arXiv:2102.06798v3 [cs.FL] 10 Mar 2023

Co-lexicographically Ordering Automata and Regular Languages - Part II

Nicola Cotumaccio^{1,2}, Giovanna D’Agostino^3, Alberto Policriti^3, Nicola Prezza^4

1 Gran Sasso Science Institute, L’Aquila, Italy. Email: nicola.cotumaccio@gssi.it 2 Dalhousie University, Halifax, Canada. Email: nicola.cotumaccio@dal.ca 3 University of Udine, Italy. Email: giovanna.dagostino@uniud.it, alberto.policriti@uniud.it 4 University Ca’ Foscari, Venice, Italy. Email: nicola.prezza@unive.it

Abstract. Consider the problem of matching a pattern P of length |P | against the elements of a given regular language L in the setting where L can be pre-processed off-line in a fast data structure (an index). Regular expression matching is an ubiquitous problem in computer science, finding fundamental applications in areas including, but not limited to, natural language processing, search engines, compilers, and databases. Recent results have settled the exact complexity of this problem: Θ(|P |m) time is necessary and sufficient for indexed pattern matching queries, where m is the size of an NFA recognizing L. This, however, does not mean that all regular languages are hard to index: for instance, for the sub-class of Wheeler languages [2] we can reduce query time to the optimal O(|P |). A Wheeler language admits a total order of a finite refinement of its Myhill-Nerode equivalence classes reflecting the co-lex order of their elements. This boosts indexing performance because classes whose elements are suffixed by P form a range in this order. In [5] this technique was extended to arbitrary NFAs by allowing the order to be partial. This line of attack suggested that the width p of such an order is the parameter ultimately capturing the fine-grained complexity of the problem:

(i) indexed pattern matching can always be solved in Õ(|P |p^2) time, (ii) the classic powerset construction algorithm always produces an output whose size is exponential in p rather than in the input’s size, and (iii) p even determines how succinctly NFAs can be encoded.

In the present work, we tackle the regular language indexing problem by first studying the hierarchy of p-sortable languages: regular languages accepted by automata of width p. We show that the hierarchy is strict and does not collapse, and provide (exponential in p) upper and lower bounds relating the minimum widths of equivalent NFAs and DFAs. Our bounds indicate the importance of being able to index NFAs, as they enable indexing regular languages with much faster and smaller indexes. Our second contribution solves precisely this problem, optimally: we devise a polynomial-time algorithm that indexes any NFA with the optimal value p for its width, without explicitly computing p (NP-hard to find). In particular, this implies that we can index in polynomial time the well-studied case p = 1 (Wheeler NFAs). More in general, in polynomial time we can build an index breaking the worst-case conditional lower bound of Ω(|P |m), whenever the input NFA’s width is p ∈ o( √ m).

1 Introduction

String indexing is the algorithmic problem of building a small data structure (an index ) over a given string supporting fast substring search queries [20]. Building efficient string indexes is a challenging problem finding important applications in several areas, notably bioinformatics [18,19]. Lifting this problem to a regular collection L of strings is an even more challenging problem and naturally calls into play finite state automata. As a matter of fact, Regular expression matching is an ubiquitous problem in computer science, finding fundamental applications in areas including, but not limited to, natural language processing, search engines, compilers, and databases. When L is represented as an NFA (equivalently, a regular expression) of size m, existing on-line algorithms [3] solve the problem in O(πm) time, π being the length of the query pattern. Recent lower bounds by Backurs and Indyk [4], Equi et al. [7, 8], Potechin and Shallit [21], and Gibney [14] show that, unless important conjectures such as the Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis (SETH) [17] fail, this complexity cannot be significantly improved. This holds even in the off-line setting (the subject matter of our work) where L can be pre-processed in an index in polynomial time and the complexity is measured in terms of query times [9]. As pointed out by Backurs and Indyk [4], Gagie et al. [13], Alanko et al. [1, 2], and Cotumaccio and Prezza [5], however, this does not necessarily mean that all regular languages are hard to index.

Indeed, [1, 2] tackled the task of characterising regular languages admitting a direct generalization of known string indexing techniques—those accepted by so-called Wheeler automata introduced in [13]. More specifically, recalling that a state q of an NFA can be seen as the collection I_q of strings labeling the paths that connect the start state with q, [1, 2] showed that Wheeler automata are those for which (i) each I_q is a convex set in the co-lexicographic (for brevity, co-lex) ordered set of strings read on the automaton’s paths, and (ii) the family of these I_q enjoys the so-called prefix/suffix property: the only way I_q can intersect another I_q′ is that a suffix of the former coincides with a prefix of the latter (or vice versa).

In other words, the co-lex order over strings can be naturally lifted to the elements of a family of convex sets enjoying such property. In turn, this defines an order over the automaton’s states which enables pattern matching queries in optimal O(π) time: states reached by a path labeled with a given string P form an interval in this order [13].

Since, clearly, not all (interesting, regular) languages admit a Wheeler accepting automaton, the next natural question is: what if we want to index a general regular language? can we say something on the language’s propensity to be indexed? can we give directions/bounds on the complexity of such indexing task?

In this paper, elaborating on the idea put forward in [5], we prove that the above ideas are a sort of one-dimensional version of a more general setting. From this more general point of view, the set of the I_q’s is (always, for any automaton) partially ordered and all its elements end up in a collection of p totally ordered components, where p is the order’s width.

It turns out that the order’s width p is a fundamental measure of NFA complexity [5]: (i) indexed pattern matching can always be solved in Õ(πp^2) time (the Wheeler case corresponding to p = 1), (ii) the standard powerset construction algorithm always produces an output whose size is exponential in p, rather than in the input’s size, and (iii) p even determines how succinctly NFAs can be encoded (O(1 + log p) bits per edge, assuming constant alphabet for simplicity).

Within this framework, our main contribution is to begin the study of the hierarchy (encompassing all regular languages) of p-sortable languages — regular languages accepted by automata of width p (for the minimum such p) — and show how to efficiently index them. In this hierarchy, regular languages are sorted according to the new measure of NFA complexity, the width. More in detail:

(1) We show that the hierarchy is strict and does not collapse: a language of width p exists for all p ≥ 1. (2) We explore the effect that determinism has on the automaton’s width. We prove upper- and lower-bounds showing that determinism forces an exponentially-large p in the worst case.

(3) While in [5] it was shown how to index DFAs in polynomial time for the optimal value of p, our contribution (2) suggests that this is not yet sufficient in order to index regular languages optimally. We therefore devise a polynomial-time algorithm that indexes any NFA for its optimal value p of width.

Crucially, contribution (3) is achieved in a width-oblivious sense, that is, without explicitly computing p. Notice that a detour is unavoidable, since computing the smallest p of an NFA is an NP-hard problem [5, 15].

Our findings have important algorithmic consequences for the regular expression matching problem: any NFA A of size m and width p ∈ o( √ m) can be indexed in polynomial time so that pattern matching queries on L(A) (for example, membership) can be solved in o(πm) time. This breaks the conditional lower bound Ω(πm) of Equi et al. [9] holding in the worst-case even when polynomial preprocessing time is allowed. A particular case of interest is the well-studied case of p = 1: Wheeler NFAs [13]. While this class of NFAs supports pattern matching queries in optimal O(π) time, deciding membership of an NFA to this class (and thus indexing all and only the Wheeler NFAs) was proven to be NP-complete already in [15]. Our index-construction algorithm sidesteps this problem by indexing a strictly larger class of NFAs, thus not directly deciding Wheelerness of the input NFA.

The paper is organized as follows: after giving some definitions and basic results in Section 3, in Section 4 we discuss the notion of width of a regular languages and relate the two hierarchies— deterministic/nondeterministic—based on this notion. Finally, in Section 5 we exhibit a polynomialtime algorithm indexing NFAs with the optimal value for their width p. In order to achieve this, in Subsection 5.1 we first exhibit a new order on the states of an NFA that is strictly more general than co-lex orders and that can be computed in polynomial time. In Subsection 5.2 we show the states of an NFA, when sorted according to our order, enable solving fast pattern matching queries on the NFA’s paths.

Due to limited space, the proofs can be found in the appendix.

