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Abstract. ω-languages are becoming more and more relevant nowadays when
most applications are “ever-running”. Recent literature,mainly under the moti-
vation of widening the application of model checking techniques, extended the
analysis of these languages from the simple regular ones to various classes of
languages with “visible syntax structure”, such as visiblypushdown languages
(VPLs). Operator precedence languages (OPLs), instead, were originally defined
to support deterministic parsing and, though seemingly unrelated, exhibit inter-
esting relations with these classes of languages: OPLs strictly include VPLs, en-
joy all relevant closure properties and have been characterized by a suitable au-
tomata family and a logic notation.
In this paper we introduce operator precedenceω-languages (ωOPLs), investi-
gating various acceptance criteria and their closure properties. Whereas some
properties are natural extensions of those holding for regular languages, others
required novel investigation techniques. Application-oriented examples show the
gain in expressiveness and verifiability offered byωOPLs w.r.t. smaller classes.

Keywords: ω-languages, Operator precedence languages, Push-down automata,
Closure properties, Infinite-state model checking.

1 Introduction

Languages of infinite strings, i.e.ω-languages, have been introduced to model nonter-
minating processes; thus they are becoming more and more relevant nowadays when
most applications are “ever-running”, often in a distributed environment. The pioneer-
ing work by Büchi and others investigated their main algebraic properties in the con-
text of finite state machines, pointing out commonalities and differences w.r.t. the finite
length counterpart [4,16].

More recent literature, mainly under the motivation of widening the application of
model checking techniques to language classes as wide as possible, extended this analy-
sis to various classes of languages with “visible structure”, i.e., languages whose syntax
structure is immediately visible in their strings: parenthesis languages, tree languages,
visibly pushdown languages (VPLs) [1] are examples of such classes.

Operator precedence languages, instead, were defined by Floyd in the 1960s with
the original motivation of supporting deterministic parsing, which is trivial for visible
structure languages but is crucial for general context-free languages such as program-
ming languages [7], where structure is often left implicit (e.g. in arithmetic expres-
sions). Recently, these seemingly unrelated classes of languages have been shown to
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share most major features; precisely OPLs strictly includeVPLs and enjoy all the same
closure properties [6]. This observation motivated characterizing OPLs in terms of a
suitable automata family [10] and in terms of a logic notation [11], which was missing
in previous literature.

In this paper we further the investigation of OPLs properties to the case of infi-
nite strings, i.e., we introduce and study operator precedenceω-languages (ωOPLs). As
for other families, we consider various acceptance criteria, their mutual expressiveness
relations, and their closure properties. Not surprisingly, some properties are natural ex-
tensions of those holding for, say, regular languages or VPLs, whereas others required
different and novel investigation techniques essentially due to the more general man-
aging of the stack. These closures and the decidability of the emptiness problem are
a necessary step towards the possibility of performing infinite-state model checking.
Simple application-oriented examples show the considerable gain in expressiveness and
verifiability offered byωOPLs w.r.t. previous classes.

The paper is organized as follows. The next section providesbasic concepts on oper-
ator precedence languages of finite-length words and on operator precedence automata
able to recognize them. Section 3 defines operator precedence automata which can deal
with infinite strings, analyzing various classical acceptance conditions forω-abstract
machines. Section 4 proves the closure properties they enjoy w.r.t typical operations
onω-languages and shows also that the emptiness problem is decidable for these for-
malisms. Finally, Section 5 draws some conclusions.

2 Preliminaries

Operator precedence languages [6,7] have been characterized in terms of both a gener-
ative formalism (operator precedence grammars, OPGs) and an equivalent operational
one (operator precedence automata, OPAs, named Floyd automata or FAs in [10]), but
in this paper we consider the latter, as it is better suited tomodel and verify nonterminat-
ing computations of systems. We first recall the basic notation and definition of operator
precedence automata able to recognize words of finite length, as presented in [10].

LetΣ be an alphabet. The empty string is denotedε. Between the symbols of the al-
phabet three types of operator precedence (OP) binary relations can hold:yieldsprece-
dence,equal in precedence andtakesprecedence, denoted⋖, � and⋗ respectively.
Notice that� is not necessarily an equivalence relation, and⋖ and⋗ are not necessarily
strict partial orders. We use a special symbol # not inΣ to mark the beginning and the
end of any string. This is consistent with the typical operator parsing technique that
requires the lookback and lookahead of one character to determine the next action to
perform [8]. The initial # can only yield precedence, and other symbols can only take
precedence on the ending #.

Definition 1. An operator precedence matrix(OPM) M over an alphabetΣ is a |Σ ∪
{#}| × |Σ ∪ {#}| array that with each ordered pair(a, b) associates the set Mab of OP
relations holding between a and b. M is conflict-free iff ∀a, b ∈ Σ, |Mab| ≤ 1. We call
(Σ,M) an operator precedence alphabet if M is a conflict-free OPM onΣ.

Between two OPMsM1 andM2, we define set inclusion and union:
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M1 ⊆ M2 if ∀a, b : (M1)ab ⊆ (M2)ab, M = M1∪M2 if ∀a, b : Mab = (M1)ab∪(M2)ab

If Mab = {◦}, with ◦ ∈ {⋖,�,⋗} ,we writea◦b. Foru, v ∈ Σ∗ we writeu◦v if u = xa
andv = by with a ◦ b. Two matrices arecompatibleif their union is conflict-free. A
matrix iscompleteif it contains no empty case.

In the following we assume thatM is =̇-acyclic, which means thatc1 � c2 � · · · �

ck � c1 does not hold for anyc1, c2, . . . , ck ∈ Σ, k ≥ 1.

Definition 2. A nondeterministic operator precedence automaton(OPA) is a tupleA =
〈Σ,M,Q, I , F, δ〉 where:

– (Σ,M) is an operator precedence alphabet,
– Q is a set of states (disjoint fromΣ),
– I ⊆ Q is a set of initial states,
– F ⊆ Q is a set of final states,
– δ : Q× (Σ ∪ Q)→ 2Q is the transition function.

The transition function can be seen as the union of two disjoint functions:

δpush : Q× Σ → 2Q δflush : Q× Q→ 2Q

An OPA can be represented by a graph withQ as the set of vertices andΣ ∪ Q as the
set of edge labels: there is an edge from stateq to statep labeled bya ∈ Σ if and only if
p ∈ δpush(q, a) and there is an edge from stateq to statep labeled byr ∈ Q if and only
if p ∈ δ f lush(q, r). To distinguish flush transitions from push transitions wedenote the
former ones by a double arrow.

To define the semantics of the automaton, we introduce some notation. We use let-
tersp, q, pi, qi , . . . for states inQ and we setΣ′ = {a′ | a ∈ Σ}; symbols inΣ′ are called
markedsymbols.

Let Γ be (Σ ∪ Σ′ ∪ {#}) × Q; we denote symbols inΓ as [a q], [a′ q], or [# q],
respectively. We setsymbol([a q]) = symbol([a′ q]) = a, symbol([# q]) = #, and
state([a q]) = state([a′ q]) = state([# q]) = q. Given a stringβ = B1B2 . . .Bn with
Bi ∈ Γ, we setstate(β) = state(Bn).

A configurationis any pairC = 〈β , w〉, whereβ = B1B2 . . .Bn ∈ Γ
∗, symbol(B1) =

#, andw = a1a2 . . .am ∈ Σ
∗#. A configuration represents both the contentsβ of the

stack and the part of inputw still to process.
A computation (run) of the automaton is a finite sequence of movesC ⊢ C1; there

are three kinds of moves, depending on the precedence relation betweensymbol(Bn)
anda1:

push move:if symbol(Bn) � a1 thenC1 = 〈β[a1 q] , a2 . . .am〉, with q ∈ δpush(state(β), a1);

mark move: if symbol(Bn)⋖ a1 thenC1 = 〈β[a1
′ q] , a2 . . .am〉, with q ∈ δpush(state(β), a1);

flush move: if symbol(Bn) ⋗ a1 then leti the greatest index such thatsymbol(Bi) ∈ Σ′

(such index always exists). ThenC1 = 〈B1B2 . . .Bi−2[symbol(Bi−1) q] , a1a2 . . .am〉,
with q ∈ δ f lush(state(Bn), state(Bi−1)).

Push and mark moves both push the input symbol on the top of thestack, together
with the new state computed byδpush; such moves differ only in the marking of the
symbol on top of the stack. The flush move is more complex: the symbols on the top of
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the stack are removed until the first marked symbol (included), and the state of the next
symbol below them in the stack is updated byδ f lush according to the pair of states that
delimit the portion of the stack to be removed; notice that inthis move the input symbol
is not consumed and it remains available for the following move.

Finally, we say that a configuration [#qI ] is starting if qI ∈ I and a configuration
[# qF ] is acceptingif qF ∈ F. The language accepted by the automaton is defined as:

L(A) =
{
x | 〈[# qI ] , x#〉

∗
⊢ 〈[# qF ] , #〉, qI ∈ I , qF ∈ F

}
.

Remark 1.The assumption on the�-acyclicity has been introduced in previous liter-
ature [6,10] to prevent the construction of operator precedence grammars with un-
bounded length of production’s right hand sides (r.h.s.). Correspondingly, in presence of
�-cycles of an OPM, an OPA could be compelled to an unbounded growth of the stack
before applying a flush move. The�-acyclicity hypothesis could be replaced by the
weaker restriction of production’s r.h.s. of bounded length in grammars and a bounded
number of consecutive push moves in automata, or could be removed at all by allow-
ing such unbounded forms of grammars – e.g. with regular expressions as r.h.s.– and
automata. In this paper we accept a minimal loss of generation3 power and assume the
simplifying assumption of�-acyclicity.

An OPA isdeterministicwhenI is a singleton andδpush(q, a) andδflush(q, p) have at
most one element, for everyq, p ∈ Q anda ∈ Σ.

An operator precedence transducercan be defined in the usual way as a tupleT =

〈Σ,M,Q, I , F,O, δ, η〉 whereΣ,M,Q, I , F are defined as in Definition 2,O is a finite
set of output symbols, the transition functionδ and the output functionη are defined
by 〈δ, η〉 : Q × (Σ ∪ Q) → PF(Q × O∗), wherePF denotes the set of finite subsets of
(Q × O∗), and〈δ, η〉 can be seen as the union of two disjoint functions,〈δpush, ηpush〉 :
Q× Σ → PF (Q×O∗) and〈δflush, ηflush〉 : Q× Q→ PF(Q×O∗).

A configurationof the transducer is denoted〈β , w〉 ↓ z, whereC = 〈β , w〉 is
the configuration of the underlying OPA and the string after↓ represents the output of
the automaton in the configuration. The transition relation⊢ is naturally extended from
OPAs, concatenating the output symbol produced at each movewith those generated in
the previous moves. Thetransductionτ : I ∗ → PF(O∗) generated byT is defined by

τ(x) =
{
z | 〈[# qI ] , x#〉 ↓ ε

∗
⊢ 〈[# qF ] , #〉 ↓ z, qI ∈ I , qF ∈ F

}

Example 1.As an introductory example, consider a language of queries on a database
expressed in relational algebra. We consider a subset of classical operators (union, in-
tersection, selectionσ, projectionπ and natural joinZ). Just like mathematical oper-
ators, the relational operators have precedences between them: unary operatorsσ and
π have highest priority, next highest is the “multiplicative” operatorZ, lowest are the
“additive” operators∪ and∩.

Denote asT the set of tables of the database and, for the sake of simplicity, let E be
a set of conditions for the unary operators. The OPA depictedin Figure 1 accepts the

3 An example language that cannot be generated with an�-acyclic OPM is the following:L =
{an(bc)n | n ≥ 0} ∪ {bn(ca)n | n ≥ 0} ∪ {cn(ab)n | n ≥ 0}
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language of queries without parentheses on the alphabetΣ = T∪ {Z,∪,∩} ∪ {σ, π} × E,
where we use lettersA, B,R. . . for elements inT and we writeσexpr for a pair (σ, expr)
of selection with conditionexpr (similarly for projectionπexpr). The same figure also
shows an accepting computation on inputA∪ BZ C Z πexprD.

