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Abstract
The ambiguity of a tree automaton is the number of distinct accepting runs over a given input.
We show that, in polynomial time, one can decide whether the ambiguity grows polynomially or
exponentially in the input size, and, in the former case, one can compute the exact polynomial
degree. Equivalently, this amounts to studying the growth of the number of results of set queries in
Monadic Second-Order logic (MSO) over ranked trees; we also prove a reparameterization theorem
for such queries in the case of polynomial growth.

This property of MSO set queries leads directly to a generalization of Bojańczyk’s dimension
minimization theorem for string-to-string polyregular functions. Our generalization applies to MSO
set interpretations from trees, which subsume (as we show) tree-walking transducers and invisible
pebble tree-to-string transducers. Finally, with a bit more work we obtain the following:

a new, short and conceptual proof that macro tree transducers of linear growth compute only
tree-to-tree MSO transductions (a seminal theorem of Engelfriet and Maneth);
a procedure to decide polynomial size-to-height increase for macro tree transducers and compute
the polynomial degree, which extends the recent decidability result of Gallot, Maneth, Nakano
and Peyrat concerning linear size-to-height increase.
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with the asymptotics of various quantities, defined by automata or
logic, depending on a (finite) input tree over a fixed ranked alphabet. More specifically, for a
map f from trees to N = {0, 1, . . . }, we consider the associated growth rate function

growth[f ] : n ∈ N 7→ max
|t|⩽n

f(t)

where the size |t| of the tree t is its number of nodes. We shall say that:
f has polynomial growth of degree k ∈ N when growth[f ](n) = Θ(nk);
f has exponential growth when growth[f ](n) = 2Θ(n) – in that case we shall say that the
degree of growth of f is ∞.
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2 The structure of polynomial growth for tree automata/transducers and MSO

Ambiguity of tree automata. The ambiguity of a non-deterministic automaton over a given
input tree is its number of distinct runs over this input. This notion plays an important role
in the theory of automata over words; the definition extends as it is to tree automata, and it
has been occasionally studied in this setting, e.g. in [53].

E. Paul has shown [60, Corollary 8.27] that the ambiguity of a tree automaton must
have a well-defined degree of growth in N ∪ {∞}, in accordance with our definition above.
In particular, following standard terminology, every tree automaton is either polynomially
ambiguous or exponentially ambiguous. We reprove this result and make it effective:

▶ Theorem 1.1. The degree of growth of the ambiguity of a tree automaton is computable in
polynomial time.

In the special case of strings, there was already a polynomial-time algorithm due to Weber
and Seidl [68, Section 4]. But surprisingly, we have not found this theorem explicitly stated
for trees in the literature.

MSO set queries. Let F (X1, . . . , Xℓ) be a formula of monadic second-order logic (MSO)
over trees. We capitalize the free variables X1, . . . , Xℓ to indicate that they are second-order
variables – that is, they range over sets of nodes. Such a formula defines an MSO set query

?F : tree t 7→
{

(P1, . . . , Pℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
each of these tuples is called a result of the query

∈ {subsets of nodes of t}ℓ | t |= F (P1, . . . , Pℓ)
}

The enumeration of the results of such queries has been an active topic of research in database
theory, see for instance [3, Sections 3.4 & 4.3]. Here, we start with this elementary remark:

▷ Claim 1.2. From an MSO set query over trees (given by a formula), one can effectively
compute a tree automaton whose ambiguity coincides, over any input tree, with the number
of results of the query. Thus, the growth rate of this query enjoys a polynomial/exponential
dichotomy and its degree is computable.

We can say more about queries of polynomial growth, thanks to structural properties
that arise in our study of polynomially ambiguous tree automata (E. Paul’s aforementioned
work also states some related properties [60, Lemmas 8.11 & 8.20]). Let us say that a family
of functions is finite-to-one if there is some global finite bound on the cardinality of every
fiber f−1({x}), for f in the family and x in the codomain of f .

▶ Theorem 1.3. Suppose that F (X1, . . . , Xℓ) defines an MSO set query over trees that
has polynomial growth, with degree k ∈ N. Then there exists a finite-to-one and effectively
MSO-definable family of functions ?F (t) → {nodes of t}k, indexed by input trees t.

