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Abstract—Group languages are regular languages recognized
by finite groups, or equivalently by finite automata in which each
letter induces a permutation on the set of states. We investigate
the separation problem for this class of languages: given two
arbitrary regular languages as input, we show how to decide
if there exists a group language containing the first one while
being disjoint from the second. We prove that covering, a problem
generalizing separation, is decidable. A simple covering algorithm
was already known: it can be obtained indirectly as a corollary
of an algebraic theorem by Ash. Unfortunately, while deducing
the algorithm from this algebraic result is straightforward, all
proofs of Ash’s result itself require a strong background on
algebraic concepts, and a wealth of technical machinery outside
of automata theory. Our proof is independent of previous ones.
It relies exclusively on standard notions from automata theory:
we directly deal with separation and work with input languages
represented by nondeterministic finite automata.

We also investigate two strict subclasses. First, the alphabet
modulo testable languages are those defined by counting the occur-
rences of each letter modulo some fixed integer (equivalently, they
are the languages recognized by a commutative group). Secondly,
the modulo languages are those defined by counting the length
of words modulo some fixed integer. We prove that covering
is decidable for both classes, with algorithms that rely on the
construction made for group languages.

Our proofs lead to tight complexity bounds for separation for
all three classes, as well as for covering for both alphabet modulo
testable languages and for modulo testable languages.

I. INTRODUCTION

Context. A prominent question in automata theory is to
understand natural classes of languages defined by restricting
the common definitions of regular languages (such as regular
expressions, automata, monadic second-order logic or finite
monoids). Of course, “understanding a class” is an informal
goal. The standard approach is to show that the class under in-
vestigation is recursive by looking for membership algorithms:
given a regular language as input, decide whether it belongs
to the class. Rather than the procedure itself, the motivation
is that formulating such an algorithm often requires a deep
understanding of the class. This approach was initiated in
the 60s by Schiitzenberger [37], who provided a membership
algorithm for the class of star-free languages (those defined by
a regular expression without Kleene star but with complement
instead). This theorem started a fruitful line of research,
which is now supported by a wealth of results. In fact, some
of the most famous open problems in automata theory are
membership questions (see [40], [23]], [22] for surveys).

In this paper, we look at two problems, which both gen-
eralize membership. The first one is separation: given two
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regular languages L; and L, as input, decide whether there
exists a third language that belongs to the investigated class,
includes L; and is disjoint from Ls. The second one is
covering. It generalizes separation to an arbitrary number of
input languages. These problems have been getting a lot of
attention recently, and one could even argue that they have
replaced membership as the central question. The motivation
is twofold. First, it has recently been shown [28] that separation
and covering are key ingredients for solving some of the most
difficult membership questions (see [27] for a survey). Yet, the
main motivation is tied to our original goal: “understanding
classes”. In this respect, separation and covering are more
rewarding than membership (albeit more difficult). Intuitively,
a membership algorithm for a class € can only detect the lan-
guages in C, while a covering algorithm provides information
on how arbitrary regular languages interact with C.

Group languages. In the paper, we look at three specific
classes. The main one is the class of group languages GR.
While natural, this class is rather unique since its only known
definition is based on machines: group languages are those
recognized by a finite group, or equivalently, by a permutation
automaton [41] (a deterministic finite automaton in which each
letter induces a permutation on the set of states). On the other
hand, no “descriptive” definition of GR is known (e.g., based
on regular expressions or on logic). This makes it difficult
to get an intuitive grasp about group languages, which may
explain why this class remains poorly understood. We also
consider two more intuitive subclasses: the first, AMT, consists
of all languages recognized by Abelian (i.e., commutative)
groups. From a language theoretic point of view, these are
the languages that can be defined by counting the occurrences
of each letter modulo some fixed integer. The second is a
subclass of AMT named MOD. A language is in MOD if
membership of a word in the language only depends on its
length modulo some fixed integer. Like all classes of group
languages, these three classes are orthogonal and complemen-
tary to the classes for which separation and covering have been
recently investigated (i.e., subclasses of the star-free languages,
see [27]). Indeed, only the empty and universal languages are
simultaneously star-free and group languages.

Motivations. The class GR and its subclasses serve as in-
gredients for building more complex classes. This is well
illustrated by logic: one may associate several classes to a
fixed fragment of first-order logic. Each such class corresponds
to a choice of signature (i.e., the allowed predicates). For a
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class of languages C, define a signature Pe as follows: each
language L in € gives rise to a predicate Pr(x) selecting all
positions = in a word w such that the prefix of w up to x
(excluded) belongs to L. When € is AMT or MOD, we obtain
two natural signatures: the predicates of Payr allow one to
test, for each letter a of the alphabet, the number of a’s before
position  modulo some integer. Likewise, the predicates of
Pmop make it possible to test the value of positions modulo
some integer.

More generally, given an arbitrary class § of group lan-
guages, it is natural to consider the signatures {<} U Pg and
{<,+1} U Pg (where “41” denotes the successor). It was
recently shown that for many fragments of first-order logic
JF, membership and sometimes even separation and covering
are decidable for F(<,Pg) and F(<,+1,Pg) as soon as
separation is decidable for G. Prominent examples include the
whole first-order logic [29] (FO), the first levels 31, BY, 3o
and X3 of the well-known quantifier alternation hierarchy of
FO [30], [31], [32], as well as two variable first-order logic
(FO?) and its whole quantifier alternation hierarchy [25]. The
proofs are based on language theoretic definitions of these
classes, which are built by applying operators to G. Conse-
quently, it is desirable to have accessible language theoretic
proofs that separation is decidable for the most prominent
classes of group languages: GR, AMT and MOD.

Connection with other fields. Separation by group languages
is related to another area of independent interest: the decidabil-
ity of separation for GR and AMT can be deduced from purely
algebraic results, which were proved even before separation
was considered on the side of language theory. For example,
the decidability of GR separation follows from a theorem by
Ash [7]], who solved a conjecture of Rhodes [19]], [34] in
semigroup theory. In this vast field of research, there are many
publications on this topic, including several alternative proofs
of Ash’s theorem (see e.g., [16], [8], or [35] relying on [24]).
Ash’s result spawned other lines of research in algebra. For
instance, it motivated the computation of closures of regular
languages in profinite topologies. Indeed, deciding whether
such profinite closures intersect corresponds to deciding a
property of subsets of finite monoids, which in turn is equiva-
lent to deciding covering [3]. Extensions of such properties
have been investigated for groups (e.g., [39], [4]), Abelian
groups (e.g., [6], [1]) or other algebraic classes (e.g., [S]).
However, this line of research is disconnected from our
motivation: to obtain a direct and purely automata theoretic
proof of the decidability of GR-covering, in order to understand
the involved combinatorics on regular languages. In particular,
we should not rely on Ash’s result itself (unlike some of the
work cited above). Unfortunately, the existing proofs of Ash’s
result do not meet our motivation. Indeed, they do not involve
covering. Their use therefore requires a detour: abstract the
problem as a purely algebraic/topological question, do the
proof in this framework and then come back to covering.
From our perspective, this detour has several drawbacks.
First, it relies on “black box” results: to get a complete proof

requires to gather and understand a lot of material. Secondly,
the proofs demand a solid background on algebraic concepts
and a wealth of technical machinery outside automata theory:
for instance, for Ash’s theorem, some proofs [7], [8] are
based on the theory of inverse semigroups while others rely
on topological arguments [24], [21]], [35]. For these reasons,
beyond their intrinsic difficulty, these proofs do not bring any
intuition at the level of languages. This means that these results
and their proofs are not satisfactory with respect to our primary
objective: “understanding classes of languages”.

It has been shown that this detour can be avoided for almost
all natural classes [235]], [32], [31]], [30]: one can work directly
with languages and use only basic algebraic notions (typically,
the definition of regular languages by morphisms into finite
monoids and standard combinatorics on monoids). This direct
approach is much more rewarding with respect to our original
goal. In particular, the proofs of separation algorithms provide
an explicit description of generic separators (when they exist).

Group languages are among the few classes for which it
is not known whether a fully language-theoretic approach is
possible. This is the question we address in this paper.

Contributions. We present self-contained proofs that covering
and separation are decidable for GR, AMT and MOD. They
avoid the detour through algebra and are based on new ideas
that are independent of any pre-existing indirect proofs in this
area. Of course, our proofs remain involved: these are hard
questions. However, they rely exclusively on basic notions of
automata theory, which makes them accessible to computer sci-
entists. We work with nondeterministic finite automata (NFA).
Paradoxically, we use very few algebraic notions beyond the
standard definition of a group. Roughly speaking, proofs are
based on word combinatorics for GR, on arithmetic for AMT,
while MOD reduces to the other two for unary alphabets.

All separation and covering algorithms are neat and simple.
They work directly with input languages represented by NFAs.
However, it is worth mentioning that the main value of the
paper lies not in the algorithms themselves, but in their proofs.
Indeed, is actually easy to derive these algorithms from the
aforementioned independent algebraic results. In particular,
the covering algorithm we present for GR is essentially a
reformulation on automata and a simple corollary of the
original algorithm obtained from Ash’s theorem [7], which
uses inputs represented by monoid morphisms rather than
automata. Actually, we show how to deduce our algorithm
from Ash’s one. Furthermore, an algorithm similar to ours is
given in [24]]. It relies on a conjecture proved later in [35],
and on an algorithm to compute closures of certain regular
languages in an appropriate topology [10], [L8], itself based
on Stallings foldings [38]. In contrast, our new proof is direct,
matching our original objective: to remain in the framework of
automata throughout the whole argument. In fact, NFAs are
a key ingredient of this proof: we use nondeterminism in a
crucial way.

Let us illustrate the simplicity of the algorithms using GR.
We present a simple construction that inputs an NFA A and



outputs a new one (A).. Then, we show that the languages
recognized by two NFAs A; and Ay can be separated by a
group language if and only if the languages recognized by
(A1)e and (As). do not intersect. Since (A1) and (Asz).
can be computed in polynomial time, this shows that GR-
separation is in P (this goes up to PSPACE for covering as
this boils down to deciding intersection between an arbitrary
number of NFAs). The approach for AMT is similar with one
key difference: we look at Parikh images. More precisely, we
show that whether the languages recognized by two NFAs A,
and Aj can be separated by AMT boils down to some specific
condition on the Parikh images of (A;). and (As).. The
standard result that states that existential Presburger arithmetic
is in NP [36] implies then that AMT-separation is in co-
NP. Actually, we show that both AMT-separation and AMT-
covering are co-NP-complete. Finally, we show that in the
much simpler case of MOD, separation is NL-complete and
covering co-NP-complete.

Organization. In Section [l we introduce preliminary defini-
tions and a key automata construction used in all algorithms.
Section [l is devoted to separation and covering for the class
GR of all group languages (in particular, in Section [[II-D] we
show how to deduce our algorithm from Ash’s original one).
Section[[V]is devoted to covering for AMT. Finally, Section [V]
is devoted to covering for MOD.

This paper is the full version of [33].

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Words, languages, separation and covering

Languages. We fix an arbitrary finite alphabet A for the
paper. As usual, A* denotes the set of all finite words over
A, including the empty word . We let AT = A* \ {e}. For
u,v € A*, we let uv be the word obtained by concatenating
u and v. A language (over A) is a subset of A*. Finally,
a class of languages C is a set of languages, i.e., a subset
of 247, Additionally, we say that C is a Boolean algebra
when it is closed under union, intersection and complement:
for every K, L € C, we have K UL € ¢, KNL € C and
A*\ K € C. In this paper, we consider regular languages:
those that can be equivalently defined by finite automata, finite
monoids or monadic second-order logic. We work with the
definition based on automata. We shall also consider monoids
in order to connect our statements to historical results. Let us
recall these two definitions.

Automata. A nondeterministic finite automaton (NFA) over A
is a tuple A = (Q, I, F,6) where Q is a finite set of states,
I C @ and F C @ are sets of initial and final states, and
0 C @ x AxQ is a set of transitions. We define the language
recognized by A, denoted by L(A), as follows. Given ¢,r € Q
and w € A*, we say that there exists a run labeled by w from
q to r (in A) if there exist qg,...,q, € Q and ay,...,a, € A
such thatw =ay -~ an , 90 = ¢, ¢n, = 7 and (g;—1, a;,q;) €0
for every 1 < i < n. Given ¢,r € @, we write L(A, g,r) for
the language consisting of all words w € A* such that there

exists a run labeled by w from ¢ to r (note that € € L(A, g, q)
for every ¢ € Q). The language L(A) recognized by A is
Uger Urer L(A, g, 7). We say that a language is regular when
it is recognized by an NFA.

