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Abstract
We investigate the connection between properties of formal languages and properties of their
generating series, with a focus on the class of holonomic power series. We first prove a strong version
of a conjecture by Castiglione and Massazza: weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata are equivalent
to unambiguous two-way reversal bounded counter machines, and their multivariate generating
series are holonomic. We then show that the converse is not true: we construct a language whose
generating series is algebraic (thus holonomic), but which is inherently weakly-ambiguous as a Parikh
automata language. Finally, we prove an effective decidability result for the inclusion problem for
weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata, and provide an upper-bound on to its complexity.
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2 Weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata and their link to holonomic series

1 Introduction

This article investigates the link between holonomic (or D-finite) power series and formal
languages. We consider the classical setting in which this connection is established via the
generating series L(x) =

∑
n≥0 ℓnxn counting the number ℓn of words of length n in a given

language L.
On the languages side, the Chomsky–Schützenberger hierarchy [15] regroups languages

in classes of increasing complexity: regular, context-free, context-sensitive and recursively
enumerable. For power series, a similar hierarchy exists, consisting of the rational, algebraic
and holonomic series. The first two levels of each hierarchy share a strong connection, as the
generating series of a regular (resp. unambiguous context-free) language is a rational (resp.
algebraic) power series.

This connection has borne fruits both in formal language theory and in combinatorics. In
combinatorics, finite automata and unambiguous grammars are routinely used to establish
rationality and algebraicity of particular power series. In formal languages, this connection
was (implicitly) used to give polynomial-time algorithms for the inclusion and universality
tests for unambiguous finite automata [43]. In [20], Flajolet uses the connection between
unambiguous context-free grammars and algebraic series to prove the inherent ambiguity
of certain context-free languages, solving several conjectures with this tool. Using analytic
criteria on the series (for instance, the existence of infinitely many singularities), he establishes
that the series of these context-free languages is not algebraic. Hence these languages cannot
be described by unambiguous context-free grammars and are therefore inherently ambiguous.

In this article we propose to extend the connection to holonomic series. Holonomic
series enjoy non-trivial closure properties whose algorithmic counterparts are actively studied
in computer algebra. Our aim is to show that these advances can be leveraged to obtain
non-trivial results in the formal languages and verification worlds. The work of extending
the connection was already initiated by Massazza in [33], where he introduces two families
of languages, named RCM and LCL, whose generating series are holonomic. These classes
are, however, not captured by well-known models of automata, and this limits their appeal.
Recently, Castiglione and Massazza addressed this issue and conjectured that RCM contains
the languages accepted by deterministic one-way reversal bounded machines (RBCM for
short) [12]; Massazza proved the result for RBCM for two subclasses of one-way deterministic
RBCM [34, 35]. This conjecture hints that the class RCM is related to models of automata
such as RBCM, which are used in program verification.

Our first contribution is to prove a stronger version of this conjecture. We show that RCM
and LCL respectively correspond to the languages accepted by weakly-unambiguous1 version
of Parikh automata (PA, for short) [30] and pushdown Parikh automata. In terms of RBCM,
these classes correspond to unambiguous two-way RBCM and unambiguous one-way RBCM
enriched with a stack. Parikh automata are also commonly used in program verification.
In view of the literature, these results might seem expected but they still require a careful
adaptation of the standard techniques in the absence of a stack and become even more
involved when a stack is added.

After having established the relevance of the classes of languages under study, we provide
two consequences of the holonomicity of their associated generating series.

1 We use the term weakly-unambiguous here to avoid a possible confusion with the class of unambiguous
PA defined in [11] which is strictly contained in our class. Our notion of non-ambiguity is the standard
one: every word has at most one accepting computation (this is detailed in Remark 11).
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The first consequence follows Flajolet’s approach mentioned previously and gives criteria
to establish the inherent weak-ambiguity for languages accepted by PA or pushdown PA,
by proving that their generating series are not holonomic. These criteria are sufficient but
not necessary; this is not surprising as the inherent ambiguity is undecidable for languages
accepted by PA. Yet, the resulting method captures non-trivial examples with quite short
and elegant proofs. In contrast, we give an example of inherently weakly-ambiguous PA
language having a holonomic series (and therefore not amenable to the analytic method) for
which we prove inherent weak-ambiguity by hand. The proof is quite involved but shows
the inherent ambiguity of this language for a much larger class of automata (i.e., PA whose
semi-linear sets are replaced by arbitrary recursive sets).

The second consequence is of an algorithmic nature. We focus on the inclusion problem for
weakly-unambiguous PA, whose decidability can be deduced from Castiglione and Massazza’s
work [12]. Here our contribution is an effective decidability result: we derive a concrete
bound B, depending on the size of the representation of the two PAs, such that the inclusion
holds if and only if the languages are included when considering words up to the length B.
This bound B is obtained by a careful analysis of the proofs establishing the closure properties
of holonomic series (in several variables), notably under Hadamard product and specialisation.
We do this by controlling various parameters (order, size of the polynomial coefficients, . . . )
of the resulting partial differential equations.

2 Primer on holonomic power series in several variables

In this section, we introduce power series in several variables and the classes of rational,
algebraic and holonomic power series. We recall the connection with regular and context-free
languages via the notions of generating series in one or several variables.

Let Q[x1, . . . , xk] be the ring of polynomials in the variables x1, . . . , xk with coefficients
in Q and let Q(x1, . . . , xk) be the associated field of rational fractions.

The generating series of a sequence (fn)n∈N is the (formal) power series in the vari-
able x defined by F (x) =

∑
n∈N fnxn. More generally, the generating series of a sequence

a(n1, . . . , nk) is a multivariate (formal) power series in the variables x1, . . . , xk defined by
A(x1, . . . , xk) =

∑
(n1,...,nk)∈Nk a(n1, . . . , nk)xn1

1 . . . xnk

k . In this article, we only consider
power series whose coefficients belong to the field Q. The set of such k-variate power series
is denoted Q[[x1, . . . , xk]]. Power series are naturally equipped with a sum and a product
which generalize those of polynomials, for which Q[[x1, . . . , xk]] is a ring. We use the bracket
notation for the coefficient extraction: [xn1

1 . . . xnk

k ]A(x1, . . . , xk) = a(n1, . . . , nk). The sup-
port of A ∈ Q[[x1, . . . , xk]] is the set of (n1, . . . , nk) such that [xn1

1 . . . xnk

k ]A ≠ 0. The inverse
1/A of a series A ∈ Q[[x1, . . . , xk]] is well-defined when its constant term [x0

1 . . . x0
k]A is not

zero. For instance, the inverse of A(x1, x2) = 1 − x1x2
2 is 1

1−x1x2
2

=
∑

n≥0 xn
1 x2n

2 .
The generating series of a language L over the alphabet Σ = {a1, . . . , ak} is the univariate

power series L(x) =
∑

w∈L x|w| =
∑

n∈N ℓnxn, where ℓn counts the number of words of
length n in L. Similarly the multivariate generating series of L defined by L(xa1 , . . . , xak

) =∑
(n1,...,nk)∈Nk ℓ(n1, . . . , nk)xn1

a1
. . . xnk

ak
where ℓ(n1, . . . , nk) denotes the number of words w

in L such that |w|a1 = n1, |w|a2 = n2, . . . , and |w|ak
= nk, and |w|a denotes the number of

occurrences of a ∈ Σ in w. This way, we create one dimension per letter, so that each letter
a ∈ Σ has a corresponding variable xa.

Observe that the univariate generating series of a language is exactly L(x, . . . , x), obtained
by setting each variable to x in its multivariate generating series.

▶ Example 1. The generating series of the language P of well-nested parentheses defined
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by the grammar S → aSbS + ε is P (xa, xb) = 1−
√

1−4xaxb

2xaxb
and its counting series is2

P (x) = 1−
√

1−4x2

2x2 .

A power series A(x1, . . . , xk) =
∑

n1,...,nk
a(n1, . . . , nk)xn1

1 . . . xnk

k is rational if it sat-
isfies an equation of the form: P (x1, . . . , xk)A(x1, . . . , xk) = Q(x1, . . . , xk), with P, Q ∈
Q[x1, . . . , xk] and P ≠ 0. The generating series (both univariate and multivariate) of reg-
ular languages (i.e., languages accepted by a finite state automaton) are rational power
series [8]. It is well-known that the generating series can be effectively computed from a
deterministic automaton accepting the language (see for instance [22, §I.4.2] for a detailed
proof). For example, the multivariate generating series of the regular language (abc)∗ is

1
1−xaxbxc

=
∑

n≥0 xn
axn

b xn
c . Its univariate generating series is 1

1−x3 .
The connection between rational languages and rational power series is not tight. For

instance, the generating series of the non-regular context-free language {anbn : n ≥ 0} is
1

1−xaxb
, which is rational. In fact, it has the same generating series as the regular language

(ab)∗. Also there exist rational power series with coefficients in N which are not the generating
series of any rational language. It is the case for x+5x2

1+x−5x2−125x3 as shown in [8].
A power series A(x1, . . . , xk) is algebraic if there exists a non-zero polynomial P ∈

Q[x1, . . . , xk, Y ] such that P (x1, . . . , xk, A(x1, . . . , xk)) = 0. All rational series are algebraic.

▶ Example 2. The series 1
1−x1x2

=
∑

n≥0 xn
1 xn

2 is rational, as it satisfies the equation
(1 − x1x2)A(x1, x2) = 1. The series A(x1, x2) =

√
1 − x1x2 is algebraic but not rational,

since A(x1, x2)2 + (x1x2 − 1) = 0 and there is no similar algebraic equation of degree 1.

The reader is referred to [42, 22] for a detailed account on rational and algebraic series.
In the same manner that rational series satisfy linear equations and algebraic series satisfy

polynomial equations, holonomic series satisfy linear differential equations with polynomial
coefficients. To give a precise definition, we need to introduce the formal partial derivation
of power series. The differential operator ∂xi with respect to the variable xi is defined by

∂xi
A(x1, . . . , xk) =

∑
n1,...,nk

ni a(n1, . . . , nk)xn1
1 . . . x

ni−1
i−1 xni − 1

i x
ni+1
i+1 . . . xnk

k .

The composed operator ∂j
xi

is inductively defined for j ≥ 1 by ∂1
xi

= ∂xi
and ∂j+1

xi
= ∂xi

◦ ∂j
xi

.

▶ Definition 3 (see [41, 32]). A power series A(x1, . . . , xk) is holonomic or D-finite3 if the
Q(x1, . . . , xk)-vector space spanned by the family {∂i1

x1
. . . ∂ik

xk
A(x1, . . . , xk) : (i1, . . . , ik) ∈

Nk} has a finite dimension. Equivalently, for every variable z ∈ {x1, . . . , xk}, A(x1, . . . , xk)
satisfies a linear differential equation of the form Pr(x1, . . . , xk)∂r

zA(x1, . . . , xk) + . . . +
P0(x1, . . . , xk)A(x1, . . . , xk) = 0, where the Pi’s are polynomials of Q[x1, . . . , xk] with Pr ̸= 0.

▶ Example 4. A simple example of holonomic series is A(x) = ex2 =
∑

n≥0
x2n

n! . It is
holonomic (in one variable) since it verifies ∂xA(x) − 2xA(x) = 0.

For a more involved example, consider the language L3 = {w ∈ {a, b, c}∗ : |w|a = |w|b =
|w|c}, containing the words having the same number of occurrences of a’s, b’s and c’s. This

2 As for the inverse, the square root of a power series with nonzero constant term can be defined using
the usual Taylor formula

√
1 − x =

∑
n≥0

1
(1−2 n) 4n

(2 n
n

)
xn.

3 A priori, these notions differ: a function A(x1, . . . , xk) is called D-finite if all its partial derivatives
∂n1

x1 · · · ∂nk
xk

· A generate a finite dimensional space over Q(x1, . . . , xk), and holonomic if the functions
xα1

1 · · · xαk

k ∂β1
x1 · · · ∂βk

xk
· A subject to the constraint α1 + · · · + αk + β1 + · · · + βk ≤ N span a vector

space whose dimension over Q grows like O(Nk). The equivalence of these notions is proved by deep
results of Bernštĕın [4] and Kashiwara [27, 44].
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language is classically not context-free. Moreover there are
( 3n

n,n,n

)
words of length 3n in L3

and the power series
∑

n

( 3n
n,n,n

)
xn is transcendental [20, §7]. Its multivariate generating series

L3(xa, xb, xc) is equal to
∑∞

n=0
(3 n)! (xaxbxc)n

(n!)3 and satisfies the partial differential equation:

(27x2
axbxc − xa)∂2

xa
f(xa, xb, xc) + (54xaxbxc − 1)∂xa

f(xa, xb, xc) + 6xbxcf(xa, xb, xc) = 0,

and the symmetric ones for the other variables xb and xc.
Holonomic series are an extension of the hierarchy we presented, as stated in the following

proposition (see [16] for a proof, and [6] for bounds, algorithms and historical remarks).
▶ Proposition 5. Multivariate algebraic power series are holonomic.

In the univariate case4, a power series A(x) =
∑

n anxn is holonomic if and only if its
coefficients satisfy a linear recurrence of the form pr(n)an+r + . . . + p0(n)an = 0, where every
pi is a polynomial with rational coefficients [41, Th. 1.2].

In the sequel, except for Section 5, we rely on the closure properties of the holonomic
series and will not need to go back to Definition 3. We now focus on these closure properties.
▶ Proposition 6 ([41]). Multivariate holonomic series are closed under sum and product.

Holonomic series are also closed under substitution by algebraic series as long as the
resulting series is well-defined5.
▶ Proposition 7 ([32, Prop. 2.3]). Let A(x1, . . . , xk) be a power series and let gi(y1, . . . , yℓ)
be algebraic power series such that B(y1, . . . , yℓ) = A(g1(y1, . . . , yℓ), . . . , gk(y1, . . . , yℓ)) is
well-defined as a power series. If A is holonomic, then B is also holonomic.
A sufficient condition for the substitution to be valid is that gi(0, . . . , 0) = 0 for all i (see [41,
Th. 2.7]). For the case g1 = · · · = gk = 1, called the specialization to 1 , a sufficient condition A detailed proof for

the specialization
can be found in
Appendix Prop. 26.

is that for every index (i1, . . . , ik), [xi1
1 . . . xik

k ]A is a polynomial in y1, . . . , yℓ.
The Hadamard product is the coefficient-wise multiplication of power series. If A(x1, . . . , xk)

and B(x1, . . . , xk) are the generating series of the sequences a(n1, . . . , nk) and b(n1, . . . , nk),
the Hadamard product A ⊙ B of A and B is the power series defined by

A ⊙ B(x1, . . . , xk) =
∑

n1,...,nk∈Nk

a(n1, . . . , nk)b(n1, . . . , nk)xn1
1 . . . xnk

k .

Observe that the support of F ⊙ G is the intersection of the supports of F and G.
▶ Theorem 8 ([31]). Multivariate holonomic series are closed under Hadamard product.
▶ Example 9. The generating series of the language L3 of Example 4, which is not context-free,
can be expressed using the Hadamard product: since 1

1−xaxbxc
is the support series of the

subset {(n, n, n) : n ∈ N}, and since 1
1−(xa+xb+xc) is the multivariate series of all the words

on {a, b, c}, we have L3(xa, xb, xc) = 1
1−(xa+xb+xc) ⊙ 1

1−xaxbxc
, which is not algebraic.

One of our main technical contribution is to provide bounds on the sizes of the polynomials
in the differential equations of the holonomic representation of the Hadamard product of two
rational series P1

Q1
and P2

Q2
: we prove that their maxdegree is at most (kM)O(k) and that the See Section F.6 in

the Appendix.logarithm of their largest coefficient is at most (kM)O(k2)(1 + log S∞), where M (resp. S∞)
is the maxdegree plus one (resp. largest coefficient) in P1, Q1, P2 and Q2.

4 The generalization of this equivalence to the multivariate case is not straightforward (see [32] for more
details) and will not be used in this article.

5 Note that the substitution of a power series into another power series might not yield a power series:
for instance substituting x by 1 + y in

∑
n≥0 xn does not result in a power series as the constant term

would be infinite.
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3 Weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata

In this section, we introduce weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata and show that their
multivariate generating series are holonomic. We establish that they accept the same
languages as unambiguous two-way reversal bounded counter machines [25]. Finally, we
prove that the class of accepted languages coincides with Massazza’s RCM class [33, 12].

Parikh automata (PA for short) were introduced in [29, 30]. Informally, a PA is a finite
automaton whose transitions are labeled by pairs (a, v) where a is a letter of the input
alphabet and v is a vector in Nd. A run q0

a1,v1−−−→ q1
a2,v2−−−→ q2 · · · qn−1

an,vn−−−−→ qn computes
the word a1 · · · an and the vector v1 + · · · + vn where the sum is done component-wise. The
acceptance condition is given by a set of final states and a semilinear set of vectors. A run is
accepting if it reaches a final state and if its vector belongs to the semilinear set.

0 1 2
a
(1

0
0

)
a
(1

0
0

)
a
(1

0
0

)
, b
(0

1
0

)
, c
(0

0
1

) The PA depicted on the left, equipped with the semilinear
constraint {(n1, n2, n1 + n2) : n1, n2 ≥ 0}, accepts the set
of words w over {a, b, c} that start and end with a and that
are such that |w|a + |w|b = |w|c.

3.1 Semilinear sets and their characteristic series
A set L ⊆ Nd is linear if it is of the form c + P ∗ := {c + λ1p1 + · · · + λkpk | λ1, . . . , λk ∈ N},
where c ∈ Nd is the constant of the set and P = {p1, . . . , pk} ⊂ N its set of periods. A set
C ⊆ Nd is semilinear if it is a finite union of linear sets. For example, the semilinear set
{(n1, n2, n1 + n2) : n1, n2 ≥ 0} is in fact a linear set (0, 0, 0) + {(1, 0, 1), (0, 1, 1)}∗.

In [17, 26], it is shown that every semilinear set admits an unambiguous presentation. A
presentation c + P ∗ with P = {p1, . . . , pk} of a linear set L is unambiguous if for all x ∈ L,
the λi’s such that x = c + λ1p1 + · · · + λkpk are unique. An unambiguous presentation of a
semilinear set is given by a disjoint union of unambiguous linear sets. A bound on the size
of the equivalent unambiguous presentation is given in [14].

Semilinear sets are ubiquitous in theoretical computer science and admit numerous
characterizations. They are the rational subsets of the commutative monoid (Nd, +), the
unambiguous rational subset of (Nd, +) [17, 26], the Parikh images of context-free languages
[36], the sets definable in Presburger arithmetic [38], the sets defined by boolean combinations
of linear inequalities, equalities and equalities modulo constants.

For example, the semilinear set {(2n, 3n, 5n) : n ≥ 0} is equal to (0, 0, 0)+{(2, 3, 5)}∗. It
is also the Parikh image of the regular (hence context-free) language (aabbbccccc)∗. In (N, +),
it is defined by the Presburger formula ϕ(x, y, z) = ∃w, x = w + w ∧ y = w + w + w ∧ z =
w + w + w + w + w. Finally it is characterized in N3 by the equalities 3x = 2y and 5x = 2z.

For a semilinear set C ⊆ Nd, we consider its characteristic generating series C(x1, . . . , xd) =∑
(i1,...,id)∈C xi1

1 · · · xid

d . It is well-known [17, 26] that this power series is rational6.

3.2 Weakly-unambiguous PAs and their generating series
We now introduce PA and their weakly-unambiguous variant. We discuss the relationship
with the class of unambiguous PA introduced by Cadilhac et al. in [11] and the closure
properties of this class.

6 The characteristic series of an unambiguous linear set c + P ∗ ⊆ N with P = {p1, . . . , pk} is
x

c(1)
1 . . . x

c(d)
d

∏k

i=1

(
1 − x

pi(1)
1 · · · x

pi(d)
d

)−1 and hence is rational. As an unambiguous semilinear
set is the disjoint union of unambiguous linear sets, its characteristic series is the sum of their series
and it is therefore rational.
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A Parikh automaton of dimension d ≥ 1 is a tuple A = (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆) where Σ is the
alphabet, Q is the set of states, qI ∈ Q is the initial state, F ⊆ Q is the set of final states,
C ⊆ Nd is the semilinear constraint and ∆ ⊆ Q × (Σ × Nd) × Q is the transition relation.

A run of the automaton is a sequence q0
a1,v1−−−→ q1

a2,v2−−−→ q2 · · · qn−1
an,vn−−−−→ qn where

for all i ∈ [1, n], (qi−1, (ai, vi), qi) is a transition in ∆. The run is labeled by the pair
(a1 · · · an, v1 + · · · + vn) ∈ Σ∗ × Nd. It is accepting if q0 = qI , the state qn is final and if
the vector v1 + · · · + vn belongs to C. The word w is then said to be accepted by A. The
language accepted by A is denoted by L(A).

To define a notion of size for a PA, we assume that the constraint set is given by an
unambiguous presentation ⊎p

i=1ci + P ∗
i . We denote by |A| := |Q| + |∆| + p +

∑
i |Pi| and by

∥A∥∞ the maximum coordinate of a vector appearing in ∆, the ci’s and the Pi’s.

▶ Definition 10. A Parikh automaton is said to be weakly-unambiguous if for every word
there is at most one accepting run.

A language is inherently weakly-ambiguous if it is not accepted by any weakly-unambiguous
PA. The language S (defined in Section 4.1) is an example7 of a language accepted by a
non-deterministic PA which is inherently weakly-ambiguous.
▶ Remark 11. We consider here the standard notion of unambiguity for finite state machines.
However we decided to use the name weakly-unambiguous to avoid the confusion with
the class of unambiguous PA introduced by Cadilhac et al. in [10, 11]. Their notion of
unambiguity is more restrictive than ours: they call a Parikh automaton unambiguous if
the underlying automaton on letters, where the vectors have been erased, is unambiguous.
Clearly such automata are weakly-unambiguous. However the converse is not true. More details on

this automaton in
Appendix Sec. B.1

0 1 2
a
(0

1
0

)
, b
(0

0
1

)
a
(0

0
0

)
, b
(0

0
0

)
c
(1

0
0

)
a
(0

1
0

)
, b
(0

0
1

)
a
(0

0
0

)
, b
(0

0
0

) Consider the language L = {cnw : w = x1x2 · · · xm ∈
{a, b}∗ ∧ n > 0 ∧ |x1x2 . . . xn|a < |x1x2 . . . xn|b}
over the alphabet {a, b, c}. Using results from [11],
one can show that it is not recognized by any un-
ambiguous Parikh automata. However, it is accep-
ted by the weakly-unambiguous automaton depicted
on the left with the semilinear {(n1, n2, n3) : n1 =
n2 + n3 and n2 < n3}.

The lack of expressivity of unambiguous PAs is counter-balanced by their closure under
boolean operations, which is explained by their link with a class of determinisitic PA [19].

Using a standard product construction when the vectors are concatenated and using the The construction
for the intersec-
tion is given in
Appendix Sec.B.2.

concatenation of the constraints, it is easy to show that weakly-unambiguous PA are closed
under intersection. In [12], the authors claim that the class8 is closed under union. However
their construction has an irrecoverable flaw and we do not know if weakly-unambiguous PA
are closed under union or under complementation. A counter-example

to the construction
of [12] is given
in Apprendix Sec-
tion B.3.