We shall make the meaning of “MSO-definable” in this statement precise in Section 3;
“effectively” means that the MSO formula defining this family can be computed from F .
Morally, the results of the query can be reparameterized in MSO by k-tuples of nodes instead
of ℓ-tuples of sets, up to bounded imprecision.

▶ Example 1.4. Let us consider an MSO set query over trees that selects paths from the
root — let us say rooted paths for short — under a suitable encoding as tuples of sets of
nodes. We give such an encoding (for a larger class of graphs) in Example 3.3. The number
of rooted paths grows linearly in the size of the tree; Theorem 1.3 then says that they can be
sent in a finite-to-one fashion to tree nodes. To do so explicitly, we can send a rooted path
to its endpoint — this is in fact one-to-one, as well as MSO-definable (Example 3.10).
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Figure 1 A tree-to-graph MSO transduction (left) followed by an unfolding (right). For an input
of size n, the output of the composition has size n(n + 3)/2 − 1 = Θ(n2).

MSO (set) interpretations & tree transducers. The above Theorem 1.3 is very similar
to Bojańczyk’s “Seed Lemma”1 [8, Lemma 6.2]. While our conclusions are slightly weaker,
the Seed Lemma as stated in [8] requires much stronger assumptions: it only applies to
MSO formulas over strings with first-order free variables. (This is due to Bojańczyk’s use of
factorization forests, whereas our proof relies only on elementary pumping arguments.)

The original purpose of the Seed Lemma was to prove a dimension minimization property
for MSO interpretations on strings, a logical formalism for defining functions [8, Theorem 6.1].
Our results on MSO set queries therefore allow us to generalize this property to MSO set
interpretations (introduced by Colcombet and Löding [23]) on trees.

▶ Theorem 1.5. The output size of an MSO set interpretation I from trees to relational
structures grows either polynomially or exponentially in the input size, with a computable
degree k ∈ N ∪ {∞}. Furthermore, when k < ∞, one can compute a k-dimensional MSO
interpretation that defines the same function as I (up to isomorphism of structures).

In particular we can decide if the growth rate is linear — this is the case k ⩽ 1 — and if
it is, we get an equivalent 1-dimensional interpretation, a.k.a. an MSO transduction.

The aforementioned notion of MSO transduction was introduced in the late 1980s [4, 29, 24]
and has gone on to acquire a central importance in automata theory and adjacent fields,
such as parts of graph theory, cf. e.g. [25, 9]. In the string-to-string case, MSO transductions
capture the important class of regular functions (cf. [57]), whereas MSO interpretations
characterize the polyregular functions [13, Theorem 7]; the latter have been the subject of
many works in recent years, see [8, 49] for surveys.2

As for MSO set interpretations, which our new theorem applies to, they subsume some
function classes defined by tree transducers, i.e. automata with outputs.

▶ Example 1.6. An MSO transduction with sharing (MSOTS) consists of a tree-to-graph
MSO transduction post-composed with the graph-to-tree unfolding operation, as illustrated
by Figure 1. They define the same class of functions as some well-established automata
models, such as tree-walking transducers with regular look-around [7, Theorem 17].3

By translating MSOTS to MSO set interpretations (Proposition 5.1), we make Theorem 1.5
applicable: there is an algorithm which can detect, e.g., that the MSOTS of Figure 1 has
quadratic growth, and then compute an equivalent 2-dimensional MSO interpretation.

1 The lemma is stated without proof in [8]. All the proof ingredients may be found in [10, Section 2],
even though the statements given there are formally slightly different.

2 At the time of writing, no such results have been published for string-to-string MSO set interpretations,
but they are currently being investigated by M. Bojańczyk, T. Colcombet, E. Filiot, N. Lhote, P. Ohlmann,
P.-A. Reynier, . . . For instance, they were the topic of a recent talk at Dagstuhl [1, §3.15].

3 Bloem and Engelfriet [7] state the result for a formalism based on attribute grammars, which is essentially
equivalent to tree-walking transducers. We refer to [58, Section 3.2] for further discussion of this point.
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In Section 5, we also detail (and discuss the significance of) some slightly less immediate
applications of Theorem 1.5 to tree transducers: they do not merely amount to observing that
a function class of interest is included in MSO set interpretations. Inter alia, we generalize a
couple of decidability results — an old one [36] and a new one [39] — on the asymptotics
of macro tree transducers (MTTs). Furthermore, our proofs are arguably simpler and more
conceptual than those of [36, 39] since we avoid combinatorial reasoning on MTTs.

