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Abstract
In this paper we examine the difficulty of finding an equivalent deterministic automaton when
confronted with a non-deterministic one. While for some automata the exponential blow-up in their
number of states is unavoidable, we show that in general, any approximation of state complexity with
polynomial precision remains PSPACE-hard. The same is true when using the subset construction
to determinize the NFA, meaning that it is PSPACE-hard to predict whether subset construction
will produce an exponential “blow-up” in the number of states or not. To give an explanation for
its behaviour, we propose the notion of subset complexity, which serves as an upper bound on the
size of subset construction. Due to it simple and intuitive nature it allows to identify large classes
of automata which can have limited non-determinism and completely avoid the “blow-up”. Subset
complexity also remains invariant under NFA reversal and allows to predict how the introduction
or removal of transitions from the NFA will affect its size.
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1 Introduction

Among the very first results in automata theory was the equivalence between non-deterministic
automata (NFAs) and deterministic automata (DFAs). The original proof by Rabin and
Scott [29] presented the powerset construction: a general algorithm for converting arbitrary
NFAs into DFAs. A major drawback of powerset construction (and its improved version, the
subset construction) is the fact that it may produce an exponential “blow-up” of up to 2|Q|

states, and as later shown by Moore [25] this turned out to be unavoidable — he construc-
ted a n-state NFA, known as the Moore’s automaton (see Figure 1), with the property that
the minimal equivalent DFA requires exactly 2n states, i.e. exhibiting a “blow-up”. Since
then, many classes of automata and regular languages have been shown to exhibit a similar
“blow-up” behaviour [7], but the question of why and when it happens remains open.

On the other hand there have been many approaches to model the non-determinism in
finite state automata. Some of the more prominent ones include ambiguity [24], tree width
[21], size of syntactic semigroup, number of atoms, reversal complexity, star complexity [10],
and, more recently the NFA width [23]. Since determinization plays a key role in answer-
ing many questions about NFA properties, several other determinization algorithms besides
subset construction have been developed: for example Brzozowski’s algorithm [9] which ap-
plies subset construction two times to directly produce a minimal DFA. An overview for
some other minimization (and determinization) algorithms can be found in [3]. While de-
terminization remains important, due to accompanying difficulties there are now a handful
of approaches answering NFA related questions without an explicit determinization. Some
examples of such algorithms include the “hacking universality” algorithm [5] for NFA equi-
valence and the antichain algorithm for NFA universality [15]. In this paper we return back
to the roots of the problem and try to answer the question on when the determinization can
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23:2 Blow-up in Non-Deterministic Automata
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Figure 1 Moore’s non-deterministic automaton Amoore with n states which for n ≥ 2 requires at
least 2n states in its deterministic analogue

be performed efficiently, i.e. avoids the exponential “blow-up” and how to predict it. Fur-
thermore, we will resort to the subset construction as our default method since it is the most
commonly used determinization algorithm and implemented in many automata libraries [1].
Optimality of subset construction was studied in [8] which characterized all automata for
which the subset construction results in a minimal DFA.

As we see it, there are two ways to approach the “blow-up” problem:
Find an efficient algorithm which accurately predicts whether the minimal DFA is large
or the subset construction produces a “blow-up”
Propose a simple characterization for non-deterministic automata which allow for efficient
determinization

We investigate the first point in Section 3 and show that it is PSPACE-hard to answer both
of these questions, even if we relax our demands to a fairly coarse grained approximation.
A summary of our findings can be found in Table 1.

Table 1 Complexity results on estimating the size of minimal DFA and the size of the output from
subset construction. Gray entries indicate known results, and black entries are our contributions.
The difficulty of decision problems translates into the difficulty of computing exact values.

Exact size Approximation

Minimal DFA PSPACE-complete PSPACE-complete

Subset construction PSPACE-complete PSPACE-complete

On the second point [4] provides a converse bound by describing a simple class of NFAs,
called δNFAs, for which determinization is NP-hard, even though the minimal deterministic
automaton for any δNFA only has a quadratic number of states (thus the subset construction
has to explode). We take the opposite approach and in Section 4 introduce a simple measure
called “subset complexity” which serves as an upper bound for the size of subset construction.
Subset complexity has no explicit relation to any language properties of the NFA and is
purely based on its transition structure. In Section 5 we discuss how to efficiently bound
the subset complexity when confronted with NFA (see Figure 4 for the overall summary),
and in Section 6 provide some examples where subset complexity can explain the “blow-up”
particularly well. Section 7 states some open questions.
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2 Background: Automata and Semigroups

We start by briefly reciting core definitions for finite-state automata in the context of lan-
guage recognition, determinism and their complexity, as well as the duality between auto-
mata and finite semigroups.