2 Notation

We say that (V, ≤) is a partial order if V is a set and ≤ is a binary relation on V being reflexive, antisymmetric and transitive. Any u, v ∈ V are said to be ≤-comparable if either u ≤ v or v ≤ u hold. We write u < v when u ≤ v and u ≠ v. We write u ‖ v if u and v are not ≤-comparable. Note that for every u, v ∈ V exactly one of the following hold true: (1) u = v, (2) u < v, (3) v < u, (4) u ‖ v. We say that (V, ≤) is a total order if (V, ≤) is a partial order and every pair of elements in (V, ≤) are ≤-comparable. A subset Z ⊆ V is a ≤-chain if (Z, ≤) is a total order, and a family {V_i}^p_{i=1} is a ≤-chain partition if {V_i}^p_{i=1} is a partition of V and each V_i is a ≤-chain. The width of (V, ≤) is the smallest integer p for which there exists a chain partition {V_i}^p_{i=1}. We say that U ⊆ V is an ≤-antichain if every pair of elements in U are not ≤-comparable. Dilworth’s theorem [6] states that the width of (V, ≤) is the cardinality of a largest ≤-antichain. A subset C of a partial order (V, ≤) is ≤-convex if for every u, v, z ∈ V , if u, z ∈ C and u < v < z, then v ∈ C. If C is a ≤-convex set over a total order, then we call it an ≤-interval. If the order is deducible from the context, we drop the prefix ≤.

If Σ is a finite alphabet of size σ, we denote by Σ^∗ the set of (possibly empty) finite words over Σ. We fix an order ⪯ over the alphabet Σ and we extend it co-lexicographically to words in Σ^∗, that is, for α, β ∈ Σ^∗ we declare α ⪯ β if and only if the reversed string α^R is lexicographically smaller than or equal to β^R. We call this order co-lex, and in Section 3 extend it to sets of strings and states of an NFA.

A nondeterministic finite automaton (NFA) over the alphabet Σ is a 4-tuple A = (Q, s, δ, F ), where Q is the set of states, s is the initial state, δ : Q × Σ → P ow(Q) is the transition function, and F ⊆ Q is the set of final states. As customary, we extend δ to operate on strings as follows: for all q ∈ Q, a ∈ Σ, and α ∈ Σ^∗: δ(q, ϵ) = {q}, δ(q, αa) = ⋃ v∈δ(q,α) δ(v, a).

It is also convenient to define an edge of an automaton as a triple (u, v, a) with v ∈ δ(u, a) and denote the set of edges of the automaton as E_A—simply E when A is clear from the context.

We say that a state q^′ is reachable from a state q if there exists α ∈ Σ^∗ with q^′ ∈ δ(q, α). We denote by L(A) = {α ∈ Σ^∗ | δ(s, α) ∩ F ≠ ∅}. An automaton A is deterministic (a DFA), if |δ(q, a)| ≤ 1, for any q ∈ Q and a ∈ Σ. If the automaton is deterministic we write δ(q, α) = q^′ for the unique q^′ such that δ(q, α) = {q^′} (if defined).

Throughout this paper we assume that every NFA A satisfies the following properties: (1) every state is reachable from the initial state, (2) every state allows to reach a final state, (3) the initial state is not reachable from any other state, and (4) all edges reaching the same state have the same label (input-consistency). This is required for indexing and is not restrictive since inputconsistency can be forced by replacing each state with |Σ| copies of itself without changing the accepted language. To simplify our notation, we denote by λ(u) the (uniquely determined) label of all incoming edges of node u. For the initial state s, we write λ(v) = # /∈ Σ and we assume # ≺ c for all c ∈ Σ. To make notation more compact, we will sometimes write (u, v) for (u, v, a), because it must be a = λ(v).

If A = (Q, s, δ, F ) is an NFA, we denote with P ref(L(A)) the set of prefixes of words in L(A). For every α ∈ P ref(L(A)), let I_α = {q ∈ Q | δ(s, α) = q}. For every q ∈ Q, let I_q = {α ∈ P ref(L(A)) | δ(s, α) = q}. 3 Co-lexicographic orders

In this section we recall basic definitions and results from [5] and we explain how a co-lex order can mirror the co-lex order of the words in the sets I_u’s.

Definition 1. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. A co-lex order on A is a partial order ≤ on Q that satisfies the following two axioms:

1. (Axiom 1) For every u, v ∈ Q, if λ(u) ≺ λ(v), then u < v (in particular, the initial state comes before all remaining states);

2. (Axiom 2) For all edges (u^′, u), (v^′, v) ∈ E, if λ(u) = λ(v) and u < v, then u^′ ≤ v^′.

As originally defined in [13], Wheeler automata are precisely those for which the order ≤ of Definition 1 is total. Not all automata admit a Wheeler order and not all languages are recognized by some Wheeler automaton. On the other hand, every automaton admits a co-lex order [5]. As a consequence, if we drop the totality requirement, we can consider the whole class of finite automata and we can use the width of the partial order (intuitively, the “distance” from being a total order) to classify automata and the languages that they accept (see Definitions 2 and 4).

Definition 2. [5, Def. 3.3] Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. The width of A, denoted by width(A), is the smallest width of a co-lex order on A.

Moving from states to set of strings, a co-lex order forces a partial order over the family of all I_q’s. First, let us recall the key result from [5] (the reader can find the original proof in the appendix).

Lemma 1. [5, Lem. 3.1] Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA, and let ≤ be a co-lex order on A. Let u, v ∈ Q and α, β, ∈ P ref(L(A)) be such that u ∈ I_α, v ∈ I_β and {u, v} ⊈ I_α ∩ I_β. 1. If α ≺ β, then u ‖ v or u < v. 2. If u < v, then α ≺ β.

We can now define a partial order on the I_u’s.

Definition 3. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. On the set {I_u | u ∈ Q}, define for I_u ≠ I_v: I_u ≺ I_v ⇐⇒ (∀α ∈ I_u)(∀β ∈ I_v)({α, β} ⊈ I_u ∩ I_v → α ≺ β). Lemma 2. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. Then, ({I_u|u ∈ Q}, ⪯) is a partial order.

From Lemma 1 we immediately obtain:

Corollary 1. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. Let ≤ be a co-lex order on A. If u < v, then I_u ⪯ I_v.

In Figure 1 we present an NFA A with width(A) = 2. The width is at most 2 because the reflexive and transitive closure of {(0, 1), (1, 3), (3, 5), (0, 2), (2, 4), (4, 6)} is a co-lex order. At the same time, the width cannot be 1, because (1) ax, axx ∈ I_3, (2) bx ∈ I_4 \ I_3, (3) ax ≺ bx ≺ axx, so using Corollary 1 we conclude that states 3 and 4 cannot be comparable in any co-lex order on A.

0start123456abxxxyzx

Fig. 1: An NFA A with width(A) = 2.

In general, an NFA admits several co-lex orders. However, for DFAs we have the following result: Lemma 3. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be a DFA. For every u, v ∈ Q, with u ≠ v, let: u < v ⇐⇒ I_u ≺ I_v. Then, ≤ is a co-lex order. Moreover, for every co-lex order ≤^′ on A and for every u, v ∈ Q, if u ≤^′ v, then u ≤ v. We say that ≤ is the maximum co-lex order on A.

The existence of the maximum co-lex order has already been proved in [5], but here we provide an explicit characterization in terms of the I_u’s that will be crucial for our results.

We end this section with a technical lemma from [5] which will be used in Section 5. For completeness, we provide the original proof in the appendix.

Lemma 4. [5, Lem. 6.1] Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA, and let R be a relation on Q such that:

1. For every u, v ∈ Q, if λ(u) ≺ λ(v), then (u, v) ∈ R;

2. For all edges (u^′, u), (v^′, v) ∈ E, if λ(u) = λ(v) and (u, v) ∈ R, then (u^′, v^′) ∈ R.

If the transitive and reflexive closure R^∗ of R is antisymmetric, then R^∗ is a co-lex order on A.

4 Stratifying Regular Languages by Width

On the grounds of the definition of automata’s co-lex width, we start studying its implications for the theory of regular languages. In this section, we define the width of a regular language based on the co-lex orders on the automata recognizing it. As pointed out in [5], in Section 5 we shall see that the width of a language is a measure of algorithmic complexity in pattern matching.

Definition 4. Let L be a regular language.

1. The nondeterministic width of L, denoted by width^N (L), is the smallest integer p for which there exists an NFA A such that L(A) = L and width(A) = p.

2. The deterministic width of L, denoted by width^D(L), is the smallest integer p for which there exists a DFA A such that L(A) = L and width(A) = p.

In Lemma 6 we show that every level of both the above hierarchies is non-empty. To this end, we shall use the following lemma:

Lemma 5. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. Assume that A contains a simple cycle with m states such that all edges of the cycle are equally labeled. Then, width(A) ≥ m.