We now give a very short proof of the fact that weakly-unambiguous languages in PA
have holonomic generating series. The idea of the proof can be traced back to [31]. A similar
proof was given in [33] for languages in the class RCM but using the closure under algebraic
substitutions instead of specialization (see Remark 25).

7 Using the equivalences between weakly-unambiguous PA and RCM established in Proposition 13 and
PA and RBCM [29], it also gives an example of a language accepted by a RBCM with a non-holonomic
generating series (strengthening Theorem 12 of [12]) and a witness for the strict inclusion of RCM in
RBCM announced in Theorem 11 of [12]. Remark that their proof of this theorem only shows that
there exists no recursive translation from RBCM to RCM.

8 Actually, their claim is for the class RCM, which we will show to be equivalent in Section 3.4.
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Our approach puts into light a different multivariate power series associated with a
weakly-unambiguous PA A of dimension d. The multivariate weighted generating series
G(x, y1, . . . , yd) of A is such that for all index (n, i1, . . . , id), [xnyi1

1 . . . yid

d ]G counts the
number of words of length n accepted by A with a run labeled by the vector (i1, . . . , id).
▶ Proposition 12. The generating series of the language recognized by a weakly-unambiguous
Parikh automaton is holonomic.
Proof. Let A be a weakly-unambiguous PA with a constraint set C ⊆ Nd. We first prove
that its weighted series G(x, y1, . . . , yd) is holonomic. As holonomic series are closed under
Hadamard product (see Theorem 8), it suffices to express G as the Hadamard product of
two rational series A and C in the variables x, y1, . . . , yd.

The first series A(x, y1, . . . , yd) is such that for all n, i1, . . . , id ≥ 0, [xnyi1
1 . . . yid

d ]A counts
the number of runs of A starting in qI , ending in a final state and labeled with a word of
length n and the vector (i1, . . . , id). Note that we do not require that (i1, . . . , id) belongs to
C. As this series simply counts the number of runs in an automaton, its rationality is proved
via the standard translation of the automaton into a linear system of equations.

For the second series, we take C(x, y1, . . . , yd) := 1
1−x C ′(y1, . . . , yd) where C ′ is the

support series of C, which is rational (see [17, 26]). A direct computation yields that for all
n, i1, . . . , id ≥ 0, [xnyi1

1 . . . yid

d ]C is equal to 1 if (i1, . . . , id) belongs to C and 0 otherwise.
The Hadamard product of A and C counts the number of runs accepting a word of

length n with the vector (i1, . . . , id). As A is weakly-unambiguous, this quantity is equal to
the number of words of length n accepted with this vector. Hence G = Ā ⊙ C̄.

The univariate series A(x) of A is equal to G(x, 1, . . . , 1). Indeed, for all n ≥ 0,
[xn]G(x, 1, . . . , 1) is the sum over all vector i ∈ Nd of the number of words of length n

accepted with the vector i. As A is weakly-unambiguous, each word is accepted with at
most one vector and this sum is therefore equal to the total number of accepted words of
length n. Thanks to Proposition 7, A(x) = G(x, 1, . . . , 1) is holonomic. ◀

3.3 Equivalence with unambiguous reversal bounded counter machines
A k-counter machine [25] is informally a Turing machine with one read-only tape that contains
the input word, and k counters. Reading a letter a on the input tape, in a state q, the
machine can check which of its counters are zero, increment or decrement its counters, change
its state, and move its read head one step to the left or right, or stay on its current position.
Note that the machine does not have access to the exact value of its counters. A k-counter
machine is said (m, n)-reversal bounded if its reading head can change direction between left
and right at most m times, and if every counter can alternate between incrementing and
decrementing at most n times each. Finally, a reversal bounded counter machine (RBCM)
is a k-counter machine which is (m, n)-reversal bounded for some m and n. A RBCM is
unambiguous if for every word there is at most one accepting computation.

RBCM are known to recognize the same languages as Parikh automata (see [30, 29]). This
equality does not hold anymore for their deterministic versions [10, Prop. 3.14]. However, the
proof of the equivalence for the general case can be slightly modified to preserve unambiguity.
▶ Proposition 13. The class of languages accepted by unambiguous RBCM and weakly-
unambiguous PA coincide.

A detailed proof
can be found in Ap-
pendix Sec. B.6.

Proof sketch. Unambiguous RBCMs are shown to be equivalent to one-way unambiguous
RBCMs. In turn these are shown to be equivalent to weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-
transitions, which in turn are equivalent to weakly-unambiguous PA. This ε-removal step
needs to be adapted to preserve weak-unambiguity. ◀
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3.4 Equivalence with RCM
If we fix an alphabet Γ = {a1, . . . , ad}, we can associate with every semilinear set C of
dimension d, the language [C] = {w ∈ Γ∗ : (|w|a1 , . . . , |w|ad

) ∈ C} of words whose numbers
of occurrences of each letter satisfy the constraint expressed by C. For instance, if we take
the semilinear set C0 = {(n, m, n, m) : n, m ≥ 0} and the alphabet {a, b, c, d}, [C0] consists
of all words having as many a’s as c’s and as many b’s as d’s.

A language L over Σ belongs to RCM if there exist a regular language R over Γ =
{a1, . . . , ad}, a semilinear set9 C ⊆ Nd and a length preserving morphism µ : Γ∗ −→ Σ∗, that See Appendix

Sec. B.7.2 for
a proof of the
footnote.

is injective over R∩[C], so that L = µ(R∩[C]). For example, Labab = {anbmanbm : n, m ∈ N}
can be shown to be in RCM by taking Γ = {a, b, c, d}, Σ = {a, b}, µ(a) = µ(c) = a, µ(b) =
µ(d) = b, R = a∗b∗c∗d∗ and the semilinear set C0 defined in the previous paragraph.

▶ Theorem 14. L ∈ RCM iff L is recognized by a weakly-unambiguous Parikh automaton.
See Appendix
Sec. B.7.1 for the
complete proof.

Proof sketch. Every language in RCM can be accepted by a weakly-unambiguous PA that
guesses the underlying word over Γ: the weak-unambiguity is guaranteed by the injectivity
of the morphism. Conversely a language accepted by a weakly-unambiguous PA is in RCM
by taking for R the set of runs of the PA and translating the constraint: the injectivity of
the morphism is guaranteed by the weak-unambiguity of the PA. ◀

In [12], the authors conjectured that the class RCM contains the one-way deterministic
RBCM. From Theorem 14 and Proposition 13 we get a stronger result:

▶ Corollary 15. The languages in RCM are the languages accepted by unambiguous RBCM.

3.5 Weakly-unambiguous pushdown Parikh automata
A pushdown Parikh automaton (PA for short) is a PA where the finite automaton is replaced
by a pushdown automaton. A weakly-unambiguous PA has at most one accepting run for
each word. Most results obtained previously can be adapted for weakly-unambiguous PA.
However, unsurprisingly, the class of languages accepted by weakly-unambiguous PA is not The proofs of non-

closure are in Ap-
pendix Prop. 37

closed under union and intersection. This can be shown using the inherent weak-ambiguity
of the language D proved in Section 4.1. The closure under complementation is left open.

▶ Proposition 16. The generating series of a weakly-unambiguous PA is holonomic.

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof of Proposition 12. The only difference is
that the series A is algebraic and not rational. Indeed it counts the number of runs in a
pushdown automaton and the language of runs is a deterministic context-free language even
if the pushdown automaton is not deterministic. ◀

More details can be
found in Appendix
Sec. D.

Remark that using the same techniques, we can prove that the generating series of
weakly-unambiguous Parikh tree automata are holonomic. As we proved that all these series
are also generating series of PA’s, we do not elaborate on this model in this extended abstract.

RBCMs can be extended with a pushdown storage to obtain a RBCM with a stack [25].

▶ Theorem 17. Weakly-unambiguous PA are equivalent to unambiguous one-way RBCM
with a stack.

A detailed proof
can be found in Ap-
pendix Sec. C.

9 Our definition may seem a little more general than Massazza’s, which only uses semilinear constraints
without quantifiers, but it can be shown that the classes are equivalent.
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Proof sketch. We first establish that unambiguous one-way RBCM with a stack are equival-
ent to weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-transitions. Contrarily to the PA case, the removal of
ε-transitions is quite involved and uses weighted context-free grammars. ◀

The class10 LCL of [33] is defined as RCM is, except that the regular language is replaced
by an unambiguous context-free11 language. Similarly to the PA case, one can prove:

▶ Proposition 18. LCL is the set of languages accepted by weakly-unambiguous PA.

4 Examples of inherently weakly-ambiguous languages
See Appendix
Prop. 71 for a
description of the
algorithm.

There is a polynomial-time algorithm to decide whether a given PA is weakly-unambiguous.
But inherent weak-unambiguity is undecidable, as a direct application of a general theorem
from [24]. This emphasises that inherent weak-ambiguity is a difficult problem in general. Undecidability is

proved in Appendix
Prop. 724.1 Two examples using an analytic criterion

Following an idea from Flajolet [20] for context-free languages, the link between weakly-
unambiguous PA and holonomic series yields sufficient criteria to establish inherent weak-
ambiguity, of analytic flavor: the contraposition of Proposition 12 indicates that if L is
recognized by a PA but its generating series is not holonomic, then L is inherently weakly-
ambiguous. Hence, any criterion of non-holonomicity can be used to establish the inherent
weak-ambiguity. Many such criteria can be obtained when considering the generating series
as analytic functions (of complex variables). See [20, 21] for several examples. For the
presentation of this method in this extended abstract, we only rely on the following property:

▶ Proposition 19 ([41]). A holonomic function in one variable has finitely many singularities.

Our first example is the language D, defined over the alphabet {a, b} as follows:

D = {n1 n2 . . . nk : k ∈ N∗, n1 = 1 and ∃j < k, nj+1 ̸= 2nj}, where n = anb.

This language is recognized by a weakly-ambiguous Parikh automaton, which guesses the
correct j, and then verifies that nj+1 ̸= 2nj . Let D = ab(a∗b)∗ \ D, and suppose by
contradiction that D can be recognized by a weakly-unambiguous PA. Then its generating
series should be holonomic by Proposition 12. Since the generating series of D is D(xa, xb) =

xaxb

1− xb
1−xa

− D(xa, xb), it should be holonomic too. Looking closely at the form of the words of

D, we get that its generating series is
∑

k≥1 x2k−1
a xk

b . It is not holonomic as xD(x, 1) + x

has infinitely many singularities, see [20, p. 296–297].
Our second example is Shamir’s language S = {anbv1anv2 : n ≥ 1, v1, v2 ∈ {a, b}∗}. One

can easily design a PA recognizing S, where one coordinate stands for the length of the
first run of a’s and the other one for the second run of a’s, the automaton guessing when
the second run starts. Flajolet proved that S is inherently ambiguous as a context-free
language, since its generating series S(z) = z(1−z)

1−2z

∑
n⩾1

z2n

1−2z+zn+1 has an infinite number of
singularities [20, p. 296–297]. This also yields its inherent weak-ambiguity as a PA language.

10 In [33], LCL is defined without the injective morphism but we adapt it following [12].
11 Using deterministic context-free languages instead of unambiguous ones in the definition of LCL would

result in the same class.
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4.2 Limit of the method: an example using pumping techniques
As already mentioned, the analytic method presented is not always sufficient to prove inherent
ambiguity. In this section, we develop an example where it does not apply. We consider the
following language Leven , which is accepted both by a deterministic pushdown automaton
and a non-deterministic PA (where n = anb as in Section 4.1):

Leven =
{

n1 n2 . . . n2k : k ∈ N, ∀i ≤ 2k, ni > 0, and ∃j ≤ k, n2j = n2j−1
}

.

In other words, Leven is the language of sequences of encoded numbers having two consecutive
equal values, the first one being at an odd position. This language is accepted by a non-
deterministic PA but is also deterministic context-free. This means that its generating series See in Appendix,

Sec. E.1 for more
details.

is algebraic and hence holonomic. This puts it out of the reach of our analytic method.
In this section we establish the following result:

▶ Theorem 20. The language Leven is inherently weakly-ambiguous as a PA language.

The remainder of this section is devoted to sketch the proof of this proposition. By
contradiction, we suppose that Leven is recognized by a weakly-unambiguous PA A.

An a-piece ω of A is a non-empty simple path of a-edges in A, starting and ending at
the same state: the states of the path are pairwise distinct, except for its extremities. The
origin of w is its starting (and ending) state. Let Π(A) be the (finite) set of a-pieces in A.

We see a run in A as a sequence of transitions forming a path in A. An a-subpath of a
run R in A is a maximal consecutive subsequence of R whose transitions are all labeled by
a’s, that is, it cannot be extended further to the left nor to the right in R using a’s.

Let R be an accepting run in A. One can show that every a-subpath S of R can be
decomposed as S = w1σs1

1 w2σs2
2 · · · wf σ

sf

f wf+1, where the σi’s are a-pieces of Π(A), the si’s
are positive integers, and the wi’s are paths not using twice the same state. Moreover, this
decomposition is unique if we add the condition that if wi = ε, then σi ̸= σi−1 and the only
state in common in wi and σi is the origin of σi. This is done by repeatedly following the
path until a state q is met twice, factorizing this segment of the form wσ, where σ is an
a-piece of origin q. We call this decomposition the canonical form of S, and the signature of
S is the tuple (w1, σ1, w2, . . . , wf , σf , wf+1), i.e., we dropped the si’s of the canonical form.

From the weakly-unambiguity of A we can prove that there are at most c distinct possible See Sec. E.1 in the
Appendix for the
proof.

signatures, where c only depends on A, and that f is always at most |QA|.
Ramsey’s Theorem [39] guarantees that there exists an integer r such that any complete

undirected graph with at least r vertices, whose edges are colored using c2 different colors,
admits a monochromatic triangle. We fix two positive integers n and k sufficiently large,
which will be chosen later on, depending on A only. For ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , r}, let wℓ be the word
wℓ = n1 n2 . . . n2r, where ni = n for odd i and n2i = n + k if i ≠ ℓ and n2ℓ = n. Each wℓ is
in Leven , with a match at position 2ℓ only. By weak-unambiguity, each wℓ has a unique
accepting run Rℓ in A, each such run having 2r a-subpaths by construction. For i ̸= j in
{1, . . . , r}, let λij be the signature of the 2j-th a-subpath of Ri, which is a path of length
n + k by definition. The complete undirected graph of vertex set {1, . . . , r} where each edge
ij, with i < j, is colored by the pair (λij , λji) admits a monochromatic triangle of vertices
α < β < γ. In particular, λαβ = λαγ and λγα = λγβ .

We choose k = lcm({|σ| : σ ∈ Π(A)}), and n sufficiently large so that any a-subpath of an
accepting run contains an a-piece σ repeated at least k + 1 times. This is possible as the wi’s
have bounded length, and there are at most |QA| + 1 of them. Hence, the 2γ-th a-subpath of
wα contains a a-piece σ that is repeated more than s times, where s = k/|σ|. As λαβ = λαγ ,
the piece σ is also in the 2β-th a-subpath of wα. If we alter the accepting path Rα into R′

α
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by looping s more times in σ in the a-subpath at position 2β and s less times in σ at position
2γ, we obtain a run for the word w = · · · n n

2α
· · · n n + 2k

2β

· · · nn
2γ

· · · . This run is accepting as

the PA computes the same vector as for wα, by commutativity of vectors addition. And the
signatures remains unchanged, as there are sufficiently many repetitions of σ at position 2γ

in wα. Similarly, as λγα = λγβ , we can alter the accepting path Rγ into an accepting path
R′

γ of same signatures as Rγ for the same word w, by removing s′ = k/|σ′| iterations of an
a-piece σ′ at position 2α and adding them at position 2β.

We have built two paths R′
α and R′

γ that both accept the same word w. Therefore, as A
is weakly-unambiguous, they are equal. As the signatures have not changed, this implies
that the signature at position 2α in R′

α is λγα, which is equal to λγβ (monochromaticity),
which is equal to λαβ (R′

α and R′
γ have same signatures). This is a contradiction as we

could remove one a-piece at position 2α in wα and add it at position 2β, while computing
the same vector with the same starting and ending states: but this word is not in Leven.

▶ Remark 21. The proof relies on manipulations of paths in the automaton, and we only
use the commutativity of the addition for the vector part. Thus, it still holds if we consider
automata where we use a recursively enumerable set instead of a semilinear set for acceptance.

5 Algorithmic consequence of holonomicity

Generating series of languages have already been used to obtain efficient algorithms on
unambiguous models of automata. For instance, they were used by Stearns and Hunt as a
basic tool to obtain bounds on the length of a word witnessing the non-inclusion between two
unambiguous word automata [43]. More precisely, the proof in [43] relies on the recurrence
equation satisfied by the coefficients of the generating series (which is guaranteed to exist by
holonomicity in one variable). In the rational case, this recurrence relation can be derived
from the automaton and does not require advanced results on holonomic series. In this section,
our aim is to obtain a similar bound for the inclusion problem for weakly-unambiguous
Parikh automata. The inclusion problem for RCM (and hence for weakly-unambiguous PA)
is shown to be decidable in [12] but no complexity bound is provided. Note that this problem
is known to be undecidable for non-deterministic PA [25]. We follow the same approach as
for the rational case [43] and for RCM [12]. In stark contrast with the rational case, it is
necessary to closely inspect holonomic closure properties in order to give concrete bounds.

Fix A and B two weakly-unambiguous PA. We can construct a weakly-unambiguous PA
C accepting L(A) ∩ L(B). We rely on the key fact that the series D(x) = A(x) − C(x) counts
the number of words of length n in L(A) \ L(B). In particular, L(A) ⊆ L(B) if and only if
D(x) = 0.

As D(x) is the difference of two holonomic series, it is holonomic. As equality between
holonomic series is decidable, [12] concludes that the problem is decidable. But without further
analysis, no complexity upper-bound can be derived. The coefficients of D(x) =

∑
n≥0 dnxn

satisfy a recurrence equation of the form p0(n)dn =
∑r

k=1 pk(n)dn−k for n ≥ r with p0(x) ̸= 0.
This equation fully determines dn in terms of its r previous values dn−1, . . . , dn−r, provided
that p0(n) ̸= 0. In particular, if the r previous values are all equal to 0, then dn = 0.
Consequently, if dn is equal to 0 for all n ≤ r + R where R denotes the largest positive root
of p0 (which is bounded from above by its ∞-norm, as a polynomial on Z) then12 D(x) = 0.

12 The proof of Theorem 7 in [12] wrongly suggests that we can take the order of the differential equation
for D as a bound on the length of a witness for non-inclusion. In general, this is not the case. For instance
consider D(x) = x1000 which satisfies the first-order differential equation 1000D(x) − x∂xD(x) = 0. It
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Taking W := r + R, we have that if L(A) ̸⊆ L(B) then there exists a word witnessing
this non-inclusion of length at most W . We now aim at computing an upper-bound on W

on the size of the inputs A and B.
For this, we first bound the order of the linear recurrence satisfied by A(x) and C(x), as

well as the degrees and norm of the polynomials involved. This is stated in Proposition 22,
whose proof follows the one of Proposition 12, while establishing such bounds for the
multivariate Hadamard product and the specialization to 1.

▶ Proposition 22. The generating series A(x) of a weakly-unambiguous PA A of dimension
d ≥ 1 satisfies a non-trivial linear differential equation qs(x)∂s

xA(x) + · · · + q0(x)A(x) = 0,
with s ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d) and for all i ∈ [0, s], deg(qi) ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d) and
log ∥qi∥∞ ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d2) using the notations of Section 3.2.

Finally, we transfer these bounds to the series D(x) of L(A) \ L(B) using the analysis of
[28] for the sum of holonomic series in one variable.

▶ Theorem 23. Given two weakly-unambiguous PA A and B of respective dimensions dA
and dB, if L(A) is not included in L(B) then there exists a word in L(A) \ L(B) of length at
most 22O(d2 log(dM)) where d = dA + dB and M = |A| |B| ∥A∥∞ ∥B∥∞.

Using dynamic programming to compute the number of accepted words, we can decide
inclusion.

▶ Corollary 24. Given two weakly-unambiguous PA A and B of dimensions dA and dB, we can
decide if L(A) ⊆ L(B) in time 22O(d2 log(dM)) where d = dA + dB and M = |A| |B| ∥A∥∞ ∥B∥∞.

▶ Remark 25. In [12], the author proposes a different construction to prove the holonomicity
of the generating series of languages in RCM. This proof uses the closure of holonomic
series under Hadamard product and algebraic substitution x1 = x2 = · · · = xn = x. It is
natural to wonder if this approach would lead to better bounds in Proposition 22 (using the
equivalence between weakly-unambiguous PA and RCM). It turns out that the operation
x1 = x2 = · · · = xn = x is more complicated than it seems at a first glance. Indeed, to our
knowledge, no proof of the closure under algebraic substitution explains what happens if,
during the substitution process, the equations become trivial. This issue can be overcome
by doing the substitution step by step: x2 = x1, then x3 = x1, etc. However, this naive
approach would produce worse bounds.

6 Perspectives

The bounds obtained in Section 5 are derived directly from constructions given in the proofs
of the closure properties. In particular, we did not use any information on the special form
of our series. The bounds are certainly perfectible using more advanced tools from computer
algebra. Also it seems that the complexity of the closure under the algebraic substitution
deserves more investigation, as discussed in Remark 25.

A more ambitious perspective is to find larger classes of automata whose generating series
are holonomic. This would certainly require new ideas, as for instance any holonomic power
series with coefficients in {0, 1} is known to be the characteristic series of some semilinear [3].

is clear that the coefficients D0 = 0 and D1 = 0 are not enough to decide that D is not zero.
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A Proof omitted in Section 2

▶ Proposition 26. Let A(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ) be an holonomic series such that for every
index (i1, . . . , ik), [xi1

1 . . . xik

k ]A is a polynomial in y1, . . . , yℓ. Then the series defined by
B(x1, . . . , xk) = A(x1, . . . , xk, 1, . . . , 1) is also holonomic.

Proof. We write A(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ) =
∑

i1,...,ik
Pi1,...,ik

(y1, . . . , yℓ)xi1
1 . . . xik

k , where
each Pi1,...,ik

is a polynomial in y1, . . . , yℓ.
First observe that B(x1, . . . , xk) is well defined, as [xi1

1 . . . xik

k ]B is the evaluation at
(y1, . . . , yℓ) = (1, . . . , 1) of Pi1,...,ik

.
We prove the result by setting each yi to 1, one at a time. So we focus on the operation

yℓ = 1. Let C(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ−1) = A(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ−1, 1).
By a direct induction, for every non-negative integer k we have that for every z ∈

{x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yd−1}:

(∂k
z A)(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ−1, 1) = ∂k

z C(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , yℓ−1).

