(v)[i —1] + Al - | D histg '(u) [[i—1] + ¥
UENGut (V)

It is routine to verify that:
histé(v) = projjoTpoTp_q0...0Tp, (histé_l(vl) + histg_l(vg) +eF histé_l(vk)> ,

where e = £J(v). Therefore, histé(v) € H". <

5 Discussion

This work extends the exploration of the relationship between aggregate-combine GNNs
and logic, with exact characterizations of expressiveness for GNNs with eventually constant
activation functions, and embedding a logic into the GNNs with standard ReLU activations.
We also obtain both decidability and undecidability results, some using the logical characteriz-
ations and some by porting the techniques used for decidability of the logics to apply directly
on the GNNs. Perhaps the main take-away, echoing the theme of [1], is that Presburger
logics and the techniques for analyzing them can be relevant to GNNs.

We have left open one major technical problem: the decidability of satisfiability for
standard GNNs using the ReLU activation function. Here we have proven decidability only
for the “outgoing-only” variant. We also do not know whether the undecidability results
we have proven — e.g. for standard GNNs with global readout — still hold for the variants
with outgoing-only aggregation. Thus, for all we know, the most crucial dividing line for
decidability could revolve around outgoing-only vs bidirectional aggregation, rather than
(e.g.) local vs global aggregation or truncation vs non-truncation in the activation function.

Looking at broader open issues, we focused here on some very basic verification problems
on GNNs: can a certain classification be achieved? But it is clear that our techniques apply
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to many other logic-based verification problems; for example, it can be applied to determine
whether a GNN can achieve a certain classification on a graph satisfying a certain sentence —
provided that the sentence is also in one of our decidable logics.

We have not focused on complexity in this paper. Of course, for the broad class of GNNs
with eventually constant activation functions, it is difficult to talk about complexity bounds.
For GNNs based on truncated ReLU and local aggregation, we have shown satisfiability
is PSPACE-complete, and is NP-complete for a fixed number of layers. The finer-grained
complexity analysis for other decidability results is left for future work.

Our work provides motivation for exploring the properties of Presburger logics over
relational structures and their connections with GNNs beyond the setting here, which
considers only graphs with discrete feature values from a fixed set. In our ongoing work we
are adapting our techniques to deal with GNNs whose feature values are unbounded integers,
specified by an initial semi-linear set.

—— References

1 Pablo Barcelé, Egor V. Kostylev, Mikaél Monet, Jorge Pérez, Juan L. Reutter, and Juan Pablo
Silva. The Logical Expressiveness of Graph Neural Networks. In ICLR, 2020.

2  Pablo Barcel6, Alexander Kozachinskiy, Anthony Wijdada Lin, and Vladamir Podol-
skii. Logical languages accepted by transformer encoders with hard attention, 2023. ht-
tps://arxiv.org/pdf/2310.03817.pdf.

3  Bartosz Bednarczyk, Maja Orlowska, Anna Pacanowska, and Tony Tan. On classical decidable
logics extended with percentage quantifiers and arithmetics. In FSTTCS, 2021.

4  David Chiang, Peter Cholak, and Anand Pillay. Tighter bounds on the expressivity of
transformer encoders. In ICML, 2023.

5  Dmitry Chistikov and Christoph Haase. The taming of the semi-linear set. In ICALP, 2016.

6 F. Eisenbrand and G. Shmonin. Carathéodory bounds for integer cones. Oper. Res. Lett.,
34(5):564-568, 2006.

7  Seymour Ginsburg and Edwin H. Spanier. Semigroups, Presburger formulas, and languages.
Pacific J. Math., 16(2):285-296, 1966.

8  Valentin Goranko and Martin Otto. Model theory of modal logic. In Patrick Blackburn, J. F.
A. K. van Benthem, and Frank Wolter, editors, Handbook of Modal Logic. North-Holland,
2007.

9 Martin Grohe. The logic of graph neural networks. In LICS, 2021.

10 Martin Grohe. The descriptive complexity of graph neural networks. In LICS, 2023.

11  C. Haase and Georg Zetzsche. Presburger arithmetic with stars, rational subsets of graph
groups, and nested zero tests. LICS, 2019.

12 Viktor Kuncak, Huu Hai Nguyen, and Martin Rinard. An Algorithm for Deciding BAPA:
Boolean Algebra with Presburger Arithmetic. In CADE, 2005.

13  Richard E. Ladner. The computational complexity of provability in systems of modal proposi-
tional logic. STAM J. Comput., 6(3):467-480, sep 1977.

14 Chia-Hsuan Lu and Tony Tan. On two-variable guarded fragment logic with expressive local
Presburger constraints. CoRR, abs/2206.13731, 2022.

15 Marvin L. Minsky. Computation: finite and infinite machines. Prentice-Hall, Inc., USA, 1967.

16 C. Papadimitriou. On the complexity of integer programming. J. ACM, 28(4):765-768, 1981.

17 Marco Sélzer and Martin Lange. Fundamental limits in formal verification of message-passing
neural networks. In ICLR, 2023.

18 Manfred Schmidt-Schaubfl and Gert Smolka. Attributive concept descriptions with comple-
ments. Artif. Intell., 48(1):1-26, feb 1991.

19 Keyulu Xu, Weihua Hu, Jure Leskovec, and Stefanie Jegelka. How Powerful are Graph Neural
Networks. In ICLR, 2019.

XX:17

Arxiv



XX:18 Decidability of Graph Neural Networks via Logical Characterizations

A  Proofs from Section 2: Corollary 12

A.1 Proof of Corollary 12

Let us recall the corollary (of Theorem 11).
» Corollary 12. The finite satisfiability problem of L-MP? is decidable.

Proof. Let ¢(x) be an n-£-MP? formula and U, ;; be a fresh unary predicate. We claim
that ¢(z) is finitely satisfiable if and only if the GP? sentence v := 3z U, 11 (z) A p(x) is also
finitely satisfiable. Then the corollary follows from the decidability of the finite satisfiability
problem of GP? by Theorem 11.

If ¢(x) is finitely satisfiable by the n-graph G and vertex v € G, let G’ be the (n+1)-graph
that extended G with U, := {v}. Then G’ = U,,41(v), which implies that G’ |= 1. Hence
1) is finitely satisfiable by G'.

If ¢ is finitely satisfiable by the (n + 1)-graph G, let G’ be the n-graph that restricted
G by removing U,+1. By definition, there exists at least one vertex v € V such that
G = Up+1(v) Ap(v), which implies that G |= ¢(v). Since there is no Uy,,41 in ¢(z), G’ = ¢(v).
Hence ¢(x) is finitely satisfiable by G'. <

B Proofs from Subsection 3.1: results about the spectrum, translation
from GNNSs with eventually constant activation functions to logic,
and decidability results for eventually constant local GNNs

B.1 Proof of Lemma 19: syntactic overapproximation of the spectrum

: We recall first the definition of our overapproximation of the spectrum

+8% = {0,1}%
Tsi =< ff CéS—l—ZAi Z s’nf’sl—I-Ré Z s'nfs 4 pt nf’s/,nR’leN
z€{out,in} s/efSE-1 s'efst—t
tst = U 1S
sefst—t

With this in mind, recall Lemma 19:

» Lemma 19. For every n-BLC-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, for every n-graph G and vertex
v €V, there exists s € 1S*, such that ) = s.

Proof. The proof is by induction on layers. The base case ¢ = 0 is straightforward. For the
inductive step 1 < ¢ < L, for every vertex u € V, by the induction hypothesis, there exists
sy € 187! such that £ (u) = sy.

For every s’ € 1871, let V,, := {ue V‘ €71 (u) = s'}. We can rewrite the following

summations.
Y= > X s = D el
u€EN, (v) s'ENSE—L ueNL (v)NVy, s'efstt

el - Y Y 4= X abs,

ueV s'efSt-tueVnvy s'efSt—1
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where n2%" == |N,(v) N Vy| € N and nF*" := [V N V| € N. Hence £/(v) can be rewritten:

) = [ C%,+ Z Al Z s’nf”{f/ + R Z s'nfs 4t
z€{out,in} s'efsi—1 s'efst1
By the definition of 8%, £¢(v) € 18°. <

B.2 Proof of Lemma 20: overapproximation is finite and computable

We recall Lemma 20.

» Lemma 20. For every n-BLC-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, TSE has finite size and can be
computed.

To prove the lemma, we need more tools. The following “canonical eventually-constant
function” will play a key role:

» Definition 54. For tieft, tright € Q and tiese < tright, the clamp between tiese and trignt, denoted

by clpil';f:“, is a function mapping Q to Q. For every x € Q, if * < tieft, clpﬁl';ft'“(:c) = tefe; If
right

left () = tright; otherwise, C|Ptnght( ) =z.

t
T > trighh Clpt

We also need the following set TS Recall that tleft and tnght are the left and right
thresholds of the ¢! eventually constant activation function in the GNN.

» Definition 55. For every BLC-GNN A, for 1 < £ < L, the set TS‘E is defined as follows:

~f0 ’ ’ ’
TSS = |ptnght CZS + Z Ai Z / A s’ + RZ Z S/HR,S 4 bf nf,s ’nR,s cN
et z€{out,in} s'efSt-1 s'erstt
~0 ~0
1§ = J 18
sefst—t

The intuition for TS’Z is that it represents the inverse image of TS‘z under the activation
function f*, modified by the clamp function. We will show that this modification preserves
the value after applying f¢. Note that the value of each element in Tge is bounded, by the
definition of the clamp function.

We will first show that the clamp function would be absorbed by any eventually constant
function.

» Lemma 56. For every eventually constant function f with threshold ties and trgne, for
every v € Q, f (clp(x)) = f(a).

Proof. If x < teg, f (clp;”i“t( )) = f(tierr) = f(z); if & > trighe, f (clp;'jt“( )) = f(tright) =
F(2); otherwise, f (c|p§;§j‘( )) = f(2). <

=0
Next, we prove that subsets of 7S are finite and can be computed from the GNN
descriptions.

» Lemma 57. For d € N*, a finite set Q@ C Q%, ¢ € Q%, p,q € Q, and p < q, let
XQ.c.lp.q) = {clpg (ZTEQ ™, + c)‘ n,. € N}. The set Xg c,[p,q i finite and can be computed.

Arxiv
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Proof. Let D € N* be the least common multiple of the numerators of ¢, p, ¢, and elements

in Q. There exist a,,a. € Z%, a,,a, € Z satisfying that ¢ = %, p= 5}’7 qg= 5(1’ and r = %
for each r € Q. Thus we can rewrite XQ,C7[p,q] as follows:
X = 1 | q N C € d
Q,c,lp,q]l — BC pap Z ArMy + Qe n, € O 5 e e [ap ,aq} .

reQ

The size of the the right hand side set is (aq—a,+1)?. Hence |Xg .. [p.q| < (ag — ap + 1) < o0.

