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ABSTRACT

We consider tree automata with costs over semirings in the sense of (Seidl, 1994).
We define the concept of a finitely factorizing semiring and of a monotonic semiring,
both as the generalization of well-known particular semirings, and show that the cost-
finiteness of tree automata with costs over finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings
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1. Introduction

The idea of equipping the transitions of a finite state automaton M with costs (or
with weights or multiplicities) was introduced in [30]. Every transition of M has a
cost taken from a semiring (A, ®,®,0,1). Then, for every input word w and run
of M on w, the cost of this run is the multiplication of the costs associated with the
transitions of this run. Moreover, the cost ¢(w) of w is the sum of the costs of all
successful, i.e., accepting, runs of w. We call such a model a finite automaton with
costs. One might be interested in the question whether a finite automaton M with
costs is bounded in the following sense. Assume that there is a partial order < over
the carrier set A of the underlying semiring. Now M is bounded with respect to =<
if there is an element a € A (an upper bound) such that ¢(w) < a for every word w
accepted by M. Boundedness (or limitedness) theorems (e.g., [17, 23, 26, 27, 22]) have
successfully been applied to solve a number of problems, including representation
problems and star-height problems [14, 15]. For example, the decidability of the
boundedness of distance automata [13], which are restricted finite automata with costs
over the (min, 4)-semiring, motivated a lot of further research [16, 17, 18, 22, 34, 35].

In this paper we will be interested in the decidability of boundedness of tree
automata with costs over a semiring. Therefore we assume that each semiring
(A,®,®,0,1) which serves as a cost-set of a tree automaton is computable in the
sense that its both operations @ and ® are computable. Next we recall the concept
of a tree automaton.

Finite state automata are generalized to tree automata independently in [3] and [33]
in such a way that, instead of the input alphabet, they take a ranked alphabet ¥. Thus
the underlying structure, instead of an unoid, is a X-algebra and the inputs to the tree
automaton are trees over X. In fact a tree automaton is a tuple M = (Q,%, 4, F),
where @ is the finite set of states, ¥ is the input ranked alphabet, ¢ is the set of
transitions, and F C (@ is the set of final states. A transition of M is a tuple
(q1,---,4K,0,q), where o is a symbol of rank k from ¥ and ¢1,...,qx,q € Q. Next
we will define the semantics of M. An input tree to M is a tree over ¥ without
variables. The transition specified before describes the state behaviour of M at a
o-node of the input tree. Next we define the concept of the set of computations
of M over a ¥-tree. Note that it would be sufficient to define it for a tree without
variables, however for later purposes, we define it more generally. For a Y-tree s with
variables in {z1,...,2,} and states q1,...,qn,q € @, we define the set ¥  (s) of
(g1, - - -, qn,q)-computations over s to be the set of trees over § (as a ranked alphabet)
and {z1,...,z,} which respect the state behaviour of the transitions. By the set
Wi 4. of (q1,--.,qn, g)-computations, without referring to an input tree, we mean
the union of the sets W (s) for all trees s with variables in {z1,...,2,}. In order
to define the semantics of M it is sufficient to consider (g, q)-computations (or: g¢-
computations) over an input tree s without variables. A g-computation is accepting
if ¢ € F. A tree s is accepted by the tree automaton M if there is an accepting
computation over s.

Tree automata have also been studied intensively; see among others [4, 28, 32, 5,
9, 10]. Recently tree automata have been generalized to tree automata with costs in
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[1, 25, 2]. Note that the computation model was called a tree automaton with costs
in none of these papers, however we would like to use this term in our paper.

The idea is similar to what was invented for the string case in [30]. In fact, every
transition (ri,...,7k,0,q) of M has a cost a, which is an element of a semiring
A= (A4,8,6,0,1). Now let s = o(s1,...,8;) be an input tree. The cost of a
computation (71, ...,7k,0,q)(¢1,...,9¥) over s is the product a®c(1)1) ®- - - © c(YPr),
where a € A is the cost of the transition (ry,...,rg,0,q) and c(1);) € A is the cost of
the computation v; over s; for every 1 < ¢ < k. Moreover, the cost of s is the sum of
the costs of all accepting computations of M over s.

In the paper [31], which will be in the focus of our interest, tree automata with
costs were defined in a slightly different way. The cost of a transition (r1,...,7rg,0,q)
of a tree automaton M is given by a polynomial over the semiring A with variables
in {x1,...,2%}. Thus the costs of the transitions can be specified as a cost function
¢: § — P(A,X), where P(A, X) is the set of polynomials over A and the set of
variables X. Then the cost of a computation (ry,...,7%,0,q)(¢1,...,¥r) of M be-
comes ¢((r1,...,7k,0,9))(c(¥1),...,c(tr)), where the polynomial ¢((r1,...,7rg,0,q))
with variables in {x1,..., 2.} is considered as a function of type A¥ — A. The set
of accepting costs of M is denoted by ¢(M) and is defined to be the set of costs of all
accepting computations of M. Note that this way of computing the cost is more gen-
eral than the approach of [1, 25, 2] because the cost of the transition (r1,...,rg, 0, q)
in those papers is described by a special polynomial of the form a -1 -... - x,. On
the other hand, we think because the author of [31] concentrates only on deciding the
boundedness of the set ¢(M), the cost of an input tree s is not considered in [31].

Now we turn to cost-finiteness and boundedness of tree automata with costs. We
call a tree automaton M with costs over a semiring A cost-finite if the set of all
accepting costs is finite. Moreover, we call M bounded with respect to a partial
order = on A if an upper bound a € A of the set of all accepting costs exists. Note
that cost-finiteness and boundedness are trivial in finite semirings.

In this paper we deal with the problem of deciding cost-finiteness of a tree automa-
ton with costs. Our motivation was to generalize the decidability results of [31]. In
that paper decidability of boundedness with respect to < was proved for tree automata
with costs over three particular semirings: the classical semiring Nat, the (max, +)-
semiring Arct, and the (min, +)-semiring Trop of natural numbers, (cf. Theorems
3.2, 34, and 3.5 in [31], respectively). (Certainly, in the semiring Trop the upper
bound of the accepting costs is not allowed to be co.) Moreover, it was shown that,
for every tree automaton with costs over FSet(IN), which is the semiring of finite sub-
sets of natural numbers, it is decidable whether the set of the cardinalities of accepting
costs (which are also finite sets of natural numbers) is finite (¢f. Theorem 3.19 in [31]).
Note that in FSet(IN) the operation @ is the union and the operation ® is the point-
wise addition of sets of non-negative integers. Let us observe that cost-finiteness (and
hence boundedness with respect to C) of a tree automaton M with costs over FSet(IN)
implies that M has the mentioned decidable property but the converse implication
fails.

It should also be noted that, for the particular semirings Nat, Arct, and Trop,
boundedness with respect to < is equivalent with cost-finiteness, while for FSet(IN)
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boundedness with respect to C is also equivalent with cost-finiteness.

In this research our aim was to give a reasonable class of semirings such that the
cost-finiteness of tree automata with costs over a semiring of this class is decidable.
We found this class to be the class of finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings. As
the main result of this paper, we proved that the cost-finiteness of tree automata with
costs over finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings is decidable (cf. Theorem 46).
Next we discuss this result in more detail.

First we define finitely factorizing as well as monotonic semirings. A semiring
A= (A®,0,0,1) is finitely factorizing if every element a € A can be decomposed
as the @ of two further elements in finitely many ways and as the ® of two non-
zero elements also in finitely many ways. For instance, the semirings Nat, Arct, and
FSet(IN) are finitely factorizing, while Trop is not. Moreover, A is monotonic if it is
infinite and there is a partial order < on A such that, roughly speaking, both & and ®
are monotonic with respect to = in the sense that, for every elements a1, as € A, we
have a1 =< a1 ® as and if a; # 0 # as and ay # 1, then also a3 < a; ® as and
a1 < as ® ay. For instance, Nat and Arct are monotonic with respect to < while
FSet(IN) is not monotonic with respect to C (but it is monotonic with respect to
another partial order as we will see).

In the rest of the discussion we will mainly be interested in the set of (g, q)-
computations in which the variable x; occurs exactly once, denoted by \/I\!g, because
such a (g, ¢)-computation, as part of another computation, can be pumped.

In order to decide cost-finiteness of a tree automaton with costs we have to trans-
form it into a special form, which is called reduced. Roughly speaking, a tree au-
tomaton M with cost function ¢ : § — P(A, X) is reduced, whenever for every state
q € @ the facts that \Tlg # () and that the cost of at least one g-computation is not

0 or 1 imply that there is a computation ¢ € (I\'g such that the variable x1 occurs
also in the cost ¢(¢)) of 1, i.e., the polynomial ¢(¢)) as a function depends on its argu-
ment. The existence of such a computation v is very important because, if 1 is part
of another computation and we pump it, then the cost of the pumped computation
may grow provided the underlying semiring is finitely factorizing and monotonic. We
have proved that, for every tree automaton M with cost function ¢: § — P(A, X)
over a monotonic semiring A (in fact an even weaker assumption on A is sufficient), a
reduced tree automaton M’ with cost function ¢’ : §' — P(A, X) can be constructed
such that M and M’ are cost-equivalent, i.e., ¢c(M) = ¢(M’) (cf. Lemma 27).
Further, we have given different characterizations of cost-finiteness of a reduced tree
automaton M with costs (cf. Theorem 44). The first two of them, which are denoted
by (i) and (iii) in Theorem 44, are necessary only for technical reasons in order to
be able to handle the third one, which is denoted by (iv). The characterization (iv),
called Condition (linear-trans) in Definition 40, refers to the costs of the transitions
of M, i.e., to finitely many polynomials only. Using this fact, we could prove that
the Condition (linear-trans) is decidable for tree automata with costs over finitely
factorizing and monotonic semirings (cf. Lemma 45). So we have obtained that,
for every tree automaton M with cost function ¢ : § — P(A4,X) over a finitely
factorizing and monotonic semiring, it is decidable whether M is cost-finite in the
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following way (cf. Theorem 46). We construct a reduced tree automaton M’ which is
cost-equivalent with M. Hence M is cost-finite if and only if M’ is cost-finite. Then
we decide whether M’ is cost-finite by checking if it satisfies Condition (linear-trans).

Finally, we have considered the connection between cost-finiteness and boundedness
of tree automata with costs. It has turned out that the connection is very close
provided that the underlying semiring is finitely factorizing and naturally ordered
and boundedness is meant with respect to the natural order. The semiring A is
naturally ordered provided that the relation C on A, defined by a C b if and only if
there is a ¢ € A such that a ® ¢ = b, is a partial order. For example, the semirings
Nat, Arct, Trop, and FSet(IN) are naturally ordered. Now it is easy to show that,
for a tree automaton M with costs over a finitely factorizing and naturally ordered
semiring A, the automaton M is cost-finite if and only if it is bounded with respect
to the natural order C (cf. Lemma 49). Thus, we have obtained that, for every tree
automaton M with costs over a finitely factorizing, monotonic, and naturally ordered
semiring A, it is decidable whether M is bounded with respect to the natural order C
(cf. Theorem 50) because it is sufficient to decide whether M is cost-finite.

Let us note that if a semiring 4 is monotonic with respect to <, and at the same
time, is naturally ordered with respect to C, then the partial orders < and C may
coincide but also differ. For instance, the semirings Nat and Arct are both monotonic
and naturally ordered with respect to the order <, however FSet(IN) is naturally
ordered but not monotonic with respect to C. Luckily, it is monotonic with respect
to another partial order (cf. Corollary 56), thus Theorem 50 can also be applied to
decide whether a tree automaton with costs over FSet(IN) is bounded with respect
to C.

Due to the above equivalence of cost-finiteness and boundedness with respect to
the natural order, we have reobtained two results of [31] about boundedness of tree
automata with costs as corollaries of our results. In fact, decidability of boundedness
of a tree automaton over Nat with respect to < (cf. Theorem 3.2 of [31]) and over Arct
with respect to < (cf. Theorem 3.4 of [31]) follows from our Theorem 50, because
both Nat and Arct are finitely factorizing and monotonic (with respect to <) and
naturally ordered with respect to < (cf. Corollary 51 and Corollary 52). Moreover,
decidability of boundedness of a tree automaton with costs over FSet(IN) with respect
to C also follows from Theorem 50, because FSet(IN) is finitely factorizing, monotonic,
and naturally ordered with respect to C (cf. Corollary 56). Let us recall that the
last decidability result is not the same as the one which was shown in Theorem 3.19
of [31].

On the other hand, our decidability result (cf. Theorem 50) cannot be applied
to reobtain Theorem 3.5 of [31], i.e., the decidability of the boundedness of tree au-
tomata with costs over Trop, because the semiring Trop is neither finitely factorizing
nor monotonic. However, our results can be applied to further important semirings,
for instance, the semiring (IN, lcm, -, 0, 1), where lem is the usual least commom mul-
tiple, and also the square matrix semiring (IN?*™ U {0,1},+,-,0,1) over the positive
integers IN, as evidenced in Corollary 53 and Corollary 54.

Now we describe the structure of our paper. In Section 2 we introduce some basic
concepts about mappings and relations, trees, monoids and semirings, and polyno-
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mials over semirings, which will be used as costs of transitions of tree automata. In
Section 3 we define monotonic semirings, consider polynomials over finitely factoriz-
ing and monotonic semirings and prove those decidability results for them which will
be necessary to show the decidability of cost-finiteness of tree automata with costs
over semirings having these two properties. In Section 4, we introduce the concept of
a tree automaton with costs over a semiring. We define reduced tree automata with
costs and show that, for every tree automaton with costs over a monotonic semiring,
a cost-equivalent one over the same semiring can be constructed. In Section 5 we give
characterizations of cost-finiteness of reduced tree automata over finitely factorizing
and monotonic semirings and prove our main decidability result. In Section 6 we show
that cost-finiteness and boundedness with respect to the natural order are equivalent
for tree automata with costs over finitely factorizing and naturally ordered semirings.
Moreover, we show that two results of [31] follow as corollaries from our results.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we present the basic notions and notations required in the sequel. We
assume that the reader is familiar with elementary set and number theory [12]. The
remaining concepts will be defined formally in this and later sections.

The first subsection recalls some basic notations regarding sets, mappings, and
relations [29]. In particular, we define equivalence relations and partial orders. The
former will be central in our treatment of polynomials in Subsection 2.4, and the latter
will be an essential component in the definition of monotonic semirings in Section 3.
Finally, we also present the principle of well-founded induction, which we will apply
in Section 5.

The next subsection deals exclusively with trees [9, 10] and operations defined
thereupon. Subsection 2.3 is devoted to algebraic structures [20, 21] and semirings
[24, 19, 11], in particular. The final subsection of this section introduces the core
notion of polynomials. We deliberately present a (rather) non-standard definition of
polynomials, primarily because this enables us to consider polynomials in arbitrary
(not necessarily commutative) semirings.

2.1. Sets, Mappings, and Relations

We denote by IN the set {0,1,2, ...} of non-negative integers and we let N, = {1,2,...}
be the set of positive integers. For every k,n € N welet [k,n]|={ieN|k<i<n}
and [n] = [1,n]. We observe that [0] = (. Given a finite set S the cardinality of S, i.e.,
the number of elements of S, is denoted by card(S); thus card([n]) = n. The set of all
subsets of a set S, also called the power set of S, is denoted by P(S) ={S" | S" C S}
and the set of all finite subsets is denoted by P¢(S) = { S’ C S| 5’ is finite }. A (total)
mapping f from a non-empty set S to a non-empty set Ss is denoted by f : S1 — S.
We occasionally lift mappings from sets to the corresponding power sets, i.e., given a
mapping f : S1 — Sy we define f 1 P(S1) — P(S2) by f(S1) = { f(s1) | 1 € 51}
for every subset S; C S;. If no confusion might arise, we drop the hat and just
write f.
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The Cartesian product of sets S; and Sy is displayed as S; x S5, and we will
shorten the Cartesian product S x - -+ X .S containing n-times the set S simply to S™
for every n € IN. We remark that S° = {()}. A (binary) relation (on S) is a subset
p C S2. We generally write sy p so for (sq1,s2) € p. Specifically, a relation ~ C S?
is called equivalence relation (on S), if it is (i) reflezive, i.e., for every s € S we have
s~ s, (il) symmetric, i.e., for every two elements sq,s9 € S if $1 ~ s9, then s5 ~ s1,
and (iii) transitive, i.e., for every three elements si, s9,s3 € S the facts s1 ~ s9 and
59 ~ s3 imply s1 ~ s3. For every element s € S we define the equivalence class of s
by [s]~ = {s € S| s ~ s'}. The factor set of S C S is defined to be the set
(9]~ ={ls']~ [ s € 5}

A partial order (on S) is defined to be a relation < C S? which is (i) reflexive,
(ii) transitive, and (iii) anti-symmetric, i.e., for every two s1,$2 € S if 51 =< s2 and
$9 = 81 then s1 = s5. As usual we write s; < s, whenever s; < sp and s1 # s3. A
subset S’ C S is bounded provided there exists an s € S such that s’ < s for every
s’ € §’. Moreover, an element s’ € S is called minimal element of S/, if s < &
implies s = &' for every element s € S’. In addition, < is termed well-founded, if
every non-empty subset of S has a minimal element. Clearly, if the set S is finite,
then < is well-founded. The next principle is called principle of well-founded induction
(cf. Theorem 9 of [36]).

