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A SIMPLE ALGORITHM FOR CHECKING EQUIVALENCE
OF COUNTING FUNCTIONS ON FREE MONOIDS

PETR KIYASHKO AND ALEXEY TALAMBUTSA

Abstract. In this note we propose a new algorithm for checking whether two counting
functions on a free monoid Mr of rank r are equivalent modulo a bounded function. The
previously known algorithm has time complexity O(n) for all ranks r > 2, however in case
r = 2 it was estimated only as O(n2). Here we apply a new approach, based on explicit
basis expansion and weighted rectangles summation, which allows us to construct a much
simpler algorithm with time complexity O(n) for any r ≥ 2.

1. Introduction

Let Sr = {a1, a2, . . . ar} be the alphabet, r ≥ 2. The free monoid Mr of rank r is defined
as the set of all finite words over Sr including the empty word ǫ. For any fixed word w

we denote its length as ∣w∣, and for any natural number i such that 1 ≤ i ≤ ∣w∣, we denote
by wi the i-th letter of w. If w is a non-empty word, we denote its last letter as wfin.

An elementary counting function ρv(w) for a fixed word v ∈Mr counts the number of
(possibly intersecting) occurrences of v in the argument word w ∈Mr. The function ρǫ is
defined as ρǫ(w) = ∣w∣. A general counting function on Mr is a linear combination

(1) f =
k

∑
i=0

xiρwi

with xi being coefficients from Z, Q, R or C and wi ∈ Mr. The ring of integers is the
main target of our interest, and in this case we present the sum (1) in the input of the
algorithm by enlisting the coefficients xi in binary form and the words wi in natural way
(see the full formalization of integer and rational cases in [2]).

Two counting functions f and g are considered equivalent if their difference f − g is a
bounded function on Mr. It is worth noting that two counting functions are equivalent if
and only if they coincide on any cyclic word (see [1, Corollary A.5]).

From this point on, for brevity we will be using counting functions to denote their
equivalence classes, and we will be using = to denote equivalence. Our goal is to devise
an algorithm for checking whether two general counting functions having form (1) are
equivalent. Here are some key insights into the structure of the equivalence relation
obtained in previous works:

Theorem 1.1 (Theorem 1.3 in [1], Theorem 1.4 in [3]). The class of bounded functions
(i. e. ones equivalent to 0) is spanned by left and right extension relations for all words
w ∈Mr defined as

lw = ρw − ∑
s∈Sr

ρsw,

rw = ρw − ∑
s∈Sr

ρws.

Theorem 1.2 (Theorem 1.5 in [1], Theorem 1.5 in [3]). The basis of the space of classes
of equivalent functions is represented by

{ρw ∣ w ∈Mr, where w1 ≠ a1 and wfin ≠ a1}.
1
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2 PETR KIYASHKO AND ALEXEY TALAMBUTSA

We denote by Ĉ the space of classes of equivalent functions, and by B the basis identified
in theorem 1.2.

The following result describes the time complexity of a useful formal procedure, which
sums up the coefficients in a general counting function with repetitions.

Lemma 1.3 (Lemma 4.2 in [2]). Consider a function f ∈ Ĉ(Mr) with integer coefficients,
there exists a procedure N that takes f as input and produces a function g obtained from
f by reducing the coefficients at terms with identical elementary counting functions. Fur-
thermore, the time complexity of N is O(rn), where n is the size of f as input.

Now, we state the main result obtained here:

Theorem 1.4. There exists an algorithm that takes as input two counting functions f

and g represented as arbitrary linear combinations of elementary counting functions and
checks whether they are equivalent. Furthermore, for integer coefficients this algorithm
has time complexity O(r3(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣)), where ∣f ∣ + ∣g∣ denotes the input size.

Even though the relations for monoid M2 have the shortest and easiest form, the equiv-
alence problem for M2 appeared to be most complicated. For integer coefficients and any
monoid Mr, where r ≥ 3 the previously known algorithm from [2] has time complexity
O(r(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣)), still for r = 2 its complexity could be estimated only as O(r(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣)2).