We can now prove:

Lemma 6. For every integer p ≥ 1, there exists a regular language L such that width^N (L) = width^D(L) = p. Clearly, for every regular language L we have width^N (L) ≤ width^D(L). Moreover, for languages with width^N (L) = 1, the so-called Wheeler languages, it is known that the nondeterministic and deterministic width coincide [1]. Nonetheless, we will prove that this property is truly peculiar of Wheeler languages, because the gap between the deterministic and nondeterministic hierarchies is, in general, exponential.

Let us start by providing an upper bound. The idea is to transform an NFA into an equivalent DFA by the usual powerset construction. Recall that, given an NFA A = (Q, s, δ, F ), the powerset construction algorithm builds a DFA A^∗ = (Q^∗, s^∗, δ^∗, F^∗) such that L(A) = L(A^∗) defined as: (i) Q^∗ = {I_α | α ∈ P ref(L(A))}, (ii) s^∗ = {s}, (iii) δ(I_α, a) = I_{αa} for all α ∈ Σ^∗ and a ∈ Σ such that αa ∈ P ref(L(A)), and (iv) F^∗ = {I_α | α ∈ L(A)}. Lemma 7. Let A be an NFA and let A^∗ be the powerset automaton obtained from A. Then, width(A^∗) ≤ 2^{width(A)} − 1. By picking an NFA A such that width(A) = width^N (L), we immediately conclude:

Corollary 2. Let L be a regular language. Then, width^D(L) ≤ 2^{widthN (L)} − 1.

Notice that, when width^N (L) = 1 (that is, when L is a Wheeler language), we obtain that width^D(L) = width^N (L), as already proved in [1].

Next, the following lemma will imply an exponential lower bound.

Lemma 8. Let p_1, . . . , p_k be distinct primes. Then, there exists a language L such that width^D(L) ≥ ∏_k i=1 p_i and width^N (L) ≤ ∑_k i=1 p_i.

Our lower bound easily follows:

Lemma 9. There exist a regular language L, whose width can be chosen arbitrarily large, such that width^D(L) ≥ e √_{widthN (L)} . Merging the above results with powerset construction and the indexing mechanism for DFAs described in [5, Cor. 6.1], one can easily obtain that NFAs can be indexed in polynomial time while breaking the lower bound [9] of Ω(πm) for matching a pattern of length π on the paths of an NFA of size m, whenever the NFA’s width is p < 0.5 log_2 m. In the next section we improve exponentially this indexability bound, raising it to p ∈ o( √ m). 5 Indexing NFAs in polynomial time

In [5] it was shown that, given a co-lex order of width p for an NFA A, it is possible to build an index for A solving pattern matching queries in O(π · p^2 log(pσ)) time, π being the pattern length. While the index can be built in polynomial time, finding the order yielding the smallest width p (that is, the co-lex width of A) is known to be an NP-hard problem [5]. In this section, we get around this problem by providing a polynomial-time algorithm that computes a new partial order for A (not necessarily a co-lex order) with the following interesting properties: (1) the new order’s width is not larger than A’s width, (2) while the new order is not necessarily co-lex, it satisfies a weaker property that we show to be sufficient for indexing. As a result, we will obtain a polynomial-time algorithm for indexing NFAs.

5.1 Sorting NFAs

In this subsection we present a polynomial-time algorithm computing a new indexable NFA order. Intuitively, our construction will work as follows:

1. Algorithm 1 solves the following problem: given an NFA A and two states u, v, decide whether there exists a co-lex order ≤ such that u ≤ v. Denote by (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃ such a property.

2. Our final order ⊴ compares states inside the same strongly connected component (SCC) of ρ_∃ arbitrarily (according to any pre-determined order over A’s states), and states in distinct SCCs according to the reachability relation on ρ_∃.

Our main result is to show that the order ⊴, while not necessarily being co-lex, (i) has width no larger than width(A), (ii) can be computed in polynomial time (as opposed to the co-lex order of smallest width), and (iii) enables NFA indexing.

Lemma 10. The output of Algorithm 1 - that is, R(A, u, v) - is nonempty if and only if there exists a co-lex order on A containing the pair (u, v).

Algorithm 1: R(A, u, v)

input : An NFA A = (Q, s, δ, F ) and two distinct states u, v ∈ Q, u ≠ v.

output: A relation ρ ⊆ Q × Q with the following properties: (1) any co-lex order containing (u, v) must also contain the entire ρ, and (2) the reflexive and transitive closure of ρ is a co-lex order containing (u, v). If no co-lex order containing (u, v) exists, then it returns ∅.

1 ρ ← ∅; ▷ Initialize an empty relation 2 S ← ∅ ; ▷ Initialize an empty stack of state pairs yet to be processed 3 ρ ← ρ ∪ {(u, v)}; ▷ ρ contains (u, v) by definition 4 S.push((u, v)) 5 foreach u^′, v^′ ∈ Q do 6 if λ(u^′) ≺ λ(v^′) then 7 ρ ← ρ ∪ {(u^′, v^′)}; ▷ Co-lex Axiom 1

8 repeat 9 (u^′, v^′) ← S.pop(); 10 foreach u^{′′}, v^{′′} ∈ Q |( u^{′′} ≠ v^{′′} ∧ (∃a ∈ Σ)((u^{′′}, u^′, a), (v^{′′}, v^′, a) ∈ EA)) do 11 if (v^{′′}, u^{′′}) ∈ ρ then 12 return ∅ ; ▷ ρ is not antisymmetric

13 if (u^{′′}, v^{′′}) /∈ ρ then 14 ρ ← ρ ∪ {(u^{′′}, v^{′′})}; ▷ Co-lex Axiom 2 15 S.push((u^{′′}, v^{′′})); 16 until S = ∅; 17 if acyclic(ρ) then 18 return ρ; ▷ The transitive closure of ρ is antisymmetric 19 else 20 return ∅; ▷ The transitive closure of ρ is not antisymmetric

Lemma 11. Algorithm 1 can be implemented so that it terminates in O(|Q|^4) time.

Definition 5. Let ρ_∃ be the relation on the set of states such that (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃ if and only if R(A, u, v) ≠ ∅. Moreover, let ∼ be the equivalence relation such that u ∼ v if and only if u and v belong to the same strongly connected component of ρ_∃.

Lemma 12. Consider the relations ρ_∃ and ∼.

1. If (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃, then I_u ⪯ I_v; 2. If u ∼ v, then I_u = I_v.

Let {q_1, . . . , q_n} be an arbitrary fixed enumeration of the states of A.

Definition 6. Let R ⊆ Q×Q be the relation on the set of states of A defined as follows. (q_i, q_j ) ∈ R if and only if:

– q_i ∼ q_j and i < j, or – q_i ≁ q_j and (q_i, q_j ) ∈ ρ_∃.

Let, moreover, ⊴ ⊆ Q × Q be the reflexive and transitive closure of R.

Remark 1. If (u, v) ∈ R, then there exists a path from u to v in ρ_∃. Indeed, If u ∼ v, then by definition of ∼, the states u and v belong to the same strongly connected component of ρ_∃ and we are done. On the other hand, if u ≁ v then by definition of R we have (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃.

Lemma 13. The following properties hold:

1. if u ⊴ v, then I_u ⪯ I_v; 2. ⊴ is a partial order; 3. width(⊴) ⪯ width(A); 4. ⊴ can be computed in O(|Q|^6) time.

Let A be an NFA for which there exists the maximum co-lex order, that is, a co-lex order ≤ such that for every co-lex order ≤^′ on A we have that u ≤^′ v implies u ≤ v. Then, the following lemma shows that ⊴ is equal to the maximum co-lex order. Since ⊴ can be determined in polynomial time, then the width of A can be determined in polynomial time as well. This implies that the NPhardness of determining the width of an NFA is due to automata that do not admit the maximum co-lex order. Lemma 3 implies that all DFAs admit the maximum co-lex order. More generally, it may be proved that all reduced NFAs (that is, NFAs such that u ≠ v implies I_u ≠ I_v) admit the maximum co-lex order.

Lemma 14. Let A be an NFA that admits the maximum co-lex order ≤. Then, ⊴ and ≤ are the same relation.

5.2 Indexing NFAs

In this section we introduce an index based on our NFA order ⊴. In fact, our index works on any order satisfying a weaker property: weak path coherency (Definition (8) below).

Let P ⊣ S, for P, S ∈ Σ^∗, indicate that P is a suffix of S.

Definition 7. Let B(P ) = {u ∈ Q |(∃α ∈ I_u)(P ⊣ α)} denote the set of all states reached by at least one path suffixed by P .