Principle 1. Let < be a well-founded partial order on a set S. A property II C S
holds for all elements of S, i.e., I =5, if

(Vs1 € 9): ((Vs2€8): s <51 = s €ll) = s €1

2.2. Trees

The set of all (finite) sequences over a set S is denoted by S* = J,c S™ with
the empty sequence () denoted by €. The length of the sequence w € S*, denoted
by |w]|, is defined to be the integer n € IN such that w € S™. We prefer to drop the
tuple notation, and if delimitation is required to give an unambiguous meaning to
a sequence, we use - to separate elements of S. For example, 1-45-5 € IN* denotes
the sequence (1,45,5). This notation itself is prone to ambiguity, but the intended
meaning (delimitation or multiplication) should always be obvious from the context.

Sets which are non-empty and finite are also called alphabets, and the elements of
alphabets are called symbols. A ranked alphabet is a pair (X,rks) consisting of an
alphabet ¥ and a mapping rky, : ¥ — IN associating to every symbol of ¥ a rank (an
arity). When specifying a ranked alphabet, we usually list the symbols of the alpha-
bet ¥ with their corresponding ranks annotated in parentheses as superscripts, e.g.,
{0®, a9} shall denote the ranked alphabet (X,rky) with ¥ = {5, a}, rkx(0) = 2,
and rky(a) = 0. For every k € IN we denote by ©(*) the set of all symbols of ¥ which
have rank k, i.e., ¥*) = {¢ € ¥ | tks(c) = k}. In the sequel let ¥ be a ranked
alphabet and V be a set disjoint with X, i.e., VNX = 0.

The set of (finite, labeled, and ordered) X-trees (indexed by V'), denoted by Tx(V),
is the smallest subset 7 C (S UV U {(,)} U {,})* such that (i) VUX© C T, and
(ii) if o € B with & € IN, and s1,...,s, € T, then o(s1,...,s;) € T. We write
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Tx,(0) as Tx. It should be clear that Ts; = {), if and only if £(°) = . Since we are not
interested in this particular case, we assume that %(9) = () for every ranked alphabet
3. appearing in the following.

We recursively define height : Tx(V) — N, and pos : Tx(V) — Pr((IN})*)
for every tree s € Tx(V) as follows. (i) If s € V U X then height(s) = 1 and
pos(s) = {e}. (ii) If s = o (s, ..., s) for some k € IN,, symbol o € £(¥) and subtrees
S1y..+,8k € Ts(V), then

height(o(s1,...,sk)) = 1 + max{ height(s;) | i € [k] },
pos(o(s1,...,s)) = {e} U{iw; | i€ [k],w; € pos(s;) }.

Each w € pos(s) is called position of s and size(s) = card(pos(s)). In addition, we
recursively define lab, : pos(s) — V U X returning the label at a position of s and
sy © pos(s) — Ts (V) returning the subtree at a position of s. (i) If s € V U X
(and thus pos(s) = {e}), then labs(e) = s|. = s. (ii) If s = o(s1,...,8k) for some
symbol o € X*) with k € IN, and subtrees s1,...,s; € Ts(V), then

o Jifw=¢e

labg, (w;) , if w = i-w; for some i € [k] and w; € pos(s;)’

laba(sl,...,sk)(w) = {

{0'(81,...,Sk) Jifw=¢
o515 5k)w = : : , :
Silw; , if w = -w; for some i € [k] and w; € pos(s;)

For notational convenience we identify z with z() whenever z € V U X, We
observe that given a tree s € Tx(V), then there are a unique integer £k € IN
and a unique element o € V U %) such that s = o(s|1,...,s|x). The num-
ber of occurrences of z € VU in a tree s € Tx(V), denoted by |s|,, is de-
fined by [s|, = card({w € pos(s) | labs(w) = z}). Let Y be a finite subset
of V and s € Tx(V). The tree s is called linear in Y (or likewise non-deleting
inY), if every y € Y occurs at most once, ie., |s], < 1, (or likewise at least
once, i.e., 1 < |s|,) in the tree s. Finally, the set J/E(Y) C Tx(Y) is defined by
T;(Y) ={s € Tx(Y) | s linear and non-deleting in Y }.

Given a X-tree s € Tx(V), an integer n € NN, (pairwise) distinct elements
V1,...,0, € V, and X-trees ty,...,t, € Tx(V) the tree substitution of t1,...,t,

for vy,...,v, in s, denoted by s[vy < t1,...,v, < 1], is recursively de-
fined as follows. Let § = [v; « t1,...,u, < tp]. (i) If s = v; for some
i € [n] then v;0 = t;, and (ii) if s = o(s|1,...,8|x) for some k € IN and

oc (V\{vi,...,v.}) US®) then o(s|1,...,s|r)0 = o(s)16,...,5/x60). Any sub-
set of T (V) is called tree language. Next we define the OI-substitution of tree lan-
guages (cf. [6, 7]). Let Lq1,...,L, C Tx(V) be tree languages for some n € IN and

0 =[vy + Ly,...,v, « L;]. The Ol-substitution of Ly,..., L, for vi,...,v, in s
is defined to be the set s’ C Tx(V), which is recursively defined by (i) if s = v;
for some i € [n], then v; 0’ = L;, and (ii) if s = o(s]1,...,s|x) for some k& € IN and

oc (V\{vL,...,v,}) US®) then
o(sl1y.. o 8k) 0 ={o(s1,...,86) | (Vie[k]): s; € (s];)0}.
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Moreover, L0 = J ., 0" for L CTx(V) and L0 = Lvy < {t1},..., v, < {tn}].
Let X = {z; | i € IN_} be a fixed set of (formal) variables disjoint with X.
For every integer £k € IN we define X = {z; | ¢ € [k]}; thus Xy, = 0. We use
these variables to occur in trees, so we will frequently consider sets like 7% (X) and
Ts(X}). In particular, we abbreviate the substitution s[xy + t1,...,z, < t,] by just
s[t1,y ..., tn] for every n € IN, and s € Tx(X) and likewise we also use the abbreviations
s[L1,...,Ly), L[L1,...,Ly), and L[ty, ..., t,]. Finally, for every tree s € Tx(X;) and

integer n € IN the n-th power s™ is recursively defined by s = x; and s"*! = s[s"].
2.3. Monoids and Semirings
A monoid is an algebraic structure A = (A,®,1) with carrier set A, operation

® : A? — A, and unit element 1 € A satisfying the axioms of associativity, i.e.,
for every three elements aq,as,a3 € A the equality (a1 ® a2) ® a3 = a1 ® (a2 ® as)
holds, and wunit, i.e., for every element a € A we have 1 ® a = a = a® 1. For
every element a € A and integer n € IN we adopt the power notation a™ abbrevi-
ating the n-fold product a ® --- ® a of a with itself and we put a® = 1. A monoid
A= (A,®,1) is called commutative, if for every two elements a1, as € A the equality
a1 ®ag = az®ay is satisfied. The set D®(a) C A? of decompositions of a is defined as
D®(a) = {(a1,a2) € A% | a = a1 ® az }. Finally, we say that A is finitely factorizing,
if for every element a € A the set D®(a) is finite.

A semiring A = (A, ®,®,0,1) (with one and absorbing zero) is an algebraic struc-
ture with carrier set A, operations @,® : A2 — A, often called addition and
multiplication, respectively, and unit elements 0,1 € A such that (A, ®,0) is a com-
mutative monoid and (A, ®, 1) is a monoid. Additionally, the axioms of distributivity,
i.e., for every three elements a1, as, a3 € A, we have a1 ®(a2®az) = (a1 Oa2)® (a1 @as)
as well as (a1 Daz) ®as = (a1 @ asz) ® (aa ®as), and absorption, i.e., for every element
a € A, the equality a ©0 = 0 = 0 ® a holds, need to be fulfilled.

As usual we assume that the priority of multiplication is greater than the priority
of addition; thus we read a3 @ as ® az as a; @ (a2 © az). The operations are also
lifted to sets in the usual manner, i.e., for every A;, A C A and ® € {®,0} we let
Al ® Ay = {a1 X a9 | a; € Al,ag S AQ} Likewise we use a ® A and 41 ® a as
abbreviations for {a} ® Ay and A; ® {a}, respectively. Moreover, we denote A’ \ {0}
shortly by A’, for every A" C A and we use the power notation exclusively for the
multiplication. The semiring A = (A4, ®,®,0,1) has the property of being

e idempotent, if 1 ®1 =1,

o naturally ordered, if the relation = C A2, defined by a; T as if and only if
as € a1 D A, is a partial order on A,

e positive, if A is zero-sum free, i.e., A® A, C A,, and zero-divisor free, i.e.,
A+ © A+ g A+a

e one-summand free, if a; @ ax = 1 implies ay,as € {0,1},

e one-product free, if a; ©® ao = 1 implies a1 = 1 = ag,

finitely factorizing, if the set D®(a) and the set

DP(a) ={(a1,a2) € A3 |a=a; ©ay }
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of multiplicative decompositions are finite for every a € A, and

e computable if the operations & and ® are computable functions, i.e., there exists
a TURING machine which for every a;,as € A runs on an initial tape containing
a suitable coding of a; and as and halts with the result a; @ as (respectively,
a; ® az) on the tape.

Since every semiring obeying 0 = 1 has a singleton carrier set, we will generally
assume that 0 # 1 for all semirings considered in this paper. The following semirings
shall illustrate the notion of a semiring and the properties defined thereupon. In the
sequel we will refer to these semirings occasionally in examples. Table 1 attempts to
display the properties of those semirings, where we assume that the alphabet X is
non-trivial, i.e., 1 < card(%).

e The Boolean semiring Bool = ({0,1},V, A,0,1) where V is disjunction and A is
conjunction.

e The semiring of the non-negative integers Nat = (N, +,-,0,1) with the usual
operations of addition and multiplication.

e The arctic semiring Arct = (N U {—oo}, max, +, (—00),0) with the standard
maximum operation extended such that (—oo) behaves like a neutral element
and + extended to an absorbing element (—00).

e The tropical semiring Trop = (INU{+o00}, min, +, (+00), 0) similar to the semi-
ring Arct, but with the common minimum operation.

e The semiring Lem = (IN, lem, -, 0, 1) with lem(0,n) = n = lem(n,0) for every
n € IN and otherwise lcm is the usual least common multiple.

e The finite-language semiring FLang(X) = (Pr(X*),U, 0,0, {e}) over the alpha-
bet 3 with the operations of union and concatenation.

e The finite subsets semiring of [31] FSet(IN) = (P¢(IN),U, +,0,{0}) with the
operations of union and addition, where the addition is extended to sets as
usual.

e For every n € IN,, the semiring Mat, (N, ) = (N*™* U {0,1},+,-,0,1) of square
matrices over IN, with the common matrix addition and multiplication, where
0 is the n x n zero matrix and 1 is the n X n unit matrix.

In the following observation we state an important property of finitely factorizing
semirings, namely that they preserve infinite subsets. Obviously multiplying an in-
finite set with the singleton set {0} creates an exception, but the next observation
shows that this is in fact the only exception.

Observation 2. Let A = (A,®,0,0,1) be a finitely factorizing semiring and
® € {®,©} be an operation of the semiring. Moreover, let B = A if ® = & oth-
erwise B= A, . Finally, let A1, Ay C A be such that A1 N B # () # BN As.

(i) If Ay is infinite, then for every as € B the set A1 ® as is infinite.

(i) If Ay is infinite, then for every a; € B the set ay ® As is infinite.
(iii) If Ay or Ag is infinite, then the set A1 ® As is infinite.
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one- one-

idempotent naturally positive summand product finitely

ordered free free factorizing

Bool yes yes yes yes yes yes
Nat NO yes yes yes yes yes
Arct yes yes yes yes yes yes
Trop yes yes yes NO yes NO
Lem yes yes yes yes yes yes
FLang(Y) yes yes yes yes yes yes
FSet(IN) yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mat,, (IN,) NO yes yes yes yes yes

Table 1: Properties of some semirings.

Proof. We first prove Statement (i); Statement (ii) can then be proved similarly.
In order to derive a contradiction, let us assume that there is a semiring element
as € B such that A; ® as is finite. By the pigeon-hole principle, there is an element
a’ € A1 ® az such that for infinitely many a1 € (A7), the equality o’ = a1 ® as holds.
However, this is a contradiction, because A is finitely factorizing.

Lastly we prove Statement (iii). Therefore assume that A; is infinite. Then the
statement follows from Statement (i), because B N Ay is non-empty and for every
as € Ag we have that A; ® as € A; ® Ay. The case in which Ay is infinite can be
handled alike using Statement (ii). a

Trivially, any finite semiring is finitely factorizing, but the next observation derives
that every infinite, but finitely factorizing semiring is necessarily positive.

Observation 3. Let A= (A, ®,,0,1) be an infinite, but finitely factorizing semi-
ring. Then A is positive.

Proof. Firstly we prove zero-sum freeness, i.e., A® A, C A,_. In order to derive
a contradiction, let a3 @ as = 0 for some a; € A and as € A,. Consequently,
a® (a1 ®az) =a®a; Ba®ay =0 for every a € A. Since A is infinite, also A ® a4
is infinite by Observation 2(i). We observe that { (a ® a1,a ® a2) | a € A} C D%(0),
thus D®(0) is infinite, because A®ajy is infinite. However, this contradicts the finitely
factorizing property, hence A is zero-sum free.

Finally, we need to prove zero-divisor freeness, i.e., A, ©A, C A,. Let a1 ®a; =0
for some aj,as € A,. Then also a ® a; ® aa = 0 for every a € A. Clearly,
A ® ay is infinite by Observation 2(i), because A is infinite and a; € A,. More-
over, {(a ® ar,a2) | @ € A} € DP(0) U {(0,az2)}. Consequently, D®(0) is also
infinite, which constitutes a contradiction to the finitely factorizing property.

Summing up, we have that A is zero-sum free and zero-divisor free, hence A is
positive. O
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2.4. Polynomials over Semirings

Let A= (A, ®,©,0,1) be a computable semiring, of which the carrier set A is disjoint
with X U {+,-}. This assumption remains valid for the rest of the paper. Moreover,
let n € N. A monomial (over X,, with coefficients of A) is defined to be an element of
T{,@)}(AUXH). To avoid cumbersome notation, we abbreviate the set T{,<2)}(AUXn)
of all monomials by A[X,]. Note that X, C A[X,] as well as A C A[X,]. A
polynomial (over X,, with coefficients of A) is an element of the set T.c2) 12} (AUX,,).
In the sequel, we will also use P(A,X,) to denote the set T.c2) ;(23(A U X,) of
polynomials. Apparently, A[X,] C P(A, X,). By convention we usually write the
binary symbols infix.

Since polynomials are trees, we can substitute polynomials into polynomials. We
note that the substitution of monomials into a monomial again yields a monomial.
Let p1,ps € P(A, X,,) be polynomials. The addition of p; and ps is defined to be
the polynomial p = p; + p2 and the multiplication of p; and ps is likewise defined to
be the polynomial p = p; - po. Thereby the multiplication of two monomials gives a
monomial.

Next we connect the syntactic entity of a polynomial with an operation on the
semiring A. Therefore, let p € P(A, X,,) be a polynomial. The (n-ary) polynomial
function induced by p is the mapping p : A™ — A recursively defined for every n
semiring elements aq,...,a, € A and every p1,ps € P(A, X,,) by

(i) a(as,...,a,) = a for every coefficient a € A,
(ii) z;(as,...,a,) = a; for every index j € [n],

(ii)
(iv) p1-p2(a,...,an) =D1(a1,...,a,) ©@Pz(as,...,an).

pl +p2(a17"'7an) :ITl(a17""an)@E(alﬁ"'7an)7 a'nd

Finally, two polynomials p1,ps € P(A,X,) are said to be equivalent, denoted by
p1 = p2, if their induced polynomial functions coincide, i.e., p; = p3. Moreover, given
two sets of polynomials Py, P, C P(A, X,,) we write P; = P, to denote [P;]= = [P]=.
The polynomial function induced by p is lifted to a mapping on sets in the usual way.
We define the mapping p : P(A)" — P(A) for every n subsets Aq,..., 4, C A by
B(A1, ..., A,) ={Db(a1,...,a,) | (Vi € [n]): a; € A; }. Note that this corresponds to
I0-substitution [6, 7].

