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Abstract

We define various monoid versions of the Thompson group V, and prove connections with
monoids of acyclic digital circuits. We show that the monoid My ; (based on partial functions) is
not embeddable into Thompson’s monoid totMs 1, but that totds ; has a submonoid that maps
homomorphically onto Ms ;. This leads to an efficient completion algorithm for partial functions
and partial circuits. We show that the union of partial circuits with disjoint domains is an element
of My 1, and conversely, every element of My ; can be decomposed efficiently into a union of partial
circuits with disjoint domains.

1 Introduction

We consider various monoids that generalize Richard Thompson’s group V. The group V (which is
also called Ga; or V5) was introduced by Thompson [26), 27] (see also [I8]), and he proved that V' is
an infinite finitely presented simple group. In fact, as Matt Brin pointed out [15] (16, [17], Thompson
initially derived V' as the group of units of a monoid (in the mid 1960s); he did not publish anything
about this monoid, but talked about it in lectures (notes by Brin [28 29]). Thompson’s monoid,
was rediscovered in [7), [6], where Thompson’s monoid is called totMy;. A partial-function version
of the monoid was also introduced in [7, [6], called My ; (it had apparently not been considered by
Thompson). In [7, [6] it was proved that My is finitely generated and congruence-simple, that its
group of units is V, and that its word problem over a finite generating set is in P.

In his lectures [28| [29] Thompson outlined a proof (recently reconstructed by Brin [I5]) that totMs 1
is finitely presented. By using similar ideas Brin also proved that My ; is finitely presented (but Brin’s
proofs of finite presentation remain unpublished). More recently a proof of finite presentation of
totMs; (and more generally of the n-dimensional version ntotMs;), was posted by de Witt and
Elliott [20].

Most of the time we will actually work with the Higman-Thompson monoids M}, 1 and totMj, 1,

and the Higman-Thompson group Gy [21], although we often just say “Thompson monoids” and
“Thompson group”.

Remark about the name “Thompson monoid”: The Thompson group F contains a submonoid F'*
such that F is the group of fractions is F'™. In the literature F* is usually called the “Thompson
monoid” or the “positive submonoid” of F. The present paper does not explicitly use F*, and
“Thompson monoids” will refer to various monoids that generalize V', replacing bijections by various
functions.

Acknowledgement: Section 8 was motivated by discussions with Matt Brin [15].
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Summary of results

We prove new connections between Mj, 1, totMj, 1, other Thompson monoids, and acyclic digital cir-
cuits:

e Sections 2, 3, and 4: We define various pre-Thompson and Thompson monoids, and circuits (partial
circuits and boolean circuits). The Thompson monoids are obtained from pre-Thompson monoids by
applying congruences. All these monoids (including the monoids of input-output functions of circuits)
have a generating set of the form I'U7, where I is finite, and 7 is the infinite set of bit transpositions;
for circuits, I' is the set of gates. We show that circuits are closely related to Thompson monoids,
and that important concepts from circuits (input-length, size, depth) can be defined in all Thompson
monoids.

e Section 5: The pre-Thompson monoid RMA" (which maps onto Ms ;) is finitely generated.

e Section 6: Certain pre-Thompson and Thompson monoids, including the monoid of input-output
functions of circuits, are not finitely generated.

e Section 7: Most Thompson monoids are congruence-simple. An exception is the monoid of input-
output functions of boolean circuits.

e Section 8 The Thompson monoid My, (based on partial functions) is not embeddable homo-
morphically into Thompson’s monoid totMs; (based on total functions). Similarly, the monoid of
input-output functions of partial circuits is not embeddable homomorphically into the monoid of
input-output functions of boolean circuits; in other words, partial circuits cannot be completed to
boolean circuits in a homomorphic way (where the completion of the composite would be the compos-
ite of the completions).

e Section 9: Although M> ; is not embeddable into totM>; and not a homomorphic image of totM> 1
(by congruence-simplicity), there is a submonoid of totMs;; that maps homomorphically onto M ;.
This is an inverse completion, which can be used to give efficient completion algorithms (for M5 ; and
for partial circuits).

e Section 10: Any element of My ; can be computed by (a finite set of) partial circuits with disjoint
domains. Conversely, the union of a finite set of partial circuits with disjoint domains is an element
of Mg’l.

In conclusion, the Thompson monoids and circuits are, in essence, the same thing.

2 Preliminary monoids

Before defining various Thompson monoids we need some definitions, that are fairly standard (see
also [11 2, 5, [7, [9]). We first introduce monoids of right-ideal morphisms; the Thompson and Higman-
Thompson monoids are then obtained from these “pre- Thompson” monoids by applying a congruence.

Definition 2.1 (function).

A function is a triple f = (X,r,Y), where r C X XY is a relation that has the function property:
(V (21,31), (z2,92) €7)[21 =32 = Y1 = 12].

The domain of f is Dom(f) = Dom(r) = {x : (Jy € Y)[(z,y) € r]} C X, and the image (a.k.a.
range) is Im(f) =Im(r) = {y: 3z € X)[(z,y) € r]} C Y. Thus, r C Dom(f)xIm(f) C X xY.

The sets X andY are called the source, respectively the target, of f = (X,r,Y).

Here we usually take X =Y = A%, or X =Y = A¥, or X =Y = A*0¥, where A is a finite alphabet
such that {0,1} C A, and w is the set of natural integers (as an ordinal).

The composition of two functions f; = (Xi,71,Y1), fo = (X2,r2,Y2), is defined by (.)f1 0 fo =
(X1, ()r1 019, Ys), where (.)riorg = {(z,y) € XixYs: (Fz € Y1 N Xo)[(x,2) € r1 & (2,y) € r2] }.



Then Dom((.)f1 © f2) = Dom(f1) N fi ' (Dom(fs)), and Im(()f1 0 fo) = Im(f2) N fo(Im(f1)). We
often write (.)f for f to indicate that the function is applied to the right, and we write f(.) when the

function is applied to the left.

We follow the set-theoretic view of functions, not the category-theoretic one. (In category theory,
most commonly, functions are treated as total, and composition is undefined if Y7 # X5.) We will
deviate from the set-theoretic view of functions in one way: We will usually make functions act on the
left of the argument, and we write f(.) to indicate this; we sometimes let functions act on the right,
and then we write (.)f.

A function f: X — Y is total iff Dom(f) = X and X # @.

The empty function (X,,Y) is denoted by § when X and Y are clear from the context.

We use finite alphabets, typically of the form A = {0,1,...,k—1} with £ > 1, and the free monoid
A*, consisting of all strings (i.e., finite sequences of elements of A), including the empty string .
We also consider the set A“ of w-sequences over A. For a string € A* the length is denoted by
|z|. Concatenation of x,y € A* is denoted by xy (juxtaposition) or by x -y. Sets X, Y C A* are
concatenated as XY = {zy : 2 € X,y € Y}. For x,y € A*, = is a prefiz of y iff y = zu for some
u € A*; this is denoted by x <o y. We write x <pref y iff @ <er ¥y and x # y. The relation <pcf
is a partial order. Strings x,y € A* are prefiz-comparable iff © <pef y or y <prer @; this is denoted by
Z||pref y. A set P C A* is a prefiz code iff no element of P is a prefix of another element of P, i.e.,
different elements of P are prefix-incomparable [1]. A mazimal prefiz code of A* is a prefix code that
is C-maximal among the prefix codes of A*. A set R C A* is a right-ideal of A* iff R = R A*; this
is equivalent to (Vz € R)(Yu € A*)[z <pref v = u € R]. The intersection (or union) of any set of
right ideals is a right ideal. We say that two sets X,Y intersect iff X NY # @. An essential right
ideal of A* is a right ideal that intersects every right ideal of A*. The following is easy to prove: R is
a right-ideal of A* iff there exists a (unique) prefix code P of A* such that R = P A*; P is called the
prefiz code of R. Moreover, R is essential iff the prefix code of R is maximal.

A finitely generated right ideal is defined to be a right ideal whose prefix code is finite. The
intersection (or union) of any two finitely generated right ideals is a finitely generated right ideal (see
21)-

As we saw already, in this paper, “function” always means partial function.

A right-ideal morphism of A* is a function f: A* — A* such that Dom(f) is a right ideal, and
(Vx € Dom(f))(Vu € A*)[ f(zu) = f(x) u]. The prefix code of the right ideal Dom(f) is called the
domain code of f, and denoted by domC(f). One easily proves that if f is a right-ideal morphism then
Im(f) is a right ideal; the prefix code of Im(f) is called the image code of f, and denoted by imC(f).
The right-ideal morphism f is uniquely determined by the restriction f|gomc(s); this restriction is
called the table of f. In general, imC(f) C f (domC( f )), but that this inclusion can be strict (as will
be discussed later).

It is easy to prove that if R is a right ideal and f is a right-ideal morphism then f(R) and f~!(R)
are right ideals. Moreover, can prove (see [2, [7]) that for any two functions fo, f1 : Dom(f20 fi(.)) =
fiH(Im(f1) NDom(f2)), and Im(fzo fi(.)) = f2(Im(f1) N Dom(f2)). It follows that the composite
fa o f1(.) of two right-ideal morphisms fa, f1 of A* is a right-ideal morphism.

Definition 2.2 The monoid RMf" (also called RM‘;‘”) consists of all right-ideal morphisms of A*
with finite domain code, with function composition as the monoid operation.
When A = {0,1}, the above monoid is called RME".

Equivalently, f € RMf" iff f is a right-ideal morphism whose table f ldomcy(y) s finite.

It follows from [7, Thm. 4.5] that if fo, f1 are right-ideal morphisms with finite domain codes then
f20 f1(.) also has a finite domain code. Hence RM™" is closed under composition, so RM" is indeed
a monoid.



Let is introduce a few more monoids.

Definition 2.3.

A right-ideal morphism f : A* — A* is called total iff domf(f) is a maximal prefiz code of A*;
equivalently, Dom(f) is an essential right ideal.

A right-ideal morphism f is called surjective iff imf(f) is a maximal prefix code of A*, i.e., Im(f)
1s an essential right ideal.

We define

totRM" = {f e RMM": f is total };
surRMAn = {f e RMA" . f is surjective };
infRMN = {f e RM: f is injective }.
One proves easily that these are indeed monoids under composition.
Since the above monoids are submonoids of RMM" we can consider intersections of any of these

monoids, e.g., totian./\/lﬁ”, or totsu rianMﬁ”. The latter maps homomorphically onto the Thompson
group V and was studies in [9] under the name riAut(k).

Remark on the words “total” and “surjective”: Here, total or surjective right-ideal morphisms
of A* are usually not total, respectively surjective, as functions on A*. However we will see later, when
totMj, 1 and surMj, ; are introduced, that they are total, respectively surjective, as functions on A“.

The following monoids have close connections with acyclic boolean circuits.

Definition 2.4 (plep, tlep, pfl, and tfl).

Let f: A* — A* be a right-ideal morphism.

e [ is called partial length-equality preserving, or plep, iff for all z1,z9 € Dom(f) :
21| = [z2| = [f(21)| = [f(z2)]-

e f is called total length-equality preserving, or tlep, iff f is total and plep.

e f is called partial fixed-length input, or pfl, iff f isplep and domC(f) C {0,1}™ for some m > 0.
e f is called total fixed-length input, or tfl, iff f istlep and domC(f) = {0,1}"™ for some m > 0.
o We define

plepRMfM = {f e RM: f is plep };
tlepRMN = {f e RMMM: f is tlep };
pflRMN = {f e RMMN: f is pfl };
tHRMIN = {f e RMIN: f s tfl }.
It is easy to show that these are monoids under composition, and that if f is pfl then
f(domC(f)) = imC(f) C {0,1}" for some n > 0.

Since the monoids tflR/\/lfin and pfIRM" are strongly related to acyclic circuits, we usually consider
tRME™ and pfIRME", i.e., we use the alphabet A = {0,1}.

Summary of pre-Thompson monoids

We introduced the following monoids of right-ideal morphisms of A*, with |A| =k > 2:
RM™ — the monoid of all right-ideal morphisms with finite domain-code; also called RMZ”.



totRMM" — the monoid of right-ideal morphisms whose domain-code is a maximal finite prefix code;
also called totR M.

surRM™ — the monoid of right-ideal morphisms whose domain-code is finite, and whose image-code
is a maximal prefix code.

infRM™ — the monoid of injective right-ideal morphisms whose domain-code is finite.
Intersections of the above, in particular totsurinfRAM".

tRMEA" —  the monoid of right-ideal morphisms whose domain-code is {0,1}™ for some m (de-
pending on the morphism), and whose image-code is a subset of {0,1}" for some n (depending on the
morphism).

pfIRME" — the monoid of right-ideal morphisms whose domain-code is a subset of {0,1}™ for some
m (depending on the morphism), and whose image-code is a subset of {0, 1}" for some n (depending
on the morphism).

3 Circuits and monoids
The main motivation for the monoids tARME" and pfIRME" is their connection to classical acyclic
boolean circuits and partial circuits. Acyclic circuits are combinational, so they have no synchroniza-
tion issues.

Connections between Thompson monoids (and groups), and acyclic circuits were previously studied
in [3, 5] 4, [11].

3.1 Circuits

An acyclic boolean circuit is a directed acyclic graph (DAG), together with a vertex labeling that
associates an input variable x; with each source vertex, an output variable y; with each sink vertex,
and a gate with each interior vertex. The classical not, and, or, and fork gates are used; not has fan-in
1 and fan-out 1, and and or have fan-in 2 and fan-out 1, fork has fan-in 1 and fan-out 2; a source vertex
has fan-in 0 and fan-out 1, and a sink vertex has fan-in 1 and fan-out 0. Every vertex has in-degree
and out-degree that matches the fan-in, respectively fan-out, of its gate.

A partial acyclic circuit (more briefly, a partial circuit) is defined in the same way as an acyclic
boolean circuit, except that now the set of gates is enlarged by a finite set of additional partial gates in
prRMg”. In a partial circuit, if one or more gates produce an undefined output for a given input, then
the whole output of the circuit is undefined for that input; so partial circuits do not use a kind of multi-
valued logic. (Physically, an “undefined” input or output value of a circuit is any physical signal that
does not correspond unambiguously to a boolean value 0 or 1; this could e.g. be some “intermediate”
signal, an undecodable signal, or fluctuating signals.) Subsection 3.2 gives more information on partial
circuits; the present subsection focuses on boolean circuits.

It was proved by Hoover, Klawe, and Pippenger [23] (see also [19, Theorem 1.9.1]) that if and, or,
not are allowed to have unbounded fan-out (let G be this infinite set of gates), then every circuit C
made from gates in G is equivalent (regarding its input-output function) to a circuit C’ with gates
from a fixed finite set of gates G’ (equivalently, a set of gates of bounded fan-in and bounded fan-out),
such that size(C’) < ¢ size(C'), and depth(C’) < ¢ depth(C') (for some constant ¢ > 1).

Two circuits Cy, Cs are called isomorphic iff the DAGs of C and C5 are isomorphic, and the vertices
of C7 and Cs that correspond to each other by the DAG isomorphism are labeled by the same gate, or
the same input variable, or the same output variable. This is denoted by C7;=C5. Two isomorphic
circuits can be different in their geometric “layouts”. E.g., wire permutations, braiding and knotting
of wires, could be different, but in such a way that the connection relation between vertices are the
same.



As input-output functions of the gates, applied at position j in an input bit-string, are defined as
follows (where u,v € {0,1}*, j = |u| +1):

not; : uUxT;v —— UT;;

andj i1 uxjripv — u (xj ATjp) v;
orjjt1: UT;Tj41v — u (T V xj41) v
fork; : wxjv — wz;xjv.

An acyclic circuit also uses bit-position transpositions ; j for i < j (where u,v,w € {0,1}*, i = |u|+1,
Jj = |uv| +2):

Tij: UT;VT;W == UT;VT;W.

The transpositions are not viewed as gates (in actual circuits they are usually implemented as wire-
permutations or wire-crossings).

Since the gates can be applied at any input positions, there are infinitely many gates of each kind
(viewed as input-output functions).

Let K1y : 12223 ... Ty — 2273 ... Tpx1 be the cyclic permutation of the first n variables; then
we have K1,(.) = Th—1nTn—2n—1 ... T2371,2(.). It is well known that the set of finite permutations
of w (the natural integers) is generated by the set of transpositions {7; j41 : j € w}; it is also generated
by the set of transpositions {7 ; : j € w}.

Thanks to 7 = {7, ; : i, j > 1} we only need the gates not; (= not), andi (= and), oria (= or),
and fork; (= fork). Indeed,

not; = 7 j onoty o7y ;(.),

and;j+1 = k1j0andi2 07 41 071;(.),

fOI’kj = (51,j+1)2 e} forkl ¢} T17j(.).

Extension to a right-ideal morphism
For every circuit (and gate) we extend the input-output function f : {0,1}™ — {0,1}" to a
right-ideal morphism by defining

fzu) = f(z)u, forall z e {0,1}", ue{0,1}*.

Thus domC(f) = {0,1}™, Dom(f) = {0,1}™{0,1}*, imC(f) C {0,1}", and Im(f) C {0,1}" {0,1}*;
here, m is the number of input bits of the circuit, and n is the number of output bits. The def-
inition of the gates, given above, carries out this extension already with domC(not;) = {0,1}/ =
domC(fork;), domC(and;) = {0,1}/! = domC(or;), imC(not;) = {0,1}/ = imC(and;) = imC(or;),
and imC(fork;) = {0,1}711.

This extension makes f an element of the pre-Thompson monoid tfIRMf". The extension to right-
ideal morphisms enables us to always compose input-output functions of circuits, and the composite
is never the empty function.

The input-output function of the circuit is obtained by composing a sequence of copies of the four
gates not, and, or, fork, and elements of 7.

Conversely, every total function {0,1}™ — {0,1}" (for any given m,n > 1) can be realized by an
acyclic boolean circuit (see e.g. [19] 25] 30]).

Later we will also consider the extension of the input-output function f of any acyclic circuit to
a function {0,1}* — {0,1}*, by defining f(axu) = f(x)u for all z € domC(f), v € {0,1}*. This
makes f an element of the Thompson monoid tlepMs ;.

After extending the input-output function fo of an acyclic circuit C' to a right-ideal morphism of
{0,1}*, or to a function {0,1}*¥ — {0,1}*, we need to redefine the input- and output-length, since



now C' has an unbounded sequence of input variables, and an unbounded sequence of output variables.
But fc only modifies a finite prefix x; ...z, € domC(fc) of the total input into a finite output prefix

Y1...Yn € fo(domC(fe)). Le., fo(z1...TmTmsi1 . Tmik ---) = fo(@1. . Tm) Tmal .. Tongk - -
= Yl -YnYntl-- -Yntk --. , such that for all £ > 1: yp4r = Tper (e, Yptr and x,1x have the
same value in {0, 1}). The connection from the input variable x,,,. 1 to the output variable y,, 1 is just
a wire (with no gate or wire permutation operation); we call the link (2,4, Yn+k) an identity wire.

Definition 3.1 (input- and output-length of a boolean circuit).

Let (xz; : 1 € w) be the input variables of an acyclic circuit C with input-output function extended to a
right-ideal morphism of {0,1}*, and let (y; : j € w) be the output variables. The input-length /i, (C')
and the output-length (o, (C) of C are defined by

lin(C) = max{i > 0: a gate or a wire permutation in C' is connected to the input variable z;}.

lout(C') = max{j > 0: a gate or a wire permutation in C' uses the output variable y;}.

Definition 3.2 (size and depth of a circuit).

e The size of an acyclic circuit C, denoted by |C|, is the mazimum of lin(C), Lowt(C), and the number
of gates of C' (the latter is the number |V;| of internal vertices of the DAG of C, i.e., the non-input
and non-output vertices). Le., |C| = max{lin(C), lout(C), |Vil}.

Wire permutations are not explicitly counted in the size, but they influence lin(C) and Loy (C).

e The depth of an acyclic circuit C, denoted by depth(C), is the depth of the underlying DAG, i.e., the
mazimum length of all directed paths.

For a function in tAIR M (or RMfin, etc.), given by a sequence of generators, the input- and output-
length can also be defined.

Note that for the composition of functions we have: uy o ... ouj(x) is defined iff for all i € [1, k],
u; o ... owup(z) is defined.

Definition 3.3 (input- and output-length in tfiRM", totRMf", pfIR M, RAFMY,

(1) Let T be a finite set such that T' U1 generates tHIRMM".  For any v =y ... vy € (D UT)* with
u; € TUT (forie [1,k]), we define:

lin(u) = min{m e N : (Vo €{0,1}"")[ upo ... ouy(z) is defined] };
lout(u) is the unique n € N such that ugo ... ouy({0,1}™) C {0,1}", where m = liy(u).
The same definition of lin(u) (but not of Lo (u)) can be applied for totRM",

(2) Let T be a finite set such that T Ut generates pIRM™™.  For any u =y, ... uy € (D UT)* with
u; € 'UT (for 1 <i<k), we define:
lin(u) = min{m e N :
(Vx € {0,1}™)[ 2{0,1}* C Dom(E,){0,1}* = wugo ... ouy(x) is defined] };
lout(w) is the unique n € N such that ug o ... ou ({0,1}™) C {0,1}",
where m = by (u).

The same definition of liy(u) (but not of Loyt(u)) can be applied for RMfin.

(3) For the Thompson monoids totMs 1, tfilMy 1, Moy, pflMa 1, acting on {0,1}*, we define the input-
length (and an output-length in the plep case) by using words in (I' UT)*, where " is finite such that
' U7t generates totRMM tARMAN RMAN pfIRMAN | respectively. Ie., we use the generating sets
of the corresponding pre-Thompson monoids.



The following is straightforward.

Lemma 3.4 (equivalent definition of input-length). _ _ _
Let T be a finite set such that T U T generates RM™ (or totRMAN, tAR MM pfIRMM ), and let
u=u ... u € (CUT)* withu; € TUT forie[l,k]. Then
lin(u) = min{m €N : {0,1} N Dom(ugo...oui(.)) =g, domC(ugo...oui(.))}.
O

Definition 3.5 (lengths and sizes of words).
Let T be a finite set such that ' N7 =&, and let w € (T UT)*. Then
e maxindex,(w) = max{i: 7;_1; occurs in w}; and
maxindex,(w) = 0 if no element of T occurs in w.
e For a finite set S C {0,1}*, maxlen(S) = max{|s|: s € S}.
For a finite set F C RM™, maxlen(F) = max {|s|: s € User (domC(f) U f(domC(f))) }-

e |w|p is the number of occurrences of letters of T in w;

e |w|pyur is the number of occurrences of elements in T'U T in w;
this is the length of w where every element of I' U T is assigned length 1;

o |w| = |w|ryr + maxindex,(w); this is called the total word-length of w.

The total word-length of w could have been defined to be max{|w|ry,;, maxindex,(w)}. But this
does not make much difference (since for positive real numbers a,b we have max{a,b} < a +b <
2 max{a, b} ).

