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Systems of deterministic finite automata communicating dayding their states upon request are
investigated, when the amount of communication is restlictThe computational power and de-
cidability properties are studied for the case of returrdegtralized systems, when the number of
necessary communications during the computations of tstesyis bounded by a function depend-
ing on the length of the input. It is proved that an infiniterbiehy of language families exists,
depending on the number of messages sent during their moisbeical recognitions. Moreover,
several properties are shown to be not semi-decidable éosytbtems under consideration.

1 Introduction

Communication is one of the most fundamental concepts irpcben science: objects of object-oriented
programs, roles or pools in business processes, concymrecdsses in computer networks or in infor-
mation or operating systems are examples of communicagjagts.

Parallel communicating finite automata systems (PCFA) teen introduced ir_[12] as a simple
automaton model of parallel processes and cooperatingragsisee alsd [1] 2] 4]. A PCFA consists of
several finite automata, the components of the system, theégs a joint input string independently of
each other. However, their transitions are synchronizedrading to a global clock. The cooperation of
the components is enabled by communication steps in whioipooents can request the state reached
by another component. The system can work in returning ofratarning mode. In the former case
each automaton which sends its current state is set backitotial state after this communication step.
In the latter case the state of the sending automaton is aoigeld. Recently, these communication pro-
tocols have been refined in_[15] and further investigatedtercase of parallel communicating systems
of pushdown automata [14]. There, the communication psieperformed in an asynchronous man-
ner, reflecting the technical features of many real comnatinic processes. In the sequel of this paper
and as a first step towards an investigation of the influencestficted communication to parallel com-
municating systems of automata, we stick with the simpledehbaving synchronized communication
steps.

In a PCFA, one also distinguishes between centralized regstehere only one designated automa-
ton, called master, can request information from otherraata, and non-centralized systems where
every automaton is allowed to request information from h&aking the distinction between returning
and non-returning systems into account, we are led to fdterdnt working modes. Moreover, one
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distinguishes between deterministic and nondeterminREGFA. The system is deterministic, if all its
components are deterministic finite automata.

It is known from [2,[4] 12] that deterministic (nondeternsitit) non-centralized PCFA are equally
powerful as deterministic (nondeterministic) one-way tiriibad finite automata [6], both in returning
and non-returning working modes. Moreover, it is proveddhthat nondeterminism is strictly more
powerful than determinism for all the four working modesd d@ihat deterministic centralized returning
systems are not weaker than deterministic centralizedretumning ones.

All variants of PCFA accept non-regular languages due tdehture that communication between
the components of the system is allowed. Thus it is of intdtesieasure the amount of communication
needed for accepting those languages. Mitrana proposé@jra[dynamical measure of descriptional
complexity as follows: The degree of communication of a P@t/a given word is the minimal number
of communications necessary to recognize the word. Thenddégree of communication of a PCFA is
the supremum of the degrees of communication taken overoatissrecognized by the system, while the
degree of communication of a language (with respect to a REBfpe X) is the infimum of the degrees
of communication taken over all PCFA of typéthat accept the language. Mitrana proved that this
measure cannot be algorithmically computed for languagespted by nondeterministic centralized or
non-centralized non-returning PCFA. The computabiligtiss of the degree of communication for the
other types of PCFA languages as well as for all types of PGFAated as open question[in[[13].

In this paper, we study PCFA where the degree of communitagi®ounded by a function in the
length of the input word. We restrict ourselves to one of thgptest types of PCFA, namely to determin-
istic centralized returning systems of finite automata.hlmext section, the basic definitions and two
examples of languages accepted by communication bounded &€ presented. In Sectibh 3, we show
that bounding the degree of communication by logarithnmgoase root or linear functions leads to three
different families of languages. For the strictness resulie use similar witness languages and a proof
technique based on Kolmogorov complexity as in [9], wheeesthcond and the third author investigated
the computational power of two-party Watson-Crick systetimat is, synchronous systems consisting of
two finite automata running in opposite directions on a ghaead-only input and communicating by
broadcasting messages.

In Sectior 4, non-semi-decidability results are proveddeterministic returning centralized PCFA
and their languages, thus partially answering questiatadias open in [13]. Similarly to][1] the proofs
rely on properties of one-way cellular automata and thdidv@mputations. Finally, Sectidd 5 refines
the three-level hierarchy from Sectioh 3 to an infinite hiena.

2 Preliminaries and Definitions

We write Z* for the set of all words over the finite alphal®tandN for the set{0,1,2,...} of non-
negative integers. Thempty wordis denoted byA. For thelengthof w we write |w|. We useC for
inclusionsand C for strict inclusions

Next we turn to the definition of parallel communicating fin#utomata systems. The nondetermin-
istic model has been introduced inJ12]. Following [1], tlhemal definition is as follows.

A deterministic parallel communicating finite automata eysof degree KDPCFA(K)) is a construct
A= (I A1,A,...,A,Q, <), where

1. X is the set ofnput symbols

2. eachA = (S,%,8,%,,F), 1 <i <k, is adeterministic finite automatowith finite state sef,
partial transition functiond : § x (XU {A,<}) — § (requiring thatd (s,a) is undefined for all
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acxU{«}, if &(s,A) is defined), initial statey; € §, and set of accepting statesC S,

3. Q={0a1,0,...,0k} € Ui<i<kS is the set ofjuery statesand
4. < ¢ ¥ is theend-of-input symbol

The single automata are calledmponentsf the systermA. A configuration(sy,X1,S, X2, . . ., S, Xk)
of A represents the current statgsas well as the still unread pars of the tape inscription of all
components X i < k. SystemA starts with all of its components scanning the first squatbetape in
their initial states. For input worel € >*, the initial configuration i§Sy 1, W<l,S02, W<, ..., Sok, W<).