In the following we will drop the overlining from the notation p because it can be
deduced from the context whether the polynomial p or the polynomial function p is
referred to. Next we show that the introduced equivalence is stable under substitutions

(cf. je.g., [8]).

/!

Theorem 4. Let p',p”,p1,p2 € P(A,X,,) be polynomials such that p' = p” and
p1 = p2. Then for every variable x € X,, also p'[x + p1] = p" [z + pa].

Proof. Clearly, we have to show that

(#'[z < p])(ar, .. an) = (0"[x < pal)(ar, ... an)
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for every n semiring elements aq,...,a, € A. Let x = z; with ¢ € [n]. We observe
that
(p/[I — pl])(ala ceey an) = p/(a17 e 7ai—1ap1(a17 o .. 7an)7 i1y -0y an)
= p/l(ala e aai—17p2(ala e 7a/n)aai+17 e 7an)

= (p"[x + p2])(a1,...,an),

where we used p’ = p” and p; = ps in the second line. The proofs of the equalities in
line 1 and line 3 are straightforward using induction over the structure of p’ and p”,
respectively, so we leave these proofs to the reader. O

Since (p1 + p2) + p3 = p1 + (p2 + p3) and (p1 - p2) - p3 = p1 - (p2 - p3) due to
the associativity of & and ®, we usually just write p; + p2 + p3 and p; - ps - p3 for
every three polynomials p1,ps2,ps € P(A, X,). Moreover, we assume that - has a
stronger binding priority than +. Finally, we omit the symbol - altogether whenever
convenient. A polynomial of the form my + --- + my for some integer £ € IN, and
monomials my, ..., mg € A[X,] is said to be in normal form. The next lemma shows
that every polynomial admits an equivalent polynomial in normal form.

Lemma 5. For every polynomial p € P(A,X,) a polynomial p' € P(A,X,) can
effectively be constructed such that p' is in normal form and p = p'.

Proof. Set i =0 and py = p.

Iteration: If p; is in normal form, then let p’ = p;, and halt. Otherwise, there exists
a position w € pos(p;) such that p;|., = p - (ph +p5) (or p;|w = (py +15)-ph) for some
polynomials p/, p5, p5 € P(A, X,,). Then we obtain p;11 by replacing the subtree p; |,
in p; by the tree (p} - p5) + (P} - p3) (or by the tree (p - p3) + (p5 - pj)). Next set
i :=1+ 1 and continue the iteration.
We leave the proof of termination to the reader. If the iteration terminates, then
p = p' because for every i we have that p; = p;r1. In fact, by distributivity
Py - (py +p3) = (1 - ph) + (P1 - p3) and (p) +p3) - p3 = (py - P3) + (P - p3), hence by
the Replacement Theorem (cf. Theorem 4) we have p; = p;41. O
A polynomial p € P(A,, X,,) is called zero-free. Note that a zero-free polynomial
p might be equivalent to 0. However, if the semiring A is positive, then for every
zero-free polynomial p over A, we have p # 0.

Observation 6. Let A = (A,®,0,0,1) be a positive semiring, p € P(A,, X,)
be a zero-free polynomial for some integer n € N, and ai,...,a, € A,. Then
plai,...,a,) # 0.

Proof. The statement follows easily from the facts A, A, C A, and A, ©A, CA,.
We leave the details to the reader. o

Lemma 7. There is an algorithm which for every polynomial p € P(A, X,,) returns
either p = 0 or a zero-free polynomial p' € P(A.,X,) in normal form such that
p=p.
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Proof. By Lemma 5 we can assume that an equivalent polynomial in normal form
can be computed, i.e., p = m; + ... + my, for some integer k¥ € IN, and monomials
my,...,mg € A[X,]. If1 <|my|o for every index i € [k], then obviously we can return
p = 0. Otherwise we return p’ = Zie[k},|m,-\o=0 m;, where the sum is only syntactic
and the order of the monomials is obviously irrelevant due to the commutativity of
the semiring addition. Clearly, p’ is zero-free and p = p'. m]

Now we consider the variables and the degree of a polynomial p € P(A4,X,,).
Therefore, we define the mappings

var: P(A,X,,) — P(X,) and deg: P(A,X,) — NU{—oc0}

by var(p) = {z € X,, | 1 < |p|, } and recursively for every coefficient a € A, variable
z € X, and two polynomials p1,p2 € P(A, X,,) by

deg(0) = —o0 deg(a) =0 deg(p1 + p2) = max(deg(py ), deg(p2))
deg(z) =1 deg(p1 - p2) = deg(p1) + deg(p2).

The value deg(p) is called the (syntactic) degree of p. The semantic degree of p is
defined to be degs(p) = min{deg(p’) | p’ € [p]=}. Note that p = 0, if and only if
degs(p) = —oo. By a linear polynomial we mean a polynomial having semantic degree
at most 1.

Observation 8. Let z,y € X,, with x # y be variables, a € A be a semiring element,
and p € P(A, X,,) be a polynomial.

zevar(ply < a]) <= x€var(p)

The next lemma will be central in the first part of Section 5. Roughly speaking,
it states that non-constant polynomials preserve infinite sets in a finitely factorizing
semiring, i.e., given an infinite set A’ of semiring elements and a non-constant poly-
nomial p, then also p(A’) forms an infinite set. This lifts Observation 2 to the level
of polynomials.

Lemma 9. Let A = (A,®,0,0,1) be a finitely factorizing semiring, and let
p € P(AL, X1) be a zero-free polynomial with var(p) # 0. Furthermore, let A’ C A.
The set A’ is infinite, if and only if the set p(A’) is infinite.

Proof. The statement is trivial, if A is finite. Thus assume that A is infinite. Then,
according to Observation 3, the semiring A is positive. Clearly, if p(A’) is infinite,
then A’ is also infinite. It remains to show that p(A’) is infinite, whenever A’ is infi-
nite. We perform induction on the structure of p to prove this statement.

Induction base: If p = x4, then the claim trivially holds, because p(A’) = A’.

Induction step: Let p = p; + po for some zero-free polynomials p1,ps € P(AL, X1).
Then by definition p(A’) = {p1(a) ®p2(a) | @ € A’ }. Moreover, since x; € var(p), we
have x1 € var(p;) or 21 € var(ps) again by definition. Hence by induction hypothesis
p1(A4’) or pa(A’) is infinite. Thus also { (p1(a),p2(a)) | @ € A’} is infinite. Conse-
quently, p(A’) is infinite, because a finite p(A’) contradicts to the finitely factorizing

property.
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Let p = p1 - po for some zero-free polynomials pi,ps € P(A.,X;y). Again by
definition p(A’) = {pi(a) ©® p2(a) | a € A'}. Since z; € var(p), we conclude
that z1 € var(py) or 1 € var(pe) by definition. For the sake of notational conve-
nience assume that x; € var(p;); the arguments presented are symmetric, so they
apply to z; € var(ps) as well. By induction hypothesis p;(A’) is infinite, hence
{ (p1(a),p2(a)) | @ € A"} is also infinite. It follows that also { (p1(a),p2(a)) [a € A’}
is infinite. Since ps is zero-free, A is positive, and a # 0, we conclude that ps(a) # 0
by Observation 6. Thus p(A’) must be infinite, else we arrive at a contradiction to
the finitely factorizing property. o

We can apply the previous lemma in order to derive a corollary, which illuminates
the interrelation between the syntactic and the semantic degree of a polynomial and
the set of variables of that polynomial.

Corollary 10. Let A = (A, ®,0,0,1) be an infinite, but finitely factorizing semiring.
Moreover, letp € P(A,, X)) be a zero-free polynomial. Then the following statements
are equivalent.

(1) var(p) # 0.

(i) 1 < deg(p).

(iii) 1 < degs(p).

(iv) For every a € A, we have p # a.
Proof. The chain of implications (iv) = (iii) = (ii) = (i) holds by definition, so we
just prove (i) = (iv). By assumption we have z; € var(p) for some index i € [n].
Consequently,

p=plrr 1, 1 Lz 2,000 < 1,2, + 1]

is a zero-free polynomial of P(A,, X;) and z; € var(p’) by several applications of
Observation 8. Hence Lemma 9 yields that p’(A) is infinite, because A is infinite.
Moreover it should be clear that

P(A) = p({1},.... {1}, A, {1},...,{1}) C p(A,. .., A).

We conclude that p(A4,...,A) is infinite; thus for every semiring element a € A we
have p # a. ]

Lemma 11. Let A= (A, ®,©,0,1) be an infinite, finitely factorizing semiring and
p € P(A, X,,) be a polynomial. Then it is decidable whether

(i) p € Uyealal=, i-e., degs(p) <0, and
(ii) for some given semiring element a € A we have p = a.

Proof. By Lemma 7 either p = 0, which decides p = a if a = 0, or there exists
an effectively computable zero-free polynomial p’ € P(A,, X,) with p = p’. In the
latter case we observe that p # a for every a € A, if and only if var(p’) # 0 by
Corollary 10. Hence p € [J,c4[a]= if and only if var(p’) = 0. Finally we consider the
case var(p’) = ), but then p’ € P(A,, () and we can compute whether p’ = a. O



122 B. BORCHARDT, Z. FULOP, Zs. GAZDAG, A. MALETTI

3. Monotonic Semirings

In this section we will introduce monotonic semirings, which we will use in our cost-
finiteness results in Section 5. Roughly speaking, in a monotonic semiring there exists
a partial order and the addition or multiplication of some semiring element a € A
with another semiring element a’ € A, might only yield a result which is greater or
equal than a with respect to the partial order on A. Moreover, for multiplication
we demand strictness in all possible cases. We will later use the partial order and
the monotonicity in order to show that a tree automaton with cost function might
produce arbitrarily large costs (semiring elements), precisely speaking in Section 5 we
try to decide whether the set of accepting costs is finite. Clearly, finite semirings are
obviously not interesting with respect to this question.

Definition 12. An infinite semiring A = (A,®,®,0,1) is monotonic, if there is a
partial order < on A such that the following conditions hold.

(i) For every ay,as € A the inequality a1 < a1 @ az holds and

(ii) for every aj,as € A, with ag # 1 we have a1 < a; ® ay and a1 < az © a;.

Note that the only finite semiring fulfilling Conditions (i) and (ii) is the Boolean
semiring Bool. In the following we add the partial order to the signature of the
semiring and write (A, ®,®,0,1, <) for a semiring which is monotonic with respect
to the partial order <.

For example, the semiring of the non-negative integers Nat = (N, +,-,0,1, <), the
arctic semiring Arct = (INU{—o00}, max, +, (—00), 0, <), and for some alphabet ¥ the
following subsemiring of the finite-language semiring

FLang (X)) = {L € Pe(X*) |e € L} U{0},U,0,0,{c}, )

are all monotonic. Moreover, for every n € IN, the semiring Mat,, (IN, ) is monotonic
with respect to the natural order C and at the end of Section 6 we also show that
Lem, FSet(IN), and FLang(X) are monotonic. Finally, the real number semiring
{aeR |1 <a}uUu{0},+,-0,1,<) is also monotonic, but certainly not finitely
factorizing. So far, monotonic semirings seem to be quite restricted semirings, but
in the next lemma we will characterize exactly which naturally ordered semirings are
monotonic. Basically, only Condition (ii) remains.

Lemma 13. Let A = (A4,®,3,0,1) be an infinite and naturally ordered semiring
with the natural order C. Then the following statements are equivalent.
(i) A is monotonic with respect to C.

(i) For every ay,as € A, with as # 1 we have a; T a; @ ag and a1 C az © ay.

Proof. The implication (i) = (ii) is obvious. We deduce for every aj,as € A the
property a1 C a; @ as from the fact that C is the natural order. This shows Con-
dition (i) of Definition 12. Finally Condition (ii) of Definition 12 is given by the
assumption. O
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In Subsection 2.4 we have already seen that positivity of the semiring is important
for a number of results about polynomials. Later it will turn out that the properties
one-summand freeness and one-product freeness are also very important. The lemma
to follow will state that monotonic semirings have all of the aforementioned properties.
For the rest of this section, let A = (A, ®,®,0,1, <) be a monotonic semiring.

Lemma 14. The following properties are satisfied:

(i) 0 < a for everya € A and 1 < a for every a € A, .
(i) A is positive.

(iii) A is one-summand and one-product free.

Proof. Let aj,as € A.

(i) By Condition (i) of Definition 12, we obtain 0 < 0 @ az = as. If az # 0, then
by Condition (ii) of Definition 12, 1 <1 ® as = as.

(ii) Firstly we show zero-sum freeness. Assume that a; @ as = 0. We show a3 = 0
and ag = 0 by contradiction. For this, assume as € A, . Then, by Item (i) and
Condition (i) of Definition 12, we have 0 < a2 = aj; ® a2, which contradicts
0 = a; ® az. Thus a; = 0 and hence A is zero-sum {free.

Finally, we consider zero-divisor freeness. Let a; ® as = 0. If a1,a0 € A,
then, by Item (i) and Condition (ii) of Definition 12, 0 < a; < a1 ® ag. This
contradicts a; ® as = 0. Hence a; = 0 or as = 0, and thus A is zero-divisor
free.

(iii) Let us show that a1 @ as = 1 implies ay, a2 € {0,1} by contradiction. Assume
that a1 ® a2 = 1 and a; ¢ {0,1}. Then, by Item (i) and Condition (i) of
Definition 12, we obtain 1 < a7 =< a; @ as, which contradicts a; & ay = 1.
Consequently, A is one-summand free.

Let us show by contradiction that a; ® as = 1 implies a1 = 1 and ay = 1.
Assume that a1 # 1 or ag # 1 and a1 ®ag = 1. Apparently, a;,a2 € A,. Hence
by Item (i) and Condition (ii) of Definition 12 we obtain 1 < a2 < a1 © ag
or 1 =< a; < a1 ® ag. This contradicts to a; ® az = 1. Consequently, A is
one-product free.

O

Now we show that some of the conditions in the definition of monotonic semirings
(cf. Definition 12) regarding the partial order < can be lifted from semiring elements
to polynomials, if the semiring is additionally finitely factorizing. In particular, the
statements in Items (i) and (iii) will be applied in Section 5 to show that certain
polynomials can be used to generate an infinite number of ever-increasing semiring
elements as in a < p(a) < p*(a) < ---.

Lemma 15. Let A be finitely factorizing, ai,...,a, € A, be semiring elements,
p € P(AL, X,) be a zero-free polynomial, and m € A,[X,] be a zero-free monomial
for some positive integer n € IN, .
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(i) If 1 < degs(p), then a; =< p(ai,...,a,) for every index i € [n] such that

x; € var(p).

(i) If 2 < deg(m) and 1 < a; for every index i € [n] such that x; € var(m), then

also a; < m(ay,...,ay) for every index i € [n] such that x; € var(m).

(ii3) If 2 < degs(p) and 1 < ay, then a1 < p(a,...,a1).

Proof. We prove the items separately.

(i)

Let ¢ € [n] be such that z; € var(p). Hence 1 < |p|;,. It remains to prove
a; 2 plat,...,an,).
Induction base: Let p = z;. Then p(aq,...,a,) = a; fulfilling the property.

Induction step: Let p = p; X ps for some polynomials p1,ps € P(A,, X,,) and
x € {+,-}; thus p(ai1,...,a,) =pi(a1,...,a,) @pa(as,...,a,), where ® = @ if
x = + and ® = © otherwise. Since 1 < |p|,, we have 1 < |p1|, or 1 < |p2ls;,
hence 1 < degs(p1) or 1 < degs(p2) by Corollary 10. Without loss of generality
assume the former; the presented argumentation is symmetric. Then by induc-
tion hypothesis we have a; < pi(a1,...,a,). Besides, pa(ay,...,a,) € AL by
Observation 6, hence a; < p1(as,...,a,)®p2(a1,...,a,) by Condition (i) or (ii)
of Definition 12.

By assumption 2 < deg(m), and consequently, there exist my,mo € A,[X,]

such that m = my - me and 1 < deg(my) for every k € [2]. Moreover,
there exist variables z;,z;; € X, for some indices j,j' € [n] and mono-
mials mq1,Mm1,2,M21,Ma2 € A,[X,] such that mqy = my1 - z; - m12 and
mg = Ma231 - Ty - M2 2. Hence, m = Mmi1-%; M1 -M21 - Ty - 1M 2. By
Corollary 10 and Item (i) we have a; < (z; - m1,2 - mo1)(a1,...,a,) and for
every a € {a;,a; }, since (x; -my2-meo1)(ai,...,an) € A, and 1 < a,
a < (iL’j “Mmy2 - m271)(al, ceey an) ® Qg
= (l‘j . m172 . m2,1 . Ij/)(al, e ,an).