Then setting yℓ = 1 in the system of differential equations of A (after removing the
differential equation in yℓ) yields a system of equations for C. To ensure that none of these
equations is trivial when setting yℓ = 1, we first divide each of them by (yℓ − 1), as many
times as possible (that is, by the largest power of (yℓ − 1) that divides all the polynomial
coefficients of the equation). ◀

B Proof omitted in Section 3

B.1 Proofs and details for Remark 11
Recall the language L = {cnw : w = x1x2 · · · xm ∈ {a, b}∗ ∧ n > 0 ∧ |x1x2 . . . xn|a <

|x1x2 . . . xn|b} over the alphabet {a, b, c}.
It is accepted by the weakly-unambiguous automaton depicted below with the semilinear

{(n1, n2, n3) : n1 = n2 + n3 and n2 < n3}. This automaton stores the number n of c’s
seen in its 1st dimension and upon seeing the first a or b starts storing the number of a’s
in its 2nd dimension and the number of b’s in its 3rd dimension. At any point, it can
non-deterministically choose to stop counting the a’s and b’s and move to an accepting
state. The semilinear constraint ensures that there is only one correct guess for when to stop
counting the a’s and b’s and hence that the automaton is weakly-unambiguous. Remark that
if we erase the vectors, the resulting automaton is ambiguous and therefore this automaton
is not unambiguous in the sense of Cadilhac et al.

0 1 2
a
(0

1
0

)
, b
(0

0
1

)
a
(0

0
0

)
, b
(0

0
0

)
c
(1

0
0

)
a
(0

1
0

)
, b
(0

0
1

)
a
(0

0
0

)
, b
(0

0
0

)

▶ Proposition 27. The language L = {cnw : w = x1x2 · · · xm ∈ {a, b}∗ ∧ n > 0 ∧
|x1x2 . . . xn|a < |x1x2 . . . xn|b} over the alphabet {a, b, c} is not accepted by any unambiguous
PA in the sense of [11].
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Proof. Let’s suppose that L is recognized by an unambiguous PA in the sense of [11]. Then,
by stability of unambiguous PA (see [11, Proposition 7]) under intersection and left quotient
by any language recognized by a PA (in particular any regular language), ({c∗}−1L) ∩ {a, b}∗

should be unambiguous. But it is not, by Proposition 11 of [11]. ◀

B.2 Proof of closure under intersection for weakly-unambiguous PA
▶ Proposition 28. Given two weakly-unambiguous PA A and B, the language L(A) ∩ L(B) is
accepted by a weakly-unambiguous PA C. Moreover C can be constructed so that |C| ≤ |A||B|,
∥C∥∞ = max(∥A∥∞, ∥B∥∞) and its dimension is the sum of the dimensions of A and B.

Proof. This is done by a classical construction of a product automaton. We create the
automaton C, of dimension dC = dA +dB, set of states QC = QA ×QB, such that for every pair
of transitions (t1, t2) ∈ δA×δB, labeled by the same letter a ∈ Σ, with t1 = (q1, (a, v1), q′

1) and
t2 = (q2, (a, v2), q′

2), then ((q1, q2), (a, (v1, v2)), (q′
1, q′

2)) ∈ δC. We also pose FC = FA × FB,
q0,C = (q0,A, q0,B). Finally, we take the semilinear set CC to be

{(x1, . . . , xdA , xdA+1, . . . , xdC ) : (x1, . . . , xdA) ∈ CA and (xdA+1, . . . , xdC ) ∈ CB}

The runs of C are classically in bijection with the couples of runs in A and B labeled with
the same word, so that C is also weakly-unambiguous, and recognizes the intersection of the
two languages.

If CA and CB are given by unambiguous presentations:

CA =
⊎

i∈[1,kA] ci + P ∗
i

CB =
⊎

i∈[1,kB] di + R∗
i

An unambiguous presentations for the semilinear set C can be constructed as follows:

C =
⊎

i∈[1,kA]j∈[1,kB]

ci · dj + Q∗
i,j

where for i ∈ [1, kA] and j ∈ [1, kB],

Qi,j = {p · (0, . . . , 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
dB times

: p ∈ Pi} ∪ {(0, . . . , 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
dA times

·r : r ∈ Rj}

From the definition, we have |C| = |QC | + |δC | + kAkB +
∑

i,j |Pi| + |Rj |. As |QC | = |QA||QB|
and |δC | ≤ |δA||δB|, |C| ≤ |A||B|. We also have that ∥C∥∞ = max(∥A∥∞, ∥B∥∞).

◀

B.3 A counter-example construction for union announced in [12]
We give a counter-example for the proof of the closure of union of RCM in [12].

We follow the construction for the union of L = (R, C, µ) and L′ = (R′, C ′, µ) with:
R = {a, A} over Γ = {a, A},
C = (N × {0}) \ (0, 0),
Σ = {c},
µ : Γ∗ 7→ Σ∗ defined by µ(a) = µ(A) = c.
R′ = {b} over Γ′ = {b},
C ′ = N \ {0},
µ′ : (Γ′)∗ 7→ Σ∗ defined by µ(b) = c.
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As a result L = µ(R ∩ [C]) = {c} and L′ = µ′(R′ ∩ [C ′]) = {c}.
The language M = µ(R) ∩ µ(R′) = {c}. Hence R2 = ∅, R′

2 = ∅, R1 = R and R′
1 = R′.

The construction produces M ′ = {τab, τAb} and µ′′(τab) = µ′′(τAb) = c and C ′′ = N2 \ (0, 0).
The union is announced to be µ′′(M ′ ∩ [C ′′]) but the morphism is not injective on M ′ ∩ [C ′′].

Notice that this only invalidates the proof given in [12]. We do not know yet if RCM is
closed under union.

B.4 Omitted results and definitions on PA, generalized PA and PA with
ε-transitions

In this section, we introduce a model, we call generalized PA, in which transitions are labeled
by semilinear sets instead of vectors and show that it accepts the same languages as standard
PA in the weak-unambiguous case (see Section B.4.2). Using the model of generalized
PA, we show ε-transitions can be eliminated in weakly-unambiguous PA while preserving
weak-unambiguity (see Section B.5). We start with formal definitions omitted in the main
text.

Related work. This model is implicit in [29, 30]. We make it explicit here for two
reasons. First, it allows for a cleaner presentation of the ε-removal procedure. Second, the
proof of equivalence between generalized PA and PA is quite generic and will be reused for
PA. The ε-removal procedure detailed in Section B.5 is essentially the one of [30] but tailored
to ensure the preservation of weak-unambiguity.

B.4.1 Runs of PA
A run of a Parikh automaton A = (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆) of dimension d is a sequence

π = p0 (a0, v0) p1 · · · pn−1 (an−1, vn−1) pn

with n ≥ 0, pi ∈ Q, ai ∈ Σ and vi ∈ Nd such that for all i ∈ [0, n − 1], (pi, (ai, vi), pi+1) is a
transition of A. Such a run will be denoted by p0

a0,v0−−−→ p1 · · · pn−1
an−1,vn−1−−−−−−−→ pn and is said

to start from p0 and to end in pn and labeled by (a0 · · · an−1, v0 + · · · + vn−1). To convey
this information in a synthetic manner, we simply write p

w,v==⇒
π

q where w = a0 · · · an−1 and
v = v0 + · · · + vn−1. Remark that π = q is a valid run starting and ending in q and labeled
by (ε, 0) where 0 denotes the constant vector of dimension d equal to 0.

For a run π1 starting in p and ending in q and a run π2 starting in q and ending in
r, we let π1 · π2 denote the concatenation of the two runs. Formally if π1 = p0

a0,v0−−−→
p1 · · · pn−1

an−1,vn−1−−−−−−−→ pn and π2 = q0
b0,w0−−−−→ q1 · · · qm−1

bn−1,vn−1−−−−−−−→ qn, we define:

π1 · π2 = p0
a0,v0−−−→ p1 · · · pn−1

an−1,vn−1−−−−−−−→ pn
b0,w0−−−−→ q1 · · · qm−1

bn−1,wn−1−−−−−−−→ qn.

In particular, if p
u1,v1====⇒

π1
q and q

u2,v2====⇒
π2

r then p
u1·u2,v1+v2========⇒

π1·π2
r.

B.4.2 Generalized PA
We consider a variant of Parikh automata, called generalized Parikh automata (generalized
PA for short), in which transitions are no longer labeled by a vector in Nd but by a semilinear
set in Nd. As a consequence, a run π of a generalized PA with is labeled by a couple (w, S),
where w is a word and S is a semilinear equal to the sum of all the semilinear sets labelling
the transitions of π. A run π labeled by (w, S) is accepting if it starts in the initial state and



20 Weakly-unambiguous Parikh automata and their link to holonomic series

ends in a final state and S ∩ C ≠ ∅ where C is the semilinear constraint of the generalized
PA.

The model of generalized PA is implicitly used in work of [29, 30].

▶ Definition 29 (generalized Parikh automaton). A generalized Parikh automaton A is given
by a tuple (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆) where Σ is the input alphabet, Q is the finite set of states,
qI ∈ Q is the initial state, F ⊆ Q is the set of final states, C is a semilinear set in Nd and ∆
is the set of transitions of the form p

a,S−−→ q with p and q ∈ Q, a ∈ Σ and S a semilinear set
in Nd.

A run p0
a0,S0−−−→ p1 · · · pn−1

an−1,Sn−1−−−−−−−→ pn is labeled by (w, S) with w = a0 · · · an−1,
S = S0 + · · · + Sn−1. By convention, a run π = q is labeled by (ε, {0}).

It is accepting if it starts in the initial state (i.e., p0 = qI) and ends in an accepting state
(i.e., pn ∈ F ) and S ∩ C ̸= ∅.

A generalized PA is called (weakly)-unambiguous if every word has at most one accepting
run.

A PA can be seen as a generalized PA by replacing every transition (p, (a, v), q) with
(p, (a, {v}), q). This transformation preserves both the accepted language and weak-unambiguity.
We will give in Proposition 31 a converse translation from generalized PA to PA which pre-
serves weak-unambiguity.

For this, we need a technical lemma on semilinear sets. For a subset L of Nd, we define
Lr by L0 = {0} and Lr+1 = Lr + L for r ≥ 0. In other terms, Lr contains the vectors that
can be obtained as the sum of r vectors in L.

▶ Lemma 30 ([29]). For a semilinear set S in Nd, the relation v ∈ Sr is semilinear, meaning
that there exists a Presburger formula φ(x, y1, . . . , yd) such that for all r, v1, . . . , vn−1 and
vn ∈ N, φ[r, v1, . . . , vn] holds if and only if (v1, . . . , vd) belongs to Sr.

Proof. We first consider the case where S = c + P ∗ is a linear set. For all v ∈ Nd and r > 0,
we have v ∈ Sr if and only if v − rc ∈ P ∗. This is due to the fact that (P ∗)r = P ∗ when
r > 0. Hence the formula φS , given below, defines the relation v ∈ Sr.

φS(x, y1, . . . , yd) := x = 0 → v1 = · · · = vd = 0
∧ x ̸= 0 → φP (v1 − c1x, . . . , vd − cdx)

where φP (x1, . . . , xd) is a Presburger formula defining P . Remark that the multiplication by
is ci allowed as the vector c is a constant.

Let us now handle the general case where S is semilinear, of the form S = ∪n
i=1Si where

the Si’s are linear sets. We define:

φS(r, v) = ∃ℓ1, . . . , ℓn, ∃z1, . . . , zn,

ℓ1 + . . . + ℓn = r ∧ v = z1 + . . . + zn

∧
n∧

i=1
φSi

(ℓi, zi)

where zi designates the vector of d variables (zi,1, . . . , zi,d).
Let v ∈ Nd, r ∈ N such that v ∈ Sr. If r = 0 then v = 0 and φS [v, r] holds. Otherwise,

r > 0 and v is the sum of r vectors from S: we can write v = v1 + . . . + vr, where vj ∈ S

for 1 ≤ j ≤ r.
For 1 ≤ i ≤ n, let’s denote Di the disjoint sets of vectors among v1, . . . , vr that belong

to Li, and don’t belong to Lk for k < i. Reordering the sum v = v1 + . . . + vr by grouping



A. Bostan, A. Carayol, F. Koechlin and C. Nicaud 21

the vectors according to the sets Di, we can rewrite it into v = z1 + . . . + zn, where zi is
the sum of every vectors in Di (and is the null vector if Di is empty). Let’s denote ℓi = |Di|.
Then zi ∈ Lℓi

i and ℓ1 + . . . + ℓn = r. So φS [r, v] is true.
Reciprocally, let r ∈ N and v ∈ Nd satisfying φS . Then we can find ℓ1, . . . , ℓn ∈ N

such that ℓ1 + . . . + ℓn = r, and vectors z1, . . . , zn ∈ Nd such that v = z1 + . . . + zn and
zi ∈ Lℓi

i ⊆ Sℓi .
If r = 0, then every ℓi equals 0, so zi = 0 for every i. Then v = 0, and consequently

v ∈ Sr.
If r > 0, then some ℓi are not null. The equality v = z1 + . . . + zn can be rewritten as

v = v1 + . . . + vr, where vi ∈ S. So v ∈ Sr.
◀

We can now provide a translation from generalized PA to PA which preserves weak-
unambiguity.

▶ Proposition 31. Let A a generalized PA (resp. weakly-unambiguous generalized PA), the
language L(A) is recognized by a PA (resp. weakly-unambiguous PA) B with the same number
of states and whose dimension is equal to the number of different semilinear sets appearing
in the transitions of A.

Proof. Fix a generalized PA A = (Q, q0, F, Σ, ∆, S). Let S1, . . . , Sr be an enumeration of
the different semilinear sets appearing in the transitions of A.

We construct a PA B = (Q, q0, F, Σ, ∆′, S′) of dimension r accepting L(A). The automaton
B shares the same structure as A (i.e., the same set of states, initial state, final states) and
only differs by the transitions and semilinear constraint. For every transitions p

a,Si−−−→ q of
A, there is a transition p

a,ei−−→ q, where ei is the vector that has a 1 in its ith coordinate, 0
everywhere else. The semilinear constraint is S′ := {(n1, . . . , nr) ∈ Nr : ∃v ∈ S ∩

∑r
i=1 Sni

i }.
It is indeed semilinear, since it is recognized by the formula:

φS′(n1, . . . , nr) = ∃v1, . . . , vr, v1 + . . . + vr ∈ S ∧
r∧

i=1
vi ∈ Sni

i

where vi ∈ Sni
i is syntactic sugar for the formula constructed in Lemma 30.

We denote by φ the transformation taking a run π of A and translating it into a run of
B by replacing every transition in ∆ by its associated transition in ∆′. The mapping φ is a
bijection between the runs of A and the runs of B preserving the states and the input word.

To show that A and B accept the same languages, we are going to prove that for every
run π of A, π is accepting for A if and only if φ(π) is accepting for B. In particular, as φ is
a bijection preserving the input word, this implies both that L(A) = L(B) and that if A is
weakly unambiguous then so is B.

Let π be an accepting run in A labeled by (w, Sπ). Let mi denote the number of
occurrences of Si in the transitions of π, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r and let m denote the vector (mi)i∈[1,r].
By definition, the semilinear set Sπ labelling the run π is Sπ =

∑r
i=1 Smi

i . The run φ(π) of
B is labeled by (w, m) and starts in the initial state and ends in a final state. To show that
φ(π) is accepting for B, we need to show that m ∈ S′. By definition of S′, this is equivalent
to S ∩

∑r
i=1 Smi

i = S ∩ Sπ ̸= ∅ which holds as π is accepting for A.
Let π′ be an accepting run in B labeled by (w, m), with m = (mi)i ∈ S′. Then

π = φ−1(π′) is a run in A labeled by (w, Sπ) and starting in the initial state and ending in
a final state. Furthermore mi is the number of occurrences of the semilinear set Si in the
transition of π and consequently Sπ =

∑
i Smi

i . To show that π is accepting for w, we need
to prove that Sπ ∩ S ̸= ∅. By definition, as m belongs to S′,

∑
i Smi

i ∩ S = Sπ ∩ S ̸= ∅. ◀
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B.5 PA with ε-transitions

A PA with ε-transitions is defined is the same fashion as a PA except that we allow transitions
of the form (p, ε, v, q) where ε denotes the empty-word. The notions of run and accepted
languages are adapted in the usual way.

In the non-deterministic case, it is known that adding ε-transitions does not increase
the expressivity of the model [30]. A little more care is needed to ensure that the ε-removal
preserves weak-unambiguity.

▶ Proposition 32. For every weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-transitions, there (effectively)
exists an equivalent weakly-unambiguous PA B without ε-transitions. Furthermore B can be
constructed with n states and dimension n2t if A has n states and t transitions.

Proof. Let A = (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆) be a weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-transitions. Without
loss of generality, we assume that the initial state qI has no incoming transitions. Thanks to
Proposition 31, it is enough to construct a weakly-unambiguous generalized PA B without
ε-transitions accepting L(A).

For every pair of states (p, q) of A, we consider the set, denoted by Cε
p,q, of vectors v in

Nd which can label a run π of the form p
ε,v==⇒ q.

Notice that Cε
p,q is semilinear. Indeed, it is recognized by the automaton over (Nd, +)

obtained from A by setting the initial state to p, the final state to q, and keeping only the
ε-transitions.

The automaton B is defined as follows: it has the same set of states, initial and final
states as A does.

For every pair (q, r) of states of A, for every transition (p, (a, d), q) ∈ ∆, where a ≠ ε and
p ≠ qI , we add to ∆′ the transition (p, (a, ({d} + Cε

q,r), r), and the transition (qI , (a, ({d} +
Cε

qI ,p + Cε
q,r), r). Since qI has no incoming transition, there can only be exactly one use of a

transition of the form (qI , (a, ({d} + Cε
qI ,p + Cε

q,r), r) in a run of A′, at the very beginning.

Let us show that L(A) ⊆ L(B). Let w = w1 . . . wr ∈ L(A), and qI
(w,d)====⇒

π
qf its accepting

run in A, with d ∈ S. We can decompose π = π0
επ1

w1
. . . πr−1

ε πr
wr

πr
ε , where each πi

wi
is a

transition that reads the letter wi, and each πi
ε is a (possibly empty) path of ε-transitions.

At the beginning of the run, we have a run of the form qI
(ε,v0)====⇒

π0
ε

p
(w1,d1)−−−−−→ q

(ε,v1)====⇒
π1

ε

r,

with by definition v0 ∈ Cε
qI ,p and v1 ∈ Cε

q,r. By construction, we have in ∆′ the transition
(qI , (w1, ({d} + Cε

qI ,p + Cε
q,r), r). For written convenience we write L0 = Cε

qI ,p and L1 = Cε
q,r.

For any 2 ≤ j ≤ r, πj
wj

and πj
ε are of the form πj

wj
= p

wj ,dj−−−−→ q and πj
ε = q

(ε,vj)
====⇒ r, where

p, q, r are three states and vj ∈ Cε
q,r, so that in ∆′ we have the corresponding transition

(p, (wj , ({dj} + Cε
q,r), r). For written convenience we write Lj = Cε

p,q. Notice that this
decomposition is unambiguous, as there is only one way to decompose π under this form.

This leads to a run in B of the form qI
(w,L)====⇒

πB
qf with L = L0 + . . . + Lr + {d1} + . . . {dr}.

It is accepting if L ∩ S ̸= ∅. It is immediate since v0 + . . . + vr + d1 + . . . + dr = d ∈ S, and
vi ∈ Li for 0 ≤ i ≤ r.

Let us now show that L(B) ⊆ L(A). Let w = w1 . . . wr ∈ L(B), and qI
(w,L)====⇒

π′
qf its

accepting run in B, with S ∩ L ̸= ∅. We can decompose π′ = π′
1π′

2 . . . π′
r, where π′

1 is of the
form qI

w1,{d1}+L0+L1−−−−−−−−−−−→ r, where p, q, r are three states, L0 = Cε
qI ,p and L1 = Cε

q,r. Likewise,

for j ≤ 2, each π′
j is of the form p

wj ,{dj}+Lj−−−−−−−−→ r for p, q, r three states, and Lj = Cε
q,r.
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As S ∩ L ≠ ∅, let’s take a d ∈ S ∩ L. As L = L0 + . . . + Lr + {d1} + . . . + {dr}, we can
find vi ∈ Li for 0 ≤ i ≤ r such that d = d1 + . . . + dr + v0 + . . . + vr.

As v0 ∈ L0 and v1 ∈ L1, it means that from π′
1 we can build a run in A of the form

π1 = qI
(ε,v0)====⇒

π0
ε

p
(w1,d1)−−−−−→ q

(ε,v1)====⇒
π1

ε

r.

Likewise, for 2 ≤ j ≤ r, as vj ∈ Lj , we can write from π′
j a run in A of the form

πj = p
wj ,dj−−−−→ q

(ε,vj)
====⇒

πε
j

r.

This leads to run in A, qI
w,d==⇒

π
qf , which is accepting since d ∈ S. So w ∈ L(A).

Notice that we have defined a construction that transforms a run π of A into a run π′ of
B, that is obtained by contracting the ε paths in π. This construction is well defined, there
is only one way to contract the run into a run of B. Reciprocally, every run from B is the
contraction of at least one run in A.

Suppose that w ∈ L(B) is accepted by two different runs π′
1, π′

2 in B. Then we can create
two accepting runs π1, π2 in A labeled by w, such that π′

1 is the contraction of π1, and π′
2

is the contraction of π2. By weak unambiguity of A, π1 = π2. As there is only one way to
contract a run of A into a run of B, π′

1 = π′
2. ◀

B.6 Proof of Proposition 13
The aim of this section is to prove that the class of languages accepted by unambiguous
(two-way) RBCM and by weakly-unambiguous PA coincide. This equivalence is stated in
Proposition 13 which is restated for convenience below.

▶ Proposition 13. The class of languages accepted by unambiguous RBCM and weakly-
unambiguous PA coincide.

The result is known to hold in the non-deterministic case [30]. The proof in the un-
ambiguous case follows the same general outline but some care is need to ensure that the
different steps preserve unambiguity/weak-unambiguity. Using the normalizations of RBCM
obtained in [25], we can show that unambiguous RBCM accept the same languages as
weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-transitions.

▶ Proposition 33. The unambiguous RBCM and the weakly-unambiguous PA with ε-
transitions accept the same languages.

Proof. For the direct inclusion, consider an unambiguous two-way RBCM M with k-counters
each making at most r reversals. In [25], the author constructs an equivalent one-way RBCM
M′ with k′ ≥ k counters, each making at most one reversal. With very little adaptation, this
construction can be shown to preserve unambiguity. To simplify the presentation, we present
the construction of an equivalent weakly-unambiguous PA A in the case of one counter. The
adaptation to several counters is straightforward.

The weakly-unambiguous PA A is of dimension 3 and has states of the form (q, τ) with
q a state of M′ and τ ∈ {0, 1, 2}. Intuitively, A simulates M′ using the first coordinate of
the output vector to store the number of increments, and the second coordinate stores the
number of decrements. In particular, the value of the counter is obtained by subtracting
the second coordinate to the first one. During the simulation, A keeps track using the
τ -component of whether M′ is incrementing or decrementing. More precisely,

τ = 0 if the machine M′ has never incremented (and the counter is equal to 0),
τ = 1 if the machine has incremented its counter but has never decremented,
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τ = 2 if the machine has decremented but the counter is not-null,
τ = 3 if the machine has decremented and the counter is null.