Notice that the sentences of this language show the same structure as arithmetic
expressions with prioritized operators and without parentheses, which cannot be repre-
sented by VPAs due to the particular shape of their OPM [6].

q0 q1

σexpr, πexpr

R

Z,∪,∩

q0,q1

R σexpr πexpr Z ∪ ∩ #
R ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

σexpr ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

πexpr ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

Z ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

∪ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

∩ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

# ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ =̇

〈[# q0] , A∪ BZ C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q0][A′ q1] , ∪ BZ C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1] , ∪ BZ C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q0] , BZ C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q0][ B′ q1] , Z C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1] , Z C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q0] , C Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q0][C′ q1] , Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1] , Z πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1][Z′ q0] , πexprD#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1][Z′ q0][πexpr

′ q0] , D#〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1][Z′ q0][πexpr

′ q0][D′ q1] , #〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1][Z′ q0][πexpr

′ q1] , #〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1][Z′ q1] , #〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1][Z′ q1] , #〉
〈[# q1][∪′ q1] , #〉
〈[# q1] , #〉

Fig. 1: Automaton, precedence matrix and example of computation for language of Ex-
ample 1.

Let (Σ,M) be a precedence alphabet.

Definition 3. A simple chainis a word a0a1a2 . . .anan+1, written as〈a0a1a2 . . .an
an+1〉,

such that: a0, an+1 ∈ Σ ∪ {#}, ai ∈ Σ for every i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n, Ma0an+1 , ∅, and
a0 ⋖ a1 � a2 . . .an−1 � an ⋗ an+1.

A composed chainis a word a0x0a1x1a2 . . .anxnan+1, where〈a0a1a2 . . .an
an+1〉 is a

simple chain, and either xi = ε or 〈ai xi
ai+1〉 is a chain (simple or composed), for every

i : 0 ≤ i ≤ n. Such a composed chain will be written as〈a0 x0a1x1a2 . . .anxn
an+1〉.

A word w over(Σ,M) is compatiblewith M iff a) for each pair of letters c, d,
consecutive in w, Mcd , ∅, and b) for each factor (substring) x of#w# such that
x = a0x0a1x1a2 . . . anxnan+1 where a0 ⋖ a1 � a2 . . .an−1 � an ⋗ an+1 and, for every
0 ≤ i ≤ n, either xi = ε or 〈ai xi

ai+1〉 is a chain (simple or composed), Ma0an+1 , ∅.

Definition 4. Let A be an operator precedence automaton. Asupportfor the simple
chain〈a0a1a2 . . .an

an+1〉 is any path inA of the form

a0
−→ q0

a1
−→ q1 −→ . . . −→ qn−1

an
−→ qn

q0
=⇒ qn+1 (1)

Notice that the label of the last (and only) flush is exactly q0, i.e. the first state of the
path; this flush is executed because of relations a0 ⋖ a1 and an ⋗ an+1.
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A support for the composed chain〈a0 x0a1x1a2 . . .anxn
an+1〉 is any path inA of the form

a0
−→ q0

x0
{ q′0

a1
−→ q1

x1
{ q′1

a2
−→ . . .

an
−→ qn

xn
{ q′n

q′0
=⇒ qn+1 (2)

where, for every i: 0 ≤ i ≤ n:

– if xi , ε, then
ai
−→ qi

xi
{ q′i is a support for the chain〈ai xi

ai+1〉, i.e., it can be

decomposed as
ai
−→ qi

xi
{ q′′i

qi
=⇒ q′i .

– if xi = ε, then q′i = qi .

Notice that the label of the last flush is exactly q′
0.

The chains fully determine the structure of the parsing of any automaton on a word
compatible withM, and hence the structure of the syntax tree of the word. Indeed, if

the automaton performs the computation〈γ[a q0] , xby〉
∗
⊢ 〈γ[a q] , by〉 on a factoraxb

(with γ ∈ Γ∗, y ∈ Σ∗#), then〈axb〉 is necessarily a chain over (Σ,M) and there exists a
support like (2) withx = x0a1 . . .anxn andqn+1 = q.

3 Operator precedenceω-languages and automata

Let us now generalize operator precedence automata to deal with words of infinite
length and to model nonterminating computations.

Traditionally,ω-automata have been classified on the basis of the acceptancecon-
dition of infinite words they are equipped with. All acceptance conditions refer to the
occurrence of states which are visited in a computation of the automaton, and they
generally impose constraints on those states that are encountered infinitely (or also
finitely) often during a run. Classical notions of acceptance (introduced by Büchi [4],
Muller [12], Rabin [14], Streett [15]) can be naturally adapted toω-automata for oper-
ator precedence languages and can be characterized according to a peculiar acceptance
component of the automaton onω-words. We first introduce the model of nondeter-
ministic Büchi-operator precedenceω-automata with acceptance by final state; other
models are presented in Section 3.3.

As usual, we denote byΣω the set of infinite-length words overΣ. Thus, the symbol
# occurs only at the beginning of anω-word. Given a precedence alphabet (Σ,M), the
definition of anω-word compatible with the OPMM and the notion of syntax tree of
an infinite-length word are the natural extension of these concepts for finite strings.

Definition 5. A nondeterministic Büchi-operator precedenceω-automaton(ωOPBA) is
given by a tupleA = 〈Σ,M,Q, I , F, δ〉, whereΣ,Q, I , F, δ are defined as for OPAs; the
operator precedence matrix M is restricted to be a|Σ ∪ {#}| × |Σ| array, sinceω-words
are not terminated by the delimiter #.

Configurationsand(infinite) runsare defined as for operator precedence automata
on finite-length words. Then, let “∃ωi” be a shorthand for “there exist infinitely many
i” and letS be a run of the automaton on a given wordx ∈ Σω. DefineIn(S) = {q ∈ Q |
∃ωi 〈βi , xi〉 ∈ S with state(βi) = q} as the set of states that occur infinitely often at the
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top of the stack of configurations inS. A runS of anωOPBA on an infinite wordx ∈ Σω

is successfuliff there exists a stateqf ∈ F such thatqf ∈ In(S). A accepts x∈ Σω iff
there is a successful run ofA on x. Furthermore, let theω-languagerecognizedby A

beL(A) =
{
x ∈ Σω | A accepts x

}
.

Operator precedenceω-transducersare defined in the natural way as for finite-
length words.

3.1 Some examples

Example 2.Consider a software system which is supposed to work foreverand may
serve interrupt requests issued by different users. The system can manage three types
of interrupts with different levels of priority, that affect the order by which they are
served by the system: pending lower priority interrupts arepostponed in favor of higher
priority ones.

This policy can be naturally specified by defining an alphabetof letters for ordinary
procedures and for interrupt symbols, and by formalizing the priority level among the
interrupt requests as OP relationships in the precedence matrix of an operator prece-
dence automaton on infinite-length words: an interrupt yields precedence (⋖) to higher
priority ones, which will be handled first, and takes precedence (⋗) on lower priority
requests, whose processing is then suspended. Figure 2 shows anωOPBA with ac-
ceptance condition by final state which models the behavior of a system which may
execute two functions denoteda andb, that may be suspended by interrupts of types
int0, int1 and int2 with increasing level of priority. Calls and returns of the procedures
are denotedcalla, callb, reta, retb. A request is actually served as soon as the corre-
sponding interrupt symbol is flushed from the top of the stack. Figure 2 also presents
the precedence matrix and an example computation of the system for the infinite string
callacallbretbcallbint1int2int0retb . . .

Several variations of the above policy can be specified as well by similarωOPBAs;
e.g., we might wish to formalize that high priority interrupts flush pending calls, whereas
lower priority ones let the system resume serving pending calls once the interrupt has
been served. We might also introduce an explicit symbol to formalize the end of serving
an interrupt and specify that some events are disabled whileserving interrupts with a
given priority, etc.

Example 3.Operator precedence automata on infinite-length words can also be used
to model the run-time behavior of database systems, e.g., for modeling sequences of
users’ transactions with possible rollbacks. Other systems that exhibit an analogous
behavior are revision control (orversioning) systems (such as subversion or git). As an
example, consider a system for version management of files where a user can perform
the following operations on documents: save them, access and modify them, undo one
(or more) previous changes, restoring the previously savedversion.

The following alphabet represents the user’s actions:sv (for save), wr (for write,
i.e. the document is opened and modified),ud (for a singleundooperation),rb (for a
rollback operation, where all the changes occurred since the previously saved version
are discarded.
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q0 q1

calla, callb, int0, int1, int2

q1

calla, reta, callb, retb, int0, int1, int2

q0

calla reta callb retb int0 int1 int2
calla ⋖ =̇ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖

reta ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

callb ⋖ ⋖ =̇ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖

retb ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

int0 ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋖ ⋖

int1 ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋖

int2 ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗

# ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖ ⋖

Move Stack Rest of input
〈[# q0] , calla callb retb callb int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉

mark 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1] , callb retb callb int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉

mark 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1][callb

′ q1] , retb callb int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][calla

′ q1][callb
′ q1][ retb q1] , callb int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉

flush 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1] , callb int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉

mark 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1][callb

′ q1] , int1 int2 int0 retb . . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][calla

′ q1][callb
′ q1][ int1′ q1] , int2 int0 retb . . . 〉

mark 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1][callb

′ q1][ int1′ q1][ int2′ q1] , int0 retb . . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0][calla

′ q1][callb
′ q1][ int1′ q1] , int0 retb . . . 〉

flush 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1][callb

′ q1] , int0 retb . . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][calla

′ q1][callb
′ q1][ int0′ q1] , retb . . . 〉

flush 〈[# q0][calla
′ q1][callb

′ q1] , retb . . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][calla

′ q1][callb
′ q1][ retb q1] , . . . 〉

. . .

Fig. 2: Automaton, precedence matrix and example of computation for language of Ex-
ample 2.

An ωOPBA which models the traces of possible actions of the user on a given
document is a single-state automaton〈Σ,M, {q}, {q}, {q}, δ〉, whereΣ = {sv, rb,wr, ud},
δpush(q, a) = q,∀a ∈ Σ andδflush(q, q) = q and its OPM is:

M =

sv rb wr ud
sv ⋖ =̇ ⋖
rb ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗
wr ⋖ ⋗ ⋖ =̇
ud ⋗ ⋗ ⋗ ⋗
# ⋖ ⋖

Furthermore, one can even consider some specialized modelsof this system, that
represent various patterns of user behavior. For instance,one in which the user regularly
backs her work up, so that no more thanN changes which are not undone (denotedwr
as before) can occur between any two consecutive checkpointssv(without any rollback
rb between them). Figure 3 shows the correspondingωOPBA with N = 2, with the
same OPMM.
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q0 0 1 2

q1 q2 q3

q4

sv
wr

rb

wr

sv
wr

ud

sv
wr

0
wr

ud

sv

1

wr,ud

q4

0 1 2

0
1

2

q0

rb 0

Fig. 3:ωOPBA of Example 3, withN = 2.

States 0, 1 and 2 denote respectively the presence of zero, one and two unmatched
changes between two symbolssv. All states of theωOPBA final.

An example of computation on the stringsv wr ud rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . .
is shown in Figure 4.

3.2 Operator precedenceω-languages and visibly pushdownω-languages

Classical families of automata, like Visibly Pushdown Automata [1], imply several
restrictions that hinder them from being able to deal with the concept of precedence
among symbols. These restrictions make them unsuitable to define systems like those
of Section 3.1, and in general all paradigms based on a model of priorities.

Noticeably, VPAs on infinite-length words are significantlyextended by the class
of OPAs, since VPAs introduce a rigid partitioning on the alphabet symbols which
heavily constrains the possible relationships among them:any letter cannot assume a
role dependent on the context (as an interrupt which can yield or take precedence over
another one depending on the mutual priority), and this restriction has some conse-
quences on their expressive power w.r.tωOPLs. Actually, as it happens for finite-word
languages [6,10], one can prove the following result.

Theorem 1. The class of languages accepted byωBVPA (nondeterministic Büchi vis-
ibly pushdownω-automata) is a proper subset of that accepted byωOPBA.
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Move Stack Rest of input
〈[# q0] , sv wr ud rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉

mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0] , wr ud rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1] , ud rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][ud q1] , rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0] , rb sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][rb q1] , sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0] , sv wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0] , wr wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1] , wr ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][wr′ q4] , ud sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][wr′ q4][ud q4] , sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1] , sv wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][sv′ 0] , wr rb wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][sv′ 0][wr′ 1] , rb wr sv. . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][sv′ q2] , rb wr sv. . . 〉
push 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][sv′ q2][ rb q1] , wr sv. . . 〉
flush 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1] , wr sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][wr′ 2] , sv. . . 〉
mark 〈[# q0][ sv′ 0][wr′ 1][wr′ 2][sv′ 0] , . . . 〉

. . .

Fig. 4: Example of computation for the specialized system ofExample 3

The behavior of version management systems like those in Example 3 too cannot be
modeled byωVPAs since the shape of their matrix allows only one-to-one relationships
between matching symbols (as do-undo actions on a single change, denotedwr andud),
whereas the return to a previous version, undoing all the possible sequence of changes
performed in the meanwhile, is represented by a many-to-onerelationship (holding
among symbolswr and a singlerb).