We complete the proof using monotonicity as follows.

a < (l‘j *Mm12- M2 - xj/)(al, ey an)
= (mi1-xj-mi2-maoq-xj-ma2)(ar,...,a,)
=m(ay,...,an).
Hence we have proved the statement in case ¢ = j or ¢ =

Otherwise
1,2); the re-

J'.
x; € var(my,) for some k,l € [2]. We show the case x; € var(m
ai,...,a,) by

maining cases are similar. If z; € var(mi ) then a; < mq o
Item (i). Moreover, 1 < a;. Consequently,

a; < (z;-mi2-maoq-xy)(ar,... an)
j (ml - .’E] T2 Mo .le : m2,2)(a17' . '7a’n)

)

=m(ay,...,an).
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(iii) Since for each polynomial there exists an equivalent polynomial in normal form,
where according to Item (ii) the property holds for every monomial with de-
gree greater than 1, we can readily conclude the stated by Condition (i) in
Definition 12.

O

After having shown that polynomials of semantic degree at least 2 yields a result
strictly greater than a, if supplied with a for all variables, we will now show that this
property already holds for certain linear polynomials. In fact, later we will exclude
exactly those linear polynomials, because of this property.

Lemma 16. Let p € P(A, X1) be a polynomial with degs(p) = 1. Moreover, let
P& Uyealrr +a’]l=. Then for every a € A, we have a < p(a).

Proof. Since p ¢ J,/c4l71 + a']= while degs(p) = 1, we have that
p=ay-x1-bi+...4+a,-x1-b, + ag

for some integer n € IN,, semiring elements aq,...,a,,b1,...,b, € A, ag € A due
to Lemma 5. Moreover, there either exists an index ¢ € [n] such that (i) a; # 1 or
b; # 1, or (ii) a; = b; = 1 for every index i € [n], 2 < n, and A is not idempotent.
Case (i): Let a; # 1 or b; # 1 for some index ¢ € [n]. Clearly, a < a; ® a ©® b; < p(a)
by Conditions (i) and (ii) of Definition 12. Thus we have proved the statement in this
case.

Case (ii): Let a; = b; = 1 for all indices i € [n], 2 <n,and 1 #1® 1. Then

p=1®1) -z + Z x1 + ag
i€[n—2]

which reduces the stated to the previous case, because 1 # 1 @ 1. O

Note that idempotency is decidable, because a semiring is idempotent, if and only if
161 = 1, which is certainly decidable in a computable semiring. Moreover, we obtain
another characterization of idempotency, which we will present in the observation to
follow.

Observation 17. The following two statements are equivalent.

(i) For every a € A it holds that a ® a = a.
(i) There is an a € A, satisfying a ® a = a.

Proof. Certainly, (i) implies (ii). So we still have to prove (ii) = (i). Let a®a =a
and 1®1 # 1. By monotonicity we conclude 1 < 1@ 1. Thena < (161)®a=ada
which contradicts to the assumption. Hence 1&1 = 1 and by distributivity ¢’®a’ = o’
for every o’ € A. O

Another important property of monotonic and finitely factorizing semirings is
the following. Given two zero-free polynomials pi,ps € P(A,,X,) such that
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var(py) # var(pe). Then also p; # po follows. We justify the case where for
some index i € [n] we have x; € wvar(p) \ var(pz). The remaining case is
analogous. Let p| = piz1 < 1,...,2i—1 « 1l,2441 < 1,...,2, < 1] and
ph = polxy «— 1,...,2;-1 < Lyx;41 < 1,...,2, + 1]. By several applications
of Observation 8, var(p}) = {z;}, whereas var(py) = 0. By Corollary 10 we have
1 < degs(p)) and degs(py) = 0. Hence py = a for some semiring element a € A.
However, o’ < pi(a,...,a’) for every o’ € A by (i) of Lemma 15. This clearly yields
p1 % P2

We already started to show decidability results for the equivalence of certain poly-
nomials (e.g., Lemma 11). Now we continue this with the next lemma, in which,
roughly speaking, we show that the equivalence to a variable = is also decidable in a
monotonic and finitely factorizing semiring.

Lemma 18. Let A be finitely factorizing, p € P(A, X,,) a polynomial, and x € X,, a
variable for some n € IN,. It is decidable whether p = x.

Proof. Let us define, for every a € A, the function h, : P(A,X,) — {0,1} by
letting

1 ,ifp=a
M®—{ b

0 , otherwise.

The mapping h, is computable by Lemma 11. Let us define the mapping
hy i P(A,X,) — {0,1} in the following way. For every coeflicient a € A, vari-
able z € X, \ {z}, and polynomials p1,ps € P(A, X,,)

he(z) =1

0
0 ha(p1 - p2) = (ha(p1) A h1(p2)) V (ha(p2) A hi(p1))

he(p1 +p2) = ((hm(Pl) Aho(p2)) V (he(p2) A ho(p1))) O (ha(p1) A he(p2)),

where O =V, if A is idempotent, else by O by = by for every by, bs € {0,1}. Certainly,
h is also computable. Hence, in order to show that p = x is decidable, it is sufficient
to prove that p = «x if and only if h,(p) = 1.

A straightforward induction shows that if h,(p) = 1, then p = x. Now we show by
induction on the structure of p that p = « implies h,(p) = 1.

Induction base: Let p = a for some semiring element a € A. Then clearly p # z,
because by Corollary 10 we have 1 < degs(x) while degs(a) < 0. Hence our statement
follows. Next let p = z for some variable z € X,,. Then p = x implies z = z, from
which h,(p) = 1 follows.

Induction step: Let p = p; - po. We show that either (i) p1 = = and p; = 1 or
(ii) py = 1 and p = 2. This together with the induction hypothesis implies h,(p) = 1.

Trivially, p1 # 0 and ps # 0, else p = 0. Thus, by Lemma 7, there are zero-free
polynomials p},ph € P(A,,X,) such that p; = p| and py = ph. Since p = p} - ph
and p = xz, we conclude that = € var(p}) or x € var(p}). For the rest of the proof we
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assume the former and note that the proof using the latter assumption is absolutely
symmetric. Consequently, by Corollary 10 we have 1 < degs(p}) = degs(p1).
Further, we immediately obtain that var(p}) = {z} and var(p}) C {z}, else
p # py - ph. Moreover, assume that 1 < degs(ph). Then, by Lemma 15(i),
a=<pi(a,...,a)and a <X ph(a,...,a) for every a € A\ {0,1} and

a=<pi(a,...,a) ®pya,...,a) =pla,..., a).

This constitutes a contradiction, so degs(ph) = 0. Further p, = 1, else p, = o’ for
some a’ € A\ {0,1} and o’ < pi(d,...,a’) @ ph(d/,...,a') = p(d/,...,a’) which is
again contradictory. Therefore ps = p,, = 1 and using p = p) -p), we obtain p = pj = p;
and p; = x.

Finally, let p = p; + p2. We prove that either (i) py =« and p; =0, or (ii) p; =0
and py = x, or (iii) py = © = py and A is idempotent. This, by the induction
hypothesis, implies h,(p) = 1.

Trivially, p; £ 0 or py # 0, else p = 0. In order to prove that either (i) or (ii)
or (iil) holds, we distinguish three different cases.

Case 1: p; # 0 and py = 0. Then, from p = p; + p2 we obtain p = p; = z, hence (i)
holds.

Case 2: p; = 0 and py #Z 0. Analogously with Case 1, now (ii) holds.

Case 3: p; # 0 and py # 0. We show that (iii) holds. By Lemma 7, there are zero-free
polynomials p}, p, € P(A,,{z}) such that p; = p) and p, = p,. We can also conclude
that var(p;) C {z} and var(ps) C {z}.

We show that 1 < deg(p}) and 1 < deg(p). Assume, on the contrary, that
deg(p}) = 0. Since pj # 0, we have p] = a for some a € A,. On the other
hand, p = x implies that p(0,...,0) = 0 and thus from p = p| + p), it follows that
p1(0,...,0)®p5(0,...,0) = 0. This is a contradiction, because p;(0,...,0) = a and,
by Lemma 14, A is zero-sum free.

Then, by Corollary 10 we have 1 < degs(p]) and 1 < degs(p)). Clearly,
degs(p}) = 1 and degs(ph) = 1, because otherwise, by Lemma 15(iii), a < p}(a,...,a)
or a < ph(a,...,a), respectively, for every a € A\ {0,1} and

a=<py(a,...,a)®psa,...,a)=0p(a,...,a),

which contradicts to p = .

Moreover, pi,py € Uy eal + @]=, else by the previous chain of reasoning using
Lemma 16, we again have a contradiction. Thus p}| = = + a1 and p), = z + ay for
some ai,as € A. We can show easily that a; = as = 0 as follows. Assume, on the
contrary, that a; # 0. Then p}(0,...,0) ® p5(0,...,0) = a1 & p,H(0,...,0) # O,
because A is zero-sum free. On the other hand p(0,...,0) = 0 because p = x. This
is a contradiction because p = p] + ph. Hence pj = x and p), = x.

Finally, we have to prove that A is idempotent, which readily follows from

pi(a,....a) ®pha,....a) =ada=a
with the help of Observation 17. Thus (iii) holds. O



128 B. BORCHARDT, Z. FULOP, Zs. GAZDAG, A. MALETTI

Next we show that, for every semiring element a, the equivalence of a polynomial
to x + a is also decidable in a monotonic and finitely factorizing semiring.

Lemma 19. Let A be finitely factorizing, p € P(A, X,) be a polynomial, x € X,, be
a variable for some n € N, , and a € A be a semiring element. It is decidable whether

(1) p € Upealz+ad'l= and (it) p =z + a.

Proof. Roughly speaking, firstly one decides whether p = 0 by Lemma 11. If not,
then by Lemma 7 a zero-free normal form of p = m1 + ... + my is effectively
computable for some integer k¥ € N, and monomials mq,...,m; € A, [X,]. Then
P € Upealr + a]= if and only if 37,1 var(miy0 i = @, which is decidable by
Lemma 18. And p = a+aifandonlyif p € U, calz+a]= and 320y var(miy=o ™i = @,
where the latter is decidable by Lemma 11. We leave the details of the proof to the
reader. a

The next lemma shows that linear polynomials of the form z; + a are closed under
substitution, and moreover, given such a linear polynomial, we can only decompose
it into such polynomials. Thus this class is closed under compositions and decompo-
sitions. This property is central in Section 5, where we will apply it together with
the last lemma of this section in order to show the following. Roughly speaking, if a
computation of a tree automaton with costs is assigned such a linear cost polynomial,
then the cost polynomial of each transition of the automaton within that computation
must also be very restricted.

Lemma 20. Let A be finitely factorizing and p1,p2 € P(A, X1) polynomials. Then
p1,D2 € [x1]= if and only if p1[p2] € [x1]=. Moreover, if A is idempotent, then

P1,P2 € U[xl—f—a]z —= mp] € U[ml—i-a]z.
a€A acA

Proof. The proof of the forward direction of both statements is routine therefore we
give the proofs of the backward directions only. Let C' = (J,c4[z1 + a]=. First we
prove the second statement. Therefore, let us assume that A is idempotent and that
p1[p2) = 1 +a for some a € A. Apparently, p1 Z 0 Z po, so without loss of generality
we can furthermore assume that p; and p, are zero-free by Lemma 7. Moreover,
1 < degs(p1[p2]) by Corollary 10. We continue with a case distinction.

Case 1: Let degs(p1) = 0 or degs(pa) = 0. Then p; = a1 or ps = ay for some
ay,as € A. Consequently, var(p;[ps]) = @ and thus degs(p1[p2]) = 0 contradicting to
the assumption 1 < degs(p1[p2]).

Case 2: Let 1 < degs(p1) and 1 < degs(p2). Consequently, by Lemma 15 we have
both @’ < py(a’) and a’ < pa(a’) for every o’ € A,.

Subcase 2.1: Let 2 < degs(p1) or 2 < degs(ps). Let a” € A\ {0,1} be a non-unit
semiring element. We now select a semiring element a’ € A such that we are able to
derive a contradiction. Therefore, let

) {169(1” ,ifa € {0,1}

a , otherwise
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We immediately observe that (p1[p2])(a’) = @', because p;[p2] = x1 + a. However,
using Condition (i) of Definition 12, Item (i) of Lemma 14, and Item (i) of Lemma 15
we conclude

1<a =< pa(a’) 2 pi(p2(a)) = (pipa])(a),

where at least one of the last two inequalities is strict due to Item (iii) in Lemma 15.
In case 2 < degg(p;) it is the last one, whereas it is the former one, if 2 < degs(p2).
Thus we arrived at a contradiction, which only leaves one case.

Subcase 2.2: Let degs(p1) = 1 = degs(p2). For a contradiction assume that p; ¢ C or
p2 ¢ C. Clearly, (p1[p2])(1 @ a) = 1@ a due to p1[p2] = 1 + @ and the fact that A is
idempotent. Thus, by Item (i) of Lemma 15,

0<1®a=p(l®a)2pi1(p2(l @a)) = (p1lp2])(1 © a),

where again one of the last two inequalities is strict by Lemma 16. Provided that
p1 ¢ C it is the latter, otherwise the former. Anyway we derived a contradiction,
hence p1,ps € C.

Next we prove the first statement. Therefore, let us assume that p;[ps] = z1. Now
p1 Z 0 # po and the same case distinction can be made as above out of which Case 1
leads to a contradiction in the same way as before because there we did not use that
A is idempotent. Moreover, Case 2 (including Subcases 2.1 and 2.2) is also sound
because its proof also works for a = 0 (even if A is not idempotent). Thus we obtain
that p1,p2 € C. Let us assume that p; = x1 +a’ or po = x1 + @ for some a’ # 0.
Apparently, (p1[p2])(0) = 0 by pi[p2] = 1, but @’ < p1(0) or o’ < p2(0). This yields
by Condition (i) of Definition 12

0 < a’ = p1(p2(0)) = (p1[p2])(0),

which is again contradictory. Thus, p;,p2 € [x1]= which finishes the proof of the first
statement and thus of the lemma. O

Lemma 21. Let A be finitely factorizing and idempotent, and let p; € P(A, X,,) be a
polynomial and ay,...,a, € A\{0,1} be non-zero semiring elements for some integer
n € N,. Finally, let i € [n]. Then

pl[:cl A1y Ll A1, L1 S Qjply ooy Ty an] S U [1‘1 + CL]E,
acA
if and only if p1 = x; + p' with p’ € P(A, X, \ {z;}).
Proof. Sufficiency is readily seen, so it remains to prove necessity. Apparently, p; # 0

and there exists a normal form p; = mj + - - - + my, for some integer k € IN, and zero-
free monomials my,...,my € A, [X,] by Lemma 7. Let

P2 :pl[xl A1y ey Ti—1 S A1, L5101 S Aid1ye ..y Ty an].

and ps = z; + a for some a € A. Further, let j € [k] be an arbitrary index such that
x; € var(m;). We will prove that m; = x;, thereby proving the statement.
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Apparently, we have that 1 < degg(m;) by Corollary 10. Furthermore, assume that
2 < degs(m;). Then by Lemma 15 we conclude that

a ®a < mj(al,...,ai_l,a’@a,ai+1,...,an)
jpl(al,...,ai_l,a’@a,ai+1,...,an)
=po(ar,...,ai—1,a ®a,air1,...,a,)
=d ®a

for every o’ € A\ {0,1}. However, this is contradictory, hence degs(m;) = 1. Thus
m; = m} - x; - mh for some zero-free monomials mj,m5 € A, [X,]. If m{ # 1 or
mb # 1, then m; ¢ [z;]= by Lemma 18 because hg, (m} - z; - m5) = 0. Consequently,
with the help of Lemma 16 we conclude

1@(1<mj(al,...,ai_l,lEBa,ai_,_l,...,an)
=piar,...,ai-1,1®©a,a41,...,0,).
This, however, contradicts to pa(ay,...,a;—1,1®a,aix11,-..,0,,) =1Ba®a = 1Da.
Hence m} = 1 = mj, proving the statement. a

4. Tree Automata with Costs

A finite tree automaton is a quadruple M = (Q,X,6,F) where Q and F C Q
are finite sets of states and final states, respectively, ¥ is a ranked alphabet, and
0 € Upen 5 is a ranked alphabet of transitions, where for every integer k € IN we
have 6%) C Q% x ©(*) x . In transitions we drop the tuple notation for the first

component of the triple and just write ¢;...qx to mean (qi,...,qr). A transition
(q1...qr,0,q) € 8 for some integer k € N, k-ary symbol o € ) and states
qi,---,qk,q € Q is also called g-transition. Moreover, let

8 aw={ler...aqx,0,q) €™ |ceS®} and §= U 82 o

kEN,q1,...,q€Q

Let us now define the semantics of these devices. For every integer n € IN, tree
s € Tx(X,), and states ¢, q1,...,qn € Q, we define the set ¥ (s) of (q1...qn,q)-
computations over s as a subset of Ts(X,,) by induction on the tree s as follows.