▶ Definition 1. A finite-state automaton (FSA) A is a quintuple (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) where
Σ is an alphabet, Q is a finite set of states, I ⊆ Q is a set of starting states, F ⊆ Q is a set
of accepting states and δ ⊆ Q× Σ ∪ {ε} ×Q a finite multi-set of transitions.

The symbol ε represents an empty symbol, and thus a transition with label ε (or in short
ε-transition) can always be performed without the need for any additional input.

▶ Definition 2. A path π ∈ δ∗ is a sequence of consecutive transitions of the form q0
•−→

q1
•−→ . . .

•−→ qm where • is a placeholder for the transition label. We will refer to the
concatenation of symbols along the path as its yield.

We say that a word y ∈ Σ∗ is recognized by the FSA A if there exists a path from
some starting state q ∈ I to some final state q′ ∈ F with yield y. Moreover, we denote
with L(A) the language (set of all words) recognized by A. Two FSAs A and A′ are called
equivalent if L(A) = L(A′).

▶ Definition 3. FSA Adet is called deterministic if and only if it does not contain any ε

transitions, the starting state is unique, i.e., |I| = 1, and for every (q, a) ∈ Q×Σ there is at
most one q′ ∈ Q such that (q, a, q′) ∈ δ, thus we have at most one unique labeled transition
from every state.

For the remainder of this work we assume without loss of generality that all NFAs are
ε-free, since there exist a handful of asymptotically efficient procedures for computing an
equivalent NFA containing no ε-transitions [1].

▶ Definition 4. Given a finite state automaton A we denote the number of states in its
minimal (in terms of number of states) equivalent deterministic automaton its state com-
plexity.

To denote the number of states in a (non-)deterministic automaton we use the cardinality
operator | · |. Transforming a non-deterministic automaton into an equivalent deterministic
one is a procedure we refer to as determinization. In general, determinization requires
an exponential number of memory, due to existence of n-state NFAs with state complexity
of 2n. An example of such NFA is the famous Moore’s automaton [6], which is given in
Figure 1.

▶ Definition 5. The reverse FSA of a A, marked by AR, is a FSA obtained by reversing
the direction of all transitions in A and swapping initial and final states. We call FSA A
co-deterministic if AR is deterministic.

The notion of co-determinism in FSAs is closely related to the notion of reversibility [26]
for finite state transducers (i.e. automata which produce symbols on every transition), and
for that reason is of special interest. For a complete introduction to finite state automata we
recommend the book “Introduction to automata theory, languages, and computation” [20].

▶ Definition 6. A state q ∈ Q is called accessible if there exists a path from I to q, and
co-accessible if there exists a path from q to F . An automaton where all states are both
accessible and co-accessible is called trim.

CVIT 2016



23:4 Blow-up in Non-Deterministic Automata

Another way to characterize automata is by using semigroups and exploiting their algeb-
raic properties (for a more detailed introduction we refer to [27]).

▶ Definition 7. Consider a FSA A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) and for each a ∈ Σ define a binary
relation T (a) over Q with T (a)(q, q′) := δ(q, a, q′) for all q, q′ ∈ Q. A transition monoid
S(A) is a binary relation monoid over Q generated by {T (a) | a ∈ Σ} and closed under
relation composition operator ◦ with the identity relation id.

It is often more convenient to think of S(A) as a monoid of |Q| × |Q| matrices over
Boolean semifield B := ⟨{0, 1},∨,∧, 0, 1⟩ closed under Boolean matrix multiplication and
the identity element I, such that:

T
(a)
i,j = 1 :⇐⇒ (qi, qj) ∈ T (a) (1)

Notice that the monoid S(A) is per construction closely related to the regular language
L(A). This property can be further formalized algebraicly.

▶ Definition 8. A language L ⊆ Σ∗ is recognized by a monoid M of binary relations over
Q if there exists a surjective morphism µ : Σ∗ → M and an accepting subset MF ⊆ M
such that L = µ−1(MF ).

From the definition above it is immediately visible that S(A) recognizes the language
L(A). Indeed, if we view I and F as Boolean vectors we can define the accepting subset as

SF :=
{

M ∈ S(A) | I⊤MF ̸= 0
}

(2)

and a morphism µ for an arbitrary word y = a1a2a3 . . . am ∈ Σ∗

µ(y) = I ·
m∏

i=1
T (ai) ∈ S(A) (3)

with µ(ε) = I. As a consequence, the inverse µ−1(SF ) only contains words y ∈ Σ∗ that are
a yield of at least one path from I to F in A.

Finally, we assume that the reader has familiarity with basics of graph theory and the
O-notation, as well as the understanding of fundamental complexity classes such as L, P,
PSPACE, NPSPACE etc. For the sake of simplicity we will use the same naming for both
decision and function complexity classes.

