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Finite-state complexity is a variant of algorithmic infaation theory obtained by replacing Turing
machines with finite transducers. We consider the stateedifrransducers needed for minimal de-
scriptions of arbitrary strings and, as our main resultystiwat the state-size hierarchy with respect
to a standard encoding is infinite. We consider also hierasghielded by more general computable
encodings.
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1 Introduction

Algorithmic information theory[[7, 5] uses thminimal sizeof a Turing machine that outputs a string
X as a descriptional complexity measure. The theory has peaimany elegant and important results;
however, a drawback is that all variants of descriptionahplexity based on various types of universal
Turing machines are incomputable. Descriptional compledefined by resource bounded Turing ma-
chines has been considered[ih [4], and, at the other end sp#wrum, lie models based on context-free
grammars or finite automata.

Grammar-based complexity measures the size of the smabeseéxt-free grammar generating a
single string. This model has been investigated since tfe @8d recently there has been renewed
interest due to applications in text compression and cdimmecwith Lempel-Ziv codings, see e.Q.[12,
[13]; a general overview of this area can be found_id [11]. @hwmatic complexitpf a string [17] is
defined as the smallest number of states of a DFA (deterngiriistte automaton) that acceptsand
does not accept any other string of lendgkh Note that a DFA recognizing the singleton language
{x} always need$x| + 1 states, which is the reason the definition considers onilygst of length|x|.
Automaticity[], [16] is an analogous descriptional complexity measurddioguages. Théinite-state
dimensionis defined in terms of computations of finite transducers finite sequences, see elg.[[2, 9].

The NFA (nondeterministic finite automaton) based compfeat a string [8] can also be viewed
as being defined in terms of finite transducers that are caléés with advice” in [8]. However, the
model allows the advice strings to be over an arbitrary dphavith no penalty in terms of complexity
and, as observed inl[8], consequently the NFAs used for cessjmm can always be assumed to consist
of only one state.

The finite-state complexity of a finite stringwas introduced recently [6] in terms of a finite trans-
ducer and a string such that the transducer on inqubutputsx. Due to the non-existence of universal
transducers, the size of the transducer is included as p#re aescriptional complexity measure. We
get different variants of the measure by using differenbeimgs of the transducers.
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In our main result we establish that the measure resultsichehierarchy in the sense that there is
no a priori upper bound for the number of states used by traresd in minimal descriptions of given
strings. The result applies to our standard encoding, dsawéb any other “reasonable” encoding where
a transducer is encoded by listing the productions in soriferamway.

By the state-size hierarchye refer to the hierarchy of languagesmn, m > 1, consisting of strings
where a minimal description uses a transducer with at masates. We show that the state-size hierarchy
with respect to the standard encoding is infinite; howewveremains an open question whether the
hierarchy is strict at every level.

In a more general setting, the definition of finite-state claxipy [6] allows an arbitrary computable
encoding of the transducers, and properties of the stageh#@rarchy depend significantly on the partic-
ular encoding. We establish that, for suitably chosen cdaipe encodings, every level of the state-size
hierarchy can be strict.

2 Prdiminaries

If X is a finite set therX* is the set of all strings (words) ovet, with € denoting the empty string. The
length ofx € X* is denoted byx|. We usecC to denote strict set inclusion.

For all unexplained notions concerning transducers we tieéereader td [3, 18]. In the following, by
atransducemwe mean dleft) sequential transducd8], also called aleterministic generalised sequential
machine]18], where both the input and output alphabets{&d }. The set of all transducers &Hgswm-

A transducelT € Jpgswm is denoted as a tripld@ = (Q,0o,A) whereQ is the finite set of states,
(o € Qs the start state, (all states Qfare considered to be final), and

A:Qx{0,1} - Qx{0,1}* 1)

is the transition function. When a transducer is represkagea figure, each transitidx(q,i) = (p,w),
g,peQ,ie{01}, we {0,1}*, is represented by an arrow with labigv from stateq to statep, andi
(respectivelyw) is called the input (respectively, output) label of thengision. By the (statedizeof T,
sizgT), we mean number of states in the et

The function{0,1}* — {0,1}* computed by the transduc@ris, by slight abuse of notation, also
denoted byT and defined byT (¢) = €, T(xa) = T(X) - To(A(6(do,X),a)), for x € {0,1}*, a € {0,1}.
Herer, i = 1,2, are the two projections d@ x {0,1}*, andd : Q x {0,1}* — Qs defined byd(q, €) =
d,9(g.xa) = m(A(3(g,%),a)), g€ Q,x€ {0,1}* a€ {0,1}.