We also consider NFAs with e-transitions. In such an NFA
A =(Q, 1, F, ), atransition may also be labeled by the empty
word “e” (that is, § € Q x (AU{e}) x Q). We use the standard
semantics: an e-transition can be taken without consuming
an input letter. Unless otherwise specified, the NFAs that we
consider are assumed to be without e-transitions.

In the examples, we represent NFAs by graphs, as usual:
nodes are the states (the initial states have an incoming arrow
and the final ones an outgoing arrow), and each transition
(g,a,r) is depicted by an a-labeled edge from ¢ to r.

Monoids. A monoid is a set M endowed with an associative
multiplication (s, ¢) — st having an identity element 1,4, Le.,
such that 1j/s = slps = s for every s € M. Clearly, A* is
a monoid whose multiplication is concatenation (the identity
element is ¢). Therefore, we may consider monoid morphisms
« : A* — M where M is an arbitrary monoid: they are the
mappings satisfying a(e) = 1y and a(uv) = a(u)a(v) for
all u,v € A*. Given such a morphism and some language
L C A*, we say that L is recognized by o when there exists
a set F C M such that L = o~ !(F). It is well-known and
simple to verify that a language is regular if and only if it is
recognized by a morphism into a finite monoid.

B. Separation and covering

We now define two decision problems, which depend on an
arbitrary fixed class C. They are used as mathematical tools
for investigating C. They take finitely many regular languages
as input (which we represent with NFAs in the paper).

Given two languages L, Lo, we say that L; is C-separable
from Lo if there exists K € € such that L; C K and LoNK =0.
The C-separation problem takes two regular languages L; and
Lo as input and asks whether L, is C-separable from L.

Covering is a generalization introduced in [26]. Given a
language L, a C-cover of L is a finite set of languages K such
that every K € K belongs to € and L C [Jg i K. Given
a pair (L1,Lo) where Ly is a language and Lo a finite set
of languages, we say that (L1, Ls) is C-coverable when there
exists a C-cover K of L; such that for every K € K, there
exists L € Lo satisfying K N L = (. The C-covering problem
takes as input a regular language L, and a finite set of regular
languages Lo and asks whether (L1, Ls) is C-coverable.

Covering generalizes separation when C is closed under
union: in this case, one may verify that L; is C-separable from
Lo, if and only if (L1, {L2}) is C-coverable. Additionally, the
definition of covering may be simplified when C is a Boolean
algebra: it suffices to consider the case when the language L
that needs to be covered is A*. Indeed, in that case, (L1, L2)
is C-coverable if and only if (A*,{L1} UL2) is C-coverable
(the proof is simple, see [26]).

We say that a finite set of languages L is C-coverable when
(A*,L) is C-coverable. If C is a Boolean algebra, the above



remark shows that C-covering boils down to deciding whether
a finite input set L of regular languages is C-coverable [26].
Also, C-separation is the special case when |L| = 2.

Remark 1. When discussing complexity, we consider the
alphabet A as part of the input.

C. Group languages

A group is a monoid G such that every element g € GG has
an inverse g~! € G, ie., gg~! = g7'g = 15. We write GR
for the class of all group languages, i.e., which are recognized
by a morphism into a finite group. One can verify that GR is
a Boolean algebra.

Remark 2. No language theoretic definition of GR is known
(i.e., by specific regular expressions). There is however an
automata-based definition: group languages are those recog-
nized by permutation automata (i.e., which are simultaneously
deterministic, co-deterministic and complete). For instance,
(ab*a+ba*b)* is a group language. Indeed, it is recognized by
the permutation automaton drawn below, and by the morphism
into the symmetric group on {1,2,3} that maps a to the
transposition (1,2) and b to the transposition (1, 3).

We also look at two subclasses. The first one is the class
MOD of modulo languages. For w € A*, we write |w| € N for
the length of w (its number of letters). For all ¢, € N such
that r < ¢, we let Ly, = {w € A* | lw| = r mod ¢}. The
class MOD consists of all finite unions of languages L, ,.. We
turn to the class AMT of alphabet modulo testable languages.
If we A* and a € A, let |w|, € N be the number of copies
of “a” in w. For all ¢, € N such that r < ¢q and all a € A,
let Ly, = {w € A* | |w|s = rmod q}. We let AMT be
the least class containing all languages Ly ,. and closed under
union and intersection. It can be verified that both MOD and
AMT are Boolean algebras and that MOD C AMT C GR. In
the paper, we prove that covering and separation are decidable
for GR, AMT and MOD. The proofs are based exclusively
on elementary arguments from automata theory. We rely on a
common automata-based construction, which we now present.

D. Automata-based construction

We extend A as a larger alphabet denoted by A. For each
a € A, we create a fresh letter a—! (by “fresh”, we mean
that a=* ¢ A) and define A= = {a~! | a € A}. We let A
be the disjoint union A = A U A~'. Observe that we have
a bijection a — a~! from A to A~!. We extend it as an
involution of A*: for every a € A, we let (a=')~! = a. Then,
for every w = byby---b, € A* (with by,...,b, € A), we
define w=' = b1 - by 'b; " (we let e=! = &). The map
w — w " is an involution of A*: (w™')~! = w.

Every morphism o : A* — G into a group G can be
extended as morphism « : A* - G. Forall a! € A7,

we let a(a™!) = (afa))™! (ie, a(a™?!) is the inverse
of a(a) in G). One may verify that the definition implies
a(w™') = (a(w))~! for every w € A*. We shall use this
fact implicitly.

Remark 3. This construction is standard, and used to intro-
duce the free group over A (which is a quotient of A*). We do
not need this notion. We use A as a syntactic tool: we build
auxiliary NFAs over A from NFAs over A. We shall never
consider arbitrary objects over A: all arbitrary NFAs that we
encounter are implicitly assumed to be over A.

We turn to the main construction. Let A = (Q, I, F, ) be
an arbitrary NFA over the original alphabet A (i.e., § C @ X
A X Q). We build a new NFA (A) over the extended alphabet
A. We say that two states ¢, € () are strongly connected
if we have L(A,q,7) # 0 and L(A,r,q) # 0 (i.e., ¢ and r
are in the same strongly connected component of the graph
representation of A). This is an equivalence relation. We let
(6) € Q x A x Q as the following extended set of transitions:

1 q,a,r) € and
(0) =ou {(T’ a™q) | (q,r arc)e strongly connected } '
We let (A) = (Q,I,F,(8)), so that L({A)) C A*. Observe
that for all u € A* and all strongly connected ¢, € @,
we have u € L({A),q,r) if and only if v~ € L((A),7,q).
Moreover, we can compute (A) from A in polynomial time:
this boils down to computing the pairs of strongly connected
states, i.e., to directed graph reachability. The following lemma
is used to “simulate” the runs in (A) into the original NFA A.

Lemma 4. Let A= (Q,I,F,§) be an NFA and o : A* — G
be a morphism into a finite group. For every q,v € Q) and
w € L((A),q,7) C A*, there exists a word w' € A* such that
w' € L(A,q,r) and a(w) = a(w').

Proof. We have to show that for every (s,a™',t) € (§) where
a € A, there exists z € L(A, s,t) such that a(z) = (a(a))™!.
By definition of (J), we have (t,a, s) € 0 and s, are strongly
connected. Hence, we get y € L(A, s,t). Since G is a finite
group, it is standard that there exists p > 1 such that g = 1¢
for all g € G. Thus, a((ay)?) = 1lg. Let = = y(ay)P~ 1.
By hypothesis on a and y, we know that x € L(A,s,t).
Since a(az) = a((ay)?) = 1g, we obtain a(z) = (a(a))™!,
as desired. O

III. COVERING FOR GROUP LANGUAGES

We prove that separation and covering are decidable for GR.
Historically, this was first obtained as a corollary of a diffi-
cult independent algebraic theorem by Ash [7] (see [15] for
details and [3] for the link with separation). Our algorithm
is essentially the one obtained from this theorem. Yet, we
choose a different presentation: our inputs are represented
by NFAs whereas the original algorithm considers a single
monoid morphism recognizing all inputs. In itself, the NFA-
based procedure is merely a natural reformulation of the one
based on monoids (see Section [[IT-D] for details). On the other



hand, we work exclusively with NFAs, which is a new idea,
and nondeterminism is a key ingredient in our proof.

This proof is our main contribution. The known proofs of
Ash’s theorem (e.g., [[7]], [8l, [35]], [L6]) are arduous. Typically,
they rely on specialized notions from independent fields such
as algebra, topology or model theory. Moreover, they use black
box results. In contrast, our proof is direct. While still difficult,
it is fully self-contained and relies only on elementary notions
from automata theory and combinatorics on words.

A. Statement

The procedure is based on a theorem characterizing the
finite sets of regular languages that are GR-coverable. We
first extend the core construction A — (A) introduced in the
previous section (this extension is specific to GR-covering).

Given an arbitrary NFA A, we further modify the NFA (A)
and construct a new NFA with e-transitions (A). (these are the
only NFAs with e-transitions that we consider). The definition
is based on a language L. C A* that we define first. We
introduce a standard rewriting rule that one may apply to words
in A*. If w € A* contains an infix of the form aa™! or a™'a
for some a € A, one may delete it. More precisely, given
w,w' € A*, we write w — w' if there exist x,y 6 A* and
a € A such that either w = waa 'y or w = xa lay, and
w' = xy. We write “1>” for the reflexive transitive closure
of “—”. That is, given w,w’ € A*, we have w = w' if
w = w’ or there exist words wy, ..., w, € A* with n > 1
such that w = wg — w1 — wg — -+ — w, = w'. We let
L.={w e A* | w3 ¢}. This is a variant of the well-known
Dyck language which is not regular (it is only context-free).

Consider an NFA A = (Q, I, F, ) and the associated NFA

(A) = (Q,1,F,{5)). We extend (0) with e-transitions. We
define (6). C Q x (AU {e})UQ as follows:
(0): = (6) U{(g,e,7) | ¢,r € Q and L. N L((A), q,7) # 0}.

Moreover, we let (A). = (Q, I, F, {d)c).

Example 5. Let L1 = b(ab)* and Lo = aa™*. These languages
are recognized by the following two NFAs A, and As:

a
~00=0 o
Automaton A1

Automaton A

We compute (A1), and (As). (omitting e-labeled self-loops).

b,a

Automaton (A1) Automaton (As).
Note that one may compute (A). from (A) (hence from A)
in polynomial time. Indeed, the construction creates a new e-
transition (g, &, r) if and only if L({A), g,r) (which is regular)
intersects L. (wh1ch is context-free). It is standard that this

problem is decidable in polynomial time [9]. We complete the
definition with two simple but useful properties.

Fact 6. Let A = (Q, I, F,6) be an NFA, q,r € Q and w € A*
such that w € L({(A).,q,7). If w € L, then (q,e,7) € (0)e.
Also, if q,r are strongly connected, then w= € L({A)c, 1, q).

Proof. Since w € L({A)., q,), the definition of (A). yields
Ug, ... Uy € A*, v1,..., v, € L. and z € L({A),q,r) such
that w = ug - - - uy, and x = ugviuy - - - VpU,. Assume first that
w € Lg. Since vy,...,v, € L., we have v; X & for every
1 < n. Hence, x 2 w and since w € L., we getx % ¢. Since
x € L((A),q,r), we get (q,e,r) € (§). by definition. Assume
now that ¢, r are strongly connected. Since = € L((A),q,r),
we get 71 € L(<A> r,q) by definition of (A). Moreover,
b= ot g 11)1 luo and since v; — ¢ forall i < n,
we have v; ' =5 & for all i < n. Thus, 2~' € L((A),r,q)
implies that v, Ye L({(A),r,q). Since uy ' -+ -ug ' =

!, this completes the proof. O

Let us now extend Lemma [ to this new automaton (A)..

Lemma 7. Let A= (Q,I,F,§) be an NFA and o : A* — G
be a morphism into a finite group. For every q,v € Q and
w € L({(A)e,q,7) C A*, there exists a word w' € A* such
that w' € L(A, q,r) and a(w) = a(w’).

Proof. As w € L({A).,q,r), there are ug, ..., u, € A* and
U1y ...,0n € L, such that = ugvyug - - - vpuy, € L((A), g, 1)
and w = ug---u,. Lemma [ yields a word w’ € A* such
that w' € L(A,q,r) and a(z) = a(w'). Moreover, since
v1,...,V, € L., we have v; % & for all i < n. Hence,
a(v;)) = 1g. We get a(w) = a(z) = a(w'), as desired. O

We now state the main theorem. It characterizes GR-
coverability using the construction A — (A)..

Theorem 8. Let £ > 1 and let A4,...,Ar be NFAs. The
following conditions are equivalent:

1) The set {L (A1), L(Ayg) } is GR-coverable.

2) We have ;< L (( > ) =10.

