arXiv:2207.06091v3 [math.CT] 21 Mar 2023

Structured Decompositions: Structural and Algorithmic Compositionality.

Benjamin Merlin Bumpus^∗& Zoltan A. Kocsis^† & Jade Edenstar Master^‡

Last compilation: Wednesday 22^{nd} March, 2023

Abstract

We introduce structured decompositions: category-theoretic generalizations of many combinatorial invariants – including tree-width, layered tree-width, co-tree-width and graph decomposition width – which have played a central role in the study of structural and algorithmic compositionality in both graph theory and parameterized complexity. Structured decompositions allow us to generalize combinatorial invariants to new settings (for example decompositions of matroids) in which they describe algorithmically useful structural compositionality. As an application of our theory we prove an algorithmic meta theorem for the 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 -COMPOSITION problem which, when instantiated in the category of graphs, yields compositional algorithms for NP-hard problems such as: MAXIMUM BIPARTITE SUBGRAPH, MAXIMUM PLANAR SUBGRAPH and LONGEST PATH.

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 Related work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2 Notation 5

3 Structured Decompositions 6

4 Functorial Semantics via Kan Extensions 8

5 Capturing Combinatorial Invariants 10 5.1 Tree-width . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 5.2 Completions yield decompositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 5.3 Completions vs decompositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 5.4 Instances of (,Ω)-width in combinatorics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

∗Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Eindhoven University of Technology, Funded by the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 803421, ReduceSearch). benjamin.merlin.bumpus(at)gmail.com †School of Computer Science and Engineering, University of New South Wales, z.kocsis(at)unsw.edu.au ‡Computer And Information Sciences, University of Strathclyde, jade.master(at)strath.ac.uk

6 Algorithms 21 6.1 Algorithmic preliminaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 6.2 Algorithmic applications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 6.3 A naïve algorithmic lifting theorem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 6.4 The 𝑃 -subobject problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

7 Discussion 28 7.1 Connection to spined categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 7.2 Further questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

A Strict Recursive Categories 30

1 Introduction

Compositionality can be understood as the perspective that the meaning, structure or function of the whole is given by that of its constituent parts [56]. This idea has always played a key role in mathematics and computer science where age-old notions such as recursion and divide and conquer make sense of mathematical objects by looking at them through a compositional lens. More recently there has been a tremendous push towards the systematic study of the mathematics of compositional systems and of how and where such systems crop-up in science [28, 47, 12, 15, 42].

Thanks to these efforts, we can now make sense of how one might build graphs, Petri nets [3], chemical reaction networks [4], stock and flow diagrams [2] or epidemiological models [41] from smaller constituent parts. But how should we study real-world instances of this data? Clearly we would like to develop algorithms which are not specific only to one of these application domains. Indeed, it would be ideal to have algorithms that take the categorial and compositional structure of their inputs into account and which can be applied to any of these instances. As of yet such algorithms do not exist and this paper intends to set the groundwork from which to initiate this study.

The field of parameterized complexity guides us in this endeavor by providing us with a vast and well-established literature on how to develop compositional algorithms when the inputs are graphs or other kinds of combinatorial objects which display some sort of compositional (often recursive) structure [27, 16, 14, 31].

Here we introduce the notion of structured decompositions: categorical objects which vastly generalize tree-width – one of the most important notions in the parameterized complexity toolbox [27, 16, 14, 31] – and which allow us to initiate the study of how to develop algorithms which exploit the compositional structure of their inputs.

Structured decompositions aim to generalize the following idea. Suppose we have a morphism of undirected multi-graphs 𝑓 ∶ 𝐻 → 𝐺. We think of this morphism ‘fibrationally’. For each vertex 𝑥 of 𝐺, there is a set 𝑓^{−1}(𝑥) called the ‘bag’ of vertices sitting over a node 𝑥. Similarly, for each edge 𝑒 ∶ 𝑥 → 𝑦 of 𝐺, we have a set 𝑓^{−1}(𝑒) called the ‘bag’ of edges sitting over 𝑒. For example, consider the graph morphism depicted below:

2 4 5

1 3 6

𝑏_4 𝑏_1 𝑏_2 𝑓 𝑒 𝑏𝑎 𝑑𝑐

The codomain 𝐺 of 𝑓 is drawn below with the dashed edges denoting the fibers of its vertices. Although not indicated in the picture, the edges 𝑎 and 𝑏 sit over the edge 𝑒 and the edges 𝑐 and 𝑑 sit over 𝑓 . In this paper we are more interested in the ‘dependent perspective’ of 𝑓 ; the fibers of this 𝑓 collect into a functor of the form

𝑓^{−1} ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍

where 𝐺 is a graph and ∫ 𝐺 is the category having an object for each vertex of 𝐺, an object for each edge of 𝐺 and a span joining each edge to its source and target vertices (this is an instance of the Grothendieck construction; we will explain in detail in Section 3). A proof of an equivalence between the fibrational perspective and the dependent perspective is given in Proposition 3.6. In the above example, the ‘dependent’ perspective is drawn as follows.

𝑒 → {𝑎,𝑏} 𝑓 → {𝑐,𝑑}

𝑏_1 → {1,2} 𝑏_2 → {2,3} 𝑏_3 → {4,5}

This picture shows the image of the functor on the generating objects 𝑏_1,𝑏_2,𝑏_3,𝑒 and 𝑓 of ∫ 𝐺 and on its generating morphisms. In this paper, we generalize this idea by replacing sets with arbitrary objects of a category 𝖪.

There is a functor ( − 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H 𝑋 → ( 𝑋, ( 𝑋 2 ) ) ( i.e. the complete graph on 𝑋)

This functor, called the ‘spine’ of 𝖦𝗋_H, summarizes the data necessary to define treewidth (Proposition 5.3).

The tree-width of a graph records the mininum size of a tree decomposition for that graph. Tree-width is a key notion in both graph structure theory (e.g. Robertson and Seymour’s celebrated graph minor theorem [51]) and parameterized complexity (e.g. Courcelle’s famous algorithmic meta-theorem for bounded tree-width graphs [13]).

In this paper we allow the spine to be an arbitrary functor Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 to obtain generalized notions of width. By choosing Ω to be the functor Ω∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H sending a set to the discrete graph on that set we obtain complemented tree-width [9, 25] (or co-tree-width [25]). Complemented tree-width has algorithmic applications when computing on dense graph classes [25].

Other than tree-width and its complemented variant, we find many further combinatorial examples of our construction. These include layered tree-width [26, 54] (a tree-width variant which, unlike tree-width, remains bounded on planar graphs) as well as the recent notion of a graph decompostion (due to Carmesin [10] and related to coverings and fundamental groups of graphs by Diestel, Jacobs, Knappe and Kurkofka [23]). Furthermore, a more fine-grained version of Jansen, de Kroon, and Włodarczyk’s [36] -tree-width is also easily seen to fit within our formalism.

We note that, except for -tree-width, we recover all of these width measures we just mentioned ‘up-to FPT’ (Definition 6.2) in the sense that parametrizations by our ‘recovered’ width measures yield the same algorithmic consequences as parametrizations in the usual, non category-theoretic sense.

Given a spine Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢, a structured decomposition should decompose objects of 𝖪, as these decompositions are used to measure the width of objects in 𝐶. Therefore, we define a 𝖪-valued structured decomposition to be a functor of the type 𝑑 ∶ ∫ (𝐺) → 𝖪, generalizing the case when 𝖪 = 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍. Furthermore, we show there is a category 𝔇(𝖪) of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions whose morphisms are suitably defined natural transformations.

The codomain 𝖢 of the functor Ω may be thought of as a semantics for 𝖪-valued structured decompositions and its relationship with 𝖪-valued structured decompositions is the main ingredient for defining all of these invariants or ‘width measures’ which we just mentioned. This is done by via studying the left Kan extension given in the following diagram. 𝖪 𝖢

𝔇(𝖪)

Ω𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍Lan^{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω

The intuitive idea is that all subobjects of anything in the range of Lan_𝔇 Ω should be understood as being ‘at most as complex’ as the objects of 𝔇(𝖪). This allows us to define (Definition 5.4) the notion of (,Ω)-width, which provides a vast generalization of the width measure induced by Carmesin’s graph decompositions [10], to objects of any category 𝖢 with colimits.

We show that as long as 𝖢 is adhesive and Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 preserves monomorphisms, we can always relate the (,Ω)-width of any object 𝑥 ∈ 𝖢 to a ‘recipe’ (i.e. a structured decomposition) which exhibits how to construct 𝑥 as a colimit in 𝖢 (Theorem 5.8). This result allows us to conveniently switch perspective between width measures (and completions) and decompositions.

Our main algorithmic application of structured decompositions has to do with the algorithmic task of determining the value of a functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝖢 → 𝖣 on some object 𝑐 ∈ 𝖢. Whenever 𝐹 preserves colimits, we can easily show a result (Observation 6.4) which suggestively states that a ‘compositional algorithm on 𝑐 is itself a structured decomposition of the solution space for 𝐹 on 𝑐’.

When 𝐹 does not preserve colimits the situation is more complex. Nevertheless, for adhesive 𝖢, we are still able to prove an algorithmic metatheorem which, when instantiated in the category of graphs, provides us with compositional (but not FPT-time) algorithms for NP-hard problems such as MAXIMUM BIPARTITE SUBGRAPH, MAXI- MUM PLANAR SUBGRAPH and LONGEST PATH (and more generally for maximizing – or minimizing – the size of subgraphs satisfying some given property invariant under taking subobjects).

1.1 Related work

As we already mentioned, in graph theory there has been a considerable recent drive to generalize tree decompositions in two different ways. The first is to allow more general decomposition ‘shapes’ [10, 23] (e.g. cycle or planar decompositions etc.). This is the general notion of graph decompositions introduced by Carmesin [10]. The second approach is to allow for more complex ‘bags’ in a tree decomposition; this has been done, for example, by studying the notions such as -tree-width [36] or layered treewidth [54, 26]. These notions and combinations thereof can be expressed and studied by using our structured decompositions and thus this work opens exciting new research prospects in the interplay of categorial ideas with combinatorial ones.

In the realm of category theory, structured decompositions bear significant similarity to undirected wiring diagrams [55]. These provide an operadic view on a construction which is very similar to what we would call 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decompositions. Although it is beyond the scope of this paper, investigating the connections between these two notions is an interesting direction for further study.

Finally we note that there have been two other categorifications of tree-width to date. The first is through the notion of spined categories [9, 8] which are categories 𝖢 equipped with a so called proxy-pushout operation and a sequence Ω ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖢 of objects called the spine. This paper originated as a generalization of spined categories to the case where the spine is allowed to be any functor Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢.

The other categorification of tree-width in the literature is through the notion of monoidal width introduced by Di Lavore and Sobociński [17, 18]. Monoidal width measures the width of a morphism in a monoidal category (𝖢,⊗). Instead of a spine 𝑠 ∶ 𝖭 → 𝖢, monoidal width is determined by a width function 𝑤 ∶ 𝖠 ⊂ 𝖬𝗈𝗋𝖢 → ℕ sending a subclass of atomic morphisms to natural numbers. There are two main differences between our approach and the approach of Di Lavore and Sobociński. Firstly, for monoidal width, the morphisms are being decomposed whereas in the the present structured decomposition approach we decompose the objects. Setting that aside, the only other difference is that the spine and width function are going in opposite directions. Indeed, a spine 𝑠 may be obtained from a width function 𝑤 by choosing 𝑠(𝑛) ∈ 𝑤^{−1}(𝑛).

Acknowledgments We would like to thank Karl Heuer, Reinhard Diestel, Bart Jansen, James Fairbanks, Elena Di Lavore, and Pawel Sobociński for their helpful conversations which aided in the development of this work. Furthermore, we are greatful to Will Turner for spotting a slight inaccuracy in a previous version of this article and we would like to thank Evan Patterson for suggesting to use the Grothendieck construction in the definition of structured decompositions. This has considerably simplified many of the technical arguments as well as the presentation of the paper.