3 Difficulties of NFA to DFA conversion

We have seen that the state complexity of NFAs can be exponentially large, however this
doesn’t always have to be the case: for example, for all deterministic automata their state
complexity is always bounded by their number of states, and moreover the minimal DFA
can be constructed in almost linear time [19]. Due to the possibility of a blow-up it follows
that there can’t exist a polynomial (in the number of NFA states) time algorithm producing
a minimal DFA when given an NFA. Hence the next step would be to look for an algorithm
computing the minimal DFA, parameterized by the corresponding state complexity. This
means that we allow the running time to be (polynomially) proportional to the number of
states in the minimal DFA. Somewhat surprisingly this is also impossible, and to see that
we consider the following one state DFA

Auniv := ({a, b}, {q}, q, q, {(q, a, q), (q, b, q)}) (4)
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which is minimal, and accepts the universal language {a, b}∗, i.e. all words over the binary
alphabet. The subsequent result demonstrates that the minimization becomes intractable
already for this specific case.

▶ Theorem 9 (NFA Universality [18]). Given a n-state NFA A the decision problem of
whether L(A) = L(Auniv) is PSPACE-complete.

Under assumption that PSPACE ̸= P we have that finding minimal equivalent DFAs is hard.
For the same reason it remains hard to find an “approximately minimal” equivalent DFA,
since we can minimize any DFA in almost linear time. Furthermore, as a direct consequence
of Theorem 9 it remains hard to compute the state complexity of a NFA.

▶ Corollary 10. Given a n-state NFA A the computation of state complexity for A is
PSPACE-complete.

Proof. The hardness follows immediately from Theorem 9, since the state complexity of 1
implies either a universal or an empty NFA. Checking the emptiness of an NFA is a simple
graph connectivity problem which can be done in linear time, hence we have obtained a
polynomial reduction from universality to state complexity. Due to Observation 13 the
state complexity is in PSPACE, which concludes the proof. ◀

Hence we proceed by asking a simpler question: Is it possible to predict wehther a NFA to
DFA conversion will produce a “blow-up” or not?

▶ Proposition 11. Let p be an arbitrary polynomial and assume we are given a n-state NFA
A with state complexity m. The problem of finding an upper bound for the state complexity
of A which is smaller than p(m, n) is PSPACE-complete.

Proof. To show PSPACE-hardness we make a polynomial reduction to the NFA universality
problem. Assume we are given some algorithm which given any A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) reports
an estimate on its state complexity within the range from m to p(n, m). We show how to
use it to decide whether A accepts a universal language or not. Let k be the degree of
polynomial p and w.l.o.g. assume that Σ = {a, b}. Next, we construct an automaton A′

over the alphabet Σ′ = {a, b, #} and 2(n+1) states using a copy of A, a copy of Amoore and
two copies of Auniv as shown in Figure 2. A′ is a combination (i.e. union) of two disjoint
automata:
1. The first is a connection Auniv

#−→ Amoore where Amoore denotes is Moore’s automaton
with exactly n states, and the transition labelled with # connects the unique state of
Auniv with the starting state of Amoore. The starting state of Amoore no longer serves as
a starting state, and Auniv no longer has a final state.

2. The second is a connection A #−→ Auniv where we connect all final states of A with the
single state of Auniv using label #. The starting state of Auniv no longer serves as a
starting state and A no longer has a final state.

It is not difficult to see that the first automaton accepts the language Σ∗#L(Amoore) while
the second one accepts the language L(A)#Σ∗. Now the combined (union) automaton A′

accepts the union of these languages. Notice, in case L(A) = Σ∗ the union of these languages
is precisely Σ∗#Σ∗, and as a consequence the state complexity of A is 3. On the other hand
if L(A) is not universal, there exists a word y /∈ L(A), meaning that

y#L(Amoore) ⊂ L(A′) and y#L(Amoore)c ∩ L(A′) = ∅

Consider the minimal deterministic automaton for A′, which we denote with Adet
′. Let q

be the state in Adet
′ to which the path π with yield y# leads to. Now if we change the

CVIT 2016
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p1

p2 p3 p4

p5

A
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Figure 2 Construction for automaton A′ consisting of a union of two non-deterministic automata:
the upper one is a connection of Auniv and Amoore using symbol #, and the lower one is the
connection of A and Auniv using symbol #. In both cases the final states of the first automaton are
connected to the initial states of the second one, with the corresponding initial/final labels being
dropped.

starting state in Adet
′ to q, it will recognize L(Amoore)! This means that Adet

′ will have a
state complexity of at least 2n. Thus, depending on whether A is universal or not, the state
complexity of A′ will be either 3 or at least 2n. Because 2n is exponentially larger than both
2(n + 1) and 3, any algorithm returning an upper bound on the state complexity for A′ of
at most p(n, m) would decide the universality of A. The problem is clearly in PSPACE due
to Corollary 10. ◀

Hence, in general, one cannot produce any accurate approximation for the state com-
plexity in any “reasonable” time, meaning that there is no simple method of distinguishing
between NFAs with “large” and “small” non-determinism. As a direct consequence of Pro-
position 11 there doesn’t exist any “efficient” approach of converting NFAs to DFAs, meaning
that we have to relax our goals even further. This would be to define a procedure which,
given an NFA, produces an equivalent DFA, essentially dropping the minimality condition.
Currently the go-to method for determinization is the subset construction, a version of a
powerset construction where we only keep reachable states in the process [13]. The question
of optimality for subset construction has been settled in [8] which states that for a trim NFA
the subset construction produces a minimal DFA if and only if the reverse of the NFA is
“atomic”. A more well-known special case of this result is given below.