(i) Let s = z; for some index j € [n]. If ¢ = g;, then W
Wl g (s)= .

(ii) Let s = o(s|1,...,s|;) for some k € IN and input symbol ¢ € ¥(*). Then
Wi . (s)is the set of all trees 7(1/1, . .., 91, where for every index j € [k] there
is a state r; € Q, such that 1; € Uyl o (s|;) and 7 = (r1...7%,0,q) € 5%,

. (8) = {z;}, otherwise

The set of (1 ...¢n,q)-computations is defined as Wg = Usery(x,) ¥e,..q.(5)
and the set of linear and non-deleting (q¢i...¢n,q)-computations is defined as

\/I\fglmqn = UseTE(Xn) Wi .(8). In case n = 0, we write ¢ for the sequence g1 ...qn
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and we speak about an (g, g)-computation or just g-computation. The tree language
accepted by M in state ¢ € Q is defined to be

L(M)g={seTn|Vis)#0}

and the tree language accepted by M is L(M) = J,cp L(M)q.

The trace graph [31] of M is the directed graph G(M) = (Q, E), where the set
E of labeled edges consists of all triples (¢, (7,7),q) with ¢,q¢" € Q being states and
the label (r,;) consists of a transition 7 = (q1...qx,0,q) € 6% for some integer
k € IN and an integer j € IN such that j € [k] and ¢’ = ¢;. Let ¢,¢ € Q. We call ¢
reachable from ¢’ in G(M), if ¢ = ¢’ or there exists an integer k € IN, and a sequence
(qo, {11, J1), @1) (q1, (T2, J2), 42), - - -, (@k—1, (> Jk), qx) of edges in E such that qo = ¢’
and qp = q. Moreover, we define the relation ~j; on @ as follows: for two vertices
q,q € Q we have g ~) ¢/, if and only if both g is reachable from ¢’ and ¢’ is reachable
from g, i.e., if ¢ and ¢’ are strongly connected in G(M). Then certainly ~j; is an
equivalence relation on Q.

Now we define the relation <ps over the factor set [Q]~,, as follows: for ¢,q¢" € Q,
we let [¢]~,, <um [¢']~y, if and only if ¢’ is reachable from ¢ in G(M). Certainly,
<js is a partial order on [Q]~,,. Occasionally we will also use the partial order <,
defined on states as follows. We let ¢ <p; ¢ for states ¢,¢' € Q, if and only if
[q}NM <M [qI]NM and ¢ ¢ [qI]NM \ {q/}'

Given a tree automaton M we can construct another tree automaton M’ with
L(M) = L(M') such that M’ has no useless states [31], i.e., states which do not occur
in any g-computation of any final state ¢ € F'.

Let us now add costs to the finite tree automaton M = (Q,X,4, F) in the way
as it was done in [31]. For this let us consider a semiring A = (4,®,©®,0,1). A
cost function for M is a mapping ¢ : § — P(A, X) such that for every k € IN and
7 € 6% we have ¢(1) € P(A, X;). The cost function c is linear, if for every 7 € § the
polynomial ¢(7) is linear. We extend ¢ to a mapping ¢ : Ts(X) — P(A, X) in the
following way. Let ¢ € T5(X). (i) If v = x with € X, then ¢(¢)) = z and, (ii) if
Y =701, .., 9%[x) for some k € N and 7 € 5%, then c(¢) = e(7)[c(¥]1), - - -, c(]x)]-

For a set W C Wi of (q1...qn,q)-computations we introduce the set of costs
in the usual manner, i.e., ¢(¥) = {¢c(y)) | ¥ € ¥} and for every n semiring elements
ai,...,an € A, we let ¢(¥)(a1,...,an) = {c(¥)(a1,...,a,) | ¥ € U}. Finally, we
write ¢(M), for ¢(¥2) and define the set of accepting costs as

qel

Example 22. Let Mg = (Q,%,0g, F) be the tree automaton with Q = {qo,q1,¢,7},
input ranked alphabet ¥ = {0, a0}, final states F = {q,r}, and the following set
d0p of transitions.

6E' = {(Ea a, qO)u (87 a, CI)7 (CIOCIOa g, CIO)7 (quv a, q1)7 (CIO% g, CI)» (qqla g, T)u (7"7", g, T)}
———— —— —_——— —— ——

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 76 T7

The tree language accepted by Mg in state ¢1 is L(Mg)q, = {o(s1,82) | 51,82 € Tx },
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and since a ¢ L(MEg),, the tree language accepted by Mg is
L(Mg) ={o(s1,52) | 51,52 € Tx }.
Now we add the cost function cg : 05 — P(IN, X) over the semiring Nat specified
by
CE(Tl) =0 CE(TQ) = CE(Tg) =3x1 + 4xs CE(7‘4) = 3x122

cg(m5) =21+ 22 cp(t6) =521 cp(mr) =21 + Ta.
The set of costs computed by states qy and ¢y is
[ce(ME)g)= = [ce(ME)q )= = {[0]=}-
Moreover, [cg(MEg)ql= = {[2]=} and
[ce(MEg)r]l=z={[n]lz|neN,, GkeN,): 10-k=n}.

Consequently, [ce(MEg)]= = {[0]=, [10]=, [20]=, [30]=, ...}. Finally, Figure 1 graphi-
cally displays Mg and Figure 2 displays an input tree, one possible computation tree

for that input tree, the cost function applied to this computation tree, and the trace
graph G(MEg).

o/3z1 44z o/2z14T2 o/3z 132 o/bxy o/x1+xT2

Figure 1: Example tree automaton with cost function of Example 22.

In several proofs of the present paper we use the technique of decomposing a g-
computation ¢ into a ¢’-computation 15 and a (¢’, ¢)-computation ;. The following
observation shows how this decomposition is reflected in the costs. A straightforward
inductive proof on the length of the path in the computation 1; from the root to the
node labeled with the variable x; shows the following observation. For the rest of this
section, let M = (Q, %, 0, F') be a tree automaton with cost function ¢ : 6 — P(A, X)
over a semiring A = (4,®,®,0,1).

Observation 23. Let q,q' € Q be states, ¥ € UL be a g-computation, 1y € \Ilgl be
a ¢'-computation, and v € \I/Z, be a (¢', q)-computation such that v = Y1[1p2]. Then
() = c(ib1)[e(y2)]-

Definition 24. For every subset E C A we define the set Qg C Q of E-states of M
to be

Qe={qeQ|(Vpe¥)(BecE): c(y)=e}.
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Figure 2: A sample input tree s, computation tree ¢, and the trace graph G(Mg).

Clearly, F C E' C A implies Qg C Qg C Qa4 = Q. Moreover, Qy = @ if M has
no useless states. If we reconsider the tree automaton Mg = (Q, %, dg, F') with cost
function cp : 0p — P(IN, X) of Example 22, then Qo3 = {q0,q1}, Q23 = {¢}, and
Q110,20,30,..} = {r}, for example. Next we introduce a shorthand for a simple case
analysis. For every set S let

es,€s: (XUA)xSxP(S)— XUA
be the mappings specified for every z € X U A, element s € S, and subset S’ C S by

z ,ifse s

0 , otherwise

z ,ifse s
1 , otherwise -

es(z,8,8") = { es(z,8,8") = {

Now we give an algorithm that computes the set of {0}-states.

Lemma 25. Let A be positive.
computed.

The set Qoy of all {0}-states can effectively be

Proof. We give an algorithm which computes Q oy in Algorithm 1. Upon termination
of the algorithm, i.e., @, = Q,_1, it is easy to see that for every ¢ € @, it holds that
g € Qp, if and only if there is a tree s € L(M), and a computation ¢ € ¥i(s) such
that c(¢) #Z 0. Thus Qoy = Q \ Qn. |

For every integer k € IN and (q1,...,q) € QF we let

03 g = leq(r1,01,Q\ Qqoy). - ek, a1 @\ Qo))
anl...qk = Hquqk [e/Q(xla q1, Q \ Q{l})a ceey elQ(xka qk; Q \ Q{l})]

be shorthands for substitutions. We can likewise compute the sets of {1}-states and
{0, 1}-states. The algorithms are presented in Algorithms 2 and 3, respectively.
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Algorithm 1 An algorithm computing the set of {0}-states of M.

Require: M has no useless states, A is positive
n = 0, Qo = (Z)
repeat
(Fk e N)3Fo € 2*N)3q,...,q € Q):
Qni1:=0QnUqeQ T=(q1...qk,a,q)e6(k),
C(T)[eQ(xh q1, Qn)a sy eQ(‘rkvqka Qn)] $—é 0
n:=n+1
until Qn = Qn,—l
Ensure: Qo = Q\ Qn

Algorithm 2 An algorithm computing the set of {1}-states of M.
Require: M has no useless states, A is positive, one-summand free, one-product free

n:=0,Qq:=0

repeat

(Fk e N)3Fo € 2*N)3q,...,q € Q):
Q71/+1 = Q"U qEQ T:(ql"'Qk7UaQ) ECS(k)v
C(T) 9‘?1‘% [G/Q(xlvqlaQn)a e '76/Q(xkaquQn)] §é 1
n:=n++1

until Qn = Qn—l
Ensure: Q1 =Q\ @,

Algorithm 3 An algorithm computing the set of {0, 1}-states of M.
Require: M has no useless states, A is positive, one-summand free, one-product free
n:=0,Q:=0

repeat

(3k e N) (3o € SN (Fqy, ..., qx € Q):
T=(q1--.-9,0,q9) € 5k,
e(7) Uﬁ...qk [elQ(Ih(haQn)a R
eq @k, a1, Qn)] ¢ [0]= U [1]=

Qn,+1 = Qn Uqgqe Q

n:=n++1
until Qn = Qn,—l
Ensure: Q0,13 =Q\ Qx
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If we apply Algorithm 1 to the tree automaton Mg of Example 22, then the al-
gorithm terminates with final values n = 3, Qo = 0, @1 = {q}, Q2 = {q,r}, and
Q3 = Q2. Hence we computed Qo = @ \ @3 = {qo,q1} which we already stated
in the previous paragraph. Following up we present a notion of reducedness for tree
automata with cost functions (cf. the concept of E-parameter reduced tree automata
with costs in [31]). Similar to the removal of useless states, we now remove unneces-
sary variables from the cost polynomials.

Definition 26. M is called reduced [31], if the following conditions are satisfied.
There exists a distinguished state 1 € ) such that

(i) M has no useless states or the set of useless states is {L},
(ii) L is the only zero-state, i.e., Qroy = {L},

(iii) for every integer k € N, transition T = (q1 ...qx,0,q) € 6 for some states
a1, qr € Q, and symbol o € X | if g € Q0,1 then we have q; = L for
every index j € [k] and c(7) = eq(1,¢,Q \ {L}).

(iv) For every integer k € N, transition 7 = (q1...qx,0,q) € 8% for some states
¢ q1 - qx € Q, and input symbol o € LF),

e cither (1) =0 and q1,...,qx € Qo,1},

e or ¢(r) € P(A,,Xy) is a zero-free cost polynomial and we demand for
every index j € [k] that

x; € var(c(r)) — ¢ & Qo,1}-

Apparently the tree automaton Mg with cost function of Example 22 is not re-
duced because Qg = {qo,q1} is not a singleton. Next we prove that, under certain
conditions, for every tree automaton M with cost function ¢, a reduced tree automa-
ton M’ with cost-function ¢’ can be constructed such that ¢(M) = ¢/(M’), i.e., M
and M’ are cost-equivalent (cf. Theorem 2.3 of [31]). Whereas the removal of useless
states preserves the tree language accepted by a tree automaton, our construction of
reducing a tree automaton does not preserve the tree language accepted but rather
the set of accepting costs.

Lemma 27. Let A be positive, one-summand free, and one-product free. Then a
reduced tree automaton M' = (Q', %, F') with cost function ¢ : 0" — P(A, X)
can effectively be constructed such that M and M' are cost-equivalent, i.e., we have
that e(M) = ¢/ (M").

Proof. We recall that the sets Qoy, @1}, and Qo,1} can effectively be com-
puted due to Algorithms 1, 2, and 3. Firstly we construct the tree automaton
M" = (Q",X%,8", F") with cost function ¢ : §” — P(A, X) as follows. We tag
the states of the original automaton with {1,2,3} where roughly speaking @ x {1}
corresponds to the original states, @ x {2} corresponds to a copy of @ preparing the
cost 1, and @ x {3} corresponds to a copy of @ preparing cost 0. Note that we will
assign cost 1 to states (g, 3) for ¢ € Q, however these states will never be final states,
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so that this will not influence the set of accepting costs. Let Q" = @ x [3] U {L},
where | ¢ @ is a new distinguished state and
FX[].] 71meQ{0,1}:®
Fx 2] A FN(Qroy \Quuy) =0, FNQay #0
F' = (F\ Qoy) x 1JU{L} ,if FN(Qo1) \ Qpoy) =0, FNQoy # 0
(F\ Qqoy) x RJU{L} i FN(Qo1y\ Q) #0,
and F' N (Qo,1} \ Qqoy) # 0.
Moreover, the set of transitions 6" and the cost function ¢’ : 6" — P(A, X) are
defined in the following way.
(i) Forevery k € Nand o € S0 let 7/ = (L... 1,0, 1) € (6")* with ¢/(+") = 0.
(i) Forevery k € N, 0 € ™ and g € Q x {2,3} let 7/ = (L... L, 0,q) € (5")®
with ¢’ (7") = 1.
(111) For every k € Na o€ E(k)a q,q1,---,4qk € Q7 T = (Q1"'Qk7a7q) € 6(k) with
q ¢ Qo,1y we define the set of transitions as follows. For every partition
{q1,-.,q} = Qo UQ1 UQ> into pairwise disjoint sets, i.e., for every i, j € [0, 2]
we have Q; N Q; =0, if i # j, with the properties that
hd Q{O} m{qla"'an} - QOa
L4 Q{l} N {Qb e an} g Qla and
d {qla ceey Qk} \ Q{O,l} = Q27

let

0= [eQ(mlaQMQ \ Q0)7 .. 7eQ($k7QkaQ \ QO)]
[e/Q<x17q1aQ \ Q1)7 .. 'ae/Q(xIWQIWQ \ Ql)]

If ¢(7) = 0, which is decidable by Lemma 11, then
7 = ((q1,3) .. (g, 3), 0, (¢, 1)) € "") and '(+") = 0.

Otherwise, by Lemma 7, construct a zero-free polynomial p € P(A,, X)) such
that p = ¢(7) 0. Moreover, let 7/ = (ry...7r;,0,(gq,1)) € §"®) and (") = p,
where for every index j € [k] we have

(g;,1) ,if z; € var(p)
ri =19 (g5,2) ,if xz; ¢ var(p), ¢; € Q1 -
(gj,3) , otherwise

(iv) The set of transitions 6" has no additional elements, i.e., every element is re-
quired by either (i), (ii), or (iii).

Then construct the tree automaton M’ with cost function ¢’ : ¢ — P(A, X) from
M'" and ¢’ by removing useless states ¢ € Q" \ { L} and transitions, and let the cost
function ¢’ be defined by ¢/(7') = ¢’ (7') for every traunsition 7/ € §’.



Bounds for Tree Automata with Polynomial Costs 137

First we show that M’ is reduced. Obviously, M’ does not have useless states
g € Q \ {Ll}. Trivially {{0} = {Ll} (cf. Condition (ii) of Definition 26),
Quy = {(¢,5) € @ | j € {2.3}} and Q) 1y = Qo) U QYyy, because A is posi-
tive. For every integer k € IN, input symbol o € X(*) k + 1 states ¢,q1,...,q1 € Q',
and transition 7 = (q1 ...qx,0,q) € (5’)(k) we have the following. If g € Q/{O,l}’ then
¢ =-=gq,=Land (7") = eq(1,¢,Q" \ {L}) by Items (i), (ii), and (iv), thus
fulfilling Condition (iii) of Definition 26. On the other hand, if ¢ ¢ QY ;,, then for
every index j € [k] the variable z; is in var(c/(7)), if and only if ¢; ¢ Q0,13 by
Items (iii) and (iv). This saturates Condition (iv) of Definition 26, so all conditions
of Definition 26 are met; hence M’ is reduced.