2 Notation

We follow standard category theoretic notation as in Awodey’s textbook [1] and standard graph-theoretic notation as in Diestel’s textbook [20]. Categories will be denoted in boldface – e.g. 𝖢 – and their objects will be denoted lowercase letters 𝑥,𝑦,𝑧. The category of finite sets is denoted 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍. The category of (undirected, but reflexive) graphs and homomorphisms is denoted as 𝖦𝗋_H, its subcategory which only keeps its monic arrows is denoted 𝖦𝗋_M. We denote the 𝑛-vertex complete graph as 𝐾_𝑛. The empty graph is 𝐾_0 = (∅,∅).

3 Structured Decompositions

As we mentioned in Section 1, one should intuitively think of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions as special kinds of graphs where the edge relation is replaced by a ‘generalized relation’: i.e. a collection of spans in 𝖪.

Definition 3.1 (Structured Decomposition). Given any graph 𝐺 viewed as a functor 𝐺 ∶ 𝖦𝗋𝖲𝖼𝗁 → 𝖲𝖾𝗍 where 𝖦𝗋𝖲𝖼𝗁 is the two object category generated by 𝐸 𝑉 𝑠𝑡 one can construct a category ∫ 𝐺 with an object for each vertex of 𝐺 and an object from each edge of 𝐺 and a span joining each edge of 𝐺 to each of its source and target vertices. This construction is an instance of the more general notion of Grothendieck construction. Now, fixing a base category 𝖪 we define a 𝐾-valued structured decomposition of shape 𝐺 (see Figure 1) as a diagram of the form 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖪.

Given any vertex 𝑣 in 𝐺, we call the object 𝑑𝑣 in 𝖪 the bag of 𝑑 indexed by 𝑣. Given any edge 𝑒 = 𝑥𝑦 of 𝐺, we call 𝑑𝑒 the adhesion indexed by 𝑒 and we call the span 𝑑𝑥 ← 𝑑𝑒 → 𝑑𝑦 the adhesion-span indexed by 𝑒.

{3,4} 𝑏 ∶= {3,4,10}

𝑎 ∶= {1,2,3,4} {3,𝜋} 𝑑 ∶= {3,𝜋,11}

{1,2,3} 𝑐 ∶= {1,2,3,𝜋, √ 2}

{1,2} 𝑒 ∶= {1,2,3∕2}

Figure 1: A tree-shaped 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decomposition 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍. It consists of an underlying tree 𝑇 (marked with black edges) which is then equipped with some extra information: each node 𝑥 is associated to a set 𝑑𝑥 and each edge 𝑒 = 𝑥𝑦 is associated to a span 𝑑𝑒 ∶= 𝑑𝑥 ← 𝑑𝑒 → 𝑑𝑦 (where we abuse notation denoting the entire span also by 𝑑_𝑒).

Note that we have not drawn some of the arrows of the free dagger category since these can be computed by pullback. The reader familiar with tree decompositions is invited to skip ahead in this document to compare this figure with Figure 4.

Note that, to avoid an excess of variables, we will often abuse notation and denote by 𝑑𝑒 both the adhesion and the adhesion span indexed by 𝑒.

Definition 3.2. A morphism ( 𝑑_1 ∶ ∫ 𝐺_1 → 𝖪 ) → ( 𝑑_2 ∶ ∫ 𝐺_2 → 𝖪 )

of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions 𝑑_1 and 𝑑_2 is a pair (𝐹 ,𝜂) as in the following diagram where 𝐹 is a functor 𝐹 ∶ ∫ 𝐺_1 → ∫ 𝐺_2 and 𝜂 is a natural transformation 𝜂 ∶ 𝑑_1 ⇒ 𝑑_2𝐹 as in the following diagram.

∫ 𝐺_1 ∫ 𝐺_2

𝖪 𝑑_1𝑑_2 𝐹𝜂

Proposition 3.3. Fixing a category 𝖪, 𝖪-valued structured decompositions (of any shape) and the morphisms between them (as in Definition 3.2) form a category 𝔇(𝖪) called the category of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions.

Proof. The category 𝔇 𝖪 may be realized as the slice category ∫ ∕𝐾 of the Grothendieck construction functor ∫ ∶ 𝖲𝖾𝗍^{𝖦𝗋𝖲𝗁𝖼𝗁} → 𝖢𝖺𝗍 and the category 𝐾. ■

For sake of completeness, we note that the proof of Proposition 3.3 immediately implies that 𝔇 is a functor.

Corollary 3.4. There is a functor 𝔇 ∶ 𝖢𝖺𝗍 → 𝖢𝖺𝗍 which takes any category 𝖪 to the category 𝔇(𝖪) and every functor Φ ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖪^′ to the functor 𝔇(Φ) ∶ 𝔇(𝖪) → 𝔇(𝖪^′) defined on objects as

𝔇(Φ)∶ ( ∫ 𝐺^𝑑←←←←←←←→ 𝖪 ) → ( 𝔇_Φ 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺^𝑑←←←←←←←→ 𝖪^Φ←←←←←←←←→ 𝖪^′ )

and on arrows as

∫ 𝐺_1 ∫ 𝐺_2 ∫ 𝐺_1 ∫ 𝐺_2

𝖪 𝖪^′ .

𝔇_Φ 𝑑_1𝔇_Φ 𝑑_2 𝐹 𝑑_1𝑑_2 𝐹 𝔇^ΦΦ𝜂 𝜂

Definition 3.5. We denote by 𝔇_m ∶ 𝖢𝖺𝗍 → 𝖢𝖺𝗍 the subfunctor of the structured decomposition functor 𝔇 which takes each category 𝖪 to the subcategory 𝔇_m 𝖪 of 𝔇𝖪 whose objects are only those structured decompositions consisting of diagrams of monomorphisms in 𝖪.

In the case when 𝖪 = 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍, structured decompositions are equivalent to graph homomorphisms. The bags of a 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decomposition may be glued together into a larger graph equipped with a homomorphism into the domain of the structured decomposition.

Proposition 3.6. There is an equivalence of categories

𝔇(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍) ≅ 𝖦𝗋_H^→

between the category of 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decompositions and the arrow category of 𝖦𝗋_H.

Proof. This is an instance of the 𝑇 -Grothendieck construction when 𝑇 is the theory of graphs [45]. In more detail, a 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decomposition defines a morphism of graphs 𝐹 ∶ 𝐺 → 𝖲𝗉𝖺𝗇(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍)

where 𝖲𝗉𝖺𝗇(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍) is the graph whose vertices are finite sets and whose edges are spans of finite sets. The graph morphism sends a node to its bag and each edge to its adhesion-span. This morphism of graphs may be turned into a graph morphism of type

∫ 𝐹 → 𝐺

where ∫ 𝐹 is a graph whose vertices are pairs (𝑥,𝑎) for 𝑥 a vertex of 𝐺 and 𝑎 is in the bag sitting over 𝑥. An edge of ∫ 𝐹 is a pair (𝑓 ,𝑔) where 𝑓 is an edge of 𝐺 and 𝑔 is an element of the apex of the span-adhesion corresponding to 𝑓 . This construction lifts to an equivalence of categories between structured decompositions and the arrow category of 𝖦𝗋_H. ■

4 Functorial Semantics via Kan Extensions

In the rest of this paper, other than for algorithmic applications, we will make two main uses of structured decompositions. The first will be to define so called ‘width measures’ (Section 5.4). These are invariants which intuitively capture the degree of structural and compositional simplicity of objects in a category. The second use of structured decompositions is to provide something akin to a compositional recipe which records how to construct a given object in a category as colimit (Section 5.2). In graph theory this last idea would be called a graph decomposition [10, 19, 20, 27, 16].

Colimits of diagrams 𝖣 → 𝖢 are the left adjoint of an adjunction

𝖢^𝖣 𝖢

𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆⊥𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍

where 𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍 sends an object 𝑥 to the functor which is constantly 𝑥. Indeed, this adjunction is often used to define 𝖣-shaped colimits. A structured decomposition 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖪 is diagram in 𝖪 where the shape of this diagram is given by replacing every edge of 𝐺 with span going into its source and target. If 𝖪 is already the category that we wish to interpret our structured decomposition, then the colimit of this diagram should represent its gluing. However, to study width measures we start with a spine Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 where 𝖪 is the category used to define structured decompositions but 𝐶 is the category where these structured decompositions are semantically interpreted. Thus to glue structured decompositions into a single object we first lift the spine Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 to the functor

𝔇Ω∶ 𝔇𝖪 → 𝔇 𝖢

and then use the 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 functor to obtain objects of 𝖢 as colimits of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions. This can be summarized as the composite functor

𝔇 𝖪 𝔇𝖢 𝖢

𝔇Ω𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆

which can be interpreted as a left Kan extension Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω as in the following diagram (see Riehl’s textbook [48, Thm. 6.2.1] for the definition of a Kan extension). 𝖪 𝖢

𝔇(𝖪)

Ω𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍Lan^{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍}(Ω)

Here the philosophy is that, if 𝖪 is deemed to be in some sense simpler than the category 𝖢 (for example 𝖪 could be 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 and 𝖢 could be 𝖦𝗋_H), then all subobjects in 𝖢 of anything in the range of Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω should also be considered to be ‘at most as complex’ as any object of 𝔇(𝖪).

Proposition 4.1. Let 𝖪 be a small category and let 𝖢 be a locally small category with colimits. If Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 preserves colimits then we have the commutative triangles of functors 𝖪 𝖢

𝔇 𝖪 𝔇 𝖢

𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 Ω 𝔇Ω Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω

Proof. The outer square commutes because Ω preserves colimits. The inner triangles commute by the definition of Kan extension. ■

As we will show in Theorem 5.8 we can provide a satisfying clarification of the relationship between width measures and decompositions. The key insight is the following: by using 𝖪-valued structured decompositions, we can delegate the task of justifying why a given 𝖢-valued structured decomposition is ‘simple’ to the easier task of using Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 to pick-out a class of objects in 𝖢 which are simple, atomic building blocks.

Slightly more formally, the set-up for Theorem 5.8 is that we have a functor Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 as before which we use to define a width measure (Definition 5.4); i.e. a notion of which objects in 𝖢 should be deemed structurally simple. Then Theorem 5.8 states that, whenever 𝖢 is adhesive (and other mild assumptions apply), if an object 𝑐 ∈ 𝖢 has small width (i.e. it is a subobject of something in the range of Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω), then it can always be obtained as a colimit of a similarly simple (in a technical sense) 𝖢-valued structured decomposition.

5 Capturing Combinatorial Invariants

In this section we will explore how to use structured decompositions to capture various combinatorial invariants defined via associated notions of ‘decomposition’. Section 5.1 will give a detailed explanation of how to define tree-width: a graph invariant that has played a cruicial role in the development of graph structure theory (both finite [20, 51] and infinite [19, 20]) as well as parameterized complexity [27, 16, 14, 31]. In Section 5.2 we will study the relationship between invariants and decompositions defined using our theory. One important example will constitute the connection between tree-width (the invariant) and tree decompositions (the data structures). Finally, in Section 5.4 we will use our theory to capture further notions of ‘width’ and ‘decomposition’ that arise in combinatorics such as Carmesin’s ‘graph decompositions’ [10, Def. 9.3], Jansen, de Kroon and Włodarczyk’s -tree-width [36, Def. 2.3] and layered tree-width (introduced independently by Shahrokhi [54] and Dujmovićc, Morin, and Wood [26]).

5.1 Tree-width

One can think of tree-width as a measure of similarity between the connectivity of a graph and that of trees. For example, it takes the value 0 on edgeless graphs, 1 on forests with at least one edge, 2 on cycles, and the value 𝑛 − 1 on the 𝑛-vertex complete graph 𝐾_𝑛

Tree-width admits multiple cryptomorphic definitions [5, 32, 49, 14, 9] and was independently discovered many times [5, 32, 49] (for gentle introduction to tree-width we refer the reader to the thesis by Bumpus [8, Sec. 1.2]). The definition we use here (Equation (1)) highlights the point of view that tree-width is a measure of how well one can ‘approximate’ a given graph 𝐺 by a chordal graph (Definition 5.1).

By a well-known theorem of Dirac [24], chordal graphs (Definition 5.1 and Figure 2) can be intuitively understood as ‘inflated trees’ where each node is replaced by a clique (i.e. a complete graph) and each edge corresponds to the intersection of two neighboring cliques. Slightly more formally, chordal graphs consist of cliques together with their closure under clique-pushouts (we are adopting the convention in which the empty graph is considered a clique). The definition we give below highlights the recursive, tree-like shape of chordal graphs.