Definition 8. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA, and (Q, ≤) be a partial order. We say that (Q, ≤) is weakly path coherent if B(P ) is a convex set in (Q, ≤), for any P ∈ Σ^∗.

We first show that our order ⊴ is weakly path coherent, starting from the property in Lemma 13-1:

Lemma 15. Let ≤ be any partial order over the states Q of an NFA A = (Q, s, δ, F ), such that u ≤ v ⇒ I_u ⪯ I_v. Then, (Q, ≤) is weakly path coherent.

Remark 2. The name of the above property derives from the original work of [13] introducing Wheeler graphs, where the path coherency property was introduced. This original path coherency property (later generalized in [5] to co-lex NFAs) states that, starting from any interval in (Q, ≤) and considering all states reachable by reading a fixed string α ∈ Σ^∗, we end up in another interval on (Q, ≤). Weak path coherence is the special case in which the initial interval is the whole set Q.

In the following, let (Q, ≤) be any weakly path coherent partial order. Fix a chain partition Q_1, . . . , Q_t of (Q, ≤) into t linear (i.e., totally ordered) components. Note that a smallest chain decomposition of a partial order can be computed in polynomial time in the order’s size (that is, number of comparable pairs) [12]. In the following definition we consider the restriction of B(P ) to the states of a single linear component:

Definition 9. B_i(P ) = B(P ) ∩ Q_i, for each i = 1, . . . , t.

By Definition 8, the set of states B(P ) can be expressed as a disjoint union of t (possibly empty) intervals on the t linear components Q_1, . . . , Q_t, as follows: B(P ) = ∪^t_{i=1}B_i(P ). In particular, each such interval can be encoded by two indices l_i and r_i, as follows: B_i(P ) = Q_i[l_i, r_i] (l_i, r_i included), where Q_i[k] denotes the k-th element in the total order (Q_i, ≤). This means that B(P ) can be compactly represented as the t-uple of pairs (l_i, r_i)^t_{i=1}. Indeed, in [5] it was shown that such a representation is asymptotically optimal, for t = width(≤) (that is, Ω(width(≤)) words are required in the worst case to represent B(P )).

The idea behind our index is the following. For simplicity, we first give a description of our structure using arrays, then turn the arrays into data structures supporting fast queries. Let OUT_i[1, |Q_i|], for i = 1, . . . , t, be an array such that OUT_i[k] contains all outgoing edges of the k-th node in the i-th linear component, in the following format: OUT_i[k] = ⟨(a, j, q) : (Q_i[k], Q_j [q], a) ∈ E_A⟩. In other words, for each node we build a list (sorted arbitrarily) of all its outgoing edges, storing, for each of them, the edge’s label a, the target linear component Q_j , and the index q of the target node Q_j [q].

We argue that arrays OUT_i, for i = 1, . . . , t, are sufficient for solving pattern matching queries. Let (l_i, r_i)^t_{i=1} be the intervals, on the t linear components, of all nodes reached by a path suffixed by P , i.e. the representation of B(P ). Letting a ∈ Σ, we show how to update those intervals and compute (l^′_i, r^′_i)^t_{i=1}: the intervals of all nodes reached by a path suffixed by P a, i.e. B(P a). By the weak path coherency property (Definition 8), each B_j (P a) = Q_j[l^′_j , r^′_j ] is an interval; in particular, we can compute this interval by retrieving just its minimum l^′_j and maximum r^′_j. This is easy to achieve by means of the following technique: iterate over all origin intervals Q_i[l_i, r_i] (states reached by pattern P ), keeping track (scanning OUT_i[l_i, r_i]) of the minimum and maximum index of a node in Q_j reached by an edge labeled with character a and originating from Q_i[l_i, r_i]. The following algorithm formalizes this procedure.

Algorithm 2: Forward extension

input : The convex set B(P ), expressed as t intervals (li, ri)^t_{i=1}, and a letter a ∈ Σ. output: The convex set B(P a), expressed as t intervals (l^′_i, r^′_i)^t_{i=1}.

1 foreach j = 1, . . . , t do 2 m ← |Qj | + 1; 3 M ← 0;

4 foreach i = 1, . . . , t do 5 foreach s = li, . . . , ri do 6 foreach (a^′, j^′, q) ∈ OUTi[s] | a^′ = a ∧ j^′ = j do 7 m ← min(m, q); 8 M ← max(M, q);

9 (l^′_j , r^′_j ) ← (m, M);

10 return (l^′_i, r^′_i)^t_{i=1};

We now show how to speed up Algorithm 2. We leave unchanged the two outer for loops (t^2 iterations), and optimize searching the minimum and maximum elements in arrays OUT_i. Indeed, plugging standard compact data structures we can replace the two inner for loops with operations taking just O(log(t · σ)) time. In the appendix, we show:

Lemma 16. There is a representation for arrays OUT_i taking O(|A|) words of space and simulating the two inner for loops of Algorithm 2 in O(log(t · σ)) time.

Proof. (sketch) We represent each OUT_i as several sequences W_{i,a,j} = ⟨q | (Q_i[k], Q_j [q], a) ∈ E_A⟩ storing the positions q of nodes in the j-th linear component reached from Q_i while following edges labeled with character a. The particular representation we use (wavelet trees [10, 16]), employs a cascading technique allowing, given any range l, r, to find the sub-sequence W_{i,a,j}[l^′, r^′] = ⟨q | (Q_i[k], Q_j [q], a) ∈ E_A ∧ l ≤ k ≤ r⟩. To conclude, a range minimum (maximum) data structure [11] allows finding the minimum (maximum) element in any range of W_{i,a,j} in constant time. ⊓⊔ We finally obtain:

Theorem 1. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA with p = width(A). In polynomial time we can build a data structure taking O(|A|) words of space that, given a query string α ∈ Σ^π, supports the following operations in O(π · p^2 · log(p · σ)) time:

(i) Count the number of states reached by a path labeled α. (ii) Return unique identifiers for the states reached by a path labeled α. (iii) Decide whether α ∈ L(A).

Notably, Theorem 1 allows to index in polynomial time the well-studied case p = 1: Wheeler graphs [13]. In more general terms, it shows that problems involving pattern matching on NFAs (for example, regular expression matching) can be solved quickly when the NFA’s width is small.

6 Conclusions and further developments

We studied the collection of partial orders on the set of states of a given automaton A that maintain some coherence with the collection of strings reaching A’s states. We defined A’s width as the minimum possible width of a co-lex order on the automaton and introduced two (the deterministic and the non-deterministic) non collapsing hierarchies of regular languages. We also showed that the levels of such hierarchies are meaningful and proper complexity measures. Although the first level of each of the two hierarchies captures the same class of languages—the so-called Wheeler languages, where we can also find unique minimal automata up to isomorphism [1]—we proved that this is no longer true for higher levels, where we have an exponential gap between the nondeterministic and the deterministic hierarchy. This motivates the problem of indexing NFAs, which we showed can be solved in polynomial time.

Our language-theoretic and algorithmic results find important applications to the study of regular expression matching algorithms: we showed that regular languages represented as NFAs A in the low (p ∈ o( √ |A|)) levels of the nondeterministic hierarchy admit indexes supporting fast pattern matching queries (in particular, breaking known lower bounds) that can be built in polynomial time.

In a paper in preparation we shall consider the following questions on the notion of width of an automaton.

1. Given a regular language L (say, by giving its minimum DFA) can we calculate its width in an effective way? Notice that the width of the minimum DFA does not, in general, reflect the width of the language already at level one: there are Wheeler languages for which the minimum DFA is not Wheeler (see [1]), so the question is not trivial.

2. As for other interesting subclasses of regular languages, Wheeler languages admit an automata free characterization: a language L is Wheeler if and only if every monotone sequence in (P ref(L), ⪯) is “thin”, i.e. it ends definitely in at most one Myhill-Nerode class [1]. Can we find a similar characterization for languages of width p, for p > 1?

3. Is it possible to derive the width of a language directly from some combinatorial/graph-theoretical property of the minimum DFA accepting L?

4. Our lower bound of Lemma 9 and upper bound of Lemma 7 do not match. Can we improve this result by providing tight bounds for the separation between the deterministic and nondeterministic hierarchies?

In addition, our work opens further intriguing questions of more algorithmic flavor. For instance, can we devise fast algorithms that, given a DFA/NFA, outputs an equivalent DFA/NFA of minimum width? Can we prove conditional lower bounds for the regular expression matching problem as a function of the language’s width?