Basically, a computation oA is a sequence of configurations beginning with an initialficnma-
tion and ending with a halting configuration, when no suamessnfiguration exists. Each step can
consist of two phases. In a first phase, all components arenrqoery states and perform an ordi-
nary (non-communicating) step independently. The sectradeis the communication phase during
which components in query states receive the requestezs siatlong as the sender is not in a query
state itself. Thatis, if a componeAf is in query statey;, thenA; is set to the current state of compo-
nentA;. This process is repeated until all requests are resol¥@assible. If the requests are cyclic,
no successor configuration exists. For the first phase, weedife successor configuration relation
by (s1,21Y1,%,82Y2, - -, S &Yk) - (P1,21, P2, 22, -, P %), If QN {S1,%,...,%} =0, a8 € ZU{A, <},
pi € &(s,a), andz = < for g = < andz =y; otherwise, 1< i < k. For non-returning communication
in the second phase, we $6f,X1,S, X2, ..., S, X) = (P1,X1, P2, X2, - - ., Pk, Xk), if, for all 1 <i < k such
thats = g; ands; ¢ Q, we havep; =sj, andp; = 5 for all the otherr, 1 <r < k. Alternatively, for
returning communication in the second phase, wésex;, S, Xo, . . ., Sk, Xk) F (P1, X1, P2, X2, -+« 5 Pis Xk) s
if, for all 1 <i < ksuch that = g; ands; ¢ Q, we havep; = sj, pj = S,j, andp; = s for all the otherr,
1<r<k

A computationhalts when the successor configuration is not defined for the cusi@mtion. In
particular, this may happen when cyclic communication estgiappear, or when the transition function
of one component is not defined. The languagd) accepted by a DPCRK) A is precisely the set
of wordsw such that there is some computation beginning with on the input tape and halting with
at least one component having an undefined transition fametnd being in an accepting state. Eét
denote the reflexive and transitive closure of the successdiguration relatior and define_(A) as

{W e’ | (%.17W<]7%.27W<]7 cee ,%.k,WQ) H (plvalylv P2, a2y2, ..., pkvakyk)v
such thatp; € | and& (p;, &) as well asd (p;,A) are undefined for somedi <k}.

Whenever the degree is missing in the notation DP®&FAwe mean systems of arbitrary degree.
The absence or presence of an R in the type of the system demb&ther it works imon-returning
communication, that is, the sender remains in its currexié sbrreturning communication, that is, the
sender is reset to its initial state. If there is just one congmt, say?, that is allowed to query for states,
that is,SNQ =0, for 2<i <k, then the system is said to lbentralized In this case, we refer té;
as themaster componergnd add a C to the notation of the type of the system. fahmly of languages
acceptedoy devices of typeX with arbitrary degree (with degrde is denoted byZ (X) (£ (X(k))).

In the following, we study the impact of communication in FCHhe communication is measured
by thetotal number of queries sent during a computatidrhat is, we count the number of time steps
at which a component enters a query state and consider thefstimase numbers for all components.
Let f : N — N be a mapping. If allv € L(A) are accepted with computations where the total number of
queries sent is bounded Hy|w|), thenAis said to beecommunication bounded by f.
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We denote the class of devices of ty)dwith degreek) that are communication bounded by some
function f by f-X (f-X(k)).

In order to clarify the notation we give two examples. Whemeve refer to a timéof a computation
of a DPCFA, then the configuration reached after exaatlymputation steps is considered.

Example 1 The language expo= {$a2’ba2 b---ba?"& | m> 1} belongs taZ(f-DRCPCFA2)) with

f € O(log(n)). Roughly, the idea of the construction is that the lengthadjfcenta-blocks (separated
by ab) are compared. To this end, the master reads the left bloitkhailf speed, that is, moving one
symbol to the right in every other time step, while the norsteacomponent reads the right block with
full speed, that is, moving one symbol to the right in evemyetistep. If the master reacheb,at queries
the non-master whether it has also reachedlathis is true, the comparison of the next taeblocks is
started. The input is accepted if the master obtains the glgnfipom the non-master component and the
remaining input is i &<.

Formally, we defineA = ({a,b,$,&},A1,A2, {0}, <) to be a DRCPCFA&) with master compo-
nentA; = ({So.1,51.1, 21,531, %4,1, 55,1, %, S, O, accept, {a,b, $,&}, &1, 5,1, {accept), second compo-
nentAy = ({S02,512,9.2,%8.2, % %S« },{a,b,$,&}, 8, 2,0), and transition functiond; andd, as fol-
lows.

The non-master componeAs:

1. &(502,$) =512 4. »H(s32,8) =32 7. %(s02,8) =S32
2. %(s12,8) =2 5. &(s32,b) = 8. ;(s02,<) =584
3. &(sp2,b) =s32 6. O(s2,&) =% 9. &(Sq,A) =54

The component reads the input prefabin the first three time steps (rules 1,2,3). Subsequentlgais
ana-block in statesz > (rule 4). Whenever it moves on a symioit changes into stats, (rule 5). So, it
enters statg, at time step 3 plus the length of the sec@dblock plus 1. The component halts in stage
unless it is reset to its initial state by a query. In this daseads the currerd-block and the nexb and
enters stateg, again after a number of time steps that is the length ofthck plus one (rules 7,4,5).
Rule 6 is used wheg appears in the input instead bf After being reset into the initial state on the
endmarker, the component enters stat@and loops with -moves.