Definition 5.1 (Dirac’s Theorem for chordal graphs [24]). A finite simple graph 𝐻 is chordal if one of the following conditions holds

• either 𝐻 ≅ 𝐾_𝑛 for some 𝑛,

• or there there is a monic span 𝐻_1 ← 𝐾_𝑛 → 𝐻_2 in 𝖦𝗋_H with 𝐻_1 and 𝐻_2 chordal such that 𝐻 ≅ 𝐻_1 +_{𝐾𝑛} 𝐻_2.

Finally, denoting by 𝜔 the clique number^1 of a graph, we can define tree-width as follows.

Definition 5.2 (Tree-width). Tree-width is a function 𝐭𝐰 ∶ → ℕ from the class

1for a graph 𝐺, the clique number 𝜔(𝐺) of 𝐺 is the largest 𝑛 such that 𝐺 has a 𝐾_𝑛-subgraph.

{𝑎,𝑏,𝑑} {𝑏,𝑑}

𝑎 𝑏 {𝑑} {𝑏,𝑑,𝑐} 𝑎 𝑏

𝑑 𝑐 {𝑑,𝑒} {𝑒} 𝑑 𝑐

𝑒 𝑓 {𝑒,𝑓 ,ℎ} {𝑓 ,ℎ} 𝑒 𝑓

ℎ 𝑔 {ℎ,𝑓 ,𝑔} ℎ 𝑔

𝐺 𝐷_𝐻 ∈ 𝔇 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 𝐻

𝛿 Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} 𝖪

Figure 2: A graph 𝐺, a chordal completion 𝛿 ∶ 𝐺 → 𝐻 and a 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-structured decomposition 𝐷_𝐻 which constructs 𝐻.

of all finite simple graphs to the naturals defined as

𝐭𝐰(𝐺) + 1 ∶= min{𝜔(𝐻) ∶ 𝐺 → 𝐻 and 𝐻 is chordal}. (1)

We call any monomorphism 𝐺 → 𝐻 with 𝐻 chordal a chordal completion of 𝐺.

Tree-width via structured decompositions Consider the functor ( − 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H

taking each set 𝑆 to the complete graph (𝑆,

(_𝑆 2 ) ). Proposition 5.3 shows that the image of any object in 𝔇_{𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡} 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 under Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍}

(_− 2 ) is a chordal graph (see Figure 2).

Proposition 5.3. Let

(_− 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H be the mapping taking every set to the complete graph over that set. The image under Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} 𝐾 of any tree-shaped structured decomposition 𝜏 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 in 𝔇_{𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡} 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 is a chordal graph; furthermore this map is a surjection on chordal graphs: every chordal graph is obtained via at least one structured decomposition of this kind.

Proof. Recall from Definition 3.1 that we can view the structured decomposition 𝜏 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍

as a labelling of the vertices and edges of the graph 𝑇 by objects and spans of 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍. Viewing these in 𝖦𝗋_H under the image of Ω we see a collection of spans of complete graphs such that each span is indexed by an edge of 𝑇 (in the terminology of Definition 3.1, we would say that each such span is an adhesion indexed by some edge). Since pushouts are associative, it is easy to see that, fixing some root node 𝑟 in 𝑇 , we can compute the colimit of this diagram in 𝖦𝗋_H by bottom-up recursion: take successive pushouts starting with the spans corresponding to leaf-edges of 𝑇 . By Definition 5.1, we see that the resulting graph is chordal, as desired.

The second part of the claim follows by structural induction on Definition 5.1. Take any chordal graph 𝐻. If 𝐻 ≅ 𝐾_𝑛, then it can be seen as the structured decomposition

𝑉 (𝐾_𝑛) 𝑉 (𝐾_𝑛) 𝑉 (𝐾_𝑛)

𝟏_{𝑉 (𝐾𝑛)}𝟏_{𝑉 (𝐾𝑛)} .

Otherwise there is a span 𝐻1 𝐾𝑛 𝐻2in 𝖦𝗋_H with 𝐻_1 and 𝐻_2 chordal such that 𝐻 ≅ 𝐻_1 +_{𝐾𝑛} 𝐻_2. By induction there are tree-shaped structured decompostions

𝜏_1 ∶ ∫ 𝑇_1 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 and 𝜏_2 ∶ ∫ 𝑇_2 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍

corresponding to 𝐻_1 and 𝐻_2. Since 𝐻_1 and 𝐻_2 are chordal, there must be nodes 𝑣_1 and 𝑣_2 in the trees 𝑇_1 and 𝑇_2 corresponding to 𝐻_1 and 𝐻_2 such that the image of 𝐾_𝑛 in 𝐻_1 (resp. 𝐾_𝑛 in 𝐻_2) is completely contained in the bag 𝐵_{𝑣1} indexed by 𝑣_1 in 𝐷_1 (resp. 𝐵_{𝑣2} for 𝑣_2 in 𝐷_2). Thus we can construct a new tree 𝑇 by joining 𝑇_1 to 𝑇_2 via a new edge 𝑣_1𝑣_2. Furthermore, by labeling this new edge 𝑣_1𝑣_2 by the span

𝑉 (𝐻_1) ∩ 𝐵_{𝑣1} 𝑉 (𝐾_𝑛) 𝑉 (𝐻_2) ∩ 𝐵_{𝑣1} , we obtain a new structured decomposition corresponding to 𝐻, as desired. ■

Defining tree-width Take a natural number 𝑘 ∈ ℕ and let 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_𝑘 denote the full subcategory of 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 induced by all sets of cardinality at most 𝑘. Let 𝜄_𝑘 ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_𝑘 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 denote the inclusion functor between these categories. Then, in accordance to Proposition 5.3, the image of Lan_{𝔇m𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}

(_− 2 ) ◦𝜄_𝑘 consists of all chordal graphs with clique number at most 𝑘. In turn, by Definition 1, any graph 𝐺 is a subgraph of something in the range of Lan_{𝔇m𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}

(_− 2 ) ◦𝜄_𝑘 precisely if it has tree-width at most 𝑘.

This suggests a more general perspective on width measures: instead of regarding the natural number 𝑘 as the bound on the width of our graph, we can regard the category 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_𝑘 itself as the value of the width measure. Accordingly, our categorial generalization of width measure will have as its values not natural numbers, but certain well-behaved subcategories of the category of atoms 𝖪. This perspective rests on the following notion of a completion which generalizes the concept of a chordal compeltion familiar from graph theory [20] (to see how our definition below specializes to chordal completions, take to be the class of forests and Ω to be the functor

(_− 2 ) of Proposition 5.3).

Definition 5.4 (Completions). Let 𝖪 be a small category, 𝖢 be a locally small category with colimits, Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 be a functor and let be a class of graphs. For any object 𝑥 ∈ 𝖢, a (,Ω)-completion of 𝑥 is a monomorphism of the form

𝛿 ∶ 𝑥 → Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω(𝐷)

where ( 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖪 ) ∈ 𝔇(𝖪) and 𝐺 ∈ ).

The obvious choice would be to allow all pullback-closed full subcategories of 𝖪 as width measures, but we get better behavior (especially in the algorithmic applications of Section 6) if we restrict our attention to the class of pullback-absorbing subcategories defined below.

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_0 𝔇_{m𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_0) 𝖦𝗋_H

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_1 𝔇_{m𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_1)

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_2 𝔇_{m𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_2)

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 𝔇_{m𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡}(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍)

𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍_0 𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍_1 𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍_2 𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍

Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍0} (^−_2)

Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍1} (^−_2)

Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍2} (^−_2)

Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} (^−_2)

Figure 3: The pullback-absorbing subcategories of 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 giving rise to different classes of chordal graphs.

Definition 5.5 (Pullback-absorbing). A functor 𝑃 ∶ 𝖠 → 𝖢 is pullback-absorbing if, for every 𝑎 ∈ 𝖠, every 𝑦,𝑧 ∈ 𝖢 and every monic pullback square of the following form,

𝑃 𝑎 𝑦

𝑃 𝑎 ×_𝑦 𝑧 𝑧

there exists an object 𝑎_{𝑦,𝑧} ∈ 𝐴 such that 𝑃 𝑎_{𝑦,𝑧} = 𝑃 𝑎×_𝑦 𝑧. We say that a subcategory 𝖢^′ of a category 𝖢 absorbs pullbacks if the inclusion function 𝜄 ∶ 𝖢^′ → 𝖢 is both full and pull-back absorbing.

Notice that, up to equivalence, the class of pullback-absorbing subcategories of 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 consists precisely of the category 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 itself, and the full subcategories 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_𝑘. Thus, for tree-width, we have the picture given in Figure 3.

Definition 5.6. Take a functor Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢. Consider a pullback-absorbing subcategory 𝖡 of 𝖪 with inclusion functor 𝜄 ∶ 𝖡 → 𝖪. We say that an object 𝑥 of 𝖢 has (,Ω)-width bounded by 𝖡 if 𝑥 admits at least one (,Ω◦𝜄)-completion.

5.2 Completions yield decompositions

The algorithmic and structural usefulness of tree-width stems in many cases from the associated notion of tree-decompositions [20, 27, 16]. In this section we will generalize the notion of a tree decomposition by showing how they relate to the completions of Definition 5.4. In Section 5.4 we will give further examples of combinatorial invariants such as layered tree-width [54, 26] or graph decomposition width [10, 23] which are special cases of our notion of (,Ω)-width.

Background on tree decompositions In Section 5.1 we gave a definition of (,Ω)- width via the notion of (,Ω)-completions. This was in direct analogy to the definition of tree-width of a graph 𝐺 (Equation (1)) as the minimum clique-number over all chordal supergraphs 𝐻 of 𝐺 (also known as chordal completions [20]). This definition highlights the perspective that a graph 𝐺 should be understood as a structurally simple graph because it is contained in a graph 𝐻 which is itself structurally simple in a very concrete way: 𝐻 is built by recursively gluing (i.e. taking pushouts of) small constituent cliques.

There is, however, another equivalent definition of tree-width in terms of so-called tree decompositions (Definition 5.7; see also Figure 4). In contrast to chordal completions, tree decompositions do not delegate the task of highlighting the recursive structure of a graph 𝐺 to those supergraphs of 𝐺 which display a particularly clear recursive structure (i.e. the chordal supergraphs of 𝐺). Instead, tree decompositions explicitly record the tree-like shape of 𝐺.

𝑎𝐛𝑐𝐝 𝑓 𝑔ℎ𝑖A graph 𝐺.

{𝑎,𝐛,𝐝}

{𝑏,𝑐,𝑓 }

{𝐛,𝐝,𝑓 }

{𝑑,𝑓 ,ℎ}

{𝑑,𝑔,ℎ}

{𝑓 ,ℎ,𝑖}

A tree decomposition (𝑇 ,(𝑉_𝑡)_{𝑡∈𝑇} ) of 𝐺 of width 2.

Max bag size is 3.

Figure 4: An example of a tree decomposition of a graph 𝐺. Note that, to ease legibility, we have only recorded the vertices that appear in each bag rather than drawing the entire subgraph contained in that bag. For didactic purposes, we invite the reader to compare this figure with Figure 1 for a visual understanding of the connection between tree decompositions and structured decompositions.

Definition 5.7. The pair (𝑇 ,) is a tree decomposition of a graph 𝐺 if ∶= (𝐵_𝑡)_{𝑡∈𝑉 (𝑇 )} is a sequence of subgraphs of 𝐺 indexed by the nodes of the tree 𝑇 such that:

( T1) for every edge 𝑥𝑦 of 𝐺, there is a node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑇 ) such that {𝑥,𝑦} ⊆ 𝐵_𝑡,

( T2) for every 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺), the set {𝑡 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑇 ) ∶ 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵_𝑡} induces a non-empty connected subgraph in 𝑇 .

The elements of are called the bags of the decomposition and the sets of the form 𝐵_𝑡 ∩𝐵_𝑡′ where 𝑡𝑡^′ is an edge in 𝑇 are called the adhesion sets of the decomposition.

We invite the reader to compare the terminology of bags and adhesion sets above with our terminology in Definition 3.1: a tree-decomposition of a graph 𝐺 is nothing more than an object of 𝔇(𝖦𝗋_H) whose colimit is 𝐺.