Notice that Algorithm 1 can be implemented in polynomial time, but the running time is quite high (Lemma 11). In this paper we focused on how to give an easy description of a polynomial time indexing technique for arbitrary NFAs, so overcoming the NP-hardness results for co-lex orders, but we did not explore efficient techinques for reducing the time complexity. For example, if R(A, u, v) ≠ ∅, then we have basically built a co-lex order ≤, and we can immediately conclude that it also holds R(A, u^′, v^′) ≠ ∅ for every u^′, v^′ such that u^′ < v^′ without needing to run Algorithm 1 on the pair (u^′, v^′).

Finally, can we adapt the circle of ideas and techniques developed in this area to other, more expressive, kind of networks?

A Proofs of Section 3

Statement of Lemma 1. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA, and let ≤ be a co-lex order on A. Let u, v ∈ Q and α, β, ∈ P ref(L(A)) be such that u ∈ I_α, v ∈ I_β and {u, v} ⊈ I_α ∩ I_β. 1. If α ≺ β, then u ‖ v or u < v. 2. If u < v, then α ≺ β.

Proof Since {u, v} ⊈ I_α ∩ I_β , then either u ∈ I_α \ I_β or v ∈ I_β \ I_α. Hence α ≠ β and u ≠ v.

1. We proceed by induction on min(|α|, |β|). If min(|α|, |β|) = 0, then α = ϵ, so u = s. We conclude u = s < v by Axiom 1.

Now assume min(|α|, |β|) ≥ 1. This implies α ≠ ϵ ≠ β and u ≠ s ≠ v. Let a be the last letter of α and let b the last letter of β; it must be a ⪯ b. If a ≺ b, then λ(u) ≺ λ(v), which implies u < v by Axiom 1. Otherwise, we can write α = α^′e and β = β^′e, with e ∈ Σ, α^′, β^′ ∈ Σ^∗ and α^′ ≺ β^′. Let u^′, v^′ ∈ Q be such that u^′ ∈ I_α′ , v^′ ∈ I_β′ and there exist edges (u^′, u) and (v^′, v). Then {u^′, v^′} ⊈ I_α′ ∩I_β′ , otherwise {u, v} ⊆ I_α ∩I_β. By the inductive hypothesis, we have u^′ ‖ v^′ or u^′ < v^′. Hence it must be u ‖ v or u < v, otherwise it would be v < u, which implies v^′ ≤ u^′ by Axiom 2.

2. We know that α ≠ β. If it were β ≺ α, then by the previous part it would be v ‖ u or v < u, leading to a contradiction. □

Statement of Lemma 2. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. Then, ({I_u|u ∈ Q}, ⪯) is a partial order.

Proof Let us prove antisymmetry. Assume that I_u ≺ I_v. Let us prove that I_v ⊀ I_u. In particular, we have I_u ≠ I_v, so there exists α ∈ I_u \ I_v or β ∈ I_v \ I_u. Assume that there exists α ∈ I_u \ I_v (the other case is analogous). It must be I_v ≠ ∅, so pick β ∈ I_v. We have {α, β} ⊈ I_u ∩ I_v, so I_u ≺ I_v implies α ≺ β. This means that I_v ≺ I_u cannot hold, otherwise it should also be β ≺ α, a contradiction.

Let us prove transitivity. Assume that I_u ≺ I_v and I_v ≺ I_z. Let us prove that I_u ≺ I_z. Pick α ∈ I_u and γ ∈ I_z such that {α, γ} ⊈ I_u ∩ I_z. We must prove that α ≺ γ. Assume that α ∈ I_u \ I_z (the other case, γ ∈ I_z \ I_u, is analogous). We distinguish two cases.

1. Assume α ∈ I_v. Then α ∈ I_v \ I_z, so {α, γ} ⊈ I_v ∩ I_z. From I_v ≺ I_z it follows α ≺ γ. 2. Assume α ∉ I_v. We distinguish two subcases.

(a) Assume γ ∈ I_v. Then α ∈ I_u \ I_v and γ ∈ I_v, so I_u ≺ I_v implies α ≺ γ. (b) Assume γ ∉ I_v. Since I_v ≠ ∅, pick any β ∈ I_v. We have α ∈ I_u \ I_v and β ∈ I_v, so I_u ≺ I_v implies α ≺ β. Moreover, we have γ ∈ I_z \ I_v and β ∈ I_v, so I_v ≺ I_z implies β ≺ γ. From α ≺ β and β ≺ γ we conclude α ≺ γ. □ Statement of Lemma 3. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be a DFA. For every u, v ∈ Q, with u ≠ v, let: u < v ⇐⇒ I_u ≺ I_v. Then, ≤ is a co-lex order. Moreover, for every co-lex order ≤^′ on A and for every u, v ∈ Q, if u ≤^′ v, then u ≤ v. We say that ≤ is the maximum co-lex order on A.

Proof First, ≤ is a partial order by Lemma 2. Let us prove Axiom 1. If for some u, v ∈ Q it holds λ(u) ≺ λ(v), then every string in I_u ends with λ(u) and every strings in I_v ends with λ(v), hence we conclude u < v (in particular, this works for u = s also). Let us prove Axiom 2. Consider two edges (u^′, u), (v^′, v) ∈ E such that λ(u) = λ(v) and u < v. We want to prove that u^′ < v^′. Fix α^′ ∈ I_u′ and β^′ ∈ I_v′ ; we must prove that α^′ ≺ β^′. Let c = λ(u) = λ(v). We have α^′c ∈ I_u and β^′c ∈ I_v, so from u < v it follows α^′c ≺ β^′c and so α^′ ≺ β^′.

Finally, let us prove that ≤ is the maximum co-lex order. Let ≤^′ be a co-lex order on A, and assume that u <^′ v; we must prove that u < v. Fix α ∈ I_u and β ∈ I_v; we must prove that α ≺ β. Since I_u ∩ I_v = ∅ (being A a DFA), the conclusion follows from Lemma 1. □

Statement of Lemma 4. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA, and let R be a relation on Q such that:

1. For every u, v ∈ Q, if λ(u) ≺ λ(v), then (u, v) ∈ R;

2. For all edges (u^′, u), (v^′, v) ∈ E, if λ(u) = λ(v) and (u, v) ∈ R, then (u^′, v^′) ∈ R.

If the transitive and reflexive closure R^∗ of R is antisymmetric, then R^∗ is a co-lex order on A.

Proof Clearly, R^∗ is a partial order. Morover, R^∗ satisfies Axiom 1 of co-lex orders, because if u, v ∈ Q are such that λ(u) ≺ λ(v), then (u, v) ∈ R and so (u, v) ∈ R^∗. So we just have to prove that Axiom 2 is satisfied. Consider two edges (u^′, u), (v^′, v) ∈ E such that λ(u) = λ(v) and (u, v) ∈ R^∗; we must prove that (u^′, v^′) ∈ R^∗. Since R^∗ is the transitive and reflexive closure of R, there exist states z_1, . . . , z_r (r ≥ 0) such that (u, z_1) ∈ R, (z_1, z_2) ∈ R, . . . , (z_r, v) ∈ R, and in particular (u, z_1) ∈ R^∗, (z_1, z_2) ∈ R^∗, . . . , (z_r, v) ∈ R^∗. Since λ(u) = λ(v), then λ(u) = λ(z_1) = · · · = λ(z_r) = λ(v). Indeed, if for some j it were for example λ(z_j ) ≻ λ(u) = λ(v), then by Axiom 1 it should be (v, z_j ) ∈ R and so (v, z_j ) ∈ R^∗, which contradicts (z_j , v) ∈ R^∗, since z_j ≠ v and R^∗ is antisymmetric. In particular, since u and v have incoming edges, then all z_i’s have incoming edges (z^′_i, z_i) ∈ E, for i = 1, . . . , k. The second assumption implies that (u^′, z^′_1) ∈ R, (z^′_1, z^′_2) ∈ R, . . . , (z^′_k, v^′) ∈ R, so (u^′, z^′_1) ∈ R^∗, (z^′_1, z^′_2) ∈ R^∗, . . . , (z^′_k, v^′) ∈ R^∗ and we conclude (u^′, z^′) ∈ R^∗. □

B Proofs of Section 4

Statement of Lemma 5. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA. Assume that A contains a simple cycle with m states such that all edges of the cycle are equally labeled. Then, width(A) ≥ m.