Clearly, the second condition in Theorem [§] can be decided.
Indeed, for every ¢ < k, we can compute (A;). from A;
in polynomial time. Moreover, it one can decide whether
an arbitrary number of NFAs intersect (in polynomial space).
Hence, we obtain as desired that GR-covering is decidable and
in PSPACE (it is unknown whether this is tight). Additionally,
when the number k£ of inputs is fixed, intersection can be
decided in polynomial time. In particular, GR-separation (the
case k = 2) is in P. We prove at the end of the section that
the problem is P-complete.

Example 9. Recall the languages from Example [3 Observe
that a=' € L({A1)c) N L({As):). We deduce from Theorem 8]
that no group language can separate Ly from Lo.

B. Proof argument

We fix a number £ > 1 and for every j < k, we consider
an NFA A, = (Q;,I;, F},0;). The two implications in the
theorem are handled independently. Let us start with 1) = 2).



Implication 1) = 2). We prove the contrapositive. As-
sume that there exists w € [;<;, L((A;)c). We prove that
{L(A1),...,L(Ag)} is not GR-coverable. Hence, we fix an
arbitrary GR-cover K of A* and exhibit K € K such that
K N L(A;j) # 0 for every j < k.

For all i <, let a; : A* — G; be a morphism into a finite
group recognizing K; € GR. Clearly, G = G; x--- xGp is a
finite group for the componentwise multiplication and the mor-
phism « : A* — G defined by a(w) = (a1(w),...,an(w))
recognizes all languages K;. Since w € L(({A;).) for every
j < k, Lemma[7] yields w; € A* such that w; € L(A;) and
a(w;) = a(w). Since K is a cover of A*, there exists K € K
such that w; € K. Hence, since K is recognized by a and
afw)) = - = a(wg) = a(w), we get wi,...,wy € K.
Thus, K N L(A;) # 0 for all j < k, as desired.

Implication 2) = 1). Let Q = {J;,, @; (we assume without
loss of generality that the sets (); are pairwise disjoint) and
0= U, <p 05 Let A =(Q,0,0,9). A synchronizer (for A) is
a morphism « : A* — G into a finite group G such that for
allm>1and q1,...,qn,71,--.,7n € Q, if there exists g € G
such that a=!(g) N L(A, g;,r;j) # 0 for all j < n, then there
exists u € A* such that u € L({A), g;,r;) for all j < n.

Proposition 10. There exists a synchronizer for A.

We first use this result to prove 2) = 1). Assume that
Nj<k L({(A;j)<)=0. By Proposition[I0 there exists a synchro-
nizer a: A* — G for A. Let K = {a"'(g) | g € G}, which
is a GR-cover of A*. We show that for every g € G, there
exists j < k such that a=!(g) N L(A;) = (. This implies as
desired that {L(A4),-- -, L(Ag)} is GR-coverable. Let g € G.
By contradiction, assume that a~!(g) N L(A;) # () for every
j < k. For each j < k, this yields ¢; € I; and r; € F}; such
that o' (g) N L(A,q;,r;) # 0. Since o is a synchronizer
for A, we obtain u € A* such that u € L((A).,q;,r;) for
every j < k. Since q; € I; and r; € Fj, it follows that
u € L({Aj)c) for every j < k, contradicting the hypothesis
that ;< L({(A;)<) = 0. This concludes the main argument.

It remains to prove Proposition We first define an
induction parameter. We say that (¢,a,r) € ¢ is a frontier
transition if the states ¢ and r are not strongly connected.
Moreover, given ¢,7 € @ and w € A*, we associate a
number d(q,w,r) € NU {oo}. If w ¢ L(A,q,r), we let
d(q,w,r) = oo. Otherwise, w € L(A,q,r) and d(q,w,r) is
the least number n € N such that there is a run from ¢ to r
labeled by w in A using exactly n frontier transitions. Note
that d(q, w,r) = 0 if and only if w € L(A,q,r) and g, r are
strongly connected. One may verify the following fact.

Fact 11. Let ¢,7 € Q and w € A* such that w € L(A,q,7).
Then, d(q,w,r) < |Q| — 1. Also, for all u,v € A* if w = v,
there is s € Q) such that d(q,u, s) + d(s,v,r) = d(gq,w, ).

Let ¢ € N. An (-synchronizer is a morphism « : A* — G
into a finite group G satisfying the two following properties:

1) for all ¢,r € @ and w € A* such that d(q,w,r) < £
and a(w) = 1g, we have € € L({(A)c,q,r).

2) forall m > 1, all ¢1,...,¢n,71,...,7n € @ and all
wi,...,w, € A* such that >, d(g;,w;, ;) <€ —1
and a(w;) = --- = a(w,), there exists u € A* such
that u € L({A)c, q;, ;) for every i < n.

Remark 12. There is a subtle difference between Properties 1
and 2. The first requires that d(q,w,r) < { while the
second requires that Zi<k d(g;, w;, i) < € —1. In particular,
when £ = 0, the second property is trivially satisfied since
> i<k A(gi, wi, 1) cannot be smaller than —1.

We first show that thanks to Property 2, any ¢-synchronizer
for ¢ large enough is also a synchronizer (on the other hand,
we do not need Property 1 at this stage).

Lemma 13. Let A = (Q, 6,1, F) be an NFA and { = |Q[>.
Every (-synchronizer is also a synchronizer.

Proof. Let o : A* — G be an {-synchronizer. We show that it
is a synchronizer. Let g1, ..., qGn,71,...,7, € Qandletg € G
such that ™" (g) N L(A, g;, ;) # 0 for all j < n. We exhibit
u € A* such that u € L((A).,q;,r;) for all j < n. Clearly,
we may assume without loss of generality that for all 2,5 < n
such that i # j, we have (g;,7;) # (¢j,7;). This implies that
n < |Q|?. Our hypothesis yields w; € a~(g) N L(A, q;,7;)
for every j < n. By Fact [[1l we have d(g;,w;,r;) < |Q|.
Since 7 < |Q|?, it follows that 3~ . d(g;,w;,75) < [Q[* = L.
Moreover, we have a(w;) = -+ = a(w,) = g by definition.
Hence, since « is an ¢-synchronizer, we get u € A* such that
u € L({(A)e,qi,mi) for every i < n, as desired. O

In view of Lemmal[I3] it suffices to prove that for each £ € N,
there exists an ¢-synchronizer. Indeed, the case when ¢ = |Q|?
yields the synchronizer described in Proposition

We shall use induction on ¢ € N to build an ¢-synchronizer
(it is for this induction that Property 1 will be useful). We de-
vote the remainder of the section to this proof. Before starting
the induction, we state simple lemmas on ¢-synchronizers.

Preliminaries. For each ¢ € @, we define a set L(q) C A*,
For v € A*, we let v € L(q) if and only if there exists ¢’ € Q
such that ¢, ¢’ are strongly connected and v € L({(A)., q,q).

Lemma 14. Let £ € N, let §: A* — H be an (-synchronizer,
let s,t € Q and let w € A* such that d(s,w,t) < {. Then:
o If v € L(s) and B(w) = B(v), then v € L({A)., s,1).
eIf v € L) and Bw) = B(v)7L, then
vl e L((A)e, s,t).

Proof. For the first assertion, consider v € L(s) such that
B(w) = B(v). By definition of L(s), we get s’ € Q such
that s, s’ are strongly connected and v € L({A)., s, s"). Thus,
we get v € L({A)c,s',s) by Fact[6l and Lemma [7] yields
x € L(A,s',s) such that (z) = B(v™!). Since d(s,w,t) < ¢
and s, s are strongly connected, it follows that d(s’, zw, t) < £.
Moreover, since 3(w) = B(v) and B(z) = B(v~!), we have
B(xw) = 1. Altogether, since 3 is an ¢-synchronizer, we get
e € L((A)., s, t) by Property 1. Since v € L({(A)., s,s’), we
get v € L({A)e, s,t) as desired.



For the second assertion, let v € L(t) and assume that
B(w) = (B(v))~!. By definition of L(t), we have t' € Q
such that ¢,¢' are strongly connected and v € L({A).,t,t').
Lemma [7] yields y € L(A,t,t") such that 3(y) = B(v).
Since d(s,w,t) < ¢ and t,t’ are strongly connected, we get
d(s,wy,t') < L. Also, B(w) = (B(v)~ and B(y) = A(v).
Thus, S(wy) = 1y and since 8 is an ¢-synchronizer, we get
e € L({A)e,s,t'). Finally, since v € L((A),t,t') and ¢,
are strongly connected, we get v € L((A),t',t) by Fact[6l
Altogether, we obtain v=! € L((A)., s, ). O

Let 5 : A* — H be an ¢-synchronizer. Consider ¢ € () and
(h,a) € H x A. We say that (h,a) stabilizes q if there are
x € A* and s € Q such that d(q,za,s) = 0 and §(z) = h.
The next lemma follows from Lemma [14]

Lemma 15. Let ¢ € N and 8 : A* — H be an {-synchronizer.
Let ¢ € Q and (h,a) € H x A that stabilizes q. Then:

o Ifve L(q) and B(v) = h, then va € L(q).
e Ifv e L(q) and B(v) = hB(a), then va=' € L(q).

Proof. Since (h,a) stabilizes ¢, we have x € A* and s € Q
such that d(q, za, s) = 0 and B(z) = h. Since d(q, za,s) =0,
Fact [l yields ¢’ € Q such that d(q,x,q') = d(q¢’,a,s) = 0.

Let v € L(g) such that B(v) = h = f(z). Lemma
yields v € L({A)e,q,q") since d(q,x,q') = 0 < £. Since
(¢, a,s) € §,we getva € L({A)c,q, s). This yields va € L(q)
since g, s are strongly connected.

We now consider v € L(q) such that B(v) = hB(a) =
B(za). Since d(g,za,s) = 0 < £, Lemma [I4] yields v €
L({(A)e,q,s). Moreover, since (¢’,a,s) € § and ¢/, s are
strongly connected, we have (s,a™1,¢') € (J) by definition.
Thus, va~! € L({A).,q,q'). Since ¢,q’ are strongly con-
nected, this yields va=! € L(q), as desired. O

Construction of /-synchronizers by induction on /. We are
ready to prove that for all £ € N, there exists an /-synchronizer.

Base case: ¢ = 0. The definition of our 0-synchronizer is
based on an equivalence. Let g, € (). We write ¢ >~ r when
¢q and r are strongly connected and £ € L({A).,q,r).

Lemma 16. The relation ~ is an equivalence. Moreover, for
every q,7,q , 7" € Q which are strongly connected and a € A,
if (¢,a,q'") € 6 and (r,a,r') €0, then ¢ ~r < ¢ ~71'.

Proof. Clearly, ~ is reflexive: ¢ € L({A)c,q,q) for every
q € Q. Moreover, if ¢ ~ r, then ¢ and r are strongly connected
and € € L((A).,q,r). Consequently, since ¢ = 1, Fact [d]
yields e € L({(A).,7,q) and we get r ~ ¢. Hence ~ is
symmetric. Finally, let g, 7, s € @ such that ¢ >~ r and r ~ s.
By definition, ¢, , s are strongly connected, ¢ € L({A)c,q,T)
and € € L({(A)c,7,s). Clearly, ¢ € L({(A)¢, g, s) which yields
q ~ s and we conclude that ~ is transitive.

We now prove that for all ¢, r,¢’, 7’ € Q which are strongly
connected and a € A such that (¢,a,¢’) € § and (r,a,7’) € 0,
we have ¢ ~ r & ¢ ~ /. By definition, (¢’,a"1,q) € (J)
and (r',at,r) € (§). Assume first that ¢ ~ r. We have
e € L({A)e,q,7). Thus, a=ta € L({A).,q,r') and since

a~'a = ¢, Fact[@ yields ¢ € L({(A).,¢,r'). Hence, ¢ ~ 7'
Conversely, if ¢ ~ 7/, we have ¢ € L({A).,q',7"). Thus,
aa~' € L({A),q,r) and since aa~! = ¢, Fact[@ yields ¢ €
L((A)e,q,7). We get g ~ r, as desired. O

For each ¢ € Q, we write [¢]~ € Q/~ for the ~-class of q.
Moreover, we let G be the group of permutations of Q/=~.
That is, G consists of all bijections g : Q/~ — @/~ and the
multiplication is composition (the neutral element is identity).
We have the following fact.