▶ Theorem 12 (Brzozowski [9]). If a NFA A is a trim co-deterministic automaton then the
subset construction produces a minimal deterministic automaton.

For the sake of completeness we provide the pseudocode for efficient implementation of
subset construction in Algorithm 1 and briefly recall the associated machinery. Given a
non-deterministic automaton A its deterministic counterpart will have a state space which
is a subset of a power set construction Qdet ⊆ P(Q). Subset construction will start in the
power state QI := {q | q ∈ I} and explore all possible power states that can be reached
following the labeled transitions δ. Algebraically this can been seen as multiplying the initial
power state QI with all possible sequences of transition matrices and terminating as soon
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Algorithm 1 (Subset construction)

Ensure: A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ)
Adet ← (Σ, Qdet,QI , Fdet, δdet)
stack← QI

Qdet ← {QI}
while |stack| > 0 do

pop Q from the stack
for all a ∈ Σ do
Q′ ← {q′ | (q, a, q′) ⊆ δ, q ∈ Q}
δdet ← δdet ∪ {Q

a−→ Q′}
if Q′ /∈ Qdet then

Qdet ← Qdet ∪ {Q′}
push Q′ on the stack

Fdet ← {Q ∈ Qdet | Q ∩ F ̸= ∅}
return ← Adet

as no new power states can be produced.
The implementation of subset construction given in Algorithm 1 has a major advantage

compared to alternative determinization algorithms (for example [23] and [9]), namely the
fact that its running time is linear if parameterized by the output size. Indeed, the number of
while-loop iterations corresponds to the number of states |Qdet|, and each iteration requires
examining |Q| states for every possible symbol in Σ, hence requiring a total running time of
O (|Σ||Q||Qdet|), in case an optimal implementation using hash sets is given. This reduces
the question of whether it is possible to efficiently find an equivalent DFA to the question
of how large the output size produced by subset construction is going to be.

While we believe the next result to be known, we weren’t able to find a formal presenta-
tion or reference for it in the literature, hence we’ll state it as an observation and provide a
proof sketch.

▶ Observation 13. The size of the output of subset construction can be computed using only
polynomial space, hence the corresponding decision problem is in PSPACE. The same holds
for the computation of state complexity.

Proof sketch. Instead of computing the exact value we consider a decision problem: for a
given k, is the size of subset construction/state complexity ≥ k (the exact values can then
be recovered using binary search over k)? We claim that both of them are in NPSPACE, and
hence due to Savitch’s theorem [30] also in PSPACE.

We define a total ordering on the set of power states 2Q. We store a |Q|-bit counter which
describes which power state in the total ordering is currently being processed, and a second
counter which stores the number of distinct reachable power states in the subset construction.
We traverse the total ordering and for each power state Q non-deterministically “guess” the
path from QI to Q (if it exists), where in each step we either non-deterministically choose
a symbol a ∈ Σ to lead us to the next power state, or simply stop. In case we successfully
guessed a path to Q, we increase the second counter by 1, and if we didn’t we keep it
unchanged. After all 2|Q| power states have been traversed, we compare the counter value
and k.

For deciding the state complexity being ≥ k we use the idea suggested by Stefan Kiefer
[22]: since (deterministic) automata minimization is in NL [12] and hence, due to Savitch’s
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Theorem, in polyL, we are only required to keep track of polynomially many states from
subset construction (at once) in order to compute the number of equivalence classes. ◀

Unfortunately, it turns out that the considerations from Observation 13 are essentially tight:
just as in the case with state complexity, there is no easy way of predicting the size of the
subset construction.

▶ Proposition 14. Let p be an arbitrary polynomial and assume we are given a n-state NFA
A with m = |Adet| the size of the output from the subset construction on A. Finding an
upper bound for |Adet| which is smaller than p(n, m) is PSPACE-complete.