Definition 3.6 (evaluation function). For a generating set T'U T of one of the above monoids
(e.g., RMM"), the generator evaluation function E :w € (T UT)* — E, € RM™ is defined for
any x € A* by
Ey(z) =wgo ... owy(z),

where w = wy, ... wy with w; € TUT fori € [1,k]. For a given w € (I'UT)*, the right-ideal morphism
E,, is called the input-output function of w.

For partial circuits, the circuit evaluation function E : C —— FE¢ is such that for any partial
circuit C, E¢ is the input-output function of C (extended to a right-ideal morphism of {0,1}*).

Encoding of a circuit by a bitstring:

As a preliminary step, we encode the alphabet {0,1,#} over {0,1}. This can be done, e.g., by the
injective function codeq(.): {0,1,#}* — {0,1}* defined by codey(0) = 00, codey(1) = 01, codey(#) =
1, and codey(zy) = codey(x) codey(y) for all z,y € {0,1,#}*. The set {00,01, 1} is a maximal prefix
code.

Let (V,E) be the set of vertices, respectively edges, of an acyclic circuit (boolean or partial).
We assume that every vertex v is a bitstring of length [log, |V'|], and different vertices are different
bitstrings. Moreover, the bitstrings used here represent the numbers 0 through |V| — 1 in binary
representation of length [log, [V|] (with leading Os when needed).

For every input vertex v we consider the string #uv#b#l#r# over the alphabet {0,1,#}. Here b
is the gate-type of v, namely 000, 001, 010, 011, 100, 101, for respectively Input, Output, and, or, not,
fork; in a partial circuit, we also allow the partial gate (; (see Subsection 3.2), encoded by 110. The
bitstrings ¢, are the predecessor vertices (a.k.a. the parents) of v; they provide the inputs for v. If v
is a source (a.k.a. an input vertex) then ¢, r are each a copy of v; if v has in-degree 1 then r is a copy
of 4.



In addition, we require that the vertex labels v € V are chosen so that F#Huv#b#l#r# satisfies
v <lex £ and v <jex 7 (unless v is a source, and then v = ¢ = r). So, the names of the vertices and their
lexicographic order are compatible with the precedence order (dependence order, a.k.a. topological
sort).

To represent the circuit by a string we concatenate all the strings that describe the vertices; let
s € {0,1,#}* be the resulting string. We do this in sorted order of the vertices v € {0,1}*, according
to the dictionary order in {0,1}*. This, together with the fact that v <jex £ and v <jex 7, implies that
in an encoding of an acyclic circuit, the vertices are topologically sorted (i.e., the partial order defined
by the acyclic digraph, as a Hasse diagram, is compatible with the lexicographic order of the vertex
strings).

Finally, we consider code(s#+#) to obtain the encoding of a circuit C, denoted by Code.(C).
We call Code(C') the precedence encoding of the acyclic circuit C'. The set of all strings Code(C)
that represent acyclic circuits is called the precedence connection language. In our formulation, the
precedence connection language is an infinite prefix code.

Decoding: From a precedence encoding Code-(C) of a boolean or partial circuit C, a circuit iso-
morphic to C can be reconstructed, up to circuit isomorphism; C' itself is not uniquely determined by
Code-(C) (see the remarks about isomorphic circuits at the beginning of this subsection).

Let us show that the precedence connection language belongs to DSPACE(log).

1. A finite-state machine can decode a string from {0,1}* to a string in {0, 1,#}*; i.e., apply the
function code;'(.), and reject if this is not decodable. A finite-state machine can also check whether

the decoded string belongs to (# {0,1}* # {000, 001,010, 011,100, 101, 110} # {0, 1}* # {0,1}* #)+ .
2. We can check in log-space whether in a string

#Ho1#b1 # O H#r1# Hoaftbodtlodtroft ... HvidbiHiAEridE . Fo FO v F# v #E

all the vertex strings v;, ¢;, and r; (over all i) have the same length, whether v; <jex ¢; and v; <jex 7
(unless v; = ¢; = r;), and whether the vertices v; occur in strict sorted lexicographic order (with
increments of 1 at each step, starting with v; = 01°22IVI11 and ending at the binary representation of
V| —1).

3. For each vertex v we check its in-degree. If v is an and, or, or a (; gate, we check whether ¢, r, and
v, are all different. If v is a not or a fork gate or and output vertex, we check whether £ = r <jo, v. If
v is an input vertex, we check whether £ = » = v. This is easily done in log-space.

4. For each vertex v; we check its out-degree: If v; is an output vertex, v; must not be equal to ¢; or r;
of any other vertex v;. If v; has out-degree 1 (i.e., it is of type Input, and, or, not or ;) then v; must
be equal to exactly one parent vertex ¢; or r; of another vertex v;, with ¢ < j (because of topological
sorting). If v; is of type fork, then there must be two vertices v; and v, with 4, j, k all different and
i < j,k (by topological sorting), such that v; is equal to ¢; or r;, and to ¢} or ry.

Computing properties of a circuit: We would like to compute the input-length, output-length,
size, and depth of a boolean or partial circuit C in log-space, from its precedence encoding Code(C).

Given Code.(C), a finite-state automaton can output the number of input vertices in unary no-
tation (by recognizing the gate-type Input, i.e., 000); similarly, the number of output vertices, or the
total number of vertices can be computed in unary. To compute the depth d(C') of C' in binary nota-
tion, we give an algorithm with space complexity O(d(C) + log|V|). The algorithm uses depth-first
search, as follows:

We use every source vertex, one after another. We remember the currently chosen source vertex s;
(in space log |V'|), and do depth-first search from s;, remembering the sequence of left or right steps in
the DAG, remembering left as 0, and right as 1; the search goes left when possible; this yields a bitstring
of length < d(C); when this depth-first phase ends, the length of the search string is computed in



binary, and remembered (in space < logd(C)). Now the search backtracks, using the search string in
reverse, reading Os until a 1 is found, or the start vertex is found. Now the search follows the 1 found,
and then goes left again. The new depth eventually found is compared with the stored one, and the
larger one (in lexicographic order) is kept. If the vertex is found in the backtrack, and a 0 was read
just before the start vertex, this 0 is replaced by 1, and the search resumes. If a 1 was read just before
the start vertex, the search resumes with the next source vertex (unless there is no next source vertex,
in which case the search is over).

In a similar way, £i,(C) and £ou(C) (Def. BJ]) can be computed in log-space, by doing reverse
depth-first search (in the reverse DAG) or depth-first search.

In summary we proved the following.

Lemma 3.7 There is an injective function Code-(.) (the precedence encoding) that maps every
acyclic boolean or partial circuit to a bitstring with the following properties: The image set of Code(.)
(i.e., the set of all encodings of acyclic circuits, also called the precedence connection language) is a
prefiz code that belongs to DSPACE(log). Moreover, there is an algorithm that on input Code-(C),
for any acyclic circuit C, computes the depth depth(C') with space complezity O(depth(C) + log |V])
(where |V| is the number of vertices in the circuit). And there are log-space algorithms that compute

lin(C), Lot (C), and |C]. O

In this paper, whenever a circuit C is an input or an output of an algorithm, we actually use the
encoding of C' by a bitstring as the input or output of the algorithm.

Theorem BE_ describes a close relation between acyclic circuits and words over a generating set
Ly UT of tAIRMEM. This relation was already studied in [, Prop. 2.4], but Theorem B.8is more detailed
in its parts (2) and (3).

Theorem 3.8 (boolean circuits versus words in tfIRMf").
Let Ty be a finite set such that Ty U T generates tRM™, and Ty N1 = @. For w € (i U T)*, let
|lw| = |w|rur + maxindex,(w) .

(1) (From circuit to word): Let C be any acyclic boolean circuit, with gates of type and, or, not, fork.
Then a word W(C') € (ItyqUT)* can be constructed such that C and W(C') have the same input-output
function. Moreover,

W) =6(c]);
maxindex,(W(C)) < |C];
lin(W(Q)) = tin(C), and Lo (W(C)) = Lous(C).
And W(C') can be computed from C in log-space in terms of |C|.
(2) (From word to circuit): From any word u € Ity U 7)*, an acyclic boolean circuit C(u), over

the gate set {and,or,not,fork}, can be constructed such that C(u) and u have the same input-output
function. Moreover,

C(w)] = O(ful);
lin(C(u)) = lin(u)  and  Low(C(w)) = Lout(u).
And C(w)) can be computed from w in log-space in terms of |ul.

(8) If boolean circuits use Iig as the set of gates, then W(.) and C(.) can be chosen so that
cw(@) = ¢
(i.e., the boolean circuits C and CW(C') are isomorphic).
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PROOF. (1) Let us assume at first that {and, or, not, fork} C Iiy. We adapt the proof of [5, Prop. 2.4],
but some changes are needed because here we use tflRMg“ instead of plepMs 1.

We construct W(C') by simulating the gates in the left-to-right order in each depth-layer of C.
The wires that leave a layer are numbered from left to right, and similarly the wires that enter a
layer are numbered from left to right. Each gate of the boolean circuit C' is simulated by a word
over Ity U 7. The reasoning is the same for every gate, so let us just focus on a gate g = or;, 4, ;
with in-wire numbers 47 and iy, and out-wire number j. Here we assume that all gates that precede
g (i-e., to the left of g in the layer, or at the right end of the previous layer if ¢ is at the left end)
have already been applied, in order to produce a suffix of W(C); and we assume that the input
sequence, after all the gates that precede g have been applied, is (21,22, ..., Ti;y- -y Tigy -y Ty ). BY
using bit-transpositions we have: or;, ;,(.) = or o 79, o 71, (.). Then the complete output so far is
(Y1, 235+« Tij—1, %1, -+, T2, Tigt1,- - -, Tmy ). LThe output of or;, 4, ;(.) is expected to go to position j,
whereas or o 794, 0 71 4, (.) sends its output bit y; to position 1. But instead of permuting all the wires
1 through j in order to get the output of or o 79, o 714, (.) to wire j, we just leave y; on wire 1 for
now. The simulation of the next gate of ¢ will then use the appropriate bit-transpositions 79 o7y j, for
moving the correct input wires to the next gate. Thus, each gate of C is simulated by one generator
in Ity and two wire-swaps in 7.

Finally, when all the output variables of the boolean circuit have been computed, a permutation of
the n output wires is used in order to send the outputs to the correct final output wires. This will also
take care of wire-swaps of wires that are not connected to any gate. Any permutation of n elements
can be realized with < n (< |C|) bit-transpositions.

We have £, (W(C)) = 4in(C) and Lo (W(C)) = Lout(C) because C and W(C) use the same input
wires, and the same output wires.

The word W(C) can be computed by a log-space Turing machine, since the only thing to be
remembered in the computation is a few numbers that are < |C| (the lengths of the intermediary
input and output strings, and up to three positions in the intermediary input and output strings).

If {and, or, not, fork} Z I', any g € {and, or, not, fork} ~ I' can be replaced by a word w, € (I'UT)*.
The gate g and the word wy represent the same function; therefore the reasoning with {and, or, not,
fork} C I still works for the words wy, except that |W(C)|r < s|C|, where s = max{|wg|r : g € It}

2) Since {and, or, not, fork} U 7 is a generating set of tiIRMf" we consider first the case where Tig
2

= {and, or, not, fork}. Then the construction of a boolean circuit C(u) from u € (I'tg U 7)* will be an

inversion of the construction in the proof of (1).

Notation: For g € Iy (finite) we let
lin(g) = maxlen(domC(g)), and lou(g9) = maxlen(g(domC(g))) = maxlen(imC(g)).

Every u € (Itqy U 7)* has the form

u = trgr ... tj1195+1t595 - .. t2g2t191t0,

where r > 0, gj € Ity (for 1 < j <), and t; € 7" (for 0 < j < r); ie., every ¢; is a non-empty
sequence of bit-transpositions, representing a finite permutation of Nsg. The boolean circuit C(u)
is constructed in two steps (described in detail below): (a) For every t; we define a bipartite DAG
that represents the wire permutation ¢;, and then we connect g; to the DAGs of t;_; and ¢;. (b) We
eliminate all intermediary vertices and just keep the gates g;, as well as the input variables and the
output variables. Wire-swaps are automatically kept (they are implemented by the adjacency relation
of the DAG of the circuit; they do not correspond to vertices). In more detail:

(a) For every j with 0 < j <r, let ¢; = max{i € N5¢ : ¢;(i) # i}; note that t;(i) # i is equivalent
to tj_l(i) # 4. So for all ¢ > ¢;: t;(i) = i. Hence t;, which is a finitary permutation of Nsq, can be
viewed as a permutation of {i:1 <i < Ej}.

11



(5,0ut)
i

The bipartite DAG of ¢; has input vertex set {xEJ n) e Nso}, output vertex set {z RS

Nso}, and edge set {(:Egj’m),xg’g;lt)) 21 € Nsol

For every j with 1 < j < r, we connect g; to the DAG of ¢;_; and to the DAG of t; as follows:
(j—l,out)
i

We connect x to the 7th input variable of g;, for 1 < i < #;,(g;); we connect the ith output

(j_LOUt) (j7in)
g to xi_éin(gj)""éout(gj)
i > lin(gj). This connects the DAGs of all the wire permutations t; (0 < j < r) and all the gates g;

(1 <j <r) into one DAG; the vertex set of this DAG is

{aP™0<j<r ieNso} U{gj:1<j<r} U {a}

variable of g; to x; ), for 1 <4 < lou(gj); moreover, we connect x , for all

B ] < j < i€ Nogh

The vertices :Ef-j i) (for 1 < j <r), and :Ef-j sout) (for 0 < j < r), are called “intermediary vertices”.
The acyclic digraph constructed in (a) can be computed in log-space. Indeed, the only things to
remember during the computation are numbers < |u].

(b) For all j,k € {1,...,r} with j # k, we add an edge (g;, gx), from the ath output of g; (1 < o <
lout(gj)) to the Bth input of g (1 < B < lout(gr)), iff in the DAG constructed in (a) there exists a
path from g; to g, from the ath output of g; to the Sth input of g, such that this path does not
(Ovin) (0,11’1)

; ; to the
to the ath input of

(r,out))

contain any other gate g € Iig. And we add an edge (x ,95), from the input variable x
ath input of g;, iff in the DAG constructed in (a) there exists a path from mgo’in)
gj, such that this path does not contain any other gate g € Ity. And we add an edge (gj,«
Z(T’Out), iff in the DAG constructed in (a) there exists
(rout)
i

any other gate g € Ity. And we add an edge (:Ego’in),x,(;’om)) iff in the DAG constructed in (a) there

exists a path from xl(o’in) to x%’out), such that this path does not contain any gate g € Iif. Now we
drop all intermediary vertices, and the edges incident to one or more intermediary vertices.
(0,in)

7

from the ath output of g; to the output variable x

a path from the ath output of g; to the output variable , such that this path does not contain

The resulting DAG is a boolean circuit C(u) with input variables x (for i € Nsg), output

variables xl(r’out) (for i € Nsg), and gate vertices labeled by gi,...,g,. These input (or output)
variables are the same as those of u. Wire-swaps are automatically kept, via the adjacency relation in
the DAG. The input-output function of the circuit C(u) is the same as the one of the DAG constructed
in (a), which is obtained by composing the letters of u; hence u and C(u) have the same input-output
function.

The number of gates of C(u) is |ulr,,. [End of (b).]

The acyclic digraph constructed in (b) can be computed in log-space. Indeed, the only things to
remember during the computation are numbers < |u].

The order of the gates in u yields a precedence order for C(u) which is the same as the gate order
in u.

In case g # {and,or, not, fork}, we use the above method to build an acyclic boolean circuit over
the gate set Ii. After this we can replace each gate v in the finite set I by an acyclic boolean circuit
C(7) over {and, or, not,fork}. The inputs and outputs of C(y) are the same as the ones of . Since Iig
is finite, this increases the size of C(u) by a constant factor.

Since steps (a) and (b) use log-space, the final result C(u) is constructed in log-space (since log-
space is closed under composition).

We have 4, (C(u)) = lin(u) and Loy (C(w)) = lout(u) because u and C(u) use the same input wires
and the same output wires.

(3) Let us prove that CW(C) = C. By the construction in (1), W(C) contains the same gates as C,
in the same order (where in C' we order the gates by layers, starting at the top, and from left to right
in each layer). And W(C') describes the same connection between gates (and between input or output
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variables and gates) as C'. By the construction in (2), CW(C) contains the same gates as W(C'), in
the same order. Hence, CW(C) contains the same gates as C, in the same order. The connections in
C and in CW(C) are the same, since both C(.) and W(.) preserve the connections between generators
gj. Hence, W(C') and C' are isomorphic boolean circuits.

However, usually the wire permutations that implement the connections between gates are different

in CW(C) and C. O

Remark: In Theorem [B.8(3) we mainly care about the fact that the boolean circuit C' is isomorphic
to CW(C'). Depending on the details of the encoding we could also have WC(u) = w.

As a consequence of the Theorem we have:

Proposition 3.9 (generators of tiIRM").

The monoid tHARME" is the set of input-output functions of acyclic boolean circuits, extended to
right-ideal morphisms of {0,1}*.

And thRMg” has a generating set I' U T, where I is finite. The finite set I' can be chosen to be
{not, and, or, fork}. O

We will prove later that tfIRMf" is not finitely generated (Theorem [6.3), but that RM" is finitely
generated (Theorem [5.0]) .

Remark about change of generators in tARMf":

Let I'y and I's be two finite sets such that I'y U7 and I'y U 7 generate tﬂR./\/l‘;i”. For every v € I'y we
can choose k(v) € (I't UT)* be such that v and k() represent the same element of tARMEM; and for
every T; j € T we let k(7; ;) = 7;j. Since v € tARME" and 'y U 7 is a generating set, k(7) exists. For
all w=wg ... wy € (T UT)* (with w; € T'1 UT) we define k(w) = k(wg) ... k(wy).

Then w and k(w) represent the same right-ideal morphism in tAR M,

3.2 Partial circuits

We saw already that a partial acyclic circuit (more shortly, a partial circuit) is defined in the same
way as an acyclic boolean circuit, except that now elements from a finite set of additional partial gates
in pfIRMEM can be included in the circuit (see the beginning od Subsection 3.1).

In a partial circuit, if one or more gates produce an undefined output for a given input, then the
whole output of the circuit is undefined for that input.

Here only one new partial gate, called (3, is introduced. It turns out that {(i,not,and,or,fork}
is a complete set of gates for partial circuits. The gate (; is defined as the right-ideal morphism of
{0,1}* with domC(¢;) = {00,01}, imC({;) = {0, 1}, and

¢1(00) = 0;
¢1(01) = 1;
¢1(1lu) is undefined for all u € {0,1}*.

As a gate, (7 has two input wires and one output wire, which outputs the second input bit if the first
input bit is 0; there is no output if the first input bit is 1.

More generally, for all m > 1 we define (,, € prRMg” to be the right-ideal morphism with
domC(¢,,) = {00,01}™ and imC((,,) = {0,1}™, such that

21 .. Zmu € {00,01}™{0,1}*  (with z € {00,01} for i € [1,m], and u € {0,1}*),

— (21 oo zmu) = G(z1) - Glzm) .
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And ¢ () is undefined if « ¢ {00,01}™ {0, 1}*.
Then (,, is a composition of m instances of (; alternating with bit-transpositions in 7. Inductively:
Cm(21 « v Zm—12mu) = Gn-1(21 .. 2m—1) C1(2m) u, so
Cm(:) = K1m ©C10T2mt10 Tim © Gn-1(.),
where k1 ,(.) is the cyclic permutation seen before.

Proposition 3.10 (generators for pflRMEM).
The monoid prRMg” has a generating set of the form I'UT, where T is a finite subset of pflRMg“.

One can choose T' = {(1,not,and, or, fork}; so this is a complete set of gates for acyclic partial circuits.

PrOOF. Consider f € pflIRME" with domC(f) C {0,1}™, and f(domC(f)) = imC(f) € {0,1}".
Let codeq(.) be the encoding of the 3-letter alphabet {0, 1, L} into {0,1}*, defined as follows:
codeg(0) =00, codeg(l) =01, codeg(Ll)=11;
and for any string s = s; ... s € {0,1}* with s; € {0,1} (fori=1,...,k):
codeg(s) = codeg(sy) ... codep(sg) (concatenation).
So, codeq(.) is a monoid morphism of {0,1}*, not a right-ideal morphism.

We define the following completion F' of f (where m and n are as above): For all z € {0,1}",

F(z) = codeg(f(z)) if @ edomC(f) (C{0,1}™);

F(z) = (11)" (= codeg(L)™) if z € {0,1}™ ~\ domC(f); and
F(zu) = F(z) u, forallze {0,1}", ue{0,1}*.

So domC(F') = {0,1}™, and imC(F) C {00,01,11}".

Then F' is total, so F' € tflRMg“. Therefore by Prop. 8.9, F' is generated by I'ty U 7 where
Iy = {not,and, or, fork}, and 'y U T generates tflR./\/l‘;'”. Moreover,

(%) f() = CuoF(),
where ¢, € pflR./\/lﬁ“ is the right-ideal morphism defined above. Since (,, is a composition of instances
of ¢; and bit-transpositions in 7, we conclude that pflRMf" is generated by Iy U {¢} U T. a

Remark. For plepRM" and tlepRM™", it is not known whether they have a generating sets of the
form I' U T with I" finite. _ _
We will prove later that tlepRM" and prR./\/lg“ are not finitely generated.

We now generalize Theorem B.8] from tHRMEM to pfIRMEM by using partial circuits. We saw in
Prop. B.10] that prRMg“ is generated by a finite set I,y of partial gates, together with 7. In the
Theorem below the total length of w € (I',g U T)* is defined as in Theorem B.8

lw| = |w|nyur + maxindex, (w).

We for an acyclic partial circuit C' we define £i, (C), out(C), |C| and depth(C') in the same way as for
boolean circuits (Definitions [3.1] and B.2)).

Theorem 3.11 (partial circuits and pflRMEM).

Let Tg C prR./\/lg“ be a finite set such that Iy U T generates pﬂRM‘;i”, and Ig N7 = . Then we
have:

(1)  For every every w € (Ipg U T)* there exists a partial circuit C(w) of partial gates such that w
and C(w) have same input-output function. Moreover, the total length of w and the size of C(w) are
linearly related, i.e., |C(w)| = O(|w|).
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(2) For every partial circuit ¢ there exists a word W(c) € (Ipg U T)* such that ¢ and W(c) have same
input-output function. moreover,

The size of ¢ and the total length of W(c) are linearly related: |W(c)| = ©(|c|).
maxindex,(W(c)) < |c].
lin(W(c)) = lin(c), and Low(W(c)) = lout(c).

(3) The functions W(.) and C(.) can be chosen so that for every partial circuit ¢ : C(W(c))

~

C.

PROOF. This can be proved in the same way as Theorem [3.8l Indeed, using a set I',q of partial gates
and generators instead of a set I of total ones, does not change the proof. O

Remark. Most of the time we use the alphabet A = {0,1,.. - k—1}, for some fixed k£ > 2, and the
Higman-Thompson monoids and groups. However for tHRME" and pfIRME" we only consider the
alphabet {0, 1}, i.e., k = 2. This is because of the connection between these two monoids and circuits.