Note that it is straightforward to enumerate the right hand side set. We can compute
the set Xg . [p,q With the following procedure. For every element s in the right hand side
set, we check if the equation ZTEQ a,Z, + a. = Ds has solution over N. It is not difficult to
show that s € Xg . [p,q if and only if the equation has a solution over N. |

We can now prove Lemma 20.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on layers. The base case ¢ = 0 is straightforward.
For the induction step 1 < ¢ < L, we first show that Tgl_l is finite. Note that T&f =
Xoe ce it 4o 1, Where

left? Uright

Q' = {Abus
= C0fs 4+ 0t

S

s € ms*“} u {Afns’

s € TSE_l} u {Rls’

s’ e TSE_I}

By the induction hypothesis, QF is finite. Hence the size of Tge can be upper bounded
by Lemma 57:

18] < ¥ hs

sepst—1

== Z ‘Xglﬁgv[témtﬁght] <
sepst-1t

Next, by Lemma 56, for every s € 18! and nf’s/,nR’S/ eN,

fz Cls + Z Afﬂ Z s’nf’sl + R Z s'nR’S'ere

z€{out,in} s'efSet s'efSt—t

e 1 !’
= ft clpijgh‘ Cls + Z Afc Z s’nf’s + R Z s 4t

left
z€{out,in} s'efStt s'efst—1t

Hence we have the following relationship between TSg and TSi:
18 = {fé(s)‘ se Téé} .

Therefore ‘TSZ‘ < ‘TS’Z) < 00.
We can compute the set TSL] with the following recursive procedure. The base case £ =0

~0 _
is trivial. For 1 < ¢ < L, we first compute the set 1S . For every s € TSZ L by Lemma 57,
<0
the set Xor e je 4 1 can be computed. Therefore 1S = U cqpge-1 Xge o 1, 4¢ | can also

left > “right left > “right

be computed. Finally, we can obtain 18* by applying f¢ on each element in TSZ. <
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B.3 Proof of Theorem 23: from GNNs with eventually constant
activations to logic

We recall the theorem:

» Theorem 23. For every n-BGC-GNN A, there exists an n-MP? formula W 4(z), effectively
computable from the description of A, such that A and ¥ 4(x) are equivalent. In the case we
start with an n-BLC-GNN, the formula we obtain is in n-L-MP?2.

We prove a more general version:

» Lemma 58. For every n-BGC-GNN A, 0 < ¢ < L, and s € 1S8*, letting &¢ be the ('
derived feature function of A, there exists an n-MP? formula ¢%(x), such that for every
n-graph G and vertex v € V, G = ¢ (v) if and only if €¢(v) = s. In the case we start with
an n-BLC-GNN, the formula we obtain is in n-L-MP?,

Proof. The intuition is that our formula hard codes all possible values of the spectrum, with
formulas verifying that the computed value is that specific value. Since for arbitrary eventually
constant functions we cannot represent the spectrum exactly, we use the overapproximations
defined in the prior argument.

We define an MP? formula ¢%(x) inductively on layers. For the base case ¢ = 0, for
1 < <dy,

Ui SL’), ife=1
Yie(x) = . :
-U;(x), ife=0

For s € 1S°,

pl) = N\ s (2).

1<i<do

For the inductive case 1 < ¢ < L, for 0 € TSZ, s’ e TSZ*I, and 1 <14 < dy, we define the
formula:

P i(2) = (((C‘s’+bf)i+ ST (AL, #ylea(my) AL ()]
ze{out,in}
S“ETSZ_l

+ Z (Rés/l)i : #y Wﬁ”l(y)}) ®9i 01)7
8”6ng71

where €out(2,y) = E(z,y) and €in(z,y) = E(y,z). If 0; = tLg, then ®y, is <; if 0; = tfight,

then ®p, is >; otherwise, ®y, is =. For s € 184 ¢ €18t and 1 <i < dy, we define:

¢£,s’ (l‘) = \/ /\ <£§7s’7i(x)
0 s.t. 018" and fe(0)=s \1<i<de
Finally, for s € 18, we define:

pi@) =\ (e @) A gl (@)

s RSt

XX:21
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Note that by Lemma 20, both TS/Z and TS’Z are finite. Thus the disjunction in the construction
is over a finite set.

We prove the correctness of the construction by induction on the layers.

For the base case ¢ = (, for every n-graph G, vertex v € V, and s € 189, it is straight-
forward to check that G = ¢2(v) if and only if £9(v) = s.

For the induction step 1 < ¢ < L, for every n-graph G and s’ € 187!, we define
wt, 1V — Q as follows:

wh (v) = CO% +b° + Z Als” {ue V| Gk el(v,u) N5 (u)}]
ze{out,in}
s Tsé—l

+ > RS- [{ueV|GEYL W}

”GTSZ 1

By the semantics of Presburger quantifiers, for 1 < i < dy, G | q@f)ys,’i(v) if and only if
(wt, (U))7 ®g, 0;. Let Vi :={ue V| G E ¢Z71 )}. By the induction hypothesis, G =
¢e;1(u) if and only if ¢/~!(u) = s”. Hence V¥, = {u € V’ &) = s”}. We can rewrite

S

w, (v) as follows.

wh (v) = C%" + bt + Z Al Z Z s" | + R’ Z Z

z€{out,in} s epst—1 uENZ(v)ﬁVf,, sefst—t uEVﬂVf,,

_ CKS/ + bZ + Z Af; Z gffl(u) + RZ Z gffl(u)

ze{out,in} UWEN (v) ueV

By the definition of feature vectors, we obtain that ¢¢(v) = f* ( 55 1 v)( ))

If G = ¢%(v), then there exists s’ € 18" such that G = ¢ '(v). By the induction
hypothesis, £&/=1(v) = s'. Because G = ¢£,s/(v), there exists 6 € TSZ such that f¢(9) = s
and for 1 <i<dy, G = %,y@(”) By the semantics of Presburger quantifiers, G = (55’5,71-(11)
implies that (wl (v)), ®g, 0.

If 9, = tfeft, then (wﬁ, (v))l § ft Since f* is eventually constant with the left threshold
tleft’ ff( ) fe (( ¢ (U))l) = f ( Ieft) fe( i) = si.
If 0; = thg, then (wl (v)), > th,,. Since f* is eventually constant with the right

threshold tright? gé(v) = f@ ( wﬁ’( )) ) fé ( rlght) = ff(el) = Si.
If the < 0; < tnght, then (w?, (v))i = 0;, which implies that & (v) = f¢ ((w’, (),) =
FE(0:) = si.
Therefore ¢(v) = s.
Conversely, supppose £¢(v) = s. By the definition, 55( ) e 18" and 71(v) e 187 By
the induction hypothesis, G |= 1/153 Lo )( v). Let 0 := clpt”ght (wgl,l(v) (v)) By the definition,
left
018 For1<i<d,
if ( Wee—i () (V )) < tlq, then (wéz,l(v)(v)) <0; = th.
if ( 514 L(v )( )) 2 trlght’ then ( 51’ (v )(U)) 9 _trlght’

if tleft < (wgz,l(v)(v)) < tnght, then (wgz,l(v)(v)% =0,.
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Hence by the semantics of Presburger quantifiers G = ég g1 (v)ﬂ.(v). Furthermore, by
£

Lemma 56, f¢(0) = f* (clpi}fght (wf,z,l(v) (v))) = f* (wée,l(v)(v)) = ¢*(v), which implies

left

that G = ¢§[(U)761_1(v)(v). Therefore G = apgg(v)(v).
If Ais an n-BLC-GNN, then for 1 < ¢ < L, R’ is a zero matrix. Then, there is no T
guarded term in ¢£,s/,¢(3@)~ Hence the formula we obtained is in £-MP?2. <

We can now prove Theorem 23.

Proof. Let T8é0.5 = {s € TSL’ 51> 0.5} and U 4(z) == \/Seng0 . oL (x), where oL (z) is
the formulas defined in Lemma 58. o

For every n-graph G and vertex v € V', if G = U 4(v), then there exists s € TS];O_5, such
that G = ¢X(v). By Lemma 58, ¢&(v) = s. Hence ££(v) = s; > 0.5, which implies that A
accepts (G, v).

On the other hand, if A accepts (G, v), as shown above, G = (,DELL(U)(U). By definition of
acceptance, £F(v) > 0.5, which implies that ¢¥(v) € 8%, 5. Therefore G = W 4(v). This
completes the proof of the theorem. -

If A is an n-BLC-GNN, the formulas defined in the paragraphs above are in n-£-MP?.

Hence W 4(z) is also in £-MP2. <

B.4 Proof of Theorem 26: from logic to GNNs with eventually constant
activations

We recall the theorem, which is about going from logic to GNNs with truncated ReLLU
activations:

» Theorem 26. For every n-MP? formula V(x), there exists an n-BGTrReLU-GNN Ay,
such that ¥(x) and Ay are equivalent. If we start with an n-L£-MP? formula, we obtain an
n-BLTrReLU-GNN.

For every n-MP? formula W¥(z), let L be the number of subformulas of ¥(z) and
{pi(z)},<;<, be an enumeration of subformulas of W(x) that ¢ () is ¥(x), and for each
wi(z) and @;(x), if ¢;(x) is a strict subformula of ¢;(x), then ¢ < j.

We define the (L + 1)-layer n-BGTrReLU-GNN Ay as follows. The input dimension dy
isn. For 1 < ¢ < L, the dimension d; is L, and dy+1; = 1. The numbers in the coefficient
matrices and bias vectors are defined by the following rules. For 1 <i¢ < L,

if p;(z) = T, then b = 1.
= Uj(z) for some unary predicate U, then C}; =1 and for 2 < ¢ <i, Cf, = 1.
= —pj(x), then C} ; = —1, b = 1.

i () ANy (2), then Cf ;= Cf ;. =1, b} = —1.

)
)
)=¢
if p;(z) = (Zle At - Fyle(z,y) A wj, (y)] > 5), then bt =1—4. For 1 <t <k,
( = E(x,y), then (Aém)i,jt =\
( = E(y,x), then (Aiin) = \i.

if e(z,y) = T, then R} ; = \;.
For1<i<Landi+1</{<1L, C’f’i =1. C’lLIl = 1. All other numbers in the coefficient
matrices are 0.

]t

The theorem will follow once we have shown the following property of Ag:

XX:23
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» Lemma 59. Let &¢ be the derived feature functions of Ag. For every n-graph G and vertex
veV, for1<i<Landi<(<L,ifGE ¢i(v), then {(v) = 1. Otherwise, if G = pi(z),
then &£ (v) = 0.