Proof. To show PSPACE-hardness we again make a polynomial reduction to the NFA univer-
sality problem. Assume we have an algorithm, which, given any A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) reports
an estimate on the size of the subset construction within the range from m to p(n, m). Again,
let k be the degree of the polynomial p and w.l.o.g. assume that Σ = {a, b}. This time we
bring in a copy of a n(k + 1)-state Meyer-Fischer’s NFA Amf [17] operating over the alpha-
bet Σ = {a, b}. The automaton Amf similarly to Amoore is known to have a maximal state
complexity of 2n(k+1), and has a unique starting state p1 which is also the unique accepting
state, as shown in the top part of Figure 3 (the starting state arrow was removed).

▷ Claim 15. The complete power state Q1 = {p1, . . . , pt} in Amf serves as a terminal node
for both symbols a and b, meaning that once the subset construction reaches Q1 it will stay
in Q1.

Proof. This follows from the fact that every state in Amf has at least one incoming transition
will label a and at least one incoming transition with label b, i.e. once you are in the
superposition of all states your next transition will be to the same superposition. ◁

Without loss of generality assume that the given NFA A has an explicit “dead” state ∅, i.e.
if a state is lacking an explicit transition for some symbol, we add this transition to the dead
state.

▷ Claim 16. NFA A is universal if and only if every power state Q in its subset construction
Adet satisfies Q∩ F ̸= ∅.

Proof. If all power states contain a final state then all states in Adet are accepting, hence
it is universal. Similarly, if there exists a power state Q which doesn’t contain a final state,
then, since all states in Adet are reachable, there exists some path π with yield y from QI

to Q, meaning that y /∈ L(Adet). ◁

Now we create an automaton A′ over the alphabet Σ′ = {a, b, #} by connecting A to Amf
as following (see Figure 3):
1. All non-final states of A are connected to the starting state p1 of Amf using transitions

with label # and The state p1 is now no longer a starting state for A′.
2. All final states of A are connected to all states of Amf using transitions with label #
Next we consider the run of the subset construction on A′ in two stages: first, we only
traverse transitions with symbols a and b, and then, after no new states can be generated
we allow the subset construction to finish its run by using all symbols from Σ′ and refer to
the final output of subset construction on A′ as Adet

′.
We consider the state of the subset construction after the first stage. If A is not universal,

then due to Claim 16 Adet
′ will contain some power state Q with Q ∩ F = ∅, and since we

have an explicit “dead” state, we know that Q will be non-empty. This means that there
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q1
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Figure 3 Construction for automaton A′ consisting of a NFA A (arbitrary) with an explicit
“dead” state ∅ and Meyer-Fischer’s NFA Amf with t = n(k + 1) states. All non-final states of A
are connected to the starting state p1 of Amf using symbol # and all final states are connected to
all states of Amf using the same symbol #.

exists some q ∈ Q non-final, and in the second stage taking the transition with label # will
land us in Q′ = {p1}. This will effectively kick-off the run of the subset construction on
Amf, producing 2n(k+1) additional power states. On the other hand, if all power states in
Qdet contain at least one final state, then in the second stage following any transition with
# will land us in Q1, where we are destined to remain due to Claim 15 (on # transition we
can also transition into ∅ power state).

To summarize, if A is universal, then the subset construction on A′ will have at most 2
more states than the subset construction on A, while if A is not universal, it will have at
least 2n(k+1) more states. Notice, because A has only n states, the size of Adet will be at
most 2n. Thus, if A is universal, the size Adet

′ is ≤ 2n + 2, where as if it is not universal,
the size of Adet

′ is ≥ 2n(k+1). Thus given a universal A the p-approximation for A′ satisfies

p(m, n(k + 2)) ∈ O
(

(m + n(k + 2))k
)
≤ O

(
(2n + 2 + n(k + 2))k

)
< 2n(k+1)

for sufficiently large values of n, and in case A is not universal p ≥ 2n(k+1). Hence, by
comparing the output of the hypothetical approximation algorithm and 2n(k+1) we are able
to decide universality of A. ◀

Because of Proposition 14 no“reasonable” approximation for the size of subset construction
is possible, the next best thing would be to obtain some easily computable lower and upper
bounds. tightness can be expected, hence we focus on simple and intuitive criteria, possible
to allow for an application in practice.

4 Breaking down complexity

To bound the running time of subset construction we have to bound the number of states
in its output. One approach [2] of accomplishing that is to bound the size of the transition

CVIT 2016



23:10 Blow-up in Non-Deterministic Automata

monoid S(A). Since every state in the subset construction is a product of vector with a
sequence of matrices, the size of the monoid directly translates into an upper bound on the
output from the subset construction.

▶ Proposition 17 (Monoid bound [2]). Given a FSA A the equivalent deterministic auto-
maton Adet computed by means of Algorithm 1 will satisfy |Qdet| ≤ |S(A)|.