Theorems 3.8 and B.11] are used for the following definition.

Definition 3.12 (depth in thRMg“ and prRM‘;i”). Let Iy and Ly be finite sets such that Iyg U T
generates thR./\/lg“ and I,y U T generates pﬂR./\/lg'”. Then for w € (Tta UT)* or w € (Tpa UT)* we
define the depth of w by

depth(w) = depth(C(w)).

4 Various definitions of various Thompson monoids

The Thompson monoids will be defined as quotient monoids of the monoids of right-ideal morphisms
seen above. For this we define several congruence relations, that are themselves based on equivalence
relations between prefix codes. For finite prefix codes, these equivalence relations turn out to be the
same.

4.1 Equivalence relations between prefix codes

We will use the following equivalence relations between prefix codes P, C A*. The equivalences
=cnd, =bd, and =01y were studied in [10]; =g, was introduced in [12, Def. 2.12]; =¢« is new.

o [Zend|] P =caQ iff for every right ideal R C A* : [R NPA*=0 & RNQA* = Q].
This is called the end-equivalence.

By [10, Prop. 2.5], P =¢nq @ is equivalent to
c(PAY) = cl(QAY),
where cl(.) denotes closure in the Cantor space topology of A“.

The relation =¢,q can be extended to a preorder on the set of prefix codes of A* by defining
P <¢q Q iff for every right ideal R C A* : [R N QA* =@ = R N PA* = g]. Equivalently,
cl(PAY) C c(QA®). Then P =q Q iff P <gq @ and Q <cnq P.

Lemma 4.1 Let P,QQ C A* be prefix codes. If P is a maximal prefiz code and P =qnq @, then Q is
mazimal.
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PROOF. P is maximal iff cl(PA“) = A¥. And since P =¢pq @, cl(QAY) =cl(PAY), so cl(QAY) = A¥.
g

e [=pa] P=pqQ iff PAY=QA¥. Thisis called bounded end-equivalence.
By [10, Prop. 3.2], PAY = QA¥ is equivalent to the following: (1) P =cnq @, and (2) there exists a
total function r: N — N such that for all z; € P and z2 € Q:
if 21 ||pref 2 then |z1] < r(Jze|) and |z2] < r(|z1]).
Here, ||pref denotes comparability in the prefix order <pf of A*.

It follows that P =pq @ implies P =¢,q @. The converse does not hold; e.g., 0¥1 =.,q {¢}, but
0*1 #pq {e}-

P =4 Q does not imply PA* = QA*. E.g., 0{0,1} =pq {0}, but 0{0,1}{0,1}* = 0{0,1}* #
0{0,1}*.

The relation =pq can be extended to a preorder on the set of prefix codes of A* by defining P <yq @
iff PA¥ - QAW. Then P =hd Q iff P gbd Q and Q de P.

o [=poly] P =poy @ iff P =paQ, and there exists a polynomial © such that for all x1 € P and
2 € Q: if 1 ||pret T2 then |x1| < 7w(xa|) and |xo| < 7w(|z1]).

The relation =, can be extended to a preorder on the set of prefix codes of A* by defining
P <poy Q iff PAY C QA“, and there exists a polynomial p such that for all z; € P and x5 € Q:

if @1 ||pref 2 then |z1| < w(|z2|) and |xa| < 7(|z1]).

e [=an] P=hinQ iff the symmetric difference PA* A QA* is finite.

The relation =g, can be extended to a preorder on the set of prefix codes of A* by defining
P <4, Q iff PAY C QAY, and the set difference PA* ~ QA* is finite. Then P =g, Q iff P <g, Q
and Q <g, P.

We give another characterization of =g, .

Definition 4.2 Let —1 be the relation between prefix codes P,Q C A* defined as follows:
P —1Q iff there exists p € P such that Q = (P~ {p}) U pA.
This is called a one-step restriction of P (see [12, Lemma 2.22].).

Let =7 be the reflexive-symmetric-transitive closure of —1 .
Proposition 4.3 The equivalence relations =g, and =] are the same.

PRrROOF. This is a special case of [12, Lemma 2.25] forn =1. O

o [=gv] P=qw Q iff PA*OY = QA*0O¥. (Here we assume that 0 € A.)
Remark. Let A ={0,1,...,k—1}, and consider the base-k representation of rational numbers in the
semi-open interval [0,1[. Then the set {0.zy ... 2,0 : z1, ... ,z, € A, n > 1} represents all the

k-ary rational numbers in [0, 1] in a unique way. (By definition, a k-ary rational number is a rational
number of the form m/k™ for any m € Z, n € N.) So we have:

P=¢ @ iff {Opu:pePuc A*} ={0.qu:qe@Q,ve A*} (CQ).
We now start studying the relationship between the above equivalence relations.

Lemma 4.4 For finite prefix codes P,QQ C A*: P =4, Q iff P=pq @ iff P =end Q-
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PROOF. The first equivalence is a special case of [12] Lemma 2.13], for n = 1. The second equivalence
holds since for every finite prefix code P, PA“ = cl(PA“) in Cantor space. O

Lemma 4.5 (=pda = =ov = =end)-
(1) For all prefiz codes P,QQ C A*: P=pqQ = P=pQ = P=4q0Q.

(2) If P and Q are finite, these implications are equivalences (< ).
But for prefix codes in general (even for finite-state ones), the implications are not equivalences.

PrOOF. (1) [First =] Suppose PAY = QA“. Then PA¥ N A*(0¥ = QA N A*0“. And it is easy to
prove that PAY N A*0¥ = PA* (0¥, and similarly for Q.

[Second =] Suppose PA* (0¥ = QA* (0¥, and consider any right-ideal R C A*. If PA* N R # & then
there exist p € P and u € A* such that pu € R. Since PA* (0¥ = QA* 0¥, there are ¢ € Q and v € A*
such that pu0¥ = qu0¥, hence pu0’ = quv 0’ for some 4,5 € N. Since R is a right ideal, pu 0’ € R,
hence qu0? € R. So, QA* N R # @. In a similar way one proves that if QA* N R # @ then PA* N R
# &. Hence, P =¢pq Q.

(2) We saw in Lemma [£.4] that if P and @ are finite then =pq and =¢,q are the same. Hence, since
=gw 18 between =pq and =¢nq, =ow is also equal to them.

In general, =g is different from =¢,q. Example: For A = {0,1}, Consider 0*1 and {¢}. We have
0*1 =cng {e}; but 0¥ € {0,1}*0¥ ~ 0"1{0,1}* 0%, so 0*1 #gv {c}.

In general, =g is different from =p4. Example: For A = {0,1}, Consider 1*0 and {e}. We
have 1*0 #pq {€}, since 1¥ ¢ 1*0{0,1}*. However we can prove that 1*0{0,1}* 0“ = {0,1}* 0“, so
10 =g {e}.

Proof that 1*0{0,1}* 04 = {0,1}* 0«:

We obviously have “C”. Let us prove “2”. For any element u 0¥ € {0,1}* 0¥ we have the following
cases:

(a) we0*: Then w0¥=0“¢€ 1*0{0,1}* 0.

(b) we 1*: Then uw0¥ =10 € 1*0{0,1}* 0“.

(c.1) wu contains both 0 and 1, and starts with 1: Then w 0% = 1"0v 0 € 1*0{0, 1}* 0.

(c.2) wu contains both 0 and 1, and starts with 0: Then « 0¥ = 0v 0¥ = £0v 0 € 1*0{0,1}* 0“. O

Remark. Since =g implies =4, we could have used =g instead of =¢,q in the definitions of =g
and =01y (given above).

Proposition 4.6 (preservation of finiteness). Let P,Q C A* be prefix codes.
If P is finite and P =pq Q, then Q is finite.
This does not hold in general for =gv (and hence not for =cnq).

PRrROOF. The first claim is proved in [10, Lemma 3.15].
An example where this does not hold for =g is 1* 0 =¢v {€} (used in the proof of Lemma[4.5]2)).
This implies 1* 0 =q,q {¢}. a

Proposition 4.7 For finite prefix codes P,Q C A* the following are equivalent:
PEﬁn Q; PEpoly Q; PEbd Q; PEO“’ Q; PEend Q

PRrROOF. The left-to-right implications hold for all prefix codes: The first two are obvious, and the
last three hold by Lemma [£5)(1). In the other direction: For finite prefix codes, P =¢pq @ implies
P =4, Q by Lemmald4d O
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4.2 Congruence relations on RMM

In [I0] we extended the equivalence relations =cng, =bq and =pely from prefix codes to right-ideal
morphisms. We do this more generally:

Definition 4.8 Let =x is any one of Zend, =ov, =bd, =poly, OT =fn For right-ideal morphisms
f,g of A* we define f=x g by
f=xg iff domC(f)=x domC(g), and f(z) = g(x) for all x € Dom(f) N Dom(g).

In [10] we proved that =¢pq, =pq and =poly are congruences on the RMP. In the rest of this subsection
we prove now that =g and =g, are also congruences.

In the next Proposition the following is used: By definition, a function f : A* — A* is balanced
iff there exists a total function m: N — N such that for all x € Dom(f) : |[f(z)] < w(]z|]) and

|z < (| f(@)])-
One can show that f is balanced iff for all y € Im(f) : f~'(y) is finite.

Proposition 4.9 The relation =g, is a congruence on the monoid of all balanced right-ideal mor-
phisms of A*.

PrOOF. We want to show that if f,g,h are balanced right-ideal morphisms, and f =g, ¢, then
fh =gy gh and hf =g, hg. It follows from f =g, g that f =pq g and that Dom(f) A Dom(g) is finite.
Since =yq is a congruence (as was proved in [10]), it follows that fh =pq gh and hf =pq hg. Hence it
will suffice to show that Dom(fh) A Dom(gh) and Dom(hf) A Dom(hg) are finite.

For hf and hg, consider any # € Dom(hf) \ Dom(hg), i.e., hf(z) is defined but hg(z) is not
defined. It is not possible for both f(x) and g(x) to be defined (otherwise, f(z) = g(z) since f =g, g,
and then both hf(x) and hg(xz) would be defined). Hence, f(z) is defined but g(z) is not defined.
Since Dom(f) A Dom(g) is finite, there are only finitely many such z, so Dom(hf) \ Dom(hg) is
finite. In a similar way one proves that Dom(hg) ~ Dom(hf) is finite.

For fh and gh, consider any x € Dom(fh) \ Dom(gh), i.e., fh(z) (hence h(x)) is defined but
gh(x) is not defined. Hence, h(x) € Dom(f) ~\. Dom(g), which is finite. Thus, there are only finitely
many choices for h(x). Since h is balanced it follows that there are only finitely many choices for z €
h~'h(z), so Dom(fh) ~ Dom(gh) is finite. In a similar way one proves that Dom(gh) ~ Dom(fh) is
finite. O

In order to prove that =g is a congruence we use two lemmas.
Lemma 4.10 For any prefix codes P,QQ C A*: (PA*NQA*)0¥ = PA* (0¥ N QA*0“.

PROOF. [C] Since PA*NQA* C PA*, we have (PA*NQA*) 0¥ C PA*(0¥; similarly (PA* N QA*) (0¥
C QA*0“. Hence, (PA*NQA*)0¥ C PA* (0¥ N QA*0“.

D] If z € PA* 0¥ N QA* 0¥ then z = pul¥ = qu0¥, for some p € P, ¢ € @ and u,v € A*. Hence
pul’ = qu¥ for some i,j € N. So x = pu0’0¥ = qu070~ for some pu0’ = qu0? € PA* N QA*; hence
x € (PA*NQA")0v. O

Lemma 4.11 For any prefix codes P,QQ C A* and any right-ideal morphism h of A*:
PA* 0¥ = QA* 0¥ implies h~Y(PA*)0¥ = h=1(QA*) 0.

PrROOF. By Lemma [A.10] PA* (0¥ = QA* 0 = (PA* N QA*)0¥. Our result will follow if we prove
h~Y(PA*) 0¥ = h~1{(PA* N QA*) 0¥,

and similarly for Q; then indeed, h=1(PA*) 0¥ = h=1(PA*NQA*) 0¥ = h=1(QA*) 0~.
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It is obvious that h=1(PA* N QA*) 0¥ C h=1(PA*) 0~.

Let us prove that h='(PA*) 0¥ C h™}(PA* N QA*) 0. Any x € h™1(PA*) 0¥ is of the form
x = 20 where h(z) = pu for some p € P and u € A*. Then, since PA* (0¥ = QA*(0“ we have:
h(z)0¥ = pu0® = qu0¥, for some ¢ € Q and v € A*. Hence, pud® = qu0¥/ for some i,j € N.
Now, h(z20°) = pud’ = qu0?/ € PA* N QA*, so 20 € h™}(PA* N QA*). Therefore, x = 20'0% €
h=YH(PA* N QA*) 0. O

Proposition 4.12  The relation =g~ is a congruence on the monoid of all right-ideal morphisms of
A* (and in particular on the monoids RM™ and RMP).

ProOF. Let f,g,h be right-ideal morphisms of A* such that f =g» g. We want to show that
fh(.) =ov gh(.) and hf(.) =g hg(.). Since f =¢v g implies f =cnq g by Lemma 5] and =.q is a
congruence by [10, Prop. 2.17], we conclude: fh(.) =cng gh(.) and hf(.) =cnq hg(.). The Proposition
then follows from the Claims below.

Claim 1.  Dom(fh(.)) 04 = Dom(gh(.)) 0“.

Proof of Claim 1: By [I2, Prop. 3.5], Dom(fh(.)) = Dom(h) N h~!(Dom(f). By Lemma ZI0, this
implies that Dom(fh(.)) 04 = Dom(h)0“ N h~!(Dom(f) 04. By LemmaTI] and since f =g g, this
is equal to Dom(h) 0¥ N h~!(Dom(g) 0*; and this is Dom(gh(.)). [End, proof of Claim 1]

Claim 2. fh(.) and gh(.) agree on Dom(fh(.)) N Dom(gh(.)).

Proof of Claim 2: By Lemma [£3] =g implies =¢,q on all prefix codes; and the requirement of
agreement on the intersection of the domains is the same for =g and =q,q. And =¢pq is a congruence
(by [10L Prop. 2. 17]); now, since fh(.) =cnq gh(.), fh(.) and gh(.) agree on Dom(fh(.)) N Dom(gh(.)).
[End, proof of Claim 2]

Claims 1 and 2 imply that if f =g g then fh(.) =g gh(.).

Claim 3. Dom(hf(.)) 04 = Dom(hg(.)) 0“.

Proof of Claim 3: By [IZ, Prop. 3.5], Dom(hf(.)) = Dom(f) N f~'(Dom(h)), so Dom(hf(.))0%
= Dom(f)0¥ N f~Y(Dom(h)) 0“. Hence for every x € Dom(hf(.)) we have x € Dom(f)0~ =
Dom(g) 0%, and = = 20¥ for some z € A* such that f(z) € Dom(h). Since Dom(h) is a right ideal,
f(20") = f(2)0" € Dom(h), for all i > 0. Since Dom(f)0~ = Dom(g) 0¥ and Dom(f) and Dom(g)
are right ideals, we have 20° € Dom(f) N Dom(g) for all i large enough. Now, x = 20°0¥, where
20" € Dom(f) NDom(g); moreover, f(20°) = g(20%), since f and g agree on Dom(f)NDom(g). Hence,
f(2)0¥ € Dom(h) is equivalent to g(z)0“ € Dom(h). Therefore, z € Dom(g) 0 N g~ (Dom(h)) 0“.
Thus, Dom(hf(.)) € Dom(hg(.)). In the same way one proves that Dom(hg(.)) € Dom(hf(.)).
[End, proof of Claim 3]

Claim 4. hf(.) and hg(.) agree on Dom(hf(.)) N Dom(hg(.)).
Claim 4 is proved in the same way as Claim 2.
Claims 3 and 4 imply that if f =g g then hf(.) =g« hg(.). O

4.3 Defining Thompson monoids
The monoid My, ; is defined (see [7]) as the quotient monoid
My, = RM™" /=g, .
On RMF the congruence =g, is equal to various other congruences, as seen in Prop. .71 Therefore,
Myy = RM™ /=g, = RM™/=p01y = RM™ /=g = RM™ /=00 = RM™ /=cna.
Thompson’s original monoid can be defined by

totMy; = totRMA"/=q,

19



where the same monoid is obtained if =g, is replaced by the other congruences. (Thompson originally
defined this monoid as the monoid generated by a certain finite set of generators acting on the Cantor
space {0,1}*, and on other sets.)

The Thompson group V' can be defined by

V = totsurianMﬁ“/;ﬁn,
where the same monoid is obtained if =g, is replaced by the other congruences. The Thompson

group V' is the group of units of each one of the monoids My, 1, totMjy, 1, surMy 1, injMy 1, and their
intersections.

We also define
tiMay = tARME" /=4,, and
pfiMyy = pIRME" /=4y,
where the same monoid is obtained if =g, is replaced by the other congruences. These are called the

Thompson monoids of total, or partial, fized-length input functions.
These Thompson monoids have another characterization:

Lemma 4.13 The monoz’_ds plepR./\/lﬁ“/Ef-un _cmd pflRMg“/Eﬁn are isomorphic.
The monoids tIepR./\/(f'“/Eﬁn and thRMg“/Eﬁn are isomorphic.

PROOF. For every f € plepRM™™ let m = maxlen(domC(f)). Then flioym € pfIRME. and
f =fn f]{071}m. So, pIepR./\/l‘ci“/Eﬁn is isomorphic to pﬂR./\/l‘;i”/Eﬁn by the isomorphism [fl]g, —

fin,

[fl{o,13m]gn » With f ranging over plepRM3"; here [f]g, denotes the =g,-class of f.
A similar reasoning applies for tlep and tfl. O

As a consequence of Lemma [.13] we use the notations tflM;; and tlepMs; interchangeably, and
similarly for pflMs 1 and plepMa ;.

We also consider the subgroup

IpMy; = IptotsurinfRMM" /=4, ,

where
IpRMM = {f e RM" . |f(x)| = |z| for all z € Dom(f)}.

The latter is called the monoid of length-preserving right-ideal morphisms.
The group IpV is the subgroup of length-preserving elements of V' (see [4]), and it is the group of
units of the monoids plepM}, ; and tlepM, ;.

We next study faithful actions of M}y ; and its submonoids and subgroups. It is well known that
Gl,1 acts faithfully on A%, and M}, ; acts similarly on A (see [8, Subections 1.2-1.3]).

Here we will show that M}, ; and Gj; also act faithfully on A*0“. As opposed to A“, the set
A* 0¥ is countable.

We extend right-ideal morphisms of A* to functions on A%, as follows. For any right-ideal morphism
f, any = € Dom(f), and any z € A¥, we define

(a) flx) = f(z) 2.

In particular, we can let z = 0, and in that case f is just extended to A* Ow. The extension of f to
A% or to A* 0¥ will also be called f; and usually we will view right-ideal morphisms of A* as functions
on A* U AY.
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Lemma 4.14 If y1,y2 € A* are such that (Vz € A*)[y120¥ = y220¥], then y; = ya.

PROOF. Since y120% = y220“, the strings y; and y are prefix-comparable. Let us assume y1 <ref ¥2
(the case ya <pret y1 is similar). Then y, = yjv for some v € A*, so y;20* = y;v20%, which implies
20¥ = vz0¥, for all z € A*. Suppose (for a contradiction) that v # €. Let a € A denote the left-most
letter in v. Since z is arbitrary, we can pick z € A\ {a}. Then 20¥ # vz0¥ (since they start with
different letters), so we have a contradiction. Hence v =¢, so y1 = yo. O

Proposition 4.15.
(1) For any two right-ideal morphisms f,g of A* (and their extensions to A“ and to A* 0¥ ):

f=og Wf f
(2) The monoid My 1 and the Higman-Thompson group Gy 1 act faithfully on A*0¥ by the action (a).

Axow = glarow (i.e., f and g have the same action on A*0%).

PrOOF. (1) follows from the next two Claims.
Claim 1. If two right-ideal morphisms f, g act the same on A*0% then f =g g.

Proof of Claim 1: Since f and g act the same on A*0“, they have the same domain in A*0¥; i.e.,
domC(f) A* 0¥ = Dom(f) 0¥ = Dom(g) 0¢ = domC(g) A* 0. Hence, domC(f) =g~ domC(g).
Moreover, since f and g act the same on A*0“ they agree on Dom(f)0“ = Dom(g) 0“ = Dom(f) 0¥
N Dom(g) 0¥ = (Dom(f) N Dom(g)) 0¥; the latter equality holds by Lemma Hence, for all z €
Dom(f) N Dom(g) and all z € A*: f(z)20* = g(x) 20“. Since this holds for all z, we conclude (by
Lemma .14 that for all z € Dom(f) N Dom(g) : f(x) = g(x). So f and g agree on Dom(f) N
Dom(g). Thus, f =g g. [This proves Claim 1.]
Claim 2. If f,g € RMP satisfy f =g ¢ then f and ¢ act the same on A*0%.

Proof of Claim 2: Since f =g g we have domC(f) A* 0¥ = domC(g) A* 0, hence f and g have the
same domain in A*0¥. Moreover, f =g g implies that f and g agree on Dom(f) N Dom(g), by the
definition of f =gw g. This implies that f acts the same as g on Dom(f) 0¥ = Dom(g)0¥.  [This
proves Claim 2.]

(2) Since for finite prefix codes, =g coincides with =gy, , it follows that M}, ; acts faithfully on A*0“
by the action (a). Hence, any submonoid of My i, in particular Gy, 1, also acts faithfully on A*0 by
the action (a). O

Remark. We saw already (in the Remark after the definition of =4«ov) that A*0¥ is in 1-to-1
correspondence with the set Qi of k-ary rationals in [0,1[, via the map z0¥ € A*0Y ——— 0.x €
Qx N [0,1]. So the action of My on A*0% is also an action on the set Q; N [0,1].

Summary of Thompson monoids

We have defined the following Thompson monoids:
e M1, the action monoid of RMM™ on A¥ (and on A*0¥), with |A| = k.
totMy 1 = {f € My,1: Dom(f) is an essential right ideal of A* }.

Equivalently, f acting on A (or on A*(0%¥) is a total function.
(For k = 2, this is Thompson’s original monoid.)

surMy 1 = {f € My : Im(f) is an essential right ideal of A* }.

Equivalently, f acting on A (or on A*(0¥) is a surjective function.
injMp1 = {f € My : f is injective on A“}.
plepMy1 = {f € Mi1: (Vo122 € Dom(f) C A*)[|21] = |z2| = |f(z1)] = [f(z2)[] }-
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These functions are called (partial) length-equality preserving.

o tlepMy 1 = {f €totMy 1 : (Vo1,72 € Dom(f) C A%)[|21]| = [22| = |f(z1)| = [f(22)]] }.