3.3 Other automata models for operator precedenceω-languages

There are several possibilities to define other classes ofω-languages. In order to do that
we introduce the following general definition.

Definition 6. A nondeterministic operator precedenceω-automaton(ωOPA) is given
by a tupleA = 〈Σ,M,Q, I ,F, δ〉, whereΣ,Q, I , δ are defined as for OPAs; the operator
precedence matrix M is restricted to be a|Σ ∪ {#}| × |Σ| array, sinceω-words are not
terminated by the delimiter #;F is an acceptance component, distinctive of the class
(Büchi, Muller,. . . ) the automaton belongs to.DeterministicωOPA are specified as for
operator precedence automata on finite-length words.

A run is successfulif it satisfies an acceptance condition onF based on a specific
recognizing mode.A accepts x∈ Σω iff there is a successful run ofA on x. Furthermore,
let theω-languagerecognizedbyA beL(A) =

{
x ∈ Σω | A accepts x

}
.
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WhenF is a subsetF ⊆ Q, Definition 6 leads to Definition 5 of Büchi-operator
precedenceω-automaton;ωOPBEA is a variant ofωOPBA obtained when using the
following acceptance condition: a word is recognized if theautomaton traverses final
states with an empty stack infinitely often. Formally, a runS of anωOPBEA is suc-
cessful iff there exists a stateqf ∈ F such that configurations with stack [#qf ] occur
infinitely often inS.

Proposition 1. L(ωOPBEA) ⊂ L(ωOPBA).

Proof. The inclusion is trivial by definition. To see why it is proper, one can consider for
instance the languageLrepbdd(studied in [1]) consisting of infinite words on the alphabet
{a, a}, which can be interpreted as a language of calls and returns of a procedurea, with
the further constraint that there is always a finite number ofpending calls. A nondeter-
ministicωOPBA with final state acceptance condition can nondeterministically guess
which is the prefix of the word containing the last pending call, and then recognizes the
language (LDyck(a, a))ω of correctly nested words. AnωOPBEA cannot recognize this
language. In fact, it may accept a word iff it reaches infinitely often a final configuration
with empty stack during the parsing. However, the automatonis never able to remove all
the input symbols piled on the stack since it cannot flush the pending calls interspersed
among the correctly nested lettersa, otherwise it would either introduce conflicts in the
OPM or it would not be able to verify that they are in finite number.

The classical notion of acceptance for Muller automata can be likewise defined
for ωOPAs.

Definition 7. A nondeterministic Muller-operator precedence automaton(ωOPMA) is
anωOPA 〈Σ,M, Q, I ,F, δ〉 whose acceptance component is a collection of subsets of
Q,F = T ⊆ 2Q, called thetableof the automaton.
A runS of anωOPMA on an infinite word x∈ Σω is successfuliff In(S) ∈ T, i.e. the set
of states occurring infinitely often on the stack is a set in the tableT.

In the case of classical finite-state automata on infinite words, nondeterministic
Büchi automata and nondeterministic Muller automata are equivalent and define the
class ofω-regular languages. Traditionally, Muller automata have been introduced to
provide an adequate acceptance mode for deterministic automata onω-words. In fact,
deterministic Büchi automata cannot recognize allω-regular languages, whereas deter-
ministic Muller automata are equivalent to nondeterministic Büchi ones [16].

For VPAs on infinite words, instead, the paper [1] showed thatthe classical deter-
minization algorithm of Büchi automata into deterministic Muller automata is no longer
valid, and deterministic MullerωVPAs are strictly less powerful than nondeterministic
BüchiωVPAs. A similar relationship holds forωOPAs too.

The relationships among languages recognized by the different classes of opera-
tor precedenceω-automata and visibly pushdownω-languages are summarized in the
structure of Figure 5, whereωDOPBEA,ωDOPBA andωDOPMA denote the classes
of deterministicωOPBEAs, deterministicωOPBAs and deterministicωOPMAs respec-
tively. The detailed proofs of the strict containment relations holding among the classes
L(ωOPBA), L(ωOPBEA),L(ωDOPBA), L(ωDOPMA) andL(ωBVPA) in Figure 5
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are presented in [13, Chapter 4] and we do not report them hereagain for space reasons.
In the following sections we provide the proofs regarding the relationships between the
strict containment relations among the other classes in Figure 5 and the relationships
between those classes which are not comparable (i.e., thoselinked with dashed lines in
the figure), which are not included in [13].

L(ωOPBA)≡ L(ωOPMA)

L(ωOPBEA)

L(ωDOPBEA)

L(ωDOPMA)

L(ωDOPBA)

L(ωBVPA)

L(ωDBVPA)

+

Fig. 5: Containment relations forωOPLs. Solid lines denote strict inclusions; dashed
lines link classes which are not comparable. It is still openwhetherL(ωOPBEA) ⊆
L(ωDOPMA) or not.

3.4 Comparison betweenL(ωBVPA) andL(ωOPBEA)

L(ωBVPA) andL(ωOPBEA) are not comparable.

– L(ωBVPA) * L(ωOPBEA)
Consider the languageLrepbdd (studied in [1]) consisting of infinite words on the
alphabet{a, a}, which can be interpreted as a language of calls and returns of a
procedurea, with the further constraint that there is only a finite number of pending
calls. AnωBVPA can accept this language: it nondeterministically guesses which
is the prefix of the string containing the last pending call, and it can subsequently
recognize the language (LDyck(a, a))ω of correctly nested words.
An ωOPBEA automaton cannot recognize this language, as seen in the proof of
Proposition 1.

– L(ωBVPA) + L(ωOPBEA)
Consider the system introduced in Example 4 of [10] which describes the stack
management of a programming language able to handle nested exceptions. No
ωBVPA can express the language of the infinite computations ofthis system be-
cause of the shape of the precedence matrix, which is not compatible with the ma-
trix of a VPA.
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The automaton presented in the figure of this Example 4, whichis able to recog-
nize this language, instead, can be interpreted as anωOPBEA. It is deterministic
by construction, thus alsoL(ωBVPA) + L(ωDOPBEA).
Note also that the same automaton can be considered as anωOPBA: since it is de-
terministic, there exists anωDOPBA able to model this system, andL(ωBVPA)
+ L(ωDOPBA). Moreover, sinceL(ωDOPBA) ⊆ L(ωDOPMA), an automaton
ωDOPMA can recognize it too; thusL(ωBVPA) + L(ωDOPMA).

3.5 Comparison betweenL(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPMA)

L(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPMA) are not comparable.

– L(ωBVPA) * L(ωDOPMA)
NoωDOPMA can recognize the languageLrepbdd(the proof can be found in [13]),
whereas anωBVPA can accept it (see [1]).

– L(ωBVPA) + L(ωDOPMA)
See Section 3.4

3.6 Comparison betweenL(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPBA)

L(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPBA) are not comparable.

– L(ωBVPA) * L(ωDOPBA)
Consider the language on the alphabetΣ = {a, b}:

L1 = {α ∈ Σ
ω : α contains finitely many letters a} (3)

It can be recognized by anωBVPA, but noωDOPBA can accept it.
In fact, anωBVPA can recognize words ofL1 finding nondeterministically the last
lettera in a word and then reading suffix bω.
The proof that noωDOPBA can recognizeL1 resembles the classical proof (see
e.g. [16]) that deterministic Büchi finite-state automataare strictly weaker than
nondeterministic Büchi finite-state ones. We outline herethe proof for the sake of
completeness.
Assume that there exists anωDOPBAB which recognizesL1.
Notice that, in general, according to the definition of push/mark/flush moves of an
operator precedence automaton (finite orω), given any configurationC = 〈β , w〉,
the state piled up at the top of the stack with a transition〈β , w〉 ⊢ 〈β′ , w′〉,
namelystate(β′), is exactly the state reached by the automaton on its state-graph.
Thus, during a run on a wordx ∈ Σω, configurations with stackβi with state(βi) ∈ F
occur infinitely often iff the automaton visits infinitely often states inF in its graph.
Now, the infinite wordx = bω belongs toL1, since it contains no (and then a finite
number of) lettersa. Then, there exists a unique run ofB on this string which visits
infinitely often final states. Letbn1 be the prefix read byB until the first visited final
state.
But alsobn1abω belongs toL1, hence there exists a final state reached reading the
prefixbn1abn2, for somen2 ∈ N.
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In general, one can find a sequence of finite wordsbn1abn2 . . .abnk , (k ≥ 1) such that
the automaton has a unique run on them, and for each such runs it reaches a final
state (placing it at the top of the stack) after reading everyprefixbn1abn2 . . .abni ,∀ i ≤
k. Therefore, there exists a (unique) run ofA on theω-word w = bn1abn2 . . . such
thatA visits infinitely often final states, and thus reaches infinitely often configura-
tionsC = 〈β , w〉 with state(β) ∈ F.
However,w cannot be accepted byB since it contains infinitely many lettersa, and
this is a contradiction.

– L(ωBVPA) + L(ωDOPBA)
See Section 3.4

3.7 Comparison betweenL(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPBEA)

L(ωBVPA) andL(ωDOPBEA) are not comparable.

– L(ωBVPA) * L(ωDOPBEA)
If L(ωBVPA) ⊆L(ωDOPBEA), thenL(ωBVPA) ⊆L(ωOPBEA) sinceL(ωDOPBEA)
is a subclass ofL(ωOPBEA). This, however, contradicts the fact thatL(ωBVPA)
andL(ωOPBEA) are not comparable.

– L(ωBVPA) + L(ωDOPBEA)
See Section 3.4

3.8 Comparison betweenL(ωOPBEA) and L(ωDOPBA)

L(ωOPBEA) andL(ωDOPBA) are not comparable.

– L(ωOPBEA)* L(ωDOPBA)
LanguageL1 (Equation 3) cannot be recognized by anωDOPBA (see Section 3.6),
but there exists anωOPBEA accepting it, depicted in Figure 6 along with its prece-
dence matrix (where◦ ∈ {⋖,�,⋗} can be any precedence relation):

a b
a ◦ ⋗
b ◦ ⋗
# ⋖ ⋖

q0 q1
b

a, b

q0

b

Fig. 6:ωOPBEA recognizingL1 = {α ∈ Σ
ω : α contains finitely many lettersa} and its

OPM.

– L(ωOPBEA)+ L(ωDOPBA)
Let L2 be the languagea2L3

ω with L3 = {akbk | k ≥ 1} and where, in general, for
a set of finite wordsL ⊆ A∗, one definesLω = {α ∈ Aω | α = w0w1 . . . with wi ∈

L for i ≥ 0}.
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No ωOPBEA can recognize this language. Indeed, words inL3 can be recognized
only with the OPMM depicted in Figure 7, where◦ ∈ {⋖,�,⋗} can be any prece-
dence relation: clearly, using any other OPM there exist words inL3 andL2 = a2L3

ω

which could not be recognized. Thus, because of the OP relationa⋖a, anωOPBEA
piles up on the stack the first sequencea2 of a word and cannot remove it afterwards;
hence it cannot empty the stack infinitely often to accept a string in L2.

a b
a ⋖ =̇
b ◦ ⋗
# ⋖

Fig. 7: OPM for languageL2 of Section 3.8.

There is, however, anωDOPBA that recognizes such a language (Figure 8). Inci-
dentally notice that, sinceL(ωDOPBA)⊆ L(ωDOPMA), an automatonωDOPMA
can recognize it too; thusL(ωOPBEA)+ L(ωDOPMA).

q0 q1 q2 q3
a a a

q3

a, b

q2

Fig. 8:ωDOPBA recognizing languageL2 of Section 3.8.

3.9 Comparison betweenL(ωOPBEA) and L(ωDBVPA)

L(ωOPBEA) andL(ωDBVPA) are not comparable.

– L(ωOPBEA)* L(ωDBVPA)
If L(ωOPBEA)⊆L(ωDBVPA), thenL(ωOPBEA)⊆L(ωBVPA) sinceL(ωDBVPA)
is a subclass ofL(ωBVPA). This, however, contradicts the fact thatL(ωOPBEA)
andL(ωBVPA) are not comparable.

– L(ωOPBEA)+ L(ωDBVPA)
Let L = Σω with Σ = {a, b} where the precedence relations between the symbols of
the alphabet are represented by the OPMM in Figure 9, i.e.Σ coincides with the
call alphabetΣc of a VPA.L can be recognized by anωDBVPA that has both input
lettersa andb as call symbols, but it cannot be recognized by any (nondeterministic
or deterministic)ωOPBEA with OPMM. ThusL(ωOPBEA)+ L(ωDBVPA) and
L(ωDOPBEA)+ L(ωDBVPA).
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a b
a ⋖ ⋖
b ⋖ ⋖
# ⋖ ⋖

Fig. 9: OPM for languageL of Section 3.9.