Proof. For i +1 < ¢ < L, &f(v) = TrReLU (gf_l(v)) = &!(v). Thus it is sufficient to show
the property holds for £ = ¢. We prove the property by induction on subformulas.
If ;(z) = T, then & (v) = TrReLU (1) = 1.
If g;(x) = U;(x) for some unary predicate U;, &/(v) = TrReLU (gf_l(v)) = 5?(’0). It
G = ¢i(v), then G |= U;(v), by definition, 5?(1)) = 1. Hence &!(v) = 1. Otherwise, if
G = ¢i(v), then G = U;(v), by definition, 5?(1)) = 0. Hence & (v) = 0.
If i(x) = —p;(x), then & (v) = TrRelLU (1 — f;fl(v)). Because ¢;(z) is a strict subfor-
mula of ¢;(z), ¢ > j. If G = —¢;(v), then G = ¢;(v). By the induction hypothesis,
f;fl(v) = 0. Hence & (v) = 1. Otherwise, if G = —p;(v), then G = ¢;(v). By the
induction hypothesis, £&;~*(v) = 1. Hence &!(v) = 0.
If p;(z) = ¢, (z) A pj, (), then & (v) = TrReLU (5;:1(1)) + {;;1(1}) —1). Because ¢j, (z)
and ¢j,(x) are strict subformulas of ¢;(x), i > j1 and ¢ > jo. If G |= ¢, (v) A @j,(v),
then G |= ¢;, (v) and G = ¢j,(v). By the induction hypothesis, 5;-:1(1)) = ;;1(11) =1
Hence & (v) = 1. Otherwise, if G £ ¢, (v) A ), (v), then G [ ¢j, (v) or G [~ ¢j,(v). By
the induction hypothesis, 5;1_1(11) + 5;;1(11) < 1. Hence &i(v) = 0.
If ;(x) = (Zle N Fyle(z,y) AN, (y)] > 6), for 1 <t < k, because ¢j, () is a strict
subformula of ¢;(x), i > j;. By the induction hypothesis, for every u € V, if G = ¢;, (u),
then 5;:1(u) = 1. Otherwise, if G & ¢;, (u), 52:1(11) =0.
If €;(z,y) = E(x,y), then

H{u e V]G elv,u) Apj (w)}|

{u € Now(v)] G |= @5, (u)}]

Yo w.

u€Nout (v)

We can treat the other two cases analogously:
If €:(z,y) = E(y, z), then

{ueV| Gl eau) hp,} = > &' w).
UENin (V)
If ¢(x,y) = T, then
{ueVIG Eea(w,u) Ap, ) = > & (u).
ueV

Let w be the value defined as follows.

k
w o= Z M- Hu e V|G Ee(v,u) Apj,(v)}]

t=1

> A4 D ] R €W
z€{out,in} UEN (v) uev i
Because for 1 < j < L, C}; =0, (C'¢'~!(v)), = 0. Thus

€l(v) = TrReLU ((C'¢'7'(v)), + w + b)) = TrReLU(w +1 —9).

If G = ¢i(v), by the semantic of Presburger quantifiers, w > §. Hence £!(v) = 1. On
the other hand, if G & ;(v), by the semantic of Presburger quantifiers, w < §. Hence

() =0
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We can now prove Theorem 26.

Proof. For every n-MP? formula ¥(z), let Ay be the n-BGTrReLU-GNN defined above. Note
that & (v) = TrReLU (££(v)).

For every n-graph G and vertex v € V, if G |= ¥(v), since pr(z) is ¥(z), we have
G E ¢r(v). By Lemma 59, ££(v) = 1. Thus -7 (v) = 1 and Ay accepts (G,v). On
the other hand, if G £ ¥(v), we have G [~ ¢ (v). By Lemma 59 again, ££(v) = 0. Thus
L+1(v) = 0 and Ay does not accept (G, v).

If U(z) is an n-L-MP? formula, by construction, for 1 < ¢ < L, R’ are zero matrices.
Therefore Ay is an n-BLTrReLU-GNN. <

B.5 Proof of Theorem 28: decidability of universal satisfiability for
GNNs with eventually constant activations and only local
aggregation

We recall the theorem:
» Theorem 28. The universal satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs is decidable.

Proof. For every BLC-GNN A, by Theorem 23, there exists a £-MP? formula ¢ 4(x) such
that A and @4 (z) are equivalent. We claim that A is universally satisfiable if and only if
the GP? sentence v := Va (x = x) — @ (2) is finitely satisfiable.

If 4 is finitely satisfiable by the graph G, which implies that for every v € V', G = p.4(v).
Since A and @ .4(x) are equivalent, A accepts (G, v). Hence A is universally satisfiable, with
witness graph G. On the other hand, if A is universally satisfiable, with witness the finite
graph G, by definition, for every v € V', A accepts (G, v). Since A and g 4(x) are equivalent,
pa(x) also accepts (G, v). Hence v is satisfiable by G. Note that the size of G is finite, which
implies that ¢ is finitely satisfiable. |

C PSPACE-completeness of satisfiability for GNNs with local
aggegation and truncated RelU activations

Recall that in the body we proved decidability of satisfiability for GNNs with local aggregation,
where the activation functions are computable, map rationals to rationals, and are eventually
constant. We will deal here with a subclass: BLTrReLU-GNNs, where the activations are
truncated RelLU.

Our goal is to prove Theorem 25, which we now recall.

» Theorem 25. For BLC-GNNs with truncated ReLU activations, the satisfiability problem
1s PSPACE-complete. It is NP-complete when the number of layers is fixed.

C.1 Exponential history-space property

The first step is to establish a bound on the size of the numbers that can be computed by
GNNs with ReLU-based activation functions. Remember that we begin with a graph where
the feature values are only binary, and in each layer we do one aggregation and truncate the
result. Thus it is intuitive that we cannot build up large values in any intermediate result at
any node, regardless of the size of the graphs. This property actually holds even with global
aggregation, but we prove it here only for the local case, since this is the only one relevant
to this proof.

XX:25
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» Definition 60. For every BLTrReLU-GNN A and 1 < ¢ < L, let & be the product of the
denominators of all entries of C*, A%, A ., and b*. For 0 < ¢ < L, the f-capacity of A,
denoted by ¢, is defined inductively:

A =1

AT
It is clear that &, ¢! € N*. We now formalize the intuition that the values of & and c¢*
are only exponential in the description of A.

» Lemma 61. For every BLTrReLU-GNN A and 1 < ¢ < L, for every graph G and vertex
veV, detw) e o,

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on layers. The base case ¢ = 0 is straightforward.
For the induction step 1 < ¢ < L, for every graph G and vertex v € V, we define w as
follows:

wo= CTN o)+ DY (AL DD ) |+

z€{out,in} UEN (v)

It is clear that ¢¢(v) = TrReLU(w). For 1 < i < dy, there are three cases. The first is when
w; > 1 in which case & (v) = 1, and thus, £(v) € [07c£]. The second is when w; < 0 in
which case ¢ (v) = 0, and thus, £(v) € [0,c¢‘]. The third is when 0 < w; < 1 in which case
¢“(v) = w;. Note that

czwi _ (EECE) (66715671(’0)) + Z (EeAi) Z (ceflfefl(u)) + A1 (éebé)
z€{out,in} uEN, (v) i
By the definition of ¢, (EKCZ)7 (EeAf;), and (Eebe) are matrices over integers. By the induction

hypothesis, (cefe_l(u)) are vectors of integers. Hence ¢!

0 < c*¢f(v) < c*. Thus “¢‘(v) € [0, ] " )

w; is an integer. Since 0 < &“(v) < 1,

» Lemma 62. For every BLTrReLU-GNN A and 0 < ¢ < L, every element in H* can be
rewritten with a number of bits which is only polynomial in the description of A.

Proof. Let 1H! be the following set.
e = {( )7 i e 0, () i e [0, P { () | i e 0,6}

By Lemma 61, for every h € H* and 0 < i < ¢, ¢'hli] € [O,ci]. Thus h €1 H’. Therefore
HE CTHE

Note that the number of bits of ¢ is only polynomial in the description of A. Thus,
every element in 1H* requires only polynomially many bits in the description of A. Since
H C+HY, the lemma follows. <

C.2 Exponential tree model property

The previous subsection bounded the size of individual values, independent of the input
graph. We now show that whenever a GNN is satisfiable, there is some satisfying graph
that is both reasonably small and nicely-structured. Recall that we are dealing here with
directed graphs with some number of node colors. An n-tree is an n-graph such that when
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we remove the direction we have a tree. For a vertex v € V in a tree model, we say that u is
an out-child of v, if u is a child of v in the tree and there exists an edge from v to u.
We can now state the exponential tree model property.

» Theorem 63. There are constants c1,cy so that, for every n, for every n-BLTrReLU-GNN

A, if A is satisfiable, then there is a n-tree G with root v, and height at most L such that

1. A accepts (G, vy).

2. For everyv € V, let £ be the height of v, if £ < L, then for x € {out, in}, the number of
different (L — £ — 1)-histories realized by x-children is at most a4, and each (L — € —1)-
history is realized by at most B4 children, where

apg = citglog (cat aMy)
Ba = city (taMa)™™,

ta = D qcjep dis My = "M, ¢t is the L-capacity of A, and M is the mazimum
numerator in the coefficient matrices and bias vectors of A.

We prove the theorem in two steps. First, we show that if a BLTrReLU-GNN is satisfiable,
then it has a tree model. We construct such a tree model by an unravelling procedure, a
common tool for modal and description logics.

» Definition 64. For a n-graph G and vertices v,,v, € V, we will define:
the L-unravelling of G on v,., denoted QULT.
the L-unravelling of G on v, without outgoing edge to v,, denoted QULW%%.
the L-unravelling of G on v, without incoming edge from vy, denoted QULML%.
These are the n-graphs defined inductively as follows.
For L =0, ggr, ggﬁvn, and ggr%vn, are the n-graphs with only one vertex v,.. The
colors assigned to U, are the same as those assigned to v,..
For L >0, Vlf is the disjoint union of v, VULo;l v and van;ivw where Vo € Nout(vr)
and vin, € Nin(v.). The colors holding of 0, are those assigned to v,.. For every voy: €
Nowt(vy), there is a edge from O, to the root of QUL;;LW. For every vy, € Nin(v,.), there
s a edge from the root of in;ivr to v,..
The n-graph QULﬁ%n is defined analogously except that Noywi(vy) is replaced by Noye(v,) \
{vn}.
The n-graph gv{%vn is defined analogously except that Ny, (v..) is replaced by N (vy-) \{vn }.
It is obvious that the depth of an L-unravelling tree is at most L.

()
ORORORO
Oe®=0
N oé

(@ ¢ (b) Gu,

Figure 1 Example of a 4-unravelling of G on v;.
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» Lemma 65. For every BLTrReLU-GNN A, for every n-graph G and vertex v, € V,
hist” (v, G ) = hist" (v, G).