Fact 17. For every a € A, there exists an element g, € G
such that for every q,q' € Q which are strongly connected
and such that (q,a,q") € 6, we have g,([g]~) = [¢]~

Proof. Consider ¢ € Q. By Lemma[16] if there exists ¢’ € Q
such that g, ¢’ are strongly connected and (g,a,q’) € 4, we
know that for every r,r’ € ) which are strongly connected
and such that (r,a,r’) € §, we have ¢ ~ r < ¢’ ~ r'. Hence,
we may define g, ([¢]~) = [¢']~. This yields a partial function
ga : @/~ — @/~ which satisfies the condition described in
the fact and is injective. Hence, we may complete g, into a
bijection, concluding the proof. o

We let o : A* — G be the morphism defined by a(a) = g,
for every a € A and show that « is a O-synchronizer. We
prove the first property in the definition (the second one is
trivially satisfied when ¢ = 0). Let ¢, € (Q and w € A*, such
that d(q, w,r) = 0 and a(w) = 1. By definition, a(w) is a
permutation of ()/~. Moreover, since d(q,w,r) = 0, we have
w € L(A,q,r) and ¢,r are strongly connected. By definition
of o from Fact[T7] this implies that o(w)([g]~) = [r]~. Finally,
since a(w) = 1@, we also have a(w)([g]~) = [g]~. Hence,
g ~ r and the definition of ~ yields ¢ € L({A).,q,r). We
conclude that « is a 0-synchronizer.

Inductive step: ¢ > 1. By induction on ¢, we know that there
exists an (¢ — 1)-synchronizer 8 : A* — H. We use it to
construct a new morphism « : A* — G from . Then, we
prove that « is an £-synchronizer.

For every pair (h,a) € H x A and every w € A*, we
let #5,,4(w) € N be the number of pairs (z,y) € A* x A*
such that 8(z) = h and w = zay. The definition of the
morphism « : A* — G is designed with the following goal in
mind: for each word w € A*, we want its image a(w) € G
to determine S(w) € H and, for every (h,a) € H X A,
whether the number # ,(w) € N is even or odd. The
definition is inspired by the work of Auinger [8]. We let
G = H x {0,1}7%A, That is, every element g € G is
a pair g = (h,f) where h € H and f: H x A— {0,1}
is a function. We now equip G with a multiplication. Let
g1,92 € G with g1 = (h1, f1) and g2 = (ho, f2). We
define g1g2 = (hihg, f) where f : H x A — {0,1} is the
function f : (h,a) — fi(h,a) + fa(hy'h,a) mod 2. One
may verify that GG is indeed a group for this multiplication
(technically, G is a wreath product, see e.g., [2]]). For every
w € A* let f, : H x A — {0,1} be the function defined
by fuw(h,a) = #po(w) mod 2. One may now verify that the



map « : A* — G defined by a(w) = (8(w), f) is @ monoid
morphism. It remains to show that it is an ¢-synchronizer.
We first explain how to exploit the definition of a. A key
point is that we are interested in special pairs (h,a) € H x A.
Given F C H, we say that such a pair (h, a) is F-alternating
when h € F < hf(a) € F. Moreover, we say that a word
w € A* is F-safe if #j,,(w) is even for every F-alternating
pair (h,a) € H x A. By definition, the image o(w) € G
determines whether w is F'-safe or not. In the latter case, we
get an F-alternating pair (h, a) such that #j, ,(w) is odd (and
thus, #;W(w) > 1). In the former, we use the next lemma.

Lemma 18. Let F' C H such that 1y € F. For every w € A*
which is F-safe, B(w) € F.

Proof. We prove a stronger property. For every w € A*, we
write #r(w) € N for the sum of all numbers #j, (w) where
(h,a) € H x A is F-alternating. We prove that for w € A*, we
have f(w) € F < #p(w) is even. This implies the lemma:
if w is F-safe, then #p(w) is even which yields f(w) € F.
We use induction on the length of w € A*. If w = e,
then S(w) = 1y € F and #p(w) = 0. Thus, the property
is trivially satisfied. Assume now that w € AT. This yields
v € A* and a € A such that w = va. Clearly, |v| < |w| which
yields 5(v) € F < #p(v) is even by induction. It follows that
B(v) € F < #p(v) is odd. There are two cases. First, assume
that (3(v),a) is F-alternating. In that case, since w = va, it
follows that B(w) € F < B(v) € F and #p(w) = #rp(v)+1
(i.e., #r(w) is even < #p(v) is odd). Thus, we may combine
the equivalences to get 5(w) € F < #p(w) is even as desired.
Assume now that (8(v), a) is not F-alternating. In that case, as
w = va, we get f(w) € F & B(v) € F and #p(w) = #r(v)
(thus, #r(w) is even < #p(v) is even). Hence, we may again
combine the equivalences to get S(w) € F < #p(w) is even,
as desired. (|

We now present the sets F© C H to be used in Lemma [I8]
Recall that for each ¢ € @), the language L(q) C A* consists
of all words v € A* satisfying v € L((A)c,q,q') for some
q' € Q such that ¢, ¢’ are strongly connected. To each S C Q,
we associate a set F'¢ C H as follows,

Fs Z{B(U) lve ) L(Q)}
qeSsS
A key point is that 1 € Fg for all S C Q. Indeed, € € L(q)
for all ¢ € Q since ¢ € L({A)s,q,q). Hence, Lemma
applies to Fs. Finally, we present a corollary of Lemma
Recall that (h,a) € H x A stabilizes q if there exist x,y € A*
and s € @ such that d(q, zay,s) = 0 and S(x) = h.

Corollary 19. If S C Q and (h,a) € H X A is Fg-alternating,
there exists q € S such that (h,a) does not stabilize q.

Proof. By contradiction, assume that (h, a) stabilizes ¢ for all
q € S. We show that h € Fg < hf(a) € Fg, contradicting
the hypothesis that (h, a) is Fg-alternating. Assume first that
h € Fs. By definition, this yields v € (1 . L(q) such that
B(v) = h. As (h, a) stabilizes ¢ for all ¢ € 5, the first assertion

in Lemma [I3] yields va € (5 L(g). Thus, hB3(a) € Fs.
Conversely assume that h3(a) € Fs. By definition, this yields
v’ € A* such that v’ € L(q) for all ¢ € S and B(v') =
hfB(a). Since (h,a) stabilizes ¢ for all ¢ € S, the second
assertion in Lemma [[3 yields v'a™! € Nyes L(q). Thus, h €
Fg, as desired. O

We are ready to prove that « is an f-synchronizer. There
are two conditions to prove.

Condition 1. Let ¢, 7 €@ and we A* such that d(q, w,r)</{
and a(w) = 1g. We show that ¢ € L({A).,q,7). We have
B(w) = 1y by definition of «. Hence, since S is an (£ — 1)-
synchronizer, the result is immediate when d(g, w,r) < ¢ — 1.
We assume from now on that d(q, w,r) = £.

Since ¢ > 1, w is nonempty. Let a1, ...,a, € A such that
w=aj---a,. By Fact[[Il we have qq,...,q, € Q such that
40 =4, qn =T and Zlgkgn d(Qk—luaku q/C) = d(q7 w, ’f‘) =/
This means that there are exactly ¢ indices k£ < n such that
(qk—1,ak,qr) € ¢ is a frontier transition. For 0 < k < n, we
let xp, = aq---ar and Yy, = apy1 - an (Welet g =y, = €).
Clearly, w = xyx. We let hy, = B(xy) for every k < n. Note
that since 3(w) = 1z, we also know that 3(yx) = h;, '

Let ¢ < n be the least index such that (g;—1,a;,q;) is a
frontier transition. Let 5 < n be the greatest index such that
(gj—1,aj,q;) is a frontier transition. Clearly, 1 < i < j <mn
(i = j, if £ =1). By definition, we have the following fact.

Fact 20. Let k < n. If i <k, then d(qx,yg,7) < L — 1. If
k < j, then d(q, zg,qr) < € —1.

The hypothesis that «(w) = 1¢ implies the next lemma.

Lemma 21. One of the three following properties holds:

1) there exists k such that i < k < j and hy € Fy, .y, or,
2) hi—1 € Fqry and (hi—1,a;) stabilizes r, or,
3) hj € Fygry and (hj_1,a;) stabilizes q.

Proof. Since a(w) = lg and w = z;y;, it follows that
a(z;) = oz(yj_l). Moreover, y; € L(A, g;,r). Consequently,
yjfl € L(A,r g;) since ¢;,r are strongly connected by
definition of j. Thus, Lemma Hl yields z € L(A,g;,r) such
that a(z) = a(yj_l) = a(z;). For all (h,a) € H x A, we
have the following two properties:
« By definition of 4, we have d(¢, x;—1,¢;—1) = 0. Thus, if
#na(zi—1) > 1, then (h,a) stabilizes q.
o By definition of j, we have d(r,z,q;) = 0. Thus, if
#n,a(2) > 1, then (h,a) stabilizes r.
We use these properties and their contrapositives repeatedly.
We consider two cases depending on whether x; is Fy, .., -safe.

Case 1: x; is F(q,)-safe. We know that h; = B(z;) € Fiqr}
by Lemma[I8| Clearly, if ¢ < j, then Assertion 1 in the lemma
holds for &k = ¢ and we are finished. Assume now that ¢ = j.
Let (h,a) = (hi—1,a;) = (hj—1,a;). The argument depends
on whether #p, q(x;—1) > 1 or not. If #p, o(z;—1) > 1, then
(h,a) = (hj_1,a;) stabilizes ¢. Thus, Assertion 3 in the
lemma holds as h; = h; € F{, ). Otherwise, # q(7;—1) = 0.
Since x; = x;_1a; and (h,a) = (h;—1,a;), it follows that



#n,a(x;) = 1. Thus, #, o(x;) is odd and since z; is F{g,}-
safe, it follows that (h,a) is not Fy,,-alternating. Since
hB(a) = h; € Fiqry, we also have h; 1 = h € Fig,y.
Finally, as z; = z;, we have o(z;) = a(x;) = a(z). Thus, as
#n.a(x;) = 1, we get that #,(z) is odd by definition of a.
Hence, #},4(2) > 1 which yields that (h;—1,a;) = (h,a) sta-
bilizes r. As h;—1 € F{4 ,y, it follows that Assertion 2 holds.

Case 2: z; is not Fiq,y-safe. The argument depends on
whether x;_1 is F{q7T}-safe or not. Assume first that x;_1
is F{qy-safe. Lemma [I8) yields h;—1 = B(zi—1) € Figy-
If there exists k& such that ¢+ < k < j and hy = h;_q,
then Assertion 1 in the lemma holds. Otherwise, we have
Hhi v.a:(Xi) = F#ni 10 (zj). By hypothesis, z; = z;_10a;
is not Fy, y-safe while x; 1 is Fy,y-safe. Thus, (h;_1,a;)
is F(q ry-alternating and #p,_, o, (i) = #n,_y .0, (25) is odd.
Since a(z) = a(z;), it follows that #, , 4, (%) is also odd
by definition of a. Thus, #p, , 4,(2) > 1 which implies that
(hi—1,a;) stabilizes r. Since h;_; € Fy, -y, Assertion 2 in the
lemma holds.

Finally, assume that z;_; is not F, ,y-safe: we have (h,a)
which is F, .y-alternating and such that H#h,a(xi—1) is odd.
Since x; = w;—1a; is not F, .y-safe as well, we may choose
(h,a) so that (h,a) # (hi—1,a;). Thus, #pq(x;) is odd as
well. Since #p, o(z;—1) > 1, we know that (h, a) stabilizes g.
By Corollary[T9]it follows that (/, a) does not stabilize r. This
implies #}, 4(2) = 0 and since a(z) = «a(x;), it follows that
#n.a(x;) is even. Since #y, q(x;) is odd, this yields k such
that i < k < j and (hg,ary1) = (h, a). Since (h,a) is Fiq -
alternating either hy, € Fyg .y or hgy1 = hpf(art1) € Figry-
If hy € F, ry, Assertion 1 holds. If hx+1 € F(, ry, then either
i < k < 7—1 and Assertion 1 in the lemma holds,or k = j—1
which means that h; = hyy1 € Fig,y and (hj_1,a;) = (h,a)
which stabilizes ¢: Assertion 3 in the lemma holds. [l

We may now prove that ¢ € L({A).,q,r). We treat the
three cases depicted in Lemma[2T]independently. First, assume
that there exists k such that ¢ < k < j and hi € F{qm}.
The definition of Fy,,, yields v € L(g) N L(r) such that
B(v) = hg. It follows from Fact R0 that d(q, zg, qr) < £ — 1.
Therefore, since v € L(q) and B(xy) = hi, = $(v), Lemmal[l4]
implies that v € L((A)., ¢, ¢x). Symmetrically, Fact 20 yields
d(qk,yx,r) < £ — 1. Thus, since we have v € L(r) and
Blyr) = hy' = (B(v))~!, it follows from Lemma [[4] that
vt € L({A)e,qx,r). Hence, vo=t € L({A)c,q,r). Since
vt 5 ¢, Fact[@ yields (g,e,7) € (6). concluding this case.