The master componewy:

d1(s01,$) = 5. 01(41,A) =31 9. O1(%,&) =S51
O1(S1,1,A) = S21 6. di(sz1,b) = 10. 31(ss1,<1) = accept
51(821,/\)2531 7. &1(sp,@) =41
4. &(s31,8) = 8. (%, a) =%

The master reads the input prefiab in the first six time steps and enters the query statgules 1-6).
Exactly at that time the non-master component enters stat®eing in states, received the master
reads the currerg-block and the nexb and enters statg again after a number of time steps that is two
times the length of the-block plus one (rules 7,4,5,6). Exactly at this time the-nuaster component
enters state, again provided that tha-block read by the non-master component is twice as longeas th
a-block read by the master. When the master receives stétstead ofs,, it reads the remaining suffix
(rules 8,9), enters the accepting state on the endmarkerl@y and halts.
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Finally, the length of a worav € Lexpois W = m+2+3", 2 = 2™l m41, for somem> 1. In
its accepting computation, a communication takes placevfery symbob and the endmarker. So there
arem-+ 1 communications which is of ord@(log(|w|)). O

The construction of the next example is similar to the onemgim Exampléll.

Example 2 The language.poly = { $ababa’b---ba®™1& | m> 0} belongs to.#(f-DRCPCFA?2))
with f € O(/M). 0

3 Computational Capacity

In this section we consider aspects of the computationaagpof f-DRCPCFAKk). Example$ ]l and| 2
already revealed that there are non-semilinear languamepted by systems with two components and
sublinear communication. The next simple result is needefs important for the size of representations
that will be used in connection with Kolmogorov argumentséparate language classes.

Lemma 3 Letk > 1 andA be a DRCPCFK) with S;,S,,...,S being the state sets of the single com-
ponents. Ifw € L(A), thenw is accepted after at moi& | - |S|--- |S| - (Jw| + 1) time steps, that is, in
linear time.

Proof During a computation some componéqimay be in|S| different states. So afté®, |- |S|- - |X]
time steps the whole system runs through a loop if none of th@ponents moves. Therefore, as long
as no halting configuration is reached, at least one companest move after at mos§;| - |S| - - - ||
time steps. O

The language of the next lemma combines the well-known morext-free copy language withy o
from above. It plays a crucial role in later proofs.

Lemma 4 The language
Lexpowbw = { $W1wsy - - 'mea20W1W1a21W2W2 . 'a2m71Wme& Im>1w €{0,1},1<i<m}

belongs toZ’(O(log(n))-DRCPCFA3)).

Proof A formal construction of a0(log(n))-DRCPCFAS3) acceptingLexpowbw iS given through the
transition functions below, wher®; is the initial state of componen;, 1 <i < 3, the sole accepting
state isaccept ando € {0,1}.

The second non-master componAginitially passes over thg and, then, it reads a symbol, remem-
bers it in its state, and loops without moving (rules 1,29,8Whenever the component is reset into its
initial state after a query, it reads the next symbol, remenii, and loops without moving (rules 4-11).
This component is used by the master to matchwhieom the prefix with thew; from the suffix.

The non-master componeas:

1. 5(s03,%) =s13 5. &(s03:1) =91 9. &(s,A) =851
2. &(513,0) =% 6. &(s03,b) =% 10. &(h,A) =%
3. &(s13,1) =51 7. &(%03.8) =S 11. &(sa,A) =%a
4. 3(%3,0) =0 8. &(%,A) =%
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The first non-master compone#y initially passes over the prefigw,ws - --wp, (rules 1,2), theb
(rule 3), and the adjacent infaswywyaawews (rules 4—13). On its way it checks whether the neighboring
symbolsw; are in fact the same (rules 5-8 and 10-13). If the second dhetlccessful the component
enters stats,,,. Exactly at that time it has to be queried by the master, afiserit blocks the compu-
tation. Subsequently, it repeatedly continues to readrtpetj where each occurrence of neighboring
symbolsw; are checked for equality (rules 14 and 9-13), which is irtditdoy entering stats,,, again.
This component is used to verify that all neighboring syrslglin the suffix are equal and, by the mas-
ter, to check the lengths of tleeblocks in the same way as in Example 1. Note that the compasien
time m+ 9 on the first symbol aftev,w,. After being reset to its initial state, it takes a numberiiofet
steps equal to the length of the nexblock plus 2 to get on the first symbol after the nesty;.

The non-master componefs:

1. &(s02,$) =12 7. 5(,,0) =52 13. 5(%52,1) = Sww
2. »(s12,0) =S12 8. &(Sh,. 1) =S50 14. &(s02,8) =52
3. &(s12,b) =2 9. &(ss52,8) =S52 15. 5(S02,4) =%
4. &(s2,8) = 10. &(s52,0) =, 16. &(su,A) =
5. &(S32,0) = s0 11. %(s52,1) =S5, 17. &(s02,<) =S4
6. 0(Ss2,1) = sl 12. 52(%2,0)23/% 18. &(sq,A) = s4

The master compone®y; initially passes over the prefwiws - - - W, (rules 1,2), thé (rule 3), and
the firsta (rules 4-8). Then it reads the first of two adjacent symlgland enters the query staie
(rule 9) (the equality of the symbols; has already been checked by comporent From component
Az it receives the information about the matching symiofrom the prefix. If this symbol is the same
as the next input symbol, then the computation continudeqrl0,11) by entering query staje Note
that this happens exactly at time step-9. If the master receives stadg,, the length of the first two
a-blocks are verified. Now the master repeatedly continuagad the input (rule 12,7,8), where on
each occurrence of neighboring symbwalsthe equality with the corresponding symbol in the prefix is
checked by querying componef and the lengths of the-blocks are compared by querying component
A,. After querying componeny, it takes a number of time steps equal to the length of thecadja-
block (processed by componefyt) plus 2 to get into statg, again. Finally, when the master component
has checked the last symhwa}, and gets the information thab has read symbd, it queries component
Az (rule 13). If it receives &, the input is accepted (rule 14). In all other cases it isctepk