5.3 Completions vs decompositions

It is well-known [20] (and not too hard to show) that tree decompositions and chordal completions are two equivalent perspectives on the same notion: given a tree decomposition (𝑇 ,) of a graph 𝐺, we can find a chordal supergraph 𝐻 of 𝐺 by filling-in any missing edges of the bag 𝐵_𝑡 for each 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 . Conversely, given a chordal completion 𝐺 → 𝐻 of 𝐺, we can recover a decomposition (𝑇 ,) for 𝐺 by letting the bags be the restriction of the image of 𝐺 to the maximal cliques of 𝐻.

This correspondence has a neat statement (and indeed, generalization) in our categorial formalism.

Theorem 5.8. Denote by 𝔇_m 𝖪 the subcategory of 𝑠𝑑𝖪 consisting of diagrams whose morphisms are monomorphisms. Let Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 be a functor to an adhesive category 𝖢 with colimits of diagrams of monomorphisms. Let 𝑐 be any object of 𝖢 and consider any Ω-completion

𝛿 ∶ 𝑐 → Lan_{𝔇m} Ω ( 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖪 ) . Then there exists a 𝖢-valued structured decompostion (which is also of shape 𝐺)

𝑑_𝑐 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖢

and an arrow (𝟏_𝐺,𝜂_𝛿) ∶ 𝑑_𝑐 → 𝔇_m Ω𝑑 in 𝔇_m(𝖢)

as in the following diagram

∫ 𝐺 ∫ 𝐺

𝖢 𝑑_𝑐𝑑𝟏_{∫ 𝐺}𝜂_𝛿

such that (𝟏_𝐺,𝜂_𝛿) is mapped to 𝛿 by the colimit functor; i.e. 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑_𝑐 = 𝑐 and

𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 ∶ ( 𝑑_𝑐^{(𝟏𝐺,𝜂𝛿)}

←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←←→ 𝑑 ) → ( 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑_𝑐^𝛿←←←←←←→ 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑 ) . Rather than proving Theorem 5.8 straight away, we will explain why this theorem allows us to recover the relationship we just mentioned between tree-width, chordal completions and tree-decompositions. To do this, take 𝖪 = 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍, 𝖢 = 𝖦𝗋_H and Ω =

(_− 2 ) to be the functor described in Proposition 5.3 which takes each set 𝑆 to the complete graph (𝑆, (_𝑆 2 ) ). Proposition 5.3 tells us that, for every chordal completion 𝛿 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝐻, we can find an appropriate tree 𝑇_𝐻 and 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued decomposition 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇_𝐻 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 such that 𝐻 = Lan_{𝔇m}

(_− 2 )( 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇_𝐻 → 𝖪 ) and hence we can rewrite 𝛿 as

𝛿 ∶ 𝑥 → Lan_{𝔇m} ( − 2 ) ( 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇_𝐻 → 𝖪 ) . Then Theorem 5.8 states that we can find a 𝖦𝗋_H-valued structured decomposition

𝑑_𝑋 ∶∶ ∫ 𝑇_𝐻 → 𝖦𝗋_H

of the same shape as 𝑑 and an arrow

(𝟏_{𝑇𝐻} ,𝜂_𝛿) ∶ 𝑑_𝑥 → 𝔇_m Ω𝑑 (which is an arrow in 𝔇_m(𝖢))

such that 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆(𝟏_{𝑇𝐻} ,𝜂_𝛿) = 𝛿.

Observation 5.9. In other words, when instantiated over graphs (according to the set-up of Proposition 5.3), Theorem 5.8 states that we can lift any chordal completion 𝛿 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝐻 to a morphism 𝑑_𝑋 → 𝑑 between two structured decompositions which respectively give rise to the graphs 𝑋 and 𝐻 as colimits and furthermore this allows us to relate any completion of 𝑋 to a genuine decomposition of 𝑋.

Since it is not hard to show that, when thinking of tree-shaped decompositions, the structured decomposition 𝑑_𝑋 is a tree decomposition of 𝑋, we see that Theorem 5.8 is precisely the generalization of the relationship between width-measures and decompositions that we set-out to find. All that remains to do now is to prove it. To that end, we first need the following Lemma.

Lemma 5.10. Let 𝖢 be an adhesive category with colimits of all diagrams whose arrows are monomorphisms. For any arrow 𝛿 ∶ 𝑥 → 𝑦 in 𝖢 and any diagram 𝑑_𝑦 ∶ 𝖩 → 𝖢 whose colimit is 𝑦 we can obtain a diagram 𝑑_𝑥 ∶ 𝖩 → 𝖢 whose colimit is 𝑥 by point-wise pullbacks of 𝛿 and the arrows of the colimit cocone over 𝑑_𝑦. Furthermore this assembles into a functor

𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇 ∶ 𝖢^{𝑜𝑝} → 𝐒𝐞𝐭 𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇 ∶ 𝑐 → {𝑑 ∣ 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑 = 𝑐 and 𝑑 is a diagram with monic arrows in 𝖢}

𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇 ∶ (𝑓 ∶ 𝑥 → 𝑦) → ( 𝑓^′ ∶ (𝑑_𝑦 ∈ 𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇 𝑦) → (𝑑_𝑥 ∈ 𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇 𝑥) ) . Proof. We will prove this by induction on the number of objects of 𝖩. Notice that the claim is trivially true if 𝖩 has only one object. So now suppose 𝖩 has more than object and let 𝑞 ∶ 𝖩^′ → 𝖩 be a full subcategory of 𝐽 with exactly one object fewer than 𝖩. Then we have the following commutative diagram which we will explain in what follows.

𝑑_𝑥 𝑞𝑑_𝑥

𝑥 𝑥 ×_𝑦 𝑦^′

𝑑_𝑦 𝑞𝑑_𝑦

𝑦 𝑦^′ 𝛿Λ𝑦 Λ_𝑥𝛿^′ 𝑞Λ_𝑦 𝑞

The arrow 𝛿 is any given morphism in 𝖢. By taking pointwise pullbacks of the colimit cocone Λ_𝑦 over 𝑑_𝑦, we obtain a diagram 𝑑_𝑥 and a cocone Λ_𝑥 over it. Our goal is to prove that this cocone is a colimit cocone.

The bottom face of the diagram is a pushout which is stating that we can obtain the colimit of 𝑑_𝑦 via a pushout of the colimit of 𝑞𝑑_𝑦 and the remaining arrows of 𝑑_𝑦.

The front and right faces are obtained by pullback (by construction). Now our goal is to prove that the back face is a pullback as well since then the fact that the morphisms of 𝑑_𝑦 are monic (and the fact that the pushout of monos are monos in adhesive categorie ) implies that the whole cube is a Van Kampen cube and the top face is a pushout. This will in turn imply that 𝑥 is the colimit of the diagram 𝑑_𝑥, as deisired.

Thus, to conclude the proof, observe that the long rectangular face formed by pasting together the back and left faces is a pullback. Thus, by the two pullback lemma, this implies that the back face is also a pullback (since the left face is). ■

By specializing Lemma 5.10 we obtain the following result which also implies a proof of Theorem 5.8.

Corollary 5.11. Let 𝖢 be an adhesive category with colimits of all diagrams whose arrows are monomorphisms. For any arrow 𝛿 ∶ 𝑥 → 𝑦 in 𝖢 and any structured decomposition whose arrows are monic 𝑑_𝑦 ∶ 𝖩 → 𝖢 (i.e. 𝑑_𝑦 ∈ 𝔇_m 𝖢 whose colimit is 𝑦 we can obtain a diagram 𝑑_𝑥 ∶ 𝖩 → 𝖢 whose colimit is 𝑥 by point-wise pullbacks of 𝛿 and the arrows of the colimit cocone over 𝑑_𝑦. Furthermore this allows us to define the following functor

𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉 ∶ 𝖢^{𝑜𝑝} → 𝐒𝐞𝐭 𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉 ∶ 𝑐 → {𝑑 ∈ 𝔇_m 𝖢 ∣ 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑 = 𝑐 and 𝑑 is a diagram with monic arrows in 𝖢}

𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉 ∶ (𝑓 ∶ 𝑥 → 𝑦) → ( 𝑓^′ ∶ (𝑑_𝑦 ∈ 𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉(𝑦)) → (𝑑_𝑥 ∈ 𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉(𝑥)) ) . Proof. The category of structured decompositions is a subcategory of the category of diagrams in 𝖢. Thus 𝖣𝖾𝖼𝗈𝗆𝗉 is evidently a subfunctor of 𝗌𝗎𝖻𝖬𝗈𝗇. ■

Proof of Theorem 5.8. Apply Corollary 5.11 to any given completion. ■

5.4 Instances of (,Ω)-width in combinatorics

Our notion of (,Ω)-width unifies various recently introduced notions of graph width measures (and structured decompositions, as we shall see in Section 5.2) which play significant roles in graph structure theory [10] and parameterized complexity [36]. Here we will mention some of these connections.

Graph decompositions It is easy to see that, in the case of simple, undirected graphs, the above definition coincides with Carmesin’s notion of graph decomposition width [10, Def. 9.3] which generalizes tree decompositions (see Definition 5.7) and tree-width to graph decompositions of arbitrary shapes. To keep the presentation self-contained, we include Carmesin’s notion as Definition 5.12 below.

Definition 5.12 ([10]). A graph-decomposition consists of a bipartite graph (𝐵,𝑆) with bipartition classes 𝐵 and 𝑆, where the elements of 𝐵 are referred to as ‘bagsnodes’ and the elements of 𝑆 are referred to as ‘separating-nodes’. This bipartite graph is referred to as the ‘decomposition graph’. For each node 𝑥 of the decomposition graph, there is a graph 𝐺_𝑥 associated to 𝑥. Moreover for every edge 𝑒 of the decomposition graph from a separating-node 𝑠 to a bag-node 𝑏, there is a map 𝜄_𝑒 that maps the associated graph 𝐺_𝑠 to a subgraph of the associated graph 𝐺_𝑏. We refer to 𝐺_𝑠 with 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 as a local separator and to 𝐺_𝑏 with 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵 as a bag.

Note that our definition of (,Ω)-width immediately extends Carmesin’s Definition 5.12 to directed graphs as well since the category 𝐆𝐫𝐩𝐡 of reflexive, directed multigraphs has all colimits. This is an interesting direction for further study.

Complemented tree-width Another combinatorial instance of (,Ω)-width comes from the notion of complemented tree-width. This is the map 𝐭𝐰 ∶ 𝐺 → 𝐭𝐰(𝐺) taking each graph 𝐺 to the tree-width of its complement. Complemented tree-width has useful applications in algorithmics [25] since it allows for recursive algorithms on graph classes that are both dense and incomparable to bounded tree-width classes. Using the theory of spined categories [9, Sec. 5.2], one can already provide a category-theoretic characterization of complemented treewidth. Now, through the use of (,Ω)-width, not only can we define complemented tree-width, but also complemented versions of Carmesin’s graph decompositions [10]. This is direct consequence of the fact that the category 𝖦𝗋_{Ref l} of graphs and reflexive homomorphisms [9, Def. 5.6] (Definition 5.13 below) is isomorphic to 𝖦𝗋_H [9, Prop. 5.10] and hence has all colimits^2.

Definition 5.13 ([9]). A reflexive graph homomorphism is a vertex map 𝑓 ∶ 𝑉 (𝐺) → 𝑉 (𝐻) from the vertices of a graph 𝐺 to those of a graph 𝐻 such that, if 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑓 (𝑦) is an edge in 𝐻, then 𝑥𝑦 is an edge in 𝐺 as well. There is a category 𝖦𝗋_{Ref l} whose objects are the same as those of 𝖦𝗋_H and whose arrows are reflexive graph homomorphisms.

Layered tree-width We can replace the category 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 with other elementary topoi to obtain different width measures. Many of the measures obtained this way have already been investigated in the combinatorics literature. For example, layered tree-width is a variant of tree-width introduced independently by Shahrokhi [54] and Dujmovićc, Morin, and Wood [26] which, in contrast to tree-width [20], remains bounded on planar graphs. Here we show choosing the category 𝖪 as the category 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆, which consists of finite copresheaves on the category ℕ_= with finite support (i.e. functors

2NB this is not the same as the category of reflexive graphs and homomorphisms!