By a computable encodingf all transducers we mean a p&e (Ds, fs) whereDs C {0,1}* is a
decidable set anfs : Ds — Jpbgsmis a computable bijective mapping that associates a traasdfg? to
eacho ¢ DSE|

We say thatSis a polynomial-time (computable) encodiifgDs € P and for a giveno € Ds we
can compute the transduc'ef € Ipasmin polynomial time. We identify a transducére Jpgsm with
its transition function[({{l), and the set of state names iw@dy1,...,|Q|} where 1 is the start state.
By computing the transducéiiy we mean an algorithm that (in polynomial time) outputs tise dif
transitions (corresponding tal(1), with state names writtebinary) of T>.

Next we define a fixed natural encodifg of transducers that we call tretandard encodingFor
our main result we need some fixed encoding of the transdwdese the length of the encoding relates

1in a more general setting the mappifigmay not be injective (for example, if we want to defide as a regular sef[6]),
however, in the following we restrict consideration to bijee encodings in order to avoid unnecessary complicatiaith the
notation associated with our state-size hierarchy.
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in a “reasonable way” to the lengths of the transition owtpdYe encode a transducer as a binary string
by listing for each statg and input symbol € {0,1} the output and target state corresponding to the
pair (q,i), that is,A(q,i). Thus, the encoding of a transducer is a list of (encodinystafes and output
strings. For succinctness, in the list we omit (that is,aeglbye) the states that correspond to self-loops.

By bin(i) we denote the binary representationi of 1. Note that for ali > 1, bin(i) always begins
with a 1. Forv=vi---vp, Vi € {0,1}, i =1,...,m, we use the following functions producing self-
delimiting versions of their inputs (seel [5]) = v10v20- - - V10Vl andv® = W where™ is the
negation morphism given ly= 1,1 = 0. It is seen thalv'| = 2|v|, and|v*| = 2|v| + 2.

We define the sdDsg, to consist of all strings of the form

o =bin(i1)*- V¢ -bin(iz)* - V5 - - bin(izn) ¥ V&, 2

where 1<i; <n,v € {0,1}*,t=1,...,2n, and

bin(iy)* = { :'Ir;(::);'];%'tﬁ 2l ,l<t<2n

A string o as in [2) encodes the transducdg® = ({1,...,n},1,A), where A(j.k) =
(i2j—14k:V2j—14k), ] =1,...,n, k€ {0,1}. Note that in[(2), biKii;)* = ¢ if the corresponding transi-
tion of A is a self-loop.

Now we define the standard encodifgas the paifDsg,, fg,) where fg, associates to eaah € &
the transduceTF(fo as described above. It can be verified that for éaeh.7pcsm there exists a unique
0 € Dg, such thafl = T?, thatis,T andTaSO have the same transition function. The details of verifying
that T? # T2 when oy # 0> can be found in[[6]. Foll € Jpgsw, the standard encoding of Ts the
uniqueo € Dg, such thafl = T>. The standard encodirg is a polynomial-time encoding.

Note that using a modification of the above definitions it isgible to guarantee that the set of all
legal encodings of transducers is regular [6] — this is Usefy., for showing that the non-existence
of a universal transducer is not caused simply by the fa¢tatimite transducer cannot recognize legal
encodings of transducers. More details about computalsiedamgs can be found ia[6], including binary
encodings that are more efficient than the standard encoding

3 Finite-state complexity

In the general form, the transducer based finite-state cottplwith respect to a computable encoding
Sof transducers i?pgswmis defined as follows |6].