The master compone#y:

1. &(%01,$) =s11 6. 1(s41,A) =51 11. &(s1,1) =

2. &1(s11,0) =s11 7. d1(s51,8) = Ss1 12. &1(Sww a) S6.1

3. di(s11,b) =1 8. di(ss1,4) = Ss1 13. &1(se, &) =

4. &(sp1,A) =31 9. d($51,0) =03 14. &1(sp, <) = accept
5. d1(ss1,A) =S41 10. &1(%,0) =2

The length of a WoraV € Lexpowbw iS [W| = 3m-+ 3+ $™ 12 = 2™+ 3m+ 2, for somem > 1. In its
accepting computation, two communications take placevieryen;w; and one more communication on
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the endmarker. So there arm2- 1 communications which is of ord€(log(|w|)). O

For the proof of the following theorem we use an incomprelisitargument. General information
on Kolmogorov complexity and the incompressibility metheaoh be found in[10]. Letv € {0,1}* be
an arbitrary binary string. The Kolmogorov complex@yw) of w is defined to be the minimal size of
a program describingv. The following key argument for the incompressibility madhis well known.
There are binary strings of anylength so thatw| < C(w).

Lemma5 The languagéwow = { WiWz - - - Wbwiws - - -wim | m > Lw; € {0,1},1 <i < m} is accepted
by someO(n)-DRCPCFA2) but, for anyk > 1, does not belong t&’ (f-DRCPCFAK)) if f € m
Proof First, we sketch the construction ofQ(n)-DRCPCFA2) acceptingLypw. Initially, the master
component proceeds to the center matkewhile the non-master component reads the first input sym-
bol w; and remembers this information in its state. Next, the magteries the non-master and matches
the information received with the first symbol followirg while the non-master reads the next input
symbol and remembers it in its state. Subsequently, thiawehis iterated, that is, the master queries
the non-master again and matches its next input symbolewi@ non-master reads and remembers the
next symbol. The input is accepted when the master receieatahe moment it reaches the right
endmarker. Clearly, the number of communications on inpogthn = 2m+ 1 ism-+ 1 € O(n).

Second, we turn to show thatnw ¢ -2 (f-DRCPCFAK)) if f m In contrast to the as-
sertion, we assume thatny is accepted by somé-DRCPCFAK) A = (Z,A1,Ay, ..., A, Q, <) with
f(n) e m Let z=wbw, for somew € {0,1} ", andKq I- - - - - Kacc be the accepting computation
on inputz, whereKg is the initial configuration an#,cc is an accepting configuration.

Next, we consider snapshots of configurations at every tige at which the master component
gueries some other component or at which a component ehtersitidle markeb. For every such con-

figuration, we take the time stép the current stateé_i),s(zi),...,sg), and the positionsp(li), pg),...,pl((i)

of the components. Thus, thth snapshot is represented by the tu(mlgs(l'), p(l'),s(z'>, p(z'),...,gi'), pl((')).
Since there are altogether at md$R|w| + 1) communications, the list of snapsh@dtontains at most
f(2/w| + 1) +k entries.

We claim that each snapshot can be represented by at @itm(|w|)) bits. Due to Lemmal3
acceptance is in linear time and, therefore, each time stejpe represented by at m&tiog(|w|)) bits.
Each position of a component can also be represented by &Otlog(|w|)) bits. Finally, each state can
be represented by a constant number of bits. Altogethen, sr@apshot can be representedigiog(|w]|))
bits. So, the list\ can be represented by(2|w|+1) +k)-O(log(|w|)) = W -O(log(w])) = o(|w])
bits.

Now we show that the lisf\ of snapshots together with a snapshoKgf. and the knowledge of
and|w| is sufficient to reconstruat. The reconstruction is implemented by the following altjori P.
First, P sequentially simulate& on all 2" inputsxbxwhere|x| = |w|. Additionally, it is checked whether
the computation simulated has the same snapshots as irstthednd the accepting configuration. In
this way, the stringv can be identified. We have to show that there is no other swvingw which can
be identified in this way as well. Let us assume that suwoh exists. Then all snapshots of accepting
computations on inpuvbwandwbw are identical. This means that both computations end aiaime s
time step and all components are in the same state and jposiidditionally, in both computations
communications take place at the same time steps, all coemgore in the same state and position
at that moment. Moreover, the right half of the respectivedsds entered in the same states and in
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the same time steps on both input wordsw andwbw. So, both computations are also accepting on
input wbw which is a contradiction.

Thus,w can be reconstructed given the above progPaite list of snapshotd, the snapshot of the
accepting configuratiorf), and|w|. Since the sizes d* andA are bounded by a constant, the sizé\a$
bounded by(|w|), and|w| as well as the size of the remaining snapshot is bounde€d( log(|w|)) each,
we can reconstruat from a description of total size(|w|). Hence, the Kolmogorov complexity(w),
that is, the minimal size of a program describings bounded by the size of the above description, and
we obtainC(w) € o(|w|). On the other hand, we know that there are binary stnmg$ arbitrary length
such thaC(w) > |w|. This is a contradiction fow being long enough. O

The language of the next lemma is used in later proofs.
Lemma 6 The language
L polywow = { SW1W5 - - - Wimbatwywy @3wowoawaws - - - @™ twiwim& | m> L w; € {0,1},1 < i <m}

is accepted by sonm@(./n)-DRCPCFAS3) but, for anyk > 1, does not belong t(f-DRCPCFAK))
if f € O(log(n)).

Proof Using the construction idea of Leminla 4, one shaysywow € £ (0(1/n)-DRCPCFA3)).