In the second case, h;—1 € Ff, -} and (hi—1,a;) stabilizes r.
By definition of Fy, 1, we have v € L(g) N L(r) such that
B(v) = h;—1. We have d(q,x;—1,¢;—1) = 0 by definition of 4.
Thus, as v € L(q) and 8(z;—1) = B(v), Lemma [I4] yields
v € L({A)e,q,qi—1). Moreover, since (h;,—1,a;) stabilizes
r,v € L(r) and B(v) = h;—1, Lemma implies that
va; € L(r). Fact 20 yields d(q;,y:,r) < £ — 1. Thus, since
va; € L(r) and B(y;) = h; ' = (B(va;))~!, Lemma T4l yields
(va;)~' € L({A)e, g, ). Hence, since (gi—1,a;,q;) € 9, we
get va;(va;)~t € L({(A),q,r). Since va;(va;)~t = ¢, it
follows that (g,e,7) € (). by Fact[f] concluding this case.

In the last case, h; € Fyq,} and (h;_1,a;) stabilizes q.
By definition, we get v € L(g) N L(r) such that 3(v) = h;.
We have d(g;,y;,r) = 0 by definition of j. As v € L(r)
and B(y;) =h; ' =pB(v)~", we get v € L((A)c,q;,7) by
Lemma [[4 Moreover, we know that (h;_1,a;) stabilizes g,
v € L(q) and B(v) = hj; = hj_15(a;). Thus, va;l € L(q)
by Lemma [13] We have d(q,z;_1,¢;—1) < ¢ — 1 by Fact
Thus, since vaj_l € L(g) and B(zj—1) = hj_1 = ﬁ(vaj_l), it
follows from Lemma [T4] that va}l € L({A)e,q,gj—1)- Since
(gj—1,aj,q;) € &, we obtain va;lajv_l € L((A)e,q,7).
Thus, since va; 'a;u™" = ¢, Fact [d yields (¢,¢,7) € ().

J
as desired. This concludes the proof for the first condition.

Condition 2. Consider ¢1,...,q, € Q, r1,...,7, € @ and
wi,...,w, € A* such that ). d(¢g;, w;,r;) < {—1 and
a(w) = --- = afw,). We need to exhibit u € A* such that
u € L((A)e, gi,ri) for every ¢ < k. By definition of «, we
have f(w1) = --- = f(wy). Let S = {q1,...,¢n}. There are
two cases depending on whether w; is Fg-safe or not.

Assume first that w; is Fs-safe. By Lemma [I§] it follows
that B(w1) € Fs. We get u € A* such that u € (., L(q:)
and B(u) = B(w1) = --- = B(wy). Since d(g;, wi,ri) < £—1
by hypothesis, Lemma [14] yields « € L({A), g;,r;) for every
i < k, concluding this case.

Conversely, we assume that w; is not Fg-safe. By definition,
this yields an Fs-alternating pair (h, a) such that #p, (w1) is
odd. By definition of «, it follows that #p, o (w;) is odd as well
for every index ¢ < m since a(w;) = a(w;). Therefore, we
have #p, o(w;) > 1 for every i < n. We get x;,y; € A* such
that w; = x;ay; and B(x;) = h. Since d(g;, w;,r;) € N, we
get d(qz, Ty, Sz) + d(Si, a, tl) + d(tl, Yi, ’I’i) = d(qz, Wy, Ti) for
Si, i € Q by Fact Dj:l. Thus, d(ti,yi,Ti) < d(qi,wi,ri) for
all i < k. Also, (h,a) is Fs-alternating and S = {q1,...,qn}
Hence, Corollary yields j < k such that (h,a) does not
stabilize q;. As #p.q(xja) > 1, we get d(q;, z;a,,t) > 1
which yields the strict inequality d(t;,y;, ;) < d(gj, w;, ;).
Altogether, we obtain ) ., d(ti,yi,7i) < D_;<p d(qi, wi,75).
By hypothesis, this implies that Y, , d(t;, i, ;) < (—1)—1.
Moreover, H is a group, B(x1a) = -+ = B(zna) = hB(a)
and S(wy) = -+ = B(wn). Hence, B(y1) = -+ = B(yn) and
since [ is an (¢ — 1)-synchronizer, we obtain z € A* such that
z € L({A)e, ti,r;) for every i < k.

We now consider two subcases. Since the pair (h,a) is Fg-
alternating, either h € Fg or hf3(a) € Fs. If h € Fg, we get
a word v € (), L(g;) such that (v)=h=(z;) for all i <n.
Thus, since d(q;, z;,5;) < d(gi,w;,r;) < £ — 1, Lemma [[4]
yields v € L((A)¢,qi,s;) for all i < k. Moreover, we have
(si,a,t;) € d. Altogether, it follows that vaz € L((A)., g, 7:)
for every ¢« < k. This concludes the first subcase. Finally,
assume that hf3(a) € Fg. This yields v' € (), L(g;) such
that S(v') = hp(a) = B(z;a) for all i < n. Since we know
that d(qi,xiai, ti) < d(qi, Wy, ’f‘i) < /¢ —1, Lemma 14 yields
v' € L((A)e,qi,t;) for every i < k. Altogether, it follows
that v’z € L({(A)e, qi,7:) for every i < k. This completes the
proof of Proposition



C. P-completeness

We prove that GR-separation is P-complete. We already
proved that it is in P. We show that it is P-hard, even when one
of the two inputs is the singleton {¢}. We reduce the Monotone
Circuit Value problem, a variant of the Circuit Value Problem
in which all gates are either a disjunction (V) or a conjunction
(A). It is known to be P-complete [13]. Let us describe it.

A Boolean circuit is a finite directed acyclic graph such that:

e There are input vertices with no incoming edge and
labeled by truth values (0 for false, 1 for true).

o The other vertices have exactly two incoming edges. They
are called gates and are labeled by a logical connective:
“V” or “A”. They have arbitrarily many outgoing edges.

o There is a single gate with no outgoing edge. It is called
the output vertex.

We present an Example of a Boolean circuit in Figure [1] below.

Fig. 1. An example of a Boolean circuit, which evaluates to 0.

A Boolean circuit computes a truth value for each gate.

The decision problem takes as input a Boolean circuit C' and
asks if the value computed by the output vertex is true. We
present a logarithmic space reduction from this problem to
non-separability by GR. Given as input a Boolean circuit C,
we construct an NFA A¢ such that C evaluates to true if and
only if {e} is not GR-separable from L(A¢). This implies
that GR-separation is P-hard, as desired. We only present the
construction of A¢. That it can be implemented in logarithmic
space is straightforward and left to the reader.

We fix C' and describe the NFA A¢c = (Q, I, F, ). We let
n be the number of vertices in C and {vy,...,v,} be the set
of all these vertices, with v,, as the output vertex. The NFA
A uses an alphabet A = {a1,...,a,} of size n. For each
i < n, the set of states () contains three states ¢;,7; and s;
associated to the vertex v; (note that s; is only useful when v;
is a gate labeled by “A”). Moreover, we also associate several
transitions in § connecting these three states to those associated
to other vertices. There are several cases depending on v;.

First, assume that v; is an input vertex. If v; is labeled by
“0” (false), we add the following transition to Ac:

@0

If v; is labeled by “1”, we add the following transitions:

@—> & D=

Assume now that v; is a gate. Let j, kK < n be the two indices
such that C' contains edges from v; to v; and from vy, to v;. If
v; is labeled by “V”, we add the following transitions to A¢:

=l

If v; is labeled by “A”, we add the following transitions:

DLO® @%@

We let Ac = (@, {aqn}, {rn},d). One may verify that the
output vertex v, of C' evaluates to true if and only if {e} is
not GR-separable from L(A¢). Note that the proof argument
does not look at GR-separation directly: we use Theorem
instead. Indeed, it implies that {c} is not GR-separable from
L(A¢) if and only if ¢ € L((Ac)e). It is straightforward to
verify that the latter property holds if and only if the output
vertex of C' evaluates to true. One use induction to show that
each gate ¢ evaluates to rrue if and only if € € L((A), qi, 7).
This completes the presentation of our reduction.

D. Connection with Ash’s historical result

We compare Theorem [§] with the historical GR-covering
algorithm that can be deduced from Ash’s results. We prove
that the former is essentially a reformulation of the latter.

Preliminaries. Let C be a Boolean algebra and . : A* — M
be a morphism into a finite monoid. We define Je[a] C 2M
as the set of all subsets S C M such that {a~1(s) | s € S}
is not C-coverable. It carries enough information to decide
C-covering for every input set consisting only of languages
recognized by «. More precisely, for Fy,..., F, C M, one
may verify that {a~(F;) | i < n} is not C-coverable if and
only if there is S € Je[a] such that SN F; # § for all i < n.
Thus, a procedure computing Je[a] € 2™ from an input
morphism « : A* — M yields an algorithm for C-covering.
Given a finite set of languages H, one first computes a single
morphism « : A* — M recognizing all H € H (this is
straightforward). Then, one computes Je[a] C 2M Tt carries
enough information to decide whether H is C-coverable.

Historical algorithm. Ash’s results [7]] yield a characterization
of Jgr[]. We present this characterization (we use a formu-
lation taken from [15]) and prove that Theorem [8| is a natural
reformulation on automata and a simple corollary.

We need weak inverses (they are the counterpart of automata
construction A — (A) of Section ). Let o : A* — M be
a morphism into a finite monoid. For s € M, a weak inverse
of s in an element ¢ € M such that tst = ¢t. We use this
definition to associate a second morphism v, : A* — oM
over the extended alphabet A.Fora e A, we let,

{a(a)} € 2,
{s € a(A*) | s is a weak inverse of a(a)}.

Yala) =
Ve (ail) =



We now present the characterization. Recall that we write L. =
{we A* |w 5 £} (see Section ). We extend this notation
to all words u € A*: we let L, = {w € A* |w 5 u}.

Theorem 22 ([[7], [15]). Let o : A* — M be a morphism
into a finite monoid. Then, Jgr[a] C 2™ consists of all sets

UweLu Ya(w) C M for u € A*,

Remark 23. It is simple to verify that this yields an algorithm
Sor computing Igr[c] from a. Roughly, one first needs to verify
that the set Se = J,,c 1. Yo (w) can be computed using a least
fixpoint procedure (this is the counterpart of the construction
A — (A). in Theorem [8). Then, Theorem 22 implies that
Jer[a] is the least subset of 2™ closed under multiplication
and containing S= and all sets vo (D) for b € A. It can be
computed using again a least fixpoint procedure.

Let us explain why Theorem 22] implies Theorem [l Let

k Z 1 and .A.j = (ijjjaFj75j) a NFA for 1 S ] S k.

Theorem [§] states that {L(A;) | j < k} is GR-coverable if and
only if (<, L({(A;):) = 0. We use Theorem 22l to prove the
right to left implication (the converse is simple as seen in
Section [I). Actually, we prove the contrapositive. Assume
that {L(A;) | j < k} is not GR-coverable. We show that
Mi<k L((Ai)e) # 0.

First, we build a morphism recognizing all languages L(A ;)
(we use the standard transition morphism construction). Let
Q = U7<1C Q; (we assume that the sets ); are pa1rw1se
disjoint) and = {J;;, 9;. Let A = (Q,0,0,0). Let M = 20’
be the monoid equlpped with the standard multiplication: for
P,P' € 297 we let PP’ as the set of all pairs (¢,5) € Q2
such that (¢,7) € P and (r,s) € P’ for some r € Q
(the set {(¢,q) | ¢ € @} is the identity element). It is
standard that the map o : A* — M defined by a(w) =
{(g,r) | w € L(A,q,7)} is a morphism. One may verify
that L(A;) = a~'({P € 29" | PN (I; x F;) # (}) for every
7 < k. The proof is based on the followmg simple lemma. It
connects the NFA (A). to weak inverses.

Lemma 24. Let a € A and let P € o(A*) be a weak inverse
of a(a). For all (q,7) € P, we have a—* € L({A).,q,r).

Proof. Let P, = a(a) and u € a~'(P). By hypothesis,

PP,P = P. Thus P, P is idempotent. Since «(au) = P, P,
we get a((au)™) = P, P and a(u(auw)™) = PP,P = P for
all n > 1. As (g,r) € P, this yields u(au)™ € L(A,q,T)

for all n > 1. Thus, a pumping argument yields s € @) and
h,i,5 > 1 such that u(au)" € L(A,q,s), (au)’ € L(A,s, s)
and (au)’ € L(A,s,r). Since a((au)”) = P,P = a(au)
for all n > 1, we get uau € L(A,q,s), au € L(A,s,s)
and au € L(A,s,r). The second property yields t € @
such that a € L(A,s,t) and u € L(A,t,s). Clearly, s and
t are strongly connected. Hence, we get u=! € L((A),s,t)
and a=! € L((A),t,s) by definition of (A).
we obtain that w; = wauu~la"tu~! € L((A),
we =u"ta"tau € L({A),s,
we get the e-transitions (g, €, t), (s,&,7) € (J).. Together with
a=t € L({A),t,s), this yields a=! € L((A)c, q,7). O

q,t) and

Altogether,

7). Since w; —» ¢ for i € {1,2},

We prove that (), L((A;)c) # 0. Since {L(A;) | j < k}
is not GR-coverable, we get S € Jgr[c] such that for all j < k,
there is P; € S such that P;N(1; X Fj) # (). Theorem22]yields
u € A* such that S = Uwer, Ya(w). We use Lemma 24 to
show that w € L((A;).) for each j < k, completing the proof.