We say that a paifT?, p), o € Ds, p€ {0,1}*, defines the string € {0,1}* provided thalf3(p) = x;
the pair(TS, p) is called adescriptionof x. As the pair(TS, p) is uniquely represented by the pér, p)
we define thesizeof the description(T;, p) by

(75 P)lIs = |o] + Ipl.

We define thdinite-state complexitgf a stringx € {0,1}* with respect to encoding by the formula:

Cs(x)= _ inf T3(p) = X
= int A Tol+1pl: TR =x]

We will be interested in the state-size, that is, the numlbstaies of transducers used for minimal
encodings of arbitrary strings. For> 1 we define the Ianguagfim to consist of stringx that have a
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minimal description using a transducer with at mosttates. Formally, we write

L2n ={ x€{0,1}" | (30€Ds pe{0,1}") T3(p) =X,
|0] + |p| = Cs(x), size(T5) < m}.

By setting '—20 = 0, the set of stringx for which the smallest number of states of a transducer in a
minimal description ok is mcan then be denoted as

S S S

Also, we letLS  denote the set of stringsthat have a minimal description in terms of a transducer

with exactly m states. Note thatim - Lgmmm, but the converse inclusion need not hold, in general,
because strings ih§minm may have other minimal descriptions with fewer thastates.

In the following, when dealing with the standard encod#dintroduced in Sectiohn] 2) we write, for
short,To, [|(T, p)|I, CandL<m, Lm, Ls,,,m M> 1, instead offs, [|(T, p)||s,, C, andLE,, L%, LD
respectively. The main result in section 4 is proved usiegstandard encoding; however, it could easily
be modified for any “naturally defined” encoding of transdscevhere each transducer is described by
listing the states and transitions in a uniform way. For gdamthe more efficient encoding considered
in [6] clearly satisfies this property. On the other hand, mtiealing with arbitrarily defined computable
encodingsS, the language&®, m> 1, obviously can have very different properties. In sedBome
will consider properties of more general computable erugsli

The finite-state complexity with respect to an arbitrary poiable encoding is computable[[6]
because for giver, |o01| + |x| gives an upper bound f&@s(x) whereo; € Sis an encoding of the one-
state identity transducer. An encoding of the identity $thrcer can be found from an enumeration of
strings inS, and after this we can simply try all transducer encodings iaput strings up to length

|o1| + |x|. Hence “inf” can be replaced by “min” in the definition G&.

Proposition 3.1 For any computable encoding S, the Ianguag§§,,Lm2 1, are decidable.

We conclude this section with an example concerning thesfistiate complexity with respect to the
standard encoding.

Example 3.1 Define the sequence of strings
Wm = 101G10%1-...-0™ 110", m> 1.

Using the transducel; of Figure[l we produce an encodingwads. Note thatjwgg| = 5050.

With the encodings of the states indicated in Figur& is encoded by a string; € & of length 352.
Each number & i < 99 can be represented as a sum of, on average, 3.18 numbargh&Fanulti-set
{1,5,10,18 25,50} [15]. Thus, when we represewyg in the formT; (pgg), we need on average at most
6-3.18 symbols inpgg to output each substring,® < i < 99. (This is only a very rough estimate since
it assumes that for each element in the sum represenuegneed to make a cycle of length six through
the start state, and this is of course not true when the sumnegetingi has some element occurring
more than once.) Additionally we need to produce the 100 s¥sriti”, which means that the length of
Pog can be chosen to be at most 2008. Our estimate gives that

||(Toy, Poo)|| = | 01| + | oo = 236Q

which is a very rough upper bound fG(wgg).
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1/¢
Figure 1: The transducdr, for Exampld 3.11.

The above estimation could be improved using more detailfmtrnation from the computation of
the average from [15]. Furthermorg, [15] gives other systefisix numbers that, on average, would give
a more efficient way to represent numbers from 0 to 99 as thedduhe least number of summarfls.
These types of constructions can be seen to hint that congptlie value of finite-state complexity
may have connections to the so-called postage stamp prsldensidered in number theory, with some
variants known to be computationally hard [10] 14]. It remsadpen whether computing the functiGn
(corresponding to the standard encoding) is NP-hard, oergenerally, whether for some polynomial-
time encodingS, computingCs is NP-hard[[6].