Next we show that ¢(M) = ¢/(M’'). We show this by proving that, for every
d e [Alz,

d € [e(M)]=
<= there are a ¢ € F' and a g-computation ¢ € ¥ (using M)
such that c(v) =d

<L there are a ¢’ € F' and a ¢/-computation ¢’ € ¢ (using M)
such that ¢/ (¢) =d
— ded(M)=.

It only remains to prove the equivalence marked by 7.

Part T:: We distinguish two cases.

Case 1: Let ¢ € F'N Qqo,13- Now, by Definition 24, d € [0]= U [1]=, hence we have
either d =1 ord = 0. If d = 0, then we have L. € F’ and, moreover, there is a
L-computation 1’ € Wl using M’ with ¢/(¢/) = 0. Consequently, ¢'(¢/) = d and
setting ¢’ = L proves the statement in case d = 0.

On the other hand, if d = 1, then (¢,2) € F’ and there is a (g,2)-computation
S ple?) using M’ with ¢/(¢') = 1. Consequently, ¢’(¢") = d and setting ¢’ = (¢, 2)
proves the statement, if d = 1.

Case 2: ¢ € F'\ Qqo,1}- By assumption there is a g-computation ¢ € ¥Z using M with
¢(y) = d. By induction over the height of the computation ¢ we prove that there is
a (g, 1)-computation ¢’ € glob using M’ with ¢/(¢') = d.

Induction base: Let height(y)) = 1. Then there exist a nullary input symbol
a € O and a transition 7 = (g,a,¢) € 69 such that ¢(r) = d. According to
Ttem (iii) also 7" = (e,a, (¢, 1)) € (5’)(0) and ¢/(17) = ¢(r). Hence ¢/(7') = d and
setting 1)/ = 7’/ proves the statement.

Induction step: Let height(¢) > 1. Then there exist an integer £ € IN, an input
symbol o € () states ¢1,...,qx € Q, a transition 7 = (¢1...qx,0,q) € 6%, and
gj-subcomputations 1; € ¥& for every index j € [k] such that o = 7(¢1,..., %)
We construct the partition {gi,...,q:} = Qo U Q1 U Q2 as follows. For every index
j € [K]



138 B. BORCHARDT, Z. FULOP, Zs. GAZDAG, A. MALETTI

e if g; € Qo then g; € Qo.

e if g; € Q1) then g; € Q1.

e if ¢; € Q0,13 and ¢(3p;) = 0 then g; € Qo.
e if ¢; € Qo,1y and c(¢;) =1 then ¢; € Q1.
e if ¢j ¢ Qo,1} then ¢; € Qa.

This partition certainly fulfills the restrictions imposed in Item (iii). Let

0 =leq(x1,q1,Q\ Qo), ..., eq(Tr, qr, @ \ Qo)
leg(x1,q1,Q\ Q1) .-, e (Tr, qr, Q \ Q1)]-

It should be clear that ¢(7) 0 [c(¢1),...,c(¥r)] = c(T)[c(¥1),. .., c(¥r)] = c(¢) = d.
If ¢(r)® = 0, then d = 0. Moreover, by Item (iii), there exists a transition

7 =((q1,3)...(qx,3),0,(q,1)) € 5'™ with d(7') = 0. Thus there certainly exists a
(g, 1)-computation ¢’ € T with dW') =d.

If ¢(1)0 # 0, then, by Lemma 7, there exists a zero-free p € P(A,, X)) with
p = ¢(7) 0 such that, by Item (iii), there exists a transition

m'=(r1...1%,0,(q,1)) € 5" with d()=p

where for every index j € [k]

(gj,1) ,if z; € var(p)
rj =1 (g,2) ,ifx; ¢ var(p), ¢; € Q1 .
(gj,3) , otherwise
Moreover, for every index j € [k], if 7; = (g;,1), then there also exists a (g;,1)-
computation v € glah) (using M) with cost ¢/(¥}) = ¢(3;) by induction hypoth-
esis. Otherwise r; € Q’{l} and according to Items (i) and (ii), z; ¢ var(c(r)) or
either c(1;) = 0 and there is a (g;, 3)-computation ¢} € gl (using M") with cost
c(j) =1, or ¢(yp;) = 1 and there exists a (g, 2)-computation ¢ € gle-?) (using
M") with cost ¢'(;) = 1.
We consider p = ¢/(7') = ¢(7) 0. Let j € [k]. Apparently, c(¢;) = 0, if ¢; € Qo,
and c(v;) = 1, if ¢; € Q1 by Definition 24. Obviously,

ple(t1), ..., c(Yr)] = e()[c(¥1), - . ., c(Pr)]-

Furthermore, if a variable z; for some index j € [k] obeys z; ¢ var(c/(7’)), then
the cost c(1;) of the corresponding subcomputation can be set to an arbitrary
value. Thus, by the Replacement Theorem (cf. Theorem 4) and the condition that
c(¥;) = ' (¢;) for every j € [k] such that x; € var(c'(7')), we have

co(r)[e(tr), - ()] = ¢ (7)[e(@r), ..., c(¥n)] = ¢ (7)[' (W), ... (¥)].
Finally, the induction step, and thereby, the first part are proved.

Part <L: The proof of this direction is similar to the previous one. O
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If we apply the construction present in the previous proof to our example tree au-
tomaton Mg = (Q, X%, g, F') with cost function ¢ : 6 — P(IN, X) of Example 22,
then we might obtain the reduced tree automaton My, = (Q', X, 0%, F') (displayed in
Figure 3) with cost function ¢/, : ¢ — P(IN, X) with

Ql = {J—a (QO73)7 (Ta 2)7 (qa 1)7 (7’, 1)7 (Q17 3)}7
F' ={1,(r,1),(r,2)}

and transitions

8 ={(e,a, L), (LL,o,1), (e, (qo,3)), (LL,0,(q,3)), (e, (r,2)), (LL,0o,(r2)),
(e, (q1,3)), (LL,0,(q1,3)), (e, @, (¢, 1)), ((¢: 1)(q1, 3), 0, (1, 1)),
((Tv 1)(Ta 1)7 a, (Ta 1))7 ((QO7 3)(q7 1); g, (Q; 1))}

Further, the cost function ¢/ is specified by (note that we omitted the outermost
parentheses for brevity)

o(eya, L) =cp(LL,o,1)
(e, v, (q0,3)) = cp(LL,0,(q,3)) = cple, a, (r,2)) = cp(L L, 0, (r,2))
1=cg(e,a,(q1,3) = cp(LL,0,(q1,3))
2=cp(e, (g, 1))
((g:)(q1,3),0.(r, 1))
p((r,1)(r,1),0,(r,1))
£((90,3)(a,1),0,(g,1)).

Next we show the main beneficial property of a reduced tree automaton with cost
function. Roughly speaking, it states that the existence of a (¢’,¢)-computation
implies the existence of a (¢, ¢)-computation ¢ such that c(¢) is zero-free and
x1 € var(c()). For this we need the following preparatory lemma, which also shows
an interesting property of a reduced tree automaton.

Lemma 28. Let M be reduced and q € Q\Qgo,1y- There exists a computation ¢ € V!
such that c(v) is zero-free.

Proof. Since M is reduced, it has no useless states. Hence there exists a computation
1 € Wi, The property can then be proved by an easy induction on the height of .
O

Lemma 29. Let M be reduced. For every two states q,q" € Q \ Qqo,1}, if ‘,I\’g, # 0,

then there also exists a (¢, q)-computation ¢ € \f/g/ such that c(y) is zero-free and
x1 € var(c(y)).

Proof. Let ¢ € (I\IZ, be arbitrary. We prove the statement by induction on the length
| = |w| where w € pos(y) is the unique position such that lab,(w) = z;.

Induction base: Assume that | = 0; thus ¢ = x1 and ¢’ = ¢ in order for ¢ € \flg,
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c/0

o/xi+as

Figure 3: Example of a reduced tree automaton with cost function.
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This computation ¢ is appropriate, since ¢(¢) = ¢(x1) = 21 and certainly z; is zero-
free and xy € var(x;). Thus set ¥ = .

Induction step: Assume that [ = ’+1 for some I’ € IN. Thus for some integer k € IN,
k-ary input symbol ¢ € X*) and states qi,...,qx € Q we have p = 7(p|1, ..., ¢[x),
where 7 = (q1...qr,0,q) € 6%). Moreover, there is an index i € [k] such that
vl € \/I\lgf and for every j € [k] with j # i we have ¢|; € UZ.

Firstly, we observe ¢; ¢ Qyo0,1}- In fact, if ¢; € Q{o,1} then by a straightforward in-
duction using Condition (iii) of Definition 26 we gain ¢’ = L, hence ¢’ € Qy¢,1}, which
contradicts to the assumption ¢’ ¢ Qo,1}. Hence by Condition (iv) of Definition 26,
¢(T) is zero-free and x; € var(c(r)). Moreover, by the induction hypothesis there
exists a (¢’, ¢;)-computation v; € \/I\/gf such that ¢(v;) is zero-free and z1 € var(c(v;)).

Finally, for every index j € [k] with j # 4, there are two cases. (i) Either
x; € var(c(7)), then by Condition (iv) in Definition 26 we have q; ¢ Qo,1}- Then,
by Lemma 28, there is a zero-free computation ¢; € ¥&. (ii) On the other hand
x; ¢ var(c(r)), then we can take any arbitrary computation, e.g, we set ¥, = ;.
Now we consider the (¢’, g)-computation ¥ = 7(¢1,...,%x). It should be clear that
c() is zero-free and x1 € var(c(v)). O

5. Characterizing and Deciding Cost-Finiteness

In this section we investigate the cost-finiteness of reduced tree automata with cost
function where the underlying semiring A = (A4, ®, ®,0, 1) is finitely factorizing and
monotonic. We show that such a tree automaton M = (Q, X, d, F) having cost func-
tion ¢ : 6 — P(A, X) is cost-finite, i.e., [¢(M)]= is finite, if and only if for every
integer k € IN,, states ¢ € Q \ Q0,13 and q1,...,qx € Q, index i € [k], and transition
T €064 4 if i ~n g, then we have either

(i) e(r) = x; + p for some polynomial p € P(A, X}, \ {z;}) and (A is idempotent or
p=0)or

(i) x; ¢ var(ce(T)).

In Section 6 we consider instances of the aforementioned result. Generally in
this section again let M = (Q,X,§,F) be a tree automaton with cost function
¢: 0 — P(A, X) over the semiring A = (A, ®,®,0,1).

5.1. An Intermediate Characterization of Cost-Finiteness

In this subsection—as an intermediate result—we characterize the finiteness of the
set of accepting costs [¢(M)]= of a reduced tree automaton M with cost function ¢
over a finitely factorizing semiring in terms of the finiteness of the sets [c(@g)]; of
costs of (g, g)-computations for every state g € @ (cf. Corollary 35).

Definition 30. The tree automaton M with cost function c is said to be cost-finite
if [c(M)]= is finite, whereas M is called cost-infinite if it is not cost-finite.
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In the following we deeply investigate (g, ¢)-computations v € e &, in which pre-
cisely one leaf is labeled with a variable. We would like to substitute a g-computation x
for this variable such that the cost of x contributes to the cost of the computation
Y[x], i-e., z1 € var(c(y)). Therefore we consider reduced tree automata, which by
Lemma 29 have the property that for every (g, ¢)-computation v there exists a (g, q)-
computation ¢’ € \/I\lg such that z1 € var(c(y’)). For the remainder of this subsection,
let M be reduced and A be finitely factorizing.

Lemma 31. If M is cost-finite, i.e., [c(M)]= is finite, then the set [c(M)4]= is finite
for every state q € Q.

Proof. Let g € Qo,1}, then the property is trivial. We prove the remaining claim
by contradiction. Therefore, assume that there exists a state ¢ € @ \ Q0,13 such
that [¢(M)q]= is an infinite set. Hence ¢(M), = A’ for some infinite set A" C A.
By the reducedness of M the state q is not useless, and consequently, there exists

a (g,q")-computation @ € \I/q for some final state q € F\ Qo,13- Finally, by

Lemma 29 there also exists a (q, q')-computation ¢’ € \II?I such that ¢(¢') is zero-free
and z; € var(c(¢)).

Let ¢ € U? be a g-computation (which exists due to Lemma 28). We can com-
plete ¢’ to a ¢’-computation ¢’[¢] and thus according to Observation 23 obtain
c('[¢]) = e(¥)[c(p)]- Recall that ¢ € F is a final state; hence in general we obtain

(W'2E]) = e()[e()] = c()[c(M)y] € c(M)q S e(M).
Since ¢(M), = A’, we have
c()[e(M)q] = c(¥)[A'] = c(¢)(A)

Q

and [c(¥')(A")]=z C [e¢(M)]=z and c(¢')(A4’) is infinite by Lemma 9. Consequently,
[e(M)]= is 1nﬁn1te which contradicts the assumption that M is cost-finite. Conse-
quently, [¢(M),]= is finite for every state ¢ € Q. O

In the following corollary we present another necessary condition for cost-finite
tree automata with cost function over finitely factorizing semirings in terms of the
set c(Wd)[a] of costs of (g,q)-computations, where a € c(M), is the cost of a ¢-
computation. The importance of (g, g)-computations is illustrated in the next sen-
tence. Apparently, every (g, q)-computation ¢ can be pumped, which gives a new
(¢, q)-computation 2. Hence, pumping v arbitrarily often might produce an infinite
set of costs and thus might yield cost-infiniteness. Corollary 32 states this formally.

Corollary 32. If M is cost-finite, i.e., the set [c(M)]= is finite, then the set
[c(@g)[a] |= is finite for every state ¢ € Q and cost a € ¢(M),.

Proof. By a € ¢(M), there exists a g-computation x € ¥Z such that ¢(x) = a. We
observe that every (g, ¢)-computation ¢ € \flg can be completed to a g-computation
Y[x]; hence \qu[ ] € ¥4 and c(\/ﬁg[x]) = c(\flg)[c(x)] = c(\flg)[a] by Observation 23.
However, [c (\IJ‘?)[ ll=z C [e(M)4]= where the set [¢(M)y]= is finite by Lemma 31.

Thereby also the set [c (\Ilg)[a] |= is finite, which proves the statement. a
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Next we will prove the converse of Lemma 31, i.e., if all (¢, ¢)-computations produce
only finitely many costs, then M is cost-finite. We perform the proof in two steps.
First, in Lemma 33, we show that if all (g, q)-computations produce only finitely
many costs, then for every two states r and ¢ with r ~j; ¢ all (r, ¢)-computations
only generate a finite set of costs (for the definition of the equivalence relation ~ s, see
Subsection 4). Then in Lemma 34, we show that if for every two states r and ¢ with
r ~pr q all (r, g)-computations generate finitely many costs, then M is cost-finite.

Lemma 33. If for every state ¢ € Q and cost a € c(M)y the set [c(\ffgi)[a]]E is
finite, then also for every two states q,r € Q with r ~p; q and cost o' € ¢(M), the
set [e(P2)[a’]]= is finite.

Proof. First if ¢ € Qo,1y then r € Qo,1) and vice versa, and the statement becomes
trivial. Thus let ¢,7 ¢ Qo,1}. Again we prove the lemma by contradiction. Therefore,
let us assume the converse of the claim, i.e., c(\flg)[a’] = A’ for some infinite set
A’ C A and cost a’ € ¢(M),. There exists a computation ¢ € ¥ such that c(p) = a’.
Moreover, since r ~y; ¢, there exists a (g, r)-computation, i.e., \Tf; # (), and moreover,

by Lemma 29 there exists a (g, 7)-computation ¢ € \TJZ such that ¢(1)) is zero-free and
x1 € var(e(v))). Due to Observation 23, we obtain

~ ~ ~ ~

c(Wie]]) = c(@[¥)e(p)] = c(¥[¥7])]a’] € c(¥7)]a’]

and

Besides we have ¢(¢)[c(V9)[a] ] = ¢(¢)[A’] = ¢(¢)(A’) where the last set is infinite due
to Lemma 9. Hence [¢(¥7)[a']]= is an infinite set contradicting the assumption that
[C(@Zi)[a] ] is finite for every ¢’ € Q and a € ¢(M), . Consequently, also [¢(¥9)[a'] =
is finite for every two states r ~js ¢ and cost a’ € ¢(M),. m|

The following proof requires a decomposition of a computation into maximal sub-
computations, which only use states of one equivalence class. However, there may
appear variables in this computation, and intuitively speaking, it is at the variables
where we may plug in computations using states which are not from the equiva-
lence class. Let us therefore define for every state g the class of all those compu-
tations, which only use states equivalent to ¢ at the inner nodes. Therefore, let

q,q1,---,qr € Q for some integer k € IN. Then we define the set @Zlmqk as follows.

gy = {0 € WY o | (Vw € pos(4))(3r € [glny,) : laby(w) € 6" U X }
It is clear that @Zl_“qk = (), if for some index i € [k] we have ¢ <js ¢;. In this sense,

the procedure of decomposing a computation is performed according to the partial
order <j; on the state set @, which is defined in Subsection 4.