As P; € S, we get w € L, such that P; € 7y, (w). We show
that w € L((A;)c). As w = u (by definition of L,), this
yields v € L((A;)c) by Factlal Let (¢,7) € P; N (I; X Fj)
and by,...,b, € A such that w = by -- - by,. As(,)EP
and P; € vo(w) C M, we get T,...,T,, € M = 2@Q* and
q0,---»qn € Q such that o = ¢, ¢, =7, (¢i-1,¢i) € T; and
T; € ’Yoz(bi) for i < n. We show that b; € L(<A>5,qi_1,qi)
for all i < n. This yields w = by---b, € L({(A)e,q,r1),
ie. w € L((Aj)e) as desired since (¢,7) € I; x Fj. Let
i < mn. Ifbe A, then v,(b;) = {a(b;)}. Hence, T; = a(b;)
and since (g;—1,q;) € T;, we get b, € L(A,qi—1,q;) by
definition of «. Otherwise, if b, = a~! € Al the fact
that T; € ~,(b;) implies that T; € «(A*) is a weak inverse
of a(a). Hence, since (¢i—1,¢;) € T;, Lemma 24 yields
b =a"t € L({A):,qi_1,q), completing the proof.

IV. COVERING FOR ALPHABET MODULO TESTABLE
LANGUAGES

We consider the alphabet modulo testable languages. We
first prove formally that these are the languages that can
be recognized by a commutative group (this will be useful
later). We then prove that AMT-covering is decidable in
Theorem below. Finally, we prove that AMT-separation
and AMT-covering are co-NP-complete.

A. Algebraic characterization of AMT

For every number d > 1, we associate an equivalence ~
over A* and use it to characterize the languages in AMT. Let
d > 1 and w,w’ € A*, we write w ~4 w’ if and only if
|lw|e = |w'|, mod d for every a € A. It is immediate from
the definition that ~; is an equivalent of finite index.

Lemma 25. Let L C A*. We have L € AMT if and only if
there exists d > 1 such that L is a union of ~4-classes.

Proof. Assume first that L € AMT: L is built from finitely
many languages Lg ,. (fora € A and ¢, € N such that 7 < q)
using only unions and intersections. Let d be the least common
multiplier of all numbers ¢ > 1 used in these languages. We
show that L is a union of ~g-classes. Let w,w’ € A* such
that w ~4 w'. We prove that w € L & w’ € L. Clearly,
it suffices to show that each language Lg , used to define L
satisfies w € Ly . < w' € L . Since d i 1s a multiple of ¢, the
hypothesis that w ~g w’ yields |w|, = |w'|, mod ¢. Hence,
since Lg, = {w € A* | |w|, = r mod ¢} by definition, we
have w € Ly, < w' € Lg, as desired.

Assume now that L is a union of ~4-classes for d > 1. We
show that L. € AMT. Since ~, has finite index, it suffices
to show that all ~4-classes belongs to AMT. Let w € A*
and consider its ~g4-class. For every a € A, let r, < d by the
remainder of the Euclidean division of |w|, by d. By definition,
for every w’ € A*, we have w’ ~4 w if and only if |w'|, =



rq mod d for every a € A. It follows that the ~4-class of w
is (N,ea L§,,, which belongs to AMT by definition. O

We now prove the algebraic characterization of AMT.

Lemma 26. The class AMT consists of all languages that are
recognized by a morphism into a finite commutative group.

Proof. First consider L € AMT. We show that L is recognized
by a morphism into a finite commutative group. By definition
of AMT, it suffices to prove that this property is true for all
basic languages Lg, and that it is preserved by union and
intersection. by definition Ly . = {w € A* | |w|, = r mod q}
for a € A and ¢, € N such that » < ¢. It is recognized by
the morphism « : A* — Z/qZ (where Z/qZ = {0,...,q —
1} is the standard cyclic group) defined by a(a) = 1 and
a(b) =0 for b € A\ {a}. We have L% . = o' (r). Finally, if
Ly, Ly C A* are such that L; is recognized by a morphism «; :
A* — @, into a finite commutative group for ¢ € {1,2}, then
Ly U Ls and Ly N Lo are recognized by the natural morphism
a: A* = Gy x G (where G x G is equipped with the
componentwise multiplication).

Assume now that L is recognized by a morphism o: A* — G
into a finite commutative group G. We show that L € AMT.
Since G is a finite group, it is standard that there exists a
number d > 1 such that g¢ = 15 for every g € G. We show
that for every u,v € A*, it u ~4 v, then a(u) = a(v). It will
follows that every language recognized by « is a union of ~4-
classes and therefore belongs to AMT by Lemma Recall
that A = {a1,...,a,}. As G is commutative, reorganizing the
letters in u, v does not change their image under «. Thus,

a(u) = oz(a‘lula1

\Ulan)

. -al,:”“”) and a(v) = oz(a‘lvla1 ceap

If u ~gq v, then |u|,, = |v]s, mod d for every i < n. We
get r; < d and h;, k; € N such that |ul,, = 7; + h; X d and
|v|a, = 7i + ki X d. Therefore, since gd =1¢g for all g € G,
we obtain that a(al"l:) = a(al’l*) = a(al?). Altogether, we
get a(u) = a(v) = alal® ---alr), concluding the proof. O

B. Covering for AMT

We prove that covering is decidable for AMT as well. Let us
point out that this can be obtained from an algebraic theorem
of Delgado [[12]]. Yet, this approach is indirect: Delgado’s
results are purely algebraic and do not mention separation.
Formulating them would require a lot of groundwork. We use
a direct approach based on standard arithmetical and automata
theoretic arguments. As for GR, we present a theorem charac-
terizing the finite sets of regular languages which are AMT-
coverable. We reuse the construction A — (A) of Section
We start with terminology that we need to formulate the result.

Let n = |A|. Consider an arbitrary linear order A and let
A ={ay,...,a,}. We define a map ( : A* = Z" (where Z
is the set of integers). Given, w € fl*, we define,

((w) = (lwlay = |wlagts- s [wla, — [wla;) € 27

For a language L C A* over fl, we shall consider the direct
image ¢(L) = {¢(w) | w € L} C Z". We may now present
the characterization theorem.

Theorem 27. Let £ > 1 and k NFAs Aq,.. The
following conditions are equivalent:
1) The set {L(A1),...,L(Ag)} is AMT-coverable.

2) We have (), C(L((Ai))) = 0.

We first explain why Theorem [27] implies the decidability
of AMT-covering. This follows from standard results and the
decidability of Presburger arithmetic. Let us present a sketch.

The definition of the map ( : A* — 7" is a variation on a
standard notion. Given a word w € fl*, its Parikh image (also
called commutative image) is defined as the following vector,

Ay

m(w) = (|wlays -« [ Way,, [0, -5 Jwlaz1) € N?",

Clearly, 7(w) determines ((w) and for every L C A*,
(L) C N?" determines ((L) C Z". Consider k NFAs
A1, ..., Ar. We know that (A;) can be computed from A; in
polynomial time for every ¢ < k. Moreover, it is known [14]
that an existential Presburger formula ; describing the set
7(L({A;))) € N?" can be computed from A; in polynomial
time. It is then straightforward to combine the formulas ¢; into
a single existential Presburger sentence which is equivalent
to ();<x C(L((Ai))) # 0. Finally, it is known [36] that the
existential fragment of Presburger arithmetic can be decided
in NP. Hence, deciding whether (", ((L((A;))) # 0 can
be achieved in NP. It then follows from Theorem that
AMT-covering (and therefore AMT-separation as well) can be
decided in co-NP. It turns out that this complexity upper bound
is optimal: AMT-covering and AMT-separation are both co-
NP-complete (we present a simple proof for the lower bound
using a reduction from 3-SAT).

Proof of Theorem 27l We fix a number & > 1 and for every
j < k, we consider an NFA A; = (Q,,I;, Fj,0;). The two
implications in the theorem are handled independently.

Implication 1) = 2). We prove the contrapositive. Consider
T € (i< C(L((Ai))). We show that {L(A4),...,L(Ax)}
is not AMT-coverable. Thus, we fix an AMT-cover K of
A* and show that there exists K € K such that K N
L(Aj) # 0 for every j < k. Let {Ky,...,K;} = K.
For each ¢ < /, since K; € AMT, Lemma yields a
morphism «; : A* — G, into a finite commutative group
recognizing K;. Clearly, G = G X - -+ X Gy is a commutative
group for the componentwise multiplication and each K € K
is recognized by the morphism « : A* — G defined by
afw) = (a1 (w), ..., an(w)).

Since T € ;< C(L((Ai))), we get w; € L((A;)) such that
¢(w;) = v for all i < £. Also, Lemma @ yields u; € L(A;)
such that o(u;) = a(w;). As G is commutative, the image
under o of a word w € A* depends only on ¢ (w). Hence,
a(wy) = -+ = a(wg). We get a(uy) = -+ = a(ug). As K
is a cover of A*, we get K € K such that u; € K. Since
K is recognized by « and a(u1) = -+ = «a(uyg), this yields
U, ..., ur € K. Thus, KNL(A;) # () for all i < £ as desired.

Implication 2) = 1). We use standard arithmetical tools. Con-
sider the componentwise addition on Z™. We abuse notation
and write “0” for the identity element (i.e., the vector whose



entries are all equal to zero). For a single vector v € Z™ and
a finite set of vectors V = {1, ...,5;} C Z", we write,

LOV)={0+ ko1 + -+ keUs | k1,..., ke €Z} CZ™.

Following [[L1], we call these sets the Z-linear subsets of Z".
Likewise, Z-semilinear subsets are finite unions of Z-linear
sets (including (), which is the empty union). We need two
results about these sets. The first one is a variation on Parikh’s
theorem (which implies that the Parikh images of regular
languages are semilinear subsets of N™). It is specific to the
automata built with A — (A).

Lemma 28. Let A be an NFA. Then, ((L({A))) is a Z-
semilinear subset of Z".

Proof. The proof is based on standard ideas which are typi-
cally used to prove the automata variant of Parikh’s theorem.
However, let us point out that we do require a specific property
of the automaton (A) at some point (the lemma is not true for
an arbitrary NFA over the extended alphabet A). Forall g € Q,
we associate a finite set V, C Z". We define,

Vg = {¢(w) | w € L((A), ¢, ¢) and |w| < |Q]}.

Observe that if w € L((A),q,q) for some w € A*, the states
encountered on this run are strongly connected. Hence, in
that case, we also have w™! € L({A),q,q) by definition of
(A). Moreover, we have ((w™!) = —((w) by definition of
¢. Consequently, for every v € V,, the opposite vector also
belongs to V,: we have —v € V. This property is where we
need the hypothesis that are considering an automata built with
the construction A — (A) (it fails for an arbitrary NFA). For
every P C (), we write Vp = qup Vg

Finally, we associate a second finite set Xp C Z" to every
P C Q. Let we A*. We say that w is a P-witness if there
exist ¢ € I and r € F such that there is a run from q to
r labeled by w such that P is exactly the set of all states
encountered in that run (in particular, we have w € L(({A))).
We define,

Xp = {¢(w) | wis a P-witness and |w| < |Q|*}.

We now prove the following,
cLia = U £@ve).
PCQoEXP

This equality concludes the proof: ((L({A))) is a Z-semilinear

subset of Z", as desired. We start with the right to left inclusion.

Let P C @ and o € Xp. We show that £(v,Vp) C
C(L((AY)).