The automaton A increments its third component by τ upon accepting.
When τ = 0 or τ = 3, A can only simulate transitions of M′ guarded by c = 0 and when

τ = 1 or τ = 2, only transitions guarded by c ̸= 0.
The automaton A can deterministically compute if τ = 0 or 1 but it needs to non-

deterministically guess if and when, it should enter 3. The semilinear constraint of A is used
to check that the guess on value of τ is correct. More precisely, the semilinear constraint
is given by the formula ϕ(x1, x2, x3) := x1 = x2 ⇔ x3 = 0 ∨ x3 = 3. To ensure that the
simulation is weakly-unambiguous, we ask that the automata enters τ = 3 from τ = 1 and
τ = 2 only when performing a decrement on the counter.

For the converse inclusion, consider a weakly-unambiguous PA A = (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆)
with ε-transitions of dimension d. We construct an unambiguous RBCM M accepting L(A).
The machine M is one-way and has d counters which are used to store the coordinates of
the vector in Nd computed by A. The machine M works in two phases: it first simulates A
on the input word only incrementing the counters and then checks that the computed vector
belongs to the semilinear set C by simulating an unambiguous automaton over Nd accepting
C. During the first phase, for every transition (pA, a, v, qA) of A, the machine M in state pA

on the letter a can increment the counter i by v(i) and move the head to right and entering
state qA. Upon reaching the end-marker in a final state of A, the machine M enters the
second phase. In this phase, it simulates an unambiguous automaton over Nd accepting C

[17]. The machine M enters the initial state of C and for each transition (pC , v, qC) of C, the
machine in state pC on the end-marker the machine can decrement the i-th counter by v(i).
If such a decrement would decrease the value of a counter below 0, the machine rejects. The
machine M accepts on the end-marker in a final state of C if the value of all d counters is 0.

As the automaton accepting C is assumed to be unambiguous, the accepting runs of M
are in bijection with the accepting runs of A. Hence M accepts L(A) and is unambiguous
as A is weakly-unambiguous. ◀

Combined with Proposition 32, the previous proposition proves Proposition 13.

B.7 Proof omitted in Section 3.4

B.7.1 Proof of equivalence between RCM and weakly-unambiguous PA
▶ Theorem 14. L ∈ RCM iff L is recognized by a weakly-unambiguous Parikh automaton.

We prove it by showing how to recognize a language from RCM by a weakly-unambiguous
PA, and how to do the reverse. Both directions are quite syntactical, since the two classes
are very similar in their definition. The key idea is to see that the constraint of injectivity
of the morphism for RCM corresponds to the unicity of an accepting run in the world of
Parikh automata.

From RCM to PA.

This direction is easy. Let L ∈ RCM . Let Γ = {a1 . . . ar}, Σ two alphabets, R a regular
language over Γ, C some semilinear set in Nr regarded as constraints over the number of
occurrences of the symbols of Γ, and finally µ : Γ∗ −→ Σ∗ a length preserving morphism that
is injective over R ∩ [C] (where [C] denotes the set of words verifying the constraints in C),
such that L = µ(R ∩ [C]).
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We will write in the following for a word w ∈ Γ∗, πkh(w) = (|w|a1 , . . . , |w|ar ) its Parikh
image. We suppose that R is recognized by a deterministic automaton A, and that C is
represented by a Presburger formula Φc. With these notations [C] = {w : Φc(πkh(w))}.

The Parikh automaton recognizing L can be easily obtained from this by simply replacing
in A every transition of the form (q1, ai, q2) with (q1, (µ(ai), eai), q2) where eai is a vector
in dimension |Γ| = r filled with 0 except for the ith coordinate, which is 1. We keep the
same Presburger formula for P : ΦC .

There is a bijection between the transition of A and P , and consequently between the
paths in each automaton. For every run in P labeled by (w ∈ Σ∗, d ∈ Nr), there exists a run
in A taking exactly the same states, labeled by a word w2 ∈ Γ∗ such that µ(w2) = w and
d = πkh(w2). On the other direction, every run in A labeled by w can be translated in a
run in P labeled by (µ(w), πkh(w)), taking the same states.

▶ Lemma 34. L = L(P ) and P is weakly-unambiguous.

Proof. By double inclusion.
⊆ Let w ∈ L. There exists a word w2 ∈ R such that µ(w2) = w and ϕc(πkh(w2))) is true.

So there exists an accepting run in A for w2, then a run in P with the same states labeled
by (w, πkh(w2)). As ϕc(πkh(w2))) is true, this run is accepting in P . So w ∈ L(P ).

⊇ Let w = b1 . . . bs ∈ L(P ). There exists an accepting run in P labeled by ((b1, d1), . . . ,

(bs, ds)) so that ϕc(d) is true, with d = d1 + . . . + ds. Then there exists a path in A
labeled by a word w2 ∈ Γ∗ such that µ(w2) = w and d = πkh(w2), going through exactly
the same states. This run is accepting in A, so w2 ∈ R. Consequently w2 ∈ R ∩ [C] and
finally w ∈ µ(R ∩ [C]) = L.
Let’s suppose that there exists an other accepting run in P labeled by ((b1, d′

1), . . . , (bs, d′
s))

such that ϕc(d′) is true with d′ = d′
1 + . . . + d′

s. As there is a bijection between the
transitions of A and P , this path is in bijection with a path in A, labeled by a word
w3 ∈ R ∩ [C]. As µ(w3) = µ(w2) = w, the injectivity of µ over R ∩ [C] leads to w3 = w2.
Consequently d′

1 = d1, . . . , ds = d′
s. Besides, A is deterministic so both paths go through

the same states. So the two runs in P are identical.
For every word there is at most one accepting run. So P is weakly-unambiguous.

◀

From PA to RCM

Let P be a weakly-unambiguous Parikh automaton, ΦP its formula.

▶ Lemma 35. There exists a weakly-unambiguous PA P ′ recognizing the same language as
P such that its transitions are labeled with vectors of the form ei, e.g. every transition only
changes one coordinate by incrementing it.

Proof. It suffices to see P as a generalized PA and apply the construction of Proposition 31,
which only uses vectors of the announced form.

◀

We can now suppose that P is a weakly-unambiguous PA, whose transitions are of the
form (p, (a, ei), q) with i ∈ [[1, d]], and d is the dimension of P .

We then create the automaton A over the alphabet Γ = Σ × {ei}i∈[[1,d]], simply obtained
from P by regarding it as a regular automaton over the alphabet Γ (seeing the vectors as
letters to concatenate). We define the morphism µ as the projection over the first coordinate:
µ((a, ei)) = a.
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Let R be the language recognized by A. A word in R is nothing else than a path in P ,
and a word in R ∩ C is an accepting path of P . So L(P ) = µ(R ∩ [C]).

Let’s finally prove that µ is injective over R ∩ [C]. Let w1, w2 ∈ R ∩ [C] such that
µ(w1) = µ(w2). If w1 ̸= w2, then we would have two different accepting runs in P that would
be labeled by the same word µ(w), contradicting that P is weakly-unambiguous.

B.7.2 Equivalence of definitions for RCM
The definition of RCM in [12] actually differs from the definition given in this article (see
Section 3.4). In [12], the RCM class is defined with a subset of the semilinear sets: the
authors only consider semilinear sets which can be expressed as boolean combinations of
inequalities: they do not allow quantifiers nor equalities modulo constants. For this section,
we will call such semilinear sets modulo-free semilinear sets. Modulo-free semilinears form
a strict subclass of the semilinears. For instance the semilinear set {2n | n ≥ 0} cannot be
defined using only inequalities and is therefore not a modulo-free semilinear. However this
difference does not impact the resulting RCM class.

To show this, we will use the equivalence between RCM and weakly-unambiguous PA.
Remark that the translation in both directions transforms a modulo-free semilinear set into
a modulo-free semilinear set. Hence to prove the equivalence of RCM defined with general
semilinears and RCM defined with modulo-free semilinears, it is enough to establish the same
equivalence for weakly-unambiguous PA. A similar idea can be found for affine PA in [10].

▶ Lemma 36. For every weakly-unambiguous PA P = (Q, {qI}, F, ∆, S), there exists an
equivalent weakly-unambiguous PA P ′ with a modulo-free semilinear constraints set.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that the semilinear constraint of P is
defined by a Presburger formula ΦP with no quantifier [38], but is using predicates of the
form t ≡ 0[K], where t(x1, . . . , xd) = a0 + a1x1 + . . . + adxd is a semilinear term.

Let suppose that ΦP contains a predicate P of the form t ≡ 0[K], where t(x⃗) =
a0 + a1x1 + . . . + adxd.

We construct an equivalent weakly-unambiguous automaton P ′, verifying that ΦP ′ is
simply obtained from ΦP by replacing the predicate P by a predicate without modulo.
Iterating this transformation over every predicate that is using a modulo in ΦP leads to the
result.

So we focus on eliminating the modulo in the predicate P . The idea to build P ′ is to add
in the states of P the value of t[n1, . . . , nd] mod K, where (n1, . . . , nd) denotes the current
values of the counters of the automaton. It relies on the form of t, so that we only need to
know the value of t[n⃗] mod K to know the value of t[n⃗ + d⃗] mod K, for any d⃗ appearing in
a transition of P . Indeed, t[n⃗ + d⃗] ≡ t[n⃗] + t[d⃗] − a0 mod K.

More formally, P ′ = (Q′, {(qI , a0)}, F ′, ∆′, S ′) is a PA of dimension d + 1. The set of
states of P ′ is Q′ = {qf } ∪ (QP × [[0, K − 1]]), the final state is qf , and the set of transitions
is ∆′ = ∆1 ∪ ∆2, where ∆1 is defined by:

∆1 = {
(
(p, i), (a, (d, 0)), (q, k)

)
: (p, (a, d), q) ∈ ∆, k = (i + t[d⃗] − a0 mod K)}

and ∆2 is defined by:

∆2 = {
(
(p, i), (a, (d, k)), qf

)
: q ∈ F, (p, (a, d), q) ∈ ∆, k = (i + t[d⃗] − a0 mod K)}.

The role of ∆2 is just to use the new dimension to be able to reach in the semilinear the
value of t[n1, . . . , nd] mod K, where (n1, . . . , nd) denotes the values of the counters when
entering the accepting state.



A. Bostan, A. Carayol, F. Koechlin and C. Nicaud 27

Hence P ′ simulates P by storing in its state the value of t[n1, . . . , nd] mod K, and non
deterministically transfers this value in its new dimension before entering the final state,
from which there are no outgoing transitions. The Presburger formula ΦP ′ defining S ′ is
obtained by replacing the predicate P in ΦP by the predicate xd+1 = 0.

It is straightforward that L(P ) = L(P ′) and that the new automaton P ′ is weakly-
unambiguous. ◀

C Proof omitted in Section 3.5

▶ Proposition 37. The class of weakly-unambiguous PA is not closed under union nor
intersection.

Proof. Recall the language D over the alphabet {a, b}, defined in Section 4.1 by:

D = {n1 n2 . . . nk : k ∈ N∗, n1 = 1 and ∃j < k, nj+1 ̸= 2nj}, where n = anb,

and the language D = ab(a∗b)∗ \ D. It has been explained in Section 4.1 that the generating
series of D is not holonomic.

To show that the class of weakly-unambiguous PA is not closed under union and intersec-
tion, we use some languages introduced in [20], that have been useful to prove inherent ambi-
guity for context-free languages. Both the languages I1 = {n1 . . . nk | (n1 = 1 and ∀j, n2j =
2n2j−1) and I2 = {n1 . . . nk | (∀j, n2j+1 = 2n2j)} are deterministic context-free languages,
so they are recognized by two weakly-unambiguous PA. Furthermore their generating series
are holonomic (and even algebraic).

Notice that the language I1 ∩ I2 is exactly the language D, so its series is not holonomic.
So by Proposition 16, I1 ∩ I2 is not recognized by a weakly-unambiguous PA.

For the non-closure under union, consider the language L = I1 ∪ I2. If we denote by L(x)
(resp. I1(x), I2(x) and D(x)) the generating series of L (resp. I1, I2 and D), we have that:

L(x) = I1(x) + I2(x) − D(x).

If L(x) was holonomic, as I1(x) + I2(x) is algebraic hence holonomic, by closure under
sum D(x) would be holonomic, which is not the case. So L(x) is not holonomic, and I1 ∪ I2
is not recognized by a weakly-unambiguous PA.

So the class of weakly-unambiguous PA is not closed under union or intersection.
Notice that the language I1 ∪ I2 is recognized by an ambiguous PA, so the arguments

above show that it is inherently weakly-ambiguous. ◀

▶ Theorem 17. Weakly-unambiguous PA are equivalent to unambiguous one-way RBCM
with a stack.

Notice that the result is easy if we allow ε-transitions in the definition of a PA, and a
direct adaptation of the equivalence of PA and RBCM with ε-transitions. Hence, the heart
of the proof is to eliminate ε-transitions in a weakly-unambiguous PA.

C.1 Removing the ε-transitions in a weakly-unambiguous PA
To remove ε-transitions in PA, we consider the equivalent formalism of constrained context-
free grammars, CCFG for short (i.e., context-free grammars with semilinear constraints).
We show in Proposition that every language accepted by a weakly-unambiguous PA is a
accepted by a weakly-unambiguous CCFG. Then we show that CCFG can be transformed in
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Greibach normal form while preserving weak-unambiguity (see Proposition 58). Finally of
weakly-unambiguous CCFG in Greibach normal form can be translated back to a weakly-
unambiguous PA without ε-transitions.

Here we need to adapt standard proofs for context-free grammars to the world of weighted
grammars with semilinear constraints, and ensure that they preserve (weak)-unambiguity.
The Greibach normal form has already been studied for weighted grammars, over semirings
(see for instance [5] or [40]), or in the particular case of probabilistic grammars (see [1], or
[37]). In an other direction, the survival of the unambiguity property during the normalization
process has been studied for context-free grammars in [13].

In this proof, we study the normalization process in the case where the weights are vectors
or semilinear sets in Nd.

C.1.1 CCFG: constrained context-free grammars
▶ Definition 38. A constrained context-free grammar of dimension d is a tuple (N, Σ, S, D, S)
where:
1. N is the set of non terminals, Σ the set of terminal letters,
2. S ∈ N is the axiom
3. S ⊆ Nd is a semilinear set
4. D is a set of production rules of the form A

v−→ A1 . . . Ar, where A ∈ N , r ≥ 0, v ∈ Nd,
and Ai ∈ N ∪ Σ for 1 ≤ i ≤ r.

In order to give the definition of what a derivation tree is in this formalism, we need to
introduce briefly what a tree labeled by semilinear set is. Let’s fix a dimension d.

▶ Definition 39. Let P be a set of symbols. The set TreeP of trees labeled by semilinear
sets over Nd, with nodes in P , is defined inductively:

every symbol v ∈ P is an ordered semilinear-labeled tree over P

if r ≥ 1, v ∈ P , L is a semilinear set of dimension d, and t1, . . . , tr are in TreeP , then
(v, L, t1, . . . , tr) ∈ TreeP .

▶ Definition 40. We define by induction:
for v ∈ P , root(v) = v and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), root(t) = v.
for v ∈ P , S(v) = {0} and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), S(t) = L +

∑r
i=1 S(i) denotes the sum

of semilinear sets appearing in t.
for v ∈ P , left(v) = v and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), left(t) = left(t1) denotes the left-most
symbol in the tree.
for v ∈ P , Fr(v) = v and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), Fr(t) = Fr(t1) . . . F r(tr) denotes the
frontier of the tree.
for v ∈ P , subtrees(v) = {v} and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), subtrees(t) = {t}∪subtrees(t1)∪
. . . ∪ subtrees(tr) denotes the set of subtrees of t.
for v ∈ P , ht(v) = 0 and if t = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr), ht(t) = 1 + max(ht(t1), . . . , ht(tr))
denotes the height of a tree.

v

L

t1 t2

· · ·

tr

Figure 1 Representation of a tree of root v with r children, labeled by a semilinear set L
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▶ Definition 41 (derivation tree). Let G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) a constrained context-free grammar.
For all v ∈ N ∪ Σ, the set of derivation trees rooted in v, denoted TreeG(v), is defined by
induction:

for v ∈ N ∪ Σ, v ∈ TreeG(v)
if v ∈ N , and v

L−→ v1 . . . vr ∈ D is a production rule, if ti ∈ TreeG(vi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, then
(v, L, t1, . . . , tr) ∈ TreeG(v).

Let’s denote TreeG = ∪v∈N∪ΣTreeG(v) the set of all derivation trees of G.

A word w ∈ Σ∗ is generated by the constrained grammar if there exists a derivation tree
t ∈ TreeG(S) such that Fr(t) = w and the sum of the vectors appearing in t belongs to S.

A CCFG is said weakly-unambiguous if for every word w there exists at most one derivation
tree accepting w.

▶ Proposition 42. Every weakly-unambiguous PA can be turned into an equivalent weakly-
unambiguous CCFG of same dimension.

Proof. We simply adapt the classical Ginsburg triplets method. We consider a weakly-
unambiguous PA of dimension d, B = (Q, qI , F, Σ, Γ, ⊥, δ, S), where Q is the set of states, qI

is the initial state, F the set of final states, Σ the set of letters, Γ the set of stack symbols,
⊥ ∈ Γ the starting stack symbol, δ the set of transitions, and S the semilinear set.

It is not difficult to transform B = (Q, qI , F, Σ, Γ, ⊥, δ, S) into an equivalent automaton
having the additional property that when it accepts a word, the stack of the automaton is
empty: the transformation consists in adding two new states q∅ and qf to Q, and replace the
set of final states F by F ′ = {qf }. The automaton adds a new symbol $ /∈ Γ in the stack,
then simulates B. Whenever the automaton is in a state q ∈ F , it can non deterministically
go to state q∅ by an (ε, 0)-transition. From state q∅, the automaton no longer reads any
letter, and only uses (ε, 0)-transitions. It empties its stack until it sees $, then goes to qf ,
which has no outgoing transitions. It is not difficult to see that this transformation preserves
the recognized language and the weak-unambiguity of the original automaton B.

Without loss of generality, we can also suppose that the transitions of the PA add to the
stack at most one symbol, by adding intermediate states.

So without loss of generality, we suppose that B adds to its stack at most one symbol,
and only accepts with an empty stack.

The following transformation into a grammar is an adaptation of the classical triplets
method, with weights. The corresponding grammar is defined by GB = (N, Σ, S, D, S) where
N ⊆ {S} ∪ {[q, q′, z] : q, q′ ∈ Q, z ∈ Γ ∪ {ε}}, and D is defined by:

[q, q′, z] d−→ y if (q, z
(y,d)−−−→ q′, ε) ∈ δ

[q, q′, z] d−→ y[q′′, q′, z1] if (q, z
(y,d)−−−→ q′′, z1) ∈ δ

[q, q′, z] d−→ y[q1, q2, z1][q2, q′, z2], for every q2 ∈ Q, if (q, z
(y,d)−−−→ q1, z1z2) ∈ δ

S
0−→ [qI , qF , ⊥] for every qF ∈ F

A left-derivation of a word w from a symbol V ∈ N is a sequence w1
r1−→ . . .

rn−1−−−→ wn,
where w1 = V , wn = w, and for i ∈ [n], wi ∈ (Σ ∪ N)∗ and wi+1 is obtained from wi by
applying the rule ri ∈ D to the leftmost non terminal symbol in wi.

For any symbol V ∈ N , we define Dleft(V ) the set of every left derivations starting from
V .

It is classical to show by induction that to every element of Dleft([q, q′, z]) of the form
[q, q′, z] r1−→ w2 . . .

rn−1−−−→ wn = w, we can associate a run in B that starts in state q, with top
stack symbol z, such that this stack symbol will be popped for the first time when arriving
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in state q′, after reading exactly the word w, with vector value the sum of the vectors of
r1, . . . , rn. Furthermore this correspondence is a one-to-on correspondence, in the sense that
the sequence of left derivations simulates exactly the runs of the automaton.

Hence, the left derivations of the grammar run the pushdown automaton, and every
derivation of the grammar is a valid run of the pushdown automaton, both having the same
weight. Consequently the notion of weak-unambiguity is preserved during this transformation.

◀

In the following, the weakly-unambiguous CCFG are under the form G = (N, Σ, S, D, S),
and verify conditions (H):
1. every non terminal symbols is productive, and such that every rule has at most three

symbols in its right member, the first symbol being a letter in Σ ∪ {ε};
2. without loss of generality the axiom S cannot be found in any production rule of the

grammars

Let us modify the rules of such grammars to obtain an equivalent weakly-unambiguous
grammar such that the head symbol of every right member is a letter in Σ (this is the
Greibach normal form).

C.1.2 Removal of nullable symbols
A symbol A is said nullable if A ̸= S and if A →∗ ε. Notice that ε is a nullable.

We want to modify the rules of a grammar in order to remove the nullable symbols, by
using the usual algorithm.

If A is nullable, we denote by TA the set of vectors that label a derivation A →∗ ε.

▷ Claim 43. TA is semilinear.

Proof. Let us create a simple context-free grammar G′ = (N, Σ′, A, D′) from G over the
alphabet Σ′ = {a1, . . . , ad}.

The grammar G′ is obtained from G by changing the axiom to A, and by removing
from D any production rule writing a letter in Σ. Finally the weights are suppressed by
discarding S, and changing every production rule of the form B

v−→ B1 . . . Br by the rule
B → av1

1 . . . avd

d B1 . . . Br where r ≥ 0, Bi ∈ N for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. A terminal derivation tree
of G′ simulates the derivation of G starting from A and producing the word ε, and there
is a one-to-one correspondence between them. Furthermore the Parikh image of the word
recognized by a derivation tree of G′ corresponds to the vector labelling ε in G. By Parikh’s
theorem, it is semilinear, so by the one-to-one correspondence, TA is semilinear. ◁

▶ Proposition 44. Let G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) a weakly-unambiguous CCFG verifying condition
(H). Then we can build a generalized weakly-unambiguous CCFG G′, having no nullable
symbol, still verifying condition (H), such that L(G′) = L(G)\{ε}.

Proof. We adapt the classical ideas for context-free grammars. The CCFG G′ is defined by
G′ = (N, Σ, S, D′, S). Notice that the only changes come from the derivation rules.

The set D′ is defined as follows:
For every rule of D of the form ti = A

di−→ α with α ∈ Σ (i.e. α ̸= ε), we add to D′ the
rule t1

i = A
{di}−−−→ α. This deletes every ε-production from the grammar.

For every rule of D of the form ti = A
di−→ αB with α ∈ Σ ∪ {ε} and B ∈ N , we add the

following rules to D′:
t1
i = A

{di}−−−→ αB;
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t2
i = A

{di+TB}−−−−−−→ α, if B is nullable in G and α ̸= ε.
For every rule of D of the form ti = A

di−→ αBC, with B, C ∈ N , and α ∈ Σ ∪ {ε}, we
add to D′ the following rules:

t1
i = A

{di}−−−→ αBC;
t2
i = A

{di}+TB−−−−−−→ αC, if B is nullable;
t3
i = A

{di}+TC−−−−−−→ αB, if C is nullable;
t4
i = A

{di}+TB+TC−−−−−−−−−→ α, if B and C are nullable and α ̸= ε (otherwise it would introduce
an ε-production)

By construction, G′ has no nullable symbol, and still verifies condition (H).
It is classical that any terminal derivation tree T for a word w ∈ Σ∗ in G can be turned

into a terminal derivation tree T ′ for w in G′: it is obtained by erasing every maximal subtree
of T having ε as a frontier, and by replacing the rules accordingly. It is clear that if T is
labeled by d, then T ′ is labeled by a semilinear set L such that d ∈ L, so that if w ∈ L(G)
then w ∈ L(G′).