These functions are called total and length-equality preserving.

5 Finite generation of ’RMfzi"

The proof that the monoid RMS“ is finitely generated is carried out in several steps, and is based in
part on earlier results. In [6] it was shown that M> ; is finitely generated. Recall that RMI" uses the
alphabet {0,1}.

In [9] it was shown that the following submonoid of RMZ“ is finitely generated:

totsurinjRMfi" = {f ¢ RMQ“ . f is injective, and both domC(f) and imC(f) are
finite mazimal prefix codes}.

In [9] this monoid was called riAut(k) (for “right-ideal automorphisms”).

5.1 Normal functions

One of the difficulties in the study of right-ideal morphisms of A* comes from the existence of non-
normal right-ideal morphisms, as defined next.

Definition 5.1 A right-ideal morphism f of A* is called normal iff f(domC(f))=imC(f).

It is easy to prove [I0, Lemma 5.7] that this is equivalent to f~'(imC(f)) = domC(f).

For any right-ideal morphism f of A* :

imC(f) C f(domC(f)), and f~1(imC(f) C domC(f),
by [10, Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2]. These inclusions could be strict, as illustrated by the following example.
Let f be the right-ideal morphism defined by domC(f) = {00,01}, imC(f) = {0}, and for all
x €{0,1}*: f(00x) = 0z, f(0lx) = 00x. So, f({00,01}) = {0,00}, hence f is non-normal.

All injective right-ideal morphisms are normal [I0, Lemma 5.2]). So non-normal right-ideal mor-
phisms are not encountered in the study of the Thompson group Gs 1 and its subgroups.

In [7, Theorem 4.5B] it was shown that every right-ideal morphism in RMf" is =g -equivalent to a
normal right-ideal morphism in RM ™. So in the study of M5 1, non-normal morphisms can ultimately
avoided (although they show up as intermediate products in calculations).

Every function in pflRMf" is normal (as is easily proved). However, there exist non-normal
functions in tlepRM"". E.g., for f given by the table {(0,0), (10,00)} we have f(domC(f)) = {0,00}
£ {0} = imC(f).

For the finite generation of RMM" the following is crucial.

Theorem 5.2 (injective-normal factorization).

For every non-normal right-ideal morphism f € RMHT’ there is an injective right-ideal morphism
j € RM and a normal right-ideal morphism v € RM" such that

() = voi().

Moreover, if f is total then j and v are total.
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PRrROOF. Let P = domC(f) and @ = imC(f). For every p € P there exists a unique ¢, € @ and a
unique u, € A* such that f(p) = gpu,. We define the right-ideal morphisms j and v as follows:
domC(j) = domC(v) = P;
and for every p € P:
j(p) =pup, and
v (p) = Qp-
Then vo j = f. Indeed, for any p € P we have v(j(p)) = v(pu,) = v(p) up = gpup, = f(p).
The morphism j is injective, since p is the unique prefix of pu, that belongs to the prefix code
P. We have imC(j) = {pu, : p € P}. This is a prefix code, since if pj up, is a prefix of pyu,, for
p1,p2 € P, then p; and py are prefix-comparable; hence p; = py (since P is a prefix code); and then
Up, = Up, (since p uniquely determines uy).
For the right-ideal morphism v we have v(P) = @ =imC(v), hence v is normal.

We saw that domC(j) = domC(v) = P. So, if P is a maximal prefix code then j and v, as
constructed above, are total. O

Since injective right-ideal morphisms are normal (by Lemma 5.2 in [10]), Theorem [.2] implies:

Proposition 5.3 Every non-normal right-ideal morphism in RMfin, or in tot RMA | is the composite
of two normal right-ideal morphisms in RM'™, respectively in totRM". O

5.2 Proof that RM." is finitely generated

The proof has the following outline (and has some overlap with the proof of finite generation of Mj,
in [7]): (1) We saw that totsurinfRM™ (a.k.a. riAut(k)) is finitely generated (see [9]). (2) We prove
that the submonoid of injective elements of RME" is finitely generated. (3) We show that the set of
all normal elements of RMf" is finitely generated. (4) By Prop. 5.3it follows that RME" is finitely
generated.

Proposition 5.4 The submonoid infRME" = {f € RMEA" . f is injective} is finitely generated.

PrROOF. Consider any f € infRME", and let P = domC(f) and Q = imC(f). Since injective right-
ideal morphisms are normal, f(P) = Q and f~1(Q) = P. By injectiveness, |P| = |Q|.

e Case 1: P and @ are both maximal prefix codes. _
Then f € totsurianMfQ'”, so f is generated by any finite generating set of totsu rianMfQ'”.
e Case 2: P and @ are both non-maximal prefix codes.
Then by [6l Lemma 3.1] there exist maximal prefix codes Py, Qar C {0,1}* such that P C Py,
Q C Qu, and |Py| = |Qns]. Consider the following “standard” maximal prefix code C' C 0*1 of
cardinality |Ppy|:
C = 0PmI=200,1} U {0"1: 0 <r < |Py| - 3}.
Since P is not empty and is a non-maximal prefix code, we have |Pys| > 2. The second set in the above
union is empty when |Py| = 2. It is easy to see that C' is a maximal prefix code, and |C| = |Pyy].
Since |C| = |Py| = [Qum|, and these are maximal prefix codes, there exist right-ideal morphisms
g1 : C{0,1}* — Ppr{0,1}*, go: Qur{0,1}* — C{0,1}*, with go, g1 chosen in totsurinfRME" in such a
way that g f g1 = idp. Here, D C C is chosen to consist of the first |P| elements of C' in dictionary
order. More precisely,
D = 0PmI=2{0,1} U {0"1: |Py| —|P| < r < |Pum| — 3}
Since g1 and go are injective, it follows from gofg1(.) =idp that f = 92_1 idp gl_l(.).
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It is straightforward to prove that D =g, 01P%I=I1P1{0,1}, so idp =gy, idgipai-1P1g,1y (the latter
is the identity restricted to the right-ideal 07mI=1P1{0,1}{0,1}*). It was proved in [6, Lemma 3.3]
that for all j > 0: idyjf 1y is generated by {(0 — 00), (00 — 0), idogo,13}. (In [6] Lemma 3.3, this
was proved in Ms 1, but the proof does not use =g, just composition, and the restrictions implied by
composition.)

Finally, 0/PMI=1P1{0,1} =5, D ¢ C = imC(g;") = domC(g; ). Since we have D {0,1}* C
0lPmI=IP110, 1} {0,1}*, idp is obtained from idyirys1-1P1go 1y Dy restriction. So can just use composition
(with g7 ! on the right and 9o L on the left) to implement this =g,-equivalence; hence

92_1 id(]\PM\*\P\{OJ} 91_1 = 92_1 idp 91_1 (: f)
Since go, g1 € totsurinfRMEM it follows that f is generated by a finite generating set of totsurinfRMfn
together with the finite set {(0 — 00), (00 — 0), idggo,1y, idgo11} C injRMfin,

e Case 3: P is a maximal prefix code, and @) is non-maximal.
Then by [6, Lemma 3.1] there exists a maximal prefix code Qp; C {0,1}* such that Q C Qps and
|P| = |Q| < |Qum]. Consider the following “standard” maximal prefix code C' C 0*1 of cardinality

|Quml:
O = 09mI=2001} U {0"1: 0 <7 < |Qum]| — 3}

As in Case 2, we have |Qps| > 2, and C’ is a maximal prefix code with |C| = |Qxs|, where C is the
“standard” maximal prefix code of cardinality |P|:

C = oPI=2{0,1} U {0"1: |P| -3 >7r>0}.
If |P| = 2 then P = {0,1} and this formula yields C' = P. If |P| = 1 then P = {¢}, and we choose
C =P
As in Case 2, there exist go,g1 € totsurinfRME" with ¢g; : C{0,1}* — P{0,1}*, and g :
Qn{0,1}* — C'{0,1}*, where g¢o,¢g1 are chosen so that go fg1 : C{0,1}* — C’{0,1}* preserves
the dictionary order, and maps C bijectively onto the first |P| elements of C’ in the dictionary order.
Let S be this set of the first |P| elements of C’, so

S = 0@v=2{0,1y U {071: [Qul —|P| <7 < |Qum| -3}

Then P =g, {e}, S =g, 019M=IPI=0 1} U {071 : |Qun| —|P| =2 > r > 0}, both P and S
are final segments of 0*1 in the dictionary order, and gofg1(.) preserves the dictionary order. Hence,
92 fa1()) =gan (e — 019MI=IPN Moreover,
S{0, 13 < (0@ =P=0,1} U {071 s |Qul — [Pl =2 =7 > 0}) {0,1}",

SO =gy can be implemented by composition (with g ! on the right and 95 ! on the left). Hence (f =)
9 g2 forgr! = gy (e = 01@ulImIPh gt

By [6, Lemma 3.3], for any j > 1, (¢ — (/) is generated by {(¢ — 0), (0 — 00), (00 — 0)}. So f is
generated by a finite generating set of totsu rinfjRME™ and the finite set {(¢ — 0), (0 — 00), (00 — 0)}
C infRMfn.
e Case 4: P is a non-maximal prefix code, and @ is maximal.

This is proved by applying Case 3 to f~!, and by using the inverses of the generators of Case 3.
Od

Prop. 5.4l was proved for the binary alphabet A = {0, 1}, but the same proof could be adapted to A =
{0,1,...,k—1} for any k > 2.

Lemma 5.5 The normal elements of RMS“ are generated by a finite set of normal elements.
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PROOF. Let f € RME" be a normal element with P = domC(f), @ = imC(f); by normality,
Q = f(P) and P = f~1(Q). The proof is similar in outline to the proof of finite generation of My
[6, Theorem 3.5].

If |P| =|Q| then f is injective; and for infRME" we already have a finite generating set, by Prop.
[(.4). For the remainder of the proof we have |P| > |Q].
Claim. Let f € RM"™ be a normal right-ideal morphism, with P = domC(f), Q = imC(f) = f(Q),
such that |P| > |Q|. Then f is equal to a composite of < |P|— |Q| normal right-ideal morphisms
@i € RME with P; = domC(y;) and Q; = imC(yp;) = ¢;(P;), such that |Pj| —|Q;| < 1.

Proof of the Claim: We use induction on |P| — |Q|. In the base case, |P| — |Q| = 1, there is nothing
to prove. Assume now |P| — |@Q| > 2; then one, or both, of the next two cases apply.

Case 1: There exist z1,x9,23 € P with f(z1) = f(z2) = f(z3) (= y1 € Q), with 1, x9, 23 all
different.

Then f(.) = ¥91)1(.), where 19,11 are defined as follows: domC(v¢y) = P, imC(¢1) = P ~ {1},
and P1(z1) = Yi(z2) = z9; Yi(x) = x for all x € P~ {z1}. And domC(¢3) = P ~ {z1} and
imC(y9) = @, and o(xz) = f(z) for all x € P~ {z1}; in particular, (z2) = ¥2(x3) = y1. Then
19,1p1 are normal. For the sizes of their domain code and image code we have: |P| — |P ~ {z1}| =1
for 1. And |P ~{z1}| — |Q| = |P| —|Q| — 1 < |P| — |Q)|, so the inductive step applies to )s.

Case 2: There exist x1,29 € P with f(z1) = f(z2) (= y1 € Q), and there exist x3,24 € P with
flxs) = f(zq) (= y2 € Q), with y; # ya, and x1, x9, 3, 4 all different.

Then f(.) = 1211(.), where 19,1 are the same as in Case 1.

In either case, f is factored into one normal function with difference 1, and one with difference
|P| —|Q] —1 < |P| —|Q]. So, by induction, f is factored into < |P| — |@Q| normal functions with
difference 1. [This proves the Claim.]

By the Claim it suffices to show that every normal f € RMf" with |P|—|Q| =1 is generated by a
finite set of normal elements. Let us denote |P| =mn, P ={p1,...,pn}, @ ={q1,...,qn-1}, such that

fpi)=qi fori=1,...,n—1, and f(p,) = gn—1. Except for f(pn—1) = f(pn) = ¢n-1, the indexing is
arbitrary. We define a “standard” prefix code C' C 0*1 of size |C| = | P :
C = 0P1=2{0,1} U {0"1: 0<r<|P|-3}.

This is the same code C' as in Prop. 54 When |P| = 2 the formula yields C' = {0,1}. Since
|P| = |Q| + 1, we have |P| > 2. We enumerate C' in increasing dictionary order as (ci,...,cp); s0O
c1 =0""! and ¢; = 01 for 2 < i < n; in particular, ¢, = 1.

We factor f as f(.) = ¥sw31)1(.), where 13, 13,17 are defined as follows on their domain and image
codes:

1 ¢ P — C is the bijection p; — ¢; for 1 < i < n.
Yo : C = C ~{cy} isgiven by ¢; — ¢; for 1 <i <n-—1, and ¢, — ¢,—1.
Y3 : C N {cp} — Q 1is the bijection ¢; — ¢; for 1 <i<n-—1.

Clearly, f(.) = ¥31311(.). Since ¥ and 13 are injective they are finitely generated, by Prop. (.41
We still want to factor ¢ : C'— C' \ {c,} over a fixed finite generating set.

Ifn=2then ¢, =1, and ¢; = ¢5—1 = 0. Then ¢ = (8 (1)>

If n > 2 then y(¢;) = ¢; for 1 <i <n—1, and ¢a(cn) = cu—1. And ¢; = 0", and ¢; = 071 for
2 < ¢ < n. Therefore,

b on—1 | gn—21 | on—31 0"~ | ... |oo1|o01|1
2 = \opn1|gn—21| 031 0"~ 001 |01 |01)°
Since 1o is the identity function for its first n—1 elements in the dictionary order, we have
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Hence, since 12 C {(0,0), (1,01)},

(f =) Y30t o0thy =130 (8 ‘ (1)1> ° 1.
The middle function is not normal, but it can be factored into two normal functions:
<0 1>:<0 1>o<0 1>
01|01 0]0 0|11)°
Hence, f is generated by a finite set of generator of infRM'™ | together with the two new generators
(8 (1J> and (8 h) -

From Lemma and Prop. 5.3 we now conclude:

Theorem 5.6.

The monoid RM‘;‘” is finitely generated.
Moreover, RMQ” has a finite generating set consisting of normal elements. a

6 tIepRMg“, tlepMs 1, pIep’RMg“, and plepMa 1,
are not finitely generated

The question whether tlepMs ; is finitely generated was raised in [, Section 2], and here we answer it
negatively. First, we need a special version of a well-known fact.

Lemma 6.1 For all g, f € RMM: If go f(.) is total and injective, then f is total and injective, and
g is defined on all of imC(f) A“.

PrROOF. 1. f is total: By contraposition, suppose f is not total, i.e., there exists x € A* such that
xzA* N Dom(f) = @. Then g(f(zA*)) = @, so xA* N Dom(gf(.)) = @, hence ¢gf(.) is not total.

2. gis defined on imC(f) A“: If gof(.) is total, then g is defined on every z € imC(f) A“. Indeed, if that
were not the case then there would exist f(z) € imC(f) (for some x € A*) such that ¢g(f(x) A*) = @.
Then gf(xA*) = &, hence gf(.) would not be total.

3. f is injective: By contraposition, suppose f is not injective, i.e., there exist a,b € Dom(f) with
a#band f(a) = f(b). Then az # bz and f(a)z = f(b) z for all z € A*. Hence go f(az) = go f(bz),
and this is defined for long enough z, since g is defined on all of imC(f) A¥. Hence g o f(.) is not
injective. O

Theorem 6.2.

The monoids tlepRME", tHRME, and tlepMy ;1 (= tflMsy1), as well as plepRMEM | pfIRME, and
plepMy 1 (= pflMy 1), are not finitely generated.

PROOF. (1) Case of tfl monoids: _ _

Since tlepMy 1 (= tflM3 1) is a homomorphic image of tflRMg" and of tIepRMg", it is enough to prove
that tlepMs ; is not finitely generated. Recall that tlepMs ; acts faithfully on {0,1}*. For any N >0
let

Iy = {f e RM" . 3n,m < N)[ domC(f) = {0,1}™ and imC(f) C {0,1}"]}.
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If tlepMo 1 were finitely generated, then tlepM5 1 would be generated by I'y for some N. Let us show
that noty; is not generated by I'y. For all zy...zx2zn11 € {0,1}¥F! and v € {0,1}~,

notN+1(x1 TN TN+ u) = Z1...TNTN+1U,
where T is the negation of the bit xn11.

Suppose, for a contradiction, that notyi1(.) = 7 ... 71(.) for some T" > 1, and v; € T'y for
i € [1,T]. For every i € [1,T] let domC(y;) = {0,1}" and imC(~;) C {0,1}"; since v; € I'y we have
mi,n; < N.

Since noty 41 is total and injective it follows from LemmalG.I]that 7 ... v1(.) is total and injective
for all ¢ € [1,7]. Totalness and injectiveness imply that for every ¢ there exists s € {0,1}¥*! such
that |y ... 71(s)| > N+1. And since ~; ... y1(.) is tfl, we have |y ... y1(s)] = | ... m(z)| for all
x such that |z| = |s|. Hence for all ¢ € [1,7] and all z € {0,1}V+!:

(*) e - (@) = N+1.

Since N+1 > N > m; for alli € [1,T], every 7; ... v1(w) is defined (for all t € [1,7] and = € {0, 1}V+1).
And the application of ;41 to 44 ... y1(x) changes only a prefix of length < N (since myi1,n¢41
< N).

Consider now any z = p@zy v € {0,1}*, with p(© € {0,1}" and v € {0,1}*. Then for all
te[L,T): v ... n(p©Q2zyp1v) is defined, and 7 ... v ... 11 (p D zn41v) = p© Zy41v. Moreover
there are strings p™), ..., p®, ..., p(¥) € {0,1}* such that

1P zy1v) = pWayiv with [pM| > N
Vo1 (PP ens1v) = pPzyirv with [p?] > N,

VY-t - (P Venpv) = pOzypv with [p®] > N.

vr - e (T Vangv) = pPayiv with [p0)] > N.

The relations [p(¥)| > N hold by relation (x). And the suffix zy v is not modified because every ~;
only changes a prefix of length < N of p(t~1 while p*~1 itself has length > N.

So 47 ... v1(.) = noty41 does not change zxn41, which contradicts the definition of noty 1.

(2) Case of pfl monoids:
As in (1) it is sufficient to prove the result for plepMs ;. For any N > 0 let

Iy = {f € RM . (In,m < N)[ domC(f) C {0,1}™ and imC(f) C {0,1}"]}.
If plepMa 1 were finitely generated, then it would be generated by I'y for some N. Let us show that
notyy1 is not generated by I'y. (The difference with part (1) is that “domC(f) =” is replaced by
“domC(f) C.)

Suppose, for a contradiction, that notyi1(.) = vp ... 11(.) for some T" > 1, and v; € I'y for
i € [1,T]. For every i € [1,T], let domC(y;) C {0,1}" and imC(;) C {0,1}"™; since ; € 'y we have
mg, 1, < N.

Since noty 41 is total and injective it follows from LemmalG.Ithat ~; ... v1(.) is total and injective
for all ¢ € [1,T], and that 7,41 is defined on all of imC(y; ... v1) {0,1}*. Totalness and injectiveness
imply that for every ¢ there exists s € {0, 1}'V+! such that |y, ... y1(s)| > N+1. And since 7, ... y1(.)
is pfl, we have |y ... v(s)| = |7 ... 71(x)| for all z € Dom(y; ... 71) such that |z| = |s|. Hence,
since 7; ... 71 is total we have for all ¢+ € [1,T] and all x € {0, 1}V+1:

(*) e - @) = N+1.
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Since N+1 > N > m; foralli € [1,T], every 7; ... v1(x) is defined (forall t € [1,7] and 2 € {0,1}V+1).
And the application of ;41 to 44 ... y1(x) changes only a prefix of length < N (since myi1,n¢41
< N).

Consider now any z = p@zy v € {0,1}¥, with p(© € {0,1} and v € {0,1}*. Then all
te[L,T]: v ... n(p©Dzyi1v) is defined, and 7 ... 7 ... 1(PW2y110) = p@ Zn1v. Moreover
there are strings pM o p®, L p[D) e {0,1}* such that the relations of part (1) hold. The rest
of the proof is exactly as in part (1). O

Consequences for circuits

We saw in Theorem [3.8 that the set of input-output functions of acyclic boolean circuits, extended
to right-ideal morphisms, is precisely the monoid tfIRMf" and in Theorem BT that the set of input-
output functions of acyclic partial circuits, extended to right-ideal morphisms, is precisely the monoid
pfIRM"". Then Theorem implies:

Theorem 6.3 The monoids of input-output functions of acyclic boolean circuits, or partial circuits,
extended to right-ideal morphisms of {0,1}*, are not finitely generated under function-composition.
O

However, tIRMA" and pfIRMM" are generated under composition by a set of the form I' U 7, where
I' is finite, and 7 is the set of bit-position transpositions (or just the set of transpositions 7; ;41 of
adjacent positions).

7 Some algebraic properties of the monoids
M1, totMs,;, surM,;, and plepM;

Here we give a few algebraic properties of Higman-Thompson monoids.

7.1 Regularity

Proposition 7.1 The monoid RM™™ is regular, i.e., for every f € RM there exists f/ € RMf"
such that ff'f = f. Moreover, f' can be chosen to be injective with, in addition, domC(f’) = imC(f).

PROOF. For any f € RM and any y € imC(f), let us choose an element a:; € f~Hy). Tt is a fact
that f~!'(imC(f)) € domC(f) (see [10, Lemma 5.5]), hence z, € domC(f). We define f’ € RM" by
['(yu) = zyu for every y € imC(f) and u € {0,1}*; so, domC(f’) = imC(f). Hence f’ € RMH" since
it is a right-ideal morphism, and imC(f) is finite. Since for different elements y the sets f~!(y) are
disjoint, f is injective. (Note also that f~!(y) is also finite for every y € imC(f).)

Then for any zv € Dom(f) with x € domC(f): ff'f(zv) = ff'(yuwv), where f(z) = yu for
some y € imC(f), u € {0,1}*. Hence, ff'(yuv) = f(zjuv), where zj, = f'(y) € domC(f); then,
f(zyuv) = yuv = f(x)v. Thus, ff'f(zv) = f(zv), so f’ is an inverse of f. O

A similar argument show that all the pre-Thompson and Thompson monoids are regular.

For a generating set I' U of RM", with T finite, the problem of finding an inverse is coNP-hard.
Moreover, on input w,w’ € (I' U 7)*, deciding whether w’ represents an inverse of w (i.e., Ey Ey Ey
= E,) is coNP-complete (see [3, [11]).
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7.2 Congruence-simplicity

We know that M}, 1 and plepMj, 1 are congruence-simple [7,6]. We show here that Thompson’s original
monoid totM> ;1 is also congruence-simple, but that tlepM}, 1 is not congruence-simple.