3.10 Comparison betweenL(ωOPBEA) andL(ωDOPBEA)

L(ωDOPBEA)⊂ L(ωOPBEA)
The inclusion between the two classes is strict. Consider, in fact, languageL1 of Equa-
tion 3: L1 can be recognized by anωOPBEA, but noωDOPBEA can recognize it (the
proof is analogous to that presented forωDOPBAs in Section 3.6).

3.11 Comparison betweenL(ωDOPBEA) and L(ωDOPBA)

L(ωDOPBEA)⊂ L(ωDOPBA)
The inclusion holds since for anyωDOPBEA there exists anωDOPBA which recog-
nizes the same language: theωDOPBA simply keeps in the states information on the
evolution of the stack marking those states which are reached with empty stack in the
ωDOPBEA (in particular, the proof thatL(ωOPBEA)⊆ L(ωOPBA) in [13] describes
how to define anωOPBA Ã equivalent to a givenωOPBEAA, andÃ is deterministic
if A is deterministic).

The inclusion is strict: languageL2 in Section 3.8, for instance, belongs toL(ωDOPBA)
but it cannot be recognized by anyωDOPBEA.

3.12 Comparison betweenL(ωDOPBEA) and L(ωDBVPA)

L(ωDOPBEA) andL(ωDBVPA) are not comparable.

– L(ωDOPBEA)* L(ωDBVPA)
If L(ωDOPBEA)⊆L(ωDBVPA), thenL(ωDOPBEA)⊆L(ωBVPA) sinceL(ωDBVPA)
is a subclass ofL(ωBVPA). This, however, contradicts the fact thatL(ωDOPBEA)
andL(ωBVPA) are not comparable.

– L(ωDOPBEA)+ L(ωDBVPA)
See Section 3.9.

3.13 Comparison betweenL(ωBVPA) and L(ωDBVPA)

L(ωDBVPA) ⊂ L(ωBVPA)
The inclusion is strict: noωDBVPA can recognize languageL1 of Equation 3, whereas
anωBVPA can accept it.
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3.14 Comparison betweenL(ωDOPBA) andL(ωDBVPA)

L(ωDBVPA) ⊂ L(ωDOPBA)
BetweenL(ωDBVPA) andL(ωDOPBA) the same relationship holds as for their cor-
responding nondeterministic counterparts; in particularthe inclusion is strict, as for
ωBVPAs andωOPBAs, as Section 3.4 presented a system that can be modeled by an
ωDOPBA and by noωBVPA.

4 Closure properties and emptiness problem

L(ωOPBA) enjoys all closure and decidability properties necessary to perform model
checking; thus thanks to their greater expressive power, webelieve that they represent
a truly promising formalism for infinite-state model-checking.

In the first part of this section we focus on the most interesting closure properties of
ωOPAs, which are summarized in Table 1, where they are compared with the properties
enjoyed by VPAs on infinite-length words. Binary operationsare considered between
languages with compatible OPMs.

L(ωDOPBEA)L(ωOPBEA)L(ωDOPBA) L(ωDOPMA) L(ωOPBA) L(ωBVPA)
Intersection Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Union Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Complement No No No Yes Yes Yes

L1 · L2 No No No No Yes Yes

Table 1: Closure properties of families ofω-languages. (L1·L2 denotes the concatenation
of a language of finite-length wordsL1 and anω-languageL2).

Closure properties forωDOPBAs (under complement and concatenation with an
OPL) andωDOPMAs are not discussed here because of space reasons, but they re-
semble proofs for classical families ofω-automata and can anyhow be found in [13].
Closure properties forωDOPBAs under intersection and union are presented in Sec-
tion 4.1; closure properties forωOPBEAs andωDOPBEAs are presented in Section 4.2
and Section 4.3.

We consider in detail the main familyωOPBA. This class is closed under Boolean
operations between languages with compatible precedence matrices and under concate-
nation with a language of finite words accepted by an OPA. The emptiness problem
is decidable forωOPAs in polynomial time because they can be interpreted as push-
down automata on infinite-length words: e.g. [5] shows an algorithm that decides the
alternation-free modalµ-calculus for context-free processes, with linear complexity in
the size of the system’s representation; thus the emptinessproblem for the intersection
of the language recognized by a pushdown process and the language of a given property
in this logic is decidable. Closures under intersection andunion hold forωOPBAs as for
classicalω-regular languages and can be proved in a similar way [13]. Closures under
complementation and concatenation required novel investigation techniques.
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Closure under concatenation

For classical families of automata (on finite or infinite-length words) the closure of the
class of languages they recognize with respect to the operation of concatenation is tra-
ditionally proved resorting to a Thompson-like construction: given two automata that
recognize languages of a given class, an automaton which accepts the concatenation of
these languages is generally defined so that it may simulate the moves of the first au-
tomaton while reading the first word of the concatenation and, once it reaches some final
state, it switches to the initial states of the second automaton to begin the recognition of
words of the second language.

This construction, however, is not adequate for the concatenation of a language of
finite words recognized by a classical OPA and anωOPL (recognized by anωOPBA).
In fact, a classical OPA accepts a finite word by reaching a final state and by emptying
its stack thanks to the ending delimiter #. As regards the concatenation of a language
recognized by an OPA and anω-language (accepted by anωOPBA) whose words are
not ended by #, this condition is not necessarily guaranteedand it might be not possi-
ble to complete the recognition of a word of the first languagesimulating the behavior
of its OPA according to the acceptance condition by final state and empty stack. As
an example, for a languageL1 ⊆ Σ

∗ and anω-languageL2 = {aω} with compatible
precedence matrices such that all letters of the alphabet yield precedence to symbola
(i.e. b ⋖ a,∀b ∈ Σ), the symbols still on the stack after reading words inL1 cannot be
removed with flush moves before or during the parsing of the second word in the con-
catenation, since the precedence relation⋖ implies that the letters read are only pushed
on the stack. Thus, the stack cannot be emptied after the reading of the first word, and
this prevents to check if it actually belongs to the first language of the concatenation.

After reading the first finite word in the concatenation, it isnot even possible to de-
termine whether this word is accepted by checking if in its OPA there exists an ongoing
run on it that could lead to a final state by flush moves induced by a potential delim-
iter #, since this control would require to know the states already reached and piled on
the stack, which are not visible without emptying the stack itself.

Closure under concatenation for the class of languages accepted byωOPBAs with a
language of finite words accepted by an OPA could be proved similarly as for classical
automata if it were possible to recognize finite words by an OPA without emptying the
stack and without even performing any flush move induced by symbol # immediately
after reading the word; in this way the acceptance could be completed even when the
words of the second language prevent emptying the stack.

To this aim, a possible solution is to introduce a variant of the semantics of the
transition relation and of the acceptance condition for OPAs on finite-length words: a
string is accepted if the automaton reaches a final state right at the end of the parsing
of the whole word, and does not perform any flush move determined by the ending
delimiter # to empty the stack; thus it stops just after having put the last symbol ofx on
the stack. Precisely, the semantics of the transition relation differs from the definition
of classical OPAs in that, once a configuration with the endmarker as lookahead is
reached, the computation cannot evolve in any subsequent configuration, i.e., a flush
moveC ⊢̃ C1 with C = 〈B1B2 . . .Bn , x#〉 and symbol(Bn) ⋗ y# is performed only if
y , ε (where symbol̃⊢ denotes a move according to this variant of the semantics of the
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transition relation). The language accepted by this variant of the automaton (denoted as
L̃) is the set of words:

L̃(A) = {x | 〈[# qI ] , x#〉
∗

⊢̃ 〈γ[a qF ] , #〉, qI ∈ I , qF ∈ F, γ ∈ Γ∗, a ∈ Σ ∪ {#}}

We emphasize that, unlike normal acceptance by final state ofa pushdown automaton,
which can perform a number ofε-moves after reaching the end of a string and accept if
just one of the visited states is final, this type of automatoncannot perform any (flush)
move after reaching the endmarker through the last look-ahead.

Nevertheless, the variant and the classical definition of OPA are equivalent, as the
following statements (Lemma 1 and Statement 1) prove.

Lemma 1. LetA1 be a nondeterministic OPA defined on an OP alphabet(Σ,M) with
s states. Then there exists a nondeterministic OPAA2 with the same precedence matrix
asA1 and O(|Σ|s2) states such that L(A1) = L̃(A2).

To build such a variantA2 we need some further notation. Consider a word of finite
lengthw compatible withM: #w (without the closing #). Define a chain in a wordw
asmaximalif it does not belong to a larger composed chain. In a word of finite length
preceded and ended by # only the outmost chain〈#w#〉 is maximal.

An open chainis a sequence of symbolsb0 ⋖ a1 � a2 � . . . � an, for n ≥ 1.
Thebodyof a chain〈axb〉, simple or composed, is the wordx. A lettera ∈ Σ in a word
#w# with w ∈ Σ∗ or #w with w ∈ Σω, wherew is compatible withM, is pendingif it
does not belong to the body of a chain, i.e., once pushed on thestack when it is read, it
will never be flushed afterwards.

A word w which is preceded but not ended by a delimiter # can be factored in a
unique way as a sequence of bodies of maximal chainswi and pending lettersai as
# w = # w1a1w2a2 . . .wnan where〈ai−1wi

ai 〉 are maximal chains and eachwi can be
possibly missing, witha0 = # and∀i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1 ai ⋖ ai+1 or ai � ai+1.

In general, during the parsing of wordw, the symbols of the string are put on the
stack and, whenever a chain is recognized, the letters of itsbody are flushed away.

Hence, after the parsing of the whole word the stack containsonly the symbols
# a1 a2 . . . an and is structured as a sequence of open chains. Letk be the number of
open chains and denote bya1 = ai1, ai2, . . .aik their starting symbols, then the stack
contains:

#⋖ ai1 = a1 � a2 � . . . ⋖ ai2 � ai2+1 . . . ⋖ ai3 � ai3+1 . . . ⋖ aik � aik+1 . . . � an

When a wordw is parsed by a classical OPA, the automaton performs a seriesof
flush moves at the end of the string due to the presence of the final symbol #. These
moves progressively empty the stack, removing one by one theopen chains and, for
each such flush, they update the state of the automaton on the basis of the symbols
which delimit the portion of the stack to be removed, which correspond to the state
symbols at the end of the current open chain and at the end of the preceding open chain.
The run is accepting if it leads to a final state after the flush moves.

As an example, the transition sequence below shows the flush moves of a classical
OPA when it reaches the position ofan:
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〈[# q1][ai1
′ q2][a2 q3] . . . [ai2−1 qi2][ai2

′ qi2+1] . . . [ai3−1 qi3] . . . [aik−1 qik][aik
′ qik+1] . . . [an qn+1], #〉

⊢ 〈[# q1][ai1
′ q2][a2 q3] . . . [ai2−1 qi2][ai2

′ qi2+1] . . . [ai3−1 qi3] . . . [aik−1 q̂ik = δflush(qn+1, qik)], #〉

∗
⊢ 〈[# q1][ai1

′ q2][a2 q3] . . . [ai2−1 qi2][ai2
′ qi2+1] . . . [ai3−1 q̂i3 = δflush(q̂i4, qi3)], #〉

⊢ 〈[# q1][ai1
′ q2][a2 q3] . . . [ai2−1 q̂i2 = δflush(q̂i3, qi2)], #〉

⊢ 〈[# q̂1 = δflush(q̂2, q1)], #〉

A nondeterministic automaton that, unlike classical OPAs,does not resort to the de-
limiter # for the recognition of a string may guess nondeterministically the ending point
of each open chain on the stack and may guess how, in an accepting run, the states in
these points of the stack would be updated if the final flush moves were progressively
performed. The automaton must behave as if, at the same time,it simulates two snap-
shots of the accepting run of a classical OPA: a move during the parsing of the string
and a step during the final flush transitions which will later on empty the stack, lead-
ing to a final state. To this aim, the states of a classical OPA are augmented with an
additional component to store the necessary information.