Proof The idea is that it must be width(A) ≥ m because no pair of distinct states in the simple cycle can be comparable in any co-lex order. For simplicity, we provide an example that can be straightforwardly generalized to obtain a complete proof. Consider the cycle in Figure 2, and suppose for sake of contradiction that there exists a co-lex order ≤ such that - say - it holds u_8 < u_5. Then, Axiom 2 of co-lex order implies that it must be u_7 < u_4, and then u_6 < u_3 and u_5 < u_2. To sum up, we have u_8 < u_5 < u_2. Proceeding again backward from u_5 < u_2, we obtain u_2 < u_9, so u_8 < u_5 < u_2 < u_9. Iterating this argument, we conclude u_8 < u_5 < u_2 < u_9 < u_6 < u_3 < u_0 < u_7 < u_4 < u_1 < u_8. In particular, u_8 < u_8, a contradiction. In general, since the cycle is simple we can always proceed backward without ending in the same state, and at some point the same state most occur twice in the chain of inequalities, leading to a contradiction.

u0u_1u_2u_3u_4u5u^6u^7u^8u^9aaaaaaaaa

Fig. 2: No pairs of states in a cycle can be comparable.

□ Statement of Lemma 6. For every integer p ≥ 1, there exists a regular language L such that width^N (L) = width^D(L) = p. Proof Define: L_p = {a^{kp} | k ≥ 0}. It will suffice to prove that L_p is recognized by some DFA of width at most p but it cannot be recognized by any NFA of width at most p − 1. First, The DFA in Figure 3 recognizes L_p and the maximum co-lex order on it has width at most p (because the DFA has p + 1 states and the initial state is comparable with any state).

Now, consider any NFA A that recognizes L_p, whose alphabet must be Σ = {a}. Since L_p is an infinite language, then the NFA must contain a simple cycle C. Let c be the length of the cycle C. Let u be any node in C and let h and k be the lengths (number of edges) of some paths from s to u and from u to a final state, respectively. Then, it must a^{h+k}, a^{h+c+k} ∈ L_p, which implies that c is a non-zero multiple of p. By Lemma 5 we conclude that the width of A cannot be smaller than p. □

Statement of Lemma 7. Let A be an NFA and let A^∗ be the powerset automaton obtained from A. Then, width(A^∗) ≤ 2^{width(A)} − 1.

u0startu_1u_2u3. . .u^paaaaa

Fig. 3: A DFA recognizing L_p.

Proof Let ≤ be a co-lex order on A such that width(≤) = width(A), and let {Q_i}^{i=width(A)}_{i=1} be a ≤-chain partition. Let ≤^∗ be the maximum co-lex order on A. Notice that the definition of the powerset automaton implies that: I_α <^∗ I_β ⇐⇒ (∀α^′, β^′ ∈ P ref(L(A)))((I_α′ = I_α) ∧ (I_β′ = I_β) → α^′ ≺ β^′) For every nonempty K ⊆ {1, . . . , width(A)}, define: I_K = {I_α | (∀i ∈ {1, . . . , k})(I_α ∩ Q_i ≠ ∅ ⇐⇒ i ∈ K)}. Notice that every I_α belongs to exactly one I_K , so {I_K | ∅ ⫋ K ⊆ {1, . . . , width(A)}, I_K ≠ ∅} is a partition of the set of states of A^∗ having cardinality at most 2^{width(A)} − 1. As a consequence, it will suffice to prove that each I_k is a ≤^∗-chain. Fix I_α, I_β ∈ I_K , with I_α ≠ I_β. We must prove that I_α and I_β are ≤^∗-comparable. Since I_α ≠ I_β, there exists either u ∈ I_α \ I_β or v ∈ I_β \ I_α. Assume that there exists u ∈ I_α \ I_β (the other case is analogous). In particular, let i ∈ {1, . . . , width(A)} be the unique integer such that u ∈ Q_i. Since I_α, I_β ∈ I_K , from the definition of I_K it follows that there exists v ∈ I_β ∩ Q_i. Notice that {u, v} ⊈ I_α ∩ I_β (so in particular u ≠ v), and since u, v ∈ Q_i we conclude that u and v are ≤-comparable. If u < v, we conclude I_α <^∗ I_β by Lemma 1, because if α^′, β^′ ∈ P ref(L(A)) are such that I_α′ = I_α and I_β′ = I_β , then u ∈ I_α′ , v ∈ I_β′ , {u, v} ⊈ I_α′ ∩ I_β′ and u < v, so we conclude α^′ ≺ β^′. Analogously, if v < u, we conclude I_β <^∗ I_α. In both cases, I_α and I_β are ≤^∗-comparable. □

Statement of Lemma 8. Let p_1, . . . , p_k be distinct primes. Then, there exists a language L such that width^D(L) ≥ ∏_k i=1 p_i and width^N (L) ≤ ∑_k i=1 p_i.

Proof Consider the language: L = {a^r | (∃i ∈ {1, . . . , k})(p_i divides r)}. The NFA in Figure 4 recognizes L and it has 1 + ∑_k i=1 p_i states, so its width is at most ∑_k i=1 p_i (because the initial can be compared with any other state).

In order to prove that width^D(L) ≥ ∏_k i=1 p_i, consider any DFA A recognizing L. Since A is deterministic and L is an infinite language, then A must be like the one in Figure 5, with a simple cycle of length - say - ℓ. Let us prove that ∏_k i=1 p_i divides ℓ. Consider an integer m such that the word a^{s0} reaches a state u inside the cycle, where s_0 = ( ∏_k i=1 p_i)^m. State u must be final because a^{s0} ∈ L. If s_1 = s_0 + ℓ, then also a^{s1} ∈ I_u and so a^{s1} ∈ L. Without loss of generality, we can assume that p_1 divides s_1. Since p_1 divides both s_0 and s_1, we conclude that p_1 divides ℓ. If we now repeat this argument with ( ∏_k i=2 p_i)^m and ( ∏_k i=2 p_i)^m + ℓ, we obtain again that some p_i divides

( ∏_k i=2 p_i)^m + ℓ. Since it cannot be p_i = p_1 (because p_i divides ℓ but it does not divide ( ∏_k i=2 p_i)^m), we conclude without loss of generality that p_2 divides ℓ. Proceeding like this, we conclude that every p_i divides ℓ and so ∏_k i=1 p_i divides ℓ. By Lemma 5 we conclude that width(A) ≥ ∏_k i=1 p_i, and so width^D(L) ≥ ∏_k i=1 p_i being A arbitrary.

u0start u^1u^2_1u^{31} . . .u^{p1}_1. . . u^1_ku^2_ku^{3k} . . .u^{pk}_k a aa aaa aaa aaa a

Fig. 4: An NFA recognizing L = {a^r | (∃i ∈ {1, . . . , k})(p_i divides r)}.

u0startu_1u_2u3. . .u^ℓaaaaa

Fig. 5: The topology of all DFAs recognizing L = {a^r | (∃i ∈ {1, . . . , k})(p_i divides r.)}. Some states of the cycle are final.

□ Statement of Lemma 9. There exist a regular language L, whose width can be chosen arbitrarily large, such that width^D(L) ≥ e √_{widthN (L)} . Proof First, notice that if the deterministic width can be chosen arbitrarily large, then also the nondeterministic width can be chosen arbitrarily large by Corollary 2. Let p_1, . . . , p_k be all primes no larger than a fixed n. The primorial function grows asymptotically as ∏_k i=1 p_i = e^{(1+o(1))n} ≥ e^n and the sum of the primes no larger than n grows asymptotically as ∑_k i=1 p_i ∈ O(n^2/ log n) and it is, in fact, never larger than n^2. Now, consider the language L of Lemma 8. Combining width^N (L) ≤ n^2 with width^D(L) ≥ e^n, we obtain the claimed lower bound. □

C Proofs of Section 5

Statement of Lemma 10. The output of Algorithm 1 - that is, R(A, u, v) - is nonempty if and only if there exists a co-lex order on A containing the pair (u, v).

Proof If R(A, u, v) ≠ ∅, we prove that R(A, u, v) satisfies properties 1 and 2 of Lemma 4. Let ρ be the incrementally-growing relation initialized at Line 1 of Algorithm 1. Clearly, if u, v ∈ Q are such that λ(u) ≺ λ(v) then the pair (u, v) has been added to ρ in line 7 and thus belongs to the final relation R(A, u, v). Hence, the first property of Lemma 4 is satisfied. As for the second, suppose (u^′, v^′) ∈ R(A, u, v) and (u^{′′}, v^{′′}) is a pair such that (u^{′′}, a, u) ∈ E_A, (v^{′′}, a, v) ∈ E_A. Then, during some iteration of the repeat loop, at Line 9 the pair (u^′, v^′) was extracted from the stack, and, since R(A, u, v) ≠ ∅, lines 11,12 where skipped and the pair (u^{′′}, v^{′′}) was added to ρ on line 14. This proves that R(A, u, v) satisfies 1 and 2 of Lemma 4. Moreover, the reflexive and transitive closure of R(A, u, v) is antisymmetric: to see this it is sufficient to note that at Line 18 we return a nonempty relation if and only if ρ is acyclic. By Lemma 4, it follows that the reflexive and transitive closure of R(A, u, v) is a co-lex order containing the pair (u, v).