The proofs below use elements of M}, ; denoted by (v — v), where u,v € A*. The function (u — v)
has a singleton table {(u,v)}; so Dom((u — v)) = vA“, Im((u — v)) = vA¥; and for all uz € uA“:
(u = v)(uz) = vz. Since {e¢} is a maximal prefix code, (¢ = u) € totMj, ;.

More generally, for any v € A* and any finite prefix code C' C A* we define the function (C — v)
by domC((C' — v)) = C, imC((C — v)) = {v}, and for all c€ C and z € A¥ : (C — v)(cz) = vz. If
C'is a maximal prefix code then (C' — v) € totM ;.

Theorem 7.2 Forallk > 2, the monoids My 1 and plepMj, 1 are 0-F-simple and congruence-simple.

PROOF. For Mj, ; this was proved in [7, Prop. 2.2 and Thm. 2.3], and in [6].

For plepMj; 1, the proofs of [7, Prop. 2.2, Thm. 2.3] work without any change, since plepM}, ; has a 0,
and all the multipliers used in the proofs are of the form (u — v) for various u,v € A*. And (v — v)
obviously belongs to plepMj, ;. a

Theorem 7.3 For all k > 2, the monoid totM), 1 is congruence-simple.

PROOF. Let = be any congruence on totM;, ; that is not the equality relation. We will prove that =
has just one congruence class.

Claim 1. There exist strings yo, y1 € A* that are not prefix-comparable, such that (¢ = yo) = (¢ = y1).

Proof of Claim 1: Since = is not equality, there exist 1, ¢ € totMj 1 such that ¥ = ¢ and ¢ # .
By restriction we can represent 1 and ¢ by right-ideal morphisms that are normal (Def. 5.1]), with
imC(¢) U imC(p) € A™ for some n > 0. Hence there are zyp € A* and yg,y; € A™ such that
¥(xo) = yo # y1 = ¢(xg). Since |yo| = |y1], Yo # y1 implies that yo,y1 are not prefix-comparable.
Then ¢ = ¢ implies

(e = yo) = Yo(e—=x)(.) = pole =x0)(.) = (¢ —y1).
[This proves Claim 1.]

Claim 2. For all z,y € A*: (e = x) = (¢ = ).
Proof of Claim 2: By Claim 1 there are u,v € A* that are not prefix-comparable, such that (¢ — v) =
(¢ = v). Since u and v are not prefix-comparable, there exists a maximal finite prefix code C' C A*
such that {u,v} C C; in fact, in the proof of Claim 1 we have u,v C A". For any z,y € A*, let
f € totMj, 1 be the function defined by domC(f) = C, f(C) = {z,y}, with f(u) =z, f(v) =y, and
f(z) =x for all z € C \ {u,v}. (The set {x,y} need not be a prefix code.) Then (¢ — u) = (¢ — v)
implies

—a)=fole—u)) = fole—u)()= ()
[This proves Claim 2.]
Claim 3. Forallz € A*: (e > z) = 1.
Proof of Claim 3: This follows from Claim 2 by letting y = ¢.
[This proves Claim 3.]
Claim 4. For every finite maximal prefix code P C A*: (P —¢) = 1.

Proof of Claim 4: Here 1 denotes the identity function on A* U A¥. By Claim 3, (¢ — p) =1 for
every p € P. This implies (for any particular p € P):

Il=(—e)=(P—=¢c)o(e=p)() = (P—e)ol(.)=(P—e).
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[This proves Claim 4.]

Claim 5. For all f € totMy;: 1= f.
Proof of Claim 5: By restriction, any f € totMz; can be represented by a normal right-ideal morphism
in totRM" " (that we also call f). Let P = domC(f), and let Q be a finite maximal prefix code such
that f(P) = imC(f) € Q. Since P and @ are finite maximal prefix codes, Claim 4 implies that
1=(P—¢e)=(Q —e).

Then (Q —¢) =1 implies (P —¢)=(Q —e)of(.)=1of(.)=f. Now 1 = (P — ¢) implies
1=f.
[This proves Claim 5 and the Theorem]. O
Combined with the results of de Witt and Elliott [20] and Brin [15], Theorem [[.3] yields (for all & > 2):

Corollary 7.4.

The monoid totMjy 1 is an infinite, finitely presented, congruence-simple monoid that has the Higman-
Thompson group Gy 1 as its group of units. O

We will now prove that tlepM}, ;1 is not congruence-simple.

Definition 7.5 (the input-output length difference function 0).
The input-output length difference function § is defined by

§: fetlepRMIN s 6(f) = |f(2)| — |z| € Z,
for any x € domC(f) .

Proposition 7.6.
(0) For all f € tlepRM™, 6(f) is well-defined (i.e., it just depends on f, not on x).
Moreover, §(f) = |f(x)| — |z| for all x € Dom(f) (not just for x € domC(f)).

(1) For all f1, fo € tlepRMM™ 2 If fi =g, fo then &(f1) = 5(f2).
So §(f) is well-defined for all f € tlepMy ;.
If domC(f) ={0,1}"™ for some m >0, then f(domC(f))=imC(f) C {0,1}", where
n=m+d(f). Hence d is surjective.
(2) For all f1, f2 € tlepRM™ 0 §(fa0 f1) = 6(f2) + 6(f1).
Hence, 6 :tlepMa1 — Z and 9 : tlepRMA" — 7 are surjective monoid homomorphisms.
(3) Let T be a finite set such that TUT generates tRM™ or tlepMsy;. Let E: (T'UT)* — tiRMfin

be the generator evaluation function, i.e., for every w = wg...w; € (T'UT)* such that w; € T UT we
have Ey(.) =wgo ... owi(.). Then

(5(Ew) = E(é(w,)lgzgk, wiEP).

PrOOF. (0) This follows from the fact that f is lep (length-equality preserving). (1) If f and g
differ by a one-step restriction (i.e., domC(g) = (domC(f) — {z}) Uz A, for some z € domC(f)), then
d(f) = d(g). Then we use the fact that =y, is the same as =] (by Prop.[d3]). (2) is straightforward,
and (3) follows from (2), using the fact that 6(7; ;) = 0. O

For any w € (I' U 7)*, the integer 0(F,,) (in sign-magnitude binary representation) is easily com-
puted (by using (3) above)

The existence of the homomorphism §(.) (by (2) above) implies the following:
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Corollary 7.7.
For all k > 2, the monoids tlepMj, 1, tlepRM" and tAIRMA" are not congruence-simple.

The “kernel” of ¢ : tlepMs 1 — Z is the monoid
5 10) = tlpMy1 = {f € tlepM}, 1 : (Vo € Dom(f)) [|f(x)| = |z|]},

where Ip stands for length-preserving.

As a (partial) function, é can also be defined for plepRM" pfIRMA and plepM}, 1. However,
5(0) is undefined (where 6 is the empty function), so on these monoids ¢ is not a total function. The
following is proved in the same way as Prop.

Proposition 7.8.
(0) For all f € plepRM™ < {8}, 6(f) is well-defined (i.e., it just depends on f, not on z).

(1) For all f1, fy € plepRM™ {0} = If f1 =gn fo then 6(f1) = 6(f2).
So 6(f) is well-defined for all f € plepMs; ~\ {60}.

(2) For all f1, fo € plepRM™™ < {0} such that fyo fi() #0, 0(fao fi) = 6(f2) +6(f1)-

(3) LetT be a finite set such that TUT generates pfIRM™ or plepMy ;. Let E: (I'UT)* — pfIR M
be the generator evaluation function, i.e., for every w = wy ... w1 € (L' UT)* such that w; € T UT we
have Ey(.) =wgo ... owi(.). Then we have, if E, # 6 :

d(Ey) = > (0(w;):1<i<k, wel).
O

But d: plepMj, 1 — Z cannot be extended to a semigroup homomorphism, since plepM, 1 is congruence-

simple (by [7.2).
7.3 The monoid surMj

Lemma 7.9 The monoid surMy 1 has only one idempotent, namely the identity element.

PROOF. If f = f2 then for all x € Dom(f) C A“: y = f(z) = f f(x) = f(y). Since f is surjective, y
ranges over all of A“. Hence, y = f(y) for ally € A¥. O

Proposition 7.10 For all h,k > 2, the monoids totMjy 1 and My 1 are not embeddable in surMj, ;.

PRrROOF. By Lemma [7.9] the only idempotent is the identity function. But totM} ; and Mj, ; contain
infinitely many idempotents, and an embedding preserves idempotents and distinctness. O

It follows that surMj ; is not isomorphic to totMj ; nor to My, ;.

8 Non-embeddability of M}, ; into totMj ,
and of plepM;,; into tlepMy ;

Theorem 8.1 For all h,k > 2, the monoids My 1 and plepMy, 1 are not embeddable into totMj, ;.

Le., there is no injective monoid homomorphism M}, 1 < totM}, ;.

As a consequence, the monoid plepM}, 1 is not embeddable into tlepMj, 1 (C totMy ;).

The Theorem follows from a series of Lemmas that distinguish M} ; from the submonoids of
tOthJ.
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Lemma 8.2.

(1) For every f € totMy 1 and for every infinite set X C {0,1}*, f(X) is infinite.

(2) For every f € totMy 1 and for every finite set H C A“ such that |H| > |[domC(f)] :
[f(H)| > |H][/|[domC(f)]

PrOOF. (1) Since P = domC(f) is a finite maximal prefix code, we have: PAY = A“. Hence,
X N PAY = X is infinite. Therefore (since P is finite), there exists p € P such that X N p A¥ is
infinite, hence X N p AY = p S, where S is an infinite subset of A“. Then f(X) contains the infinite
set f(pS) = f(p) S.

(2) Let P = domC(f); this is a finite maximal prefix code, so P A¥ = A¥. There exists p € P such
that |H NpA“| > |H|/|P|. Indeed, otherwise we would have |H Np A¥| < |H|/|P| for all p € P; this
would imply (|H| =) [HNPA“| < 3 cp|HNpA“| < 3 cp|H|/|P| = [P[(|H|/|P[) = [H]; this
would imply |H| < |H]|.

For p € P such that |H NpA¥| > |H|/|P|, let

HApA® = p{s; - i=1, ..., [H|/|P, |[H/IP|+1, ... }
where all s; (€ A¥) are different. Then f(H) has the subset

fp) {si = i=1, ..., |H[/|P|, [H|/IP|+1, ...},
so |f(H)| > [H|/|P]. =

Lemma 8.3 Let g be any non-torsion element of totMy 1 (i.e., {g' : i € w} is infinite). Then for all
N > 0 there exists u € A“ such that |{g*(u):i >0} > N.

PROOF. By contraposition we assume that there exists N > 0 such that for all u € A¥ : |{g*(u) : i >
0} < N. Since |{g'(u) : i > 0}] is finite, there exist n, m (depending on u) such that ¢g"(u) = ¢" ™ (u),
and 0 < n < n+m < N. Hence, letting M = N! we have for all u: ¢™(u) = ¢*™(u). So, g is a
torsion element. O

Lemma 8.4 If S is a subsemigroup of totMj 1 that contains a non-torsion element, then S has no
left-zero.

PROOF. Let g € S be a non-torsion element. Let us assume, for a contradiction, that S has a left-
zero z (i.e., zs(.) = z(.) for all s € S). Then zg'(.) = z(.) for all i > 0. Let P = domC(2), and
let N > 2|P|. By Lemma B3] there exists u € A%, such that [{g’(u) : i > 0}| > N. By Lemma
B2 |2({¢g'(u) : i > 0})] > N/|P|; and N can be chosen so that N/|P| > 2. On the other hand,
2g'() = 2(.), so |z({g*(u) : i > 0})| = [{z(u)}| = 1. This leads to the false statement 1 >2. O

As a consequence, totMj, ; itself has no left-zero (and hence no zero). However, some subsemigroups
have left-zeros.

Proof of Theorem [8.1k

The monoids plepM}, ; and M}, ; contain a zero (namely the empty map), and non-torsion elements
(e.g., the element represented by the right-ideal morphism (¢ — 0)).

Assume, for a contradiction, that Mj, 1 (or plepMjy 1) is embeddable in totMy ;. An embedding
preserves non-torsion elements, and the zero in the image submonoid. So the embedded copy of M, ¢
(or plepMp, 1) in totMy 1 is a subsemigroup with a left zero and a non-torsion element. But this
contradicts Lemma [8.4] O

Theorem Bl for & > 3 and A = 2 can also be derived in an interesting way from Theorem [R.1] for
k = 2. First, a Lemma and a Proposition that are of independent interest are proved:
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Lemma 8.5.
For any finite mazimal prefiz code C C {0,1}* such that |C| > 2 we have: {0,1}* = C%.

PROOF. Obviously, C* C {0,1}*. Conversely, let us show that any z = (z; : i € w) (with z; € {0,1})
is factored in a unique way over C. Let ¢ = maxlen(C). Since C' is maximal, z has a unique prefix

c1 € C, of length |c;| =13 with 1 <} <¥;s0 z=c17, .... Suppose now, by induction, that a prefix
of length > n of z has been factored over C; ie., 2z =¢ ... ¢y 2, ..., Where ¢y, ... ,c, € C with
ler ... cn] =1, > n. Then z, ... 2, +¢ has a prefix in C; let us denote this element of C' by c¢,41,
with |e1 ... cpepy1] = lnp1. Then z2=cy ... cpCug1 21,4, - -

Moreover, every finite prefix of z can be factored in at most one way over C, since C is a prefix
code. a

However, C* # {0,1}* unless C' = {0,1}.

Proposition 8.6 For every k > 3, My is embeddable into My, and totMy 1 is embeddable into
tOtMQJ.

PRroOF. This is proved in the same way as Gy, 1 is embedded into Gg 1, using Higman’s coding method.
Let A={0,1, ... ,k—1}, let C C {0,1}* be any maximal prefix code of cardinality |C| = k, and let
n: i€ A n(i) € C beany bijection. For any = 1 ... z,, € A* with z; € A, consider the coding
n(x) = n(z1) ... n(x,) € C* C {0,1}*; then n : A* — {0,1}* is an injective monoid morphism. For
T=x1 ... Ty ... €AY with z; € A we define n(z) = n(z1) ... n(z,) ... € C¥; since C is a maximal
prefix code of {0,1}* we have C¥ ={0,1}* (by Lemma [83]).

For any f € totMj let P = domC(f). This is a finite prefix code of A*, which is maximal if
f € totMj, ;. Then n(P) is a finite prefix code of {0, 1}*, which is maximal if P is maximal. We encode
f by f € totMy 1, defined by

f1(n(@)) =n(f(z))
for every x € A* U A“. Equivalently, for every z € C* U C%, f(z) = no fon~!(z); recall that
n:A*UAY — C*UCY is total and injective.
Then f7 € My, (and f7 € totMy; if f € totMy 1), with domC(f") = n(P). And f — f7is a
monoid morphism M1 — Ms; and totMy; — totMs, since (gf)" = ngfn=t = ngn~‘nfn=t =
g"f". And f > f7 is injective since n and n~! are injective O

PROOF of Theorem Bl for £ > 3 and h = 2, derived from Theorem [R.I] for k = 2:

Assume for a contradiction that Ms; is embeddable in totMj ;. By Prop. B.6] totMj ; is em-
beddable into totMs ;. Now, Maq < totM 1 < totMas 1, so Ma 1 < totMs;. This contradicts the
Theorem for k = 2. O

9 Completion operations for M, ;, pflM,;, RMM" and pfIR M

The goal of a completion operation of a partial function f is to find a total function f, such that f
can be recovered from f and Dom(f). A completion operation U : f — f may be a function (i.e.,
only one f is found for each f); we call this a deterministic completion. A completion operation could
also be a relation (if f is completed in several ways); we call this a nondeterministic completion.
Theorem [l is a non-completability result. This section gives several forms of completability.

We work with the monoids of right-ideal morphisms RMf" and pfIRMf"; the corresponding
results for My 1 and pflMs 1 then hold too. Below, for any h > 2, R./\/lz” denotes the monoid RMfi"
of right-ideal morphisms A* — A* for an alphabet A of size |A| = h.

The following concept is used in all of our completion constructions.
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Definition 9.1 (complementary prefix code). For a prefiz code P C A*, a complementary prefix
code of P is a prefix code QQ C A* such that (1) PUQ is a maximal prefiz code, and (2) PA*NQA* = @.

Every finite prefix code has finite complementary prefix codes. See [3, Def. 5.2], [8 Def. 3.29, Lemma
3.30], and also [14] Prop. 5.2].

9.1 Deterministic completion

Definition 9.2 A deterministic completion operation of RMQ“ m totRMZ" (and similarly of My 1
in totMy, 1) is a total function
(): feRMIM — F € totRMIM,
together with a function
o: {f:feRMI"} C totRMfM — RM,
such that for all f € RM?L“ :

f<olf)
In other words, for all z € Dom(f): f(z) = [o( f)](z).

A completion is called homomorphic iff for all fo, f1 € RM%“: fo- fi(.) = fo-f1(.). By Theorem
[B.I] there exists no injective homomorphic completion of My, ;.

We give two examples of deterministic completions.

1. A classical completion operation for pflRMfA" and RMf"

For f € pAIRMEM with domC(f) C {0,1}™ and imC(f) C {0,1}", we can define a completion f €
tHRME" as follows:

domC(f) = {0,1}™, imC(f) = imC(f)u{0"} < {0,1}",
and for all z € {0,1}" :

Ji(az) = f(z) if x € domC(f),

flz)y=0" if x€ {0,1}" ~ domC(f).

More generally, for f € RM™ we can define a completion f € totRMf" as follows:

domC(f) = domC(f) U Q,
where @ is a finite complementary prefix code of domC(f) in A*. For all z € PUQ,
f(z) = f(z) if zedomC(f) =P,
fzy=0 if zeQ.
Hence, f C f; so for the function ¢ we can just pick the identity function, ie., o( f) — f. Then we
have: f = f iff f is total (i.e., domC(f) is a maximal prefix code); hence f=7.
The completion operation Zv) is not injective. In particular, fl = fg if the following two conditions
hold: (1) f1 C fo; (2) if f1(z) is undefined then fs(x) is undefined or fo(x) € 0A*.
The operation 6 is mot homomorphic. For example, if f = (1 — 0) and ¢ = (0 — 1) with
A ={0,1}, then gf(.) = (1 = 1), so ;]!vf() = 140,1)- And f has the table {(1,0),(0,0)} and § has the

table {(0,1),(1,0)}, so g f(.) has the table {(0,1),(1,1)}. Hence 5]/”() £ 3f().
Before describing another completion we give a preliminary construction. For any prefix code

P C {0,1}*, spref(P) denotes the set of strict prefizes of the elements of P (i.e., the prefixes not in
P).

34



Lemma 9.3 (expanding a maximal prefix code to a larger alphabet).
Let {0,1,2} be a 3-letter alphabet. If P is a finite prefix code in {0,1}* then
P U (spref(P))2
is a finite prefiz code in {0,1,2}*, which is maximal in {0,1,2}* iff P is mazximal in {0,1}*.

PROOF. See [3, Lemma 9.1] and [I3, Lemma 1.5].) O

2. An injective non-homomorphic completion of RMQ” or of M

Every element f € RME" (or of My ;) is completed to an element f € totRMA" (or in totMy;) as
follows. We first choose a finite complementary prefix code @ C {0,1}* of domC(f). Then P =
domC(f) U @, (C {0,1}*) is a finite maximal prefix code of {0,1}*, and P U (spref(P)) L is a finite
maximal prefix code of {0,1, L}* (by Lemma[@.3). Now f is the right-ideal morphism of {0,1, L}*
defined as follows:

domC(f) = domC(f) U Q U (spref(domC(f) U Q)) - L;

fx) = f(z) if & € domC(f);
fx) = L ifzeQ U (spref(domC(f) U Q)) - L.

The function f € RM" — f ¢ totRMg“ is total and injective; it is not a monoid morphism, since
My, is not embeddable into totMs3; (by Theorem [BI]). Taking ¢ to be the identity function, we
obtain a completion (.) : RMA" — tot RME" (and My — totMs ).

By encoding the elements of totRMf" as in Prop. B8] totRMf" is embedded into totRME". This
yields a (non-homomorphic) completion of RMA" in totRME". Taking ¢ to be the inverse of the
embedding function totRME" — totRME", we obtain a completion () : RME" — totRME,

Although deterministic completions are simple and fairly natural, they have some drawbacks: They
cannot be made homomorphic (if they are injective). It is difficult to compute f or f if f is given by
a sequence of generators (in I" or in I'U 7); even when f is given by a table, it is difficult to find f or

f because we do not have an efficient method for finding a complementary prefix code.

9.2 Inverse homomorphic completion

We construct a general completion operation that has (inverse) homomorphic properties, and that
provides an efficient computation of f as a word of generators, if f is given by a word of generators.
Here we will work with Mj, 1, not with RMQ“.

Definition 9.4 (completion defined by an inverse homomorphism).
(1) An inverse homomorphic completion of My, 1 in totMy 1 is a surjective semigroup homomorphism

0: Dom(p) C totMy; — My =Im(o).

The inverse homomorphic completion of plepMs 1 in tlepMs ;1 is defined is the same way as for My
m tOtMQJ.

(2) A completion of f € Moy (or plepMs 1) is the choice of any element in o 1(f).

The homomorphism p is an inverse completion; one could also call it a “completion removal operation”,
or an “un-completion”. The completion of f is nondeterministic (being a choice within o' (f), whereas
the inverse completion p(f) is deterministic.

Remark: A more general inverse homomorphic completion of Mj 1 in totMj, ; can be defined by a
semigroup homomorphism (not necessarily surjective) o: Dom(p) (C totMj ) — My 1, such that
for every f € Mj,; there exists s € Dom(p) satisfying f C o(s).

35



Theorem 9.5 (inverse homomorphic completion).

(1) The monoid M is a homomorphic image of a submonoid of totMs 1. More precisely,

f e Fy = FiXtoth’l(O-{O, 1}“) (g tOtMll)

e f N 1{0,1}*x1{0,1}
e {(f N 1{0,1}*x1{0,1}*) € My : f € Fy}

L

— Moy,
where
Fixiotar, 1(0-{0,1}%) = {f € totMy 1 : (V2 € {0,1}*)[f(02) =0z]} (fivator);
p s a surjective monoid homomorphism;
L 18 a monoid isomorphism;
0=1top: Fy— My is a surjective monoid homomorphism.

The restriction of o to g_l(totMll) is injective, i.e., elements of totMa 1 have a unique completion.

(2) The monoid plepMs 1 is a homomorphic image of a submonoid of tlepMs 1. More precisely,

fesS = StabHePMQJ(O-{O, 1}w) (g t|epM271)

—p» {(f N 1{0,1}w><1{0,1}w) € pleng,l . f e S(]}

—>  plepMy,;,
where
Stabyepns, 1(0-{0,1}%) = {f € tlepMy; : (V2 € {0,1}*)[f(0z) € 0{0,1}*]} (stabilizer);

L and o are as in (1)
(3) The same results hold for RMM" (instead of Ms,), and pfIRMM (instead of plepMs 1 ).