Finding an algorithm working in time O(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣) for the case of monoid M2 was the
main motivation for this work. The main idea of the new construction is quite natural:
to represent all elementary counting functions from the input by linear combinations of
basis elements using the explicit formulas from [3], and then collapse the coefficients to see
whether the result is a trivial combination (see formal details in [2, Lemma 4.2]). However,
showing that this strategy can be implemented in linear time is not straightforward.

2. Algorithm for M2

In this section, we describe an algorithm which works for the case M2 and in the next
section we will extend it to the general case. Actually, we will be checking whether a
counting function having form (1) is bounded. Indeed, if we are given two counting
functions f and g, then we can first form the difference function f − g and then we need
to check whether the result is bounded. As this step is linear with respect to the input
size, and the size of function f − g does not exceed ∣f ∣ + ∣g∣, it does not affect the overall
complexity of the algorithm.

2.1. Basis representation. First we describe an explicit procedure which allows to rep-
resent elementary counting function as a linear combination of basis elements. This
decomposition will be used extensively in our considerations later.

Here and further on we will say that applying the left or right extension relation to the
elementary counting function ρv with v = s1ws2 means a substitution of ρv by

ρws2 − ∑
s∈S∖{s1}

ρsws2 (left extension),

ρs1w − ∑
s∈S∖{s2}

ρs1ws (right extension),

which is valid since the extension relation functions are bounded.

Now, we show how to decompose most of the elementary counting functions.
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Lemma 2.1. Let w = ak
1
vam

1
∈M2 with v1 = vfin = a2. Then

(2) ρw = ρv − ∑
i=0...k−1

ρa2ai1v − ∑
j=0...m−1

ρ
va

j
1
a2
+ ∑

i=0...k−1,
j=0...m−1

ρ
a2a

i
1
va

j
1
a2
.

Proof. Applying the left extension relation to ρw for k iterations, we obtain

(3) ρw = ρvam
1
− ∑

i=0...k−1

ρa2ai1vam1 .

Applying the right extension relation to ρvam
1

for m iterations, we obtain

ρv − ∑
j=0...m−1

ρ
va

j
1
a2
,

and after doing the same transformation to every term in the sum from (3), one has

∑
i=0...k−1

ρa2ai1v − ∑
i=0,...,k−1
j=0,...,m−1

ρ
a2a

i
1
va

j
1
a2
,

which yields the desired representation. �

The direct application of the Lemma to any input may produce a list of weighted
elementary functions from the basis, but its size can now be O(n3) for the input of
size n. The subsequent summing of the coefficients can be estimated then as O(n3) for
integers or as O((n logn)3) for rationals. To make the algorithm linear we will bypass this
elongation in Subsection 2.2, where a convenient compressed encoding for sums from (2)
will be introduced. Then, we will show how to effectively work with the encoded sums.

Note that the words of M2, which were not considered in Lemma 2.1, have form ak
1
. In

order to account for this case, let us introduce a few more definitions.

Definition 2.2. Let BU = {ρǫ} ∪ {ρa2} ∪ {ρa2ak1a2 ∣ k ≥ 0} ⊂ B, and let U be the subspace
spanned by BU . Let V = U⊥, and let BV = B ∖BU .

Lemma 2.3. The counting function ρak
1

belongs to U for any k ≥ 0.
Proof. It is possible to derive the exact basis representation of ρak

1

, but it would not be
useful. Instead, let us prove this by induction. For k = 0 it holds that ρak

1

= ρǫ ∈ BU , and
for k = 1 it holds that ρak

1

= ρa1 = ρǫ − ρa2 ∈ U . Now, presume that for some k > 1 it holds
that ρak−1

1

∈ U . Let us apply the left extension relation to ρak
1

:

ρak
1

= ρak−1
1

− ρa2ak1 .
The first term on the right hand side of this equation lies in U by the induction hypothesis.
Now we apply the right extension relation to the second term for k iterations:

ρa2ak1
= ρa2 − ∑

i=0...k−1

ρa2ai1a2 .

All terms of the right hand side of this equation lie in BU , thus ρak
1

lies in U . �

Lemma 2.4. Out of the terms of (2) the first term (ρv) can either lie in U or in V , and
all the other terms lie in V .