In the initial configuration, the symbol at the bottom of the stack comprises, along
with an initial stateq of the original OPAA1, an additional state, sayqF , which repre-
sents a final state ofA1. The additional component is propagated until the automaton
nondeterministically identifies the first pending letter, which represents the beginning
of the first open chain; at this time the component is updated with a new state chosen so
that there exists a move from it inA1 that can flush and replace the state at the bottom
of the stack with the final oneqF (notice that if the beginning letter of the word is not
a pending letter – i.e., the prefix of the word is a maximal chain – after completing the
parsing of the chain, the initial stateq will be flushed and replaced on the bottom of the
stack by a new state, sayr, like in a classical OPA; in this case the last component added
after reading the pending letter is chosen so that there exists a move in the graph ofA1

that can flush and replace the stater with qF). Then, similarly, the additional compo-
nent is propagated until the ending point of each open chain,until the conclusion of the
parsing; while reading the pending letter that represents the beginning of the successive
open chain the automaton augments the new state on the stack with a placeholder cho-
sen so that there is a flush move inA1 from it that can replace the state at the end of the
previous open chain with the additional component previously stacked, thus allowing a
backward path of flush moves from each ending point of an open chain to the previous
one, up to the final state initially stacked. If the forward path consisting of moves during
the parsing of the string and this backward path of flush movescan consistently meet
and be rejoined when the parsing of the input string stops, then they constitute an entire
accepting run of the classical OPA.

A variant OPAA2 equivalent to a given OPAA1 thus may be defined so that, af-
ter reading each prefix of a word, it reaches a final state whenever, if the word were
completed in that point with #,A1 could reach an accepting state with a sequence of
flush moves. In this way,A2 can guess in advance which words may eventually lead
to an accepting state ofA1, without having to wait until reading the delimiter # and to
perform final flush moves.
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Example 4.Consider the computation of the OPA in Example 1. If we consider the in-
put word of this computation without the ending marker #, then the sequence of pending
letters on the stack, after the automaton puts on the stack the last symbolD, is #⋖∪ ⋖ Z
⋖ Z ⋖ πexpr⋖ D. There are five open chains with starting symbols∪, Z, Z, πexpr,D,
hence the computation ends with five consecutive flush moves determined by the de-
limiter #. The following figure shows the configuration just before looking ahead at the
symbol #. The states (depicted within a box) at the end of the open chains are those
placeholders that an equivalent variant OPA should guess inorder to find in advance

the last flush movesq1 = q1
q0
=⇒ q1

q0
=⇒ q1

q1
=⇒ q1

q1
=⇒ q1

q1
=⇒ q1 ∈ F1 of the

accepting run.

〈[# q1] [∪’ q1] [Z’ q1] [Z’ q0] [πexpr’ q0] [D’ q1] , #〉

q1 ∈ F1 q1 q1 q1 q1 q1

The corresponding configuration of the variant OPA, with theaugmented states, would be:

〈[# q1, q1 ] [∪’ q1, q1 ] [Z’ q1, q1 ] [Z’ q0, q1 ] [πexpr’ q0, q1 ] [D’ q1, q1 ] , #〉

We are now ready to formally prove Lemma 1.

Proof. LetA1 = 〈Σ,M,Q1, I1, F1, δ1〉 and defineA2 = 〈Σ,M,Q2, I2, F2, δ2〉 as follows.

– Q2 = {B,Z,U} × Σ̂ × Q1 × Q1, whereΣ̂ = Σ ∪ {#}.
Hence, a state〈x, a, q, p〉 of A2 is a tuple whose first component denotes a nonde-
terministic guess for the symbol following the one currently read, i.e., whether it is
a pending letter which is the initial symbol of an open chain (Z), or a pending letter
within an open chain (U), or a symbol within a maximal chain (B). The second
and third components of a state represent, respectively, the lookback lettera read
to reach the state, and the current stateq in A1. To illustrate the meaning of the last
component, consider an accepting run ofA1 and letq be the current state just before
a mark move is going to be performed at the beginning of an openchain; also letr
be the state reached by the mark move ands be the state on top of the stack when
this open chain is to be flushed replacingq with a new statep. Then, in the same
position of the corresponding run ofA2, the current state would be〈Z, a, q, p〉 ∈ Q2

and state〈x, a, r, s〉 ∈ Q2 will be reached byA2 (x being nondeterministically any-
one ofB, Z, U), i.e., the last componentp represents a guess about the state that
will replaceq in A1 when the starting open chain will be flushed. Hence we can

consider only states〈Z, a, q, p〉 ∈ Q2 such thats
q
=⇒ p in A1 for somes ∈ Q1. In

all other positions the last component of the states inQ2 is simply propagated.
– I2 = {〈x, #, q, qF〉 | x ∈ {Z, B}, q ∈ I1, qF ∈ F1}

– F2 = {〈Z, a, q, q〉 | q ∈ Q1, a ∈ Σ̂}
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– The transition function is defined as the union of two disjoint functions.
The push transition functionδ2push : Q2 × Σ → 2Q2 is defined as follows, where
p, q, r, s∈ Q1, a ∈ Σ̂, andb, c ∈ Σ.

• Mark of a pending letter at the beginning of an open chain.If a⋖ b then:

δ2push(〈Z, a, q, p〉, b) =
{
〈x, b, r, s〉 | x ∈ {B,Z,U}, q

b
−→ r, s

q
=⇒ p in A1

}

• Push of a pending letter within an open chain.If a � b then:

δ2push(〈U, a, q, p〉, b) =
{
〈x, b, r, p〉 | x ∈ {B,Z,U}, q

b
−→ r in A1

}

• Push/mark of a symbol of a maximal chain.

δ2push(〈B, a, q, p〉, b) =
{
〈B, b, r, p〉 | q

b
−→ r in A1

}

Notice that the second and third components of the states computed byδ2push are
independent of the first component of the starting state.
The flush transition functionδ2flush : Q2 ×Q2→ 2Q2 can be executed only within a
maximal chain since there are no flush determined by the ending delimiter:

δ2flush(〈B, b, q, s〉, 〈B, c, p, s〉) =
{
〈x, c, r, s〉 | x ∈ {B,Z,U}, q

p
=⇒ r in A1

}

All other moves lead to an error state.

The automataA1 andA2 recognize the same language,L(A1) = L̃(A2).
Let us prove firstL(A1) ⊆ L̃(A2). Let w ∈ L(A1) be a finite-length word. Then there

exist a supportq
w
{ q′ in A1 with q ∈ I1 andq′ ∈ F1. If w = w1a1w2a2 . . .wnan ∈ L(A1)

whereai are pending letters andwi are maximal chains, letk be the number of open
chains that remain on the stack after the parsing of the last symbol in Σ of w, and let
ai1 = a1, ai2, . . . , aik be their starting symbols. Also, for everyi = 2, . . . , n, let t(i) be the
greatest indext such thatit < i, i.e.,ai is within thet(i)-th open chain starting withait(i).
In particular, fori = n, if an−1 ⋖ an thenik = n, otherwiset(n) = k.

Then the above support forw can be decomposed as

q = q̃0
w1
{ q1

a1
−→ q̃1

w2
{ q2

a2
−→ . . .

wn
{ qn

an
−→ q̃n = pk (4)

q̃n = pk

qik
=⇒ pk−1

qik−1
=⇒ pk−2 =⇒ . . . =⇒ p2

qi2
=⇒ p1

qi1=q1

=⇒ p0 = q′

whereqi = q̃i−1 if wi = ε for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Notice that, for everyt, qit is the state
reached in this path before the mark move that pushes symbolait on the stack; moreover,
when the open chain starting withait is to be flushed, the current state ispt and then
stateqit is replaced withpt−1 on top of the stack.

Starting with state〈Z, #, q1, p0〉 if w1 = ε or with 〈B, #, q̃0, p0〉
w1
{ 〈Z, #, q1, p0〉 if

w1 , ε, an accepting computation ofA2 can be built on the basis of the following facts:
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– Sinceq1
a1
−→ q̃1 andp1

q1
=⇒ p0 in A1, thenδ2push(〈Z, #, q1, p0〉, a1) ∋ 〈x, a1, q̃1, p1〉

in A2 for x ∈ {U,Z}. This is a mark move that can be applied at the beginning of
the first open chain starting witha1, wherep1 is the guess about the state that will
be reached before such open chain will be flushed.

– In general, for everyt, sinceqit

ait
−→ q̃it andpt

qit
=⇒ pt−1 in A1, then

δ2(〈Z, ait−1, qit , pt−1〉, ait ) ∋ 〈x, ait , q̃it , pt〉 for x ∈ {U,Z}. This is a mark move that
can be applied at the beginning of thet-th open chain starting withait , wherept is
the guess about the state that will be reached before such open chain will be flushed.
In particular, if ik = n, we can reach state〈Z, an, q̃n, pk〉 which is final inA2 since
qn = pk.

– For every maximal chainwi of w (with i ≥ 2) consider its support
ai−1
−→ q̃i−1

wi
{ qi

in (4). Then inA2 we have the sequence of moves “summarized” (with a natural
overloading of the notation) byδ2

(
〈B, ai−1, q̃i−1, pt(i)〉,wi

)
∋ 〈x, ai−1, qi, pt(i)〉, where

x ∈ {U,Z}. Notice that the last component of the states does not changebecause we
are within a maximal chain. In particular, during the parsing of wi the last compo-
nent is equal topt(i), as guessed by the mark move at the beginning of the current
open chain.

– For everyi < {i1, i2, . . . , ik}, sinceδ1push(qi, ai) ∋ q̃i , thenδ2push(〈U, ai−1, qi, pt(i)〉, ai)
contains〈x, ai , q̃i, pt(i)〉, for x ∈ {B,Z,U}. In particular, ifn , ik, thent(n) = k and
for i = n we can reach state〈Z, an, q̃n, pk〉 which is final inA2 sinceqn = pk.

Thus, by composing in the right order the previous moves, onecan obtain an accepting
computation forw in A2.

Conversely, to prove that̃L(A2) ⊆ L(A1), consider a finite wordw ∈ L̃(A2). Then
there exists a successful run ofA2 onw. Letw be factorized as above; then the accepting
run forw can be decomposed as

π0
w1
{ ρ1

a1
−→ π1

w2
{ ρ2 . . . ρi

ai
−→ πi

wi+1
{ . . .

wn
{ ρn

an
−→ πn

whereπi , ρi ∈ Q2, ρi = πi−1 if wi = ε, π0 ∈ I2 andπn ∈ F2. By projecting this path
on the third component of statesπi andρi (given by, say,pi andr i ∈ Q1), we obtain a
path inA1 labelled byw. This path is not accepting because there are open chains left
on the stack that need flushing, but we can complete this path arguing by induction on
the structure of maximal chains according to the definition of δ2. More formally, one
can verify thatQ1 contains suitable statespi (for 0 ≤ i ≤ n), r i (for 1 ≤ i ≤ n), st (for
1 ≤ t ≤ k), with r i = pi−1 wheneverwi = ε, such that the following facts hold.

– π0 ∈ I2, henceπ0 = 〈x0, #, p0, s0〉, with p0 ∈ I1 and s0 ∈ F1; x0 is B if w1 , ε,
otherwisex0 = Z.

– π0
w1
{ ρ1 in A2 implies that the last component of stateπ0 is propagated through

chainw1 without change; henceρ1 = 〈Z, #, r1, s0〉 with p0
w1
{ r1 in A1.

– ρ1
a1
−→ π1 is a mark move ofA2 at the beginning of an open chain, and this implies

that the last component ofπ1 is new; hence we haveπ1 = 〈x1, a1, p1, s1〉 with

r1
a1
−→ p1 ands1

r1
=⇒ s0 in A1; the first component isx1 = B if w2 , ε otherwisex1

equalsZ or U according to whethera2 starts an open chains or not, respectively,
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– The flush moves withinπi
wi+1
{ ρi+1 for 1 ≤ i < i2, and the push moves within an

open chainρi
ai
−→ πi for 1 < i < i2 propagate with no change the last component

of states. Henceρi = 〈U, ai−1, r i , s1〉 andπi = 〈xi , ai , pi, s1〉 with pi−1
wi
{ r i

ai
−→ pi

in A1. The first component isxi = B if wi , ε otherwisexi = Z for i = i2 − 1 and
xi = U in the other cases.

– ρi2

ai2
−→ πi2 is a mark move ofA2 at the beginning of an open chain, and this

implies that the last component ofπ1 is new; hence we haveπi2 = 〈xi2ai2, pi2, s2〉

with r i2

ai2
−→ pi2 and s2

r i2
=⇒ s1 in A1. The first component isxi2 = B if wi2 , ε

otherwisex1 equalsZ or U according to whetherai2 + 1 starts an open chains or
not, respectively.

– Similarly for the following moves in the run.