The claimed non-containment is shown similarly to Leniinan&antrast to the assertion, we assume
that L polywbw is accepted by some-DRCPCFAK) A= (X, A1, Ay, ..., A, Q, <) with f(n) € O(log(n)).
Let

2m

Z= $WIWy - - - Winba Wy Wi @3 Wowpa®Waws - - &2™ WiWin € L polywbw,

wherew = wiWws - - - W, andKg I - - - Ky be the accepting computation on inmitwhereKg is the
initial configuration andK is an accepting configuration.

We use again an incompressibility argument and write dowrligih of snapshots of configurations
in which communication takes place and the accepting cordiggun K,cc, and descriptions ok and|w|.
Similar to the proof of Lemm@l5, a prograhcan be described which reconstruatsiniquely from the
information given.

Next, we determine the size of such a description. ProdgPaand the system can be represented
by a constant number of bits. The lendth] can be described by l¢v|) € O(log(m)) bits. Since
|zl = 3m+3+ 3", 2i — 1= 3m-+ 3+ n? and acceptance is in linear time (Lemima 3), each time step can
be represented b®(log(|z|)) = O(log(n?)) bits. Moreover, thék states can be described 6y1) bits,
and thek positions byk - log(|Z]) = k-log(m? + 3m+ 3) € O(log(m)) bits. So, altogether one snapshot
can be represented I§)(log(m)) bits. Since at most(|z|) € O(log(|Z])) = O(log(m)) snapshots have
to be listed, the list of all snapshots can be describe®(fyog(m))?) bits. Therefore, the total size of
a description ofw is bounded byO((log(m))?) as well. Thus, the Kolmogorov complexi§(w) of w
is bounded byD((log(m))?). On the other hand, there are binary strimgef arbitrary length such that
C(w) > |w| = m. This is a contradiction fow being long enough. O

The previous theorems showed that there are proper inokisio
Z(0(log(n))-DRCPCFAKk)) ¢ .£(0(1/n)-DRCPCFAKk))
for everyk > 3, and

#(0(/N)-DRCPCFAK)) C .Z(0(n)-DRCPCFAK))
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for everyk > 2.
Later, we will prove an infinite hierarchy in between the skEs? (O(log(n))-DRCPCFAK)) and
Z(0(y/n))-DRCPCFAKk), for everyk > 4.

4 Decidability and Undecidability Results

4.1 Undecidability of Emptiness and Classical Questions

First, we show undecidability of the classical questionsnfimdels with a logarithmic amount of com-
munication. To this end, we adapt the construction givedjmfich is based on the valid computations
of one-way cellular automatéOCA), a parallel computational model (see, for examplel8]y. More
precisely, the undecidability is shown by reduction of tleresponding problems for OCA which are
known not even to be semi-decidable|[11]. To this end, hiessonf OCA computations are encoded in
single words that are calledgalid computationgcf., for example,[[5]).

A one-way cellular automaton is a linear array of identicgledministic finite automata, sometimes
called cells. Except for the leftmost cell each one is coteteto its nearest neighbor to the left. The
state transition depends on the current state of a celf @sel the current state of its neighbor, where
the leftmost cell receives information associated with aratary symbol on its free input line. The state
changes take place simultaneously at discrete time stdygsinput mode for cellular automata is called
parallel. One can suppose that all cells fetch their inpatisyl during a pre-initial step.

More formally, an OCA is a systeml = (S#,T,d,F), whereSis the nonempty, finite set of cell
states# ¢ Sis the boundary statd, C Sis the input alphabef C Sis the set of accepting cell states,
andd : (SU{#}) x S— Sis the local transition function.

A configuration of an OCA at some time stép> 0 is a description of its global state, which
is formally a mappingz : {1,2,...,n} — S for n > 1. The initial configuration at time 0 on input
W= X1X2... % iS defined bycow(i) =%, 1 <i <n. Letc, t > 0, be a configuration with > 2, then its
successog; 1 is defined as followsc1(1) = d(#,¢(1)) andc11(i) = d(c (i —1),¢(i)), 2<i <n.

An input is accepted if at some time step during its compomathe rightmost cell enters an ac-
cepting state. Without loss of generality and for techniealsons, one can assume that any accepting
computation has at least three steps.

Now we turn to the valid computations of an O®A= (S #,T,d,F). The computation of a suc-
cessor configuratiom;,; of a given configuratior; is written down in a sequential way as follows.
Assumexty, 1 is computed cell by cell from left to right. That is, we are cemed with subconfigurations
of the formci1(1)--- cra(i)c(i+ 1) --- ¢ (n), wheren is the length of the input. For technical reasons,
in c.+1(i) we have to store both the successor state, which is entetietkiistept 4 1 by celli, and its for-
mer state. In this way, the computation of the successorgumafiion ofM can be written as a sequence

of n subconfigurations, and configuration ; can be represented byt = w{™...w{™ such that

WY e 45 (Sx 9)S, for 1< i <n, withw ™ = #61(1) -+ g i — 1) (Caa (i), G (i) e (i +2) -+~ G ().
The valid computations VALQM) are now defined to be the set of words of the faffw(D ... wm,
wherem> 3, wlt) ¢ (#S(Sx S)S*)* are configurations dfl, 1 <t < m, w9 is an initial configuration
having the formi#(T’)*, whereT’ is a primed copy of the input alphabEtwith T'NS= 0, w™ is an
accepting configuration of the for(#S*(Sx S)S")*#S'(F x S), andw('*? is the successor configuration
of wt), foro<t <m-—1.