PRrROOF. In (1) the proof works in the same way for RMﬂ” and tot7_€./\/(fin as for My and totMy ;.
And in (2) the proof works in the same way for pflRMf'_” and tiIRM™ as for plepMs 1 and tlepMo ;.
We only give the proof for Ms; and plepMs ;. For RMAn 10,1} is replaced by {0,1}*.

(1) A function f € totMy; belongs to the fixator Fy iff f has a table of the form

0 lazy ... lzm, 1) ... 1z,
0 1y1 1yk Oyi Oyﬁl ’

where domC(f) = {0} U 1P U 1P/, and where P = {1, ... 23}, P'={a}, ... ,2}} are any finite
prefix codes such that P {0,1}* N P'{0,1}* = &. Moreover, {y1, ... ,yx} is any set of size < |P|,
and {y}, ...,y } is any set of size < |P’|. Since f is total, domC(f) is a maximal finite prefix code;
hence, P U P’ is a maximal finite prefix code, so P’ is a complementary finite prefix code of P.

The function f? = (f N 1{0,1}*x1{0,1}*) € M, is such that f* is undefined if the input, or
the output, is in 0{0,1}*. Thus the table of f* is

o = [1$1 1ajk]
lyr ... lyi |-
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The image set of p is the set of all elements of M, ; that have a table of the above form for f# (since
P can be any finite prefix code),
|: rT ... T :|
Yyr - Yk

|: 1331 N 1(L’k :|
1y1 e 1yk
is an isomorphism from p(Fp) onto My ;. It is surjective because {(z1,v1), ..., (Zk,Yx)} can be the

table of any element of M5 ;. (Remark: The function p could also be defined on all of totMs q, but
then it would not be a homomorphism, since totMy ; is congruence-simple.)

The function

Let us prove that the restriction of o to o~ !(totMa1) is injective: If o = {(z1,91), --- , (Tk, k) }
is the table of an element of totMs; then P = {z1, ... ,yx} is a maximal prefix code, and P’ = &.
Hence o~ !(ip) consists of just the element given by the table {(0,0), (1z1,1y1), ..., (1zx, 1yx)}.

We still need to prove the following.

Claim: p: f € Fyr—— fP € p(Fy) is a semigroup homomorphism.

Proof of Claim: For ¢, f € Fy and = € {0,1}* there are several cases. We use parentheses (.) for
application of functions, and we use brackets [.] for grouping in the composition of functions.

o =z, f(x) €1{0,1}¥:

Then ¢?(f*(x)) = ¢°(f(z)) = g(f(x)). Since gf is total, g(f(z)) belongs either to 1{0,1}* or to
0{0,1}*.

If g(f(z)) € 1{0,1}* then g(f(x)) = [¢f]°(x). Hence g*(f*(x)) = [gf]*(x).

If g(f(z)) € 0{0,1}* then [¢gf]°(x) is undefined. Moreover, ¢*(f*(z)) = g(f(z)) € 0{0,1}¥, i.e.,
the image of f(z) under g is in 0{0,1}*; therefore, ¢g”(f?(x)) is undefined. So ¢”(f*(x)) = [9f]°(x),
both being undefined.

o x€1{0,1}* and f(x) =0z € 0{0,1}* :

Then fP(z) is undefined, hence ¢°(f*(x)) is undefined. And [gf]°(z) € {gf(z)} N1{0,1}*, where
0/ (x) = 9(02) € 0{0,1}* (since g € Fy); hence [gf]F(x) € {g/(x)} N1{0,1}* = 2, 50 [¢f]° () is also
undefined.

o x=0z€0{0,1}*:

Then fP(z) is undefined, hence ¢”(f”(z)) is undefined. Since g,f € Fp, gf(0z) = 0z. Now
[gf1P(x) € {gf(02)} N1{0,1}¥ = {02} N1{0,1}¥ = &, so [¢gf]°(z) is also undefined.

This proves the Claim and part (1) of the Theorem.
The same proof works for RM" and totRMM", by replacing {0, 1} by {0, 1}*.

(2) The proof is similar to the proof of (1), but now we have to be careful about lengths.
A function f € tlepMs> ;1 belongs to the stabilizer Sy iff f has a table of the form

Oup ... Oup lay ... lzp 1) ... 12}

Ovi ... Ov, 1y ... 1lyx Oyp ... Oy, |’
where domC(f) = 0U U 1P U 1P’, and where U = {uy,...,u.}, P = {x1,...,2}, P =
{z}, ... ,x},} are finite prefix codes such that P{0,1}* N P'{0,1}* = @. Moreover, {y1, ... ,yx} is a
set of size <|P|, {y},...,y,} is a set of size < |P’|, and {vy, ... ,v,} is a set of size < |U|. Since

f is total, domC(f) is a maximal finite prefix code; hence, U and P U P’ are each a maximal finite
prefix code, so P’ is a complementary finite prefix code of P. Since f is tlep, we have the additional
properties that for all ¢ (in the appropriate ranges),

oil = |ui| = [yl = |wil = lyil —[ai| = 6(f).
The remainder of the proof is the same as for (1).
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The same proof works for pfIRMf" and tAR MM, by replacing {0, 1} by {0,1}*. O

Remark. The reason why the fixator is not used in (2) is that we want f to be length-equality
preserving (lep). As a result, in (2), the restriction of o to o~ *(tlepMa 1) is not injective.

Inverse-homomorphic nondeterministic completion algorithm:

For a finite prefix code P C A* we define the size of P by |[[P| = Y .p|z|, where |z| is the
length of x.

For a right-ideal morphism g € RMf" given by a table {(x;,y;): 1 <i < k}, the size of the table
is defined by |lgll = S5, [z

By [8), Def. 3.29, Lemma 3.30] and [14], Prop. 5.2], every finite prefix code P C A* has a complementary
prefix code Q C A* such that maxlen(P) = maxlen(Q). If P C A™ then A™ \ P is a complementary
prefix code of P.

In Prop. @6l ¢ is as in Theorem

Proposition 9.6.
(1) RM and totR M

The following nondeterministic algorithm, on input g € Ma 1 (given by the table of a right-ideal
morphism in RM™™ that represents g), outputs an element g € totMsy; (given by the table of a
right-ideal morphism in totRM™), such that o(g) = g.

(2) pfIRMM " and tHR M

A wvariant of this nondeterministic algorithm, on input g € plepMs 1 (given by the table of a right-
ideal morphism in prRMﬁn), outputs an element g € tlepMa; (given by the table of a right-ideal
morphism in tHRM™ ), such that o(g) = g. The algorithm can find such a G in time O(||g|]).

Algorithm:
For any function ¢ € RMM" with table
o r1 ... Tk
e
where domC(g) = P = {1, ... ,x} is a finite prefix code, a completion can be obtained by choosing
_ [ 0 lazy ... lzy, 1) ... 1z ]
0 Iyi ... 1y 0¥y ... Oy, |’

where P’ = {z}, ... ,2}} is an arbitrary complementary finite prefix code of P, and ¢' = {(z,),

., (z},,y5)} is an arbitrary element of RM™ with domain code P'. (If g is total, i.e. P is maximal,
then P’ = @, so ¢’ is the empty function 6.)

If g € plepMsy 1, represented by a right-ideal morphism in pfIRMf" then P = {z1, ..., 21}
Cc {0,1}™, and {y1, ... ,yx} € {0,1}", with n = m + §(g). We chose
_ 0w ... Oup 1z ... 1z 12y ... 1z
9= 1o ... Oy, lyr ... lyg Oyy ... Oy, |’
where U = {0,1}™ (no choice). We arbitrarily choose a set {v1, ... ,v,} C {0,1}", and we choose the
pairing arbitrarily so that {(uy,v1), ..., (ur,v.)} € tHRMN. We let P’ = {0,1}™ P (no choice), we
arbitrarily choose a set {y}, ... ,y5,} C {0,1}", and we choose the pairing ¢’ = {(«},vy) : i =1,...,h}

in pfIRMf". The resulting table for g gives a right-ideal morphism in tiIRMf", with fixed input length
m+1 and fixed output length n+1.
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In the case of pflMy 1, if ¢ is given by a table with domC(g) C {0,1}", then the complementary
prefix code of domC(g) is easily found.

The choices in the construction of g from g are of course nondeterministic, but the inverse process
0:g+ g is a function, and a homomorphism Fy — Ma 1, respectively So — tflMa ;. a

Remark. In part (1) of the algorithm we do not know whether the time complexity is polynomial in
llg|| because we do not know an efficient algorithm for finding a finite complementary prefix code of a
finite prefix code.

Besides the above nondeterministic completion procedure, there are many other ones; there are
many monoid homomorphisms from submonoids of totMs; onto Ma 1, respectively submonoids of
pﬂM271 onto tﬂM271.

The above algorithm does not run in polynomial time (except in the pfl case). In the next two
subsections we give algorithms that run in log-space, but use a different form of input than the above
algorithm: g will either be given by a generator word over I or I'U T, or (in the pfl case) by an acyclic
circuit.

9.3 Generator-based completion

Generator-based completion for M, ;

Let o : Fy — My, with Fy < totMa 1, be as in Theorem Let Iy be any finite set such that
I'vi U T generates M 1; similarly, let I'i; be any finite set such that I, U 7 generates totMs ;.

For each generator + in the finite set Iy we choose a word 7 € (I, U 7)* such that Ey €
oM7) € F.

For a transposition 7; ; € 7 with 1 <14 < j we choose T; ; as follows: For all z € {0, 1327,

7i,;(0x) = Oz,

Tij(1z) = Tip1j41(12),
so domC(7;;) = {0,1}T! = imC(7;;). Then 7;; € 0~ (r;;) € Fp, so 7;; is indeed a completion
of 7 ; according to Theorem [@.5(1). To represent 7; ; be a word in (Iio U7)* we use the following
formula: For every string bz € {0,1}/7! with b € {0, 1},

Tig(br) = (M) andjpr bx) orjpr (P andjir Tiggea(be))
where b’ = not(b), 2" denotes the concatenation of n copies of z, and,, (or or,) is the bitwise and
(respectively or) of two bitstrings of length n.

Based on this formula, one can easily build an acyclic boolean circuit for 7; ;, and this circuit then
yields a word in (Iiot U 7)* (by Theorem [B.8(1)). Thus for 7; ; we can construct a word for 7; ; in
space O(log j).

This proves the following;:

Corollary 9.7 For any w = wy, ... wy € (MU 7T)* with w; € MU T (fori=1,...,n), let E, =
wpo...owi(.) € My be the function generated. By completing each generator and concatenating
we obtain W = W, ... w1 € (liot UT)*, which generates the total function Ew = Wypo...owy(.) €
Fy C tOthJ.

Then Eyw is a completion of Ey,, i.e., o(Ew)= E,.

The word W can be computed from w in log-space. a

In other words, a completion of a function f € My, given by a sequence of generators, can be
efficiently obtained by completing the generators and composing them. The same approach works for

RM™.
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Generator-based completion for pflIR A"

For pflIRMf" we obtain more results, based on the generating sets Ipa U T, respectively Iig U T,
with I, and Iig finite.

For the finitely many generators v € 1,5 we choose 7 € 071 (y) € Sy nondeterministically as in
Prop. For a position transposition 7; ; € 7 with 1 <4 < j we choose

Tij = Titl,j+1-

For this choice, 7i41,11(02) € 0{0,1}* for all z € {0,1}=7*! and for all z € {0,1}*; so Tiy1,j41 € So
(C tARMM) and o(7is1j41) = 71
Remarks: (1) Many completions of 7;; are possible, but the above one has the advantage of being

itself in 7. (2) Note that 74111 ¢ Fo, so the above completion of 7; ; only works for plepM, 1, not
for MQJ.

Proposition 9.8 (completion in terms of generators).
For every w € (I'yy U T)* there exists a word W € (Ityy U T)* such that
(1) Ez € Sy (C thRMﬂ”) is a completion of E,,, and W can be found from w by a deterministic
algorithm that runs in linear time and log-space.
2) |wlngur < [Wngur < clwlngur, for some constant ¢ > 1;
maxindex,(w) < maxindex,(w) < maxindex,(w)+1;
Uin(W) = lin(w) +1, and Loy (W) + 1 = Loy (w) + 1; hence,
lw| < |w| < c|w|, for some constant ¢ > 1.
(3) we (Itg UT)* can be chosen so that in addition to the above,

depth(w) < ¢ + max{depth(w), log, [wlr,,}, for some constant c > 1.

PROOF. (1) This is proved in the same way as Corollary 0.7 except that a simpler form for 7; ; is
now used. The construction of w implies that it can be computed from w in linear times and log-
space (if every transposition 7; ; is encoded in the form 017 over the alphabet {0,1} U In, assuming
{0, 1}* N Fpﬂ = @).

(2) The claims about [W|r,ur and maxindex,(w) follow immediately from the construction of w.

The claims about ¢, (W) and lou (W) follow from the definition. Let « € {0,1}™. By induction on
i€ {l,...,k}, one proves that w;o...ow;(1z) is defined iff w;o...ow;(z) (€ {0,1}") is defined. And
for x ¢ Dom(w;o...ow), W;o...ow(lz) € 0{0,1}". Moreover, w; o...ow;(0{0,1}") C 0{0,1}".
Hence, Ui, (W) = lin(w) + 1 and Loyt (W) = Lout (w) + 1.

(3) The claim about depth(w) follows from Prop. 0.9(2) below, and and the definition of depth in
terms of circuits (Def. B.12]). O

9.4 Circuit-based completion

We now construct circuit completions that do not use generators nor Theorems [3.8] and 3111 (about
the conversion between words and circuits or partial circuits). By a circuit we always mean an acyclic
circuit.

Proposition 9.9 (boolean circuit for the completion).

Let o be as in Theorem [@H. Suppose that f € pfIRM'™ has a partial circuit Cy with input-length m,
output-length n, and size s. Then we have:

(1) f has a completion f € o' (f) C tIRMA" that has a boolean circuit with input-length m—+1,
output-length n+1, and size < cs (for some constant ¢ > 1).
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(2) If, in addition, C; has depth d, then f has a completion f € o7Y(f) that has a boolean circuit
with depth < O(1) + max{d, [logys]| + 2[logy(n+1)]}, input-length m+1, output-length n+1, and
size O(s).

The boolean circuit for f can be computed from Cy in log-space.

(3) Under the assumptions of (2), the classical completion f € tARMM™ (defined in Subsection
9.1) has a boolean circuit with depth < O(1) + max{d, [logys|+ 2[logy(n+1)]}, input-length m,
output-length n, and size < O(s).

The boolean circuit for f can be computed from the partial circuit Cy in log-space.

PROOF. (1) This follows from Prop.[@8(2) (about the word-lengths of f = F,, and f = Fg), combined
with Theorems [B.8 and B.11] (about the connection between word-length and circuit-size). (1) also
follows from the construction in part (2) below.

(2) We pick the completion

- 0w .. oou™ 1z 0 1z 1M ()
/ ot oot 1y 1y ortl o oontl |0

with o(f) = f. Here U = {u™, ... ,u(M} = {0,1}™, with 7 = 2"; domC(f) = P = {z1), ... 2}
C {0,1}™, and y® = f(z®) € {0,1}" for i € [1,k]; P = {zM, ... M} = {0,1}" < P (com-
plementary prefix code), with h = 2™ — k. In other words, for all inputs z¢z with z¢ € {0,1} and
x e {0,1}":

flror) = 1f(x) if mg=1 and z € P;
flzoz) = 0" if 2=0 or z € {0,1}™ <\ P.

Claim: Suppose f has a partial circuit Cy with input-length m, output-length n, size s, and depth d.
Then there is a boolean circuit Cq with the following properties:

o The input-output function of Cg is G : x € {0,1}™ +— G(z) € {0,1}""!, where
G(z) =1f(x) if x€P,
G(z) = 0"t if 2 €{0,1}"  P.
So, G(x) = f(1z) for all z € {0,1}™.
o The boolean circuit G has size < ¢y s, and depth < ¢; + max{d, [logys|+ [logyn]} (for some
constants cg,c; > 1).

Proof of the Claim: We modify the partial circuit C; by completing every partial gate g as follows.
To g we add a new output wire that outputs 0 if the gate-output is undefined on the given gate-input;
and for that gate-input, the already existing output wires of the gate g now receive the value 0. If on
the given gate-input of g, the gate-output is defined, the newly added output wire outputs 1. This
modified gate, which is total, is the completion of the partial gate g.

The newly added output wires do not feed into any existing gates, but into a binary tree of and-
gates, of size < s and depth < 1+ [logs s]. Let yo be the single output bit of this tree of and-gates.
Let i be output, other than yg, of the completed circuit; so i has length n.

Next, n copies of yg are produced by a binary tree of < n fork gates (of depth 1+ [logyn]).

The output 7 is combined (using and-gates) with the n copies of yo. In other words, this yields the
bitstring y," and,, ¥, where and,, is the bitwise and of two bitstrings of length n. We also output yo
itself. The output of Cz is thus yo (y," and,, 3), which is 1 f(z) if x € P, and 0" if 2 € {0,1}™\ P.
This completes the construction of (.

The claim about circuit size is straightforward.
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The depth of i is < max{d, 2+ [logy s| + [logy n]}, since the and-tree, followed by the fork-tree,
can be put in parallel with the completed circuit for G, except for a delay of one gate (this is why
there is “24+” in 24 2 [logy s| + [logy n| instead of the previous “1+7). [End, proof of Claim.]

The definition of f: {0,1}™! — {0,1}"*! can be formulated as follows. For all inputs x¢ x with
xo € {0,1} and z € {0,1}™,
f@oz) = xg"*! andn1 G(a),
where z,"tt € {0"1, 171} is the concatenation of n-+1 copies of the bit z.

Let us now describe a log-space algorithm that constructs a boolean circuit C? for f, based on
the partial circuit Cy. First, the boolean circuit (g is constructed as the proof of the Claim; on
input x, Cg outputs f(1z). Second, n+1 copies of zg are made, by using a binary tree of fork gates,
of depth 1 + [logy(n+1)]. This can be done in log-space. Finally, we use the formula f(zoz) =

a:O"+1 and,,+1 G(z); for this, a row of n+1 and-gates combines a:O"+1 bitwise with the output of Cg.

The size of Cj is O(s), and the depth is < 3 + max{d, 2+ [logy s] + [logyn| + [logy(n+1)]}.
(3) The boolean circuit C'? can be modified to a boolean circuit that it computes f, as follows. On

input € {0,1}", the circuit prepends 1, and computes f(lz). If the result is 1 f(x) the circuit
outputs f(x); if the output is in 0{0,1}*, the circuit outputs 0". O

10 Representation of a function in Ms; or RM™ by a
union of partial circuits with disjoint domains

10.1 Preliminaries

Recall the definitions of £, (C), ot (C) (Def. BIl), circuit size (Def. B2), fin(w), lout(w) (Def. B3],
and various word-lengths and maxlen(F) (Def. B.1]).

Proposition 10.1.
(1) For any partial acyclic circuit C' :
£a(C), Lo (C) < [C.
(2) Let Trv be a finite set such that Try U T generates RMM". For every word w € (Trm U T)* et
|w| = |w|rpyur + maxindex,(w). Then we have:
lin(w) < clwlryy, + maxindex,(w) < clwl,

lout(w) < 2clw|ry,, + maxindex,(w) < 2clwl,

where ¢ = maxlen(I'rn).

PROOF. (1) The inequality is immediate from the definition of circuit size (Def. 3.2]).

(2) Let ¢ = ¢|w|rg,, +maxindex,(w). For the first inequality it suffices to show that E,,(z) is defined
for every = € {0,1}2¢ such that z {0,1}* C Dom(FE,,) {0, 1}*.

When w is applied to z, the generators in 7 do not cause any change in length, and can only have
an effect within length < maxindex,(w); indeed, the generators of w in T'ry cannot cause a decrease
of more than c|w|r,,,, so the string that results at any moment has length > maxindex,(w). And
the |w|r,,, generators in I'yy cause a length-increase of at most ¢ - |w|ry,, -

Hence, if |z| > ¢ then x is not too short for any of the generators to be applied (if z{0,1}* €
Dom(E,)). Hence m < £. And in the output of the action of w on x € {0,1}¢ is a most ¢ - |w|ry,,
longer than x. O
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Definition 10.2 (common input-length and common output-length).
Let Iyp be a finite set such that Iy U T generates pflR M,
(1) For a set of words {u1, ... ,up} C (I'tn UT)*, the common input-length is
lin(u1, ... yug) = max{lin(u1), ..., lin(uk)},
where Uiy (u;) is as in Def. B3l
(2) If 0(Ey,) is the same for all i € [1,k], then the common output-length of {ui, ... ,ug} is
lin(u, ... yug) + 0(Ey,),
which is the same for all 1.

If 6(E,,) is not the same for alli € [1,k] then {ui, ... ,ui} has no common output-length.

Lemma 10.3 Under the conditions of Def.[10.2], the common input-length m and the common output-
length n satisfy

m, n < max { maxlen(Lpf) - [ui|r,, + maxindex,(u;) : 1 <i <k }
PROOF. This is proved in a similar way as Prop. I0.Il O

Depth of words in RMM" and M,

We saw that words in (Itg U 7)* or (I,n U 7)* are closely related to boolean circuits, respectively
partial circuits. Words in (I'gy U 7)*, where gy is finite set such that Iry U 7 generates RMfin
(and hence My ;1) are a generalization of partial circuits. However, the previous definition of depth of
an element of (Ity U7)* or (Ig U T)* are based on circuits that are directly obtained from words of
generators. This approach does not directly apply to (IgpUT)* since a generator in I'ry need not have
a fixed input-length and a fixed output-length, so no circuit digraph with fixed in- and out-degrees
can be formed.

Nevertheless, Def. [[0.4] gives the depth of a word w € (I'jmym U 7)* for a given input = € {0,1}*.
Let w = wy ... wy with w; € TgRmy U7 (for 1 < i < k). For a fixed input x € {0,1}* of length
|x| > lin(w) = m, each w;(.) has a fixed input-length, and a fixed output-length. So for a given w €
(TrmUT)* and z € {0,1}2™, there is a partial circuit Cy, , such that Cy, »(z) = Ey(z) (as constructed
for partial circuits in Theorem B.11]). If E,,(z) is undefined then C, , and its depth are undefined.

Definition 10.4 (depth of a word in RMf").

Let T'rvm be a finite set such that Iy U T generates RM and hence M. Let we (IrmUT)*, and
let lin(w) = m be the input-length of w (Def.B3]). For any x € Dom(E,,) N{0,1}™, let Cy , be the
partial circuit just constructed for w on input x. Then the depth of w is defined by

depth(w) = max {depth(Cy ) : © € Dom(E,)N{0,1}™}.

If £, =0 (the empty function) then depth(w) is not defined.

10.2 Unambiguous union

Definition 10.5 (unambiguous union).