𝐹 ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 satisfying 𝐹 [𝑋] ≇ ⊥ for only finitely many objects 𝑋 of ℕ_=) gives rise to a structured decomposition that has layered tree-width as its associated width measure.

Definition 5.14 ([54, 26] stated as in [7]). Given a finite graph 𝐺, a layering of 𝐺 is a finite sequence of vertex subsets ∶= (𝐿_1,𝐿_2,…) partitioning the vertex-set of 𝐺 such that whenever we are given a pair of vertices (𝑥_𝑖,𝑥_𝑗 ) ∈ 𝐿_𝑖 × 𝐿_𝑗 , if 𝑥_𝑖𝑥_𝑗 is an edge in 𝐺, then |𝑖 − 𝑗| ≤ 1. A layered tree decomposition of a graph 𝐺 is a pair ( ,(𝑇 ,) ) where is a layering of 𝐺 and (𝑇 ,) is a tree decomposition of 𝐺. The width of a layered tree decomposition is the maximum number of vertices shared by any bag in the decomposition with any layer; i.e. 𝐰𝐢𝐝𝐭𝐡(𝑇 ,) ∶= max_{𝐿∈} max_{𝑡∈𝑇} |𝐵_𝑡 ∩ 𝐿|. The layered tree-width 𝐥𝐭𝐰(𝐺) is the minimum width attained by any layered tree decomposition of 𝐺.

Again, as we did above for 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆, we let 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ denote the full subcategory of 𝖦𝗋_H^{ℕ=} consisting of sequences with finite support. Notice that we can lift the functor (_− 2 ) of Proposition 5.3 to a functor ^⋆ ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ → 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ by setting

⋆ ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ → 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆

⋆ ∶ (𝐹 ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍) → ( ( − 2 ) ◦𝐹 ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖦𝗋_H),

Clearly this allows us to obtain a width measure 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆. We can we use this to induce a width measure on 𝖦𝗋_H itself by defining a suitable functor 𝔖 ∶ 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ → 𝖦𝗋_H which maps any sequence 𝐹 ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖦𝗋_H of graphs to the graph obtained by making each graph in the sequence complete^3 to the graph following it in the sequence. Formally 𝔖 is defined as follows (where + and ∐ denote coproducts)

𝔖 ∶ 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ → 𝖦𝗋_H

𝔖 ∶ 𝐹 → (∐ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝑉 (𝐹 𝑛), ∐ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝐸(𝐹 𝑛) + ∐ 𝑛∈ℕ {𝑥𝑦 ∶ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐹_𝑛),𝑦 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐹 (𝑛 + 1))} )

𝔖 ∶ ( ∐ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝑓_𝑛 ∶ 𝐹 → 𝐺) → ( ∐ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝑓_𝑛 ∶ 𝔖𝐹 → 𝔖𝐺).

Proposition 5.15. Given the full subcategory 𝜄_𝑘 ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆_𝑘 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆, any graph 𝐺 has (𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡,𝔖^⋆)-width at most 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆_𝑘 if and only if 𝐺 has layer tree-width at most 𝑘.

Proof. Since it can be shown that 𝔖 preserves colimits, and since this is also true for (_− 2 ) (and hence for ^⋆), we can deduce the commutativity of the following diagram.

𝔇𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ 𝔇𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ 𝔇𝖦𝗋_H

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆ 𝖦𝗋_H

𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝔇⋆

⋆𝔖𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆

𝔇𝔖 (2)

3Recall that we say that a graph 𝐺 is obtained by making two graphs 𝐺_1 and 𝐺_2 complete to one another if 𝐺 is isomorphic the graph obtained as follows: starting from the disjoint union of 𝐺_1 and 𝐺_2, add an edge from every vertex of 𝐺_1 to every vertex of 𝐺_2.

Now consider any graph 𝐺 and take any (𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡,𝔖)-completion 𝛿 ∶ 𝐺 → 𝐻 of 𝐺 where 𝐻 ∶= Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍}(𝔖^⋆) ( 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ ) is given from some monic decomposition 𝑑. By Theorem 5.8 there exists a 𝖦𝗋_H-valued structured decomposition 𝑑_𝐺 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖦𝗋_H of the same shape as 𝑑 and a morphism

(𝟏_𝑇 ,𝜂_𝛿)∶ 𝑑_𝐺 → 𝔇(𝔖)𝔇(^⋆)(𝑑)

in 𝔇(𝖦𝗋_H) such that 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆(𝟏_𝑇 ,𝜂_𝛿) = 𝛿.

For clarity, we explicitly point out that the structured decomposition 𝑑_𝐺 yields a tree decomposition (𝑇 ,(𝐵_𝑡)_{𝑡∈𝑉 𝑇} ) of 𝐺 where 𝐵_𝑡 ∶= (𝑑_𝐺𝑡) for each node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉 𝑇 .

Now notice that under the 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 map the decomposition 𝑑 ∈ 𝔇_m(𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆) gets mapped to the sequence of sets ∶= ( 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆(𝑑)∶ ℕ_= → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 ) . Furthermore, is a layering of 𝐻 and hence, since 𝐺 is a subgraph of 𝐻, this induces a layering on 𝐺 as well. It thus follows from the definition of morphisms of structured decompositions, that max{|𝐵_𝑡 ∩ 𝐿| ∶ 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 ,𝐿 ∈ } ≤ 𝑘. Thus we shave shown that 𝐺 has layer tree-width at most 𝑘 whenever it has (𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡,𝔖^⋆)-width at most 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍_𝑘.

For the converse direction, suppose 𝐺 admits the following layer-tree decomposition of width at most 𝑘: ( 𝐹 ∶ ℕ_= → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆, 𝑑_𝐺 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖦𝗋_H ) . This gives rise to an object of 𝑑^⋆_𝐺 ∈ 𝔇𝖦𝗋_H^∗ by inducing a tree decomposition on each layer; on objects 𝑑^⋆_𝐺 is given as follows (to reduce clutter, we omit its definition on arrows):

𝑑^⋆_𝐺 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆

𝑑^⋆_𝐺 ∶ 𝑡 ∈ ∫ 𝑇 → ∐ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝑑_𝐺(𝑡)[𝐹 𝑛]

(where, as usual in graph theory, the square bracket notation in 𝐷_𝐺(𝑡)[𝐹 𝑛] denotes taking the induced subgraph on the vertices in 𝐹 𝑛).

Now recall that, since the forgetful vertex-set functor 𝑉 ∶ 𝖦𝗋_H → 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 preserves colimits, we can conclude that the following diagram commutes.

𝔇𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ 𝔇𝖦𝗋_H^⋆

𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ 𝖦𝗋_H^⋆

𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝔇𝑉 ⋆

𝑉^⋆ (3)

Now, to conclude the proof, recall that there is an adjunction ⊣ 𝑉 and that this adjunction lifts to an adjunction ^⋆ ⊣ 𝑉^⋆. Consequently, by the properties of this adjunction, we find that there is a monomorphism

𝑑^⋆_𝐺 → 𝔇_m(^⋆)𝔇_m(𝑉^⋆)𝑑^⋆_𝐺 which one can easily show gives rise to the desired monomorphism

𝐺 → Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍}(𝔖) ( 𝔇(𝑉^⋆)𝑑^⋆_𝐺 ) . ■ -tree-width Another notion that has been particularly impactful in parameterized algorithms is the notion of -tree-width which was introduced by Jansen, de Kroon and Włodarczyk [36, Def. 2.3]. This width measure allows leaf-bags^4 of tree decompositions to be arbitrarily large, as long as they belong to a fixed graph class . Whenever the class is closed under taking subgraphs, we obtain a finer-grained (and in some senses better behaved) version of -tree-width as an instance of (,Ω)-width.

We briefly sketch the idea behind this construction. Let 𝖪_𝑤 denote the full subcategory of 𝖦𝗋_H consisting of all graphs in the class , together with all complete graphs 𝐾_𝑛 with 𝑛 at most some fixed constant 𝑤 ∈ ℕ. Let Ω∶ 𝖪_𝑤 → 𝖦𝗋_H be the obvious inclusion and consider any tree-shaped object 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝑇 → 𝖪_𝑤 of 𝔇_m(𝖪_𝑤). If is closed under taking subgraphs, then whenever we have a mono 𝐺 → Lan_{𝔇m} Ω(𝑑), we can conclude that 𝐺 admits a tree decomposition (𝑇 ,𝐵_𝑡) where the width of this decomposition is the size of the largest bag 𝐵_𝑡 such that 𝐵_𝑡 ∉ . Clearly whenever a graph has -tree-width at most 𝑤, it will have (𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡,Ω)-width at most 𝐾_𝑤. The converse, however, does not follow: our notion does not force all of the bags in which have width larger than 𝑤 to be leaves. We conjecture that, with slightly more effort, one can proceed along similar lines of thinking use structured decompositions to define similar classes whenever is merely closed under taking induced subgraphs.^5

Matroids Heunen and Patta showed that there is a category 𝖬𝖺𝗍𝗋 of matroids and strong maps [33] and a right-adjoint functor 𝐶 ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖬𝖺𝗍𝗋 called the cofree functor [33, Theorem 2.9]. Although 𝖬𝖺𝗍𝗋 does not have all pushouts, all pushouts under cofree matroids exist [33, Prop. 3.6]. This means that we can define the (,𝐶)-width of matroids for various choices of decomposition shapes . Comparing the resulting width measure to Hliněný and Whittle’s matroid tree-width [34] is a promising avenue for further study.

Finally, although we will not treat this in the present paper, we note that further interesting application ares for structured decompositions include Petri nets, chemical reaction networks and other kinds of ‘typed graphs’.

6 Algorithms

As we have seen so far, structured decompositions are ways of organizing data, defining width measures (Sections 5.1 and 5.4) and giving compositional formulae for computing objects of a category as colimits (Section 5.2). Here we study another aspect of structured decompositions; namely their algorithmic applications.

4i.e. bags indexed by leaves of the tree decomposition 5A graph 𝐺 is an induced subgraph of a graph 𝐻 if there is a vertex-subset 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐻) of 𝐻 such that 𝐺 ≅ 𝐻 − 𝑆. Note that, if a class is closed under taking subgraphs, then it is also closed under taking induced subgraphs. The converse, however, does not hold.

Decomposition Functor Ω Shape class Width measure

tree decomp.

(_− 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H (complete graphs) trees tree-width

complemented tree decomp.

(_− 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H (discrete graphs) trees complemented tree-width

-shaped graph decomp.

(_− 2 ) ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 → 𝖦𝗋_H (complete graphs) graph -decomposition width

layered tree decomp. 𝔖^⋆ ∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍^⋆ → 𝖦𝗋_H trees layered tree-width

-tree decomp.

(_− 2 ) × 𝜄∶ 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍 × → 𝖦𝗋_H where 𝜄 ∶ → 𝖦𝗋_H for full ⊆ 𝖦𝗋_{H𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑜} and (_− 2 ) as above trees -tree-width

Table 1: Summary of the combinatorial invariants we described using structured decompositions in Sections 5.1 and 5.4.

6.1 Algorithmic preliminaries

In what follows, we work with recursive categories: a straightforward, if tedious, formalization of what it means for certain operations on a category to be computable. We refer the reader to the appendix for the formal definition of a strict recursive category (Definition A.1; furthermore, all recursive co/limits are defined analogously to the recursive pullbacks of Definition A.1.

Definition 6.1. Take a strict recursive category 𝖪 with recursive pullbacks, a strict recursive category 𝖢 with (not necessarily recursive) colimits equipped with a recursive functor Ω∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 and a computable function | − |∶ 𝐎𝐛(𝖢) → ℕ, and a class of graphs .

Consider a decision problem 𝑃 defined on the objects of the category 𝖢. We say that the decision problem 𝑃 is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by (,Ω)-width if for every object 𝑥 of 𝖢 there exists a pullback-absorbing subcategory 𝖡_𝑥 of 𝖪 such that

1. 𝑥 has (,Ω)-width at most 𝖡_𝑥, and

2. there is a constant 𝑐 such that the problem 𝑃 can be solved in time (|𝑦|^𝑐) on all objects 𝑦 of (,Ω)-width at most 𝖡_𝑥.

Note that, the definition above states that, whenever a problem is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by (,Ω)-width, then this means that the problem is polynomial-time solvable (in the classical sense) on classes of bounded (,Ω)-width. For instance, when specialized to the case of tree-width, this definition is stating that a problem is in FPT parameterized by tree-width if there is a constant 𝑐 and an algorithm whose worst-case running time is polynomial on any given class of graphs of bounded tree-width.