Proof. We will prove the following stronger properties:
There exists a mapping o : qu — V such that
1. o(¥,) = v,.
2. For every v € VUL7 the colors assigned to v in ng,. are the same as the colors holding of
o(?)in G.
3. For every o € V:JLT, if the height of ¥ is less than L, then the restriction of ¢ to Nout7g5, (0)
is a bijection between N,y gr (9) and Nous,g (0 (9)). The restriction of o to ./\/}nyngT (
is a bijection between ./\/’in7gULT r(ﬁ) and My, g (0 (0)). .
4. For 0 < /¢ < L, for every ¥ € VUI:, if the depth of © is less than L — ¢, then hist’ (17, gvﬁ) =
hist’ (0(7), G).
Note that the depth of the root vertex o,. is 0, the lemma follows the first and fourth properties
directly.
We define the mapping o as follows. For every o € VULT, ¥ is the root of a subtree with
one of the following forms: gﬁ, gf%v,, or Qf%w,. Then o (7) :=v.
First of all, because 0, is the root of G5 , by the definition of o, 0(9,) = v,. For every
v E VULT7  is the root of a subtree with one of the following forms: G, gfjH,’ or gfi?%,. By
the definition of o, o (¥) = v. Moreover, by the construction of the subtree, the colors holding
of ¥ in Qlﬁ are the same as the colors assigned to v in G. Therefore the second property
holds.
Next, we prove the third property by considering the construction of subtrees.
If » = 0, then it is the root of the subtree gf,. Nous (f), Qf,) is the set of roots Doy of
the subtree gf;tw,, where vout € Nout (v, G). Since o (Tout) = Vout, the property holds.
We can treat in-neighbors analogously.
If © is the root of the subtree Qﬁ Srup> then there exists parent vertex 7, such that
o (0p) = vy, there exists a edge from v to v, and there exists a edge from o to o,,.
Note that the neighbors of ¢ in gf, are its parent vertex ¥, along with roots ¥4y of the
subtree Qf;t%v,, where vou, € Nowt (v, G) \ {vp}-
Since o (Uout) = Vous, the property holds. We can treat in-neighbors analogously.
If § is the root of the subtree G 4v,» We can treat it analogously as previous case.

(S
=

Finally, we prove the fourth property by induction on ¢. For the base case ¢ = 0, since
the 0-history only depends on the colors assigned to the vertex. The base case follows the
second property. For the inductive step 1 < ¢ < L, for every vertex ¥ € VULT, if the height of
¥ is less than L — ¢, because an out-neighbor of ¥ is either the parent of ¥ or a child of 9,
its height is less than L — (¢ — 1). By the induction hypothesis, for every @ € Nyt (17, ngT),
hist! ! (ﬁ, QULT) = hist’~! (o (@),G). by the third property, there exist a bijection from the
out-neighbors of ¥ in G to the out-neighbors of ¢ () in G. Therefore

> hist™M(a,Gh) = > hist™M (o (@),9)
GENout (7,GL) GENout (7,GL)

= Z hist*™! (u, G)

u€Nout (0(9),G)
We can treat in-neighbors analogously and obtain:

> histT(a,gr) = > hist™ ! (u,G)

GEN(3,6L ) uENin(0(7),9)
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By Lemma 52, the value of ¢-history of © only depends on the colors of ¥, the summation of
(£ — 1)-history of out-neighbors, and the summation of (£ — 1)-history of in-neighbors. Hence
hist’ (3, GL ) = hist’ (o (9),G). <

Next, we show that for every tree model, we can apply some surgery and obtain another
tree model whose size is bounded.
We will need some more terminology. For every tree G and vertex v € V' with depth ¢ < L,

XX:29

we let NCout,g(v) be the set of out-children of v and HCout,g(v) := {histL471 (u)| u e ./\/'Cout,g(v)}

be the set of (L — ¢ — 1)-histories that are realized by the out-children of v. We define in-child,
NCing(v), HCin,g(v) analogously. When the graph G is clear from the context, we omit it
and simply write AN'Cout(v), HCout (v), NCin(v), and HCin(v).

For every tree G and vertex v € V' with depth ¢ < L, the characteristic equation system

of v, denoted by Q,, is a linear equation system with variables {2; n}ze{out,in} defined as
hEHC,
follows.

Suppose v has a parent v, and there exists an edge from v to v,. For 1 <i¢ < L — /¢, let

W (zpp) = CETN W)+ ALE T w) + Y ALY zpphli— 1]+ D
z€{out,in} heHC,(v)

For 1 <j <d;,
o (wl(z’l‘h))j ®i cigj,(v)

is an equation in Q,, where ¢’ is the i-capacity of A and @®;; is > if i(v) = 1; < if
§v)=0; =1 0 < &j(v) < 1.

Note that the coefficients in 9, are all integers since we multiply ¢* on both sides. The
maximum coefficient in Q, is 4¢X~*M < 4¢P M = M4, where M is the maximum of the
numerators for all numbers in the coefficient matrices and bias vectors of A. There are
ZlgigL—e d; < Elgz‘gL d; = t4 equations in Q,,.

We can define Q,, for the other two cases analogously:

Suppose v has a parent v, and there exists an edge from v, to v. We define Q, by
replacing A% &7 (v,) with Al &7 1(v,).

Suppose v has no parent. We definite Q, by removing A &1 (v,).

out

» Lemma 66. For every tree G and vertex v € V with depth £ < L, Q,, is solvable in N.

Proof. For z € {out,in}, let n, ; be the number of v’s z-children whose (L — ¢ — 1)-history

is h. We claim that {z; s <= Mz zefout,in} 1 @ solution of Q.
heHC,
Suppose v has a parent v, and there exists an edge from v to v,. We can treat the other

two cases analogously. Note that for 1 <7 < /¢,

doo&TMw) =& M)+ Y, ENw)

uENGut (V) UEN Cout (V)

— o)+ Y (hist““(u)) i — 1]

UEN Cout (V)

= )+ > neuwhli—1]

hEHCout (V)

Soo&w) = Y nuwahli— 1]

UEN;n (V) he€HCin(v)
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Then we can rewrite w'(n, ;) as follows:

w(ngn) = CE )+ Y ETNw A+ D €N u) +b

ueNout(’U) UEMH(U)

By the definition of feature vectors, &!(v) = TrReLU ((uﬁ(nzh))]) By the definition of

truncated ReLU, we can verify that {2 n < 14 n}refout,in} 1S @ solution of Q,. <
heHC,
For every tree G and vertex v € V with depth ¢ < L, a simple operation of G on v is one
of the following operations.
Delete a subtree induced by u, where w is a child of v.
Copy a subtree induced by u and add an edge from v to the root of the copy, where u is
a out-child of v.
Copy a subtree induced by u and add an edge from the root of the copy to v, where u is
a in-child of v.
A simple transformation of G on v is an operation of G by applying finitely many simple
operations.

» Lemma 67. For every tree G and vertex v € V with depth £ < L, let G' be the tree obtained
by applying a simple transformation on v. For x € {out, in}, let n;JL be the number of v’s
z,h [ xe{out,in}
hEHC,
Q,, then for every u € V with depth £, </, hé,‘eu (u) = hé_z“ (u).

x-children in G' whose (L — £ — 1)-history is h. If {zmyh —n! } is a solution of

Proof. It is sufficient to show that héfe(v) = héfz(v).
Suppose v has a parent v, and there exists an edge from v to v,. We can treat the other
two cases analogously. Note that HC, g(v) C HCy g(v). For 1 <i </,

Yo &Gtw =) Y &

UEN ue,g7 (V) UENTC 4, g7 (V)

=& )+ Y (histL*H(u)) i — 1]

uGNCouth/ (v)

= 571(%) + Z n(/)ut,hh[i —1]
hEHCout.g(v)

S =S a1,

wEN;, g (v) h€HCin,g(v)

Then we can rewrite w'(n, ,) as follows:

wingy) = Cé )+ Y &M w4+ Y &)+

uGNOl;t(U) uGMu(U)

By the definition of feature vectors, 52;”(1)) = TrReLU <(wz(n;h)) ) On the other hand,
j

since {z; p nmﬁ}xe}ﬁﬁ?” is a solution of Q,,, (wl(n;’h% ® &5 ;(v).

If & ;(v) = 1, then (w’(n;h)> > 1. Thus &, ;(v) = TrReLU(1) = 1.
J

1£&5,(v) =0, then (wi(n,,)) < 0. Thus &, ,(v) = TrReLU(0) = 0.
J
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If 0 < 5&7]»(1)) < 1, then (wl(n;h)) = fé,j(”)- Thus fé,d(v) = TrReLU (fzgj(v)) =

. J
flg,j(v)-
Thus héfz(v) = héfe(v). <

To reduce the number of children in the tree, we will use the following lemma, which
stems from [6, 16], see also [14, Corollary 2.2].

» Lemma 68. There are constants c1,co € N such that for every system Q of linear
constraints, if @ admits a solution in N, then it admits a solution in N in which the number
of variables assigned with non-zero values is at most citlog(cotM) and every variable is
assigned with a value at most c1t(tM)°2t, where t = |Q| and M is the mazimal constant in

Q.
Finally, we are ready to prove Theorem 63.

Proof. For every satisfiable n-BLTrReLU-GNN A, by Lemma 65, A has a n-tree model G
with root v, and height at most L such that A accepts (G, v,).

For every vertex u € V, we say that u is a bed vertex if u does not satisfy the second
property of the theorem. If there is no bad vertex, then G is a desired tree of the theorem.
Otherwise, let v be the bad vertex with maximum depth. Note that for every w in the subtree
induced by v, u satisfies the second property of the theorem.

By Lemma 66, Q, has a solution in N. By Lemma 68, Q, has a small solution

{zx,h — n;’h v€{out,in} satisfying that the number of variables assigned with non-zero

heHC,
values is at most c1t 4 log(cat 4M 4), and every variable is assigned to a value bounded by

Clt(t_AMA)C"’tA.

Let ng , be the number of z-children of v in G whose (L — ¢ — 1)-history is h. Let G’ be
the n-tree obtained by applying the following simple transformation of G on v. For every
x € {in,out} and h € HC,, if nlw,h < Ng,h, then we choose (ngn — n;h) z-children u of v
whose (L — ¢ — 1)-history is h, and remove the subtree induced by each w. If ng&h > Ny h, We
choose an z-child u of v whose (L — ¢ — 1)-history is h, and duplicate (n, ,, — n.,5) copies of
the subtree induced by u. If z is out, then there exists an edge from v to the root of the
duplicated subtrees. If z is in, then there exists an edge from the root of the duplicated
subtrees to v.

It is clear that the number of z-children of v in G’ whose (L — £ — 1)-history is h is n, .
Thus v satisfies the second property in G’, which implies that v is not a bad vertex in G’. By
Lemma 67, £&,(v,) = £§(vy). Since A accepts (G, v,), A also accepts (G, vr).