While this approach is capable of providing insights into the complexity of subset con-
struction (for example for unary, commutative or “dense” automata [2]), it has some short-
comings:

In certain cases the monoid size can be exponentially larger than the subset construction
The monoid size is difficult to estimate

A different way of bounding the output from the subset construction is by looking at
the range R

(
T (a)) for all transition matrices in T := {T (a) | a ∈ Σ}. Since every vector has

to be in the image of some transition matrix, the size of their combined images is an upper
bound on the output of subset construction.

▶ Proposition 18 (Range bound). Given a FSA A with the set of transition matrices T ,
and let R(T ) be the range of the matrix T over the Boolean semifield B. Then the equivalent
deterministic automaton Adet computed by means of Algorithm 1 will satisfy

|Adet| ≤ 1 +
∑
a∈Σ

∣∣∣R(
T (a)

)∣∣∣ (5)

Proof. Consider an arbitrary power state QJ ∈ Qdet. Its vector representation J can be
seen as the product sequence of initial vector I representing QI with the matrices from T
i.e.

J = I⊤T (a0)T (a1)T (a2)T (a3) . . . T (am)

for some selection of (potentially repeating) ai ∈ Σ. Hence J ∈ R
(
T (am)⊤)

, and since this
holds for any J we have

Qdet \ {QI} ⊆
⋃

a∈Σ
R

(
T (a)⊤

)
Applying the union bound and utilizing invariance of range cardinality under the transpose
operation concludes the proof. We need to add 1 for the starting powerstate QI . ◀

▶ Remark. There is a natural way to improve the range bound by increasing the number of
terms in the summation formula. For example one can instead consider the sum of range
cardinalities of all possible k-symbol combinations. Then the size of the output from the
subset construction can be bounded by the corresponding summation on ranges together
with

∑k−1
i=0 |Σ|

i (for all words of length less than k).
This bound essentially states that if all range spaces are “small” the blow-up during the

subset construction will not occur. However it has some clear shortcomings:
Large range space doesn’t necessarily imply a blow-up, for example a Q×Q identity trans-
ition has a range space of size 2|Q|, but its addition/removal doesn’t affect Algorithm 1
The computation for cardinality of a range space is not straightforward

To address the first shortcoming we make a key observation: both the range and mon-
oid bounds can be used together, allowing a more fine-grained perspective on the non-
deterministic blow-up. To capture both of these notions together, we define the concept of
subset complexity (as a counterpart to classical state complexity).
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▶ Definition 19. Given an automaton A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) we define the subset complexity
∥A∥ as

∥A∥ = min
J ⊆Σ

1 +
∑

a∈Σ\J

∣∣∣R(
T (a)

)∣∣∣
 |S(J )| (6)

where we overload the notation for S(J ) to represent a (sub)-monoid of S(A) generated by
transitions {T (a) | a ∈ J }.

Essentially subset complexity allows us to “split” A into to subautomata according to J
and Σ \ J respectively, and then apply monoid/range bound to each of them. The “best”
possible split in terms of multiplication then defines the subset complexity.

▶ Theorem 20 (Subset complexity). For any automaton A and the output of subset con-
struction on it Adet we have |Adet| ≤ ∥A∥.

Proof. Let J ⊆ Σ be arbitrary. We show that

|Adet| ≤

1 +
∑

a∈Σ\J

∣∣∣R(
T (a)

)∣∣∣
 |S(J )|

Similarly to the proof of Proposition 18 we consider a vector representation J for every power
state arising in the subset construction. For clarity we will denote with M transition matrices
corresponding to symbols ai ∈ J , and with R transition matrices which are corresponding
to symbols ai /∈ J . Then, w.l.o.g. J can be written as

J = I⊤M (a0)R(a1)M (aj−1) . . . R(aj) M (aj+1) . . . M (am)︸ ︷︷ ︸
all symbols a are in J

where we cut the product sequence from the right as soon as some transition matrix R

appears. Thus J can be seen as a product of a some vector J ′ ∈ R
(
R(aj)) and some matrix

M ∈ S(J ). There are at most 1 +
∑

a∈Σ\J
∣∣R(

T (a))∣∣ choices for a vector J ′ from the range
of some matrix R and |S(J )| choices of M , hence the total number of possibilities is bounded
by the corresponding product. ◀

Subset complexity is a direct improvement to both the monoid and the range bounds,
since it allows us to “cherrypick” individual transition matrices according to their properties.
Moreover, when compared with state complexity it also shows a number of other advantages.

▶ Proposition 21. Given a FSA A let AR be the reverse of A. AR recognizes the reverse
of L(A) and ∥A∥ =

∥∥AR
∥∥.

Proof. Reversal corresponds to transposing all transition matrices of A. Notice, if we trans-
pose a Boolean matrix the cardinality of its range is not affected. The monoid size is not
affected since for Boolean matrices it holds: A⊤B⊤ = (BA)⊤. ◀

Similarly the subset complexity stays invariant under the change of starting states I

and final states F because it only depends on the transition matrices. Another property
worth investigating is how the addition of new transitions to A affects ∥A∥. In case of state
complexity there is no visible connection, since adding a single transition to an automaton
can lead to an exponential blow-up (as an example, it is sufficient to remove one edge from
Moore’s automaton in Figure 1 to make it deterministic).