Using the notion of fixed-parameter tractability for a width measure, we can now state what it means to recover an ordinary (graph-theoretic) width measure as an instance of our categorial construction.

Definition 6.2 (FPT-recovery). Consider a graph-theoretic width measure 𝑤, a class of graphs and a functor Ω whose codomain is the category 𝖦𝗋_H. We say that (,Ω)-width FPT-recovers 𝑤 if a decision problem 𝑃 is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by 𝑤 (in the usual sense) precisely if it is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by (,Ω)-width (in the sense of Definition 6.1).

Observation 6.3. The tree-width (resp. complemented tree-width, layered treewidth and graph decomposition width) instance of (,Ω)-width presented in Section 5.4 FPT-recovers tree-width (resp. complemented tree-width, layered treewidth and graph decomposition width).

6.2 Algorithmic applications

Throughout this section, we are given a functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝖢 → 𝖣 between recursive categories 𝖢 and 𝖣. We think of the functor 𝐹 as encoding a computational problem (or its solution space). Our task is to determine the value of 𝐹 on a pushout, given the values of 𝐹 on the objects of the associated span. This is the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem given below.

𝐹 -COMPOSITION Input: A functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝖢 → 𝖣, a span 𝐿 ← 𝑀 → 𝑅 in 𝖢 and the objects 𝐹 (𝐿),𝐹 (𝑀) and 𝐹 (𝑅).

Task: Determine 𝐹 (𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅).

The goal of this section is twofold. First of all we want to investigate how to lift algorithms for 𝐹 -COMPOSITION to the problem of determining 𝐹 on objects admitting structured decompositions of any shape (and not just those of shape 𝐾_2, which is what the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem asks). Our second goal is to provide concrete algorithms for various instances of the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem.

We note that the composition problem has been solved in the case when 𝐹 computes shortest paths [43]. Extending this result to more general structured decompositions will be left to future work.

In Section 6.3 we show that, whenever 𝐹 is colimit-preserving, we can lift any algorithm for the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem to an algorithm running on objects admitting structured decompositions. Although this section will provide some valuable insights and although the ensuing algorithms already provide benefits compared to noncompositional algorithms, we conjecture that our algorithmic lifting procedure can be still greatly improved (see Section 7 for a more thorough discussion). Indeed this opens fascinating new directions for future research.

On the other hand in Section 6.4 we will consider some cases when 𝐹 is not pushout preserving. In particular we will provide an algorithm for the 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 -Composition problem for any functor 𝑃 ∶ 𝖢^′ → 𝖢 which is pullback-absorbing (Definition 5.5). This result yields compositional (but not FPT-time) algorithms for many optimization problems including MAXIMUM BIPARTITE SUBGRAPH, MAXIMUM PLANAR SUBGRAPH and LONGEST PATH which are intractable in general [29].

6.3 A naïve algorithmic lifting theorem

Suppose 𝖢 and 𝖣 are categories with pullbacks and 𝐹 ∶ 𝖢 → 𝖣 is a functor which preserves colimits. Then, we can lift any algorithm for solving the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem to the problem of determining the value of 𝐹 on any object 𝑋 whenever we are given a structured decomposition of 𝑋. To see this, suppose 𝖢 has colimits and 𝑥 is an object in 𝖢 such that there is a tame 𝖢-valued structured decomposition (of any shape) 𝑑_𝑥 ∈ 𝔇_m(𝖢) such that 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑_𝑥 = 𝑥. We can recursively compute this colimit as a sequence of pushouts and hence we can simply determine 𝐹 𝑥 recursively by invoking multiple calls of for each pushouts in this sequence. This means that the algorithm we just described is nothing more than using to traverse the structured decomposition of the solutions space of 𝐹 . We summarise this below.

Observation 6.4 (Algorithms as structured decompositions of solution spaces). Suppose 𝖢 and 𝖣 are categories with pullbacks and colimits and 𝐹 ∶ 𝖢 → 𝖣 is a functor which preserves colimits. Suppose further that we are given an object 𝑥 ∈ 𝖢 and a 𝖢-valued structured decomposition 𝑑_𝑥 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖢 such that 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆𝑑_𝑥 = 𝑥. If is an algorithm for the 𝐹 -COMPOSITION problem, then we can use to compute 𝐹 𝑥 = 𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆 𝔇(𝐹 )𝑑_𝑥 as in the following diagram. 𝖢 𝖣

𝔇_m(𝖢) 𝔇_m(𝖢)

𝐹𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆

𝔇_{m𝐹}𝖼𝗈𝗅𝗂𝗆

6.4 The 𝑃 -subobject problem

In this section we investigate the 𝑃 -subobject problem which asks to determine the poset of all subobjects of the form 𝑃 𝑎 → 𝑥 of a fixed object 𝑥 ∈ 𝖢 where 𝑃 ∶ 𝖠 → 𝖢 is a pullback-absorbing functor. The associated composition task gives rise to the 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 - composition problem.

As an example, we first consider the functor

𝑃_{𝑝𝑡ℎ} ∶ 𝐃𝐢𝐬𝐣𝐨𝐢𝐧𝐭𝐏𝐚𝐭𝐡𝐬 → 𝖦𝗋_H

given by the inclusion of the full subcategory of 𝖦𝗋_H induced by disjoint unions of paths. Notice that if 𝑓 ∶ 𝑃_{𝑝𝑡ℎ}𝑋 → 𝑌 is a disjoint union of paths that maps monically into a graph 𝑌 , then the intersection of 𝑓 (𝑃_{𝑝𝑡ℎ}𝑋) with any subgraph 𝑔 ∶ 𝑍 → 𝑌 of 𝑌 (i.e. the pullback of 𝑓 and 𝑔) is again a disjoint union of paths. Consequently, the functor 𝑃_{𝑝𝑡ℎ} absorbs pullbacks.

Since any subgraph of a planar graph is still planar and any subgraph of a bipartite graph is still bipartite, we can define similar pullback-absorbing functors

𝑃_{𝑝𝑙} ∶ 𝐏𝐥𝐚𝐧𝐚𝐫 → 𝖦𝗋_H and 𝑃_{𝑏𝑖𝑝} ∶ 𝐁𝐢𝐩𝐚𝐫𝐭𝐢𝐭𝐞 → 𝖦𝗋_H .

Since 𝑃_{𝑝𝑡ℎ}, 𝑃_{𝑝𝑙} and 𝑃_{𝑏𝑖𝑝} are pullback-absorbing, the following algorithm for 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 - composition of pullback-absorbingfunctors immediately yields algorithms for LONGEST PATH (see Figure 5), MAXIMUM PLANAR SUBGRAPH and MAXIMUM BIPARTITE SUB-

GRAPH, which are intractable in general [29]. Mutatis mutandis, the same works for any

subgraph-closed graph property and indeed for subobject closed properties for other kinds of ‘typed graphs’ such as Petri nets or chemical reaction networks [40].

𝑎_1 𝑏_1 = 𝑎_2 𝑏_2

𝑐_1 𝑐_2

Figure 5: The graph above is obtained as a pushout 𝐾_3 +_{𝐾1} 𝐾_3 of two triangles over a single vertex. A longest path in this pushout is the 4-edge path 𝔭 ∶= 𝑎_1𝑐_1𝑎_2𝑐_2𝑏_2. It is constructed as a pushout of two 2-edge paths 𝑎_1𝑐_1𝑏_1 and 𝑎_2𝑐_2𝑏_2 which lie respectively on the left-hand- and right-hand-side triangle.

𝑀^′ ∶= 𝐿^{′′} ×_𝑀 𝑅^{′′}

𝐿^{′′} ∶= 𝑃 𝐿^′ ×_𝐿 𝑀 𝑅^{′′} ∶= 𝑀 ×_𝑅 𝑃 𝑅^′

𝑃 𝐿^′ 𝑃 𝑅^′

𝑃 𝐿^′ +_𝑀 ′ 𝑃 𝑅^′ 𝑀

𝐿 𝑅

𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅 𝓁 𝑟 𝓁^′ 𝑟^′ ∃!

Figure 6: Diagrammatic summary of the steps of the Compose algorithm. Solid arrows are given as part of the input, dashed arrows are a result of the construction and the dotted arrow is the unique pushout arrow. Given objects (𝓁^′ ∶ 𝑃 𝐿^′ → 𝐿) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿 and (𝑟^′ ∶ 𝑃 𝑅^′ → 𝑅) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅), a candidate for an object of 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅) is found via the pushout 𝑃 𝐿^′ +_𝑀 ′ 𝑃 𝑅^′. (Note that the fact that 𝖢 is adhesive ensures that pushouts of monic spans yield monic pushout cocones.)

Lemma 6.5. Let 𝖢 be an skeletal adhesive category that is strict recursive with recursive pullbacks and pushouts. Let 𝑃 ∶ 𝖠 → 𝖢 be a pullback-absorbing functor, let 𝐿 𝑀 𝑅 𝓁 𝑟 be a monic span in 𝖢. If we are given oracle for

1. computing pullbacks and pushouts in 𝖢 and

2. deciding whether any given object in 𝖢 is in the range of 𝑃 ,

then there algorithm for the 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 -Composition problem running in time ( |𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿)||𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅)| ) . Proof. First we will describe the algorithm below (summarized diagrammatically in Figure 6) and then we prove correctness and the running time bound. 1: procedure COMPOSE(𝓁 ∶ 𝑀 → 𝐿, 𝑟 ∶ 𝑀 → 𝑅, 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿, 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅)

2: 𝑆 ← {} ⊳ set of objects of 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 (𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅); initially empty. 3: for (𝓁^′ ∶ 𝑃 𝐿^′ → 𝐿) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿 do 4: for (𝑟^′ ∶ 𝑃 𝑅^′ → 𝑅) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅 do 5: compute the pullback 𝐿^{′′} ∶= 𝑃 𝐿^′ ×_𝐿 𝑀 6: compute the pullback 𝑅^{′′} ∶= 𝑃 𝑅^′ ×_𝑅 𝑀 7: compute the pullback 𝑀^′ ∶= 𝑃 𝐿^′ ×_𝑀 𝑃 𝑅^′ 8: if the pushout 𝐿^{′′} +_𝑀 ′ 𝑅^{′′} is a 𝑃 -subobject of 𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅, then 9: add 𝐿^{′′} +_𝑀 ′ 𝑅^{′′} to 𝑆 10: return 𝑆 ∪ 𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿) ∪ 𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅).

Since lines 5 through 9 of the algorithm above are calls to the oracle, the running time analysis is trivial. Proving the correctness of the algorithm amounts to showing that every object (𝑞 ∶ 𝑃 𝑄 → 𝐿+_𝑀 𝑅) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 (𝐿+_𝑀 𝑅) is in 𝑆 ∪𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿)∪𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅) (since the fact that 𝑃 is pullback-absorbing together with the check of Line 8 of the algorithm implies that the set returned by the algorithm above is clearly a subset of the objects of 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 (𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅)). To that end, take any such (𝑞 ∶ 𝑃 𝑄 → 𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅) ∈ 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 (𝐿+_𝑀 𝑅), and consider Diagram (4) below, obtained by computing five pullbacks.

𝐿^{′′} ∶= 𝐿_𝑞 ×_𝐿 𝑀 𝑀^′ ∶= 𝐿^{′′} ×_𝑀 𝑅^{′′}

𝐿_𝑞 ∶= 𝑃 𝑄 ×_{𝐿+𝑀 𝑅} 𝐿 𝑅^{′′} ∶= 𝑀 ×_𝑅 𝑅_𝑞

𝑅_𝑞 ∶= 𝑃 𝑄 ×_{𝐿+𝑀 𝑅} 𝑅

𝑃 𝑄 𝑀

𝐿

𝑅

𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅

𝓁^′ 𝑟^′ 𝑟^1_𝑞𝑚𝑟 𝑚_𝓁 𝓁^1_𝑞 𝓁2_𝑞 𝑟^2_𝑞 𝑓_𝑟 𝑞 𝓁_𝑞 𝑟𝑞 𝑓_𝓁 𝑟 𝓁

(4) Note that, since the bottom face of Diagram (4) is a pushout square, we have 𝑓_𝓁𝓁 = 𝑓_𝑟𝑟. Thus, since 𝐿^{′′} and 𝑅^{′′} are pullbacks of 𝑞 with 𝑓_𝓁𝓁 and 𝑓_𝑟𝑟 respectively (by the twopullback Lemma [1]), we have 𝐿^{′′} = 𝑀^′ = 𝑅^{′′}, 𝓁^2_𝑞 = 𝟏^′_𝑀 = 𝑟^2_𝑞 and 𝑚_𝓁 = 𝑚_𝑟: this is easily seen from the following diagram.