In general, we get

ρi = 〈yi , ai−1, r i , st(i)〉 for everyi = 1, 2, . . . , n,

πi = 〈xi , ai , pi, st(i)〉 for everyi < {i1, i2, . . . , ik},

πit = 〈xit , ait , pit , st〉 for everyt = 1, 2, . . . , k,

with r i
ai
−→ pi , st

r it
=⇒ st−1, pi−1

wi
{ r i in A1

andyi ∈ {Z,U}, xi ∈ {B,Z,U} for everyi andt.

By convention,a0 = #. Fori = n we haven = ik or t(n) = k, henceπn = 〈xn, an, pn, sk〉,
andpn = sk andxn = Z sinceπn ∈ F2. Thus, inA1 there is an accepting run

I1 ∋ p0
w1
{ r1

a1
−→ p1

w2
{ r2 . . . r i

ai
−→ pi

wi+1
{ . . .

wn
{ rn

an
−→ pn = sk

pn = sk

r ik
=⇒ sk−1

r ik−1
=⇒ sk−2 =⇒ . . . =⇒ s2

r i2
=⇒ s1

r i1=r1

=⇒ s0 ∈ F1

and this concludes the proof of the lemma. ⊓⊔

The next Statement, although not necessary to prove closureunder concatenation of
L(ωOPBA), completes the proof of equivalence between traditional and variant OPAs,
showing how to define, for any variant OPA, a classical OPA which recognizes the same
language.

Statement 1 LetA2 be a nondeterministic OPA defined on an OP alphabet (Σ,M) with
sstates. Then there exists a nondeterministic OPAA1 with the same precedence matrix
asA2 andO(|Σ|2s) states such thatL(A1) = L̃(A2).

Proof. Let A2 = 〈Σ,M,Q, I , F, δ〉 and consider, first, an equivalent form for the au-
tomatonA2, where all the states are simply enriched with a lookahead and lookback
symbol:Ã2 = 〈Σ,M,Q2, I2, F2, δ2〉 where

– Q2 = Σ̂ × Q × Σ̂, whereΣ̂ = (Σ ∪ {#}), i.e. the first component of a state is the
lookback symbol, the second component of the triple is a state ofA2 and the third
component of the state is the lookahead symbol,

– I2 = {#} × I × {a ∈ Σ̂ | M#a , ∅} is the set of initial states of̃A2,
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– F2 = ({#} ∪ {b ∈ Σ : b⋗ #}) × F × {#}
– and the transition functionδ2 : Q2 × (Σ ∪ Q2) → 2Q2 is defined in the following

natural way
• δ2push(〈a, q, b〉, b) = {〈b, p, c〉 | p ∈ δpush(q, b) ∧ Mab ∈ {⋖,�} ∧ Mbc , ∅},

∀a ∈ Σ̂, b ∈ Σ, q ∈ Q
• δ2flush(〈a1, q1, a2〉, 〈b1, q2, b2〉) = {〈b1, q3, a2〉 | q3 ∈ δflush(q1, q2) ∧ Ma1a2 = ⋗

∧ Mb1a2 , ∅},

∀a1, a2, b2 ∈ Σ,∀b1 ∈ Σ̂,∀q1, q2 ∈ Q.

It is clear that̃L(A2) = L̃(Ã2). Furthermore, the final states ofÃ2 cannot be reached

by flush edges: in fact, if there exists a transition〈a1 , q1, a2〉
〈b1 , q2, b2〉

=⇒ 〈a1 , q3, #〉
towards a final state〈a1 , q3, #〉, then the third component of the flushed and of the
reached final state must be equal by definition of the transition function, i.e〈a1 , q1, a2〉 =

〈a1 , q1, #〉. But this flush transition cannot be performed by a variant OPA, which stops
a computation right before reading the delimiter #, when theparsing of the word ends.

Hence, one may always refer to a variant OPA assuming that in its graph there are
no flush moves towards final states.

It is then possible to describe an automaton OPAA1 equivalent to the variant OPA
A2 (or Ã2).

A1 = 〈Σ,M,Q1, I1, F1, δ1〉 is defined asÃ2 but it is enriched with an additional
state, which is the only final state ofA1 and which is reachable through a flush edge by
all final states ofÃ2. Basically, its role is to letA1 empty the stack after parsing a word
that is accepted bỹA2.

– Q1 = Q2 ∪ {qaccept}

– I1 = I2 ∪ {qaccept} if I2 ∩ F2 , ∅ or I1 = I2 otherwise
– F1 = {qaccept}

– The transition functionδ1 equalsδ2 on all states inQ2; in additionA1 has depart-
ing flush edges from the final states inF2 to qaccept and qaccept has no outgoing
push/mark edge but only self-loops flush edges.
The push transition functionδ1push : Q1 × Σ → 2Q1 is defined asδ1push(q, c) =
δ2push(q, c),∀q ∈ Q2, c ∈ Σ̂, whereasδ1push(qaccept, c) leads to an error state for any
c.
The flush transitionδ1flush : Q1 × Q1→ 2Q1 is defined by:

δ1flush(q, p) = δ2flush(q, p),∀q, p ∈ Q2

δ1flush(q, p) = qaccept,∀q ∈ (F2 ∪ {qaccept}), p ∈ Q2

The two automata recognize the same language,L(A1) = L̃(Ã2).
First of all, L(A1) ⊆ L̃(Ã2): in fact, if the OPAA1 recognizes a word, then it is

either the empty word and thusqaccept∈ I1 and alsoÃ2 has a successful run on it, orA1

recognizes a wordw , ε and there exists a runS of A1 which ends in the final state
qaccept, emptying the stack. Notice thatqacceptis reached by a flush move from a state in
F2, sayqf ∈ F2:

S : q0 ∈ I2
w
{ qf =⇒ qaccept(

p∈Q1
=⇒ qaccept)∗
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andqf itself is reached exactly when the parsing of the wordw is finished, since, as
said before, a state inF2 cannot be reached by flush moves. This condition is necessary
to avoid the presence of sequences of flush moves from non accepting states towards
final states. Then the path fromq0 to qf , which follows the same state and edges asS,
represents a run of̃A2 which ends in a final stateqf right after the parsing of the whole
word, thus acceptingw. The direction from right to leftL(A1) ⊇ L̃(Ã2) derives easily
from the fact that, ifÃ2 accepts a word along a successful run, thenA1 recognizes the
word along the same run, possibly emptying the stack in the final stateqaccept. ⊓⊔

Given the variant for OPAs on finite words, it is possible to prove the closure under
concatenation of the class of languages accepted byωOPBAs with a language of finite
words accepted by an OPA, as the following theorem (Theorem 2) states. Notice that
its proof differs from the non-trivial proof of closure under concatenation of OPLs of
finite-length words [6], which, instead, can be recognized deterministically.

Theorem 2. Let L1 ⊆ Σ
∗ be a language of finite words recognized by an OPA with

OPM M1 and s1 states. Let L2 ⊆ Σω be anω-language recognized by a nondeterministic
ωOPBA with OPM M2 compatible with M1 and s2 states.
Then the concatenation L1 · L2 is also recognized by anωOPBA with OPM M3 ⊇

M1 ∪ M2 and O(|Σ|(s2
1 + s2

2)) states.

Proof. Let A1 = 〈Σ,M1,Q1, I1, F1, δ1〉 be a nondeterministic OPA which recognizes
languageL1 and letA2 = 〈Σ,M2,Q2, I2, F2, δ2〉 be a nondeterministicωOPBA with
OPM M2 compatible withM1 which acceptsL2. Suppose, without loss of generality,
thatQ1 andQ2 are disjoint.

To define an automatonωOPBA A3 which accepts the languageL1 · L2, we first
build an automaton OPA in the variant formA′1 = 〈Σ,M1,Q′1, I

′
1, F

′
1, δ
′
1〉 such that

L̃(A′1) = L(A1).
The automatonA3 may recognize the first finite words in the concatenationL1 · L2

simulatingA′1: during the parsing of the input string, ifA′1 reaches a final state at the
end of a finite-length prefix, then it belongs toL1 andA3 may immediately start the
recognition of the second infinite string without the need toperform any flush move
to empty the stack. From this point onwards, then,A3 may check that the remaining
infinite portion of the input belongs toL2, behaving as theωOPBAA2. Notice, however,
that as it happens for operator precedence languages of finite-length words [6], the
strings of the concatenation of two OPLs may have syntax trees that significantly differ
from the concatenation of the trees of the single words: the trees of the strings of the two
languages may be merged, according to the precedence relations between the symbols
of the words, in a completely new structure. From the point ofview of the parsing
of a string inL1 · L2 by an automaton, the joining of the trees of two words inL1

andL2 may imply that the recognition and reduction by flush moves ofa subtree with
branches in a word inL1 have to be postponed until the parsing of the other branches
in the word inL2 has been completed. Therefore,A3 cannot merely read the second
infinite word performing the same transitions asA2, but it is still possible to simulate
this ωOPBA keeping in the states some summary information about its runs. In this
way, while reading the second word in the concatenation, wheneverA3 has to reduce
a subtree which extends to the previous word inL1 and thus it has to perform a flush
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move that involves the portion of the stack piled up during the parsing of the first word,
it can still restore on the stack the state thatA2 would instead have reached, resuming
the parsing of the second word thereon as in a run ofA2.

In particular, the automatonA3 is defined as follows. Let̂Σ beΣ ∪ {#} andA3 =

〈Σ,M3,Q3, I3, F3, δ3〉 where:

– M3 ⊇ M1 ∪ M2 and may be supposed to be a total matrix, for instance assign-
ing arbitrary precedence relations to the empty entries, sothat the strings in the
concatenation of languagesL1 andL2 are compatible withM3.

– Q3 = Q′1 ∪ Σ̂×Q2×(Q2∪{−}), i.e. the set of states ofA3 includes the states ofA′1,
while the states ofA2 are extended with two components. The first component is a
lookback symbol, the second component is the state ofQ2 that would be reached
byA2 during its corresponding computation, and the third represents, as in the con-
struction for deterministic OPAs [9]), the state with the marked symbol that, when
the current input letter is read in a run performed byA2 on the infinite substring, is
the last marked symbol on the stack. Storing this component is necessary to guar-
antee that, whenever the automatonA3 has to perform a flush move towards states
piled in the stack during the recognition of the first word in the concatenation, it is
still possible to compute the state thatA2 would have reached instead.
This third component is denoted′−′ if all the preceding symbols in the stack have
been piled during the parsing of the first word of the concatenation (thus the stack
of A2 is empty).

– I3 = I ′1 ∪ {〈#, p0,−〉 | p0 ∈ I2} if ε ∈ L1 or I3 = I ′1 otherwise
– F3 = Σ̂ × F2 × Q2

– The transition functionδ3 : Q3 × (Σ ∪ Q3) → 2Q3 is defined as follows. The push
transitionδ3push: Q3 × Σ → 2Q3 is defined by:
• δ3push(q1, c) = δ′1push(q1, c)∪ {〈#, p0,−〉 | p0 ∈ I2, if ∃qf ∈ F′1 s.t.δ′1push(q1, c) ∋

qf }, ∀q1 ∈ Q′1, c ∈ Σ,
i.e., it simulatesA′1 on Q′1 or nondeterministically enters the initial states of
A2 after the recognition of a word inL1

• δ3push(〈a, p, r〉, c) =

{
{〈c, q, p〉 | q ∈ δ2push(p, c)} if a⋖ c
{〈c, q, r〉 | q ∈ δ2push(p, c)} if a � c

for a ∈ Σ̂, c ∈ Σ, p ∈ Q2, r ∈ (Q2 ∪ {−})
The flush transitionδ3flush : Q3 × Q3→ 2Q3 is defined by:
• δ3flush(q1, p1) = δ′1flush(q1, p1),∀q1, p1 ∈ Q′1, i.e. it simulatesA′1 on Q′1
• δ3flush(〈#, p,−〉, q) = 〈#, p,−〉, with p ∈ Q2, q ∈ Q′1
• δ3flush(〈a1, p1, r1 = p2〉, 〈a2, p2, r2〉) = {〈a2, q, r2〉 | q ∈ δ2flush(p1, p2)},

wherea1 ∈ Σ, a2 ∈ Σ̂

• δ3flush(〈a, p, r〉, q) = {〈#, s,−〉 | s ∈ δ2flush(p, r)}, for a ∈ Σ, p, r ∈ Q2, q ∈ Q′1
i.e. whenever the precedence relations induce a merging of the subtrees of the
words of the concatenation,A3 restores the statesat the bottom of the stack of
A2 from which a run ofA2 will continue.