Reciprocally, we can transform any terminal derivation tree T ′ of G′ for a word w ∈ Σ∗,
labeled by a semilinear set L, into a terminal derivation tree T for w in G, labeled by d such
that d ∈ L: we replace any rule of the form tr

i by the rule ti it comes from, and expand
the tree by deriving, with rules in D, every symbol B appearing in ti and not in tr

i into a
tree of frontier ε (which is labeled by a vector in TB). If furthermore w ∈ L(B), and T ′

is an accepting derivation of w, then let d ∈ L ∩ S. By definition, L is the sum of every
semilinear set appearing in its derivation rules. So we can choose wisely the values of the
vector labelling the trees of frontier ε when creating T from T ′ to obtain a derivation tree of
vector value d ∈ S, which proves that w ∈ L(G).

Finally, G′ is weakly-unambiguous: by the construction above, two different accepting
derivation trees for a word in G′ would otherwise lead to two different accepting derivation
trees for the same word in G, which is weakly-unambiguous. ◀

C.1.3 Removal of unit rules
Let a generalized weakly-unambiguous CCFG G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) of dimension d, verifying
condition (H), without any nullable symbol.

A unit rule is a rule of the form A → B, where A and B are non terminal symbols. For
every couple of non terminal symbols (A, B) ∈ N2, we denote by T(A,B) the union of every

semilinear sets labelling a derivation in G of the form A
unit+

−−−−→ B.

▷ Claim 45. The set TA,B is semilinear.

Proof. It suffices to consider the automaton of dimension d described as follows. The set of
state contains N , the initial state is A and the final state is B. For every unit rule of the
form B

L−→ C in G, we link B by a 0-transition to an automaton recognizing L, then we
connect the final states of this automaton to state C by a 0 transition too. It is immediate
that the set of vectors recognized by this automaton is TA,B . Hence TA,B is semilinear. ◁

▶ Proposition 46. Let a generalized weakly-unambiguous CCFG G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) of
dimension d, verifying condition (H), without nullable symbols (in particular ε /∈ L(G)).
Then we can build an equivalent generalized weakly-unambiguous CCFG G′ without nullable
symbols nor unit-rule.
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Proof. We adapt the classical ideas for context-free grammars. Let G′ = (N, Σ, S, D′, S).
Here again, the only difference comes from D′, which is defined as follows:

Add to D′ every rule of D that is not a unit-rule.
For every non terminal symbol B, for every non unit rule ti = B

Li−→ β with β ∈ (N ∪ Σ)+

and β ̸∈ N , and for every symbol A ∈ N such that T(A,B) ̸= ∅, add to D′ the rule:

tA
i = A

Li+T(A,B)−−−−−−−→ β.
It is straightforward that the derivation trees of G′ are obtained by contracting the chains
of unit rules in the derivation trees of G. The definition of D′ is such that the semilinear
sets labelling the rules witnessing these contractions replace exactly the semilinear sets that
label the removed chains of unit-rules. The previous reasoning for the elimination of nullable
symbols can easily be transposed to this case to prove that L(G) = L(G′) and that G′ is
weakly-unambiguous. ◀

C.2 Greibach normalization
The removal of left-recursion is more delicate, since we want to preserve weak-unambiguity.
To simplify the proof, we consider a variant of the classical way to eliminate left-recursion.

In the following we fix a dimension d ∈ N+.

▶ Definition 47. Let G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) a constrained context-free grammar.
A derivation tree C ∈ TreeG is called a V -context for V ∈ N ∪ Σ if left(t) = V and
Fr(t) ∈ V Σ∗.
if C ∈ TreeG is a V -context with V ∈ N , and t ∈ TreeG(V ) is a derivation tree of root
V , we write C[t] ∈ TreeG the derivation tree defined by:

C[t] = t if C = V

C[t] = (v, L, t1[t], t2, . . . , tr) if C = (v, L, t1, . . . , tr). Notice that in this case t1 is a
V -context.

Notice that C[t] is a left(t)-context.
We write ContextG[V ] the set of all V -contexts for V ∈ N ∪ Σ, and more generally
ContextG[A] the set of all V -contexts for V ∈ A, where A is a set of symbols (in practice
we will only take A equals to N , Σ or N ∪ Σ).
We write ContextP

G[V ] for P, V ∈ N ∪ Σ the set of V -contexts having P as a root, and
ContextP

G[Σ] the set of terminal derivation trees having P as a root.

In the following G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) is a weakly-unambiguous constrained context-free
grammar, free of unit-rule and ε-productions.

▶ Proposition 48. Let V ∈ N ∪Σ and t a V -context of height greater than 1. Then there exists
a production rule of the form B

L−→ V v1 . . . vr with r ≥ 0, derivation trees ti ∈ TreeG(vi),
and t′ a B-context such that t can be decomposed t = t′[(B, L, V, t1, . . . , tr)]. The choice of
the decomposition is unique. Furthermore:

r ≥ 1 if V ∈ N , since G is unit-free
if r ≥ 1, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, Fr(ti) ∈ Σ+. In particular left(ti) ∈ Σ.

Proof. It is immediate by induction. ◀

▶ Definition 49. Let’s define Φ an application from ContextG[Σ ∪ N ] to TreeΣ∪N as follows:
for v ∈ Σ ∪ N , Φ(v) = v
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Figure 2 Decomposition of a V -context under the form t = t′[(B, L, V, t1, . . . , tr)]

if ht(t) ≥ 1, then it has a unique decomposition of the form t = t′[(B, L, V, t1, . . . , tr)]
following proposition 48, where r ≥ 0, B

L−→ V v1 . . . vr ∈ D, ti ∈ TreeG(vi), and t′ is a
B-context:

if left(t) ∈ Σ, Φ(t) = (⟨root(t′)⟩, L, left(t), Φ(t1), . . . , Φ(tr), Φ(t′)), where we omit the
last child Φ(t′) if t′ is reduced to left(t′).
if left(t) ∈ N , Φ(t) = (⟨root(t′), left(t)⟩, L, Φ(t1), . . . , Φ(tr), Φ(t′)), where we omit the
last child Φ(t′) if t′ is reduced to left(t′). Recall that if left(t) ∈ N then r ≥ 1.

Figure 3 Action of Φ on t an a-context, where left(t) = a ∈ Σ, and t′ is not reduced to root(t) = S

Figure 4 Action of Φ on an a-context, where a ∈ Σ, and t′ is reduced to S

The following proposition is easily checked by induction:

▶ Proposition 50. If t ∈ ContextG[Σ ∪ N ], tΣ ∈ ContextG[Σ], and tN ∈ ContextG[N ]:
|Φ(tΣ)| = |tΣ| and |Φ(tN )| = |tN | − 1 where |t| denotes the number of symbols in a tree.
S(Φ(t)) = S(t), and ht(Φ(t)) = ht(t).
Fr(Φ(tΣ)) = Fr(tΣ), and Fr(Φ(tN )) = left(tN )−1Fr(tN ) if ht(tN ) ≥ 1.
if t′ is a subtree of Φ(t), then t′ is the image of a subtree of t by Φ.
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Figure 5 Action of Φ on a V -context, where V ∈ N , and t′ is not reduced to S

Figure 6 Action of Φ on a V -context, where V ∈ N , and t′ is reduced to S

Proof. By immediate induction. ◀

▶ Proposition 51. Φ is injective on ContextG[N ∪ Σ].

Proof. By induction over the height of the trees in ContextG[N ∪ Σ]. As Φ preserves height,
it suffices to check it with trees of the same height.

Φ is the identity over the trees of height 0.
Let t1, t2 ∈ ContextG[N ∪ Σ] of same height bigger than 1, such that Φ(t1) = Φ(t2).
By proposition 48, t1 can be decomposed by t1 = t′

1[(B1, L1, V1, T1, . . . , Tr)], and t2 =
t′
2[(B2, L2, V2, T ′

1, . . . , T ′
R)]. As Φ(t1) = Φ(t2), we have automatically that L1 = L2, and

that they have the same root.
If it is of the form ⟨B1⟩, this means that B1 = B2, and that the first child of Φ(t1) is
a letter. By construction, it means that left(t1) = left(t2) ∈ Σ. Otherwise it is of the
form ⟨root(t1), left(t1)⟩. So B1 = B2 and left(t1) = left(t2) ∈ N . So in both cases
left(t1) = left(t2) and B1 = B2.
Let’s show that t′

1 = B1 if and only if t′
2 = B2. Without loss of generality let’s suppose

that t′
1 = B1 but t′

2 ≠ B2. In this case, r ≥ 1, and the last child of Φ(t1) is Φ(Tr). The
last child of Φ(t2) is Φ(t′

2), so Φ(Tr) = Φ(t′
2). By induction hypothesis, Tr = t′

2. This
leads to a contradiction since Fr(Tr) ∈ Σ+ whereas Fr(t′

2) ∈ NΣ∗.
Consequently r = R, and Φ(Ti) = Φ(T ′

i ) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r by induction hypothesis.
Furthermore either t′

1 = B1, t′
2 = B2 so t′

1 = t′
2, or t′

1 ̸= B1 and then t′
2 ̸= B2, so

Φ(t′
1) = Φ(t′

2) and by induction hypothesis t′
1 = t′

2.
So t1 = t2.

◀

▶ Remark 52. Φ : ContextG[Σ ∪ N ] → Φ(ContextG[Σ ∪ N ]) is a bijection.

▶ Definition 53. We define a new constrained context-free grammars GΦ = (N ′, Σ, ⟨S⟩, D′, S)
as follows, where N ′ = {⟨V ⟩ : V ∈ N} ∪ {⟨V, V ′⟩ : V, V ′ ∈ N} and D′ is defined as follows:
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For every production rule in D of the form Q
L−→ aP1 . . . Pr, where a ∈ Σ, and Pi ∈ Σ ∪N ,

we add to D′ the production rule

⟨Q⟩ L−→ a⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩,

where for writing convenience, we take as a convention that ⟨b⟩ = b for b ∈ Σ. Furthermore,
for every P ∈ N , we add to D′ the production rule:

⟨P ⟩ L−→ a⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩⟨P, Q⟩

For every production rule in D of the form Q
L−→ RP1 . . . Pr, where R ∈ N , r ≥ 1, and

Pi ∈ Σ ∪ N , we add to D′ the production rule

⟨Q, R⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩,

and for every P ∈ N , we add to D′ the production rule:

⟨P, R⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩⟨P, Q⟩

▶ Example 54. We consider G = (N, Σ, Sa, D, S) given by N = {Sa, Sb}, a, b ∈ Σ, and
D is composed of the the two rules Sa

(1,0)−−−→ a|Sba and Sb
(0,1)−−−→ b|Sab. Then GΦ =

(N ′, Σ, ⟨Sa⟩, D′, S) is defined by N ′ = {⟨Sa⟩, ⟨Sb⟩, ⟨Sa, Sb⟩, ⟨Sa, Sa⟩, ⟨Sb, Sb⟩, ⟨Sb, Sa⟩}, and
D′ by:

⟨Sa⟩ (1,0)−−−→ a|a⟨Sa, Sa⟩ ⟨Sa, Sb⟩ (1,0)−−−→ a|a⟨Sa, Sa⟩

⟨Sa⟩ (0,1)−−−→ b⟨Sa, Sb⟩ ⟨Sa, Sa⟩ (0,1)−−−→ b⟨Sa, Sb⟩

⟨Sb⟩ (0,1)−−−→ b|b⟨Sb, Sb⟩ ⟨Sb, Sa⟩ (0,1)−−−→ b|b⟨Sb, Sb⟩

⟨Sb⟩ (1,0)−−−→ a⟨Sb, Sa⟩ ⟨Sb, Sb⟩ (1,0)−−−→ a⟨Sb, Sa⟩

Notice that the construction may generate some non terminals ⟨Sb⟩, ⟨Sb, Sa⟩ and ⟨Sb, Sb⟩
that are not reachable from the axiom ⟨Sa⟩.

Sa
1, 0

Sb
0, 1

Sa
1, 0

a

b

a

⟨Sa⟩
1, 0

a ⟨Sa, Sa⟩
0, 1

b ⟨Sa, Sb⟩
1, 0

a

Figure 7 On the left, a derivation tree t of G, and on the right, a derivation tree t′ of GΦ, such
that Φ(t) = t′.

▶ Proposition 55. ContextGΦ [N ′] = Φ(ContextG[N ∪ Σ]). More precisely, for P, Q ∈ N ,
1. The set of terminal derivation trees of GΦ having ⟨P ⟩ as a root is the image by Φ of the

set of terminal derivation tress of G having P as a root. In other words:

Context
⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Σ] = Φ(ContextP
G[Σ]).
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2. The set of terminal derivation trees of GΦ having ⟨P, Q⟩ as a root is the image by Φ of
the set of Q-contexts from G having P as a root. In other words

Context
⟨P,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ] = Φ(ContextP
G[Q]).

Proof. By double inclusion and induction. We have to prove both affirmations simultaneously.
Let’s prove by induction that for every P, Q ∈ N , Context

⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Σ] ⊆ Φ(ContextP
G[Σ]) and

Context
⟨P,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ] ⊆ Φ(ContextP
G[Q]). Let’s do the basic cases:

Let t ∈ Context
⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Σ] of height 1, of the form t = (⟨P ⟩, L, a1, . . . , ar) where ai ∈ Σ for
1 ≤ i ≤ r. As there is no symbol of the form ⟨P, Q⟩, it means by construction that it is
the application of the rule ⟨P ⟩ L−→ a1 . . . ar, which comes from P

L−→ a1 . . . ar in G. Then
tG = (P, L, a1, . . . , ar) ∈ ContextP

G[Σ] and Φ(tG) = t.
Reciprocally, let tG ∈ ContextP

G[Σ] of height 1. Then it is of the form tG = (P, L, a1, . . . , ar),
with ai ∈ Σ for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. Then Φ(tG) = (⟨P ⟩, L, a1, . . . , ar) and as P

L−→ a1 . . . ar

is a derivation of G, then by construction ⟨P ⟩ L−→ a1 . . . ar is a derivation of GΦ. So
Φ(tG) ∈ Context

⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Σ].
Let t ∈ Context

⟨P,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ] of height 1, of the form t = (⟨P, Q⟩, L, a1, . . . , ar) where ai ∈ Σ
for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. As there is no symbol of the form ⟨P, Q⟩ in the children, it means by
construction that t begins with the application of the rule ⟨P, Q⟩ L−→ a1 . . . ar, which comes
from P

L−→ Qa1 . . . ar in G. Then tG = (P, L, Q, a1, . . . , ar) ∈ ContextP
G[Q] and Φ(tG) = t.

Reciprocally, let tG ∈ ContextP
G[Q] of height 1. Then it is of the form tG = (P, L, Q, a1, . . . , ar),

with ai ∈ Σ for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. Then Φ(tG) = (⟨P, Q⟩, L, a1, . . . , ar) and as P
L−→ Qa1 . . . ar

is a derivation of G, then by construction ⟨P, Q⟩ L−→ a1 . . . ar is a derivation of GΦ. So
Φ(tG) ∈ Context

⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Q].
Let’s now handle the induction step.

Let t ∈ Context
⟨P ⟩
GΦ

[Σ] of height > 1. There are two cases.
1. First case: t is of the form t = (⟨P ⟩, L, a, t1, . . . , tr), and begins with a derivation of

the form ⟨P ⟩ L−→ a⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩, so that root(ti) = ⟨Pi⟩. By construction of D′, this
means that P

L−→ aP1 . . . Pr is a production rule of G. Furthermore, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r,
ti ∈ Context

⟨Pi⟩
GΦ

[Σ], so by induction hypothesis, there is t′
i ∈ ContextPi

G [Σ] such that
Φ(t′

i) = ti.
So tG = (P, L, a, t′

1, . . . , t′
r) ∈ ContextP

G[Σ]. And it is immediate that Φ(tG) = t.
2. Second case: t is of the form t = (⟨P ⟩, L, a, t1, . . . , tr, T ) and begins with a derivation

of the form ⟨P ⟩ L−→ a⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩⟨P, Q⟩, so that root(ti) = ⟨Pi⟩, and root(T ) = ⟨P, Q⟩.
By construction of D′, this means that Q

L−→ aP1 . . . Pr is a production rule of
G. Furthermore, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, ti ∈ Context

⟨Pi⟩
GΦ

[Σ], so by induction hypothesis,
there is t′

i ∈ ContextPi

G [Σ] such that Φ(t′
i) = ti. Also by induction hypothesis, as

T ∈ Context
⟨P,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ], there exists T ′ ∈ ContextP
G[Q] such that Φ(T ′) = T .

So tG = T ′[(Q, L, a, t′
1, . . . , t′

r)] ∈ ContextP
G[Σ]. And it is immediate that Φ(tG) = t.

Let t ∈ Context
⟨P,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ] of height > 1. There are also two cases.
1. First case: t is of the form t = (⟨P, Q⟩, L, t1, . . . , tr), and begins with a derivation of

the form ⟨P, Q⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩, so that root(ti) = ⟨Pi⟩. By construction of D′, this
means that P

L−→ QP1 . . . Pr is a production rule of G. Furthermore, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r,
ti ∈ Context

⟨Pi⟩
GΦ

[Σ], so by induction hypothesis, there is t′
i ∈ ContextPi

G [Σ] such that
Φ(t′

i) = ti.
So tG = (P, L, Q, t′

1, . . . , t′
r) ∈ ContextP

G[Q]. And it is immediate that Φ(tG) = t.
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2. Second case: t is of the form t = (⟨P, Q⟩, L, t1, . . . , tr, T ) and begins with a derivation of
the form ⟨P, Q⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩⟨P, R⟩, so that root(ti) = ⟨Pi⟩, and root(T ) = ⟨P, R⟩.
By construction of D′, this means that R

L−→ QP1 . . . Pr is a production rule of
G. Furthermore, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, ti ∈ Context

⟨Pi⟩
GΦ

[Σ], so by induction hypothesis,
there is t′

i ∈ ContextPi

G [Σ] such that Φ(t′
i) = ti. Also by induction hypothesis, as

T ∈ Context
⟨P,R⟩
GΦ

[Σ], there exists T ′ ∈ ContextP
G[R] such that Φ(T ′) = T .

So tG = T ′[(R, L, Q, t′
1, . . . , t′

r)] ∈ ContextP
G[Q]. And it is immediate that Φ(tG) = t.

The other direction for the inclusion is on the same idea. We only treat one case, the
other cases are similar. Let t ∈ ContextP

G[Q] of height strictly bigger 1, with Q ∈ N . Let’s
denote R = root(t). Then by Proposition 48 there exists a production rule of the form
B

L−→ QP1 . . . Pr with r ≥ 0, derivation trees ti ∈ ContextPi

G [Σ], and t′ ∈ TreeG(R)[B]
a B-context such that t can be decomposed t = t′[(B, L, Q, t1, . . . , tr)]. By definition,
Φ(t) = (⟨R, Q⟩, L, Φ(t1), . . . , Φ(tr), Φ(t′)) (t′ is not reduced to R otherwise the height would
be 1).

By induction hypothesis, Φ(ti) ∈ Context
⟨Pi⟩
GΦ

[Σ], and Φ(t′) ∈ Context
⟨R,B⟩
GΦ

[Σ]. Futher-
more, by construction of D′, ⟨R, Q⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩⟨R, B⟩ is a production rule in D′.

So Φ(t) ∈ Context
⟨R,Q⟩
GΦ

[Σ].
◀

▶ Corollary 56. L(G) = L(GΦ) and GΦ is weakly-unambiguous.

Proof. This comes from the fact that Φ is a bijection, by Proposition , between ContextS
G[Σ]

and Context
⟨S⟩
GΦ

[Σ] that preserves both the frontier and the sum of the semilinear set, and
that G is weakly-unambiguous. ◀

▶ Proposition 57. There exists a weakly-unambiguous semilinearly constrained context-free
grammars G′

Φ equivalent to GΦ verifying that every production rule produces a letter first.

Proof. By construction of GΦ, every production having a symbol of the form ⟨P ⟩ as a left
hand side begins with a letter in Σ. Every production having a symbol of the form ⟨P, Q⟩ as
a left hand side begins with either a letter or a non terminal of the form ⟨P1⟩. So GΦ has no
left-recursion.

We define G′
Φ = (N ′, Σ, ⟨S⟩, D′′, S). D′′ is obtained from D′ by removing every rule of

the form ⟨Q, R⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩ where ⟨P1⟩ is a non terminal.
Then for every deleted rule ⟨Q, R⟩ L−→ ⟨P1⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩, for every rule in D′ of the form

⟨P1⟩ L1−−→ a⟨Q1⟩ . . . ⟨Qs⟩, we add to D′′ the rule

⟨Q, R⟩ L+L1−−−−→ a⟨Q1⟩ . . . ⟨Qs⟩ . . . ⟨Pr⟩

It is straightforward that G′
Φ recognizes the same language as GΦ and is weakly-

unambiguous. ◀

Thus we have proved the proposition:

▶ Proposition 58. Every weakly-unambiguous CCFG G is equivalent to a weakly-unambiguous
CCFG G′ such that every production rule of G′ starts with a symbol in Σ.
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C.2.1 From a CCFG to a PA
▶ Proposition 59. Let G = (N, Σ, S, D, S) be a weakly-unambiguous CCFG G = (N, Σ, S, D, S)
such that every production rule begins with a non terminal letter (in particular ε /∈ L(G)).
Then L(G) is recognized by a weakly-unambiguous PA without ε-transition.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can suppose that the production rules of G are in
Σ × N∗ without altering the language nor the weak-unambiguity of G.

The classical construction considers the PA B = ({qI}, qI , {qI}, Σ, N, S, δ, S) where ∆ is
defined as follows:

∆ = {q0, A
a,L−−→ q0, β : (A L−→ aβ) ∈ D, a ∈ Σ, β ∈ N∗}

It is classical that the runs of the automaton are in bijection with the left-derivation of
G, and that L(G) = L(B). It is not difficult to see that the semilinear sets labelling the runs
and the left-derivation that are in bijection coincide. Hence, if G is weakly-unambiguous, B
is also weakly-unambiguous. ◀

▶ Proposition 60. Let B = (Q, qI , F, Σ, Γ, ⊥, δ, S) a weakly-unambiguous automaton of
dimension d. Then there exists an equivalent generalized weakly-unambiguous automaton of
dimension d, without ε-transitions, recognizing the same language.

Proof. By applying successively Propositions 42, 44, 46, 58 and 59, we can obtain a gen-
eralized weakly-unambiguous PPA B′ = ({q′

I}, q′
I , {q′

I}, Σ, Γ′, ⊥′, ∆′, S) such that L(B′) =
L(B)\{ε}.