Conversely, if ≤ is a co-lex order containing the pair (u, v), then Algorithm 1 cannot return ∅ because, inductively, all pairs in ρ are contained in ≤ as a consequence of co-lex axioms. □ Statement of Lemma 11. Algorithm 1 can be implemented so that it terminates in O(|Q|^4) time.

Proof ρ can be implemented as an adjacency matrix (a bitvector) with |Q|^2 entries so that membership and insert queries take constant time. S is a standard stack with constant-time operations. There are at most O(|Q|^2) possible pairs (u, v) that can be inserted into S. Moreover, no pair can be inserted more than once into S since (1) upon insertion of a pair into S, we also insert it into ρ, (2) a pair is not inserted into S if it already belongs to ρ, and (3) we never remove pairs from ρ. At Line 10 we check all possible a-predecessors (at most O(|Q|^2)) of a pair extracted from S. To conclude, the acyclicity test at Line 17 can be solved in O(|ρ|) = O(|Q|^2) time using Kahn’s algorithm. □

Statement of Lemma 12. Consider the relations ρ_∃ and ∼. 1. If (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃, then I_u ⪯ I_v; 2. If u ∼ v, then I_u = I_v.

Proof 1. If (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃, then the pair (u, v) belongs to a co-lex order (Lemma 10) and I_u ⪯ I_v follows from Corollary 1.

2. If u ∼ v, then there exist z_1, . . . , z_k (with k ≥ 0) such that (u, z_1) ∈ ρ_∃, (z_1, z_2) ∈ ρ_∃, . . . , (z_k, v) ∈ ρ_∃, and there exist z^′_1, . . . , z^′_h (with h ≥ 0) such that (v, z^′_1) ∈ ρ_∃, (z^′_1, z^′_2) ∈ ρ_∃, . . . , (z^′_h, u) ∈ ρ_∃. By the previous point, we have I_u ⪯ I_{z1} ⪯ · · · ⪯ I_{zk} ⪯ I_v ⪯ I_z′_1 ⪯ · · · ⪯ I_z′_h ⪯ I_u, so we conclude I_u = I_v by Lemma 2. □

Statement of Lemma 13. The following properties hold:

1. if u ⊴ v, then I_u ⪯ I_v; 2. ⊴ is a partial order; 3. width(⊴) ⪯ width(A); 4. ⊴ can be computed in O(|Q|^6) time.

Proof

1. First notice that if (u, v) ∈ R, then I_u ⪯ I_v by Lemma 12 and the definition of R. Now, if u ⊴ v, then there exist z_1, . . . , z_k (with k ≥ 0) such that (u, z_1) ∈ R, (z_1, z_2) ∈ R, . . . , (z_k, v) ∈ R, hence we conclude I_u ⪯ I_{z1} ⪯ · · · ⪯ I_{zk} ⪯ I_v and in particular I_u ⪯ I_v.

2. We only have to prove that ⊴ is antisymmetric. Assume, for contradiction, that q_i ⊴ q_j, q_j ⊴ q_i and q_i ≠ q_j. This implies that there exist q_{i1} , . . . , q_{ik} (with k ≥ 0) such that (q_i, q_{i1} ) ∈ R, (q_{i1} , q_{i2} ) ∈ R, . . . , (q_{ik} , q_j ) ∈ R, and there exist q_i′_1 , . . . , q_i′_h (with h ≥ 0) such that (q_j , q_i′_1 ) ∈ R, (q_i′_1 , q_i′_2 ) ∈ R, . . . , (q_i′_h , q_i) ∈ R. By Remark 1, this implies that there exist two paths, one from q_i to q_j and one from q_j to q_i, in ρ_∃. Then, q_i, q_{i1} , . . . , q_{ik} , q_j belong to the same strongly connected component of ρ_∃, thus they are also pairwise ∼-equivalent. Since (q_i, q_{i1} ) ∈ R, (q_{i1} , q_{i2} ) ∈ R, . . . , (q_{ik} , q_j) ∈ R, the definition of R finally implies i < i_1 < i_2 < · · · < i_k < j. Similarly, we obtain j < i^′_1 < · · · < i^′_h < i: a contradiction.

3. Let ≤ be a co-lex order on A such that width(≤) = width(A). If q_i and q_j are ≤-comparable, then q_i and q_j are ρ_∃-comparable (by the definition of ρ_∃ and Lemma 10). Hence q_i and q_j are R-comparable: if q_i ∼ q_j, then by definition of R, we have (q_i, q_j) ∈ R if and only if i < j, while, if q_i ≁ q_j then (q_i, q_j) ∈ R if and only if (q_i, q_j ) ∈ ρ_∃ and either (q_i, q_j) ∈ ρ_∃ or (q_j, q_i) ∈ ρ_∃ holds by assumption. In either case, q_i and q_j are R-comparable. We conclude that u and v are ⊴-comparable since ⊴ is the reflexive and transitive closure of R. This implies width(⊴) ≤ width(A). 4. The bottleneck is computing ρ_∃: by Lemma 11, we need to run Algorithm 1 (O(|Q|^4) time) for each pair of states. Once ρ_∃ has been computed, computing the strongly connected components of ρ_∃ only takes |ρ_∃| = O(|Q|^2) time. The final order ⊴ can easily be computed with a visit of the strongly connected components graph, in additional O(|Q|^2) time. □ Statement of Lemma 14. Let A be an NFA that admits the maximum co-lex order ≤. Then, ⊴ and ≤ are the same relation.

Proof If (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃, then u < v, because there must exist a co-lex order ≤^′ such that u <^′ v, and ≤ is the maximum co-lex order. This implies that the equivalence classes of the relation ∼ from Definition 5 are singletons. If it were not so, then there would exists u, v such that u ∼ v and u ≠ v. From u ∼ v we obtain that there exist z_1, . . . , z_k (with k ≥ 0) such that (u, z_1) ∈ ρ_∃, (z_1, z_2) ∈ ρ_∃, . . ., (z_k, v) ∈ ρ_∃, and there exist z^′_1, . . . , z^′_h (with h ≥ 0) such that (v, z^′_1) ∈ ρ_∃, (z^′_1, z^′_2) ∈ ρ_∃, . . ., (z^′_h, u) ∈ ρ_∃. As a consequence, we obtain u < z_1 < · · · < z_k < v and v < z^′_1 < · · · < z^′_h < u, a contradiction.

First, assume that u < v, and let us prove that u ⊴ v. From u < v it follows (u, v) ∈ ρ_∃. Since u ≠ v and ∼ classes are singletons, by Definition 6 we get (u, v) ∈ R so that u ⊴ v follows. Conversely, assume that u ⊴ v and u ≠ v, and let us prove that u < v. There must exist states z_1, . . . , z_k (with k ≥ 0) such that (u, z_1) ∈ R, (z_1, z_2) ∈ R, . . . , (z_k, v) ∈ R. Since ∼-classes are singletons, then the definition of R implies that (u, z_1) ∈ ρ_∃, (z_1, z_2) ∈ ρ_∃, . . . , (z_k, v) ∈ ρ_∃, so u < z_1 < z_2 < · · · < z_k < v and in particular u < v. □

Statement of Lemma 15. Let ≤ be any partial order over the states Q of an NFA A = (Q, s, δ, F ), such that u ≤ v ⇒ I_u ⪯ I_v. Then, (Q, ≤) is weakly path coherent.

Proof Suppose u, v, w ∈ Q, u < v < w and u, w ∈ B(P ). We have to prove that v ∈ B(P ). If I_u = I_v or I_w = I_v we are done. Otherwise, by hypothesis we have I_u ≺ I_v ≺ I_w. From u, w ∈ B(P ) we know that there exists α = α^′P ∈ I_u and there exists γ = γ^′P ∈ I_w. If α ∈ I_v or γ ∈ I_v, then v ∈ B(P ), and we are done. Otherwise, α ∈ I_u \ I_v and γ ∈ I_w \ I_v, so if we pick any β ∈ I_v, from I_u ≺ I_v ≺ I_w it follows α ≺ β ≺ γ which implies β = β^′P and v ∈ B(P ). □

Statement of Lemma 16. There is a representation for arrays OUT_i taking O(|A|) words of space and simulating the two inner for loops of Algorithm 2 in O(log(t · σ)) time.