4 State-size hierarchy

We establish that finite-state complexity is a rich compilexieasure with respect to the number of states
of the transducers, in the sense that there is no a priorirdpmend for the number of states used for
minimal descriptions of arbitrary strings. This is in cadirto algorithmic information theory, where the
number of states of a universal Turing machine can be fixed.

For the hierarchy result we use the standard enco@jnghe particular choice of the encoding is not
important and the proof could be easily modified for any eim@pthat is based on listing the transitions
of a transducer in a uniform way. However, as we will see Jaditrary computable encodings can
yield hierarchies with very different properties.

Theorem 4.1 For any ne IN there exists a stringxsuch that ¥ ¢ L<p.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary but fixade IN. We define 2+ 1 strings of length 2+ 3,

u =101 j=1.. 2n+1

2In [15] it is established that 18 is the optimal value to addnaxisting system of1, 5,10, 25, 50}.
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Form> 1, we define

m2, m? a
Xn(M) = U7 Ug" - Ugp, g

Let (Ty, p) be an arbitrary encoding a&f,(m) where sizéT,) < n. We show that by choosing to be
sufficiently large as a function of, we have

nm?
1T, ) > - ©

The set of transitions df; can be written as a disjoint unidh U 6, U 83, where

e 0O; consists of the transitions where the output contains augnig 1<i <2n+1,asa substrirB,
that is, for anyj # i, u; is not a substring of the output;

e 0O, consists of the transitions where for distinck1 < j < 2n-+ 1, the output contains botlh and
u;j as a substring;

e 03 consists of transitions where the output does not contaynodithe u;’s as a substringi =
1,...,2n+1.
Note that if a transitioror € 65 is used in the computatiof, (p), the output produced by cannot
completely overlap any of the occurrencesugs, i=1,...,2n+ 1. Hence

a transition of; used byT,; on p has output length at mosh4- 4. 4)

SinceT, has at mosh states, and consequently at mostiansitions, it follows by the pigeon-hole
principle that there exists £ k < 2n+ 1 such thatu is not a substring of any transition 6f. We
consider how the computation @ on p outputs the substringE‘2 of xa(m). Letz, ...,z be the
minimal sequence of outputs that “covelg‘2 . That is,z; (respectivelyz) is the output of a transition

that overlaps with a prefix (respectively, a suffix)uﬂf and uE‘z is a substring of; - - - z.
Define
= ={1<j<r|zisoutput by a transition o }, i =1,2,3.

By the choice ok we know that=1 = 0. For j € =5, we know that the transition outputtirgy can be
applied only once in the computation ©f on p because for < j all occurrences ofi as substrings of
Xn(m) occur before all occurrences of. Thus, forj € =5, the use of this transition contributes at least
2-|zj| to the length of the encoding(Ty, p)||.

Finally, by (4), for anyj € =3 we have|zj| < 4n+4 < 2|u|. Such transitions may naturally be
applied multiple times, however, the use of each transiviatputtingz;, j € =3, contributes at least one
symbol top.

Thus, we get the following estimate:

| e

T, > 2:|z|+ |33 > Sk =2
(TPl 2 5 21+ 1=l > 587 =

To complete the proof it is sufficient to show that, with a abie choice ofn, C(x,(m)) < % The
stringx,(m) can be represented by the p@ii, p1) whereT is the D-state transducer from Figuré 2 and
pL= (Oml)anlomlm.

3By a substring we mean a “continuous substring”.
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O/uf’ o/uy 0/uz, 1 0/ug,
45%—” % H ()
1/uxq

Figure 2: The transducdk from the proof of Theorern 411.