CVIT 2016



23:12 Blow-up in Non-Deterministic Automata

▶ Example 22. Consider the case where given an NFA A we are adding a labelled transition
to the subautomaton Σ\J , i.e. the symbol of the new transition is bounded using the range
bound. Since for a Boolean matrix T flipping an arbitrary 0 to 1 at most doubles R(T ) as
a consequence ∥A∥ will also at most double.

5 Computational aspects

In this section we discuss how to efficiently compute the estimates for the subset complexity
from Definition 19. The task boils down to computing the range of transition matrices
and estimating the size of the transition monoid. We begin by tackling the latter one.
Unsurprisingly, in general the problem of computing the size of the transition monoid is
hard, however due to developments in computational semigroup theory, it can be done
relatively efficient in practice. Several algorithms which make use of Green’s relations are
presented in [16] together with empirical results on their running time.

While the computational approach has its strengths, we turn our attention to more
descriptive properties. [2] gives a characterization of various classes of automata where the
monoid size can be easily bounded: unary automata, commutative automata, automata
with strongly connected transition graphs. The bound for unary automata is of particular
interest: given a unary automaton A1 let A be its unique transition matrix. Then the bound
on |S(A1)| relies solely on the cyclicity of the precedence graph G(A), which is a directed
graph defined by transition matrix A.

▶ Definition 23. Given a directed graph G the cyclicity of G, denoted with c(G) is the least
common multiple of cyclities of all maximal strongly connected components of G, where the
cyclicity of a strongly connected component C is the greatest common divisor of all cycles in
C.

▶ Lemma 24 (One-letter monoids [2][14]). Let A1 = ({a}, Q1, δ1, I1, F1) be a n-state unary
automaton with transition matrix A. Then

|S(A1)| ≤ c(G(A)) + n2 − 2n + 2 (7)

For now we leave the monoids and turn our attention to the range of a Boolean matrix and
the methods that can be used to bound it.

▶ Definition 25. Given an undirected graph G = (V, E) we call a set S ⊆ V an independent
set if no two vertices in S are adjacent according to E. S is called maximal if there doesn’t
exists an independent set S′ such that S ⊊ S′. We call a set M ⊆ E a matching if no two
edges in M share a vertex. M is a maximum matching if M is the matching with largest
cardinality in G.

▶ Lemma 26 (Theorem 3.5.5 in [32]). Given a n × n Boolean matrix A, let Gbi(A) be
the undirected bipartite graph with bipartite adjacency matrix A and the node set V =
{v1, . . . , vn} ⊎ {v′

1, . . . , v′
n}. Then |R(A)| = mis(Gbi(A)), where mis denotes the count of

maximal independent sets.

Lemma 26 provides a new perspective on the range of the matrix and its size: the
difficulty of counting maximal independent sets. However, the problem of counting maximal
independent sets is #P-complete even when restricted to bipartite graphs [28], and in general
difficult to approximate. As a direct consequence we have that computing the size of the
range space for a Boolean matrix is #P-complete. While several algorithms for counting and
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bounded
state

complexity

bounded
subset

construction

bounded
subset

complexity
all-but-one

Figure 4 Classification of automata with respect to non-determinism and the presence of “blow-
up”. Obtaining a bound on the state complexity and size of subset construction is PSPACE-hard
(Propositions 11 and 14), however a large class of “blow-up”-free NFAs can be identified using subset
complexity and all-but-one bounds (Theorem 20 and Proposition 28).

listing maximal independent sets exist [31], their running time is parametrized by the number
of maximal independent sets mis. To characterize graphs with small number of maximal
independent sets we look for properties allowing us to bound their number. It turns out that
the number of maximal independent sets can be related to the size of maximum matching
or the rank of the transition matrix over F2 (Galois field with 2 elements).

▶ Lemma 27 (Lemma 4.2.7 in [32] and Lemma 1 in [11]). Given a n× n Boolean matrix A,
let Gbi(A) be the bipartite graph as in Lemma 26, and let MM be the size of the maximum
matching in Gbi(T ). Furthermore, let rank(A) be the rank of A over F2. Then the following
statements are both true and tight:
1. |R(A)| ≤ 2MM

2. rank(A) ≤ |R(A)| ≤ 2rank(A)2/4+O(rank(A))

The last inequality can be further bounded by 2rank(A)2 .

▶ Remark. [11] also discusses in which circumstances it is possible to efficiently count all
independent sets by relating this notion to the “Boolean width” parameter.

Now using the simplified bounds for range (from Lemma 27) and monoid size (from
Lemma 24) we present a simple upper bound on the subset complexity for any automaton
A.