If ε /∈ L(B), the proof is complete.
If ε ∈ L(B), we want to add it to L(B′) while preserving the weak-unambiguity to

finish the proof. We consider a copy B′′ = ({q0}, {q′
I , q0}, {q′

I , q0}, Σ, Γ′, ⊥′, ∆′′, S ′) of the
automaton B′ that we modify by simply adding a new state q0, which is the initial state
and also a final state. The set of transitions ∆′′ is a copy of ∆′, and for any transition
qI , A

a,L−−→ q ∈ ∆′, we also add to ∆′′ the transition q0, A
a,{1}+L−−−−−→ q where 1 is the vector

with 1 in each of its coordinates. Thus, B can only be in state q0 at the beginning of a run,
before reading any letter, and q0 is basically a copy of qI except that it is final, to accept the
empty word. Furthermore, the automaton leaves the state q0 by adding 1 to every coordinate.
We then just have to adjust S ′ = {0} ∪ (S + {1}) to be able to accept the run on the empty
word, and then accept the runs outside q0, which are exactly runs of B′ with an extra 1 on
every coordinate. It is straightforward that L(B′′) = L(B′) ∪ {ε} = L(B) and that B′′ is
weakly-unambiguous. ◀

C.3 From NPCM(·, 0, ·) to PA and reciprocally
Once the ε-transitions have been removed from the weakly-unambiguous PA, turning one
model into the other is syntactic, as in the case without a stack of proposition 13.

D Parikh tree automata

Let E = (E, ar) a tuple, where F is a set of symbols, and ar : E → N is a function that
associates to each symbol f ∈ E a number ar(f), called its arity. Symbols of arity 0 are
called leaves. We suppose that there is at least one leaf in E .

We will write E under the form {f(ar(f)) : f ∈ E}. For instance, E = {a(0), b(0), f(2)}
is a set of three symbols: one binary node f and two leaves a and b.

In the following we will abusively write f ∈ E instead of f ∈ E where E = (E, ar).
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▶ Definition 61. The set of trees built on E , denoted TreeE , is defined as follows:
every leaf a ∈ E is a tree built on E
if f ∈ E and t1, . . . , tr are in TreeE , where r = ar(f), then (f, t1, . . . , tr) ∈ TreeE .

▶ Definition 62. A top-down Parikh tree automata of dimension d over a family of trees
TreeE is a tuple (Q, E , I, ∆, S) where

Q is the set of states
I ⊆ Q is the set of initial states
∆ is the set of transitions. Each transition is of the form: (f, q) v−→ q1, . . . , qr, where
f ∈ E, ar(f) = r ≥ 0, v ∈ Nd, q, q1, . . . , qr ∈ Q.
Notice that in the case where ar(f) = 0, the transitions are of the form (f, q) v−→.
S ⊆ Nd is the accepting semilinear set

▶ Definition 63. Let t ∈ TreeE and A = (Q, E , I, ∆, S) a tree automaton. The set of runs
of A over t starting by q ∈ Q, denoted by RunsA(t, q), is defined as follows:

if ht(t) = 0, e.g t is a leaf, and ((t, q) v−→) ∈ ∆, then ((t, q), v) ∈ RunsA(t, q)
if t = (f, t1, . . . , tr) with ar(t) = r > 0 and (f, q) v−→ q1, . . . , qr ∈ ∆, and πi ∈ RunsA(ti, qi)
for i = 1 . . . r, then π = ((f, q), v, π1, . . . , πr) ∈ RunsA(t, q)

In other words, a run of A over t consists in labelling the nodes of t with states in Q and
vectors in Nd according to the transition rules of the automaton.

A run of A over t is said to be accepting if the root is labeled by a state in I, and if the
sum of the vectors appearing in the run belongs to S.

▶ Example 64. Let E = {a(0), b(0), f(2)}, A = (Q, E , I, ∆, S) with Q = {q1, q2}, I = {q1},
S = {(n, n) : n ∈ N}, and ∆ given by the rules:

(f, q1) (0,0)−−−→ q2, q2 (b, q1) (0,1)−−−→ (a, q2) (1,0)−−−→

(f, q2) (0,0)−−−→ q1, q1 (b, q2) (0,1)−−−→

This automaton recognizes the set of trees in TreeE having the same number of a’s and b’s,
and verifying that each leaf a is at an odd distance of the root.

▶ Definition 65. A Parikh tree automaton is said to be unambiguous if every accepted tree
has only one accepted run.

Exactly like for Parikh automata, we can define an extended class of Parikh tree automata,
labeled with semilinear sets in Nd instead of vectors in Nd.

▶ Proposition 66. The class of (unambiguous) Parikh tree automata is equivalent to the
class of (unambiguous) extended Parikh tree automata.

Proof. Simple adaptation of the proof for Parikh automata. ◀

In terms of generating series, unambiguous Parikh tree automata have holonomic series:

▶ Proposition 67. Let A be an unambiguous Parikh tree automaton. Let’s denote by
f(x) =

∑
n∈N anxn the generating series of A counting the number of accepted trees with n

nodes. Then f is holonomic.

Proof. Same techniques of proofs as for every Parikh versions we have seen so far. ◀

However, the generating series coming from unambiguous Parikh automata do not provide
a larger class of holonomic series than the ones coming from unambiguous CCFG.
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▶ Definition 68 (prefix description of a run). Let A = (Q, E , I, ∆, S) a tree automaton. Let
us write Σ = E × Q × V , where V is the set of vectors labelling the transitions of A. The
prefix description of a run π of A is the string Prefix(π) ∈ Σ∗, defined as follows:

if π = ((t, q), v), where t is a leaf, then Prefix(π) = (t, q, v)
if π = ((f, q), v, π1, . . . , πr), then Prefix(π) = (f, q, v)Prefix(π1) . . . P refix(πr)

It is easy to see that from Prefix(π) we can rebuild π, because every symbol in E has a
fixed arity, and |π| = |Prefix(π)| (e.g. the number of nodes is π is equal to the length of
Prefix(π)).

We call Prefix(A) the language of the prefixes of the accepting runs in A.

▶ Proposition 69. If A is an unambiguous tree automaton, then the language Prefix(A) is
recognized by a weakly-unambiguous CCFG.

Proof. It is a slight modification of the construction seen before. From the automaton
A = (Q, E , I, ∆, S), we build a constrained context-free grammar G = (N, Σ, A, D, S), where
Σ = {(f, q, v) : f ∈ E , q ∈ Q, v ∈ V }, N = {[f, q] : f ∈ E , q ∈ Q} ∪ {A}, A is the axiom,
and D is defined from ∆ by:

for every q ∈ I, for every f ∈ E , we add to D the transition A
0−→ [f, q],

for every transition of the form (f, q) v−→ q1, . . . , qr ∈ ∆ with r > 0 and for every
(f1, . . . , fr) ∈ Er, we add to D the transition [f, q] v−→ (f, q, v)[f1, q1] . . . [fr, qr],
for every transition of the form ((a, q) v−→) ∈ ∆ (in this case a is a leaf in E), we add to D

the transition [a, q] v−→ (a, q, v).
By induction we can easily prove that the terminal derivation trees starting at [f, q] simulate
excatly the runs of A over trees of root f , starting from state q; furthermore if the terminal
derivation tree simulates a run π, then it recognizes the word Prefix(π), and the sum of the
vectors of the derivation is the same as the sum of the vectors in π.

The weak-unambiguity of G comes directly from the unambiguity of A and the one-to-one
correspondance between the runs in A and the derivation trees of G. ◀

▶ Remark 70. This result shows that in terms of family of generating series, unambiguous
tree automata do not extend the class of holonomic series that we have seen so far.

E Proofs omitted in Section 4

E.1 Properties of the language Leven

Leven is the language of sequences of encoded numbers having two consecutive equal values,
the first one being at an odd position. This language is deterministic context-free, hence
its generating series is algebraic: the corresponding deterministic pushdown automaton
checks pair by pair if two consecutive numbers are equal, starting from position 1. It is also
recognized by a non-deterministic PA, since it can guess the correct odd position and use a
2-dimension vector to check that the two consecutive values are equal. This automaton is
weakly-ambiguous as the word 1111 has two accepting runs.

Recall that the a-subpath decomposition of S consists of the following steps:
Follow the path until a state q is met for the second time (or the path ends), forming an
initial subpath of the form w1σ1 (or w1), where σ1 is an a-piece of origin q.
Iteratively repeat on the suffix (w1σ1)−1S of S.
Once completed, we obtain a decomposition of the form S = w1σ1w2σ2 · · · wf σtwt+1,
which we factorize into S = w1σs1

1 w2σ2 · · · wf σ
sf

f wf+1 by grouping as much as possible
consecutive identical σi’s when they are separated by empty subpaths: σ4εσ4εσ4 7→ σ3

4 .
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q0 q1
w1

s1 × σ1

q

si × σi

q

sj × σj

qf

sf × σf

wf+1

q0 q1
w1

s1 × σ1

q

sj × σj + si × σi

q qf

sf × σf

wf+1

Figure 8 If in the decomposition of an a-subpath there are two a-pieces σi and σj having same
origin, then we can alter the path in way it computes the same vector. It is therefore impossible if
the automaton is weakly-unambiguous and S is part of an accepting path.

This decomposition is unique, as it is produced by a deterministic algorithm.
We now prove by contradiction that if S has decomposition S = w1σs1

1 w2 · · · wf σ
sf

1 wf+1
then the σi’s have distinct origins: we assume that for i < j, the pieces σi and σj have same
origin q. Consider the a-path S′ defined by (it is depicted on Figure 8):

S′ = w1σs1
1 w2 · · · wi−1σ

sj

j σsi
i wi · · · wj−1wj · · · wf σ

sf

1 wf+1.

The two paths are not equal:
If σi = σj then necessarily there is a non-empty wk or a σk ̸= σi between them, otherwise
the path would contain σ

si+sj

i instead, by construction.
If σi ̸= σj then we do some σj-loops around q before the σj-loops.

Moreover, the two a-paths S and S′ have same length and compute the same vector, by
commutativity of the vector addition. This is not possible as S is part of an accepting run in
a weakly-unambiguous automaton: all the σi’s have different extremities. This implies that
there are at most |QA| different a-pieces, which establishes the property f ≤ |QA|.

To prove that there is a bounded number of distinct possible signatures for a given A, we
just have to observe that there are finitely many possibilities for the wi’s, as they are simple
paths, and that there also are finitely many a-pieces.

E.2 Decidability of the ambiguity of a PA
▶ Proposition 71. Given a Parikh automaton A, it is decidable if it is weakly-ambiguous.

Proof. We prove that given a PA A, we can decide if it is weakly-ambiguous.
We use the same construction for the automaton of the intersection of two weakly-

unambiguous automata: we starts by building the product-automaton C recognizing A1 ∩ A2,
by taking A1 = A2 = A and we modify it slightly by adding a new dimension. The
construction is the same except for the transitions.

For every pair of transitions (t1, t2) ∈ δA × δA, labeled by the same letter a ∈ Σ, with
t1 = (q1, (a, v1), q′

1) and t2 = (q2, (a, v2), q′
2), then ((q1, q2), (a, (v1, v2, xt1,t2)), (q′

1, q′
2)) ∈ δC ,

where xt1,t2 = 0 if t1 = t2, 1 otherwise. In other words, the last dimension counts by how
many transitions the two simulated runs differ.

The semilinear set is the same as for the intersection, with the supplementary condition
that the last value for the additional dimension must be bigger than 0.
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As A is weakly-unambiguous if and only no accepted word has two accepted runs, it
is direct to see that A is weakly-unambiguous if and only the language recognized by C is
empty. And Emptiness is decidable for PA. ◀

E.3 Undecidability of inherent weak-ambiguity
▶ Proposition 72. Inherent weak-unambiguity is undecidable for PA.

The notion of weak-unambiguity, for languages recognized by Parikh automata, verifies
all the criteria given in [24], and thus is undecidable. We unroll here the key elements of the
general proof from Greibach, for completeness.

We reduce the universality problem for languages recognized by PA, which is undecidable
(see [29]). Given an instance L1 of the universality problem, we want to build an instance L

for the problem of weak-unambiguity such that

L1 = Σ∗
1 ⇔ L is inherently weakly-unambiguous.

The language L is built as follows. Let’s denote by Σ1 the alphabet of L1, c a new symbol
not in Σ1, and finally let L2 be an inherently weak-ambiguous language in PA (for instance
the language S of Section 4 ) over an alphabet Σ2 (we can have Σ1 ∩ Σ2 ̸= ∅).

We define then L = L1cΣ∗
2 ∪ Σ∗

1cL2. Then: L1 = Σ∗
1 ⇔ L is weakly-unambiguous.

Indeed:
⇒ If L1 = Σ∗

1 then L = Σ∗
1cΣ∗

2 is regular, so can be recognized weakly-unambiguously by a
PA.

⇐ If L is weakly-unambiguous, let’s show that L1 = Σ∗
1.

By contradiction, if L1 ̸= Σ∗
1, then there would exist a word y ∈ Σ∗

1 such that y ̸∈ L1.
As ycΣ∗

2 is regular, L∩ycΣ∗
2 is weakly-unambiguous since the class of weakly-unambiguous

PA languages is stable by intersection.
As y ̸∈ L1 and c ̸∈ Σ1, L ∩ ycΣ∗

2 = ycL2.
So ycL2 is weakly-unambiguous, and by stability by left quotient with a word, L2 =
(yc)−1(ycL2) is weakly-unambiguous. This leads to a contradiction since L2 in inherently
weakly-ambiguous.

▶ Remark 73. The proof needs at least 3 symbols. It can be proved that the problem is still
undecidable for 2-letters languages by encoding every letter with a sequence of 2 letters.

▶ Remark 74. One of the main point in the proof is the stability of weakly-unambiguous
automaton under left quotient with a word. Notice that although this property is true
(by adding ε-transitions in an automaton without ε-transitions), it cannot be generalized
by replacing w by a regular language, since the language L = {ambanbvanw : v, w ∈
{a, b}∗, |v| = m} is weakly-unambiguously recognizable, whereas (a∗b)−1L = S is not.

F Toolbox, and general bounds

F.1 Notations, Hadamard’s bound, Cramer’s rule
When working on multivariate polynomials in Q[x1, . . . , xn], we denote by α ∈ Nn the
multi-index (α1, . . . , αn) and by xα the monomial xα =

∏n
i=1 xαi

i . The (total) degree
of xα is defined as

∑n
i=1 αi, but in the sequel we will mainly work with the maxdegree

degm(xα) = maxn
i=1 αi.
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A nonzero polynomial P in Q[x1, . . . , xn] is a finite Q-linear combination of monomials

P =
∑

α∈ΓP

λαxα,

where ΓP is a finite set of multi-indices, called the monomial support of P . The degree
deg(P ) of P is the maximum degree of its monomials:

deg(P ) = max {deg(xα) : α ∈ ΓP and λα ̸= 0} .

Similarly, the maxdegree of a polynomial is the maximum maxdegree of its monomials:

degm(P ) = max {degm(xα) : α ∈ ΓP and λα ̸= 0} .

We will use the following classical norms for polynomials of Q[x1, . . . , xn]:

∥P∥1 =
∑

α∈ΓP

|λα|, and ∥P∥∞ = max
α∈ΓP

|λα|.

Since there are (m + 1)n monomials of maxdegree at most m, on n variables, we get directly:

∥P∥1 ≤ (degm(P ) + 1)n∥P∥∞. (1)

▶ Lemma 75 (product). If P and Q are polynomials in Q[x1, . . . , xn], then

∥PQ∥∞ ≤ (m + 1)n∥P∥∞∥Q∥∞, where m = min(degm(P ), degm(Q)).

Proof. W.l.o.g., we can assume that degm(Q) ≤ degm(P ) and hence m = degm(Q). For
P =

∑
λαxα and Q =

∑
µβxβ, we have PQ =

∑
cγxγ with |cγ | = |

∑
α+β=γ λαµβ| ≤

∥P∥∞∥Q∥1 ≤ (m + 1)n∥P∥∞∥Q∥∞. ◀

▶ Lemma 76. Let P ̸= 0 be a polynomial in Z[x]. Then P (n) ̸= 0 for all n ≥ ∥P∥∞ + 1.

Proof. Let n ≥ ∥P∥∞ + 1. We write P (x) =
∑d

k=0 akxk. Assume toward a contradiction
that P (n) = 0. In particular, we have:

nd ≤
∣∣adnd

∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
d−1∑
k=0

aknk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥P∥∞
nd − 1
n − 1 ≤ nd − 1

which brings the contradiction. ◀

Let A be a C-valued p × p matrix. The classical Hadamard bound states that:

| det(A)| ≤
p∏

i=1

√√√√ p∑
j=1

|Ai,j |2, (2)

that is, the modulus of the determinant is bounded from above by the product of the length
of the column vectors of A.

We adapt to several variables a result of Goldstein and Graham [23], which gives bounds
for the coefficients of a determinant of polynomials, generalizing the classical Hadamard
bound. Note that similar bounds appear in [18, Lemma 3.1] and in a different context, in [9,
Eq. (21)] (without proof).
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▶ Lemma 77 (determinant). Let A be a p × p matrix whose coefficients are polynomials in
Q[x1, . . . , xn].

∥ det(A)∥∞ ≤ Rp
1pp/2 where R1 = max

i,j
∥Ai,j∥1.

In particular, using the upper bound given by Equation (1), it also satisfies:

∥ det(A)∥∞ ≤ Rp
∞pp/2(M + 1)np where R∞ = max

i,j
∥Ai,j∥∞ and M = max

i,j
degm(Ai,j).

Proof. Let f be the map from Rn to C defined using the polynomial det(A(x1, . . . , xn)) as
follows:

f(t1, . . . , tn) = det
(
A(eit1 , . . . , eitn)

)
.

For any given t1, . . . , tn ∈ R, f(t1, . . . , tn) is defined as a complex-valued determinant, so we
can apply Hadamard bound, which yields that

|f(t1, . . . , tn)| ≤
p∏

k=1

√√√√ p∑
j=1

|Ak,j(eit1 , . . . , eitn)|2.

But when setting (x1, . . . , xn) 7→ (eit1 , . . . , eitn), every monomial is changed into a complex
number of modulus 1. Hence |Ak,j(eit1 , . . . , eitn)| ≤ ∥Ak,j∥1, for all k, j ∈ {1, . . . , p}. This
yields:

|f(t1, . . . , tn)| ≤
p∏

k=1

√√√√ p∑
j=1

∥Ak,j∥2
1 ≤

p∏
k=1

√√√√ p∑
j=1

R2
1.

Therefore, we get an upper bound for |f(t1, . . . , tn)|2:

|f(t1, . . . , tn)|2 ≤ ppR2p
1 . (3)

We now consider the real number

I(A) = 1
(2π)n

∫ 2π

0
· · ·
∫ 2π

0
|f(t1, . . . , tn)|2dt1 · · · dtn.

By Eq. (3), we have I(A) ≤ ppR2p
1 . We will now prove that ∥ det(A)∥2

∞ ≤ I(A).
Observe that det(A) is a polynomial, and can therefore be written det(A) =

∑
α∈Γ λαxα,

for a finite set of multi-indices Γ. Thus, when setting (x1, . . . , xn) 7→ (eit1 , . . . , eitn), using
the fact that |z|2 = zz (where z is the complex conjugate of z), we obtain:

|f(t1, . . . , tn)|2 =
(∑

α∈Γ
λα exp(iα1t1 + . . . + iαntn)

)∑
β∈Γ

λβ exp(−iβ1t1 − . . . − iβntn)

 .

Hence,

I(A) = 1
(2π)n

∑
α,β∈Γ

λαλβ

∫ 2π

t1=0
· · ·
∫ 2π

tn=0
ei(α1−β1)t1 · · · ei(αn−βn)tndt1 · · · dtn.

The integral part is null if α ≠ β and it is equal to (2π)n if α = β. Hence, I(A) =∑
α∈Γ |λα|2 ≥ ∥ det(A(x1, . . . , xn))∥2

∞, concluding the proof. ◀
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Recall that a minor of an m × n matrix with m < n is the determinant of a matrix
obtained by selecting m columns of A, in the same order as in A. We have the following
classical results:

▶ Proposition 78 (Cramer’s rule). Let K be any field.
1. Let A be an invertible n × n matrix with coefficients in K, b and v ∈ Kn such that

Av = b. For all i ∈ [1, n], vi is equal to det(Ai)
det(A) where Ai designates the matrix obtained

by replacing the i-th column of A by the vector b.
2. Let A be an m × n matrix with coefficients in K where m < n. There exists a vector

v ∈ Km \ {0} whose coordinates are minors or opposite of minors of A such that Av = 0.

Proof. See [2] and [28]. ◀

F.2 Bounds for the generating series of a vector automaton
We introduce a very simple model of non-deterministic finite state automaton, called a vector
automaton, whose transitions are labeled by vectors in Nd \{0}. A run of a vector automaton
is labeled by the sum of the vectors appearing in its transitions. In particular, a vector
automaton accepts a set of vectors in Nd.

Formally, a vector automaton A over Nd is a tuple (QA, qI , F, ∆) where QA is a finite set
of states, qI ∈ QA is the initial state, F ⊆ QA is the set of final states and ∆ is the set of
transitions of the form (p, v, q) with p and q in QA and v ∈ Nd \ {0}. The runs of A are
defined in the usual way. We denote ∥A∥∞ := max(p,v,q)∈∆ ∥v∥∞ and dout

A the maximum
out-degree of A.

The (multivariate) generating series of A, denoted A(x1, . . . , xd), is defined by:

A(x1, . . . , xd) :=
∑

v∈Nd

a(v)xv1
1 · · · xvd

d ,

where a(v) counts the number of runs of A starting in the initial state, ending in a final
state and labeled by v. As we do not allow transitions labeled by 0, the number of such runs
is finite and the series is well-defined.

▶ Lemma 79. Let A be a vector automaton over Nd with state set QA. Its multivariate gener-
ating series A(x1, . . . , xd) is equal to P

Q , where P and Q are two polynomials in Z[x1, . . . , xd]
such that:

degm(P ), degm(Q) ≤ |QA| · ∥A∥∞, and ∥P∥∞, ∥Q∥∞ ≤ (1 + dout
A )|QA||QA||QA|/2

.

Proof. Let A = (QA, qI , F, ∆) be a vector automaton. For every state q ∈ QA, we consider
the series

q(x1, . . . , xd) =
∑

v∈Nd

aq(v)xv1
1 . . . xvd

d ,

where aq(v) counts the number of runs from the state q to a final state, labeled by the
vector v. In particular, the multivariate generating series A(x1, . . . , xd) of A is equal to
qI(x1, . . . , xd).