Each state off; can be encoded by a string of length at mgdeg,(2n)], so (recalling that in the
standard encoding each transition outpebntributes|v’| = 2|v| 4 2 to the length of the encoding and
each binary encoding of a state name that is the target of a transition that is netfdap contributes
2|u| to the length of the encoding) we get the following upper fabtor the length of a string; € &
encodingTy:

|o1| < (8n% 4 16n+8)m+ (4n— 2)([log,(2n)] + 1).

Noting that|p1| = (2n+ 1)m+ 2n— 1 we observe that

P
COn(M) < [[(Toy, Po)l| = [01] +|pa| < =~ ()

for example, if we choose = 16n° + 36n-+ 19. This completes the proofl

As a corollary we obtain that the sets of strings with minike$criptions using a transducer with at
mostm statesm > 1, form an infinite hierarchy.

Corollary 4.1 For any n> 1, there exists effectively, k> 1 such that L, C L5n+knE

We do not know whether all levels of the state-size hierareltly respect to the standard encoding
are strict. Note that the proof of Theorém]4.1 construciaggnx,(m) that have a smaller description
using a transducer withristates than any description using a transducer witates. We believe that
(with m chosen as in the proof of Theoréml4.1) the minimal descripbioc,(m), in fact, has 8 states,
but do not have a complete proof for this claim. The claim wlauhply thatL<j is strictly included
in L<2n, n > 1. In any case, the construction used in the proof of Thedrdhyites an effective upper
bound for the size ok, such that_<, C L<n.«,, because the estimatidnl (5) (with the particular choice
for m) implies also an upper bound for the number of states of adi@er used in a minimal description
of Xp(mM).

The standard encoding is monotonic in the sense that adtitesgo a transducer or increasing the
lengths of the outputs, always increases the length of amdemg. This leads us to believe that for amy
there exist strings where the minimal transducer has gxadtates, that is, for any> 1,L_, # 0.

Conjecture4.2 L<n C L<psq, foralln> 1.

By Propositio 311 we know that the languagdes, are decidable. Thus, for> 1 such that._, # 0,
in principle, it would be possible to compute the lendthof shortest words in._,. However, we do
not know how/,, behaves as a function af Using a brute-force search we have established [6] that alll
strings of length at most 23 have a minimal description usisggle state transducer.

4Note that here ¢ stands for strict inclusion.
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Open problem 1 What is the asymptotic behavior of the length of the showesis in L_, as a function
of n?

Also, we do not know whether there exists& {0,1}* that has two minimal descriptions (in the
standard encoding) where the respective transducers liféereick numbers of states. This amounts to
the following:

Open problem 2 Does there exist & 1 such that L., # L3, n?

5 General computable encodings

While the proof of Theorerin 4.1 can be easily modified for argoeling that, roughly speaking, is based
on listing the transitions of a transducer, the proof breddwn if we consider arbitrary computable
encodingsS. Note that the number of transducers witlstates is infinite and, for arbitrary computable
S, it does not seem easy, analogously as in the proof of Theldr&nto get upper and lower bounds for
Cs(xn(m)) for suitably chosen strings,(m). We do not know whether there exist computable encodings
for which the state-size hierarchy collapses to a finitelleve

Open problem 3 Does there exist & 1 and a computable encoding, Such that that, for all k> 1,
L?n = L§n+k?
On the other hand, it is possible to construct particulandimgs for which every level of the state-

size hierarchy is strict.

Theorem 5.1 There exists a computable encodings8ch that
L3, c L2, foreachn>1.

Proof. Let pj, i = 1,2,..., be theith prime. We define am-state ( > 1) transducerT, =
({1,...,n},1 A,) by setting byA,(1,0) = (1,0™), An(i,0) = (i,€), 2<i < n, Ay(},1) = (j + 1,¢),
1< j<n-—1,andAy(n,1) = (n,¢).

In the encodinds; we use the string;,, = bin(n) to encode the transduc®&, n > 1. Any transducer
T that is not one of the above transduc@sn > 1, is encoded irg; by a string Oe, e< {0,1}*, where
le| is at least the sum of the lengths of outputs of all transitionT. This condition is satisfied, for
example by choosing the encodingTofn S; to be simply 0 concatenated with the standard encoding of
T.