Proof. First, consider the term ρv. It is a basis element due to the fact that v1 = vfin = a2,
thus it either lies in U (when v = a2 or v = a2ak1a2), or lies in V .

Now, all the individual elementary counting functions in the other three terms from
(2) are of form ρa2ai1v, ρvaj1a2

or ρ
a2a

i
1
va

j
1
a2

. Again, since v1 = vfin = a2, each of the three

corresponding words has at least one letter a2 in the middle. Therefore none of these
function lie in BU , and thus the terms lie in V . �
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In the algorithm we check whether (f − g)∣U ≡ 0 and whether (f − g)∣V ≡ 0 separately.
In order to do that, we choose alternative bases for U and V , and then represent f − g in
terms of these bases. The description of the basis for U is quite simple.

Lemma 2.5. B′U ∶= {ρak
1

∣ k ≥ 0} is the basis of U . Furthermore, for a word w = a2ak1a2 ∈
M2 with k ≥ 0 it holds that

ρw = ρak
1

− 2ρak+1
1

+ ρak+2
1

.

Proof. First, B′U is a linearly independent set, because it is a subset of a basis of Ĉ

(obtained by symmetrically substituting a1 and a2 in B).

Next, it holds that ρa2 = ρǫ − ρa1 , thus ρa2 lies in the span of B′U .

Finally, for w = a2ak1a2 we may apply the left extension relation as follows:

ρa2ak1a2
= ρak

1
a2
− ρak+1

1
a2
,

and by two applications of right extension relations

ρak
1
a2
− ρak+1

1
a2
= (ρak

1

− ρak+1
1

) − (ρak+1
1

− ρak+2
1

) = ρak
1

− 2ρak+1
1

+ ρak+2
1

.

Therefore, all the elements of BU lie in the span of B′U , and thus B′U is also a basis. �

The description of the basis we choose for V is more complicated. Here we will not
provide the proof of its correctness, but rather prove it implicitly later.

Proposition 2.6. The set

B′V ∶= { ∑
i=0...k,
j=0...m

ρ
a2a

i
1
va

j
2
a2
∣ k,m ≥ 0, v ∈Mr where v1 = vfin = a2} is a basis of V.

2.2. The algorithm. Now, let us describe the algorithm for M2. The outline of the
algorithm is as follows. First, we replace all the terms with words of form ak

1
vam

1
with their

basis decompositions of the form (2). Then, we divide all of the terms into two sets, one
representing the projection onto U , and the other — onto V . Finally, we represent these
projections in terms of the bases B′U and B′V , and verify whether these representations
are trivial via the procedure N from Lemma 1.3. As it turns out, unlike BU and BV , the
representations in terms of B′U and B′V have the size proportional to the initial input size
multiplied by a constant factor, which allows for an efficient triviality check.

The main idea for Mr with r ≥ 3 will be the same, but the proof is clearer for M2

since the Sr ∖ {a1} = {a2}, and thus the proposed compressed encodings are simpler.
Furthermore, the representations in terms of B′U and B′V in the case of r ≥ 3 (which will
be defined for the general case later) increase the input size by a factor of r2.

First, assume that we have replaced all the terms of form ρak
1
vam

1

with the four terms

from (2). Having done that, let us propose and alternative encoding for the terms that
we are left with.

We will define an encoding function e for a non-empty word w ∈ Mr such that w1 =
wfin = a2. We will encode such word as a sequence of non-negative integer numbers, which
are the lengths of a1-powers in w delimited by letters a2. We note that two consecutive
letters a2 in the word w actually mean a 0-length sequence of a1-s in between. For the
word a2, its encoding is an empty sequence, i.e. e(a2) = (). For any other word starting
and ending with a2, one has

e(a2ak11 a2a
k2
1
. . . a2a

km
1

a2) = (k1, k2, . . . , km).
When the encoding sequence is considered as a word for algorithm processing, the in-
tegers k1, . . . , km are written in binary notation, separated by commas and enclosed in
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parenthesis. For example e(a2
2
a3
1
a2a1a2) = (0,11,1). We emphasize the meaning of the

encoding sequence as a word by calling it list.