For the constructions of DRCPCFA accepting the set VAUQ, we provide an additional tech-
nical transformation of the input alphabet. L&t= SUT’ andA = {#} US US? be the alphabet
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over which VALGM) is defined. We consider the mappirig A* — (A x A)™ which is defined for
words of length at least two by(XqXz - Xn) = [X1,%2][X2,X3] - - - [Xn—1,%n]. From now on we consider
VALC (M) C (Ax A)* to be the set of valid computations to whi€lnas been applied. The setinfalid
computationdNVALC (M) is then the complement of VAL®) with respect to the alphabgtx A.

The following example illustrates the definitions.

Example 7 We consider the following computation of an O®A over the input alphabefc,d}. The
initial configuration isco = (c,d,d). Let the successor configurationsdye= (p1,r1,S1), C2 = (P2,r2,%2),
andcs = (ps,rs,ss). Furthermore, lesz be an accepting state, that égld is an accepted input. These
configurations are written down as sequences of subconfigusaas follows.

0

w® — #ddd
wh = #(py,c)dd#p(ry,d)d#pira(sy,d)
W2 = #(pg, p1)riSi#Pa(ra, r1)si#para(s,sn)
W = #(p3, po)roSo#pa(ra, r2)S#para(ss, )
Then,
FwOWDWEWE) = [#, ][, d[d, o] [d, #][#, (P2, ©)][(p1, €), d][d, d][d, #]

[#, pa][p1, (r1,d)][(r1,d), d][d, #][#, pa][pa,r][ra, (S1,d)][(S1, ), #][#, (P2, P1)]
(P2, P1),Ta][r1, u][st, #][#, p2][P2, (12, 11)][(V2,T 1), S1][s, #][#, p2] [p2. 2]

[r2, (S2,51)][(S2, 1) #][#, (P3, P2)][(P3, P2), 2] [r2, 2] [S2, #] [#, p3][Pa; (13, 72)]
[(r3,12), 2] [s2. #][#, Pa][Ps, T3] [r3, (S3, )]

is a valid computation of.

The length of a valid computation can be easily calculated.

Lemma 8 LetM be an OCA on inputv;ws - - - Wy, which is accepted aftértime steps. Then the length
of the corresponding valid computatiomis- (n+1)-n-t

The next lemma is the key tool for the reductions.
Lemma9 LetM be an OCA. Then language
VALC' (M) = { $1%1X0 - - Xm$282 bbaZ bb- - -bba" "bbg | Mm> 1,%1% - - Xm € VALC(M) }
belongs taZ (O(log(n))-DRCPCFA4)).

Proof In [1] a O(n)-DRCPCFAZ3) is constructed that accepts VAIK). Basically, the master com-
ponentA; and componen#, are used to verify that after every subconfiguration theemrsuccessor
subconfiguration is given, whereas compongsts used to check the correct format of the input. This
construction can be implemented identically for the presenstruction if we interpres, as the right
endmarker. Additionally, compone#; is used in the same way as componAgtin the construction
of Lemmal4, that is, initially it read$; andx,, storesx, in its state, and waits at position 2 until it is
queried. After being reset to its initial state, it againdgéhe next input symbol, stores it, and waits.
Whenxix; - - - Xm € VALC (M) is tested, the mastéy; and componend, are both located &t,. The
second part of the input is now tested along the line of thesttoation given in the proof of Lemnia 4,
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where the master plays the role of the master, compadhethie role of componer,, and componeniy
the role of componems.

The length of a worav € VALC (M) is |w| = 3m-+ 3+ 3 ™12 = 2M+ 3m+-2, for somem> 1. The
test whethew;x; - - - Xy belongs to VALGM) requiresO(m) communications. For the remaining tests
additionalO(m) communications are necessary as the proof of Lefdma 4 showysalt8getherO(m)
communications are sufficient which is of ord@flog(|w|)). O

The set ofnvalid computationdNVALC ' (M) is simply defined to be the complement of VAL®)
with respect to the alphabéé, b, $1,$2,&} U (AX A).

Lemma 10 LetM be an OCA. Then language INVAL(M) belongs taZ (O(log(n))-DRCPCFA4)).

Proof To accept the set of invalid computations INVAL@®) almost the same construction as for
Lemma® can be used. The only adaption concerns acceptaticejaction. Since the only possibility
to accept is that the master halts in statee ptwhile the other components are non-halting, accepting
computations can be made rejecting by sending the mastemitialting non-accepting state ject
instead. In order to make rejecting computations accepiing now sufficient to send the components
into some halting accepting state whenever they would batting. d

Theorem 11 For any degre& > 4, emptiness, finiteness, infiniteness, universality, siolo, equiva-
lence, regularity, and context-freeness are not semddbtg forO(log(n))-DRCPCFAK).

Proof All these problems are known to be non-semi-decidable foAQA1]. By standard techniques
(cf., for example,[[1]) the OCA problems are reduced@og(n))-DRCPCFAK) via the valid and
invalid computations and Lemmiks 9 and 10. O

4.2 Undecidability of Communication Boundedness

This subsection is devoted to questions concerning thelaleidity or computability of the communica-
tion bounds. In principle, we deal with three different tgpe# problems. The first type is to decide for a
given DRCPCFAK) A and a given functiorf whether or noA\ is communication bounded Hy The next
theorem solves this problem negatively for all non-triaemmunication bounds and all degrées 3.

Theorem 12 Letk > 3 be any degred, € o(n), andA be a DRCPCF/X). Then it is not semi-decidable
whetherA is communication bounded Hy

Proof Let A be a DRCPCF) with k > 3 accepting some languag€A) C *. We take two new
symbols{a,$} NZ = 0 and construct a DRCPCIR) A’ accepting languaga*$L(A). The idea of the
construction is that, initially, all components move symeiously across the leadiragblock. During
this phase, the master component queries one of the nommtashponents in every time step. When
all components have read the separating syribtiiey enter the initial state of the corresponding com-
ponent ofA. Subsequently is simulated, thus testing whether the remaining inputrmsdolL (A). So,
on inputa"$w with n> 1 andw € L(A), A’ performs at least communications. In particular, for> |w|
we obtain words that show that is not communication bounded by any functibr o(n), unlessL(A)
is empty. SoA' is a f-DRCPCFAK) if and only if L(A) = 0.