1.1 Some closely related work: ambiguity vs N-weighted automata
We only discuss a small sample of the related work here, chosen for its relevance to our
technical development. The rest is covered partially throughout the paper, and partially in
the conclusion (Section 6.1).

It is well known that the ambiguity of a nondeterministic (tree or string) automaton
A is equal, over all inputs, to the value of the (N, +, ×)-weighted automaton obtained
from A by turning the presence (resp. absence) of a transition into the weight 0 (resp. 1).
Conversely, by taking copies of the states of an (N, +, ×)-weighted automaton B, one can
build a nondeterministic automaton whose ambiguity coincides with the value of B.

Let us now focus on strings as input. Through the aforementioned correspondence, the
structural characterisation of finitely ambiguous automata — i.e. whose growth rate has
degree 0 — by Weber and Seidl [68, Theorem 3.1] is very similar (though not identical) to
Mandel and Simon’s earlier decision procedure for the boundedness of (N, +, ×)-weighted
automata [54, Corollary 5.2]. As already mentioned, Weber and Seidl also prove4 the special
case of Theorem 1.1 over strings; using similar ideas, Douéneau-Tabot [27, Section 4.4.2] gives
a simple proof of the analogous results5 for the growth of an (N, +, ×)-weighted automaton,
which relies on (a rephrasing of) Mandel and Simon’s results. Douéneau-Tabot’s arguments
are a key inspiration in our proof of Theorem 1.1.

Finally, extending the ideas of his paper with Weber [68], Seidl showed the decidability (in
polynomial time) of finite ambiguity for tree automata [65, Theorem 2.5]. His characterization
of finite ambiguity — or rather, a slight variant (Theorem 2.8 here) — plays a crucial role
in our proof of Theorem 1.1. Paul’s work on the structure of polynomially ambiguous tree
automata [60], which we mentioned at the beginning of the paper, also leverages Seidl’s
theorem. Although Paul does not propose a decision procedure, a non-effective version of
Theorem 1.3 could almost be derived from his results.

1.2 Conventions on trees
A ranked alphabet is a finite set Σ given together with a rank function rank : Σ → N. The set
TΣ of trees over Σ is freely inductively generated by:

for a ∈ Σ and
empty family when rank(a)=0︷ ︸︸ ︷

t1, . . . , trank(a) ∈ TΣ, a(t1, . . . , trank(a)) ∈ TΣ

This inductive definition means that trees are subject to structural equality:

a(t1, . . . , tk) = b(t′
1, . . . , t′

ℓ) ⇐⇒ a = b (implying k = ℓ) and ∀i, ti = t′
i

4 They are not the first to do so, though their algorithm is the first one that runs in polynomial time.
See [45, Section 3] for a discussion of earlier work.

5 In particular, he shows that the degree of growth can be computed in polynomial time. Formally,
this does not directly follow from Weber and Seidl’s result, because the reduction from (N, +, ×)-
weighted automata to nondeterministic automata that we alluded to above is not polynomial (but it is
pseudo-polynomial, i.e. polynomial when the weights are written in unary).
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A tree t ∈ TΣ has a set of nodes, with the usual meaning. We shall use the identification

nodes(a(t1, . . . , tk)) = {root of t} ∪
k⋃

i=0
nodes(ti), the union being disjoint.

Even though it is formally incompatible with structural equality (in a(t, t), do the two copies
of t have the same nodes?), this slight abuse will not cause any issue for us in this paper.
(See the “tree structures” of Section 3 for a rigorous treatment.) Each node has a label in
Σ, and the nodes whose label has rank 0 are the leaves. To relate nodes in a tree, we use
standard terminology: parent, i-th child, ancestor/descendant, etc.

A (one-hole) context over Σ is a tree over Σ ∪ {□ (rank 0)} with exactly one leaf, the
hole, labeled by □. A context C can be applied to a tree by “plugging the root of t into the
hole of C”, producing a tree C[t]; for example, a(b(□), c)[a(c, c)] = a(b(a(c, c)), c). Contexts
can be composed so that (C ◦ C ′)[t] = C[C ′[t]].