To make the decomposition algorithm fast, we also introduce slightly more general
encoding, which is suitable for short writing of sums from (2). This generalization ad-
ditionally uses two symbols [ and ]. Having these symbols and two integers a ≤ b we
encode the interval set {a, a + 1, . . . , b} as a word [a, b], where a and b are written in
binary notation (however, we will be using such intervals only when a = 0).

Now, an encoding list (k1, k2, . . . , km) is generalized in such a way, that k1 and km can
be not just integers, but also the intervals having form [a, b]. Having this in mind, we are
ready to encode all terms from (2). The encoding of a single word e(v) is already defined,
and let e

′(v) be the word e(v) without the enclosing parethesis, then

e( ∑
i=0...k−1

ρa2ai1v) = ([0, k − 1], e
′(v)),

e( ∑
j=0...m−1

ρvai
1
a2) = (e′(v), [0,m − 1]),

e( ∑
i=0...k−1,
j=0...m−1

ρvai
1
a2) = ([0, k − 1], e′(v), [0,m − 1]).

Thus, using (2) we can equivalently replace every term xiρwi
of the input (where wi ≠ ak1)

as four words in generalized encoding and keep the same coefficient xi in front of them.
This enlarges the length of the input only by a multiplicative constant.

Now, let us separate the obtained encoded terms into those that lie in U and in V . For
an encoding list e = (k1, . . . , km) we define its length ∣e∣ =m.

Lemma 2.7. Consider a term t from the function f −g after the substitutions via Lemma
2.1. If t can not be encoded with e, or ∣e(t)∣ ≤ 1, then t ∈ U . Otherwise, t ∈ V .

Proof. If t can not be encoded, then t = xρak
1

for some k ≥ 0. Therefore from Lemma 2.5
it follows that t ∈ U .

Now, if ∣e(t)∣ ≤ 1, then t = ρa2 or t = ρa2ak1a2 for some k ≥ 0, therefore t ∈ BU .
Finally, if t has is encoded by a list of length at least 2, then either t = ρv with

v1 = vfin = a2 and ρa2(v) > 2, or t is a summation term from (2). In both cases t ∈ V . �

. Now it is clear which terms we have to process to verify (f − g)∣U ≡ 0, and which terms
we have to process for the verification of (f − g)∣V ≡ 0.
2.3. Case ∣e∣ ≤ 1 and ρak

1

(U). First, we substitute the terms of ρa2 (encoding of length

0) and of ρa2ak1a2 (encodings of length 1) with their B′U decompositions as per Lemma 2.5.
Each term is replaced by no more than 4 terms of form ρak

1

with words of similar length
and with same coefficients, thus the input size grows by a constant multiplicative factor.
Having done that, we use the procedure N from Lemma 1.3 to reduce the coefficients and
check whether (f −g)∣U is trivial. The running time of N is O(n), since we have increased
the input size by a constant, and r = 2 is also a constant in the case of M2.

2.4. Case ∣e∣ ≥ 2 (V ). Now, we say that two elementary counting functions (or their
encodings) from V are interacting if they if they have some common elements in their BV

basis representations, i. e. that they do not lie in orthogonal subspaces of V with respect
to BV . This means that if we replace the elementary counting functions with encodings of
linear combinations of basis elements, we will only have to collapse coefficients in classes
of mutually interacting functions.

For an encoding list e with ∣e∣ ≥ 2, we define the core of e as a sublist c(e) = (k2, . . . , km−1).
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Lemma 2.8. Let e1 and e2 be two encoding lists with ∣e1∣, ∣e2∣ ≥ 2. If they interact, then

(1) ∣e1∣ = ∣e2∣.
(2) c(e1) = c(e2).

Proof. Note that in every term from Lemma 2.1 all basis elements have the same core (if
encoded). Thus, if two terms interact, i. e. have elements with equal words, they both
must share a common core. �

We see that classes of interacting encoding lists share the same length and core, thus it
is sufficient to efficiently collapse terms having fixed length and core. Furthermore, classes
of interacting functions represent separate subspaces of V with respect to the basis BV ,
thus we can further decompose the task of estimating (f − g)∣V ≡ 0 to similar tasks for
these subspaces.