Since in[[1] it has been shown that emptiness is not semiddbtd for DRCPCFA with at least three
components, the theorem follows. O
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Mitrana considers in [13] thdegree of communicatioof parallel communicating finite automata
systems. The degree of communication of an accepting catpuis defined as the number of queries
posed. The degree of communicati@omnix) of a nondeterministic PCFA on inputx is defined as
the minimal number of queries posed in accepting computstanx. The degree of communication
ComntA) of a PCFAA is then defined as s§@omnix) | x € L(A) }. Here we have the second type
of problems we are dealing with. Mitrana raised the questitvether the degree of communication
Comn{A) is computable for a given nondeterministic PGKAA. SinceComntA) is either finite or
infinite, in our terms the question is to decide whether or &Adé communication bounded by some
function f € O(1) and, if it is, to compute the precise constant. The next #rasolves the problem.

Theorem 13 Letk > 3 be an integer. Then the degree of communicailommA) is not computable
for DRCPCFAK).

Proof For a given DRCPCF£) A and new input symbola and$, we construct a DRCPCRK) A’
accepting the languagg$L(A) as in the proof of Theorem 11.2.

Now, we claim thatComn{A’) = 0 if and only if L(A) = 0. If L(A) is empty, therA" accepts the
empty set and, thu€omn{A’) = 0. On the other hand, if(A) is not empty, thelComn{A’) > 0 by
construction ofA’. Since emptiness is not semi-decidable for DRCP&FAvith k > 3 [1], the theorem
follows. O

Now we turn to the last type of problems we are dealing withhis section. The question is now
whether the degree of communication is computable forldhguageaccepted by a given nondeter-
ministic PCFAK) A. In [13] the degree of communicatiddomnk (L) of a languaged. is defined as
inf{ Comn{A) | Ais device of typeX andL(A) = L }. Mitrana showed in[[13] thaComngpcra(L(A))
for some nondeterministic CPCFAIs not computable. He leaves as an open question whetheethe d
gree is computable for RCPCFA. Here we are going to show ligatiégree is not even computable for
deterministic RCPCFA.

Lemma 14 Letk > 3 be an integer. Then the degree of communica@omnprcpcrak) (L(A)) is not
computable.

Proof For a given DRCPCFK) A over alphabeE and new input symbols, 0,1, $1,$,, we construct a
DRCPCFAKk) A’ accepting the language

{wWawy - - Wimbwaws - - Wi | m> L wi € {0,1},1 <i <m}$1$,L(A).

We present the construction fee= 3. The generalization to largé&rs straightforward.

The idea of the construction is that in a first phase mastepooentA; and a non-master compo-
nentA, check the correctness of the prefixw, - - - wybwiws - - - Wi This is done as in the construction
of Lemmab. Componers checks the correct format of the input up to the separatingosy$; and
waits on symbo#, until it is queried. At the end of this phase, the master ish@$i and componern,
stays on the symbdd.

In a second phase, the master component stags and repeatedly queries compongatuntil this
one has read; and, thus, stays o$p. Now the master reads and queries componeAb. After being
reset to its initial state, componeA$ reads$, and performs ond -step. Then it changes to the initial
state ofA; in A. During thisA -step, the master component regdsand queries componeAg. Then it
changes to the initial state of the master®ofFinally, after being reset to its initial state, componagt
reads$, and changes into the initial state&f in A.
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Now, all components are in their initial states on the firgshbgl of the input ofA and in a third
phaseA is simulated. We claim th&@omn{L(A’)) = 0 if and only ifL(A) = 0. If L(A) is empty, therA
accepts the empty set a@dmmni{L(A’)) = Comn{0) = 0. If L(A) is not empty, we fix some& € L(A).
Assume contrarily tha€omn{L(A’)) = 0. Then there exists a DRCPCH4 B acceptingL(A’) such
thatComn{B) = 0. FromB a DRCPCFAk-+ 1) B’ is constructed by providing an additional component
which checks whether the sulffix is precis&)yand halts non-accepting if an error is found. Baccepts
the language

{WiWo - - - Wibwiws - - Wi [ m> Lw; € {0,1},1 <i <m}$1$.x

and we still haveCcomm{B’) = 0. Similar as in the proof of Lemnid 5, it follows by an incongsibility
argument that this conclusion leads to a contradiction.

Since emptiness is not semi-decidable for DRCP&frAvith k > 3 [1], the degree of communication
Comnprepcrak) (L(A)) is not computable. O

5 An Infinite Hierarchy

In this section, we are going to show that there is an infinitetshierarchy of language classes in
between? (O(log(n))-DRCPCFAKk)) and.Z(O(,/n)-DRCPCFAK)), for anyk > 4. To this end, we
consider functiond : N — N that are time-computable by one-way cellular automatat teans, given
any unary input of length > 1, saya", the rightmost cell has to enter an accepting state exaltdy 4 n)
time steps and never before. Time-computable functionsGi @ave been studied inl[3], where it is
shown that, for any > 1, there exists an OCA-time-computable functibe ©(n"). We will use this
result in the sequel. So, I&; be an OCA that time-computdse O(n"), forr > 1. We will use

L, = {$1X1X2 s Xg$2\l\/1\l\/2 .. '\A/me+1 .. Wp$3\l\/1\l\/2 s \A/me+1 .. -Wg$4a20bbaglbb- .. azmilbb& |
m> 1,X1%- - - X, is the valid computation dfl, on inputa™,
we{0,1},1<i<mwe{0,1},m+1<i</}

as witness languages for the infinite hierarchy.