(1) Sets: For an indexed family of sets (D; :i € I) the unambiguous union, denoted by \J;c; D; , is
the set of elements that belong to exactly one of the sets D; :

Wier Di = {d €U, Di : (jeD]de Dy}
In particular, if D;NDj =@ for alli,j € I withi# j, then U;c; Di = U;eq Ds-
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(2) Functions: Consider a family of functions (f; : i € I), where f; = (X,r;,X) (see Def. 2l); so
all f; have the same source and target set X. The unambiguous union of that family of functions is
denoted by

!Uz’el fi
and defined to be (X,r, X) where r is the restriction of the relation | J;c;r; to the unambiguous union
'U;er Dom(r;).
In particular, if all the functions f; have two-by-two disjoint domains, then !Uie 1 fi = Uier fi-

The empty set is a neutral element for unambiguous union: If D;; = @ then !J,c; Di = U;¢/ Goy Di-

For unambiguous union the order of the sets or functions in a family does not matter, i.e., the unam-
biguous union operation satisfies generalized commutativity.

Associativity, and relation between unambiguous union and symmetric difference:

For any two sets D1,Ds : Dy!UDy = Dy ADy (symmetric difference). The symmetric difference
is associative. Since A and !U are the same when applied to two sets, the unambiguous union, as a
binary operation, is associative.

The symmetric difference of a finite family of sets (Dq, ..., Dy) satisfies
Ai\rlei = {z e U;V:;l D; : z occurs in D; for an odd number of indices i}
= (...((Dy AD3) AD3) A ... A Dy_1) A Dy,

However, for unambiguous union the situation is different. As a variable-arity operation,
Wier Di = {z € UZJ-\;1 D; : x occurs in D; for exactly one index i}.

This is usually different from (... ((D1!UD2)!UD3)!U ... WUD,_1)!UD,, since the latter is the
same as the symmetric difference. So, non-binary unambiguous union (of a family) is not associative.

For an infinite family the unambiguous union !(J,c; D; is well-defined but the symmetric difference
is not defined. [End, Remark.]

Proposition 10.6.
(1) For any family (f1,..., fx) with f; € Ma; (or € RM) for all i € [1,K]:

WU, fi € Myy  (respectively € RM™).
(2) Consider any f; € plepMay ~ {0} (or € pfIRM ™™~ {0}), foric [1,n].
If 6(f;) is the same for every i, then
!Ule fi € plepMyy  (respectively € pfIRM™).

PROOF. (1) follows straightforwardly from the definition of unambiguous union. (2) follows easily
from the definitions of U, §(.), plepMz 1, and pflIRMfn. O

The input-output length difference function 6(.) (see Def. for total functions, and Prop. [L.8 for
partial functions) can be generalized to RMf", My 1, and Go 1:

Definition 10.7 (general input-output length difference dps(.)).
For f € RM™ we define
ou(f) = {If(@)] =z : = € domC(f)}.

Then dpy is a total function from RM™ onto Pgu(Z) (the set of all finite subsets of Z).
For f € pfIRMM™), we have: 6y(f) = {6(f)}. In particular, for the empty function § we have
dn(0) = &5 so dpr(0) is defined, while §(0) is undefined.
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Proposition 10.8.
(1) If g, f € RMW" satisfy g =gn f. then 6x(g) = 0p(f). Hence 8y is well-defined on My ;.
(2) Forallg,fe Ma;:
om(gof) S omlg)+om(f)
where + denotes elementwise addition in Pgy(Z).

(3) Let T be a finite set such that T Ut generates RM™™. Then for every word w € (I UT)*,
)
om(Bw) € [, lwlr, ¢ fwlr],
+) . . . . .
where ¢ = max{j: j >0,j€du(y),yel}, and ¢, = max{|[j|: j<0,j€dm(y),vET}

PROOF. Both (1) and (2) are straightforward. Elementwise addition of X,Y € Pg,(Z) is defined by
X+Y={x+y:ze€X,ycY} hence,if X =F or Y =& then X +Y = 2.
(3) This follows from (2), using the fact that dp/(7; ;) = {0} forall 7, ; € 7. O

The inclusion “C” in (2) can be strict, e.g. if go f =6, but g # 6 # f. So the function dps(.) is not a
semigroup homomorphism.

The invariance of §(.) under =g, (Prop.[I0.8(1)), and the fact that f is a right-ideal morphism,
imply that

ou(f) = {If(@)| = |2| : © € domC(f)}
= {[f(@)| = |z| : © € Dom(f)}.
This is a finite set (although Dom(f) is infinite), and part (3) gives bounds on that set.

Since the monoids Ms 1, totMs 1, and plepMs ) are congruence-simple (see Subsection 7.1), daz(.)
is not a semigroup morphism on these monoids.

Theorem [0.9] will use the functions C(.) and W(.) from Theorems B.8 and BIIl Let Try be a
finite generating set of RMfin (and hence My 1), and let I'yy be a finite set such that Iy U7 generates
pfIRMM (and hence plepMs 7).

Theorem 10.9 (I. From an unambiguous union of partial circuits to a (I'ry U 7)-word).
(1) Unambiguous union of partial circuits with the same §-value

An unambiguous union of acyclic partial circuits with the same §-value is equivalent an acyclic partial
circuit, or equivalently, to a word in (Ipg UT)*. In detail:
Let {uq, ... ,up} € (Ipg UT)* be such that for all i # j in [1,k] :

§(By;) =90(Ey;) and Dom(E,) N Dom(E,;) = 2.

Let m and n be the common input-length, respectively output-length, of (Ey,, ..., Ey,).

Then there exists a partial circuit C, and hence a word w =W(C) € (I,g U T)* with E,, = Ec, such
that:

o U(Bu,...,Ey,) = U, B, = Ec € pflRMf".

o [C < O(mk+nk+YF, |uilrur)-

o Uin(C)=m, Loy (C)=n.

e depth(C) < O(logk +logn +logm + max{max{depth(u;), logy |uiln,ur} : i € [1,k]}).

° There is a deterministic algorithm that computes C on input (uq, ... ,ug), in log-space

45



(in terms of the input-length Zle |ui|, where any 7 ; € T is given the length j).

(2) Unambiguous union of partial circuits with different §-values

An unambiguous union of partial circuits with different §-values is equivalent to a word in (TppUT)*.
In detail:

Let {uy, ... ,up} € TpnUT)* be such that for all i # j in [1,k]:
0(Ey;) # 0(Ey;)  (hence Dom(E,,) N Dom(E,;) = @).

Let m be the common input-length of (Ey,, ... ,Ey,), let n; = m+ 06(Ey,) (for i € [1,k]), and let
Nmax = max{n; : i € [1,k]}.

Then there ezists a word w € (Trp U T)* such that

e UEu,...,E,) = U B, = E, € RMf"

e |wpyur < O(Ei-g:l |ui|rgur) -

o Ulin(w)=m.

e depth(w) < O(1) + max { max{depth(u;), [logy [u;lr,u-1} : i € [1,k]}

° There is a deterministic algorithm that computes w on input (uy, ... ,ux), in log-space
(in terms of the input-length Zle |ui|, where any 7 ; € T is given the length j).

PRrOOF. (1) By Prop.I06(2), 'U(Eu,, --- , Eu,) € pIRM™, so there exists w € (T,nUT)* such that
Ey = U(Ey,, ..., Ey,). We will construct a partial circuit for w; then Theorem B.IT] immediately

yields w as a word over Iq U 7. The partial circuit to be constructed has an input-output function
xz € {0,1}"™ — E,(x) € {0,1}", where m is the common input-length of (E,, : i € [1,k]), and n is
the common output-length.

The partial circuit is constructed so as to have four levels.

Level 1: The input is # € {0,1}™. The output is z¥ (i.e., k copies of ). It is produced by m binary
trees, each of depth [log, k], and each consisting of k—1 fork-gates. It is straightforward to construct
the boolean circuit of level 1 in space O(log(km)).

Level 2: A preliminary remark: If we would apply (Ey,, Euy, ..., Ey,) to (z, ... ,z) (= 2¥), the result
would be the concatenation E., (x) Ey,(z) ... Ey, (), which is undefined for all  (by disjointness of
the domains). So instead, we first use the completion E,, of each E,,.

Level 2 takes input z*, and consists of the k circuits Cuyy - ,Uuk in parallel, where Eui is a
circuit for the completion of C(u;) (constructed in Prop.@9). Each C,, takes one copy of 1z as input
(so, for this, a 1 is prepended to each of the k copies of z, i.e., (1) is produced). Each C,, has the
same output-length, namely n+1. Recall that E,, (1) = 1 E,,(z) if E,,(z) is defined, and = 0"+!

otherwise. The output of level 2 is the concatenation FE,, (1lz) ... E,, (1z) of length k(n+1). So,
the boolean circuit for level 2 has input-output function
o* — B, (12) Ey,(lz) ... By, (1z) B, (12).
The size of the boolean circuit for level 2 is
< k+ T Wil < e X uilngor
for some constant ¢ > 1. The +k is for producing the k 1s for (1z)*, and the size of the boolean circuit
Cu, is O(|uilngur), by Prop.
The depth of this boolean circuit is
< O(1) + max{depth(u;), log, |uilngur + 2 logy(n+1) : i€ [1,k]},
by Prop. And C,,, and ; can be computed from u; in log-space, by Prop. and Theorem [3.8(1).
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Level 3: This level has input By, (1z) ... Ey, (1z), and its output is the completion of 1U(E,,, ... ,
Ey,)(z). Equivalently, the output is £, (1z), where j € [1, k] is the unique index for which E,, ()
is defined; otherwise the output is 0"*!, if E, () is undefined for all i € [1, k].

To obtain this output, we form the bitwise or of the k bitstrings E,,(1z), for i € [1,k]. Let y](-i)
be the jth output bit of E,, (1), for j € [0,n], i € [1,k] (using the fact that all E,,(z) are 0"*1,
except perhaps one). Then the jth output bit is

y; = ORE_, yj(»i) for every j € [0,n].

Thus, level 3 consists of n+1 or-trees, each of size k—1 and depth [log, k]. The jth or-tree (for j € [0,n])
has k input bits and one output bit, namely y;. The total output of level 3 is the concatenation

Yoyt --- Yn.
The boolean circuit for level 3 has size (n+1) (k—1) and depth [log, k.

Levels 1, 2, and 3 together form an acyclic boolean (total) circuit.

Level 4: This level turns yoy; ... yYn, which is the output of completion U(E,,, ..., Ey,)(x), into
the final partial output U(E,,, ..., Ey,)(z)). This is equal to y; ... y, if yo =1, and is undefined
if Yo = 0.

We build a partial circuit for level 4 as follows. We use the partial one-bit gate hy such that
ho(1) = 1, and ho(0) is undefined. First, a partial ho-gate is connected to the leftmost wire (that
carries the bit yp). Second, n copies of the output-wire of the hg-gate are made (by a binary tree of
depth [logy n], made of n—1 fork-gates); then we form

(ho(yo))™ andy, Y1 - .. Yn
(the bitwise and of two bitstrings of length n). Thus the result is undefined if yo = 0; and it is
Y1 - Yj - Yn ifyo =1
The size the partial circuit of level 4 is n—1+n, and the depth is [logy n] + 1. [End, Level 4]
This completes the construction of a partial circuit for U(E,,, ..., E,, ). As mentioned at the
beginning of the proof, an equivalent word w = W(C') € (I;y U7)* can now be obtained by Theorem
B.11
By adding up the sizes and the depths of the four levels we obtain that the total size of the partial
circuit is
< O(mk +nk + Sk |uilrur);
and the depth is
< O(logk +logn + log m+ max{max{depth(v;), logy |ui|r,ur} : i € [1,k]}).
Complexity of computing w: For levels 1, 3, and 4, the log-space computability is straightforward.
For level 2, Prop. yields log-space computability of w;.

(2) Since J(Eu,, - , By, ) € RM™ by Prop. M0.6(1), there exists a word w € (Tgy UT)* such that
Ey, = U(Ey,, ..., Ey,). We construct the word w in four levels similar to the ones in part (1). Let
m be the common input-length of (E,, : i =1,...,k). There is no common output-length.

We first construct a (slightly generalized) partial circuit for | J(E,,, ..., Ey,), and then a word
in (FRM Ur )*

Level 1: The input is = € {0,1}™, the output is =¥ (i.e., k copies of z), and a boolean circuit for this
is built as in part (1).

Level 2: The input is z*. Level 2 consists of the k boolean circuits Cuyy - ,CYy, in parallel, just as
in part (1), except that now C,, has output-length n; + 1, which is different for every i € [1,k]. The
output of level 2 is the concatenation E,,(1z) ... E,, (1z), of length k + Zle n;. By the same
reasoning as in part (1) we find that the size of the boolean circuit C® of level 2 is

ICO| <k + S8 [Wilner < O(SE luilngur)
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and the depth of level 2 is
depth(C®) < O(1) + max{depth(u;), logs |ui|n,ur + 2 logy(n; +1) : i € [1,k]},

Level 3: This level has input E,, (1z) ... E,, (1z), of length k + Zle n;. Its output is E; (1)
(=1Ey;(x)), where j € [1,k] is the unique index for which E,,(z) is defined; otherwise the output
is 0 (if E,,(z) is undefined for all i € [1, k]).

As in level 3 of part (1), let yo be the or of the leading bits of the k strings E,, (1z) (for i € [1,k]).
Hence, yo =1 if J(Eu,, ..., Ey,)(x) is defined, and yp = 0 otherwise. As in level 3 of (1), we can
use an or-tree (of size k—1 and depth [logy k1) to compute yg.

Since the strings E,, (1z) (for i € [1,k]) all have different lengths, the output cannot be obtained
by an or-trees as in level 3 of part (1). Instead, we first apply the transformation &; to each E,, (1),
so the output of level 3 is yo £1(Cyy (17)) ... &(Cy,(17)). Each &(.) (for i € [1,k]) is the right-ideal
morphism defined by

gi RIS {07 1} {07 1}”1 — gi(z(]y) € {6} U {07 1}712 ) where
&(0y) =¢, and

&i(ly) = 1y;
so domC(&;) = {0,1}%*1. To express &; by a word in (IxyU7T)* we introduce the right-ideal morphism
C: 2021 € {0,1}2 +— ((2021) € {e} U{0,1}, where
¢(0z1) =€, and
C(121) = 21;
so domC(¢) = {0,1}2.
We can either include ¢ into the generating set I'gnp, or express it by a fixed word in (I'gyp U 7)*.
Now for all y =y1 ... yj ... yn,, with y; € {0,1} for j € [1,n;], we have
§i(z0y1 - Yj - Yny) = Clzoy1) - C(2095) - C(20Yn,)-
Indeed, if zg = 0 this expression becomes ¢, and if zy = 1 the expression becomes .

Thus, & (20 Y1 - - Yn,;) can be computed by a tree of fork-gates (of size n; — 1 and depth [logy n;]),
that makes n; copies of zy; this tree can be converted into a (I'yy U7)-word of size O(n;). The n; copies

of zy are then combined with y; ... y; ... yp, in a row of n; instances of {(.). This yields a word for
& over {(, fork} of size O(n;). _
Hence the output yo & (Cyy (12)) ... & (Cu, (1x)) of level 3 can be computed by a word w(®

€ (Tgm U T)* of size
0@ rur < k=140, 0(m) < O ma),
where, k—1 is for computing yp, and O(n;) is for §. And the depth is
depth(w®) < [logy k] + max{[logyn;] : i € [1,k]} + O(1).
Level 4: This level has input 0 if Ey,(z) is undefined for all i € [1,k]; or it is Ey;(1z) (= 1 Ey,(x)),
where j € [1, k] is the unique index for which E,,(z) is defined. The circuit for level 4 consists of the
single right-ideal morphism e, defined by domC(e) = {1}, imC(e) = {e}, and
e(l)y=e¢
with e(0) undefined.
Then the output of level 4 is either E, (z), if yo = 1 and j is as given for the input of level 4; or

the output is undefined (if yo = 0).
Hence the size and depth of level 4 are constants.

The total size of the word w of part (2) is < O( Zle(\ui\ppﬂw +ny)).
The total depth of w is
depth(w) < O(1) + max { max{depth(u;), [logy |us|rur] + 2 [logy(n; +1)1} : i€ [1,k]}.
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Finally, since n; < ¢ \ui\ppﬂw by Prop. Q1] the term involving n; can be removed from the formulas
for size and depth.

All the levels are easily computed in log-space. For levels 1 and 2, this is similar to part (1); level
3 has a very simple structure, and level 4 has just one gate. O

Definition 10.10 ({-, !U}-expressions, their length, depth and evaluation).
Let I be one of the finite sets I'rm, Lpn, or Iin, seen above.

(1) A {-,\U}-expression over I' U T is defined recursively as follows.
e (Words) Any word w € (' UT)* is a {-,!U}-expression.
e (Concatenation) If Wy and Wy are {-,\U}-expressions, then so is Wo - W7 (also denoted
by WoWy).
e (Unambiguous union) If (Wy, ... ,Wy) is a sequence of {-,!U}-expressions with k > 2, then
W (W, ..., W) is a {-,\U}-expression.
The length |W|pyur and the depth of a {-,\U}-expression W are defined recursively:
e For any word w € (I' UT)*, the length |w|ryr and depth(w) are as in Definitions B35 and BI2L.
o If W1 and Wy are {-,!U}-expressions, then
[Wa - Wilror = [Wilrur + [Welrur
depth(Wy - W) = depth(Ws) + depth(W7) .
o If Wy, ... ,Wy) is a sequence of {-,\U}-expressions with k > 2, then
U (W, ., W)lror = Sk [Wilror
depth(\U (Wg, ... ,W7)) = max{depth(W;) : i € [1,k]}.
(2) The evaluation function Ew of a {-,\U}-expression W is defined recursively:

e A wordw € (TUT)* has an evaluation function E, € My (or € RMMM), obtained by composing
the generators from right to left, as they appear in w.

e The concatenation Wy - Wy of {-,\U}-expressions has the evaluation function Ew, o Ew,(.)
(composition of functions).

e The unambiguous union U (Wy, ... ,Wy) of {-,!U}-expressions has the evaluation function
'U(Ew,, ..., Ew,) (unambiguous union of functions).

Lemma 10.11 (distributivity of composition over union with disjoint domains).

(1) Let f,g,a, B be functions X — X for some set X, such that Dom(a) N Dom(B) = &. Then
(1.a)  Dom(ao f(.)) N Dom(Bo f(.)) = &,

(1.b)  Dom(foa(.)) N Dom(gof(.)) = 2.

(2) Let (fi:i€I) and (g; : j € J) be families of functions on X with Dom(f;;) N Dom(f;,) = @ for
all iy # 49 in I, and Dom(g;,) N Dom(g;,) = @ for all j1 # jo in J. Then:

(2.a) For all i1,12, j1,J2 such that (ji,i1) # (j2,42) :  Dom(gj, o fi;) N Dom(gj, o fi,) = @

(Distributivity:) (!Ujngj) o (Wier fi) = Waiyems 9 © fi-

PROOF. (1.a) For any function X 5 X, Dom( ) —1(X). Hence Dom(ao f(.)) N Dom(Bo f(.))
= fla7'(X) N fTNX) = e (X (X)) )=2.

(1.b) We have Dom(foa(.)) € Dom(a); 1ndeed 1ff( (z ) is deﬁned, then a(z) is defined too. Hence,
Dom(foa(.)) N Dom(go B(.)) € Dom(a) N Dom(f)
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(2) If iy # i then (1.b) implies Dom(g;, o f;;) N Dom(gj, o fi,) = @ for all ji, j2 (including if j; = ja2).
If i1 = i3 and j; # jo then (1.a) implies Dom(gj, o f;;) N Dom(g;, o fi;) = @.

By disjointness of the domains, the distributivity of composition over unambiguous union now
follows from the distributivity of composition over union. O

Proposition 10.12 (partial circuits for the composition of unambiguous unions).
Consider two finite sets
(@, d)), . @®,df)y, (W, &), o e®, dP)) C (TwuT)xZ
satisfying the following assumptions:
for alli e [1,h]: if E,u) # 6 then d¥ = §(u);
forallj € [1,k]: if B, # 0 then dY) = 5(w0);
for all iy # iy in [1,h] : Dom(E,, )N Dom(E,, )= ;

for all 1 # jo in [1,k] : Dom(Ev?l) N Dom(EvZ) =0.
Let m be the common input-length of {vju; : i € [1,h], j € [1,k]};
let ny = m—l—max{d(ui) +dY) e [1,h], 7 € [1,k]};
let ng = m+min{d +d¥ : i€ [L,h], j € [L K]}

We restrict every Ey,y,(.) to {0,1}2™ (for i € [1,h], j € [L,k]). Then we have:

(1) (Decomposition according to d-values).
For every r € [ng,ny) there exists w™) € (Tpg UT)* such that
(11) Eywm = U (B, 0By () : (4,)) € (LA X[LE], §(Eyy,)=r—m);
moreover, by Def. I0.10], this is the evaluation function of the expression
U (vjui = (i,5) € 1, ] x[1, k], 0(Ey,u,) =r—m);
(12) E,u € pflRM;
(1.3) if B, # 0 then E, ) satisfies:
imC(E, ) € {0,1}", domC(E, ) C {0,1}™, so
NE,m) =r—m;
(1.4) |w(7’)|pPﬂUT < O([I|J|mn + Y (|vjuilrgur = (i,5) € 1, ] x[1, k], 0(Eyy,) =r—m));
(1.5)  maxindex,(w) < O(max({|I||J|m, |I||J|n}
U {maxindex-(vju;) : (i,7) € [L h]X[L k], 0(Eyu,) =r—m})).
(1.6) depth(w™) < O(logy(hk) +
max{depth(v;) + depth(u;) + logy [vjuilr,, : i € [1,h], j € [Lk], 6(Ey;y,) =r—m});
(1.7) w™ and m—r can be computed from {ui, ..., up}, {v1, ..., v}
in log-space.
(2) (Recombination into an unambiguous union).
(2.1) Dom(E, ) N Dom(E, ) =@ for all r # s in [ng, np).

(2.2) U (Eum : 7 € [na,m]) (€ Ma,1) is the evaluation function of the expression

WUvjui + (i) € LAIX[LE) = (US_yv5) - (URy w):
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and 0pr of this function is {r—m : r € [ng,mp), E, ) # 0}.

The set {(w™), r—m) : 7 € [ng,ny)} can be computed from {uy, ... ,up}, {vi, ..., v3}
in log-space.

Moreover, a word w € (TrpU7)* for the disjoint union of functions in (2.2) can be found in log-space,
by Theorem [10.9(2).)