Let us now consider a single class of interacting functions representing a subspace Vi.
Further we will refer to both the class and the subspace as Vi for brevity.

Since the only varying part of the encodings in Vi are the first and last elements, we may
omit the fixed core and write the encoding singular counting functions, left-sum terms,
right-sum terms and two-sided sum terms as

(4)

(k,m),
([0, k], m),
(k, [0,m]),
([0, k], [0,m]).

respectively, with coefficients inherited from the initial counting function. Now, for the
fixed core we need to check whether the sum of such terms equates to 0.

The four types of integer sets described in (4) can be depicted graphically as follows.
Let us consider a 2-dimensional weighted multiset of rectangles parallel to the coordinates,
which we call a histogram. Here, for a coefficient x the pair ⟨(k,m), x⟩ denotes a square
at coordinates (k,m) with weight x, the pair ⟨([0, k],m), x⟩ denotes a horizontal bar with
its base on the y axis at coordinate m and length k, with its weight being x again, the pair
⟨(k, [0,m]), x⟩ denotes a similar vertical bar, and ⟨([0, k], [0,m]), x⟩ denotes a rectangle
starting in (0,0) with width of k and weight of m, again, with a weight of x.

y

x

m

m′

k k′

([0, k], [0, m])

([0, k], m′)

(k′, [0, m])

(k′, m′)

Figure 1. Histogram example, without weights depicted.
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Now, the shortened encodings defined above with respective coefficients define such
histogram, and their summation equates to 0 if and only if this histogram has total
weight of 0 at every grid square 1 × 1. It turns out, that we can further simplify the task
with the following observation.

Observation 2.9. Instead of considering singular squares, vertical and horizontal bars
and rectangles from (4), we can consider only rectangles by applying the following subsi-
tutions:

([0, k],m) = ([0, k], [0,m]) − ([0, k], [0,m − 1]),
(k, [0,m]) = ([0, k ], [0,m]) − ([0, k − 1], [0,m])

(k,m) = ([0, k], [0,m]) − ([0, k − 1], [0,m]) − ([0, k], [0,m − 1]) + ([0, k − 1], [0,m − 1]).
Note that these (0,0)-based rectangles exactly represent the elements of B′V .

This approach allows us to reduce the histogram only to rectangles while increasing
the size of the input by a multiplicative constant of no more than 4. Note, that after
this substitution there may be multiple rectangles with the same coordinates, but differ-
ent coefficients. Let us denote by h(x, y) the sum of coefficients in the rectangle with
coordinates (x, y), and by H(x, y) the total weight of the histogram at (x, y)
. Now, a histogram containing only (0,0) based rectangles has some convenient properties.
First of all, the histogram is constant 0 if and only if the weight of the histogram at every
top-right corner of such rectangle is 0. Let us consider the top right corner of a rectangle
(x, y). Its weight is affected only by rectangles with the same coordinates, or rectangles
that include (x, y). This means that

H(x, y) = ∑
x′≥x,y′≥y

h(x′, y′).

Lemma 2.10. H ≡ 0 if and only if h ≡ 0.
Proof. If h ≡ 0, then clearly so is H . Now presume that H ≡ 0. Then we prove that h ≡ 0
by descending induction over x and then y.
. As the base case we take the maximum value of x0 over all rectangles, and the maximum
y00 value for x = x0. The only rectangles that contain (x0, y00) are those which have exactly
those coordinates, thus h(x0, y00) =H(x0, y00) = 0, and the base is proven.
. Now let us consider some (x, y) and let us presume that by induction hypothesis for all
(x′, y′) such that x′ > x or x′ = x and y′ > y it holds that h(x′, y′) = 0. Then,

0 = H(x, y) = ∑
x′≥x,y′≥y

h(x′, y′) = h(x, y) + 0 = h(x, y),

thus h(x, y) = 0 and the induction step is proven. �

This means that the projection of f −g onto Vi is trivial if and only if its decomposition
via functions represented by (0,0)-based rectangles is trivial. Therefore these functions
form a basis of Vi, and the union such functions for all cores, which is B′V by definition,
is a basis of V , which coincidentally proves Proposition 2.6.