Lemma 34. If for every two states q,r € Q with r ~ q and cost a € ¢(M), the set
[c(P9)[a] |z is finite, then M is cost-finite.
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Proof. Let us first prove an intermediate statement, namely that [¢(T?)]= is a fi-
nite set for every state ¢ € . We denote this statement by (). Clearly, every ¢-
computation 1) € @g is either a g-transition or there exists a decomposition ¥ = ¢|7]
into an (r, ¢)-computation ¢ € W4 and an r-transition 7 € 87 for some state r € [g]~,,.
Hence
weau( U )
relgl~
and thus

@)= < e(zu( U wer))]_=feenl=u( U @ke)])=)

r€lgl~ T€[g]l~

by Observation 23. Apparently, ¢(62) and ¢(d7) are finite sets by the finiteness of
5. Together with the observation ¢(U9)[c(s7)] = U{c(T9)[a'] | ' € ¢(57) }, we then
conclude that the set [c(U%)[¢(67)]]= is finite for every r ~ys ¢ by assumption. Thus
Ure[q]NM [c(V9)[c(67)]]= is finite, because @ is finite, and thereby also [c(T?)]= is
finite. Hence we have proved (7).

In order to prove the statement of the lemma, we prove the stronger statement
saying that for every state ¢ € @ the set [c(M)y]= is finite. Clearly, this implies
that [c(M)]= is finite, i.e., M is cost-finite. We apply well-founded induction on the
ordered set (@, <pr) to prove that [c(M),]= is finite for every state ¢ € Q.

Therefore, let ¢ € @Q be a state and i) € U4 be a g-computation. Either ¢ € @;’, ie.,
for each leaf of ¢ there exists a state r € [¢]~,, such that the leaf is an r-transition, or
there exists a decomposition ¢ = ¢[T(x1,. .., xx)] into a maximal (r, ¢)-computation
¢ € W for some state r € [g]~,,, a transition T € oy, .., for some positive integer
k € IN, and states r1,...,7, € Q \ [¢]~,,, and 7;-computations x; € Wl for every
integer ¢ € [k]. In particular, for every ¢ € [k] we note that r; <p; ¢. Hence

wvicwo( U U aaleren))
r€lq]~ ke[maxrks(5)],
(Vie[k]): m€Q, ri<arg
and thus
[e(wh)]= € c<qf§u( U ¥ U 6:1..”[\1/;1,...,wﬂ))]
r€lq]~y, k€[maxrks(9)], =

(Vielk]): m€Q, ri<mq

)

~e@ev( Y

r€[q]~ pr

U (07, ) WD),y e(WE)]
k€[maxrks (2)],
(Vielk]): mi€Q, ri<maq

)

by Observation 23. So to show that [c¢(¥?)]= is finite, it is sufficient to show
that (i) [c(U?)]= is finite, (ii) [¢(P9)[a’]]= is finite for every state r € [g],, and

S
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a’ € c(M),, (iii) [c(0y, ., )la1,...,ax]]= is finite for every integer k € IN, k 41 states
rri,...,rx € Q and a; € ¢(M),, for every i € [k], and (iv) [¢(¥])]= is finite for every
state r € @ with r <jp; ¢. Statement (i) is proved by Statement (}), Statement (ii)
is given by the assumption, Statement (iii) is trivial because ¢ is finite, and State-
ment (iv) is given by the induction hypothesis. Consequently, the statement is proved
by Principle 1. O

Let us now sum up the results, which we have proved in this subsection so far. This
gives a characterization of cost-finiteness of reduced tree automata with cost function
over a finitely factorizing semiring.

Corollary 35. The following statements are equivalent.
(i) M is cost-finite, i.e., [c(M)]= is finite.
(i1) For every state g € Q and cost a € ¢(M), the set [c(@g)[a] |= is finite.

Proof. The direction (i) = (ii) was proved in Corollary 32, while the proof of (ii) = (i)
follows from Lemma 33 and Lemma 34. O

5.2. Condition (linear) is Necessary for Cost-Finiteness

Let us now use the intimate knowledge of monotonic semirings and thereby character-
ize cost-finiteness in a more sophisticated way. We will show that, roughly speaking, a
given reduced tree automaton with costs is cost-finite, if and only if the cost function
of every (g, g)-computation is semantically equivalent to either a constant or a linear
polynomial of type z1 + a, where a = 0 if the underlying semiring is not idempotent.
Let us define the appropriate condition formally. Recall that M = (Q, %, §, F) is a tree
automaton with cost function ¢ : § — P(A, X) over the semiring 4 = (4, ®,®,0,1).

Definition 36. The Condition (linear) holds, if for every state ¢ € Q \ Qqo,1y and
(g, q)-computation ¢ € \T/g there exists a semiring element a € A such that either

(i) () =x1 + a and (A is idempotent or a =0) or

(i) c(v) = a.

We first show that Condition (ii) of Corollary 35, i.e., for every state ¢ € @ and
cost a € ¢(M), the set [c(V)[a]]= is finite, implies that Condition (linear) holds.

Lemma 37. Let A= (A,®,®,0,1,=<) be a monotonic and finitely factorizing semi-
ring. If [c(W)[a]]= is a finite set for every state ¢ € Q and cost a € c(M),, then
Condition (linear) holds.

Proof. 'We prove the claim by contradiction. Thus let [c(@g)[a] ]= be a finite set for
every state ¢ € @ and cost a € c(M),, but there exist a state 7 € Q \ Q0,13 and

a (r,r)-computation ¢ € \/I\l: such that for every semiring element a € A we have

c(y) £ a and
(i) c(v) £ x1 +a, or
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(ii) A is not idempotent and ¢(¢) # 1.

Since M has no useless states, there exists an r-computation y € W7, and since r is

not a {0, 1}-state, we may select x such that ¢(x) = @’ for some a’ € A\ {0,1}. Now
we split the proof into two cases, each of which leads to a contradiction.

Case 1: First assume that 2 < degs(c(v))). Then by Item (i) in Lemma 14 and
Lemma 15 we immediately have

1<a' <c)(a) < c(®)(e(@)(a)) = c(?)(a) < c(¥?)(d) < ... .
Hence [{ ¢(¢™)(a’) | n € N }|= is an infinite set. Further

{e@™)la'T|n e N}= € [e(T)[a]]=.
Thus also [¢(¥7)[a']]= is an infinite set, which is a contradiction to the assumption.

Case 2: Now assume that degs(c(v)) < 1. We immediately obtain degs(c(¢)) = 1,
else ¢(¢) = a which is a contradiction. Further, according to (i) or (ii) the following
two subcases are possible.

Subcase 2.1: Let ¢(¢) ¢ U,cal71 + a]=. Then by Lemma 16 we again have
1<d < c()(a’) < c(¥)(c(¥)(a) = c(¥?)(a) < c(@®)(a') <....

Thus it can be proved in the same way as in Case 1 that [c(\flﬁ)[a’] |= is infinite, which
is a contradiction.

Subcase 2.2: Let ¢(¢) # x1 and A is not idempotent, ie., 1 < 1 & 1. We may
safely assume that ¢(¢) = x1 + a for some a € A, because otherwise the previous
subcase already derives a contradiction. We observe that for every n € IN we have
c(")(@') = a' ® 3¢, a- Moreover, {c(¢")(a’) [n € N} C ¢(¥7)(a’), thus we need
to show that

{a’@Z(ﬂnG]N}:a'EB{Z(HnElN}
i€[n] j€ln]

is infinite. According to Observation 2, it is sufficient to show that { >, a |n € N}
is infinite. Since A is not idempotent, but monotonic, we conclude that for every
a € A, we have a < a ® a by Observation 17. Hence the set {3, a |n €N} is
infinite. |

5.8. Two Further Sufficient Conditions for Cost-Finiteness

Firstly we show that Condition (linear) is also sufficient for cost-finiteness provided
that the underlying semiring is not idempotent.

Lemma 38. Let A be non-idempotent. If Condition (linear) holds, then for every
r € Q and r-computation ¢ € W there exists a r-computation ¢’ € VT such that
c(p) = e(¢’) and height(¢') < 2 - card(Q).

Proof. Since Condition (linear) holds and A is not idempotent, for every state
q € Q\ Qqo,1y and (g, g)-computation ¢p € W either c(v)) = z1 or c(¢p) = a for
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some a € A. We prove the lemma by contradiction. Therefore let us assume that
there is a state r € @), an r-computation ¢ € UL such that for every r-computation
' € W with ¢(p) = ¢(¢'), the condition 2 - card(Q) < height(¢’) holds.

Let ¢’ € T be such that ¢(¢) = ¢(¢’), 2+ card(Q) < height(¢’) and the cardinality

of the set W, = {w € pos(¢’) | 2 card(Q) < |w| } is minimal. Clearly, W, is finite
and cannot be empty. Let us take a w € W,. There exist positions wy,ws € pos(¢’)
with wy < we < w (with respect to the prefix order) and |ws| < card(Q) such that for
some state ¢ € () we have laby (w1) € 07 and lab,/ (w2) € 69. Furthermore, there ex-
ists a (g, r)-computation (; € \f/g, a (g, q)-computation (s € \f/g, and a g-computation
(3 € WY such that ¢ = (1[(2[(3]] and ¢'|w, = (2[¢3] and ¢'|,, = (3. Note that
height((3) > card(Q).
Case 1: Let ¢ € Qgo,13- Then either ¢((2[¢3]) = c(¢3), in which case we set
¢ = (i[¢3] and observe c(¢’) = ¢(¢) while W, C W,,. Thus this case is contra-
dictory. Now assume ¢((2[¢3]) # ¢((3). Now there exists a computation ¢ € U? with
height(¢) < card(Q) and either ¢({) = 0 or ¢(¢) = 1. Consequently, ¢(¢) = ¢((2[¢3])
or ¢(¢) = c(¢3). Thus, both W¢ (g € Wy and We g, € Wy and either
c(@) = e(G]€)) or e(¢') = ¢((1[¢2[¢]]). Again we derived a contradiction.

Case 2: Let ¢ ¢ Q0,13 and ¢(¢2) = x1. Then

c(C1[C2[¢3]]) = e(C1)[e(C2)[e(C3)] ] = e(C)[z1[e(G)] ] = e(Cr)[e(Cs)] = e(CiCs])-

Thus ¢ = (i[¢3], which is an r-computation, has cost ¢(¢) = ¢(¢’) and W¢ C Wi,
which constitutes a contradiction.

Case 3: Let ¢((2) = a for some semiring element a € A. Certainly, there exists a
g-computation ¢ € P such that height(¢) < card(Q). Then ¢((1[(2[C]]) = c(¢’)
and We,1c,1c)] € W, Hence all cases are contradictory, which yields that W, = ()
successfully proving the statement. O

As an immediate corollary of the above lemma, we obtain our first sufficient con-
dition for cost-finiteness.

Corollary 39. Let A be non-idempotent. If Condition (linear) holds, then [c(M)]=
is finite.

Next we give a sufficient condition of cost-finiteness in the case that the underlying
semiring is finitely factorizing, monotonic, and idempotent. For this, we define another
condition called (linear-trans).

Definition 40. We say that Condition (linear-trans) holds, if for every k € IN,,
state ¢ € Q\ Qqo,13, states qu,...,qx € Q, index i € [k], and transition T € 6, ., if
q; ~M q, then we have either

(i) c(1) = z; +p for some polynomial p € P(A, Xy \ {z;}) and (A is idempotent or
p=0) or

(ii) z; ¢ var(c(r)).
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Note that, on the contrary to Condition (linear), (linear-trans) refers to finitely
many costs. This property makes Condition (linear-trans) suitable for deciding cost-
finiteness under certain additional conditions. First however, let us prove that (linear-
trans) is sufficient to guarantee cost-finiteness provided that the underlying semiring
is finitely factorizing, monotonic, and idempotent.

Lemma 41. Let A = (A, ®,0,0,1,=X) be a finitely factorizing, monotonic, and
idempotent semiring. If M obeys Condition (linear-trans), then M is cost-finite.

Proof. First we let [ € IN be the integer | = max{size(c(7)) | 7 € 6} and we let
C’ C A be the set

C'={0,1YU{ac A|r€d81<|c(r)a}

Obviously, the set C’ is finite. Finally we define for every state ¢ € Q the set C; C A
by well-founded induction on (Q, <ps) (cf. Principle 1) as follows.

C’q:<{a1®---@an|n€mva17""aneclu( U Cr)}>€B

reQ,r<mq

Note that (A")g is the closure of the set A’ C A under @, i.e., the smallest submonoid
of (4,4, 0) containing A’ in its carrier.

Next we prove that C, is finite for every state ¢ € Q). We prove the statement
by well-founded induction on (@, <), hence assume that C, is finite for every state
r € Q with r <p; q. Then clearly S = C'U UreQ,r<Mq C, is finite and since there are
only finitely many words over S of length at most [, the set

S'={a1®...0a, |nell,a,...,a, €S}

is also finite. However, the closure of a finite set S’ under @, which is idempotent, is
again a finite set, because there are only finitely many subsets of S’. Consequently,

Cy, is finite.
Now we will prove that [c(M)q]= C [Cyl= for every state ¢ € @, which immedi-
ately yields that [c(M)]= = U,cp[c(M)g]= is finite and hence M is cost-finite. We

again prove this property by well-founded induction along (Q, <,s), namely we prove
that for every state ¢ € @ and g-computation ¢ € ¥¢ we have [c(¢¥)]= € [Cyl=.
Therefore we decompose the computation ¢ = ¢'[¢1,...,%,] into a (g1 -..Gn,q)-
computation ) € ng--.qn and ¢;-computations 1; € W% for some integer n € I,
n states qi,...,qn, € Q with ¢; <as g for every i € [n]. Thus by induction hypothesis
we have [c(¢;)]= € [Cyl=. Note that c(¢) = c(¥')[e(¥1),...,c(¢y)] by Observa-
tion 23.

Since v’ has a tree structure, we perform structural induction on )’ in order to
prove the statement.

Induction base: Let ¢/ = 7 € §©. Then c(¥')[c(¥1),...,c(¥n)] = (1), be-
cause c(¢') = c(r). Further, we immediately note that c(r) € P(C’,0) and
thereby [c(7)]= € [Cy]=. On the other hand, let ¢’ = z; for some index i € [n].
Then c(¥')[e(¥1),...,c(¥n)] = c(¢;), and consequently, [c(¢')]= € [Cy]=, because
[C(%)}E S [Oqi}z and ¢; < q.
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Induction step: Let ¢’ = 7((y,...,(x) for some k € IN,, states r,...,7, € Q, a
transition 7 € 6% ., and (q1...qn,7;)-computations ¢; € @21 .q,, for every index
i € [k]. Furthermore, let {] = (;[¢1,...,%y], thus ¢ = 7({7, ..., (). By the induction
hypothesis (of the inner structural induction) we have [¢((])]= € [Cy,]=. Furthermore
we observe that

c(@)[e@n), .- e(thn)] = e(r(Crs -, GR))le(@n), - e(dhn)]
e()[e(Cr)s s e(C)l (), - e(Pn)]
= () [e(C)[e(¥r), - - ()], (Cr)le(¥r) (¥n)]]
= c(7)[e(Ch); - - e(Gp)]

By Condition (linear-trans) we have

T)ZZHCH-I?

icl
for some p € P(A, X \{a; | ¢ € I}) and subset I C {i € [k] | ¢ ~ar 7 }. Conse-
quently, [p[c((]),-...c()]]= € [Cql= by the definition of C, and also
Qi +p)e(C)s -, e(G)] = (@) e@hr), - e(vhn)] = e(¥) € [Cyl=,
el
because ¢((}) € [Cy,]= and [Cy,]= C [Cyl=, and Cy is closed under addition. O

5.4. A Characterization of Cost-Finiteness in Terms of Linear Costs

In this subsection we give another, more impressive characterization of cost-finiteness
in terms of the Conditions (linear) and (linear-trans). As a first step, we prove that
these two conditions are equivalent for finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings.
We start with a preparatory lemma.