Proof The basic operation we need to speed up this step is the following: given a range l, r, find the triple (a^′, j^′, q) in OUT_i[l, r] such that (i) a^′ = a, (ii) j^′ = j, and (iii) q is minimized. The solution for finding the maximum is symmetric, so we do not discuss it here. First, we concatenate all triples in each OUT_i[k] in a single sequence W_i. A succinct bitvector with constant-time rank and select operations (for example, see [22]) can be used to retrieve in constant time the interval W_i[l^′, r^′] containing all the triples OUT_i[l, r], given l and r. Inside each list W_i, we represent each (a^′, j^′, q) as a pair (bin(a^′, j^′), q), where bin(a^′, j^′) is the integer obtained by concatenating the binary representations of a^′ and j^′, using a fixed number h = |bin(a^′, j^′)| = O(log(t · σ)) of bits. Finally, we build a wavelet tree [10, 16] over each sequence W_i, treating the second component q of each pair (bin(a^′, j^′), q) as satellite data: the wavelet tree has height h, and the leaf obtained by descending the tree by the binary sequence bin(a^′, j^′) is a sequence of satellite data W_{i,a}′_{,j}′ = ⟨q | (Q_i[k], Q_j′ [q], a^′) ∈ E_A⟩. Most importantly, given indices l, r, by descending the wavelet tree by the sequence bin(a^′, j^′) (in time h ∈ O(log(t·σ))) starting from range [l, r] on the wavelet tree’s root, we obtain the two indices l^′, r^′ such that W_{i,a}′_{,j}′ [l^′, r^′] = ⟨q | (Q_i[k], Q_j′ [q], a^′) ∈ E_A ∧ l ≤ k ≤ r⟩. Finally, we build a range-minimum data structure [11] over the satellite data of each leaf W_{i,a}′_{,j}′ of the wavelet tree. Such a structure allows retrieving in constant time the minimum element in W_{i,a}′_{,j}′ [l^′, r^′], for any range l^′, r^′.

Statement of Theorem 1. Let A = (Q, s, δ, F ) be an NFA with p = width(A). In polynomial time we can build a data structure taking O(|A|) words of space that, given a query string α ∈ Σ^π, supports the following operations in O(π · p^2 · log(p · σ)) time:

(i) Count the number of states reached by a path labeled α. (ii) Return unique identifiers for the states reached by a path labeled α. (iii) Decide whether α ∈ L(A).

Proof As proved in Lemma 16, a single character-extension step takes O(p^2 · log(p · σ)) time with our data structures. Given the representation (l_i, r_i)^t_{i=1} of B(P ), query (i) (counting) amounts to returning ∑_t i=1(r_i − l_i + 1). Query (ii) amounts to returning any node identifier, stored as satellite data X_i[l_i, r_i], associated with each linear component Q_i. Finally, query (iii) can be solved by simply marking in a bitvector every final state (in the order of the linear components). By augmenting each bitvector with rank and select functionality [22], one can discover in constant time per linear component whether any state in B(P ) is final. □

References

1. Jarno Alanko, Giovanna D’Agostino, Alberto Policriti, and Nicola Prezza. Regular languages meet prefix sorting. In Proceedings of the 2020 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 911–930.

doi:10.1137/1.9781611975994.55.

2. Jarno Alanko, Giovanna D’Agostino, Alberto Policriti, and Nicola Prezza. Wheeler languages, 2020.

arXiv:2002.10303.

3. Amihood Amir, Moshe Lewenstein, and Noa Lewenstein. Pattern matching in hypertext. Journal of Algorithms, 35(1):82–99, 2000. doi:10.1007/3-540-63307-3_56.

4. Arturs Backurs and Piotr Indyk. Which regular expression patterns are hard to match? In 2016 IEEE 57th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 457–466. IEEE, 2016.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2016.56.

5. Nicola Cotumaccio and Nicola Prezza. On indexing and compressing finite automata. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 2585–2599. doi:10.1137/1.9781611976465.153.

6. R. P. Dilworth. A decomposition theorem for partially ordered sets. In Kenneth P. Bogart, Ralph Freese, and Joseph P. S. Kung, editors, The Dilworth Theorems: Selected Papers of Robert P. Dilworth, pages 7–12. Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1990. doi:10.1007/978-1-4899-3558-8_1.

7. Massimo Equi, Roberto Grossi, Veli Mäkinen, and Alexandru I. Tomescu. On the complexity of string matching for graphs. In Christel Baier, Ioannis Chatzigiannakis, Paola Flocchini, and Stefano Leonardi, editors, 46th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2019, July 9-12, 2019, Patras, Greece, volume 132 of LIPIcs, pages 55:1–55:15. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2019.

doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.55.

8. Massimo Equi, Veli Mäkinen, and Alexandru I Tomescu. Conditional Indexing Lower Bounds Through Self- Reducibility. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.00629, 2020.

9. Massimo Equi, Veli Mäkinen, and Alexandru I. Tomescu. Graphs cannot be indexed in polynomial time for subquadratic time string matching, unless seth fails. In Tomáš Bureš, Riccardo Dondi, Johann Gamper, Giovanna Guerrini, Tomasz Jurdziński, Claus Pahl, Florian Sikora, and Prudence W.H. Wong, editors, SOFSEM 2021: Theory and Practice of Computer Science, pages 608–622, Cham, 2021. Springer International Publishing.

10. Paolo Ferragina, Raffaele Giancarlo, and Giovanni Manzini. The myriad virtues of wavelet trees. Information and Computation, 207(8):849–866, 2009.

11. Johannes Fischer. Optimal succinctness for range minimum queries. In Latin American Symposium on Theoretical Informatics, pages 158–169. Springer, 2010.

12. LR Ford and DR Fulkerson. Flows in networks. 1962.

13. Travis Gagie, Giovanni Manzini, and Jouni Sirén. Wheeler graphs: A framework for BWT-based data structures.

Theoretical Computer Science, 698:67 – 78, 2017. Algorithms, Strings and Theoretical Approaches in the Big Data Era (In Honor of the 60th Birthday of Professor Raffaele Giancarlo). doi:10.1016/j.tcs.2017.06.016.

14. Daniel Gibney, Gary Hoppenworth, and Sharma V. Thankachan. Simple reductions from formula-sat to pattern matching on labeled graphs and subtree isomorphism, 2020. arXiv:2008.11786.

15. Daniel Gibney and Sharma V. Thankachan. On the hardness and inapproximability of recognizing wheeler graphs. In G. Herman M. A. Bender, O. Svensson, editor, 27th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, ESA 2019, September 9-11, 2019, Munich/Garching, Germany, volume 144 of LIPIcs, pages 51:1–51:16. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2019. doi:doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ESA.2019.51.

16. Roberto Grossi, Ankur Gupta, and Jeffrey Scott Vitter. High-order entropy-compressed text indexes. In Proceedings of the fourteenth annual ACM-SIAM symposium on Discrete algorithms, pages 841–850. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2003.

17. Russell Impagliazzo and Ramamohan Paturi. On the complexity of k-sat. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 62(2):367–375, March 2001. doi:10.1006/jcss.2000.1727.

18. Ben Langmead, Cole Trapnell, Mihai Pop, and Steven L Salzberg. Ultrafast and memory-efficient alignment of short dna sequences to the human genome. Genome biology, 10(3):R25, 2009. doi:10.1186/gb-2009-10-3-r25.

19. Heng Li and Richard Durbin. Fast and accurate short read alignment with burrows–wheeler transform. Bioinformatics, 25(14):1754–1760, 2009. doi:10.1093/bioinformatics/btp324.

20. Gonzalo Navarro and Veli Mäkinen. Compressed full-text indexes. ACM Comput. Surv., 39(1):2–es, April 2007.

doi:10.1145/1216370.1216372.

21. Aaron Potechin and Jeffrey Shallit. Lengths of words accepted by nondeterministic finite automata. Information Processing Letters, 162:105993, 2020. doi:10.1016/j.ipl.2020.105993.

22. Rajeev Raman, Venkatesh Raman, and Srinivasa Rao Satti. Succinct indexable dictionaries with applications to encoding k-ary trees, prefix sums and multisets. ACM Transactions on Algorithms (TALG), 3(4):43–es, 2007.