It now follows that in order to verify (f − g)∣V ≡ 0 it suffices to substitute each singular
function, left-sum term-and right sum term with two-sided sum terms as per Observa-
tion 2.9, which are exactly elements of the basis B′V , and then apply the procedure N

from Lemma 1.3 to the result. Since this substitution also increases the input size by a
multiplicative constant, the time complexity of the invokation of N is also linear.

Having performed the check for the projection of f−g onto U and then for the projection
onto V , we conclude that f ≡ g if and only if both checks concluded that the projections
are trivial. Otherwise, f and g are not equivalent. Furthermore, the time complexity of
both steps is O(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣), thus this algorithm satisfies Theorem 1.4 for the case of M2.
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3. Extension to Mr, r ≥ 3
In the general monoid case, we consider words in alphabet Sr. Again, for any word w

we distinguish the powers of letter a1 in it, and consider any other letter s ∈ Sr ∖ {a1} as
a delimiter. The powers of a1 will be encoded by non-negative integer numbers written
in binary form, and the separators are written as from the set {a1, a2, . . . , ar}. To adapt
the previous proof to this generalized case we do three things.

First, let us update the basis decomposition lemmas to suite the general case.

Lemma 3.1. Let w = ak
1
vam

1
∈Mr with ∣v∣ > 0 and v1 ≠ a1, vfin ≠ a1. Then

ρw = ρv − ∑
s∈Sr∖{a1},
i=0...k−1

ρsai
1
v − ∑

s∈Sr∖{a1},
j=0...m−1

ρ
va

j
1
s
+ ∑

s1,s2∈Sr∖{a1},
i=0...k−1,
j=0...m−1

ρ
s1a

i
1
va

j
1
s2
.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 2.1. �

Now, let us update the definitions of U and V . BU is defined as

{ρǫ} ∪ {ρs ∣ s ∈ Sr ∖ {a1}} ∪ {ρs1ak1s2 ∣ s1, s2 ∈ Sr ∖ {a1}, k ≥ 0}.
The definitions of U , V and BV are derived from BU similarly to the case of M2.

Remark 3.2. All definitions for the case of Mr are the same as for the case of M2, but
wherever there was the letter a2 there is now a summation over all letters s ∈ Sr ∖ {a1}.
Lemma 3.3. The set

B′U ∶= {ρǫ} ∪ {ρs ∣ s ∈ Sr ∖ {a2}} ∪ {ρs1ak1s2 ∣ s1, s2 ∈ Sr ∖ {a2}, k ≥ 0}
is another basis of U . Furthermore, for w = a2ak1a2 ∈Mn with k ≥ 0 it holds that

ρw = ρak
1

− ∑
s∈S∖{a2}

ak
1
s − ∑

s∈S∖{a2}

sak
1
− ∑

s1,s2∈S∖{a2}

s1a
k
1
s2.

Proof. The proof of the first fact is similar to the proof of Lemma 2.5, and the proof of
the second fact is similar to the proof of Lemma 2.1. �

Proposition 3.4. The set

B′V ∶= { ∑
i=0...k,
j=0...m

s1,s2∈Sr∖{a1}

ρ
s1a

i
1
va

j
1
s2
∣ k,m ≥ 0, v ∈Mr where v1 ≠ a1 and vfin ≠ a2}

is a basis of V .

. Next, in the encoding of a single word w = s1a
k1
1
s2a

k2
1
. . . akm

1
sm+1 we start to specify,

which letters go in between the powers of letter a1:

e(s1ak11 s2a
k2
1
. . . akm

1
sm+1) = (s1, k1, s2, k2, . . . , km, sm+1).

. Second, using Lemma 3.1, we replace each term ρak
1
vam

1

by 1 + 2(r − 1) + (r − 1)2 = r2

terms, which are respectively

e(v),
(ai, [0, k − 1],e′(v)), where i ≠ 1,
(e′(v), [0,m − 1], ai), where i ≠ 1,
(ai, [0, k − 1],e′(v), [0,m − 1], aj) , where i, j ≠ 1.