Classically, for any state q, we have the relation:

q(x1, . . . , xd) =Jq ∈ F K +
∑

(q,v,q′)∈∆

xv1
1 · · · xvd

d · q′(x1, . . . , xd),
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where JP K = 1 if P holds and JP K = 0 otherwise.
As a consequence, the vector of generating series q = (q(x1, . . . , xd))q∈QA satisfies the

equation:

q = Mq + f ,

where f = (Jq ∈ F K)q∈QA , and M is the |QA| × |QA| matrix of polynomials defined by
Mp,q(x1, . . . , xd) =

∑
(p,v,q)∈∆ xv1

1 · · · xvd

d for all p and q in QA. In particular, for all p and
q ∈ QA, ∥Mp,q∥1 ≤ dout

A and M is the null matrix if we set x1 = . . . = xd = 0.
The vector q satisfies the equation (Id − M)q = f . The matrix Id − M is invertible

on the field of rational fractions Q(x1, . . . , xd). Indeed det(Id − M)(x1, . . . , xd) is not the
null polynomial as det(Id − M)(0, . . . , 0) = det(I) = 1. Therefore, by Cramer’s rule (see
Proposition 78), we have

A(x1, . . . , xd) = qI(x1, . . . , xd) = P (x1, . . . , xd)
Q(x1, . . . , xd) ,

with P (x1, . . . , xd) = det(M ′), where M ′ is the matrix obtained by replacing the column qI

of Id − M by the vector f , and with Q(x1, . . . , xd) = det(Id − M).
For all p, q ∈ QA, we have ∥(Id − M)p,q∥1 ≤ 1 + dout

A and degm(Id − M)p,q ≤ ∥A∥∞. As
the vector f substituted in Id − M to create M ′ only contains 0’s and 1’s, the same bounds
also hold for M ′. Hence, using Lemma 77, we can bound the ∞-norm of both P and Q by
(1 + dout

A )|QA||QA||QA|/2.
By definition of the determinant, P and Q are linear combinations of products of |QA|

polynomials, each of maxdegree at most ∥A∥∞. As a consequence degm(P ) and degm(Q)
are at most |QA| · ∥A∥∞. ◀

F.3 Bounds for the transformation of a differential equation into a
recurrence equation

In one variable, the coefficient sequence of a holonomic series H(x) satisfies a linear recurrence
relation with polynomial coefficients. In this section, we provide a bound on the order of the
recurrence relation and on the degree and ∞-norm of the leading polynomial in terms of the
similar quantities of a differential equation satisfied by H(x).

▶ Proposition 80. Let H(x) =
∑

unxn be a series verifying an equation of the form:

qr(x)∂rH(x) + . . . + q0(x)H(x) = 0

Then un verifies a recurrence of the form:
S∑

k=−s

tk(n)un+k = 0, for n ≥ s, with tS ̸= 0,

and 0 ≤ s ≤ maxi(deg(qi)), 0 ≤ S ≤ r, deg(tS) ≤ r, ∥tS∥∞ ≤ maxi(∥qi∥∞) · rr+1.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that for some k ∈ [0, r], qk(0) ̸= 0. If this
is not the case, we can divide the equation by the largest xm which divides all qk’s. This
operation does not impact the ∞-norm of the polynomials and decreases their degree.

Let D = maxi deg(qi). We can rewrite the equation satisfied by H(x) as:

r∑
k=0

D∑
k′=0

ak,k′xk′
∂k

xH(x) = 0.
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This equation translates into the following recurrence relations on the coefficient of H(x)
which holds for n ≥ D

r∑
k=0

D∑
k′=0

ak,k′(n − k′ + 1)(n − k′ + 2) . . . (n − k′ + k)un−k′+k = 0.

By taking j = k − k′, we can rewrite the relation as:

r∑
j=−D

tj(n)un+j = 0 with tj(n) =
r∑

k=max(0,j)

ak,k−j

k∏
ℓ=1

(n + j − ℓ + 1)

Some of the polynomials tj are possibly zero. Therefore, we need to characterize the
leading non-zero polynomial in the recurrence.

Consider S := max{k − k′ | k ∈ [0, r], k′ ∈ [0, D] and ak,k′ ≠ 0}. The assumption that
qk0(0) ̸= 0 for some k0 translates to ak0,0 ̸= 0 for some k0 ≥ 0. This implies that S ≥ k0 ≥ 0.

We now prove that tS(n) is the leading polynomial in the recurrence relation. By
maximality of S, we have tj(n) = 0 for S < j ≤ r. Moreover by definition, tS(n) =∑r

k=S rk(n) with rk(n) = ak,k−S

∏k
ℓ=1(n + S − ℓ + 1) for all k ∈ [S, r]. By definition of S, at

least one on the rk is non-zero. As deg(rk) = k for all k ∈ [S, r], we have that tS(n) ̸= 0 and
tS(n) has degree at most r.

It only remains to bound the ∞-norm of tS . Notice that when developing the product∏k
ℓ=1(n + S − ℓ + 1) =

∑k
m=0 bmnm, then for m ∈ [k], bm =

∑
I⊆[k],|I|=k−m

∏
ℓ∈I(S − ℓ + 1),

so that |bm| ≤
(

k
m

)
rk−m ≤ kmrk−m ≤ rr. Hence:

∥tS∥∞ ≤
∑r

k=S |ak,k−S | · ∥
∏k

ℓ=1(n + S − ℓ + 1)∥∞
≤

∑r
k=S |ak,k−S | · rr

≤ maxi(∥qi∥∞) · rr+1.

◀

F.4 Bound for the sum of two univariate holonomic series
In this section, we specialize the bounds of [28, Theorem 2] for the sum of holonomic series
to our notations.

▶ Proposition 81 ([28]). Given two holonomic series A(x) and B(x) satisfying non-trivial
differential equations of the form:

pA
r (x)∂rA(x) + · · · + pA

0 (x)A(x) = 0 and pB
r (x)∂rB(x) + · · · + pB

0 (x)B(x) = 0 ,

let D = maxi∈[r](deg(pA
i ), deg(pB

i )) and S∞ = maxi∈[r](∥pA
i )∥∞, ∥pB

i ∥∞). Then, C(x) =
A(x) + B(x) satisfies a non-trivial differential equation of the form:

q2r(x)∂2rC(x) + · · · + q0(x)C(x) = 0,

with for all i ∈ [2r], deg(qi) ≤ 2(r +1)D and log(∥qi∥) ≤ O(r2(1+log(r)+log(D)+log(S∞)).

Proof. By [28, Theorem 2], we immediately have that C(x) satisfies a non-trivial differential
equation of the form:

q2r∂2rC(x) + · · · + q0C(x) = 0
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with for all i ∈ [2r], deg(qi) ≤ 2(r + 1)D. Furthermore for all i ∈ [2r],

ht(∥qi∥∞) ≤ ht(2r) + ht((2r + 1)!) + (2r + 1)ht(d) + (2r + 2)((2r)(ht(1) + ht(d)) + ht(S∞))

with ht(x) = log(1 + |x|).
As for all x ≥ 1, log(1 + x) ≤ 1 + log(x), we have that:

log(∥qi∥∞)) ≤ 8(r + 1)2 + (2r + 2) log(r) + (4r2 + 6r + 1) log(D) + (2r + 2) log(S∞).

◀

F.5 Bounds for specialization
In this section, we consider a holonomic multivariate series H(x, y1, . . . , yd) such that H(x) =
H(x, 1, . . . , 1) is well-defined. As stated in Proposition 26, H(x) is holonomic. We derive
bounds on the differential equation satisfied by H(x), given an equation satisfied by H(x, y).

Before proceeding, we need a technical lemma.

▶ Lemma 82. Let P0, P1, . . . , Pd be a sequence of polynomials such that for all ℓ ≥ 0,
Pℓ belongs to Q[yℓ, . . . , yd] and for all ℓ ≥ 0, Pℓ+1(yℓ+1, . . . , yd) is obtained by dividing
Pℓ(yℓ, . . . , yd) by (yℓ − 1)kℓ for some kℓ ≥ 0 and setting yℓ to 1.

We have deg(Pd) ≤ degm(P0) and ∥Pd∥∞ ≤ (degm(P0) + 1)d 2deg(P0)∥P0∥∞.

Proof. The polynomial P0 can be written as the sum of its monomials
∑

α∈A0
aαyα0

0 · · · yαd

d

for some set A0 ⊂ Nd+1.
We will prove by induction on ℓ that for all ℓ ∈ [0, d],

Pℓ(yℓ, . . . , yd) =
∑

α∈Aℓ

aα

(
α0

k0

)
· · ·
(

αℓ−1

kℓ−1

)
yαℓ

ℓ · · · yαd

d .

where Aℓ = {α ∈ A0 : αℓ′ ≥ kℓ′ for ℓ′ ∈ [0, ℓ − 1]}.
The property trivially holds for ℓ = 0. For the induction step, it is enough to remark

that:

Pℓ+1(yℓ+1, . . . , yd) = 1
kℓ!

(∂kℓ
yℓ

Pℓ)(1, yℓ+1, . . . , yd).

In particular, we have the following characterization of Pd in terms of P0.

Pd(yd) =
∑

α∈Ad

aα

(
α0

k0

)
· · ·
(

αd−1

kd−1

)
yαd

d .

Clearly, the degree deg(Pd) is bounded by the maxdegree of P0. For all k ∈ [0, deg(Pd)],
consider the coefficient of ck of yk

d in Pd. We have:

|ck| = |
∑

α∈Ad,αd=k aα

(
α0
k0

)
· · ·
(

αd−1
kd−1

)
|

≤
∑

α∈Ad,αd=k |aα| · 2α0+···+αd−1

≤ ∥P0∥∞ · 2deg(P0) · (
∑

α∈Ad,αd=k 1)
≤ ∥P0∥∞ · 2deg(P0) · (degm(P0) + 1)d.

This implies the announced bound on ∥Pd∥∞.
◀
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▶ Proposition 83. Let H(x, y1, . . . , yd) a multivariate series satisfying a non-trivial equation
of the form:

pr(x, y1, . . . , yd)∂r
xH(x, y1, . . . , yd) + . . . + p0(x, y1, . . . , yd)H(x, y1, . . . , yd) = 0.

If H(x) = H(x, 1, . . . , 1) is well defined, then H(x) satisfies a non-trivial equation of the
form:

qs(x)∂s
xH(x) + · · · + q0(x)H(x) = 0

with s ≤ r and for i ∈ [0, s], deg(qi) ≤ degm(pi) and ∥qi∥∞ ≤ ∥pi∥∞(degm(pi) + 1)d 2deg(pi).

Proof. For all ℓ ∈ [0, d], we inductively define a series Hℓ in the variables x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ

by taking H0(x, y1, . . . , yd) = H(x, y1, . . . , yd) and for ℓ ∈ [1, d], Hℓ is obtained by setting
the variable yd−ℓ+1 to 1 in Hℓ−1 (i.e., Hℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) = Hℓ−1(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ, 1)). In
particular, Hd(x) is equal to H(x).

We prove by induction that for all ℓ ∈ [0, d], Hℓ satisfies a non-trivial equation of the
form:

p[ℓ]
r (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)∂r

xHℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) + . . . + p
[ℓ]
0 (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)Hℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) = 0

and for all ℓ ∈ [1, d], there exists kℓ ≥ 0 such that for all j ∈ [0, r], p
[ℓ]
j is obtained by dividing

p
[ℓ−1]
k by (yd−ℓ+1 − 1)kℓ and then setting yd−ℓ+1 to 1.

The announced bounds on the polynomial qi are then obtained by applying Lemma 82 to
the sequence of polynomial p

[0]
i = pi, p

[1]
i , . . . , p

[d]
i = qi.

The base case is immediate. Assume that the property holds for some ℓ. That is to say
that Hℓ satisfies a non-trivial equation:

p[ℓ]
r (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)∂r

xHℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) + . . . + p
[ℓ]
0 (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)Hℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) = 0

Let kℓ+1 ≥ 0 be the greatest kℓ+1 such for all j ∈ [0, r], p
[ℓ]
j can be written as (yd−ℓ −

1)kℓ+1 · s
[ℓ]
j (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ). Hence the series Hℓ satisfies the non-trivial equation:

s[ℓ]
r (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)∂r

xHℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) + . . . + s
[ℓ]
0 (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ)Hℓ(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ) = 0

The series Hℓ+1 satisfies the equation:

s[ℓ]
r (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1, 1)∂r

xHℓ+1(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1)+. . .+s
[ℓ]
0 (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1, 1)Hℓ+1(x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1) = 0

This equation is non-trivial as otherwise the polynomials s
[ℓ]
j would all be divisible by (yd−ℓ−1)

which would contradict the maximality of kℓ+1. Hence we can take p
[ℓ+1]
j (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1) =

s
[ℓ]
j (x, y1, . . . , yd−ℓ−1, 1) for all j ∈ [0, r]. ◀

F.6 Bounds for the Hadamard product of two rational series
In this section, we are interested in giving upper bounds on the differential equations for
the Hadamard product of two rational series F1 and F2: we therefore aim at providing
upper bounds for the maxdegrees and the coefficients of the polynomials that appear in the
description of F1 ⊙ F2 as partial differential equations in its variables x1, . . . xn.

Our approach consists in taking Lipshitz’s construction that proves that the Hadamard
product of two holonomic series is holonomic, and studying it in details when the two series
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are rational. Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) and y = (y1, . . . , yn) be vectors of formal variables. In a
nutshell, starting with F1(x) and F2(x), Lipshitz introduces the series F (x, y) defined by

F (x, y) = 1
y1 · · · yn

F1

(
x1

y1
, . . . ,

xn

yn

)
· F2(y1, . . . , yn). (4)

Though this doubles the number of variables, it transforms the Hadamard product into a
simple product and a coefficient extraction, as one can establish that

F1(x) ⊙ F2(x) = [y−1
1 · · · y−1

n ]F (x, y). (5)

Indeed, let us write ai1,...,in = [xi1 . . . xin ]F1 and bi1,...,in = [xi1 . . . xin ]F2, so that:

F (x, y) = 1
y1 . . . yn

∑
i1,...,in

∑
j1,...,jn

ai1,...,in
bj1,...,jn

(
x1
y1

)i1
. . .
(

xn

yn

)in
yj1

1 . . . yjn
n .

Hence [(y1 . . . yn)−1]F = [(y1 . . . yn)0]
∑

i1,...,in
j1,...,jn

ai1,...,inbj1,...,jnxi1
1 . . . xin

n yj1−i1
1 . . . yjn−in

n . The

terms in y0
1 in the sum appear when i1 = j1. More generally, the terms in y0

1 . . . y0
n in the

sum appear every time in the sum we have i1 = j1, . . . , in = jn.
So [(y1 . . . yn)−1]F =

∑
i1,...,in

ai1,...,in
bi1,...,in

xi1
1 . . . xin

n = F1(x) ⊙ F2(x).
▶ Remark 84. Multiplying by a factor 1

y1...yn
in the definition of F , to extract later

[(y1 . . . yn)−1]F , may seem useless. It turns out that Lipshitz’s proof relies strongly on the fact
that the extracted coefficient to retrieve the Hadamard’s product is indeed [(y1 . . . yn)−1]F .
The main reason is that (y1 . . . yn)−1 cannot come from the derivation of any term yi1

1 . . . yin
n ,

so that the differential equations for the Hadamard’s product can be extracted from the
differential equations for F .
▶ Remark 85. We used the most straightforward approach, as our primary goal is to provide a
first upper bound for the complexity of the inclusion test for weakly-unambiguous automata.
Other techniques, based on integral representation of the Hadamard product, may give better
bounds, as it was done for some combinatorial walks in [7].

In this section, as we already did in the presentation above, we use vector notations for
readability: x = (x1, . . . , xn), xα = xα1

1 · · · xαn
n , [y−1] = [y−1

1 · · · y−1
n ], and so on.

F.6.1 Statement and main steps
The bounds for the Hadamard product of two rational series are given in the following
theorem.

▶ Theorem 86. Let P1, Q1, P2 and Q2 be four polynomials of Z[x]. We define the quantities

M = 1 + max {degm(P1), degm(P2), degm(Q1), degm(Q2)}
S∞ = max {∥P1∥∞, ∥P2∥∞, ∥Q1∥∞, ∥Q2∥∞}

For every j ∈ {1, . . . , n} there exist r ∈ N and r + 1 polynomials p0(x),. . . , pr(x) of Z[x],
not all null, such that the series P1

Q1
⊙ P2

Q2
(x) satisfies the equation:

pr(x)∂r
xj

f(x) + . . . + p0(x)f(x) = 0,

with r + deg(pi) < (nM)O(n) and log ∥pi∥∞ ≤ (nM)O(n2)(1 + log(S∞)).
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▶ Remark 87. In the statement of the previous theorem, the notation O(n) (resp. O(n2))
is only here to simplify the writing and does not imply that n tends to infinity. It simply
means that there exists a constant c (independent of all the parameters) such that for all
n ≥ 1, the inequality holds when O(n) (resp. O(n2)) is replaced by cn (resp. cn2).

The proof consists of several steps. As announced at the beginning of the section, we
first build a rational function F in 2n variables. In the following lemma we compute bounds
for F .

▶ Lemma 88. With the notations of Theorem 86, if F is defined by

F (x, y) = 1
y1 · · · yn

P1

Q1

(
x1

y1
, . . . ,

xn

yn

)
· P2

Q2
(y1, . . . , yn),

then there exist two polynomials P and Q of Z[x, y] such that F = P/Q, degm(P ) < 2M ,
degm(Q) < 2M , ∥P∥∞ ≤ S2

∞ and ∥Q∥∞ ≤ S2
∞.

Proof. In P1( x1
y1

, . . . , xn

yn
), the variables y1, . . . , yn have negative exponents, the lowest negat-

ive exponent being degm(P1) ≤ M − 1. Hence (y1 . . . yn)M−1P1( x1
y1

, . . . , xn

yn
) is a polynomial

in x and y, of maxdegree at most M , and of same infinite norm as P1. Hence the function
P defined by

P (x, y) = (y1 · · · yn)M P1

(
x1

y1
, . . . ,

xn

yn

)
P2(y1, . . . , yn),

is a polynomial of Z[x, y], with degm(P ) ≤ 2M − 2. Moreover, as P2 has no variable of the
form xi, when expanding the product of P1 and P2, both written as a sum of monomials,
there is only one way to produce each monomial of P : each coefficient of P is the product of
a coefficient of P1 and a coefficient of P2. Hence ∥P∥∞ ≤ ∥P1∥∞ · ∥P2∥∞ ≤ S2

∞.
The same argument applies for Q = (y1 . . . yn)M Q1( x1

y1
, . . . , xn

yn
)Q2(y1, . . . , yn), except for

the additionnal factor (y1 . . . yn) which increases by 1 the maxdegree: degm(Q) ≤ 2M −1 ◀

Once we have bounds on the representation of F as a quotient of two polynomials, the
main computations consist in studying the partial differential equations in F by following
Lipshitz’s constructions. This is done in the following proposition, whose technical proof is
given in the next subsection.

▶ Proposition 89. Let F be a rational fraction given under the form F = P
Q ∈ Z(x, y),

where P (x, y) and Q(x, y) are two polynomials of 2n variables with integer coefficients. Let
M = max(degm(P ), degm(Q)) + 1, S∞ = max(∥P∥∞, ∥Q∥∞), and N = ((2n + 1)M)2n − 2n.
Then f = [y−1

1 . . . y−1
n ]F is an element of Z(x) that satisfies for every j ∈ {1, . . . , n} a

non-trivial partial differential equation in xj with polynomial coefficients (the pi’s and r

depends on j):

pr(x)∂r
xj

f(x) + pr−1(x)∂r−1
xj

f(x) + . . . + p0(x)f(x) = 0,

with r + degm(pi) < N , and log ∥pi∥∞ ≤ 6N2n+1M2n log(NS∞).

The proof of Theorem 86 just consists in combining Lemma 88 and Proposition 89,
keeping in mind that Lemma 88 doubles the maxdegree bound and squares the infinite norm
bound.
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F.6.2 Proof of Proposition 89
In this section, we prove Proposition 89. We thus use the notations of its statement. We
start with three technical lemmas.

▶ Lemma 90. Let α = (α1, . . . , α2n) ∈ N2n. We denote by ∂α the operator defined by ∂α =
∂α1

x1
. . . ∂αn

xn
∂

αn+1
y1 . . . ∂α2n

yn
. There exists a polynomial Pα of Z[x, y] such that Qs+1∂αF = Pα,

degm(Pα) ≤ (s + 1)(M − 1) and ∥Pα∥∞ ≤ 2ss!Ms(2n+1)Ss+1
∞ , where s = ∥α∥1 =

∑
i αi.

Proof. By induction on s = ∥α∥1. If s = 0, then QF = P with degm(P ) < M , and
∥P∥∞ ≤ S∞.

If the proposition is true for s − 1, let α be such that ∥α∥1 = s. We write α = β + ei, for
some i such that αi > 0, and we have ∥β∥1 = s − 1. By induction hypothesis, Qs∂βF = Pβ,
where Pβ satisfies the hypotheses for s − 1. Deriving this relation according to xi yields:

(∂xi
Q)sQs−1∂βF + Qs∂αF = ∂xi

Pβ.

By multiplying by Q, we obtain

Qs+1∂αF = Q∂xiPβ − (∂xiQ)sQs∂βF = Q∂xiPβ − (∂xiQ)sPβ.

Let Pα = Q∂xiPβ −(∂xiQ)sPβ. The polynomial Pα has integer coefficients, and degm(Pα) ≤
M − 1 + degm(Pβ) ≤ (s + 1)(M − 1), as degm(Pβ) ≤ s(M − 1) by induction hypothesis.
Moreover, by Lemma 75, we have

∥Q∂xi
Pβ∥∞ ≤ M2n∥Q∥∞ · ∥∂xi

Pβ∥∞ ≤ M2n∥Q∥∞ · s(M − 1)∥Pβ∥∞.

And similarly,

∥(∂xi
Q)sPβ∥∞ ≤ M2n∥∂xi

Q∥∞ · s∥Pβ∥∞ ≤ M2n+1∥Q∥∞ · s∥Pβ∥∞.

Thus, ∥Pα∥∞ ≤ 2M2n+1s∥Q∥∞ · ∥Pβ∥∞. This concludes the proof as Pβ satisfies the
induction hypothesis. ◀

▶ Lemma 91. Let N = ((2n + 1)M)2n − 2n, let α and β be two vectors of Nn and let γ ∈ N
such that

∑
i αi +

∑
i βi + γ < N . Let also j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. There exists a polynomial Rα,β,γ,j

of variables x1,. . . , xn, y1, . . . yn, with integer coefficients, such that

QN xα1
1 . . . xαn

n ∂β1
y1

. . . ∂βn
yn

∂γ
xj

F = Rα,β,γ,j .

Moreover, degm(Rα,β,γ,j) ≤ NM , and log ∥Rα,β,γ,j∥∞ ≤ 3N log(NS∞).

Proof. Let u = (γ, 0, . . . , 0, β1, . . . , βn), so that by Lemma 90, we have Qs+1∂uF = Pu,
where ∂uF = ∂β1

y1
. . . ∂βn

yn
∂γ

xj
F , and s = ∥β∥1 + γ. Then

Rα,β,γ,j = QN xα1
1 . . . xαn

n ∂uF = QN−s−1xα1
1 . . . xαn

n Pu

is a polynomial as N > s. Moreover, using Lemma 90 again, we have

degm(Rα,β,γ,j) ≤ (N − s − 1)(M − 1) + max(α1, . . . , αn) + (s + 1)(M − 1)
≤ N(M − 1) + N = NM.

For the bound on the infinite norm of Rα,β,γ,j we have, by Lemma 75

∥Rα,β,γ,j∥∞ = ∥QN−s−1Pu∥∞ ≤ M2n∥Q∥∞∥QN−s−2Pu∥∞ ≤ M2n(N−s)∥Q∥N−s−1
∞ ·∥Pu∥∞.
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Lemma 90 provides a bound on ∥Pu∥∞, yielding

∥Rα,β,γ,j∥∞ ≤ M2n(N−s)∥Q∥N−s−1
∞ 2ss!Ms(2n+1)Ss+1

∞ ≤ 2ss!M2nN+sSN
∞.