Finally, note that v is the bad vertex with maximum depth in G, there is no bad vertex
in the subtree induced by v in G’. The number of bad vertices decrease by 1 after the above
simple transformation. Since G is a finite graph, the number of bad vertices in G is finite.
We can repeatly apply the procedure until there are no more bad vertices and obtain the
desired tree. <

C.3 PSPACE-completeness for the satisfiability problem of
BLTrReLU-GNNs

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 25. Intuitively, in Theorem 63, we showed that every
satisfiable BLTrReLU-GNN has an exponential size tree model. The theorem did not say
anything about the size of the numbers in features. But Lemma 62 tells us that for every
graph the size of computed features is not very large.
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However, since the size of the model may be exponential, the naive algorithm, which
guesses the whole model and checks it, takes nondeterministic exponential time. However,
we can reduce to PSPACE using the same approach as in the PSPACE bound for modal logic
[13]: in order to check the validity of the tree model, it is sufficient to check the validity of
each vertex locally. That is, we only need to compute the history from its parent and children
and check this value. Thus the following Algorithm 1 decides the satisfiability problem
of BLTrReLU-GNNs by guessing children of a vertex and checking at one time. Though
the number of children may be exponential, most of them share the same history. The
algorithm guesses children by guessing polynomial many different histories and polynomial
many exponential numbers, the sizes of which are only polynomial. Thus Algorithm 1 is
a nondeterministic polynomial space algorithm. The correctness follows Theorem 63 and
Lemma 62.

The lower bound is established by embedding the description logic ALC into £-MP2. Since
the concept satisfiability problem of ALC with one role is PSPACE-hard [18], it will follow
from the embedding that the finite satisfiability problem of £-MP? is also PSPACE-hard.
Since the reduction from £-MP? to BLTrReLU-GNN mentioned in Theorem 23 is polynomial,
the satisfiability problem of BLTrReLU-GNN is also PSPACE-hard.

» Lemma 69. There exists a polynomial time translation w, from ALC concepts with one
role R to L-MP? formulas such that the ALC concept C is satisfiable if and only if m,(C) is
finitely satisfiable.

Proof. We will define 7, and 7, which are the standard translation from ALC concepts to
first-order logic formulas, except with some slight modification on quantifiers to fit our logic.
It is routine to check that the ALC concept C is satisfiable if and only if 7, (C) is finitely

satisfiable.
T2 (A) = A(z) my(A) = A(y)
T2 (—C) = -7, (C) my(=C) = —my(C)
1 (CM D) = m(C) A7 (D) my(C N D) =m,(C)Amy(D)
m(CUD) =7 (C)V (D) m,(CUD) =m,(C)Vmy(D)
T (AR.C) = #y[E(x,y) A7y (C)] 21 my(R.C) = #u[E(y,z) Ama(C)] 2 1
7 (VR.C) = #y[E(z,y) N1y (C)] =0 7y (VR.C) = #,[E(y,z) A 71, (C)] =0

C.4 NP-completeness for the satisfiability problem of fixed layer
BLTrReLU-GNNs

Let us consider the run time of Algorithm 1. The check procedure calls itself 2a 4 times.
The depth of recursion is L. It takes only polynomial time to compute the history from the
parent and children. Hence the runtime of the algorithm is proportional to

2 L ot -1
14204 + (204)° + - + (2a4)" = —A——.
Oz_A—l

Note that a4 is polynomial in the length of the description of A. Thus for fixed layer
BLTrReLU-GNN A, Algorithm 1 only takes nondeterministic polynomial time.
We show that when the number of layers is fixed, the satisfiability problem of BLTrReLU-GNN

is NP-hard by reducing 3-SAT to it. Since 3-SAT is NP-hard, so is the satisfiability problem
of fixed layer BLTrReLU-GNN.
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm for the satisfiability problem of BLTrReLU-GNNs

1
2
3
4:
5:
6
7
8
9

10:
11:

12

13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:
19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:
26:
27:
28:
29:
30:
31:
32:
33:
34:
35: end procedure

: procedure SAT(A) > BLTrReLU-GNN A
Guess a over-approximated L-history h,.
if Check(A, L, out, 0, h,) Reject then

Reject

end if
if (h.[L])1 > 0.5 then

Accept

else

Reject

end if
end procedure
: procedure CHECK(A, ¢, x, hy, h)

> BLTrReLU-GNN A, height 0 < ¢ < L,
> direction x € {out,in}, parent’s (¢ + 1)-history h,, ¢-history h

if / =0 then

Accept

else

Guess e from {0,1}%
Guess a4 over-approximated (¢ — 1)-histories hoyt,; and hip; from THET
Guess a4 numbers noye; and Ny, ; from [0, B4]
for 1 <i<aydo
if Check(A, ¢ — 1, out, h, hout,;) Reject then
Reject
end if
if Check(A, ¢ —1, in, h, hi,,;) Reject then
Reject
end if
end for
Compute A’ from e, x, hy, hout,is Rinis Mout,ir Min,i
if h =1’ then
Accept
else
Reject
end if

end if
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» Lemma 70. There exists a polynomial time reduction from 3-CNF formulas ¢ to 2-layer
BLTrReLU-GNN A, such that ¢ is satisfiable if and only if A, is satisfiable.

Proof. Let ¢ be a 3-CNF formula with n variables and m clauses.
¢ = (b1 VLlig VLi3) A (lar Vlaa VLaz) Ao A (bt V bz V li3)

We define the 2-layer BLTrReLU-GNN A, as follows. The input dimensions are dy := n,
dy :=m, and dy := 1. The coefficient matrix Al ., AL A2 . and A2 are zero matrices.

For1<i<m,for1l<j<3,ifl;; =z, then Cil,s = 1; otherwise, if ¢;; = —x,, then
C}, = —1. All other numbers in C* are 0. b} is the number of negative literals in the i*"
clause. For 1 < i < m, Cii =102 =1-m.

For every literal ¢,

JE&w), if £ =y
o0 = {1—52(v>, if £ =

It is not difficult to check that for 1 < i < m,

& (v) = TrReLU (f(€in) + f(Ci2) + f(Li3))

Thus &} (v) =1 if {z, + & (v)}1<s<n is a valid assignment for the m*" clause.
Finally, since T

G)=TrRelU | > &) +1-m)|,

1<i<m

€2(v) = 1 if and only if £} (v) are all 1. Otherwise, £2(v) = 0. Therefore, £3(v) = 1 if and
only if & (v) = 1if {2, + &2(v)}, ., is a valid assignment for all clauses, that is a valid
assignment of ¢. Thus ¢ is satisfiable if and only if A,, is satisfiable. <

D Proofs from Subsection 3.2: Undecidability of MP?, and of GNNs
with truncated RelLU and global readout

Subsection 3.2 dealt with GNNs that have eventually constant activations but allow global
aggregation. The main results are undecidability theorems, contrasting with the case of local
aggregation.

D.1 Proof of Lemma 31: encoding simple equation systems with MP?
formula

We recall the lemma:

» Lemma 31. For every simple equation system e with n variables and m equations, there
exists an (n+m)- MP? formula V. () such that € has a solution in N if and only if U (z) is
finitely satisfiable.

Proof. We construct the formula W (z) as follows. The vocabulary of W¥.(z) consists of
unary predicates P; and U, where 1 <i<mand 1 < j <n. For 1 <i<m, we define ¢;(z)
depending on the " equation in .

If the equation is v; = 1, then ¢;(x) := (#,[Pi(y) AU;(y)] = 1).
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If the equation is v;, = vj, + vj,, then ¢;(x) = (#,[¥i(y)] — #4[T] = 0) where
bi(y) = (Pi(y) A Us (y) V Ujs () = (#2[E(y, 2) A Pi(2) AU,y (2)] = 1)) A
(Pz(y) N Uj1 (y) - (#w[E(xay) A Pz(x) A (sz (Z‘) v Uj3 (J?)
If the equation is vj, = vy, - v}y, then p;(z) == (F#4[Yi(y)] — #,[T] =0
Yi(y) = (Bi(y) ANUs, (y) = (#a[E(y, 2) A Pi(2) AUj, (2)] = #2[Pi(z) AU (2)] = 0)) A
(Pi(y) AU (y) = (#2[E(z,y) A Pi(z) AUj, (2)] = 1))
We now define ¥, (z):

) = /\ (#4[Ps, (y) A Py (y)] = 0) A /\ (#4[U, () A Uji ()] = 0)
v = N R ) AU W) = [P () AU ()] = 0)
o) =™ @) A A\ i),

Suppose U, () is finitely satisfiable with a finite model G and substitution z/v. First of
all, let V; j :={u € V| G = Pi(u) AU;j(u)}. Because G = ¢%i(v), each vertex in G realizes
at most one P; and one U;. Therefore V; ; are disjoint. Next, because G = 1°(v), for every
1<iy <ig<mand1<j<n, |V, |=|Vi,| Finally, we claim that {v; < [Vi;[},.;,, is
a solution of e. We show that G = ¢;(v) implies that {v; < [V1;[},;_,, is a solution of the
it" equation in e.

If the equation is v; = 1, then G |= (#,[Pi(y) A U;(y)] = 1), which implies that |V; ;| = 1.

Hence |V17j| = |‘/i,j| =1.

If the equation is vj, = vj, + vj,, then G = (#4[¥:(y)] — #,[T] = 0), which implies that
H{u € V|G Evi(u)}| — V] =0. Hence for each u € V, G = ¢;(u).

We will argue that the edges between V; ;, UV, j, and V; ;, give us a bijection between
Vij. UVij, and V;;,, which will establish the satisfaction of the equation. For each
u €V, UVij,, since G = (#[E(u,x) A P;(z) AUj, ()] = 1), which implies that there
exists only one outgoing edge from u to V; ;. On the other hand, for each u € V; ;,
G E (#zE(z,u) NP(x) A (Uj,(z) VUj,(x))] = 1), which implies that there exists only

one incoming edge from V; ;, UV; ;, to u. Therefore we have 1- |V, ;,| =1-|V;;, UVl

Thus |‘/;,j1| = |V;»j2| + ‘V:LJ3|

If the equation is v;, = vj, - vjy, G = (#4[¥i(y)] — #4[T] =0). Then for each u € V,
G vi(u).

We will establish the equality by using the edges between V; ;, and V; ;; to show that
there is a |V} j,|-to-one relationship between V; ;, and V; j,. For each u € V; j,,

G = (#[E(u, 2) A Pi(x) AUj, (2)] = #2[Pi(z) AUjs ()] = 0),
which implies that there exists |V} j,| outgoing edges from u to V; j,. On the other hand,

foreachu € V; ;,, G = (#4[E(x,u) A Pj(z) AUj,(x)] = 1), which implies that there exists
only one incoming edge from V; j, to u. Therefore we have 1- |V, ;,| = |Vij,| - |Vi |-

If € has a solution {v; < a;},;,. Let G be the (n + m)-graph defined as follows. For
1<i<m,1<j<n,and 1<k < ay, let v; 5, be a fresh vertex and V' be the set of
all such vertices. For 1 < i < m, P, := {v; ;] 1 <j<n;1<k<a;}. Forl<j<n,
Uj = {vijr] 1<i<m;1<k<a;}. For 1 <i<m, we define E; depending on the i*"
equation in e:
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If the equation is v; = 1, then E; := ().
If the equation is v, = vj, + vj,, then

Ei = {(0i gy ki k)| 1 <k <} U {00k Vigriagy+k)| 1 <k <ay,}.