It is clear that theωOPBAA3 recognizesL1·L2, thus the class of languages accepted
by ωOPBA is closed under concatenation on the left with languages recognized by
OPAs. ⊓⊔
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Closure under complementation

Theorem 3. Let M be a conflict-free precedence matrix on an alphabetΣ. Denote by
LM ⊆ Σ

ω theω-language comprising all infinite words x∈ Σω compatible with M.
Let L be anω-language onΣ that can be recognized by a nondeterministicωOPBAwith
precedence matrix M and s states. Then the complement of L w.r.t LM is recognized by
anωOPBA with the same precedence matrix M and2O(s2) states.

Proof. The proof follows to some extent the structure of the corresponding proof for
Büchi VPAs [1], but it exhibits some relevant technical aspects which distinctly charac-
terize it; in particular, we need to introduce an ad-hoc factorization ofω-words due to
the more complex management of the stack performed byωOPAs.

LetA = 〈Σ,M,Q, I , F, δ〉 be a nondeterministicωOPBA with |Q| = s. Without loss
of generalityA can be considered complete with respect to the transition functionδ, i.e.
there is a run ofA on everyω-word onΣ compatible withM.

In general, a sentence onΣω compatible withM can be factored in a unique way
so as to distinguish the subfactors of the string that can be recognized without resorting
to the stack of the automaton and those subwords for which theuse of the stack is
necessary.
More precisely, anω-wordw ∈ Σω compatible withM can be factored as a sequence of
chains and pending lettersw = w1w2w3 . . . where eitherwi = ai ∈ Σ is a pending letter
or wi = ai1ai2 . . .ain is a finite sequence of letters such that〈l i wi

f irsti+1〉 is a chain, where
l i denotes the last pending letter precedingwi in the word andf irsti+1 denotes the first
letter of wordwi+1. Let also, by convention,a0 = # be the first pending letter.

Notice that such factorization is not unique, since a stringwi can be nested into
a larger chain having the same preceding pending letter. Thefactorization is unique,
however, if we additionally require thatwi has no prefix which is a chain.

As an example, for the wordw = ⋖a⋖ c ⋗︸    ︷︷    ︸b ⋖a⋗︸︷︷︸ d⋗︸︷︷︸b . . ., with precedence

relations in the OPMa ⋗ b andb ⋖ d, the unique factorization isw = w1bw3w4b . . .,
whereb is a pending letter and〈#acb〉, 〈bad〉, 〈bdb〉 are chains.
Define asemisupport for the simple chain〈a0a1a2 . . .an

an+1〉 as any path inA of the form

q0
a1
−→ q1 −→ . . . −→ qn−1

an
−→ qn

q0
=⇒ qn+1 (5)

A semisupport for the composed chain, with no prefix that is a chain,〈a0a1x1a2 . . .anxn
an+1〉

is any path inA of the form

q0
a1
−→ q1

x1
{ q′1

a2
−→ . . .

an
−→ qn

xn
{ q′n

q0
=⇒ qn+1 (6)

where, for everyi : 1 ≤ i ≤ n:

– if xi , ε, then
ai
−→ qi

xi
{ q′i is a support for the chain〈ai xi

ai+1〉, i.e., it can be

decomposed as
ai
−→ qi

xi
{ q′′i

qi
=⇒ q′i .

– if xi = ε, thenq′i = qi .

Unlike the definition of the support for a simple (Equation 1)and a composed chain
(Equation 2), in a semisupport for a chain the initial stateq0 is not restricted to be the
state reached after reading symbola0.
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Let x ∈ Σ∗ be such that〈axb〉 is a chain for somea, b and letT(x) be the set of all
triples (q, p, f ) ∈ Q× Q× {0, 1} such that there exists a semisupportq

x
{ p in A, and

f = 1 iff the semisupport contains a state inF. Also letT be the set of all suchT(x), i.e.,
T contains set of triples identifying all semisupports for some chain, and setPR= Σ∪T.
A’s pseudorunfor the wordw, uniquely factorized asw1w2w3 . . . as stated above, is the
ω-wordw′ = y1y2y3 . . . ∈ PRω whereyi = ai if wi = ai , otherwiseyi = T(wi).

For the example above, then,w′ = T(ac) b T(a) T(d) b . . ..

We now define a nondeterministic Büchi finite-state automaton AR over alphabet
PRwhose language includes the pseudorunw′ of any wordw ∈ L(A). AR has all states
of A and transitions corresponding toA’s push transitions but it is devoid of flush edges
(indeed they cannot be taken by a regular automaton without astack). In addition, for
everyS ∈ T it is endowed with arcs labeledS which link, for each triple (q, p, f ) in
S, either the pair of statesq, p or q, p′ if f = 1, wherep′ is a new final state which
summarizes the states inF met along the semisupportq{ p and which has the same
outgoing edges asp.

Notice that, given a setS ∈ T, the existence of an edgeS between the pairs of states
q, p in the triples inS can be decided in an effective way.

The automatonAR built so far is able to parse all pseudoruns and recognizes all
pseudoruns ofω-words recognized byA. However, since its moves are no longer de-
termined by the OPMM, it can also accept input words along the edges of the graph
of A which are not pseudorun since they do not correspond to a correct factorization
on PR. This is irrelevant, however, since the aim of the proof is todevise an automaton
recognizing the complement ofL(A), and all the words inLM\L(A) are parsed along
pseudoruns, which are not accepted byAR. If one gives as input words only pseudoruns
(and not generic words onPR), then they will be accepted byAR if the corresponding
words onΣ belong toL(A), and they will be rejected if the corresponding words do not
belong toL(A). Given the Büchi finite-state automatonAR (which hasO(s) states), one
can now construct a deterministic Streett automatonBR that accepts the complement of
L(AR), on the alphabetPR. If BR receives as input words onPRonly pseudoruns, then
it will accept only words inLM\L(A). The automatonBR has 2O(s log s) states andO(s)
accepting constraints [16].

Consider then a nondeterministic transducerωOPBAB that on readingw generates
online the aforementioned pseudorunw′, which will be given as input toBR. The trans-
ducerB nondeterministically guesses whether the next input symbol is a pending letter,
the beginning of a chain appearing in the factorization ofw, or a symbol within such a
chain, and uses stack symbolsZ, ⊥, or elements inT, respectively, to distinguish these
three cases.

In order to producew′, whenever the automaton reads a pending letter it outputs the
letter itself, whereas when it ends to recognize a chain of the factorization, performing
a flush move towards a state with⊥ as first component, it outputs the set of all the pairs
of states which define a semisupport for the chain. Thus, the outputw′ produced byB
is unique, despite the nondeterminism of the translator.

Formally, the transducerωOPBA B = 〈Σ,M,QB, IB, FB,PR, δB, ηB〉 is defined as
follows:
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– QB = Σ̂ × ({Z,⊥} ∪ T) whereΣ̂ = Σ ∪ {#}. The first component of a state inQB

denotes the lookback symbol read to reach the state, the second component rep-
resents the guess whether the next symbol to be read is a pending letter (Z), the
beginning of a chain (⊥), or a letter within such a chainwi (T ∈ T). In the third
case,T contains all information necessary to correctly simulate the moves ofA
during the parsing of the chainwi of w, and compute the corresponding symbolyi

of w′. In particular,T is a set comprising all triples (r, q, ν) wherer represents the
state reached before the last mark move,q represents the current state reached by
A, andν is a bit that reminds whether, while reading the chain, a state in F has
been encountered (as in the construction of a deterministicOPA on words of finite
length [9], it is necessary to keep track of the state from which the parsing of a
chain started, to avoid erroneous merges of runs on flush moves).

– IB = {〈#,⊥〉, 〈#,Z〉}.
– FB =

{
〈a,⊥〉, 〈a,Z〉 | a ∈ Σ̂

}
.

– The transition function and the output function are defined as the union of two dis-
joint pairs of functions. Leta ∈ Σ̂, b, c ∈ Σ, T,S ∈ T. The push pair〈δBpush, ηBpush〉 :
QB × Σ → PF (QB × PR∗) is defined as follows, where the symbols after↓ denotes
the output of the move of the automaton.
• Push of a pending letter.

〈δBpush, ηBpush〉 (〈a,Z〉, b) = {〈b,⊥〉 ↓ b, 〈b,Z〉 ↓ b}

• Mark at the beginning of a chain of the factorization.If a⋖ b then:

〈δBpush, ηBpush〉 (〈a,⊥〉, b) = {〈b,T〉 ↓ ε}

whereT =
{
〈q, p, ν〉 | q ∈ Q, p ∈ δpush(q, b), ν = 1 iff p ∈ F

}

• Push within a chain of the factorization.

〈δBpush, ηBpush〉 (〈a,T〉, b) = {〈b,S〉 ↓ ε} where

S =

{
〈t, p, ν〉 | ∃〈r, q, ξ〉 ∈ T s.t. t =

[
q if a⋖ b
r if a � b

, ν =

[
ξ if p < F
1 if p ∈ F

, p ∈ δpush(q, b)

}

The flush pair〈δBflush, ηBflush〉 : QB × QB→ PF(QB × PR∗) is defined as follows.
• Flush at the end of a chain of the factorization.

〈δBflush, ηBflush〉(〈b,T〉, 〈a,⊥〉) = {〈a,⊥〉 ↓ R, 〈a,Z〉 ↓ R} where

R=

{
〈r, p, ν〉 | ∃〈r, q, ξ〉 ∈ T, s.t. p ∈ δflush(q, r), ν =

[
ξ if p < F
1 if p ∈ F

}

• Flush within a chain of the factorization.

〈δBflush, ηBflush〉(〈b,T〉, 〈c,S〉) = {〈c,R〉 ↓ ε} where

R=

{
〈t, p, ν〉 | ∃〈r, q, ξ〉 ∈ T,∃〈t, r, ζ〉 ∈ S s.t. p ∈ δflush(q, r), ν =

[
ξ if p < F
1 if p ∈ F

}
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An error state is reached for any other case. In particular, no flush move is defined
when the second state hasZ as second component, nor when the first state hasZ or
⊥ as second component, as consistent with the meaning of stacksymbolZ and⊥.

In the end, the final automaton to be built, which recognizes the complement of
L = L(A) w.r.t LM, is theωOPBA representing the product ofBR (converted to a Büchi
automaton), which has 2O(s log s) states, andB, which has|QB| = 2O(s2) states: while
readingw, B outputs the pseudorunw′ of w online, and the states ofBR are updated
accordingly. The automaton accepts if bothB andBR reach infinitely often final states.
Furthermore, it has 2O(s2) states.⊓⊔

4.1 Closure properties ofL(ωDOPBA) under intersection and union

The class of languages accepted byωDOPBAs is closed under intersection and union.

Closure under intersection

Theorem 4. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωDOPBAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2

and s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1∩ L2 is recognizable by aωDOPBA with
OPM M = M1 ∩ M2 and O(s1s2) states.

Proof. The proof derives from the analogous proof of closure with respect to intersec-
tion of languages recognized byωOPBAs described in [13]. In fact theωOPBA which
accepts the intersection of two languagesL1 andL2 recognized by twoωOPBAsA1 and
A2 with compatible OPMs described in that proof is deterministic if both the automata
A1 andA2 are deterministic. ⊓⊔

Closure under union

Theorem 5. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωDOPBAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2

and s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1 ∪ L2 is recognizable by anωDOPBA
with OPM M= M1 ∪ M2 and O(s1s2) states.

Proof. Let Ã1 = 〈Σ,M1, Q̃1, q̃01, F̃1, δ̃1〉 andÃ2 = 〈Σ,M2, Q̃2, q̃02, F̃2, δ̃2〉 beωDOPBAs
accepting the languagesL(Ã1) = L1 andL(Ã2) = L2 and with compatible precedence
matricesM1 and M2. Suppose without loss of generality thatQ̃1 and Q̃2 are disjoint.
Let |Q̃1| = s1 and|Q̃2| = s2.

SinceM1 andM2 are compatible, thenM = M1 ∪ M2 is conflict-free and the two
ωDOPBAs may be normalized completing their precedence matrix to M = M1∪M2 (see
e.g. the normalization described in [13]). The normalization preserves the determinism
of the automata and keeps their sets of states disjoint.