𝑃 𝑄 𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅

𝐿^{′′} = 𝑅^{′′} 𝑀

𝑞𝑓^𝓁𝓁𝑓^𝑟𝑟 𝓁_𝑞 𝓁^1_𝑞 =𝑟_𝑞 𝑟^1_𝑞 𝑚_𝓁 =𝑚_𝑟 =

This means that we can rewrite Diagram (4) as the following commutative cube.

𝑀^′ ∶= 𝐿^{′′} ×_𝑀 𝑅^{′′}

𝐿_𝑞 ∶= 𝑃 𝑄 ×_{𝐿+𝑀 𝑅} 𝐿

𝑅_𝑞 ∶= 𝑃 𝑄 ×_{𝐿+𝑀 𝑅} 𝑅

𝑃 𝑄 𝑀

𝐿

𝑅

𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅

𝓁^′ 𝑟^′ 𝑓_𝑟 𝑞 𝓁_𝑞 𝑟𝑞 𝑓_𝓁 𝑟 𝓁 𝑚_𝓁 𝓁^2_𝑞 𝓁^1_𝑞 𝓁^2_𝑞 𝑟𝑞 1𝑟𝑞 2

(5) Since since 𝖢 is adhesive, pushout squares along monomorphisms are Van Kampen squares [40, Defs. 2 and 5]. In particular this means that the bottom face of the cube in Diagram (5) is a Van Kampen square. This fact, combined with the fact that all four side-faces of the cube are pullbacks (by construction for the front faces and by what we just showed for the back faces) implies, by the property of Van Kampen squares [40, Def. 2] that the top face of the cube is a pushout. In other words we just showed that 𝑃 𝑄 = 𝐿_𝑞 +_𝑀 ′ 𝑅_𝑞. As desired, this means that 𝑞 ∶ 𝑃 𝑄 → 𝐿 +_𝑀 𝑅 is found by the Compose algorithm. ■

Clearly, by keeping track of a running maximum or minimum, the algorithm of Lemma 5.10 can be extended to the maximization and minimization variants of 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 - composition.

Corollary 6.6. Let 𝖢 be an skeletal adhesive category that is strict recursive with recursive pullbacks and pushouts. Let 𝐿 𝑀 𝑅 𝓁 𝑟 be a monic span in 𝖢. Furthermore, suppose we are given a function 𝑓 ∶ 𝐎𝐛(𝐴) → ℚ. If we are given oracle for

1. computing pullbacks and pushouts in 𝖢 and

2. deciding whether any given object in 𝖢 is in the range of 𝑃 and

3. evaluating 𝑓 ,

then there algorithm for the maximization and minimization variants of the 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 - Composition problem running in time ( |𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝐿)||𝐎𝐛(𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 𝑅)| ) .

7 Discussion

Compositionality has just as much to do with composing pieces to make a whole as it is does with decomposing the whole into constituent pieces. This is easily seen by comparing the perspectives on compositonality that have originated from three different branches of mathematics: applied category theory, graph theory and parameterized complexity theory.

The first has placed a great emphasis on developing a general, object-agnostic theory (e.g. structured [15] and decorated [28] cospans) which details how to go about composing many different kinds of mathematical objects along given interfaces [28, 47, 12, 15, 42, 3, 4, 41, 2].

The second, graph-theoretical approach has instead focused on studying a myriad of subtly different ways in which one may go about decomposing graphs and other combinatorial objects into small parts [5, 32, 49, 14, 31, 19, 46, 37, 6, 35, 52, 39, 10, 26, 54, 36]. This approach has focused on understanding the structural properties which can be inferred by the existence of decompositions of ‘small width’ [20, 49, 50, 51, 19] as well as characterizing obstructions to such well-behaved decompositions [22, 21, 30].

The third perspective is that of parameterized complexity. It shines yet another light on combinatorial objects that admit decompositions into simple pieces by observing that many computational problems are tractable whenever their inputs are (recursively) decomposable into small constituent parts [27, 16, 14, 31]. Indeed this is often the case even when the computational problems in question are NP-hard in general [27, 16, 14, 31].

Here we promote the unification of these three perspectives: we should understand how objects in arbitrary categories – not just combinatorial ones – can be composed, decomposed and studied algorithmically. The theory of structured decompositions introduced here is a first step towards developing a framework capable of reuniting the three perspectives.

The story of structured decompositions is built around a functor Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 from a category with pullbacks to a category with colimits. The objects of 𝖪 are the simple, atomic building blocks from which we generate the category 𝔇(𝖪) of 𝖪-valued structured decompositions. The functor Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 provides, albeit indirectly, the semantics which accompanies the abstract compositional syntax given by structured decompositions themselves, summarized in the diagram below.

𝔇() 𝖢

𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑚𝑠 𝑠𝑦𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑥 𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑠

𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍Lan_{𝖼𝗈𝗇𝗌𝗍} Ω Ω

In combinatorics width measures are always accompanied by appropriate decompositions which witness the degree of simplicity purported by the width measures themselves. In Theorem 5.8 we show that this relationship is retained in our abstract setting as long as the category whose objects we are studying is sufficiently well-behaved. Indeed, as an application we use structured decompositions to provide a unified generalization of many width measures in combinatorics such as tree-width, graph decomposition width [10], layered tree-width [54, 26], -tree-width [36] and even new width measures on other kinds of objects such as matroids.

From the algorithmic perspective, we showed (Observation 6.4) that, if Ω ∶ 𝖪 → 𝖢 is a colimit-preserving functor encoding a computational problem, then the lines between structure and algorithms begin to blur. Indeed Observation 6.4 shows that, for such problems, algorithms computing on a decomposition of an object are the same thing as structured decompositions of the solution space of the problem on that object.

Our main algorithmic result, however, does not concern a colimit preserving functor. It has to do with the 𝑃 -subobject problem. Here we provide an algorithmic metatheorem for finding maximal or minimal subobjects of the form 𝑃 𝑎 → 𝑥 whever 𝑃 is a pullback-absorbing functor. Examples of the kinds of problems this encapsulates are LONGEST PATH, MAXIMUM PLANAR SUBGRAPH and MAXIMUM BIPARTITE SUB-

GRAPH which are all intractable in general [29].

7.1 Connection to spined categories

Recall (from [9]) that a spined category consists of a triple (𝖢,Ω,𝔓) where

• 𝖢 is a category,

• Ω ∶ ℕ_= → 𝐎𝐛𝖢 is a functor called the spine of 𝖢,

• 𝔓 is an operator called the proxy pushout, which that assigns to each diagram of the form 𝐺 Ω_𝑛 𝐻 𝑔 ℎ in 𝖢 a distinguished cocone

𝐺 𝔓(𝑔,ℎ) 𝐻,

𝔓(𝑔,ℎ)_𝑔

𝔓(𝑔,ℎ)_ℎ

subject to two conditions which we omit here. Roughly, the proxy pushout operation axiomatizes a property that pushout squares in a category 𝖢 maintain in the subcategory 𝖢_{𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑜} of 𝖢^6. Similar ‘proxy notions’ have recently found applications in the theory of asymmetric lenses [44].

Spined categories provide a simple, minimal setting for the study of well-behaved abstract analogues of tree decompositions. The main result regarding spined categories 𝖢 is the existence of a distinguished functor from 𝖢 to the poset of natural numbers (the so-called triangulation functor) satisfying a certain maximality property. The triangulation functor of the spined category of graphs (with graphs as objects, graph monomorphisms as arrows, the pushout of graphs as the proxy pushout, and the sequence of cliques as the spine) coincides with tree-width: this provides a purely category-theoretic construction of a width measure.

Notice that the spine is always an ℕ-indexed sequence of objects, subject to some reasonable technical requirements. While many interesting categories of combinatorial objects admit such sequences, more infinitary settings would benefit from “longer” (say ordinal or cardinal-indexed) spine analogues, while other combinatorial settings of interest lack a unique, linear choice of spine. Examples of the latter sort include the category of layered graphs (Section 5.4) or the category of planar graphs, as pointed out by Lavrov [38].

Our attempt to replace the ℕ-indexed spine with a diagram of more general shape, and hence to recover more width measures (including e.g. layered treewidth above) as

6Here 𝖢_{𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑜} denotes the category having the same objects as 𝖢 but only its monic arrows.

triangulation functors, revealed formidable technical difficulties: resolving these ultimately required (and led us to) the more intricate theory of structured decompositions presented above.

7.2 Further questions

Recall that a 𝐺-shaped structured decomposition valued in some category 𝖢 is just a diagram 𝑑 ∶ ∫ 𝐺 → 𝖢 whose shape is given by the Grothendieck construction applied to a graph 𝐺. In principle there is nothing stopping us from letting 𝐺 be another kind of presheaf and indeed, one could for instance study structured decompositions whose shapes are given not by graphs, but simplicial complexes or other combinatorial objects. This is a fascinating direction of future research which might shine light on new tools in graph theory and algorithmics.

In terms of further questions on the category-theoretic side, at least two other main lines of inquiry deserve explicit study. The first of these is the relationship between 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decompositions and Spivak’s undirected wiring diagrams [55]. The second is to further investigate the uses of the morphisms of structured decompositions, which may be seen as decompositions of morphisms in a category.

In graph-theory, one natural direction for further work is to characterize what obstacles prevent general objects from admitting simple (i.e. low width) structured decompositions. When it comes to graphs and tree-shaped structured decompositions, there is a well-established theory of obstacles to having low tree-width, including notions such as brambles [53], 𝑘-blocks [11], tangles [50] and abstract separation systems [21]. It is a fascinating, but highly non-trivial research direction to lift these ideas to the more general, category-theoretic setting of structured decompositions.

Other research directions stem from the algorithmic applications of structured decompositions. Our naïve approach to lifting algorithms (Observation 6.4) already provides a running time improvement compared to algorithms which are not compositional. However, the generic algorithm provided by Observation 6.4 will often be excessively slow compared to state of the art specific algorithms studied in parameterized complexity. When solving an NP-hard problem on a graph 𝐺 using a tree-decomposition (𝑇 ,) (i.e. a 𝖥𝗂𝗇𝖲𝖾𝗍-valued structured decomposition of 𝐺), the usual goal is to obtain running times of the form 𝑐^{(max𝑡∈𝑉 (𝑇 ) |𝑉𝑡|)}|𝑇 | for some small constant 𝑐 [27, 16]. In contrast, the running time of the algorithm given by Observation 6.4 is easily seen to be at least (𝑐^{|𝐺|∕2}).

We aspire to obtain a less naïve lifting theorem, one which yields algorithms with running times comparable to the parameterized complexity state of the art. In particular, turning our compositional algorithm for 𝐒𝐮𝐛_𝑃 -composition (Lemma 6.5) into an FPTtime algorithm will require new ideas, and will constitute a major avenue of future work.

A Strict Recursive Categories

Definition A.1. A strict recursive category consists of the following data:

• A computable function 𝑜𝑏𝑗 ∶ ℕ → {0,1},

• a computable function Hom ∶ ℕ^3 → {0,1},

• a computable function id ∶ ℕ → ℕ, • a computable function ∙ ∶ ℕ^2 → ℕ subject to the requirements that, for all 𝑥,𝑦,𝑥^′,𝑦^′,𝑓 ∈ ℕ, the following conditions are met:

1. if Hom(𝑥,𝑦,𝑓 ) = 1 then

𝑜𝑏𝑗(𝑥) = 1 and 𝑜𝑏𝑗(𝑦) = 1 (definedness of arrows), 2. if Hom(𝑥,𝑦,𝑓 ) = Hom(𝑥^′,𝑦^′,𝑓 ) = 1 then 𝑥 = 𝑥^′ and 𝑦 = 𝑦^′ (uniqueness of domain and codomain), 3. if 𝑜𝑏𝑗(𝑥) = 1 then Hom(𝑥,𝑥,id(𝑥)) (existence of identity arrows), 4. if Hom(𝑥,𝑦,𝑓 ) = 1 and Hom(𝑦,𝑧,𝑔) = 1, then Hom(𝑥,𝑧,𝑔 ∙ 𝑓 ) = 1 (composition), 5. if Hom(𝑥,𝑦,𝑓 ) = 1, then id(𝑦) ∙ 𝑓 = 𝑓 and 𝑓 ∙ id(𝑥) = 𝑓 (identity), 6. the set {𝑓 | Hom(𝑥,𝑦,𝑓 ) = 1} is finite (finiteness of homsets).