Lemma 15 Letr > 1 be an integer. Then languagebelongs taZ (O(log(n)'+2)-DRCPCFA4)).

Proof An O(log(n)'+2)-DRCPCFA4)) A accepting.; works in five phases.

As mentioned before, in[1] a@(n)-DRCPCFA3) is constructed that accepts VALK ), where the
master componerfi; and componenf, are used to verify the subconfigurations, and compoAgis
used to check the correct format of the input. In the first phAsimulates this behavior whegg plays
the role of the endmarker. Whemx, - - - X, € VALC (M) has been tested, the mastgerand componeni,
are both located on the symbol after, that is, onw]. Additionally, componen#y initially reads$; and
waits onx; to be queried. The total number of communications in thissphs of ordeO(?).

In the second phase, it is verified that there are as many dgnibbetween$; and $, as in be-
tween$, and$s, that is, the lengtlf is matched. Furthermore, it is checked whether there arlgxa
symbols of the second infix primed. Singex---x, describes an OCA computation on some unary
input @™, the initial configuration of the OCA is of the form(&)™. Therefore, the valid computation
begins with[#,a'][a,a]™ [, #] followed by symbols not containing primed versions of otignbols.
As in the constructions before, the mastermoves to the right while querying componektin every
step. Whenever componeAy, is reset to its initial state, it reads the next input symbeimembers it,
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and waits. In this way, compone#y; is tracked over the valid computations. Moreover, the miaste
receives information about the symbols readdpyand can check the number of primed symbols tabe
The phase ends successfully whgrhas reads and receives the information th&j has read, in this
moment, that is, both infixes have the same lerfgffihis phase take®(¢) communications. At its end,
the masteA; is located on the symbol aftgg and component8, andA4 are both located on the symbol
after $.

The third phase is used to compare the word in betwieeand $3 with the word in betweer$s
and $4. Similar as in the phase before, to this end, the ma&temoves to the right while querying
componentd; in every step. Whenever componegt is reset to its initial state, it reads the next input
symbol, remembers it, and waits. S, can check whether the currently read symbols are identical.
The phase ends successfully whienhas reads, and receives the information tha&b has readss in
this moment. Now, the mast@y is located on the symbol aftég, A; is located on the symbol aftég,
andA still on the symbol afte,. The total number of communications in this phase is of o@i€).

The fourth phase is used to track compongato the position ofA;. So, the masted; loops on its
position while it querie®\; in every step. In this wayy, moves to the right. The phase ends wign
receives the information thab has read,. At this time step the mastén and componen, are located
on the symbol afte$, andA, still on the symbol aftes,. During this phas®©(¢) communications take
place.

The fifth and final phase is to check the suffix. The master krtbassthis phase starts and changes
into some appropriate state inAastep. The situation is similar for componefi. It is in its initial
state on a symbak for the first time. So, both synchronously start the phasesidaly, here we can
use again the construction of the proof of Lenima 9. That esntlaster component and componést
check that the lengths afblocks are doubling. Communication takes place at bothbsysi. Reading
the firsth, component is queried and forced to proceed one input symbol in ordehéak the correct
numberm of a-blocks. Since componer, is tracked over an infix whose firat symbols are primed
this can be done almost as before. Reading the sdndhé master queries componeégtto ensure that
the a-blocks ended correctly. The total number of communicationthis phase is of ordgd(m). This
concludes the construction af

The length? of the valid computation oM, on inputa™ is of order®(n? - m') = (M *+2) by
Lemmé&8. The length of an inputis= 3¢+ 2" — 1+ 2m+5 € ©(2™). The total number of communi-
cations is of orde©(¢) 4+ O(¢) 4+ O(£) +O(£) +O(m) = O(m +2). So, the number of communications is
of orderO(log(n)" 2). O

Lemma 16 Letr > 1 be an integer. Then languagedoes not belong t&’ (O(log(n)")-DRCPCFA4)).

Proof The proof is along the line of the proof of Leminla 6. By way of tradiction, we assume thht
is accepted by som@(log(n)")-DRCPCFA4).

Let zbe a word inL, whose infixx = x1%; - - - X is the valid computation d¥i, on inputa™. Then|z] is
of order®(2™) and/ is of order®(m2). We will use an incompressibility argument and choose agtri
W= WiW,---W, € {0,1}* so that the Kolmogorov complexity B(w) > |w| = ¢ € ©(m'*2). Then the
word Z = $1X$2W W) - - - Wi Wi 1 - ~Wg$3\l\/1\l\/2~'\A/me+1'-'Wg$4a20bba21bb' .- 22" ' pbg belongs taL,
as well.

With the help of the accepting computation drwe write down a program that uniquely recon-
structsw. The order of magnitude of the size of the program is givenhigygroduct of the size of one
snapshot and the number of all snapshots. Since one snagshbe described b®(m) bits and the
number of snapshots is bounded®g' ), we derive thaC(w) is of orderO(m*1), a contradiction. [
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Combining Lemm& 15 and Lemrhal16 the desired infinite hieyaothhe next theorem follows.

Theorem 17 Letr > 1 be an integer. Then the clags(O(log(n)")-DRCPCFA4)) is properly included
in the class? (O(log(n)"+2)-DRCPCFAA4)).

Since the proofs of Lemniall5 and Lemimé& 16 do not rely on a specifnber of components as long
as at least four components are provided, the hierarchgwslfor any number of componeris> 4.

Corollary 18 Letk > 4 andr > 1 be two integers. Then the clasé(O(log(n)")-DRCPCFAK)) is
properly included in the clas®’ (O(log(n)'+2)-DRCPCFAK)).
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