The automata may be, then, completed as regards their transition function, so that
there is a run on their graph for everyω-word in LM [13]. The completed automata
A1 = 〈Σ,M = M1 ∪ M2,Q1, q01, F1, δ1〉 andA2 = 〈Σ,M = M1 ∪ M2,Q2, q02, F2, δ2〉
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are still deterministic with disjoint state sets and recognize the same languages asÃ1

andÃ2, i.e. L(A1) = L1 andL(A2) = L2. Furthermore,|Q1| = O(s1) and|Q2| = O(s2).
An ωDOPBAA3 which recognizesL1 ∪ L2 may then be defined adopting the usual

product construction for regular automata:A3 = 〈Σ,M = M1 ∪ M2,Q3, q03, F3, δ3〉

where:

– Q3 = Q1 × Q2,
– q03 = (q01, q02),
– F3 = F1 × Q2 ∪ Q1 × F2

– and the transition functionδ3 : Q3× (Σ∪Q3)→ Q3 is defined as follows. The push
transitionδ3push: Q3 × Σ → Q3 is expressed as:

δ3push((q1, q2), a) = (δ1push(q1, a), δ2push(q2, a))

∀q1 ∈ Q1, q2 ∈ Q2, a ∈ Σ.
The flush transitionδ3flush : Q3 × Q3→ Q3 is defined as:

δ3flush((q1, q2), (p1, p2)) = (δ1flush(q1, p1), δ2flush(q2, p2))

∀q1, p1 ∈ Q1, q2, p2 ∈ Q2

TheωDOPBAA3 simulatesA1 andA2 respectively on the two components of the
states, and accepts anω-word iff there is an accepting run on it for at least one of the
two automata.

The definition of the transition function is sound because the automataA1 andA2

have the same precedence matrix, thus they perform the same type of move (mark/push/
flush) while reading the input word; furthermore, they are both complete w.r.t their
transition function and none of them may stop a computation while reading a string.⊓⊔

4.2 Closure properties ofL(ωOPBEA)

The class of languages accepted byωOPBEAs is closed under intersection and union,
but not under complementation and concatenation on the leftwith an OPL.

Closure under intersection

Theorem 6. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωOPBEAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2

and s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1 ∩ L2 is recognizable by anωOPBEA
with OPM M= M1 ∩ M2 and O(s1s2) states.

Proof. Let A1 = 〈Σ,M1,Q1, I1, F1, δ1〉 andA2 = 〈Σ,M2,Q2, I2, F2, δ2〉 beωOPBEAs
recognizingL1 andL2 respectively.

We can define for eachωOPBEA an equivalent automatonωOPBEA whose set
of states is partitioned into tagged states that are visitedwith empty stack and un-
tagged states that are those visited with nonempty stack. This simple construction is
described in [13] to prove thatL(ωOPBEA)⊆ L(ωOPBA), defining for eachωOPBEA
A an equivalentωOPBA Ã, but the resulting automatoñA is still equivalent toA if it
is interpreted as anωOPBEA. In particular the final states of the so built automaton are
the tagged counterpart of the final states of the originalωOPBEA.
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Let Ã1 and Ã2 beωOPBEA equivalent toA1 andA2, respectively, defined fol-
lowing this construction. AnωOPBEA A which recognizesL1 ∩ L2 can be defined
from Ã1 and Ã2 by resorting to the traditional approach to prove closure ofregular
Büchi automata under intersection, also adopted to prove closure under intersection for
ωOPBAs. The transformation ofA1 andA2 into Ã1 andÃ2 guarantees that a run ofA
on anω-word reaches infinitely often a final state with empty stack iff bothA1 andA2

have a run for the word which traverses infinitely often a finalstate with empty stack.⊓⊔

Closure under union

Theorem 7. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωOPBEAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2

and s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1 ∪ L2 is recognizable by anωOPBEA
with OPM M= M1 ∪ M2 and O(|Σ|2(s1 + s2)) states.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of closure under union forωOPBAs. More
precisely, letÃ1 = 〈Σ,M1, Q̃1, Ĩ1, F̃1, δ̃1〉 andÃ2 = 〈Σ,M2, Q̃2, Ĩ2, F̃2, δ̃2〉 beωOPBEAs
accepting the languagesL(Ã1) = L1 and L(Ã2) = L2 and assume, without loss of
generality, thatQ̃1 andQ̃2 are disjoint. Let|Q̃1| = s1 and|Q̃2| = s2.

SinceM1 andM2 are compatible, thenM = M1 ∪ M2 is conflict-free and the two
ωOPBEAs may be normalized completing their OPM toM = M1 ∪ M2 (see e.g. the
normalization described in [13]), obtaining twoωOPBEAsA1 = 〈Σ,M,Q1, I1, F1, δ1〉

andA2 = 〈Σ,M,Q2, I2, F2, δ2〉 which still recognize languagesL1 andL2 respectively.
The normalization keeps their sets of states disjoint.

Theω-languageL = L1 ∪ L2 is recognized by theωOPBEA A = 〈Σ,M,Q =
Q1∪Q2, I = I1∪ I2, F = F1∪ F2, δ〉 whose transition functionδ : Q× (Σ ∪Q)→ 2Q is
defined so as its restriction toQ1 andQ2 equals respectivelyδ1 : Q1 × (Σ ∪ Q1)→ 2Q1

andδ2 : Q2 × (Σ ∪ Q2)→ 2Q2, i.e for all p, q ∈ Q, a ∈ Σ:

δpush(q, a) =

{
δ1push(q, a) if q ∈ Q1

δ2push(q, a) if q ∈ Q2

δflush(p, q) =

{
δ1flush(p, q) if p, q ∈ Q1

δ2flush(p, q) if p, q ∈ Q2

.
Hence, there exists a successful run inA on a wordx ∈ Σω iff there exists a suc-

cessful run ofA1 on x or a successful run ofA2 on x. ⊓⊔

Complementation and concatenation

Theorem 8. Let L be anω-language accepted by anωOPBEAwith OPM M on alpha-
betΣ. There does not necessarily exist anωOPBEA recognizing the complement of L
w.r.t LM.

Proof. Let M be a conflict-free OPM on alphabetΣ = {a, b} given by:
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a b
a ⋖ ⋖
b ⋖ ⋗
# ⋖ ⋖

LanguageL = {bω} ⊆ Σω is recognized by theωOPBEA with precedence matrix
M whose graph is represented in Figure 10. The complement ofL w.r.t LM includes

q0 b

q0

Fig. 10:ωOPBEA recognizing languageL of Theorem 8.

words (with precedence relations between symbols defined byM) belonging to the set
{anbω | n ≥ 1} for which noωOPBEA can have an accepting run which reaches final
states with empty stack infinitely often. ⊓⊔

Theorem 9. Let L2 be anω-language accepted by anωOPBEA with OPM M on al-
phabetΣ and let L1 ⊆ Σ

∗ be a language (of finite words) recognized by anOPA with
a compatible precedence matrix. Theω-language defined by the productL1 · L2 is not
necessarily recognizable by anωOPBEA.

Proof. Given Σ = {a, b}, let L1 = {an | n ≥ 1} and letL2 = (LDyck(a, b))ω be the
language ofω-words composed by an infinite sequence of finite-length words belonging
to the Dyck language with paira, b.

L1 is recognized by the OPA with OPM and graph in Figure 11 and languageL2 is
recognized by theωOPBEA in Figure 12.

a #
a ⋖ ⋗
# ⋖ �

q0 q1
a

a

q0, q1

Fig. 11: OPA recognizing languageL1 of Theorem 9.

LanguageL = L1 · L2 = a+(LDyck(a, b))ω, however, is not recognizable by any
ωOPBEA. ⊓⊔

4.3 Closure properties ofL(ωDOPBEA)

The class of languages accepted byωDOPBEAs is closed under intersection and union,
but not under complementation and concatenation on the leftwith an OPL.
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a b
a ⋖ �
b ⋗ ⋗
# ⋖

q0 q1

a

q0
a, b

q1

Fig. 12:ωOPBEA recognizing languageL2 of Theorem 9.

Closure under intersection

Theorem 10. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωDOPBEAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2 and
s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1 ∩ L2 is recognizable by anωDOPBEAwith
OPM M = M1 ∩ M2 and O(s1s2) states.

Proof. The proof derives from the analogous proof of closure under intersection of
languages inL(ωOPBEA) (Theorem 6). In fact, the transformation ofωOPBEAs into
equivalentωOPBEAs with tagged and untagged states preserves determinism and, sim-
ilarly, the ωOPBEA that accepts the intersection of the languages recognized by the
two ωOPBEAsÃ1 andÃ2 presented in that proof is deterministic if both̃A1 andÃ2

are deterministic. ⊓⊔

Closure under union

Theorem 11. Let L1 and L2 beω-languages that can be recognized by twoωDOPBEAs
defined over the same alphabetΣ, with compatible precedence matrices M1 and M2 and
s1 and s2 states respectively. Then L= L1 ∪ L2 is recognizable by anωDOPBEAwith
OPM M = M1 ∪ M2 and O(s1s2) states.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of closure under union of languages belong-
ing toL(ωDOPBA) (Theorem 5). ⊓⊔

Complementation and concatenation

Theorem 12. Let L be anω-language accepted by anωDOPBEA with OPM M on
alphabetΣ. There does not necessarily exist anωDOPBEArecognizing the complement
of L w.r.t LM.

Proof. GivenΣ = {a, b}, the languageL = {α ∈ Σω : α contains an infinite number
of lettersa} can be recognized by anωDOPBEAA = 〈Σ,M,Q, I , F, δ〉 with OPM and
graph as in the figure below (Figure 13).

There is, however, noωDOPBEA that can recognize the complement of this lan-
guage w.r.t.LM, i.e. the language¬L = {α ∈ Σω : α contains finitely many lettersa }.⊓⊔

Theorem 13. Let L2 be anω-language accepted by anωDOPBEA with OPM M on
alphabetΣ and let L1 ⊆ Σ

∗ be a language (of finite words) recognized by anOPA with
a compatible precedence matrix. Theω-language defined by the productL1 · L2 is not
necessarily recognizable by anωDOPBEA.
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a b
a ⋗ ⋗
b ⋗ ⋗
# ⋖ ⋖

q0 q1

a
b

q0, q1
b

a

q0, q1

Fig. 13: OPM and graph of theωDOPBEAA of Theorem 12.

Proof. Let Σ = {a, b}; the languageL of Equation 3 is the concatenationL = L1 · L2

of a language of finite wordsL1 and anω-languageL2, with compatible precedence
matrices, defined as follows:

L1 = Σ
∗

L2 ⊆ Σ
ω, L2 = {bω}

LanguageL1 is recognized by the OPA with OPM and state-graph in Figure 14:

a b #
a ⋖ ⋖ ⋗
b ⋖ ⋗ ⋗
# ⋖ ⋖ �

q0

a, b

q0

Fig. 14: OPA recognizing languageL1 of Theorem 13.

and languageL2 is recognized by theωDOPBEA in Figure 15:

b
b ⋗
# ⋖ q0

b

q0

Fig. 15:ωDOPBEA recognizing languageL2 of Theorem 13.

Since languageL cannot be recognized by anωDOPBEA, then the class of languages
L(ωDOPBEA) is not closed w.r.t concatenation. ⊓⊔

5 Conclusions and further research

We presented a formalism for infinite-state model checking based on operator prece-
dence languages, continuing to explore the paths in the lodeof operator precedence
languages started up by Robert Floyd a long time ago. We introduced various classes
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of automata able to recognize operator precedence languages of infinite-length words
whose expressive power outperforms classical models for infinite-state systems as Vis-
ibly Pushdownω-languages, allowing to represent more complex systems in several
practical contexts. We proved the closure properties ofωOPLs under Boolean opera-
tions that, along with the decidability of the emptiness problem, are fundamental for
the application of such a formalism to model checking. For instance, with reference to
Example 2, imagine that one builds a specialized system thatincludes only procedures
of typea and where interrupts of lowest level are disabled when thereis any pending
calla: once having built a new model̂A for such a system she can automatically verify
its compliance with the more general oneA by checking whetherL(Â) ⊆ L(A).

Our results open further directions of research. A first topic deals with the investiga-
tion of properties and fields of application of OPAs andωOPAs as transducers, as they
may e.g. translate tagged documents written in mark-up languages (as XML, HTML)
into the final displayed (XML, HTML) page, or they may translate the traces of op-
erations of do-undo actions performed on different versions of a file into an end-user
log or document. Thus, it might be possible to define a formal translation from struc-
tured or semistructured languages or patterns of tasks and client behaviors into suitable
final-user views of the model.

A second interesting research issue is the characterization of ωOPLs in terms of
suitable monadic second order logical formulas, that has already been studied for op-
erator precedence languages of finite-length strings [11].This would further strengthen
applicability of model checking techniques. The next step of investigation will regard
the actual design and study of complexity issues of algorithms for model checking of
expressive logics on these pushdown models. We expect that the peculiar features of
operator precedence languages, as their “locality principle” which makes them suitable
for parallel and incremental parsing [2,3] and their expressivity, might be interestingly
exploited to devise efficient and attractive software model-checking procedures and ap-
proaches.
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