We say that a strict recursive category has recursive pullbacks if there are computable functions 𝑃 ∶ ℕ^2 → ℕ, 𝑙 ∶ ℕ^2 → ℕ, 𝑟 ∶ ℕ^2 → ℕ and 𝑢 ∶ ℕ^4 → ℕ so that for any 𝑥,𝑦,𝑧,𝑓 ,𝑔 ∈ ℕ with Hom(𝑥,𝑧,𝑓 ) = 1 and Hom(𝑦,𝑧,𝑔) = 1, all of the following hold:

1. Hom(𝑃 (𝑓 ,𝑔),𝑥,𝑙(𝑓 ,𝑔)) = 1 (existence of left leg), 2. Hom(𝑃 (𝑓 ,𝑔),𝑦,𝑟(𝑓 ,𝑔)) = 1 (existence of right leg), 3. 𝑓 ∙ 𝑙(𝑓 ,𝑔) = 𝑔 ∙ 𝑟(𝑓 ,𝑔) (pullback cone condition), 4. for any other 𝑄 ∈ ℕ and 𝑓^′,𝑔^′ ∈ ℕ having both Hom(𝑄,𝑥,𝑓^′) = 1 and Hom(𝑄,𝑦,𝑔^′) = 1, if 𝑓^′ ∙ 𝑓 = 𝑔^′ ∙ 𝑔, then we have 𝑙(𝑓 ,𝑔) ∙ 𝑢(𝑓 ,𝑔,𝑓^′,𝑔^′) = 𝑓^′ and 𝑟(𝑓 ,𝑔) ∙ 𝑢(𝑓 ,𝑔,𝑓^′,𝑔^′) = 𝑔^′ (pullback test-objects).

As customary in category theory, we denote 𝑃 (𝑓 ,𝑔) as 𝑥 ×_𝑧 𝑦.

References

[1] S. Awodey. Category theory. Oxford University Press, 2010. ISBN:0199237182. [2] J. Baez, X. Li, S. Libkind, N. Osgood, and E. Patterson. Compositional modeling with stock and flow diagrams. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.08373, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2205.08373.

[3] J. C Baez and J. Master. Open Petri nets. Mathematical Structures in Computer Science, 30(3):314–341, 2020. URL: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960129520000043.

[4] J. C Baez and B. S. Pollard. A compositional framework for reaction networks. Reviews in Mathematical Physics, 29(09):1750028, 2017. URL: https://doi.org/10.1142/S0129055X17500283.

[5] U. Bertelè and F. Brioschi. Nonserial dynamic programming. Academic Press, Inc., 1972. ISBN:9780124109827. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/s0076-5392(08)x6010-2.

[6] D. Berwanger, A. Dawar, P. Hunter, S. Kreutzer, and J. Obdržálek. The DAGwidth of directed graphs. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 102(4):900– 923, 2012. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2012.04.004.

[7] P. Bose, V. Dujmović, M. Javarsineh, P. Morin, and D. R. Wood. Separating layered treewidth and row treewidth. Discrete Mathematics & Theoretical Computer Science, vol. 24, no. 1, May 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.46298/dmtcs.7458.

[8] B. M. Bumpus. Generalizing graph decompositions. PhD thesis, University of Glasgow, 2021. URL: https://theses.gla.ac.uk/82496/.

[9] B. M. Bumpus and Z. A. Kocsis. Spined categories: generalizing tree-width beyond graphs, 2021. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2104.01841.

[10] J. Carmesin. Local 2-separators. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 156:101–144, 2022. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2022.04.005.

[11] J. Carmesin, R. Diestel, M. Hamann, and F. Hundertmark. k-blocks: A connectivity invariant for graphs. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 28(4):1876– 1891, 2014. URL: https://doi.org/10.1137/130923646.

[12] D. Cicala. Rewriting structured cospans: A syntax for open systems. University of California, Riverside, 2019. URL: https://www.proquest.com/docview/2308216336?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true.

[13] B. Courcelle. The monadic second-order logic of graphs i. recognizable sets of finite graphs. Information and computation, 85(1):12–75, 1990. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0890-5401(90)90043-H.

[14] B. Courcelle and J. Engelfriet. Graph structure and monadic second-order logic:

a language-theoretic approach, volume 138. Cambridge University Press, 2012. doi:https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511977619.

[15] K. A. Courser. Open systems: A double categorical perspective. University of California, Riverside, 2020. URL: https://www.proquest.com/docview/2404393265?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true.

[16] M. Cygan, F. V. Fomin, Ł. Kowalik, D. Lokshtanov, D. Marx, M. Pilipczuk, M. Pilipczuk, and S. Saurabh. Parameterized algorithms. Springer, 2015. ISBN:978-3-319-21275-3. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-21275-3.

[17] E. Di Lavore and P. Sobociński. Monoidal width.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.07582, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2202.07582.

[18] E. Di Lavore and P. Sobociński. Monoidal width: Capturing rank width. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.08916, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2205.08916.

[19] R. Diestel. Graph Decompositions: a study in infinite graph theory. Oxford University Press, 1990.

[20] R. Diestel. Graph theory. Springer, 2010. ISBN:9783642142789.

[21] R. Diestel, F. Hundertmark, and S. Lemanczyk. Profiles of separations: in graphs, matroids, and beyond. Combinatorica, 39(1):37–75, 2019. URL: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00493-017-3595-y.

[22] R. Diestel and S i. Oum. Tangle-tree duality in abstract separation systems. Advances in Mathematics, 377:107470, 2021. URL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2020.107470.

[23] R. Diestel, R. Jacobs, P. Knappe, and J. Kurkofka. Canonical graph decompositions via coverings, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2207.04855.

[24] G. A. Dirac. On rigid circuit graphs. In Abhandlungen aus dem Mathematischen Seminar der Universität Hamburg, volume 25, pages 71–76. Springer, 1961. URL: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02992776.

[25] G. L. Duarte, M. de Oliveira Oliveira, and U. S. Souza. Co-degeneracy and cotreewidth: Using the complement to solve dense instances. In Filippo Bonchi and Simon J. Puglisi, editors, 46th International Symposium on Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science, MFCS 2021, August 23-27, 2021, Tallinn, Estonia, volume 202 of LIPIcs, pages 42:1–42:17. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2021. URL: https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.MFCS.2021.42.

[26] V. Dujmović, P. Morin, and D. R. Wood. Layered separators in minor-closed graph classes with applications. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 127:111– 147, 2017. URL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2017.05.006.

[27] J. Flum and M. Grohe. Parameterized complexity theory. 2006. Texts Theoret. Comput. Sci. EATCS Ser, 2006. ISBN:978-3-540-29952-3. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-29953-X.

[28] B. Fong. The algebra of open and interconnected systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.05382, 2016. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1609.05382.

[29] M. R. Garey and D. S. Johnson. Computers and intractability: a guide to the theory of NP-completeness. W. H. Freeman, San Francisco, 1979. ISBN:9780716710455.

[30] A. C. Giannopoulou, K i. Kawarabayashi, S. Kreutzer, and O j. Kwon. The canonical directed tree decomposition and its applications to the directed disjoint paths problem, 2020. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2009.13184, arXiv:2009.13184.

[31] M. Grohe. Descriptive complexity, canonisation, and definable graph structure theory, cambridge university press, cambridge, 2017, x + 544 pp. The Bulletin of Symbolic Logic, 23(4):493–494, 2017. ISBN:1079-8986.

[32] R. Halin. S-functions for graphs. Journal of Geometry, 8(1-2):171–186, 1976.

doi:10.1007/BF01917434.

[33] C. Heunen and V. Patta. The category of matroids. Applied Categorical Structures, 26(2):205–237, 2018. URL: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10485-017-9490-2.

[34] Petr Hliněný and Geoff Whittle. Matroid tree-width. European Journal of Combinatorics, 27(7):1117–1128, 2006. Eurocomb ’03 - Graphs and Combinatorial Structures. URL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejc.2006.06.005.

[35] P. Hunter and S. Kreutzer. Digraph measures: Kelly decompositions‚ games‚ and orderings. Theoretical Computer Science (TCS), 399, 2008. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2008.02.038.

[36] B. M. P. Jansen, J. J. H. de Kroon, and M. Włodarczyk. Vertex deletion parameterized by elimination distance and even less. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2021, page 1757–1769, New York, NY, USA, 2021. Association for Computing Machinery. doi:10.1145/3406325.3451068.

[37] T. Johnson, N. Robertson, P. D. Seymour, and R. Thomas. Directed treewidth. Journal of combinatorial theory. Series B, 82(1):138–154, 2001. URL: https://doi.org/10.1006/jctb.2000.2031.

[38] Z. A. Kocsis and M. Lavrov. Planar analogues of complete graphs.

Mathematics Stack Exchange. (version: 2021-05-09). URL: https://math.stackexchange.com/q/4132685.

[39] S. Kreutzer and O.-j. Kwon. Digraphs of bounded width. In Classes of Directed Graphs, pages 405–466. Springer, 2018. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71840-8_9.

[40] S. Lack and P. Sobociński. Adhesive categories. In Igor Walukiewicz, editor, Foundations of Software Science and Computation Structures, pages 273–288, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2004. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-24727-2_20.

[41] S. Libkind, A. Baas, M. Halter, E. Patterson, and J. Fairbanks. An algebraic framework for structured epidemic modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.16345, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.16345.

[42] J. Master. Composing Behaviors of Networks. University of California, Riverside, 2021. URL: https://www.proquest.com/docview/2565195807?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true.

[43] J. Master. How to compose shortest paths. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.15306, 2022. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2205.15306.

[44] M. Di Meglio. The category of asymmetric lenses and its proxy pullbacks. 2022.

URL: https://doi.org/10.25949/20236449.v1.

[45] nLab resource. 2023. URL: https://ncatlab.org/nlab/show/T-Grothendieck+construction.

[46] S.-i. Oum and P. D. Seymour. Approximating clique-width and branchwidth. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 96(4):514–528, 2006. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2005.10.006.

[47] B. S. S. Pollard. Open Markov processes and reaction networks. University of California, Riverside, 2017. URL: https://www.proquest.com/docview/1972046592?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true.

[48] E. Riehl. Category theory in context. Courier Dover Publications, 2017.

ISBN:048680903X.

[49] N. Robertson and P. D. Seymour. Graph minors. II. Algorithmic aspects of tree-width. Journal of Algorithms, 7(3):309–322, 9 1986. doi:10.1016/0196-6774(86)90023-4.

[50] N. Robertson and P. D. Seymour. Graph minors x. obstructions to treedecomposition. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 52(2):153–190, 1991. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0095-8956(91)90061-N.

[51] N. Robertson and P.D. Seymour. Graph minors. xx. wagner’s conjecture. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 92(2):325 – 357, 2004. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2004.08.001.

[52] M. A. Safari. D-width: A more natural measure for directed tree width. In International Symposium on Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science, pages 745–756. Springer, 2005. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/11549345_64.

[53] P.D. Seymour and R. Thomas. Graph searching and a min-max theorem for treewidth. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 58(1):22–33, 1993. URL: https://doi.org/10.1006/jctb.1993.1027.

[54] F. Shahrokhi. New representation results for planar graphs. arXiv preprint arXiv:1502.06175, 2015. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1502.06175.

[55] D. I. Spivak. The operad of wiring diagrams: formalizing a graphical language for databases, recursion, and plug-and-play circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:1305.0297, 2013. URL: https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1305.0297.

[56] Z. G. Szabó. Compositionality. In Edward N. Zalta, editor, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, Fall 2022 edition, 2022. URL: https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/compositionality/.