▶ Proposition 28 (All-but-one). Given a n-state NFA A = (Σ, Q, I, F, δ) and a target letter
a ∈ Σ arbitrary we define

∥A∥a = (c(G(T (a))) + n2 − 2n + 2)

1 +
∑

b∈Σ\{a}

2rank(T (b))2


For any choice of a ∈ Σ it holds ∥A∥ ≤ ∥A∥a.

Proof. The proof follows from the definition of subset complexity by picking J = {a} and
applying aforementioned lemmas. ◀

This bound has an intuitive interpretation: if all but one transition matrices are low-
rank then the subset complexity will be polynomially bounded (the cyclicity is exponential

CVIT 2016



23:14 Blow-up in Non-Deterministic Automata

only in very exceptional cases). It comes especially handy for two-symbol automata and
characterizes a large class of NFAs which can be converted efficiently to DFAs using subset
construction, as summarized in Figure 4.

6 Examples

In this section we look at some examples of “complex” automata through the lens of subset
complexity. It turns out that seemingly minor changes to the structure of NFAs can drastic-
ally reduce their state complexity, providing intuition and insight towards the underlying
nature of the non-determinstic blow-up.

▶ Example 29. Consider n-state Moore’s NFA Amoore from Figure 1 with state complexity
of 2n. Figure 5 shows the modified version Amoore

′ where we replaced both labels on the
transitions from qn from a to c. The new automaton Amoore

′ operates over the alphabet
Σ = {a, b, c}, and is still non-deterministic.

q1 q2 q3 q4 . . . qn

b

a a, b a, b a, b a, b

c

c

Figure 5 Modification of Moore’s non-deterministic automaton Amoore
′ with n states with the

addition of symbol c

▷ Claim. For a n-state modified Moore’s automaton Amoore
′ it holds:

∥∥Amoore
′∥∥ ≤ 3n2+3n

Proof. We choose J = {a, b} and notice that T (a)T (b) = T (a)T (a), meaning that all matrices
in the transition monoid S(J ) can be obtained from a product sequence of the following
form

T (b)T (b) . . . T (b)T (a)T (a) . . . T (a)

Moreover, we have that (T (a))n = 0 and (T (b))n−1 = (T (b))n, meaning that there at most
n + 1 distinct products of T (a) and n distinct products of T (b) (counting the empty set).
Hence |S(J )| ≤ n2 + n. Furthermore we have that R(T (c)) = 2 because T (c) is a rank 1
matrix. After applying Theorem 20 we conclude the proof. ◁

▶ Example 30. In this example we examine the previously encountered Meyer-Fischer’s
NFA. Now let us consider its modification Amf

′ where we remove all but k self-loops with
labels b, as shown in Figure 6.

▷ Claim. For a n-state modified Meyer-Fischer’s NFA Amf
′ it holds:∥∥Amf

′∥∥ ≤ (2k+1 + 1)(2n2 − 4n + 4)

and adding an arbitrary number of a-labeled transitions won’t affect this bound.
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q1

q2

q3 q4

. . .

qn

b

b

a

a

a

a

a

a, b
b

b b

Figure 6 Modified Meyer–Fischer’s non-deterministic automaton Amf
′ with n states where all

but k self-loop transitions with label b were removed

Proof. To prove the claim we will employ Proposition 28 and select a as the target letter,
but use the matching bound from Lemma 26 instead of the rank. It is left to verify that∥∥Amf

′∥∥
a
≤ (2k+1 + 1)(2n2 − 4n + 4). We notice that cyclicity of G(T (a)) is n because the

precedence graph is one big cycle, and adding any additional edge can only make it smaller.
Similarly we observe that R(T (b)) ≤ 2k+1 because T (b) has only k + 1 non-zero columns,
hence the largest matching has the size of at most k+1. The rest follows from the properties
of

∥∥Amf
′∥∥

a
. ◁

▶ Remark. In both examples we presented the sets of starting states I and final states F

can be chosen arbitrarily, since subset complexity is independent of both I and F .

7 Open questions

While we managed to answer some important questions about the mechanics of subset
construction and how to control for the possible blow-up, a number of interesting problems
about its operational semantics remains open.

▶ Open question 1. For which classes of automata besides the ones presented in [8] does
subset construction produce an approximately minimal DFA?

▶ Open question 2. Can we modify subset construction in such a way that would allow us
to estimate the size of its output in polynomial time?

Another area of open questions is the choice of criteria to bound the size of the subset
construction. While no tight bounds can be expected due to Proposition 14, it would be
interesting to understand which properties would manifest significant reduction or increase
on the number of states.

▶ Open question 3. What other criteria can be used to create lower and upper bounds for
the size of subset construction?

▶ Open question 4. Is there some simple property which would capture both the range and
monoid parts of subset complexity?
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