Proor. (1.1), (1.2) and (1.3) follow from Theorem [I0.9(1), since for E ) we only consider words
vju; with the same d-value (namely r—m). (1.4) follows from the fact that for + € Dom(E,)) we have
|E, ) (x)| — |z| = r, while for x € Dom(E,, sy we have |E, . (z)| — |z] = s # r. (1.5), (1.6), (1.7), and
(1.8) follow from Theorem [[0.9(1), applied to the unambiguous union !lJ (vju; : (4,5) € [1, h]x[1, ],
m+ 0(Ey,y;) =r). (2) follows immediately from the properties of the functions E, ) proved in (1).
O

So far we have proved the following: (1) The unambiguous union of a finite family of functions in Ms 1
(or in RMM") is in My (respectively in RMM™), by Prop. (2) The unambiguous union of a
finite family of functions in plepMs; (or pflR./\/lﬁ“) with the same J-value is in plepMa 1 (respectively
pfIRMf"), and a circuit for it can be constructed (Theorem [0.9). If the functions have different
d-values then their unambiguous union is just in My (or in RM"), and a word in (Tgy U 7)* can be
constructed by Theorem (3) The composition of two finite unambiguous unions of functions in
My (orin RMF") is a function in My (respectively in RMF"); a finite set of plepMy ; (or pflIR M)
circuits for it can be constructed, one for each d-value (Prop. [0.12]).

10.3 Decomposition into an unambiguous union of partial circuits

The next Theorem shows that, conversely, any “generalized circuit” w € (I' U 7)* (where I is finite
and I'U T generates RM" hence My 1) can be decomposed into an equivalent unambiguous union of
partial circuits, one for each number in dys(w).

The proof of the Theorem uses the following finite generating set of My ; (see [6], Section 3]):

(0|1 _fo0]o1] 1 /o101 /oo lo1]10]11
“w=\1]0) ““Noo| 1]01) T \1o| of11)0 ™*7 \oo|10]|o01]|11)
a5 = (= 0), ar=(0-2), a5=(0-00), as=(00-0), ar= (8 ‘ é) and

(0] 1
“=\olo1)"
Let T'yy = {a; : ¢ € [0, 8]}; then I'yy U T generates Ms 1. Since we will use a generating set of the form
I' U 7, the generator 71 » above will be considered to be only in 7, and not in I'y/.

The elements of I’y are pfl (plep with fixed input-length) except for aj, ag, and ag. The non-pfl
generators can be written as unambiguous unions of pfl functions as follows:

00 (01| 1
“= <00 ‘ 1 ‘ 01) = 1U{01 1), (0000, (1—=01)} = WU{ar,1, a0, a11};
the a1 (for k€ {—1,0,1} = dps(a1)) have 2-by-2 disjoint domains;
011011
ag = (10 ‘ 0 ‘ 11> = IU{a0—0), 11 -11), (0-10} = WU{az 1, azo, a2.1};
the agy (for k € {—1,0,1} = dpr(az)) have 2-by-2 disjoint domains.
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0] 1
ag = <0 ‘ 01) = 1U{(0—0), 1 =01} = U{aso, as1};
moreover, the agy (for k € {0,1} = dps(ag) ) have disjoint domains;

From I'y; we thus obtain the set
Lar,pft = {00, a1,-1, @10, a1,1, az —1, 20, a2,1, a3, G4, a5, Ag, A7, 480, A8,1} -

So, I'ng,pr € pfIRMAM: and T M, pfl consists of the pfl elements of I'y;, together with the eight newly
introduced pfl fragments of the non-plep elements of I'y.

The monoid generated by I'y pa U T in RMF" is a submonoid of pflIRMf" that, under the map of
the congruence =g,, maps onto plepM> ;. If we want to generate all of pfIRM™ we can add the gates
{and, or, fork} to I'ns pn (the gate not is already included).

In Theorem [[0.13((2), fLogunif AC, denotes the parallel complexity class ACy with log-space uni-
formity.

Theorem 10.13 (II. Decomposing functions in RMf" or M3, into an
unambiguous union of partial circuits).

(1) Function form of the Theorem:
For any f € May, let m = maxlen(domC(f)). And let n, = minlen(f({0,1}™)) and n, =
maxlen(f({O, 1}’”)) Then there exist functions f"e), ... fm) ¢ plepMs 1 such that:
e f= Ui:nnba f(i) = !Ui:nnba f(i)'
e Foralli#j: Dom(f®)NDom(f¥))=a.
o Foralli€ [ng,mp): f9 is the restriction of f such that
domC(f@) = {0,1}™ N f~1({0,1}%); hence
FOH0,13™) = imC(f%) < {0,1},
S(fO)y=i—m if fO#£6.
(2) Circuit form of the Theorem:

Let Ty = {a; :i €[0,8]} and Tapn C Ipn be as described before the Theorem.

For any w € (Ipp UT)*, let m = bin(w). Then there exist ny, > ng > 0, and there exist partial
circuits Wna) W) ¢ (Tpn U T)* such that the following holds:

(2.1) Decomposition of w into partial circuits:

e Ey,= U2 Eyo = U Eww; so Ey is the evaluation function of !UiZ%aW(i)-
o Foralli#j: Dom(Eyu) N Dom(Ey.;) = @.
e m < maxlen(I'y) - |wlr,, + maxindex,(w);

ng < np < 2 maxlen(T'y) - |w|r,,ur + maxindex,(w).

(2.2) For alli € [ng,nyp) :
o Ly is the restriction of E,, such that
domC(Ey,)) = {0,1}™ n E,({0,1}%) C {o0,1}™.
Hence Ey;) (but not the word W) is uniquely determined by E,;
Ewo»({0,1}™) = imC(Eyn) < {0,1},
§(Byww)=1i-m if Eyau #0.
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. ]W(i)\pMypﬂuT < maxlen(T'y) |w|ry,ur + maxindex,(w) ;
maxindex, (W®) < maxindex, (w).
o depth(w) = max{depth(W®) :i & [n,,ny]}  (where depth(w) was defined in Def. [0.4).

e  On input w, the sequence (W(”“), ,W("b)) can be computed in fLogunif ACy
(where the length of the input w is taken to be maxlen(I'y) |w|r,, + maxindex,(w)).

3 e results o also hold wit 2.1 replaced by ',an plepMs 1 replaced by p in,
Th Its of (2) also hold with My replaced by RM™™, and plepMa 1 replaced by pfIRMM"

PROOF. (1) We represent f € My by a maximally extended right-ideal morphism in RMFn | that
we also call f. Let m = maxlen(domC(f)); we assume m > 1 (otherwise we choose m = 1). Let
ny = maxlen(f({0,1}™)), and let n, = minlen(f({0,1}™)).

For every i € [ng,ny), let f® be the restriction of f with domC(f®) = {0,1}™ n f~1({0,1}?).
Then f ) ¢ plepM, 1, and the other properties in part (1) of the Theorem are easily verified.

Note that some of the functions £ could be the empty function 6.

(2) Let I'ys and Ty, pr(C Tpn) be as above. For any w € (I'yy U 7)*, there exists m > 1 such that by
Prop. M0k

m < maxlen(I'y) - |w|r,, + maxindex,(w),

domC(E,) is =gp-equivalent to a subset of {0,1}™, and

E,({0,1}™) € {0,1}=" for some n > 1 with

n < 2 maxlen(Ty) - |w|r,, + maxindex,(w).
We represent E,, by a right-ideal morphism restricted to {0,1}=™ i.e., domC(E,) C {0,1}™. In
Dom(E,) C {0,1}2™ we have: E, =g, wzo ... owy(.), where w = wy ... wy with w; € Ty U T for
all t € [1,/4]. So, when wyo...ow;(x) is calculated for |z| > m, the functions w; are composed and
they are defined without any need of a further restriction of right-ideal morphisms (see also [2], Cor.
3.7], [7, Thm. 4.5], [12, Prop. 6.5], [14} Def. 2.4]).

Among the generators that appear in {wy, ... ,w;}, some are in plepMs 1, namely those in {ao,
as, a4, as, ag, ar} U 7. For the other generators, namely those in {a1,a2,as}, we use the decom-
positions into unambiguous unions with disjoint domains: a; = U{a1 1, a10, a11} (= a!l), as =
IW{ag,_1, azp, az1} (= ab), and ag = W{agp, as1} (= ay). For w, € {a1,az2,as}, we denote the
relevant decomposition of w; into an unambiguous union by wft; for w; € plepMs 1 we have w,!f = w;.

Main idea of the proof: In the composition E,, = wyo...ow;(.) we will replace each w; by w,!f, for all
t € [1,£]. Then, by using distributivity of composition over union in wjo...ow}(.) (Lemmal[I0.IT) , we
obtain an expression for E,, in the form of an unambiguous union of pfl-functions with disjoint domains.
If, moreover, we collect together the terms of equal d-value we obtain Ey, = U(Eyta); - Eyoy)),
where for every i € [ng, ng): either Ey,) =6 or §(Ey @) =i—m.

The claimed properties of the words W in the Theorem do not depend on the order in which
the distributivity steps are carried out in wlg 0...0 w'l() However, the complexity of the algorithm
for finding the words W depends on this order.

We implement this idea in two algorithms.

In the first algorithm, called the sequential algorithm, the generators and distributivity are
applied from right to left (starting with wll, then w!z wll, then wg w!z wll, etc.). At each step, Theorem
0.9 and Prop.I0.12] are used in order to collect the terms with the same d-value. This algorithm runs
in polynomial time (but it is not an NC-algorithm).

In the second algorithm, called the parallel algorithm, a binary tree of pairwise compositions is
used. So we compute the sequence

<y cee (w;how;h_l)a A ] (wllow;})7 (wéow£)7
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then we again compose the results in pairs, and again in pairs, etc. In each step, distributivity and
Prop. are applied. There are [log, ¢] parallel steps. This can be carried out as a parallel
algorithm, since all the pairs used in the same step can be composed independently at the same time.
We will see that this is an ACy-algorithm.

We next describe the two algorithms in detail. In the algorithms, “:=” denotes assignment, “="

is equality, and in a loop “for k € [a,b] : ...” the variable k ranges over the integers in [a,b] in
increasing order.

Sequential algorithm:
/¥ Input: w =wg ... wy (with w, € Ty U T for ¢ € [1,4]);
* Output: {(W®, i—m) :i € [na, ns]} C (Tar,pn UT)*XZ, satisfying the conditions of the Theorem. */

m = maxlen(I'y) - |w|r,ur + maxindex,(w); /* will not change */
npi=m; ng:i=m; W =g, /* initialization, will change */
for t € [1, 4] :
/* Loop assertion: At the beginning of the loop (i.e., at value t—1), numbers ny > no > 0, and words
* e W) € (Tar,pn UT)™ have been found such that for all 4,5 € [na,ns) :
* E“’t—l owyp — !Urlbna EW(T) ’
* Dom(Ey, ) N Dom(Ey,)) = @ ifi #j,
* Ey 0y is pfl with domC(Ey,)) C {0,1}™ and Ey,) ({0,1}™) C {0,1}". */

/* Case 1: wy is pfl */
if wy € {ag,as,aq,as,a6,a7} U7 then:
for i € [ng, np) : I/I/n(e’j‘s(wi)) = wy - WO,

np=np+0(We);  Na = na+ 0(we);
for j € [ng, ny) : WU = w0

/* Case 2: wy is not plep; so, wy € {a1,a2,as}. Note that 6(a;x) =k if i € {1,2,8}, ke {-1,0,1} */

ifwy =a1 /* Case 2.a1: */
then:
for j € [ng—1, mp+1]:
Let V[/n(e]vz € (T'a,p U T)* be the word constructed in Theorem [I0.9] for
U {ais- W € ng, ny) and k € {~1,0,1} such that i+ (ar ;) = it
ny :=np+1l; ngi=ng—1;
for j € [na, np) : W =W,

if wy =ag /* Case 2.a2: */
then:
for j € [ng—1, np+1] :
Let W,,(SQ € (T'n, p U T)* be the word constructed in Theorem [I0.9] for
U {az,k W@ . e [Na, mp), and k € {—1,0,1} such that ¢+ d(agy) = j};
ny:=mnp+1;  ngi=ng—1;
for j € [ng, mp) : WU = M/:n(ejvz’

if wg =ag  /* Case 2.as: */
then:

for j € [ng, np+1]:
Let I/Vn(ejvg € (Ins,prt UT)* be the word constructed in Theorem [I0.9] for
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'J {a&k W@ . e [na, np) and k € {0,1} such that ¢ + §(ag ) :j};
ny :=np+1;  /* ng is not changed */
for j € [ng, mp) : WU = M/n(cj)§

W

/* End of the “for t" loop; all the generators in w have been applied. */
output {(W®, i—m) : i € [ng,ny]}.
[End, Sequential algorithm.]

Correctness of the Sequential Algorithm follows from the following claim.

Claim. If the loop assertion holds at the beginning of an execution of the for-loop then it holds at the
end of the loop for the new ng, ny, and (W) - W),

Proof of Claim. In case 1, W and w; are pfl; moreover, domC(Eyy ) C {0,1}™ and Eyya)({0,1}™)
C {0,1}". Therefore the new W(F0(wt) ig also pfl, and Eyy)({0,1}™) C {0, 1}7F00we),

In case 2, W) and each fragment w; are pfl, and W satisfies domC(Ey ) C {0,1}™ and
By ({0,1}™) C {0,1}*. Therefore, w® -wyy, is pfl; and the construction of I/Vn(ejvz makes it pfl (with
input-length m and output-length j).

In both cases 1 and 2, at the end of the loop we have Dom(Ey; ;) NDom(Eyy,y)) = & (if 41 # i2);
this follows from Lemma [I0.11]

At the end of the loop with value t, Eyuw, ;..w;, = U Sil’na Ey(s). This holds because the relation

is true at the beginning of the loop (for w;—y ... wy). Moreover, in case 1, w; is applied in the next
loop, so the relation then holds for wyw;_1 ... wy. In case 2, the fragments of wl!g are applied (and the
disjoint union of the fragments is equal to wy); the operation “m(g) :=...” permutes the functions

and sorts them according to output-length, but this does not change the disjoint union (which is
commutative). [This proves the Claim.]

For the length we have |[W®| < maxlen(Ty)|w|r,, + maxindex, (w), since in every execution
of the loop, |[W®| grows by at most by length ¢ (= maxlen(I'y)), or increases to some length
< maxindex, (w).

The computation of final expressions (W("“), ,W("b)) for w takes polynomial time. Indeed,
the loop is iterated < ¢ (= |w|r,,ur) times. Moreover, each execution of the body of the loop takes
polynomial time: For case 1, it is straightforward that the execution takes linear time. In case 2, the
set

Wn(gv)v = {a, 5 - WO 1 i€ [ng, ny), k€{-1,0,1} (or € {0,1}), such that j =i + &(anz)}
has 3 elements (if a, = a1 or a, = ay), or 2 elements (if a, = ag); e.g. for a1, d(a; k) ranges over
{—1,0,1}, and 7 is determined by d(a; ;) (since ¢ = j — (a1 x)); so

W) — {ay 1 - WU a1 0- W, aqq - W(j—l)}_

new

In the formation of the set Wn(gv)v, no new copy of any existing W is made; the exiting W®s are

simply either left unchanged, or rearranged and concatenated with one letter a,j. Thus, VVIng)V is
constructed in linear time.

The next algorithm is an ACy algorithm, with parallel for-loops. In “parallelfor i € [a,b] ... 7, the
b—a+1 iterations of the body of the loop are independent and are executed simultaneously. See again
the earlier descriptions of the sequential algorithm and the parallel algorithm.

Parallel algorithm
/¥ Input: w=wg ... w1 (withw, € Ty UT for t € [1,4]);
* Qutput: {(WD, j—m):j € [na, np]} C (Das,pn UT)*XZ, satisfying the conditions of the Theorem. */

parallelfor ¢t € [1,4] : z; := wi;
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D = [logy (]
if £ is not a power of 2 then:
parallelfor ¢t € [(+1, 2P] : a; :=1;
/* attach a prefix of 2° —/ copies of 1 to x, acting as the identity function in compositions */
0:=20 /* Now, €= |z| = 2P */
parallelfor ¢ € [1,/] :
Mgt = m + min(dp(x¢)) ;
npy = m + max(dpr(z)) ;
for d € [0,D—1] :

/* Loop assertion:

* Forall i€ [1,2P7%: Assume that z; has been decomposed into an unambiguous union

* oz =1U (:cz(-j) :j € [Ma,is b)), with xl(-j) € (Dv,pn UT)", and imC(E ;) C {0, 1.

* Assume that x; is represented by a set {(:cgj), dgj)) 2 € [Nayi,nbi)} QZ (Tar,p UT)* X Z,
* with di) = j—m; and dY) = 6(E_;)) if E_ ;) #0. */

parallelfor h € [1, 2P~=4-1] .

Ngp:=m+ min{déjh) + déjh)_l 2 J € [na2n, nuonl, 7€ [Na2n—1, Mp2n—1]}:

Ny pi=m+ max{déjh) + déjh)_l 2 J € [nazn, mwon)s §' € [Ma2h—1, M 2n—1]};

Let X, = {(XY, DY)y : j € [Now, Nonl} € (Taspn UT)*xZ
be the set constructed in Prop. for

T2p © Top—1 = {(méjh), déjh)) 1J € [na,2h7 nb,2h]} © {(wéjh)_p déﬁ)_l) 1J € [na,2h—17 nb,zh—l]};

parallelfor h € [1, 2P=4-1] .
Nah = Napni;  Mon = Npp;
parallelfor j € [ngp, npp) :
@9, dDy = (X9 DYy, r e, wni=Xn ¥
output z1  /* = {@, d?) 1 j € [na1,mea]} */ .

[End, Parallel algorithm.]

The parallel algorithm and the sequential algorithm produce the same output. Indeed, the two
algorithms differ only by the grouping of subexpressions, and composition is associative and distributes
over union.

The parallel algorithm uses D = [log, ¢] sequential steps, where ¢ = |w|r,,ur. In step d € [0, D—1]
there are 2°~9=1 simultaneous compositions of the form zap, 0 Tap_1 (in “parallelfor h € [1, oD _d_l]”);
each such composition is computed in log-space (by Prop.[I0.12]). Since log-space is contained in ACy,
each parallel step d is in AC;. Thus the parallel algorithm is in ACs.

(3) The proof for RMHM is similar to the proof for My 1, using a generating set of the form I'U7, where
I is finite. Just as in the proof of (2), each generator v € T' \ pARMAM can be decomposed as into
an unambiguous union of elements of pfIRM " with disjoint domains. From there on the reasoning is
the same as in (2). O

Comments on Theorem [10.13

1. Theorem [10.13|(2) and the function-emptiness problem:

A subtle aspect of Theorem [T0.13/(2)(3) is that it produces a correct output in polynomial time (in
fact in complexity ACy) regardless of whether E,, = 6, which is coNP-complete Prop. ITT.I(1).
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2. Equivalent forms of the input-length, and of the depth of a word in RMf"

Based on the unambiguous union decomposition of the elements of RMM" we obtain the following
characterization of input-length and depth.

Proposition 10.14 (input-length and depth for RMf" and union of partial circuits).
Let tin(.) be the input-length function (Def. B3 and Lemma[3.4), and let depth(.) be the depth function
(Def.[0.4). Then for any w € (TUT)* and its decomposition ' J; )" W@ | given in Theorem [I0.I3(2),
we have:

ln(w) = Lin(WW),  for every i € [ng, m);

depth(w) = max{depth(W®) : i€ §pr(w)}.

For an element w € (I'U7)* with E,, € RMM" < pfIRMf" there is more than one output-length; the
output-lengths for the set {lin(w) +d : d € opr(w)}.

PROOF. The property of ¢i,(w) is given in the first item of Theorem [[0.13[2.2). The depth property
is proved in the third item of Theorem [I0.13](2.2). O

11 Appendix: The function emptiness problem, and computing 4(.)
in pflRM"™

We consider the following three problems about pflR./_\/lﬁ” with generating set Iy U 7, with I}q finite.
The function emptiness problem also applies to RM" with generating set Iy, U 7, with I, finite.

(1) The function emptiness problem is the following decision problem.
Input: w e (TpaUT)*, or w e (Thn UT)*.
Question: Is F,, =60 (the empty function, as an element of pARM" | respectively of RM“”)?

In pﬂR.M‘ci“7 this is equivalent to the question: Is d(w) defined?
In RMMM it is equivalent to the question: Is Gy (w) = @ ?

(2) The computation problem for § in the non-empty case is the following premiss problem.
Input: w e (Ipg UT)*.
Premiss: E, # 6.

Output: §(Fy) (a number in Z, written in sign-magnitude binary notation).

(3) The computation problem for ¢ is the following input-output problem.
Input: w € (Ipg UT)*".
Output: §(Fy) (a number in Z, written in sign-magnitude binary notation).

The coNP-completeness of function emptiness problem_for My over I'U T was already proved in
[8, Prop. 6.2]. In Prop. ITI(1) this is now proved for RMM" and pfIR M,

Proposition 11.1 (complexity of 4(.)).

(1) The function emptiness problem for pflIRM™  or for RMM™ is coNP-complete (with respect to
log-space many-one reduction).

(2) The premiss problem for computing 6(.) in pAIRMAM belongs deterministic log-space. (Howewver,
checking the premiss is the negation of the function emptiness problem, hence it is NP-complete.)

(3) The computation problem for 6(.) in pfRM™ is coNP-hard.

o7



PROOF. (1) The function emptiness problem is in coNP. Indeed for any w in (I'py U 7)* or (T, U T)*
we have: E, = 0 iff (Vx € {0,1}™)[Ey(z) is undefined]. Here we can choose m to be m =
maxlen(Ip ) [wlryur + maxindex;(w); hence m is easily computed. And for a given w and z, it can
be checked in polynomial time (in terms of |w| + |z|) whether E,,(x) is undefined.

To show coNP-hardness we first consider the following problem: The input is an acyclic circuit C
with a single output wire and m input wires, for any m € N; and the question is whether for all inputs
in {0,1}" the output of C' is 0. Let us call this problem NonSat; it is the negation of the satisfiabilty
problem for acyclic circuits, and it is well-known to be coNP-complete (see e.g. [24] 25]).

Next, NonSat is reduced to the function emptiness problem. Given a circuit C, we find W(C') €
(It U T)* such that Eycy is the input-output function of C'; by Theorem 3.8, W(C) can be computed
in log-space. Thus C has output 0 on all inputs in {0,1}" iff W(C)](z) = 0 for all x € {0,1}™.
Next, we define ¢ € pf/RM" as follows: ((1z) = 1z, and ((02) is undefined (for all z € {0,1}*). Let
wo € (Ipg U )" be such that Ey, = (. Then C is a yes-case of NonSat iff E,, wc) = 0.

(2) Let w = wy ... wy with wy € Ipg U T for ¢ € [1,k]. By Prop. [L8(3), d(w) = Sk S(wy) if
Ey # 6. And for v € Iy U, §(7) is bounded by constants from above and from below, since Iy

is finite, and 0(7; ;) = 0 for all 7;; € 7. We now use the well-known and easy fact that the sum of &
bounded integers can be computed in space O(log k).

(3) This follows immediately from (1) and (2). 0

Remark: We have for all w € (I, U7)*: E, =6 in R./\/lf_i” ifft Ey, =60 in Ms;. Indeed, E,, = 0 iff
domC(E,) = &, and this holds whether E,, is taken in RMF or in Ms> 1. Hence the above Proposition
also applies to M1 and plepM> 1.
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