Lemma 42. Let M be reduced and A = (A,®,®,0,1,=) be a finitely factorizing
semiring. If Condition (linear) holds, then for every two states q,r € Q \ Qqo,1} with
q ~n T and every (r,q)-computation 1) € \T/g we have for some semiring element
a € A either

e c(v) =x1 4+ a and (A is idempotent or a =0), or
e c(¢) =a.

Proof. Since q ~p 7, there exists a (g, r)-computation ¢ € \T'Z and since M is re-
duced, we may assume without loss of generality that x1 € var(c(p)) (cf. Lemma 29).
Consequently, ¥[p] € \Tlg constitutes a (g, g)-computation. According to Condition
(linear), we distinguish two cases for c¢(¢[g]) = c(¢)[c(p)].

Case 1: Let c(¢)[c(¢)] = 21 + o for some semiring element ¢’ € A and (A is idem-
potent or ' = 0). Then by Lemma 20 we immediately have c¢(¢)) = 21 + a for some
semiring element a € A proving the statement. Moreover, a = 0 whenever A is not
idempotent.
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Case 2: Let ¢(¥)[c(p)] = o for some semiring element o’ € A. Since 21 € var(c(p)),
we must have ¢(v) = d'. a

Now we can prove the equivalence of the Conditions (linear) and (linear-trans) for
finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings.

Lemma 43. Let M be reduced and A = (A,®,3,0,1,=) be a finitely factorizing
and monotonic semiring. Then Condition (linear) and Condition (linear-trans) are
equivalent.

Proof. First we prove that Condition (linear-trans) implies Condition (linear). There-
fore let ¢ € Q\Qyo,1} be a state and ¥ € \Tlg be a (g, ¢)-computation. Furthermore, let
w € pos(1) be the unique position such that laby (w) = z1 and for every j € [0, |w|—1]
let w; be the strict prefix of w which has length j and n; € IN, be the integer such
that wj;1 = w;-n;. We distinguish two cases according to Condition (linear-trans).
Either for every j € [0, |w| — 1] we have c(laby,(w;)) = 2y, + p; for some polynomial
p; € P(A, X\ {z,,}), then c¢(¢)) = z1 + a for some semiring element a € A thus
fulfilling Condition (linear). Note that @ = 0, if A is not idempotent.

On the other hand, there may exist an integer j € [0,|w| — 1] such that
xn; ¢ var(c(laby(w;))). In this case, we have x; ¢ var(c(v)), hence c(y)) = a for
some semiring element a € A, also fulfilling Condition (linear). According to Condi-
tion (linear-trans) this case-distinction is complete, so we have proved one direction.

For the proof of the other direction let 7 € 7 . be a transition for some integer
k e IN,, states q1,...,qx € Q and ¢ € Q \ Qqo,1}, and let i € [k] be such that
¢ ~m q. Since M has no useless states there exists a gj-computation ; € N
for every index j € [k]. Further, by reducedness we may assume without loss of
generality that 1 < ¢(¢;) for every index j € [k] with z; € var(c¢(r)). Consequently,

¢ = T(wla s ,d)i_l,l'l, ¢i+17 s 7¢k> is a (Qia q)—COmputation ¢ € @gl and
c() = c(1)[c(r), ..., c(Vi—1), x1, c(Vig1), - - ., c(Pr)]-

Due to ¢; ~nr q, we have either ¢(¢)) = 21 + a or ¢(¢) = a for some semiring element
a € A by Lemma 42. In the former case a = 0, if A is not idempotent.

In case ¢(y)) = a, by Corollary 10, we have x; ¢ var(c(¢)) and by several applica-
tions of Observation 8 also z; ¢ var(c(7)), hence Item (ii) of Condition (linear-trans)
is fulfilled.

In case ¢(¢¥)) = x1 + a, by Corollary 10, we have xz; € var(c(¢)) and again by
repeated applications of Observation 8 we can conclude that z; € var(c(r)). Now
either A is not idempotent and then by ¢(v)) = x;1 also ¢(7) = x;. Thus Item (i) of
Condition (linear-trans) is fulfilled. Otherwise A is idempotent and by Lemma 21 we
obtain ¢(7) = x; + p for some polynomial p € P(A, X \ {z;}) also fulfilling Item (i)
in Condition (linear-trans). a

Now we are able to give our main characterization theorem for reduced tree au-
tomata with costs over finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings in terms of linear
costs.
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Theorem 44. Let M = (Q,%,0, F) be a reduced tree automaton with cost function
c¢: 6§ — P(A, X) over a monotonic and finitely factorizing semiring. The following
statements are equivalent.

(i) M is cost-finite.

(i1) For every state ¢ € Q and cost a € c¢(M), the set [c(\flg)(a)}E is finite.
(iii) Condition (linear) holds.

(iv) Condition (linear-trans) holds.

Proof. The equivalence of Items (i) and (ii) is proved in Corollary 35. Moreover,
by Lemma 43, Item (iii) is equivalent to Item (iv). Lemma 37 yields that Item (ii)
implies Item (iii). If A is idempotent, then Item (iv) implies Item (i) by Lemma 41,
otherwise Item (iii) implies Item (i) by Corollary 39. o

5.5. Decidability of Cost-Finiteness

In this subsection we establish the decidability of cost-finiteness of tree automata
with costs over finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings. Since cost-finiteness
and Condition (linear-trans) are equivalent for such semirings by Theorem 44, it is
sufficient to show that this latter property is decidable.

Lemma 45. Let M be reduced and A = (A, ®,®,0,1, <) be a finitely factorizing and
monotonic semiring. Then it is decidable whether Condition (linear-trans) is satisfied.

Proof. We have to check, for finitely many transitions 7 € § and finitely many vari-
ables € Xpaxrky(x), Whether we have either z ¢ var(c(7)) or ¢(7) = = + p with
p € P(A, X \ {z}), where in case A is not idempotent we additionally have p = 0.
The condition x ¢ var(c(r)) is certainly decidable.

If A is not idempotent, then by Lemma 18 it is decidable if ¢(7) = z. Finally, in
case A is idempotent it is decidable if ¢(7) = x + p as follows. There are integers
n € IN and ¢ € [n] such that ¢(7) € P(4, X,,) and « = z;. Now, we have to decide if
p=x;+p, where p’ € P(A, X,,\{z;}). By Lemma 21, it is enough to decide whether
for some ay,...,a, € A\ {0,1}, we have pilay,...,ai—1, i Qit1,...,0n] = 2; + a
where a € A. However, this is decidable by Lemma 19. o

Now we are able to state and prove our main decidability result. Recall that, if
the underlying semiring is positive, one-summand free, and one-product free, then for
every tree automaton with cost function, a cost-equivalent reduced tree automaton
can effectively be constructed. Hence we could also require the underlying semiring
to have these properties, but indeed monotonic semirings have all the aforementioned
properties (cf. Lemma 14). Thus in the following main decidability theorem we can
(without loss of generality) drop the assumption of M being reduced.

Theorem 46. For every tree automaton M = (Q,%,8,F) with cost function
¢: & — P(A, X) over a monotonic and finitely factorizing semiring it is decid-
able whether M is cost-finite.
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Proof. By Lemma 27, a reduced tree automaton M’ = (Q’, %, ¢, F') with cost func-
tion ¢ : 0" — P(A,X) can effectively be constructed such that ¢(M) = ¢ (M').
Hence M is cost-finite if and only if M’ is cost-finite. On the other hand, by Theo-
rem 44, M’ is cost-finite if and only if Condition (linear-trans) holds for M’. Finally,
by Lemma 45, it is decidable whether M’ satisfies Condition (linear-trans). a

6. From Cost-Finiteness to Boundedness

In this section we relate cost-finiteness and boundedness (with respect to the natural
order) of tree automata with costs over naturally ordered, finitely factorizing, and
monotonic semirings. Intuitively speaking, a tree automaton with cost function is
bounded, if there exists an upper bound for the set of accepting costs. Henceforth,
let M =(Q,X%, 4, F) be a tree automaton with cost function ¢: 6§ — P(A, X) over a
semiring A = (A4,®,®,0,1). The exact definition for boundedness is then as follows.

Definition 47. Let < C A2 is a partial order on A. The automaton M is said to
be bounded (with respect to <), if there exists an element b € A such that for every
a € A with a = p for some p € ¢(M) we have a < b.

We will consider tree automata with costs over naturally ordered semirings and
will consider if they are bounded with respect to the natural order (which is certainly
a partial order). For this, the following observation is very useful.

Lemma 48. Let A be naturally ordered (via ©) and (A, ®,0) be finitely factorizing.
For every C C A, the following two statements are equivalent.

(i) C is finite.
(ii) C is bounded with respect to C.

Proof. Firstly, we show (i) = (ii). Therefore, let C be finite, then a = @ . c is
defined and for every ¢ € C' we immediately observe ¢ C a, because there exists an
a = @c'ec‘\{c} ¢ such that ¢® a’ = a. To prove the converse, we assume that C is
bounded with respect to C. Hence there exists an element a € A such that ¢ C a
for every ¢ € C. We consider the set A’ = {a’ € A|d’ C a}. Apparently, C C A’
Assume that A’ is infinite, then D®(a) is also infinite, because for every a’ € A’ there
exists a semiring element a” € A such that a = a’ ® a” by o’ C a. This would yield
that the monoid (A, @, 0) is not finitely factorizing. This contradicts the assumption,
hence A’ and thereby also C is finite. a

Now the following lemma immediately follows from the definitions and the above
observation.

Lemma 49. Let A be naturally ordered (via ©) and (A, ®,0) be finitely factorizing.
Then M is cost-finite if and only if M bounded with respect to C.
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Proof. We prove the claim by a chain of equivalences.

M is cost-finite

<= [¢(M)]= is finite (Definition 30)

<= {a€A|(EFBqe F)3pec(V): p=a} is finite

—{a€A|(3Bqe F)3pecc(¥?): p=a} is bounded with respect to C
(see Lemma 48)

<= M is bounded with respect to C (Definition 47)

O

Now we can combine Theorem 46 and Lemma 49 for finitely factorizing, monotonic,
and naturally ordered semirings. Note that the partial order < and natural order C,
such that A is monotonic with respect to <, may well be the different.

Theorem 50. Let M be a tree automaton with cost function over a finitely factorizing
and monotonic semiring A, which is naturally ordered (via C). Then it is decidable
whether M is bounded with respect to C.

Proof. By Lemma 49, M is bounded with respect to C if and only if it is cost-finite.
Moreover, by Theorem 46, it is decidable whether M is cost-finite. O

To conclude this section, we apply the above theorem to some concrete instances
of semirings. Thereby, we reobtain two decidability results of [31] (see Theorems
3.2 and 3.4 of [31]) in the first two corollaries and demonstrate that our results can
be applied to other important semirings.

Corollary 51. It is decidable whether a tree automaton M with cost function over
the semiring Nat = (IN, 4, -, 0, 1) is bounded with respect to <.

Proof. Apparently, Nat is finitely factorizing and naturally ordered (via <). More-
over, Nat is also monotonic with respect to <. Thus Theorem 50 yields the stated.
O

Corollary 52. Let M be a tree automaton with cost function over the arctic semiring
Arct = (N U {—oo}, max, +,(—00),0). It is decidable whether M is bounded with
respect to <.

Proof. As in the previous corollary, Arct is finitely factorizing and naturally ordered
as well as monotonic with respect to <. Thus Theorem 50 again proves the statement.
O

Corollary 53. It is decidable whether a tree automaton M with cost function over
the naturally ordered lem-semiring Lem = (N, lem, -, 0,1) is bounded with respect to
the natural order C.

Proof. Clearly, Lcm is naturally ordered and finitely factorizing. In fact, it is even
monotonic with respect to C. This allows us to apply Theorem 50, hence we can
decide whether M is bounded with respect to the natural order C. O
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We lift the order < on IN to an order on matrices as follows. Let n € IN and
M, M" € N*™U{0,1}. Then

MSM/ <~ (VZ,‘] € [TL]) Mij SM{] .

Corollary 54. For every n € IN,, it is decidable whether a tree automaton M with
cost function over the square matriz semiring Mat, (N, ) = (IN?*" U {0,1},+,-,0,1)
is bounded with respect to <.

Proof. 1t is easily seen that Mat,, (IN,) is naturally ordered by < and finitely factor-
izing as well as monotonic with respect to <. Hence Theorem 50 applies and we can
decide whether M is bounded with respect to <. O

Next we apply Theorem 50 in a slightly different manner because the partial order
for monotonicity and the natural order will not coincide.

Corollary 55. It is decidable whether a tree automaton M with cost function over
the finite-language semiring FLang(X) = (P¢(X*),U, 0,0, {e}) is bounded with respect
to C.

Proof. Clearly, FLang(¥) is finitely factorizing and naturally ordered by C. On the
other hand, it is not monotonic with respect to C. However, FLang(X) is monotonic,
because it is monotonic with respect to the partial order < C Pf(Z*)2 defined by
Ly < Lo if and only if there exists an injective mapping f : L1 —> Lo, i.e., w1 # wo
implies f(w1) # f(wsa) for every wy,ws € L, such that for every wy € L; we have
that wy is a subword of f(w;). We leave the proof of monotonicity (with respect to <)
to the reader. Hence we can decide cost-finiteness of M with respect to C with the
help of Theorem 50. O

Corollary 56. It is decidable whether a tree automaton M with cost function over
the finite subsets semiring FSet(IN) = (P¢(IN),U,+,0,{0}) of [31] is bounded with
respect to C.

Proof. Again FSet(IN) is naturally ordered by C and finitely factorizing, but not
monotonic with respect to C. However we can again construct a partial order such
that FSet(IN) is monotonic. Consider the partial order < C P;(IN)2, which is defined
by N; = N, if and only if there exists an injective mapping f : N; — Ny such
that for every n € Ny we have that n < f(n). Again we leave the detailed proof
that FSet(IN) is monotonic with respect to < to the reader and conclude that now
Theorem 50 applies. Hence we can decide whether M is bounded with respect to C.

O

Let us mention that the above result is not the same as Theorem 3.19 of [31], in
which the decidability of the finiteness of the set of cardinalities of the accepting sets
(costs) is proved. We decide whether the set of all accepting sets is finite. If the
set of accepting sets is finite, then clearly the set of cardinalities of the accepting
sets is finite. However, the converse does not hold, e.g., the set of all singletons is a
counter-example.
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7. Conclusion

We have considered tree automata with costs over semirings. We have defined a big
class of semirings, namely the class of finitely factorizing and monotonic semirings,
and shown that the cost-finiteness of tree automata with costs over this semiring
class is decidable. The key to this decidability results was the construction of the
cost-equivalent reduced tree automaton M’ with costs for a given tree automaton M
with costs. We have shown that cost-finiteness and boundedness are equivalent for tree
automata with costs over finitely factorizing and naturally ordered semirings. Hence
it is also decidable whether a tree automaton with costs over a finitely factorizing,
monotonic, and naturally ordered semiring is bounded with respect to the natural
order. Here the partial order < of monotonicity and the partial order C of natural
orderedness might be different. With this we have generalized the results of [31]
concerning the decidability of the boundedness of tree automata with costs over the
classical semiring Nat of natural numbers and the (max, +)-semiring Arct of natural
numbers.

In the whole paper we assumed that the semiring A = (A, ®,®,0,1) is com-
putable, however with a little more effort one can show that our statements (except
Lemma 11(ii) and Lemma 19(ii)) are also valid provided that 1 & 1 = 1 is decid-
able. Actually, in the paper we use Lemma 11(ii) only to decide whether p = 0
or p = 1; those conditions are decidable in arbitrary positive, one-summand free,
and one-product free semirings (e.g., monotonic semirings), in which 1 ®1 =1 (i.e.,
idempotency) is decidable.

Furthermore, we believe that our method of proof can also be applied to monotonic
and cancellative semirings (cancellative with respect to addition as well as multipli-
cation), because they also enjoy the main property of finitely factorizing semirings
(cf. Observation 2), namely for every @ € {®,®} the result A; ® Ay for non-empty
set Aj, Ay C A is infinite provided that A; or A is infinite (and A; # {0} # As).
A statement similar to Observation 3 clearly cannot be derived for cancellative semi-
rings, but monotonic semirings are necessarily positive, such that the main statements
concerning the decidability of finiteness should still be derivable for monotonic and
cancellative semirings. However, the proved connection between the finiteness and
boundedness problem (cf. Section 6) cannot be shown in this setting. Altogehter,
this would nevertheless yield finiteness theorems for further interesting semirings such
as, e.g., the real number semiring R = ({0} U{n € R |1 <n} +,-0,1) which is
monotonic and cancellative.
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