Let u € £(7,Vp). By definition, we have v7,...,7; € Vp
and ki,...,ky € Z such that u = 0 + k01 + --- + koUy.
Moreover, recall that by construction, for every v;, the opposite
vector —¥; belongs to Vp as well. Therefore, we may assume
without loss of generality that k1, . .., k; € N: they are positive
integers. By definition of Vp, we know that for every i < ¢,
we have v; € V,, for some ¢; € P. Hence, there exists
z; € L({(A),qi,qi) such that ((z;) = 7. Let y; = (z;)"

(this is well-defined since k; € N). Clearly, ¢(y;) = k;v; and
y; € L((A),qi,¢;). Moreover, v € Xp which yields a P-
witness w € A* such that ((w) = ©. Since qi,...,q € P
and w is a P-witness, we have ¢ € I and r» € F such that
there exists a run from ¢ to r labeled by w which encounters
all states qi,...,qe. Therefore, we have a permutation o of
{1,...,4} and wy,...,wy € A* such that w = wg - - - wy,
wo € L(<‘A>aq7QG(l))? w; € L(<‘A>aq0(i)aqo’(i+l)) for ev-
ery 1 < i < n—1and wy € L((A),qo(),7). Con-
sider the word w' = wWoy,()Wi - Yorywe. It is clear
from the definitions that w’ € L({A),q,r) which yields
w' € L({A)) and {(w") € ((L({A))). Moreover, it is imme-
diate that ((w') = ((w) + ((y1) + -~ + ((ye) which yields
Cw) = B kT 4o + ke = T We get @ € C(L((A)))
as desired.

We turn to the converse inclusion which is based on pump-
ing arguments. Given a word w € L((A)), we need to prove
that ((w) € Upcg Usex, £(9,Vp). Since w € L({A)), there
exists ¢ € I and r € F such that w € L({A),q,r). We
let P C @ be the set of all states which are encountered in
the corresponding run: w is a P-witness. We use induction
on the length of w to show that there exists ¥ € Xp such
that {(w) € £(v,Vp) (which concludes the argument). There
are two cases. First assume that |w| < |Q|?. This implies
¢(w) € Xp by definition and we have ((w) € £L({(w), Vp),
concluding this case. Assume now that |w| > |Q|?. One may
verify with a pumping argument that there exist z1,xo € A*
and y € AT such that w = ziywo, the word w' = 120
remains a P-witness, |y| < |Q] and y € L({A), ¢, q) for some
q € P. Since y € AT and w = z1yza, we have |[u'| < |w].
Thus, since w’ is a P-witness, induction yields v € Xp
such that ((w') € L(v,Vp). Moreover, since |y| < |Q|
and y € L((A),q,q) for some ¢ € P, we have ((y) € Vp
by definition. Thus, ¢(w’) + {(y) € £L(v, Vp). Finally, since
w = r1yw and w' = x179,itis clear that ¢ (w) = ((w')+{(y).
Altogether, we obtain ((w) € L(v,Vp) which concludes
the proof. O

The second result is more general.

Proposition 29. Let n > 1 and S C 7™ be a Z-semilinear set.
Assume that for all d > 1, there exists a vector U € Z" such
that du € S. Then, 0 € S.

Proposition is a corollary of a standard theorem about
bases of subgroups of free Abelian groups (i.e., the groups Z™).
We first introduce terminology that we need to state this theo-
rem. Clearly, Z" is a commutative group for addition (called
“free abelian group of rank n”’). We consider the subgroups of
Z™ (the subsets which are closed under addition and inverses).
Additionally, we need the notion of basis. Given a subgroup G
of Z™, a basis of G is a finite set of vectors {v71,...,0,} C G
which satisfies the two following conditions:

1) G is generated by {o1,...,Un}. That is, we have

G={kivi+- - +knom | k1,...,km €Z}.
2) Forall kq,...,k,, € Z such that k101 +- - -+ kO, = 0,
we have ky = --- =k, = 0.



We now state the following standard theorem (see for
example [[17, Theorem 1.6]).

Theorem 30. Let G be a nontrivial subgroup of Z™. There
exist a basis {T1,...,T} of Z", a number m < n and
di,...,dpm > 1 such that d; divides d;11 for every i < m—1
and {d171,...,dnTm } is a basis of G.

We are now ready to prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition 29 Observe first that we may assume
without loss of generality that S is a Z-linear subset of Z™.
Indeed, by definition S is a finite union of Z-linear subsets.
Hence, by hypothesis, for every d > 1, there exists u € Z"
and a Z-linear set S’ in this union such that du € S’. In
particular, this is true when d = h! for some h > 1. Hence,
since the union is finite, it contains a fixed Z-linear set S’ such
that there exists infinitely many d such that d = h! for some
h > 1 and du € S'. It then follows that for every d > 1, there
exists 4 € Z™ such that du € S’. Therefore, we may replace
S with 7.

We assume from now on that S’ is Z-linear: we have v € Z"
and a finite set V' C Z"™ such that S = £(v,V). If V =0 or
V = {0}, we have £(v, V) = {v}. Thus, forevery d > 1, there
exists @ € Z" such that ¥ = du. In particular, this holds for
a number d which is strictly larger than the absolute values
of all entries in ©. Clearly, this implies ? = 0 and we get
0 € L(p,V). We now assume that V' contains a non-zero
vector.

Let G C Z™ be the subgroup of Z" generated by the set
V' C Z™. By hypothesis on V, GG is nontrivial. Therefore,
Theorem B0 yields a basis {T71,...,Z,} of Z", m < n and
dy,...,dm > 1 such that {d,77,...,dnTn} is a basis of G.

Since {Z7,...,T,} is a basis of Z", we have hq, ..., h, € Z
such that v = hix1 + - - - + h,,T,,. Let d be the least common
multiplier of |hi| + 1,...,|hs| + 1,d1,...,d > 1. By
hypothesis, there exists @ € Z™ such that du € £(v, V). Thus,
since GG is the subgroup generated by V/, there exists § € G
such that du = © + g. Since {Z71,...,T,} is a basis of Z",
we have ki,...,k, € Z such that u = k1T1 + -+ + knTp.
Moreover, since {d1Z7,...,dmTm} is a basis of GG, we have
li,...,4y, € Z such that § = (1diZT7 + -+ + LndmTom.
Altogether, we obtain,

Mo ohmi+ Y Lidiw =Y dkiT
1<i<n 1<j<m 1<i<n

Since {77, ...,T,} is a basis, this implies that for all ¢ > m,
we have h; = dk;. By definition d > |h;| (it is a nonzero
multiple of |h;| 4+ 1). Thus, dk; = h; implies that k; = h; = 0.
Since this holds for every ¢ > m, we obtain,

SNoohm+ Y tdim= Y dki.
1<i<n 1<j<m 1<i<m

This yields the following,

v+ (b1dy —dk)T1 + - + (bpndyy, — dky )T = 0.

By definition d is a multiple of d; for every ¢ < m. Therefore,
there exists ¢, € Z such that ¢;d; — dk; = ¢/d;. Thus, we
obtain,

v+ diT 4+ 4, dn T = 0.

Since {d1771, ..., dmTm } is a basis of G which is the subgroup

generated by V, we obtain 0 € F(v,V) as desired. (|
We may now prove that 2) = 1) in Theorem We
consider the contrapositive. Assume that {L(A4), -+, L(Ag)}

is not AMT-coverable. We prove that ;. C(L((A;))) # 0.
First, we use our hypothesis to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 31. For every d > 1, there exist T,¥y1,. ..
such that T + dy; € ((L({A;))) for every j < k.

Uk €27

Proof. Given w,w’ € A*, we write w ~g w’ if and only if
|w|e = |w'|, mod d for all a € A. Clearly, ~4 is an equiva-
lence of finite index on A*. One may verify that each ~4-class
belongs to AMT. Thus, the partition K of A* into ~4-classes
is an AMT-cover of A* and since {L(A;),---, L(Ax)} is not
AMT-coverable, there exists a ~4-class which intersects L(A ;)
forall j < k. We getwy € L(Aq),...,wx € L(Ag) such that
Wy ~g - ~q Wy Let T = ((w1) € N™. Let j < k. The fact
that w; ~q wy yields §; € Z" such that {(w;) = T + dgj.
Since w; € L(A;) C L((A;)), we have ((w;) € C(L((A;)))
which completes the proof. O

By Lemma C(L((A;))) C Z™ is Z-semilinear for each
j < k. We build a Z-semilinear subset of Z*™. We use vector
concatenation: for 4,4 > 1, T € Z" and § € Z%2, we write
T-jj € Z1 T for the vector obtained by concatenating Z with 7.
Let S C Z*" be the set of all vectors @7 - - - g + Z* such that
T; € C(L((A;))) for every j < k and T € Z".

Since the sets ((L((A;))) C Z™ are Z-semilinear, one may
verify that S C Z* is Z-semilinear as well. Lemma[3I]implies
that for every d > 1, there exist Z, 97, ...,y € Z" such that
T + dy; € ((L({(A;))) for all j < k. By definition of .S, this
implies d(77---Jr) € S. Altogether, it follows that for all
d > 1, there exists § € Z*" such that dy € S. Since S is Z-
semilinear, this yields 0 € S by Proposition 29 By definition
of S, we get T € Z"™ such that T € ((L((A;))) for all j < k.
Thus, ;< C(L((A;))) # 0 which completes the proof. [

C. Complexity lower bound

We prove that AMT-covering and AMT-separation are co-
NP-complete. As we explained above, the upper bound follows
from Theorem 271 Here, we prove the lower bound: both prob-
lems are co-NP-hard. Actually since separation is a special
case of covering, it suffices to show that AMT-separation is
co-NP-hard.

Remark 32. When considering complexity, it is important to
distinguish the case when the alphabet is fixed from the one
when it is a parameter of the problem. Here, we consider the
latter case: we show that given an alphabet A and two NFAs
over A, deciding whether the recognized languages are AMT-
separable is co-NP-hard. Actually, when the alphabet is fixed,
one may show that the problem is in P (roughly, this boils



down to disjointedness of Parikh images for NFAs which is
known to be in P when the alphabet is fixed [20]).

We actually show that non AMT-separability is NP-hard.
More precisely, we present a logarithmic space reduction
from 3-satisfiability (3-SAT) to this problem. Given a 3-SAT
formula ¢, we explain how to construct two regular languages
L1, Ly and show that they are not AMT-separable if and only if
 is satisfiable. We only describe the construction: that NFAs
for the regular languages L; and Lo can be computed from ¢
in logarithmic space is straightforward and left to the reader.

Let C4,...,Ck be the 3-clauses such that ¢ = /\i<,C C;
and let zi,...,x, be the propositional variables in . We
construct two finite languages L; and Lo over the alpha-
bet A ={x1,...,2n,71,...,T, }. Intuitively, we code assign-
ments of truth values for the variables {1, ...,z,} by words
in A*. Given w € A*, we say that w is an encoding if for
all 7 < n, w contains either the letter x; or the letter x;, but
not both. It is immediate that an assignment of truth values
for the variables {z1,...,z,} can be uniquely defined from
any such encoding.

We let H; = {2 | 1 <p <k}U{z;? |1 <p <k} forall
1 < n. We may now define L; C A*. We let,

Ly=HHy---H,.

Clearly L; is finite and all the words in L; are encodings. We
turn to the definition of Lo. For every j < k, we associate a
language 77 to the 3-clause C';. Assume that C; = ¢, V{3V {3
where 01,05, 03 € {x1,%1,...,2Tn, Ty} are literals. We define,

Tj = {él,ég,fg}.
Finally, we define,
Lo=1Ty-- Tk({E} U Hl) s ({E} U Hn)

Clearly, Ly is finite as well. Observe that the words in Ly need
not be encodings. On the other hand, all encodings within Lo
(if any) correspond to an assignment of truth values which
satisfies {C4,...,Ck}.

It remains to show that L;, Lo are not AMT-separable if
and only if the ¢ is satisfiable. We start with the right to
left implication. Assume that there exists a truth assignment
satisfying ¢. By definition of L; and L2, one may verify that
there exists wi € Lj and wy € Lo which are both encodings of
this assignment. Moreover, one may verify that we can choose
w1 and wy so that |wq |, = |wz|, forevery a € A. This implies
that a(w1) = a(wz) for every morphism o : A* — G into
an commutative group G. Hence, in view of Lemma 26] every
language K € AMT which contains w; must contain wy as
well. Since wy € Ly and wy € Lo, it follows that L and Lo
are not AMT-separable.

Conversely, assume that L; and Lo are not AMT-separable.
By definition, L; and L are finite. Thus, there exists d € N
such that |w| < d for every w € L1 U Ly. We consider the
equivalence ~4 over A*. By Lemma every union of ~g4-
classes belongs to AMT. Hence, since L; and Lo are not AMT-
separable, there exists a ~4-class which intersects both L; and

Ly. We obtain wy € Ly and wy € Lo such that wy ~g ws:
we have |wi|, = |wh|, mod d for every a € A. Moreover,
since |wy| < d and |ws| < d by definition of d, this yields
|w1]a = |wa|q for every a € A. By definition of L;, the word
w; € L; encodes an assignment of truth values. Moreover,
since |w], = |we|, for every a € A, the word wo encodes
the same assignment of truth values. Finally, since wy € Lo,
this assignment satisfies ¢ which completes the proof.