Letm> 1 be arbitrary but fixed. The strin®@has a descriptioﬁT%,O) of size[logm| + 1, where
om € S encodesly, and the transducé’r% hasm states. We show théls, (0P") = [logm] + 1.

By the definition of the transduceT, for anyw € {0,1}*, Ty(w) is of the form P, k> 0. Thus,
OPm cannot be the output of any transdu@grn = m.

On the other hand, consider an arbitrary descriptitgt,w) of the string @ whereTS* is not any
of the transducer3,,, n > 1. Letx be the length of the longest output of a transitionT&f. Thus,
X |w| > pm. By the definition ofS; we know that o| > x+ 1, and we conclude that

1(T5* W)lls, = |o|+|w| > [logm] + 1.

We have shown that, in the encodiBg the unigue minimal description oP® uses a transducer with
states, which implies® ¢ LS. =
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The encodingds, constructed in the proof of Theordmb.1 is not a polynoniraktencoding because
Tn has an encoding of lengt®(logn), whereas the description of the transition functiopfin the for-
mat specified in Sectidd 2) has lend@din-logn). Besides the above problesa is otherwise efficiently
computable and using standard “padding techniques” weiogslysincrease the length of all encodings
of transducers it%;.

Corollary 5.1 There exists a polynomial time encodirigsBch that
Lzln_l C L‘Zln, for each n> 1.

Proof. The encodingS, is obtained by modifying the encodir§ of the proof of Theoreni 51 as
follows. Forn > 1, T, is encoded by the string,, = bin(n)" - 1". Any transducefl that is not one of the
transducerd,, n > 1, is encoded by a string @ where|w| > 2* andx is the sum of the lengths of outputs
of all transitions ofT. If ¢ is the standard encoding ®f for example, we can choose—= ot.12°,

Now |ay| is polynomially related to the length of the description loé ttransition function off,,
n > 1, and giveng, the transition function of,, can be output in quadratic time. For transducers not of
the formT,, n > 1, the same holds trivially.

Essentially in the same way as in the proof of Thedrer 5.1, eviénthat for anym > 1, the string
OPm has a unigue minimal descripticéffjl,O), whereg, € S, is the description of then-state transducer

Tm. The same argument works because, the encoding of any @i in S, is, roughly speaking,
obtained from the encoding of T in S; by appending ! symbols 1. m

There exist computable encodings that allow minimal dpsons of strings based on transducers
with different numbers of states. Furthermore, the gap eivthe numbers of states of the transducers
used for different minimal descriptions of the same string be made arbitrarily large, that is, for any
n < mwe can construct an encoding where some string has minirsatigdons both using transducers
with eithern or mstates. The proof uses an idea similar to the proof of Thefdm

Theorem 5.2 For any1 < n < m, there exists a computable encoding,Such that S::,],mﬂ Li”h"‘ # 0.

Note that the statement of Theorem]5.2 implies tt%{ﬂ #* L?:ﬂ";m. Again, by padding the encodings
as in Corollanf 5.1, the result of Theoréml5.2 can be estaddisising a polynomial-time encoding.

6 Conclusion

As perhaps expected, the properties of the state-sizertlgravith respect to the specific computable
encodings considered in sectidn 5 could be established usimstructions where we added to transduc-
ers additional states without changing the size of the @ngodin a similar way various other properties
can be established for the state-size hierarchy corregmpital specific (artificially defined) computable
encodings. The main open problem concerning general cablguencodings is whether it is possible
to construct an encoding for which the state-size hieracciigpses to some finite level, see Probldm 3.

As our main result we have established that the state-semarohy with respect to the standard
encoding is infinite. Many interesting open problems degiwith the hierarchy with respect to the
standard encoding remain. In addition to the problems disaali in sectioh]4, we can consider various
types of questions related to combinatorics on words. Famgike, assuming that a minimal description
of a stringw needs a transducer with at leasistates, is it possible that® has a minimal description
based on a transducer with less timstates?

Conjecture 6.1 If w € Ly, (m> 1), then for any k> 1, W* & Ly_1.
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