As s < N and M < N , we get ∥Rα,β,γ,j∥∞ ≤ 2N NN M (2n+1)N SN
∞ ≤ N2N (2M2n)N SN

∞.
Therefore, as 2M2n ≤ 2M2n + 2n(M2n − 1) ≤ (2n + 2)M2n − 2n ≤ N ,

log ∥Rα,β,γ,j∥∞ ≤ log
(
N3N S3N

∞
)

≤ 3N log(NS∞),

as announced. ◀

▶ Lemma 92. Let N = ((2n + 1)M)2n − 2n. For every j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the family
{xα1

1 . . . xαn
n ∂β1

y1
. . . ∂βn

yn
∂γ

xj
F :

∑
i αi +

∑
i βi + γ < N} is dependent over Z. More precisely,

there is a non-trivial dependency relation of the form∑
∥α∥1+∥β∥1+γ<N

vα,β,γ xα1
1 . . . xαn

n ∂β1
y1

. . . ∂βn
yn

∂γ
xj

F = 0,

where each vα,β,γ , is an integer. Moreover, we have log |vα,β,γ | ≤ 6N2n+1M2n log(NS∞).

Proof. Let D be the set of every derivative operators xα1
1 . . . xαn

n ∂β1
y1

. . . ∂βn
yn

∂γ
xj

, with
∑

i αi +∑
i βi + γ < N . The number of such operators is |D| =

(
N+2n
2n+1

)
.

Let M be the set of all monomials of the form xiyj = xi1
1 . . . xin

n y1
j1 . . . yn

jn , such that
degm(xiyj) ≤ NM − 1. We have |M| = (NM)2n.

By Lemma 91, for every δ ∈ D, QN δF can be written as a linear combination over Z of
elements of P . These linear combinations can be synthesised in a (NM)2n ×

(
N+2n
2n+1

)
matrix

A, over Z. Our choice for N implies that
(

N+2n
2n+1

)
> (NM)2n, as detailed below, so A has

more columns than rows. Thus, the family of all QN δF , for δ ∈ D, is linearly dependent.
According to Cramer’s rule (see Proposition 78), there exists a non-trivial solution v of

the equation Av = 0, where every coordinate of v is a minor of A or the opposite of a minor
of A. As A has integer entries, the coordinates of v are integers. Moreover, they are bounded
by Hadamard’s bound (in the non-polynomial case) by ∥A∥p

∞pp/2, where p ≤ (NM)2n so
that p ≤ (2n + 1)4n2

M4n2+2n; hence log p ≤ 6n2 log((2n + 1)M). We have

log(pp/2) ≤ 3n2p log ((2n + 1)M) .

Moreover, since each column of A corresponds to a Rα,β,γ,j of Lemma 91, we have

log ∥A∥p
∞ ≤ 3Np log(NS∞).

Hence, since the latter bound is greater than the former:

log |vα,β,γ | ≤ 6Np log(NS∞) = 6N(NM)2n log(NS∞).

This concludes the proof, provided we verify that
(

N+2n
2n+1

)
> (NM)2n:(

N+2n
2n+1

)
(NM)2n

= (N + 2n)(N + 2n − 1) · · · (N + 1)N
(2n + 1)!N2nM2n

≥ N + 2n

(2n + 1)2nM2n
,

using the fact that k! ≤ kk−1 for k ≥ 1. ◀
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Proof of Proposition 89. By Lemma 92, we have a non-trivial dependency relation of the
form ∑

∥α∥1+∥β∥1+γ<N

vα,β,γxα1
1 . . . xαn

n ∂β1
y1

. . . ∂βn
yn

∂γ
xj

F = 0,

where vα,β,γ are integers with log |vα,β,γ | ≤ 6N2n+1M2n log(NS∞).
We factorize this relation according to the derivatives in y1, . . . , yn: it therefore rewrites∑

β

pβ(x, ∂xj
)∂β1

y1
. . . ∂βn

yn
F = 0, (6)

where pβ(x, ∂xj
) is a polynomial in the variables x and ∂xj

, with integer coefficients, veri-
fying log ∥pβ(x, ∂x1)∥∞ ≤ 6N2n+1M2n log(NS∞) and degm(pβ(x, ∂xj

)) < N (seen as a
polynomial x1, . . . xn and in ∂xj

, where ∂xj
do not commute with the xi’s).

Let βmin be the smallest vector, for the lexicographic order, amongst the β such that
pβ ̸= 0 in Equation (6). It exists as the relation is non-trivial.

We now show that pβmin(x, ∂xj)(f) = 0. We use the vector notation for monomials:
y−βmin = y

−βmin
1

1 · · · y
−βmin

n
n , y−1 = y−1

1 · · · y−1
n , . . .

We rely on the fact, established at the end of this proof, that for all β we have

[y−βmin−1]∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

F =
{

0 if β ̸= βmin

(−1)β1+...βnβ1! . . . βn![y−1]F if β = βmin (7)

Once established, we extract the coefficient in y−βmin
1 −1 in Equation (6), yielding:

(−1)β1+...βnβ1! . . . βn! · pβmin(x, ∂xj)[y−1]F = 0.

Since f = [y−1]F by definition, we have established that pβmin(x, ∂xj)(f) = 0. This
concludes the proof; the bound on the max-degrees and on the coefficients is a consequence
of the bounds stated in Lemma 92.

So, it only remains to prove Equation (7). Recall that βmin is lexicographically smaller
than β. By grouping monomials, we can write F under the form:

F =
∑

α

Hα(x)yα1
1 · · · yαn

n .

Hence we have:

[y−βmin−1]∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

F = [y−βmin−1]
∑

α

Hα(x)∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

yα1
1 · · · yαn

n .

At this point, one can see that if any of the αi’s is non-negative, then ∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

yα1
1 · · · yαn

n

cannot contribute to the coefficient of y−βmin−1. Thus we can limit the sum over the α’s
with negative coefficients only. Moreover, if β ̸= βmin, then there is one coordinate i such
that βi > βmin

i , and the exponent in yi of ∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

yα1
1 · · · yαn

n is αi − βi < −1 − βmin
i : it

does not contribute to the coefficient of y−βmin−1 either. Similarly, by minimality of βmin

for the lexicographic order, α has to be −1 to contribute. Therefore, we have:

[y−βmin−1]∂β1
y1

· · · ∂βn
yn

F = [y−βmin−1]H−1(x)∂βmin
1

y1 · · · ∂
βmin

n
yn y−1

= H−1(x)(−1)βmin
1 +...+βmin

n βmin
1 ! · · · βmin

n !

= (−1)βmin
1 +...+βmin

n βmin
1 ! · · · βmin

n ! [y−1]F.

This establishes Equation (7), and therefore concludes the proof. ◀
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G Proof of Proposition 22

This section is devoted to finding bounds on the order and coefficients of a differential
equation verified by the generating series of a weakly-unambiguous automaton.

For this section, we fix a weakly-umambiguous PA A = (Σ, Q, qI , F, C, ∆) of dimension
d whose semi-linear constraint C given in an unambiguous presentation C := ⊎p

i=1ci + P ∗
i .

Recall that we denote by |A| := |Q|+ |∆|+p+
∑

i |Pi| and by ∥A∥∞ the maximum coordinate
of a vector appearing in ∆, the ci’s and the Pi’s.

In this section, we assume that the automaton is non-trivial: it contains at least one
state, at least one transition with a non-null vector, it semilinear constraint set contains
at least one non-null vector. Note that if the automaton is trivial, the computation of its
generating series is straightforward.

Recall that in the the proof of Proposition 12, we showed that the generating series A(x)
of A is equal to the specialization G(x, 1, . . . , 1) of the weighted series of A. Furthermore,
the weighted series can be expressed as

G(x, y1, . . . , yd) = A(x, y1, . . . , yn) ⊙ C(x, y1, . . . , yd)

where A(x, y1, . . . , yn) and C(x, y1, . . . , yd) are the two rational series defined by:
for all (n, i1, . . . , id) ∈ Nd+1, [xnyi1

1 · · · yid

d ]A counts the numbers of runs of A of length n

labeled by the vector (i1, . . . , id) starting in the initial state and ending in a final state;
C(x, y1, . . . , yd) = C(y1,...,yd)

1−x where C(y1, . . . , yd) is the support series of the semi-linear
set C.

Using Lemma 79, we bound rational fractions for A and C in terms of d, |A| and ∥A|∞.

▶ Lemma 93. The rational generating series A and C can be written as P
Q (x, y1, . . . , yd)

with degm(P ), degm(Q) ≤ |A| · ∥A∥∞ − 1 and ∥P∥∞, ∥Q∥∞ ≤ |A|5|A|/2.

Proof. For Ā, we define a vector automata V of dimension d + 1 whose generating series
V (x1, y1, . . . , yn) satisfies V (x, y1, . . . , yd) = A(x, y1, . . . , yd).

The vector automata V = (Q, qI , F, ∆V) has the same state set Q as A, the same inital state
and final states. For every transition (p, a, v, q) of A, we have a transition (p, (1, v1, . . . , vd), q)
in ∆V . By construction, we have V (x, y1, . . . , yd) = A(x, y1, . . . , yd). From Lemma 79, we
have that A = P

Q (x, y1, . . . , yd) with degm(P ), degm(Q) ≤ |Q| · ∥V∥∞ ≤ |A| · ∥A∥∞ − 1 and
∥P∥∞, ∥Q∥∞ ≤ (1 + dout

V )|Q||Q||Q|/2 ≤ |A||A|/2+1 ≤ |A|5|A|/2.
We now derive similar bounds for C(y1, . . . , yd) the support series of the semi-linear set

C. From the unambiguous presentation of C, we build an unambiguous vector automaton V ′

accepting C. It immediately follows that V ′(y1, . . . , yd) = C(y1, . . . , yd).
For all j ∈ [1, p], we fix an enumeration vj

1, . . . , vj
|Pj | of the vectors in Pj . The vector

automaton V ′ has an initial state qI and a state for each vector in the Pj ’s. For j ∈ [1, p]
and k ∈ [1, |Pj |], we denote by qj

k the state corresponding to the vector vj
k.

If none of the ci ∈ [1, p] is equal to 0, the construction is straightforward. From the initial
state qI , there is a transition labeled by cj to every state qj

k for all j ∈ [1, p] and k ∈ [1, |Pj |].
In addition, for all j ∈ [1, p] and k′ ≤ k ∈ [1, |Pj |], there is a transition from qj

k′ to qj
k labeled

by vj
k′ . The unambiguity of the automaton V ′ immediately follows from the unambiguity

of the presentation of C. Note that we need to require that all the ci’s are non-null as our
definition of vector automaton does not allow for transitions labeled by 0.

If one of the vectors ci is equal to 0, then by unambiguity of the presentation, exactly one
of the ci is equal to 0. W.l.o.g. we assume that c0 = 0. From the initial state qI , there is a
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transition labeled by cj to every state qj
k for all j ∈ [2, p] and k ∈ [1, |Pj |]. Furthermore, for

all k ∈ [1, |P1|], there is a transition from qI to q1
k labelled by v1

k. In addition, for all j ∈ [1, p]
and k′ ≤ k ∈ [1, |Pj |], there is a transition from qj

k′ to qj
k labeled by vj

k′ . The unambiguity of
the automaton V ′ immediately follows from the unambiguity of the presentation of C.

In both cases, the out-degree of V ′ is at most
∑

j∈[1,p](|Pj |) ≤ |A| − 1, its num-
ber of states is

∑
j∈[1,p](|Pj |) + 1 ≤ |A| and ∥V ′∥∞ ≤ ∥A∥∞. By Lemma 79, we have

that C = P
Q (x, y1, . . . , yd) with degm(P ), degm(Q) ≤ |A| · ∥A∥∞ − 1 and ∥P∥∞, ∥Q∥∞ ≤

|A||A||A||A|/2 ≤ |A|5|A|/2.
For the bounds on C, remark that C = 1

1−x · C = P (y1,...,yd)
(1−x)·Q(y1,...,yd) . As ∥(1 − x) ·

Q(y1, . . . , yd)∥∞ = ∥Q(y1, . . . , yd)∥∞ and degm((1−x)·Q(y1, . . . , yd)) = degm(Q(y1, . . . , yd)),
we can conclude. ◀

We can now apply the bounds for the Hadamard product of two rational series obtained
in Theorem 86 and the bound for the specialization to 1 obtained in Proposition 83 to obtain
a bound on differential equations satisfied by A(x).

▶ Proposition 22. The generating series A(x) of a weakly-unambiguous PA A of dimension
d ≥ 1 satisfies a non-trivial linear differential equation qs(x)∂s

xA(x) + · · · + q0(x)A(x) = 0,
with s ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d) and for all i ∈ [0, s], deg(qi) ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d) and
log ∥qi∥∞ ≤ ((d + 1)|A| ∥A∥∞)O(d2) using the notations of Section 3.2.

Proof. Combining the bounds for the Hadamard product obtained in Theorem 86 with
the bounds for A and C in Lemma 93, we obtain that the weighted generating series
G(x, y1, . . . , yd) satisfy a non-trivial equation of the form:

pr(x, y)∂r
xG(x, y) + . . . + p0(y)G(x, y) = 0,

with for all r + deg(pi) < ((d + 2)M)O(d) and log ∥pi∥∞ ≤ ((d + 2)M)O(d2)(1 + log(S∞))
where M = |A| · · · ∥A∥∞ and S∞ = |A|5|A|/2. For all i ∈ [0, r], these bounds simplify to:
r + deg(pi) < ((d + 1)|A|∥A∥∞)O(d) and log ∥pi∥∞ ≤ ((d + 1)|A|∥A∥∞)O(d2).

By Proposition 83, we obtain that A(x) = G(x, 1, . . . , x) satisfies a non-trivial equation
of the form:

qs(x)∂s
xA(x) + · · · + q0(x)A(x) = 0

with s ≤ r and for i ∈ [0, s], deg(qi) ≤ degm(pi) and ∥qi∥∞ ≤ ∥pi∥∞(degm(pi) + 1)d 2deg(pi).
In particular for all i ∈ [0, s], log ∥qi∥∞ ≤ ((d + 1)|A|∥A∥∞)O(d2).

◀

H Proof of Theorem 23

▶ Theorem 23. Given two weakly-unambiguous PA A and B of respective dimensions dA
and dB, if L(A) is not included in L(B) then there exists a word in L(A) \ L(B) of length at
most 22O(d2 log(dM)) where d = dA + dB and M = |A| |B| ∥A∥∞ ∥B∥∞.

Proof. By Proposition 28, we can construct a weakly-unambiguous PA C accepting L(A) ∩
L(B) with |C| ≤ |A||B|, ∥C∥∞ = max(∥A∥∞, ∥B∥∞) of dimension dA + dB. The series
H(x) := A(x) − C(x) counts the number of words of length n in L(A) ⊆ L(B). In particular,
L(A) ⊆ L(B) if and only if H(x) = 0.
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Being the difference of two holonomic series, H(x) =
∑

n≥0 unxn is holonomic. Therefore,
its coefficients satisfy a recurrence equation of the form:

S∑
k=−s

tk(n)un+k = 0, for n ≥ s, with tS ̸= 0

which we can be rewritten as:

tS(n − S)un = −
S+s∑
k=1

tS−k(n − S)un−k for n ≥ S + s.

In particular if tS(n − S) is not null, if un−1 = · · · = un−S−s = 0 then un = 0. To ensure
that tS(n − S) is not null, it is enough to take n − S ≥ ∥tS∥∞ + 1 (see Lemma 76). In
particular, if we take W = s + S + ∥tS∥ + 1, we have that H(x) = 0 if and only if for all
n ≤ W , un = 0. In terms of languages, this equivalence can be restated as L(A) ̸=⊆ L(B) if
and only if L(A) \ L(B) contains a word of length at most W .

To obtain a bound on W in terms of the size of A and B, we first obtain bounds on
differential partial equation satisfies by H. If we take d = dA + dB, M = |A||B|∥A∥∞∥B∥∞,
we have, by Proposition 22, that both A and C satisfies a non-trivial differential equation of
the form:

pt(x)∂tF (x) + · · · + p0(x)F (x) = 0

with t ≤ (dM)O(d), deg(pi) ≤ (dM)O(d) and log(∥pi∥) ≤ (dM)O(d2).
By Proposition 81, H satisfies a non-trivial differential equation of the form:

qr(x)∂rH(x) + · · · + q0(x)H(x) = 0

with r ≤ (dM)O(d), deg(pi) ≤ (dM)O(d) and log(∥pi∥) ≤ (dM)O(d2).
By Proposition 80, its coefficients satisfy a recurrence equation of the form:

S∑
k=−s

tk(n)un+k = 0, for n ≥ s, with tS ̸= 0

with s ≤ (dM)O(d), S ≤ (dM)O(d) and log(∥tS∥∞) ≤ (dM)O(d2).
Hence we can take W = 22O(d2 log(dM)) .

◀

I Algorithmic consequences: the inclusion problem

The aim of this section is to prove our announced result on the complexity of testing the
inclusion:

▶ Corollary 24. Given two weakly-unambiguous PA A and B of dimensions dA and dB, we can
decide if L(A) ⊆ L(B) in time 22O(d2 log(dM)) where d = dA + dB and M = |A| |B| ∥A∥∞ ∥B∥∞.

To prove this statement, we need some preliminary algorithms to be able to count the
numbers of accepted words of a fixed size n in a weakly-unambiguous automaton.
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I.1 Counting the runs in a vector automaton
In this section, we are given a vector automaton V = (Q, qI , F, ∆) over Nd. We recall that Q

is the set of states, qI the initial state, F the final state, ∆ the set of transitions of the form
(q, v, q′) with v ≠ 0. We denote by ∥V∥∞ the greatest coordinate appearing in the vectors in
∆.

For two vectors v, v′ in Nd, we note v ⪯ v′ if for every i ∈ [d], vi ≤ v′
i.

For every q ∈ Q, for every vector v ∈ Nd, we denote by q[v] the number of runs in the
automaton from qI to q labeled by the vector v.

The goal of this section is to compute, for any given a bound K, the numbers q[v] for all
state q ∈ Q, and all vector v such that ∥v∥∞ ≤ K.

A naive approach consists in enumerating every run of length at most (K + 1)d in the
automaton, and keep track of the vectors labelling them, leading to an algorithm exponential
in K. To improve on this, first observe that the numbers q[v] for q ∈ Q, v ∈ Nd verify the
following recurrence:

q[v] =
∑

(q′,u,q)∈∆
with u⪯v

q′[v − u]. (8)

Using Equation (8) and dynamic programming, we get the following statement.

▶ Proposition 94. Given K ∈ N and a vector automaton V = (Q, qI , F, ∆), we can compute
all the values q[v] for q ∈ Q and v ∈ Nd such that ∥v∥∞ ≤ K in O((K + 1)2d|∆| log |∆|)
time.

Proof. Notice that since there are no transitions labeled by 0, a run in V labeled by v

verifying ∥v∥∞ ≤ K takes at most (K + 1)d transitions. So q[v] ≤ |∆|(K+1)d for every q ∈ Q

and every v such that ∥v∥∞ ≤ K.
We simply unroll the recurrence formula in Equation (8), by enumerating all vectors v

such that ∥v∥∞ ≤ K in lexicographic order. Enumerating such vectors is done with (K + 1)d

iterations. Inside these iterations, we make at most |∆| operations consisting in computing
the vectors v − u, which is done in O(d log K), and adding q′[v − u] to q[v], which is done
in O((K + 1)d log |∆|). ◀

I.2 Counting the accepted words in a weakly-unambiguous automaton
In this section, we want an algorithmic solution to count the total numbers of words of length
at most n ∈ N accepted by a given weakly-unmabiguous automaton.

▶ Proposition 95. Given a weakly-unambiguous PA B = (Q, qI , F, C, ∆) of dimension d,
without ε-transitions, the total number of words of length at most n accepted by B can be
computed in (n∥B∥∞|B|)O(d) time.

Proof. We rely on the same constructions as in the proof of Lemma 93. First, from
B we can build the vector automaton V of dimension d + 1 for the paths in B from qI

to a final state: such a path (w, v) in B is in one-to-one relation with a path labeled
(|w|, v1, . . . , vd) in V. By construction, V and B share the same transition system. As
there is no ε-transitions in B, any run labeled by (w, v) has length |w| and is such that
∥v∥∞ ≤ |w| ∥B∥∞. Hence, applying Proposition 94 to V with K = n∥B∥∞ we can compute
in time O((n∥B∥∞ + 1)2d+2|∆| log |∆|) = O((n∥B∥∞ + 1)2d+2|B| log |B|) = (n∥B∥∞|B|)O(d)

every q[v] for q ∈ Q and v ∈ Nd+1 such that ∥v∥∞ ≤ n∥B∥∞.
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For the semilinear part, we use the construction of the automaton V ′, also given in the
proof of Lemma 93. For a unambiguous representation C = ∪p

i=1Ci, where Ci = ci + P ∗
i ,

the associated vector automaton V ′ has p + 1 states, sI the initial state and s1, . . . sp for the
Ci. Applying Proposition 94, we can compute all the si[v], for all i and all v ∈ Nd such that
∥v∥∞ ≤ ∥B∥∞, also in time (n∥B∥∞|B|)O(d). As V ′ is unambiguous, si[v] can only value 1
or 0, whether v is in Ci or not (except for sI [v], which value 0 iff v = 0 and 0 ∈ C).

Finally, to obtain the total number of words of length k ≤ n accepted by the B, we
sum the values q[v′] for every state q ∈ F , and over every vector v′ = [k, v], such that
s[v] = 1 for at least one state s of V ′. For the cost of computing these additions, notice that
q[v′] ≤ |∆|k ≤ |B|n. Thus, this sum can be done in O((n∥B∥∞ + 1)d(p + |F |n log |B|)) =
(n∥B∥∞|B|)O(d) time. ◀

I.3 Proof of Corollary 24
We can finally prove the statement.

Proof of of Corollary 24. As sketched in the main presentation, the proof relies on the fact
that L(A) ⊆ L(B) if and only if L(A)∩L(B) = L(A). By Theorem 23, if L(A)∩L(B) ̸= L(A),
there exists a word u ∈ L(A) that is not in L(A)∩L(B) of length at most 22O(d2 log(dM)) , where
d = dA + dB and M = |A| |B| ∥A∥∞∥B∥∞: we get this bound by studying the maxdegree
and infinite norm of the product automaton of A and B built to recognize the intersection.
It means that there exists some constant c > 0 such that looking for words up to size
W = ⌊22cd2 log(dM)⌋ is sufficient to decide whether L(A) ⊆ L(B) or not.

Thus, we just have to compute the number of words in L(A) ⊆ L(B) and L(A) up to
size W to check if they are equal. By Proposition 95, this can be done in time (WM)O(d).
Hence there exists some constant c′ > 0 such that

(WM)O(d ≤ (WM)c′d ≤
(

22cd2 log(dM)
)c′d

M c′d = 2c′d2cd2 log(dM)+c′d log M ≤ 22c′′d2 log(dM)
.

for a sufficiently large constant c′′. This concludes the proof. ◀
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