If the equation is v;, = vj, - v}, then

L= {(vi,jz,lwUz‘,jh(k—l)-ajﬁe)‘ I<k<ap;1<f< ajg} :

We set £ :=J,<;<,, Ei-
It is straightforward to verify that G defined over the vertices V' with colors given by P;
and Uj, and edges given by E as above is a finite model of ¥.(x). <

D.2 Proof of Theorem 32: undecidability of satisfiability for GNNs with
global readout and truncated RelLU

We now recall the theorem, which is one of our main undecidability results:

» Theorem 32. The satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

Proof. For every MP? formula ¢(x), by Theorem 26 there exists an equivalent BGTrReLU-GNN
Ag. It is easy to see that ¢(z) is finitely satisfiable if and only if A, is satisfiable. Assuming
the claim, the undecidibility of the satisfibility problem for BGTrReLU-GNNs follows from
Theorem 29. |

D.3 Proof of Theorem 33: undecidability of universal satisfiability for
GNNs with global readout and truncated RelLU

We recall the theorem:
» Theorem 33. The universal satisfiability problem of BGTrReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

We first claim the following strong version of Lemma 31. For every simple equation
system ¢, there exists a MP? formula W.(x), such that the following are equivalent,
1. £ has a solution in N;
2. there exists a graph G such that for every vertex v € V, G = U.(v).

Proof. Let ¥_(x) be the MP? formula defined in Lemma 31 satisfying that ¢ has a solution
in N if and only if U, (z) is finitely satisfiable.

We note that « is a dummy variable in W, (x). Therefore for every graph G and vertex
v,u € V, U (v) and P.(u) are the same, which implies that G = ¥.(v) if and only if
G E Y. (u).

If € has a solution in N, then there exists a graph G and vertex v € V, such that G = ¥ (v).
By the observation above, for every vertex u € V, G = U (u).

The other direction is obvious. |

Theorem 33 follows easily from the claim:

Proof. For every simple equation system ¢, let ¥.(x) be the MP? formula from the claim. By
Theorem 26, there exists a BGTrReLU-GNN Ay _, such that ¥.(z) and Ay, are equivalent.
We claim that ¢ has a solution in N if and only if Ay_ is universally satisfiable. Since the
solvability of simple equation systems is undecidable, so is the universal satisfibility problem
of BGTrReLU-GNNs.
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If € has a solution in N, by the claim, there exists a graph G, such that for every vertex
veV,GE ¥ (v). Since ¥ (z) and Ay, are equivalent, (G, v) also satisfies Ag_. Therefore
Ay, is universally satisfiable with G as the witness.

On the other hand, if Ag, is universally satisfiable, with witness graph G, then for every
vertex v € V, (G,v) = Ayg_. Because U (z) and Ay, are equivalent, G |= U (v). Therefore
for every vertex v € V, G = ¥_(v). By the claim, ¢ has a solution in N. <

E Proofs from Subsection 3.3: decidability and undecidability for the
undirected case

Recall that Section 3.3 refines the decidability and undecidability results for eventually
constant activations to focus on undirected graphs, the usual setting for GNNs.

E.1 Proof of Corollary 34: decidability of satisfiability for local MP?
formulas over undirected graphs

» Corollary 34. The finite satisfiability problem of L-MP? over undirected graphs is decidable.

Proof. Let ¢(x) be a £-MP? formula and 1 be the GP? sentence mentioned in Corollary 12,
which satisfy that ¢(x) is finitely satisfiable if and only if v is also finitely satisfiable. We
claim that (=) is finitely satisfiable over undirected graphs if and only if the GP? sentence

Y= YA (Vo Wy E(z,y) — E(y,x))

is finitely satisfiable. Since the finite satisfiability problem of GP? is decidable, so is the finite
satisfiability problem of £-MP? over undirected graphs.

The claim can by proven using an argument similar to that used in proving Corollary 12.

The only difference is the following observation: for every graph G, G is undirected if and
only G EVz Vy E(x,y) — E(y, x). <

E.2 Proof of Theorem 35: decidability of satisfiability for local,
eventually constant GNN over undirected graphs

» Theorem 35. The satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs over undirected graphs is decidable.

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 24. For every BLC-GNN A, by Theorem 23, there
exists a £L-MP? formula W 4(z) such that A and ¥ 4(x) are equivalent. We claim that A is
satisfiable over undirected graphs if and only if ¥ 4(z) is finitely satisfiable over undirected
graphs. Since the finite satisfiability problem over undirected graphs of £-MP? is decidable
by Corollary 34, we conclude that satisfiability over undirected graphs of BLC-GNNs is
decidable. <

E.3 Proof of Theorem 36

» Theorem 36. The universal satisfiability problem of BLC-GNNs over undirected graphs is
decidable.

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 28. For every BLC-GNN A, by Theorem 23, there
exists a £-MP? formula ¢ 4(z) such that A and ¢ 4(x) are equivalent. We claim that A is
universally satisfiable over undirected graphs if and only if the GP? sentence

¥ = (Vo (z=12) = pa(@)) A (Vo vy E(z,y) = E(y,z))
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is finitely satisfiable. Since the sentence 1) enforces the edges to be undirected and the finite
satisfiability of GP? is decidable by Corollary 11, so is universal satisfiability of BLC-GNNs
over undirected graphs. |

E.4 Proofs of Theorems 37 — 39: undecidability results for global GNNs
over undirected graphs

In the body of the paper we had Theorem 37, Theorem 38, and Theorem 39, which are
variations of prior results for the case of undirected graphs. The proofs are similar to Theorem
29, Theorem 32, and Theorem 33. The only difference is that they are based on the following
stronger version of Lemma 31.

» Lemma 71. For every simple equation system e with n variables and m equations, there
exists an (n +m)-MP? formula ¢.(z) such that € has a solution in N if and only if U (z) is
finitely satisfiable over undirected graphs.

Proof. For every (n + m)-graph G, let G’ be the (n + m)-graph by modifying the edges:
E':= EU{(u,v)| (v,u) € E}. Tt is clear that G’ is an undirected graph. For every vertex
v € V, it is routine to check that G |= ¥, (v) if and only if G’ = ¥.(v). The lemma follows
from the above observation and Lemma 31. <

F  Proofs from Subsection 4.1: undecidability and expressiveness
results for unbounded activation functions

F.1 Proof of Theorem 41: from £-M2P? to BLReLU-GNN

We recall the theorem:

» Theorem 41. For every n-L-M2P? formula V(x), there exists an n-BLReLU-GNN Ay,
such that U (x) and Ay are equivalent.

Recall that £-M2P? is a logic with “two-hop Presburger quantifiers”, while BLReLU-GNN
refers to bidirectional GNNs with RelLU activated functions, but only local aggregation. We
will apply a proof technique similar to the one used in Theorem 26 to show that the £-M2P?
formulas are captured by BLReLU-GNNs.

For every n-£-M2P? formula ¥(z), let L be the number of subformulas of ¥(z) and
{pi(z)},<;< be an enumeration of subformulas of W(x) that satisfy ¢ () is ¥(x), and for
each p;(x) and ¢;(z), if g;(2) is a strict subformula of p;(z), then i < j.

We define the (3L + 1)-layer n-BLReLU-GNN Ay as follows. The input dimension dy is
n. For 1 < /¢ < 3L, the dimension dy is 3L, and dsp+1 = 1. The numbers in the coefficient
matrices and bias vectors are defined by the following rules. For 1 <i¢ < L,

if p;(x) = T, then b3 = 1.

if p;(x) = ( ) for some unary predicate Uy, then C}; = 1 and for 2 < ¢ < 3i, sz =1.
if p;(x) = —p;(z), then CP% = —1, b3 = 1.
if () = 95, (2) A o3, (), then 0331 — O, =18 = 1.
if
k
pilm) = | Y Ao #aylelz, 2,y) A, (y +Z X - #yler(@,y) Ay ()] > 6 |,

t=1

then b3 ~' =4, b =1, and CP = —1. For 1 <t <k,



M Benedikt and C-H Lu and B Motik and T Tan

if €¢(z,z,y) = E(z,2) A E(z,y), then (Agf;l)i,urj,, —

if e,(x,2,y) = E(x,2) A E(y, 2), then (Agi¥1>i,2L+j, —

if €(2,2,y) = B(2,2) A E(z,y), then (A5, =~

if e4(z,2,y) = E(z,2) A E(y, z), then (Aii 1>i,2L+jt =\
For 1 <t <K,

if €;(z,y) = E(x,y), then (Ag’utl)l’j; =\

if €)(z,y) = E(y, ), then (AJI™1). , = —\,.

2,]¢
For1 <i<Land3i+1</{<3L C{; =1 Forl<i<Land3i+2</{<3L,

C£+1.L+z‘ = C§L+i,2L+i = 1. All other numbers in the coefficients matrices and bias vectors
are 0.
The theorem relies on the following inductive invariant:

» Lemma 72. For every n-graph G and vertexv € V, for 1 <i < L,

1. for 3i <€ <3L, if G = pi(v), then £f(v) = 1. Otherwise, if G [ pi(v), then £f(v) = 0.
2. for3i+1<0<3L, & ;(v)=[{ue V|G E(u)Ag;(u)}.

3. for3i+1<0<3L, &, .(v)={ueV|GEEnv)Api(u)}

Proof. For 3i + 1 < ¢ < L, &(v) = RelLU (fff (v)) = & (v). For3i+2 < ¢ < L,

§€+i(v) RelLU (€L+z( )) = §L+z( ) and §§L+i(7}) = RelU (§2L+1( )) = §2L+z(v)' It is
sufficient to show the first property holds for ¢ = 3i and the last two properties hold for

{=3i+ 1

We prove the properties by induction on subformulas. For the first property, the proof
for the cases of T, U;(x), ~¢;(x) and ¢;, (x) A j,(x) is the same as in Lemma 59. Here we
only consider the case of two-hop Presburger quantifiers.

Suppose

k k'

i) = | D Ae-Heyler(mzp) Ao, W]+ Y Ny lei(m,y) A ()] > 6

t=1 t=1

Note that for 1 < t < k, because ¢;,(z) is a strict subformula of ¢;(x), we have
3i — 2 > 3j: + 1. By the induction hypothesis, for every u € V,

52 (u) = {u' € V| G E(u,u) Awj, (u)}]
G2 (u) = {u' e V|G E B, u)Apj,(u)}].