V. COVERING FOR MODULO LANGUAGES

In this section, we reduce MOD-covering to GR-covering
and AMT-covering for unary alphabets. Then, we show that
MOD-covering is co-NP-complete, while MOD-separation is
NL-complete.

A. MOD-covering algorithm

Getting a “naive” direct algorithm for MOD-covering is
straightforward. Here, we prove that MOD-covering reduces to
both GR-covering and AMT-covering. This approach provides
much better complexity upper bounds than the naive one.

The reduction is based on a simple construction. It takes a
language L. C A* as input and builds a new one over a unary
alphabet (i.e., containing a unique letter). We let U ={$} and
u : A* — U* be the morphism defined by p(a) = $ for
every a € A. It is standard that if L C A* is recognized by an
input NFA A, one may compute an NFA recognizing p(L) in
logarithmic space (all transitions must be relabeled by “$”).

Theorem 33. Let k > 1 and L1,..., Ly C A*. The following
conditions are equivalent:

1) The set {L1,...,Ly} is MOD-coverable.
2) The set {i(L1),...,u(Ly)} is AMT-coverable.
3) The set {i1(L1),...,u(Ly)} is GR-coverable.

Proof. We prove that 1) = 2) = 3) = 1). Let us start with
1) = 2). Assume that {L1,..., L} is MOD-coverable. We
get a MOD-cover K of A* such that for each K € K, there
is ¢ < k satisfying K NL; = 0. Let H = {u(K) | K € K}.
Since K is a cover of A* and p is surjective, H must be a cover
of U*. One may verify that all H € H belongs to MOD since
this is the case for all K € K. Hence, since MOD C AMT,
we obtain that H is an AMT-cover of U*. It remains to verify
for each H € H, there exists 7 < k such that H N pu(L;) = 0.
By definition, H = u(K) for some K € K. By hypothesis
on K, we get i < k such that K N L; = (). We show that
H N u(L;) = 0. By contradiction, assume that there exists
u€ HNu(L;). As H = u(K), we get w € K and w' € L;
such that p(w) = p(w’) = w. By definition of u, we have
|lw| = |w'| = |ul|. Since w € K and K € MOD, this yields
w' € K. Thus, w' € K N L;, a contradiction.

The implication 2) = 3) is trivial as AMT C GR. It remains
to prove 3) = 1). Assume that {u(L1),...,u(Lg)} is GR-
coverable. This yields a GR-cover H of U* such that for each
H € H, there exists ¢ < k satisfying H N p(L;) = (. We let
K = {u~'(H) | H € H}. By definition of H, one may verify
that K is a cover of A* and that for all K € K, thereis 1 < k



such that K N L; = 0. It remains to show that K is a MOD-
cover (which implies that {L1, ..., Ly} is MOD-coverable, as
desired). Let H € H. We prove that 4~ 1(H) € MOD. By
definition, we have to exhibit ¢ > 1 such that for w,w’ € A*,
if |w| = |w'| mod ¢, then we p~*(H) & w' € p= (H) (e.,
u(w) € H < p(w') € H). Since H € GR, we get a morphism
a : U* — G into a finite group G recognizing H. It is standard
that there is ¢ > 1 such that g? = 14 for all g € G. We now fix
w,w’ € A* such that |w| = |w'| mod ¢. This yields » > 0 and
k,k" > 1 such that |w| = r+kq and |w'| = r+&'q. Hence, we
have p(w) = $"+% and p(w') = $7T9%. By definition of ¢,
this yields a(u(w)) = a(p(w')) = a($"). As « recognizes H,
we get u(w) € H < p(w') € H, as desired. O

Theorem provides log-space reductions from MOD-
covering to AMT-covering and from MOD-separation to GR-
separation. Hence by Section MOD-covering is in co-NP
and by Section [l MOD-separation is in P. In the next two
subsections, we show that the co-NP upper bound for covering
is tight, while MOD-separation is in fact NL-complete.

B. Complexity of MOD-covering

As we explained above, MOD-covering is in co-NP: The-
orem provides a logarithmic space reduction to AMT-
covering which is itself in co-NP. Here, we prove that this
upper bound is tight. We actually show that non MOD-
coverability is NP-hard. More precisely, we present a loga-
rithmic space reduction from 3-satisfiability (3-SAT) to this
problem. Given a 3-SAT formula ¢, we explain how to
construct a finite set of regular languages and show that it
is not MOD-coverable if and only if ¢ is satisfiable. We only
describe the construction: that NFAs for the regular languages
in the set can be computed from ¢ in logarithmic space is
straightforward and left to the reader.

Remark 34. Note that Theorem[33lalso provides a logarithmic
space reduction from MOD-covering to GR-covering. Hence,
the lower bound for MOD-covering that we prove in this
section transfers to GR-covering, which is therefore co-NP-
hard (recall that the upper bound for this problem is PSPACE,
since it amounts to checking nonemptiness of an intersection
of automata).

Let C1, ..., Cj be the 3-clauses such that ¢ = /\i<,C C; and
letzy, ..., x, be the propositional variables in ¢. Consider the
unary alphabet U = {$}. We construct a finite set of regular
languages over U. We encode the assignment of truth values
for xy,...,x, by single words in U*. Let py,...,p, € N be
the first n prime numbers. For each w € U*, we associate an
assignment val(w) € {0,1}" that encodes a mapping z; — b;
giving truth values for the variables z;,...,z,. We define
val(w) = (b1, ...,by) such that for each i < n, we let b; = 1
if |w| is a multiple of p; and b; = 0 otherwise. Note that
since p1, . . . , Py, are primes, each assignment of truth values for

Z1,...,Ty, is encoded by some word in U*. We now specify
the regular languages associated to ¢. For every ¢« < n, we let,

P, = {weU*||w| =p; mod0},

N, = {weU*||w £pimod0} = U*\P,.

Finally, with every j < k, we associate a language L; to the
3-clause C;. By definition, we have ¢1,%2,73 < m such that
Cj = fil /\éi2 /\éi3 where Eik S {,Tik , ﬁl‘ik}. For k € {1, 2, 3},
we let H, = Py, if fik = Xy, and H;, = N if éik = X, -
We then define L; = Hy U Hy U Hs. One may verify from
the definition that L; € MOD and that an NFA recognizing
L; can be computed from ¢ in logarithmic space. Moreover,
the following lemma may also be verified.

Lemma 35. The language ﬂj<k L; consists of every word
w € U* such that the assignment val(w) satisfies .

Since each assignment of truth values is encoded by some
word in U*, Lemma[33] implies that ¢ is satisfiable if and only
if ﬂjgk L; # 0. Finally, since L4, ...,L; € MOD, one may
verify that (<, L; # 0 if and only if {L1,...,Lx} is not
MOD-coverable. Altogether, we obtain that ¢ is satisfiable if
and only if {L1,..., Ly} is not MOD-coverable: this is indeed
a logarithmic space reduction from 3-SAT to non-coverability
for MOD.

C. Complexity of MOD-separation

We now prove that MOD-separation is in NL, by an analysis
the GR-separation procedure for unary alphabets. This implies
that MOD-separation is NL-complete, as NL is a generic lower
bound for separation. Indeed, there exists a straightforward
reduction from NFA emptiness (which is NL-complete) to C-
separation for an arbitrary Boolean algebra C: given an NFA A,
L(A) = 0 if and only if L(A) is C-separable from A*.

Theorem B3] presents a log-space reduction from MOD-
separation to GR-separation for languages over unary alpha-
bets. Hence, it suffices to prove that the latter problem is in
NL. Fix a single letter alphabet A = {a}. We prove that given
as input two NFAs A; and A, over A, one may decide in
NL whether L(A;) is not GR-separable from L(As). Since
NL = co-NL by the Immerman-Szelepcsényi theorem, this
implies as desired that GR-separation is in NL for languages
over unary alphabets. By Theorem [8 the two following con-
ditions are equivalent:

1) L(A;) is not GR-separable from L(Asz).

2) L(<-A1>s) N L(<-A2>s) 7£ @

Therefore, we have to prove that the second condition can be
decided in NL. For j € {1,2}, we write A; = (Q;, I;, Fj, 0;).
By definition, (A, ). is built from A; by adding new transitions
labeled by a~! (this is the construction of A; — (A;)) and
e-transitions (this is the construction of (A;) — (A;)c). It is
standard that if we have (A;). and (A2). in hand, deciding
whether L({A1)c) N L({A2)c) # O can be achieved in NL
since this boils down to graph reachability (in the product of
A; and A5 whose set of states is Q1 X (Q2). Therefore, we have
to prove that one may decide in NL whether a given transition
belongs to (d1). or (d2)e.



This is immediate for the transitions labeled by ¢ € A as
they already belong to d; and d2. Let us now consider the
transitions labeled by a=! € A~! which belong to (§;) and
(02). By definition, for j = 1,2, and ¢,r € @, we have
(r,a=t,q) € (§;) if and only if (¢,a,r) € &; and g,r are
strongly connected. Clearly, this can be checked in NL since
testing whether g, r are strongly connected boils down to graph
reachability (which is in NL). It remains to consider the e-
transitions in (1), and (d2).. We do so in the following lemma
(this is where we use the hypothesis that the alphabet is unary).

Lemma 36. Let j € {1,2} and g, € Q);, one may decide in
NL whether (q,e,1) € (d;)..

Proof. By definition, we have (q,e,7) € (J;). if and only
if there exists w € L. C A* such that w € L((A;),q,r).
Observe that since we have A = {a}, it follows that
L.={we A* | |w|, =]|w|,-1}. We use this property to
prove that deciding whether (gq,e,7) € (d;). boils down to
graph reachability, which again can be decided in NL.

We let U = @Q; x Z be a set of vertices and consider the
following set of edges:

E = {((¢, %), (¢"sk+ 1)) | (q,0,4") € (6;)}
U {(@ k) (@ k= 1) | (g loq) € (3}

Consider the graph G = (U, E). One may verify that
(g,g,7) € (&)< if and only if there exists a path from (g,0) to
(r,0) in G. We prove that the latter condition can be checked
in NL. Let V = {(¢,k) € U | |k| < |Q,|*}. We show that
there exists a path (¢,0) to (r,0) in G if and only if there
exists a path from (g,0) to (r,0) in G using only states in V.
It is then straightforward that this last property can be tested
in NL, since this is again a graph reachability problem over
a graph with |V| = |Q;| x (2|@Q;] + 1) vertices, whose edges
can be computed from A; in NL.

The right to left implication is immediate. For the converse
one, we consider a path from (¢,0) to (r,0) in G. We prove
that if this path contains a vertex in U \ V, then there exists
a strictly shorter path from (¢,0) to (r,0). One may then
iterate the result to build a path that only contains states in V/,
completing the proof. Let (so, ko), ..., (Sn,kn) € U be the
vertices along our path: (so, ko) = (q,0), (8n,kn) = (r,0),
and for every i < n, we have ((s;, ki), (Si+1,ki+1)) € E.
Moreover, we know that there exits some index h < n such
that (sp, k) € V, i.e., such that |ks| > |Q;|%. By symmetry,
we assume that k, > |Q;|? and leave the case ky, < —|Q;|?
to the reader. We write m = kj, for the proof. By definition
of F and since kg = k,, = 0, there exist,

0<ipg < - <ipog <h<i, <--<ij<mn,
such that k;, = ky =1,... .k, , = ky  =m—1 We
also write 19 = 0 and iy = n. By hypothesm kiy = ky = 0.
Since m > |Q;|?, it now follows from the pigeonhole pr1n01ple
that there exist 0 < /7 < f5 < m — 1 such that Sig, = Siy,

and sy = s; . Let { = {5 — (1. One may verify from the
deﬁnmon of E that the following paths exist in G:
(507 kO) S (Sigl , kigl ) — (Si£2+1 ) ki£2+1 - ﬂ)
(SW2+17 Tog+1 f) — = (Shakh - f)
(Sh,kh—g) - — (8%271,]{%271 —é) — (Sizl,k%l)
(s, )—>---—>(sn,kn).

L1

Altogether, we get a strictly shorter path from (g, 0) to (r,0),
which completes the proof. O

VI. CONCLUSION

We proved simple separation and covering algorithms for
the classes GR, AMT and MOD using only standard notions
from automata theory. For GR and AMT, the proofs are based
on the automata-theoretic construction “A — (A)”. Since
the statements behind the two algorithms (i.e., Theorem
and Theorem are similar, a natural question is whether
their proofs can be unified (as of now, they are independent).
We also obtained tight complexity bounds: separation is NL-
complete for MOD, co-NP-complete for AMT and P-complete
for GR. Covering is co-NP-complete for both MOD and AMT,
and between co-NP and PSPACE for GR. This raises the
question of the exact complexity of GR-covering.
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