(We remind that e′(v) is again the word e(v) without the enclosing parethesis.)
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With all the definitions inplace, the proof is totally identical. We use Lemma 3.1 to
decompose most elements of f − g by replacing terms with their encodings. Then, we
separate terms that lie in U from terms that lie in V based on encodability and encoding
length. For the subspace U , we use the representation from Lemma 3.3 to decompose the
projection onto U in terms of B′U , and then use the procedure N to check the triviality.
In the case of V , two encoded terms also interact if they have the same cores, and in
the case of r ≥ 3 the same list of delimiters. Therefore, here the histogram method also
applies to subspaces of interacting functions, and it is possible to similarly re-represent
the projection of f − g onto V in terms of B′V and then use the procedure N to collapse
the coefficients. A more formal listing of the algorithm may be found in Appendix A.

Here, in both cases the size of the input is increased by a factor of r2, and the running
time of N is O(rn), which yields the time complexity of O(r3(∣f ∣ + ∣g∣)), which satisfies
Theorem 1.4.

4. Acknowledgements

The work of second author was prepared within the framework of the HSE University
Basic Research Program. Both authors are members of research group which won Junior
Leader competition of BASIS foundation.

Appendix A. Listings

Algorithm 1 General case algorithm

Require: Two counting functions f and g encoded as lists of word and coefficient pairs.
Ensure: Return true if f ≡ g is trivial and false otherwise
D ← f − g
if D is empty then

return true

end if
L ← number of elements in D

for l ∶= 1 to L do
w,x ← word and coefficient of the l-th element of D
if w is of form ak

1
vam

1
with ∣v∣ > 0, v1, vfin ≠ a1 then

Remove ⟨w,x⟩ from D

Add ⟨e(v), x⟩ to D

for s ∈ Sr ∖ {a1} do
Add ⟨(s, [0, k − 1],e′(v)),−x⟩ to D

Add ⟨(e′(v), [0,m − 1], s),−x⟩ to D

for s′ ∈ Sr ∖ {a1} do
Add ⟨(s, [0, k − 1],e′(v), [0,m − 1], s′), x⟩ to D

end for
end for

else if w1 ≠ a1 and wfin ≠ a1 then
Remove ⟨w,x⟩ from D

Add ⟨e(w), x⟩ to D

end if
end for
U ← empty list
V ← empty list
L ← new number of elements in D
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for l ∶= 1 to L do
P ← pop l-th element from D

if P contains a word ak
1

then
Add P to U

else if P contains an encoding of length 1 or less then
w,x← word (assembled back from encoding) and coefficient from P

if w1 = wfin = a2 then
k ← ∣w∣ − 2
Remove ⟨w,x⟩
Add ⟨ρak

1

, x⟩ to U

for s ∈ Sr ∖ {a2} do
Add ⟨ρak

1
s,−x⟩ to U

Add ⟨ρsak
1

,−x⟩ to U

for s′ ∈ Sr ∖ {a1} do
Add ⟨ρsak

1
s′ , x⟩ to U

end for
end for

end if
else

e, x ← encoding list and coefficient from P

Remove ⟨e, x⟩ from D

if e = (s1, k1, . . . , km, sm+1) (encodes a singular function) then
Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1],c(e), [0, km], sm+1), x⟩ to V

Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1],c(e), [0, km − 1], sm+1),−x⟩ to V

Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1 − 1],c(e), [0, km], sm+1),−x⟩ to V

Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1 − 1],c(e), [0, km − 1], sm+1), x⟩ to V

else if e = (s1, [0, k1],c(e), km, sm+1) (encodes a left-sum function) then
Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1],c(e), [0, km], sm+1), x⟩ to V

Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1],c(e), [0, km − 1], sm+1),−x⟩ to V

else if e = (s1, k1,c(e), [0, km], sm+1) (encodes a right-sum function) then
Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1],c(e), [0, km], sm+1), x⟩ to V

Add ⟨(s1, [0, k1 − 1],c(e), [0, km], sm+1),−x⟩ to V

else
Add ⟨e, x⟩ to V

end if
end if

end for
if N(U) and N(V ) then

return true

else
return false

end if
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