If e(x, 2z,y) = E(z,z) A E(z,y), then

|{(u27uy) € V2| g ): et(v,uz,uy) A ‘ij,(uy)H

Y Huy € VIGE E(us,uy) Ay (uy)}

Uz ENout (V)

Y W

uENous ( )

We can treat the other three cases analogously:
If € (2, z,y) = E(x,z) A\ E(y, z), then

|{(Uzvuy) € Vz‘ g F et(vaumuy) A @jt(uy)H = Z fglL—o—QJ,
ueNout(U)
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If e;(z, z,y) = E(z,2) A E(z,y), then
|{(UZ7“y) € V2| g ): et(v,uz,uy) A <)Ojt(uy)H = Z fiaric
ue./\/m( )
If €:(z, z,y) = E(z,z) A E(y, z), then
{0z wy) €V G I (v, uerm) A ()} = D0 €15, (w)
“G-A/m( )

For 1 <t <K, because @;: () is a strict subformula of ¢;(z), we have 3i — 2 > 3j;. By
the induction hypothesis, for every u € V, if G |= ¢;/(u), then f?f_Q(u) = 1. Otherwise,
v t

if G}~ oj; (u), then £3/72(u) = 0.
If €, (x,y) = E(x,y), then
fuevigrawwae;@}t= > &7 W
uENout('U)
If ¢} (x,y) = E(y,z), then

HueV|GEevu) npj(u)}| = Z 55’;_2(11)

wENin (V)
Let w be the value defined:
k
w = = Z Aj - |{(U27uy) € V2} G = €p(v,uz, uy) A‘Pjt(uy)}|
=1

k/
ST N {ue V] Gl e(v,u) Apy(u)}]
t=1

( Z Aii_l Z £3i—2(u)>

x€{out,in} uEN (v)
Since for 1 < j < 3L, Cf”?l =0, (C3if1§3i*2(v))i = 0. Thus
& v) =RelU ((C¥'%%(v), + w+b""") = ¢ '(v) = RelU(w +9)
¢¥(v) =ReLU (1 =& '(v)) = ReLU (1 — ReLU(w + 9))

If G = ¢i(v), by the semantics of two-hop Presburger quantifiers, —w > §. Hence
£¥(v) = 1. On the other hand, if G £ ¢;(v), by the semantic of two-hop Presburger
quantifiers, —w < 4. Hence & (v) = 0.

For the last two properties, By the induction hypothesis of the first property, for every
u €V, if G = pi(u), then £ (u) = 1. Otherwise, if G [~ ¢;(u), then £¥(u) = 0. Therefore

i) = RelU | D &7(u) {u € Now(v)] G |= @i(u)}

u€Nout (v)

{u e VI G| E(v,u) Api(u)}]

&1hi(v) = RelU ( > E?’(M) {u € Nin(0)| G |= wi(w)}|

u€ENin (v)
= {ueV|gE E(uv)Api(u)}]
This completes the proof of Lemma 72. <
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Theorem 41 follows easily from the first property in Lemma 72.

F.2 Proof of Lemma 43: Reduction from a two-counter machine to an
M2P? formula.

We recall the lemma.

» Lemma 43. For every two-counter machine M with n instructions, there exists an
(n + 5)-L-M2P? formula Vaq(x) such that M halts if and only if Yz () is finitely
satisfiable.

! 1
! 1
! 1
! 1
! 1
! 1
L !
f 1
! |
! 1
! 1
! 1
! 1
! 1

_____________________________________________

Figure 2 An example of the encoding of the computation of the two-counter machines to directed
graphs.

Recall the intuition of the reduction from the body. We have illustrated it in Figure 2.
Fach configuration is encoded as a height 1 tree, which is denoted by a dashed box. Its line
number is represented by the unary predicate @; realized by the root vertex, and the values
of the counters are represented by the number of “labeled leaves” — those with predicate Cy
or C being true. There are edges connected to the roots of each configuration, which encode
the computation sequence. Then it is possible to assert the (in)equality between the number
of leaves of some root and the root of the successor tree, which encodes the condition of a
valid transition.

Proof. Let 7 be the vocabulary consisting of unary predicates {S, T, Q,Co,C1} U{Qi}; <<,
and a binary predicate E. Informally, S and T will be indicators for the beginning and the
end of the sequence. ) will represent the central “state holding” vertices in the figure, with
each such vertex satisfying exactly one @Q;, which will represent the particular state of the
computation.

We first define some useful gadgets.

i (@) = (1 #2y[E(2,2) ANE(2,y) ACi(y)] — 1 #,[E(2,y) A Ci(y)] = 6)
7)== (1 #y[E(2,y) A Ciy)] = 0)

;) = (1 #y[E(z,y) AQ;(y)] = 1)

PFo (@) = (1 [E(z,y) AT] =1)

PFM) = (- #y[B(y,2) AT] = 1)

Next, for 1 < g < n, letting d, be the ¢'" instruction of M:
If dg is INC (c;), then v () := ¢34 (@) AT (@) A1 o ().
If d, is IF (¢; = 0) GOTO (j), then

be(x) = (Y7 (x) > ¥ (2)) A (77 () = Y ()
V() = (@) "G () Ao (2)
pele(x) =i (@) Al (@) A (@)

Arxiv
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If dg is HALT, then ¢4(z) := (1 - #4[E(z,y) AT (y)] = 1).
Finally, we define U () as follows.

Ue{s,T,Q,Co,C1} U1,U2€{S,T,Q,Co,C1}
U17#Uz

p1(x) = \/ U(z) | A ( /\ -Ui(x) vV =Us(2)
Q

pa(z) =@ ™(@) A (1 #y[E(y, 2) AQy)] = 1) Al " () A (1 #y[E(z,y) A S(y)] = 1)
p3(z) = @7 ™(@) A (1 #4[E(y,2) AQy) vV S(y)] = 1) A
(1-#y[E(z,y) AN(Qy) VT(y)] = 1) A(L-#y[E(z,y) AS(y)] = 1)

S
Ny
&
I
<
O
O
>
>

—Qi(x) V =Q;(z)
1<q

ps(z) = #(mt( JA (L #y[E(z,y) AQ(y)] = 1)

(#y[E(@,y) AQy) A Q1(y) AU (y) AT (y)] = 1)

pr@) A N\ (Qqlx) = vg(x)) A
1<g<n
((Cr(z) v Ca(x) VT () = pa(x)) A
(Q(x) = w3(@) A pa()) A
(5(x) = ws(z) A ps())
We first suppose that Va U, (z) is finitely satisfiable with witness G. We will ar-

gue that the machine halts. For every vertex v € V, if G = 7 °*(v), then the number of
outgoing edges from v is i. if G = ¢! ""(v), then the number of incoming edges from v is i.
Because G = ¢1(v), v is in exactly one of S, T, @, Cy, or C;. We say a vertex is a ) vertex
if it is in ). We use a similar naming convention in the other cases. We first claim that
every model of Va W q(x) has a structure as depicted in Figure 2 except that for every non
S vertex, there exists an edge from it to a .S vertex.

For every T vertex or C; vertex v, where ¢ € {0,1}, because G |= y2(v), there exists

exactly one edge incoming from a () vertex to v and there exists exactly one edge from v

to a S vertex.

For every @ vertex v, because G = ¢3(v), there exists a unique ) vertex or S vertex u

such that there exists an edge from u to v. We refer to this vertex as the predecessor of

v. There exists a unique @ vertex or T vertex u such that there exists an edge from v to

w. If this vertex is a @) vertex, then we refer to it as the successor of v.

Since G | ¢a(v), v is in exactly one Q,, where 1 < ¢ < n. We refer to this ¢ as

the instruction number of v. The configuration of v, denoted by conf(v) is defined

as (g, co, c1), where g is the instruction number of v; ¢g := |[{u € Nout(v)] G = Co(u)};

c1 = [{u € Nowr(v)] G = Cr(u)}-

For every S vertex v, because G = p5(v), there exists a unique @ vertex u such that

there exists an edge from v to u.

Moreover, because G = g(v), the configuration of the u is (1,0, 0).

| /\

1<i<j<n

<)

T %
o
([

Next, we claim that for every @ vertex v and its successor u, conf(u) is the successor
configuration of conf(v). Let conf(v) = (g, co, ¢1) and conf(u) = (¢, ¢}, ¢} ). We first note that
if G = wdlﬁ( ), then ¢; —¢; = §; if G |= ¥5%*°(v), then ¢’ = j Let d, be the ¢ instruction of
M.
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If d, is INC (c;), then G = 345 (v), G = wgilﬁ(v), and G = wfﬁﬁ;o(v). Thus ¢ = ¢+ 1,
¢i=c¢;+1,and ¢, = c1_;. Hence conf(u) is the successor configuration of conf(v).

If d, is IF (¢; = 0) GOTO (j), if ¢; = 0, then G = ¥3"(v), G = ¥4 (v), and G = ;¥ (v).
Thus ¢’ = j, ¢ = co, and ¢| = ¢;. Otherwise, if ¢; > 0, then G = ¥4 (v), G = wziﬂ(v),
and G &= wfiﬁ;o(v). Thus ¢ =q+1,c, =¢ —1,and ¢|_; = ¢;—;. Hence conf(u) is the
successor configuration of conf(v).

If d, is HALT, then G |= (1 - #,[E(v,y) AT (y)] = 1), v has no successor.

Finally, we claim that M halts. Our definition of graph requires the vertex set V to be
nonempty. Let v be a vertex in V. If v is not a S vertex, then there exists an edge from v to
a S vertex vs. For an S vertex s, there exists a () vertex vy, such that v; has no predecessor
and conf(vy) = (1,0,0).

We consider the sequence vy, vs,. .., vy, where v;41 is the successor of v; and v, has no
successor. We claim that there exists such a vertex vy. If there is no such vy, since G is a
finite graph, there exists v’ and v in the sequence such that v’ and v” are the same. Let
1 <@ < j be the smallest pair satisfying v; = v;. If ¢ = 1, then v;_; is a predecessor of vy, but
v1 has no predecessor. Hence we have a contradiction. If 7 > 1, then v;_; and v;_; are both
predecessor of v;, but v; has at most one predecessor. We again have a contradiction. Thus
we can always find such a v,. By the claim above, conf(v;41) is the successor configuration of
conf(v;). In addition, conf(vy) = (1,0,0) and conf(v,) is a halt configuration, since conf(vy)
has no successor. Therefore conf(vy),conf(vs), ..., conf(vy) is a computation of M. Because
its length is finite, M halts.

If M halts, then it is straightforward to encode its computation into a finite graph as in
Figure 2 and to check that the graph is a model of Va W (z). <

F.3 Proof of Theorem 44: undecidability for universal satifiability of
GNNs with RelLU

We now recall the theorem:
» Theorem 44. The universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

Proof. For every two-counter machine M, by Lemma 43, there exists a £-M2P? formula
U ((z) such that the machine halts if and only if Vo Wa () is finitely satisfiable. By

Theorem 41, there exists a BLReLU-GNN Ay ,, such that ¥ (x) and Ay ,, are equivalent.

We claim that M halts if and only if Ay ,, is universally satisfiable. From this it would

immediately follow that the universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNNs is undecidable.

It is sufficient to show that Va U a4 () is finitely satisfiable if and only if Ay ,, is universally
satisfiable. If V& W4 (z) is finitely satisfiable, then there exists a graph G such that for every
vertex v € V, (G,v) = Uaq(z). By the equivalence between Up(z) and Ay ,,, each (G, v)
satisfies Ay ,,. Then, by definition, Ay ,, is universally satisfiable by G. If Ay, is universally
satisfiable, then there exists a graph G such that for every vertex v € V, (G,v) = Ag,,. By
the equivalence, (G,v) | Waq(x). Hence by the definition, G = Vo W (z), which implies
that Vo Waq(x) is finitely satisfiable. <

F.4 Proof of Lemma 49: reduction from a 2-counter machine to a
L-M2P? formula over undirected graphs

We recall the lemma.

XX:43
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» Lemma 49. For every two-counter machine M with n instructions, there exists an (n+8)-
L-M2P? formula W xq(z) such that M halts if and only if Vo W (z) is finitely satisfiable
over undirected graphs.

We cannot apply the exact encoding from Figure 2 and Lemma Lemma 43 here, because in
that encoding we distinguished the predecessor and successor configurations by the direction
of edges. Here, we sketch the trick that overcomes the lack of direction in the edges. We will
utilize the predicates from the proof of Lemma 43: in particular we will have a predicate @
and an associated notion of ) vertex as in that proof.

We introduce three fresh unary predicates Iy, I1, and I to label the configuration’s
index modulo 3. We add an extra clause to the formula to guarantee that each element has
exactly one of these three index labels. The elements in each 1-level tree will have the same
index, in the sense of satisfying the same index predicates. Finally, for each @ vertex v with
index #, there exists at most one @ vertex v’ with index (i + 1 mod 3), such that v and v’
are connected; there exists at most one @ vertex v” with index (¢ — 1 mod 3), such that v
and v’ are connected. Therefore we can modify the formula which identifies the successor
and predecessor based on the index, rather than the direction of the edges, and show that
the two-counter machine halts if and only if the modified formula is finitely satisfiable over
undirected graphs.

O— OO < O—0O
COO0: O
L L L L - Tiimod3)

Figure 3 An example of the encoding of the computation of a two-counter machines in undirected
graphs.

Formally the reduction is as follows. Given a two-counter machine M, we construct the
formula Waq(z) as in the proof of Lemma 43. The only difference are the formulas:

v;(x) = /\ Ii(z) = (1 #y[E(z,y) A Qj(Y) A i1 moa s(y)] = 1)
0<i<2
ea(x) = | \/ Q@ |r| N -Qiz)v-Q;)|A

1<i<n 1<i<j<n
\V L@ |al A\ L@)v-Ii)
0<i<2 0<i<j<2
The proof that M halts if and only if VaW rq(x) is finitely satisfiable over undirected
graphs is similar to the one for Lemma 43, thus, omitted.
F.5 Proof of Theorem 50: undecidability of the universal satisfiability
problem for BLRelLU-GNN over undirected graphs

‘We recall the theorem.
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» Theorem 50. The universal satisfiability problem of BLReLU-GNNs over undirected graphs
is undecidable.

The theorem follows from Lemma 49, using the undecidability result for two-counter
machines, as in Theorem 44.

F.6 Proof of Lemma 45: strict inclusion of BLC-GNN in £-M2P?

We first recall the lemma:
» Lemma 45. L£-M2P? is strictly more expressive than BLC-GNN.

The proof is by constructing a sequence of pairs of graphs which can be distinguished by
a £-M2P? formula, but not any BLC-GNN.

» Definition 73. For ny,ny € N, the (n1,ng)-bipolar graph (V, E, Uy, Us) is an undirected
2-graph defined as follows.

U1 = {'Ul,i| 1§i§n1}
U2 : {’Ugﬂ‘| 1 S ) S ng}
V U1 UUQU{’Uo,Ul,Ug}

E = {(UO,Ul), (’U(),UQ)} U {(vl,vl,i)| 1 S 7 S ’fl1} U {('UQ,UQJ;” 1 S 7 S ’I’Lg}
E :=EU {(u,v)‘ (v,u) € E}

See Figure /.

Figure 4 (n¢, n,)-bipolar graph.

We first show that BLC-GNNs cannot distinguish sufficiently large pairs of bipolar graphs.

» Lemma 74. For each 2-BLC-GNN A, there exist a threshold na € N, such that for every
ny,ne > ng, the following properties hold. Let G be the (na,n.4)-bipolar graph and G’ be the
(n1,ng)-bipolar graph. For every 0 < { < L,

€4 (v0) = £6,(v}), €& (0r) = E& (04), and € (vn) = €& ().

Jor 1 <i<ng and1<j<ny, &(v1,1) = E5(v1,0) = 6 (V] ).

for1<i<mny and1<j < no, fé(vgl) = §é(vg7i) = §é,(v§7j).
Above & refers to the (%" derived feature function of the GNN A over the graph G.

Proof. Recall from Theorem 17 that the spectrum of a BLC-GNN at any layer ¢, denoted
S, is finite. We will show that we can compute the required threshold using the thresholds
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for the eventually constant activations along with the maximum rational number in the
spectrum.

Let A == Al + AY,. For1 < ¢ < L, for 81782783 € 871 let pf, = A’s; and
= CZSQ + A€33 + . For 1 <i<d, we define ns1 52,550 € N as follows.

(qﬁl).—O then n’ =0.
If (g then n’ = 0.

(

(

$1,82,83,%
1 1) >0 and (ps2 S3> = t”ght’ 51,52,83,0

¢ right — Pé s

If qsl) > 0 and (ps2 53) <tnght, then ”51 o288 { € o 2 3 -‘

g1

L

S

If (¢ 1), < 0and (pf,, 53) < tlq, then n’

81,82,83,1 °
(ps ,s ).7t€t
If (qfl) < 0 and (pg2 g3) > t|eft, then nsl 53,58, ‘= [2 3/)' L

Let n4 be the maximum of nsl 52,550+ DINCE S* has finite size, a maximum value exists.

We prove the lemma by induction on the layers of A. For the base case ¢ = 0, the
properties hold by the definition of bipolar graphs. For the induction step 1 < ¢ < L, we
first compute the feature functions for vy and UO Note that by the induction hypothesis,

€ ' (v0) = &' (vp), & () = &g ' (v1), and & (v2) = £ (v). Therefore
€5(vo) = 1 (CUeg " (vo) + A'(&g (1) + €57 (v2)) +1)
= F(C%G () + AY(Eg H(v)) + €5 M (vy)) + ) = &G (vp)-
We can check £§(v1,), £6/ (0] 4), €5(v2,i), and €&, (v ;) similarly.
For ¢5(v1) and &, (v]), by the induction hypothesis, 551(1)0) = £é71(v6); 551(”1) =

§é71(v’1); for1 <i<nygand1l <j < ny, féﬁl(vu) = féﬁl(vu) = féfl(vi,j). We can
rewrite £ (v1) and &5, (v]) as follows:

o) = 11 ChG o) + A (G wo) + DD €5 v |+

1<i<ng

= [((CG M (v1) + A% (wo) +b°) +na (%G (v10)))
=/ (pég*(vl),gg—l(vo) + ”Aqgg*(vl,l))
& (1) = f* (pgé*(m),sg*l(vo) + ”1‘152*1(1}1,1)) '
Note that €5 " (v1,1), &5 " (v1), €5 " (v0) € S*~1. By the definition of n4,

>
A "f (01,0),€5 (01),657 (vo)”

_ _ ; : ;
Let ¢ = qgéfl(vm) and p = p&g’l(vl),ﬁé’l(vo)' For 1 <i < d,, we consider the following cases.

If ¢; = 0, then fgl(vl) ips) = fg/ (V).
If ¢; > 0 and p; > tr. he» then p; +nag; > p; > t4

fg z(vl) fl( rlght) é-g’,i( )
If ¢; > 0 and p; < t¢

and p; + niq; > p; > tt Hence

right right*

L
by the definition of n 4, n; > ny4 > [t”g";-‘ , which implies that

right?

Di +nag; > tfight and p; +niq; > tfight- Hence fé,i(vl) Fit rlght) 55/,1‘(“/1)-
If ¢ < 0 and p; < tfeft, then p; + nag < p; < tfeft and p; + n1q; < p; < tféft. Hence

fé i(v1) = fg(tleft) féf,i(vll)~

4L
If ¢; < 0 and p; > t|eft, by the definition of n4, n1 > ny > [%—" which implies that
Pi +nagi < tieg and p; +n1q; < tieg,. Hence &5 ;(v1) = f(tir) = &G/ 5(v1).
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Thus &5(v1) = €5, (v)).
Finally, £5(v2) and €5, (v}) can be treated analogously. <

We are now ready to show that there is a £-M2P? formula that is not captured by a
BLC-GNN, which is the main claim of Lemma 45:

Proof. Consider the following 2-£-M2P? formula:
U(x) = (1-#:y[B(x,2) AE(z,y) AUL(y)] + (—1) - #2y[E(z, 2) A E(2,y) AUs(y)] = 0)

Let G be the (n1,n2)-bipolar graph. It is routine to check that G = ¥(vg) if and only if
ny = na.

For every L-layer 2-BLC-GNN A, let n 4 be the constant defined in Lemma 74. Let G
be the (n4,n4)-bipolar graph and G’ be the (n4,n4 + 1)-bipolar graph. By Lemma 74,
& 1(vo) = €& 1 (vp), which implies that (G, vo) and (G',vg) are indistinguishable by A. On
the other hand, G |= ¥(vg) but G’ |~ ¥(vy), they are distinguishable by ¥(z). Therefore A
and ¥(z) are not equivalent. <

We can now prove the inclusion in Lemma 45. We know that BLC-GNNs are equivalent
in expressiveness to £-MP2. So it suffices to show that £-MP? is subsumed in expressiveness
by £-M2P2. But note that each Presburger quantifier is also a two-hop Presburger quantifier
with no two-hop terms. Then it is obvious that £-MP? is subsumed in expressiveness by
L-M2P2,

F.7 Proof of Theorem 48: unbounded GNNs can express strictly more

than eventually constant GNNs over undirected graphs

We recall the theorem.

» Theorem 48. BLRelLU-GNN is strictly more expressive over undirected graphs than
BLC-GNN.

Recall that the bipolar graphs are undirected graphs. Hence by the same argument as in
Lemma 45 we obtain the same reduction for undirected graphs.

» Lemma 75. There exists a L-M2P? formula ¥ (x) such that for every BLC-GNN A, ¥ (x)
and A are not equivalent over undirected graphs.

Theorem 48 is a direct consequence of the lemma above.
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