2 Ambiguity of nondeterministic tree automata

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1.
Let us fix a ranked alphabet Σ. As usual, a tree automaton over Σ consists of:
a finite set of states, with a subset of accepting states;
a set of transitions — each transition is a tuple (q1, . . . , qrank(a), a, q) where a ∈ Σ and
q1, . . . , qrank(a), q are states.

A run of the automaton over an input tree is a map from its nodes to states where for each
node labeled by a ∈ Σ, its state and its children’s states are allowed to be q and q1, . . . , qrank(a)
respectively only if (q1, . . . , qrank(a), a, q) belongs to the set of transitions — we then call it
the transition taken at this node. A run is accepting if the state at the root is an accepting
state. On a given input, the ambiguity of a tree automaton is the number of accepting runs.

We have already mentioned the notions of finite/polynomial/exponential ambiguity. More
generally a tree automaton is called ambiguous if its ambiguity is at least two on some input,
and it is unambigous otherwise.
▶ Remark 2.1. The way we write the transitions suggests a bottom-up point of view on
tree automata; the top-down version would be (q, a, q1, . . . , qm). However, we insist that
for nondeterministic tree automata, this is only a matter of perspective: the bottom-up
and top-down versions are syntactically isomorphic. Therefore, we can freely apply results
stated for top-down automata, such as those of [65] (where accepting states are called “initial
states”).

A run of a tree automaton over a context C is like a run over an input tree, except that
the hole □ may be assigned any state.

▶ Definition 2.2. For q, q′ two states and C a one-hole context, we denote by q →C q′ the
existence of a run on C with q at the hole and q′ at the root. When we drop the subscript,
q → q′ means that there exists a context C such that q →C q′.

(This definition implicitly depends on a tree automaton.)
A state q is accessible if there exists a tree t and a run on t with q at the root. We say

that q is co-accessible if q → qa where qa is an accepting state. A tree automaton is trim if
all its states are accessible and co-accessible. Tree automata can be trimmed in polynomial
time [65, Proposition 1.1] — the trimmed automaton is obtained by removing states and
transitions, and for any input tree, its set of accepting runs is the same as in the original
automaton, so in particular the ambiguity is preserved.
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Hence, for the rest of this Section 2, we assume our tree automata to be trim.

2.1 Deciding exponential vs polynomial growth
▶ Definition 2.3. For q, q′ two states and C a one-hole context, we denote by q ↠C q′ the
existence of two different runs on C with q at the hole and q′ at the root. As in Definition 2.2,
we drop the subscript to existentially quantify on C.

A heavy cycle consists of a state q and a context C such that q ↠C q.

▶ Theorem 2.4. If a trim tree automaton admits a heavy cycle, then it is exponentially
ambiguous; otherwise, its ambiguity is bounded by a polynomial.6 This condition can be tested
in polynomial time.

This subsection is dedicated to proving the above theorem. As before, we fix a trim tree
automaton A over a ranked alphabet Σ.

Polynomial-time detection of heavy cycles. Given A and a state q, one can compute in
polynomial time another automaton Aq,q over Σ ∪ {q (rank 0)} whose runs over input trees
correspond to the runs of A over one-hole contexts with q at the hole and at the root. Then
A has no heavy cycle if and only if Aq,q is unambiguous for every state q, which can be
tested in polynomial time [65, Proposition 1.2].

Heavy cycle ⇒ exponential ambiguity. The trivial upper bound (number of states)n is
exponential. The lower bound is established by a simple pumping argument, that already
appears in [65, proof of Proposition 2.1]. Let q ↠C q; let q →C′ qa where qa is accepting (by
trimness, q is co-accessible) and t be a tree that admits a run where the root has state q

(states are accessible). Then tn = C ′[Cn[t]] has size O(n) and admits at least 2n runs:

q ↠C · · · ↠C q →C′ qa

No heavy cycle ⇒ polynomial bound. Our argument is heavily inspired by [60, §8].
Suppose also, without loss of generality, that the tree automaton A is ambiguous (otherwise

the result is trivial) and has a single accepting state qa.7 Let us say that a state is ambiguous
if some input has at least two runs with this state at the root, otherwise the state is called
unambiguous.

▷ Claim 2.5. The states q such that qa → q are ambiguous. Moreover, in any run, the set of
nodes labeled by such states is closed under taking ancestors.

Proof. The first half of the claim follows from the assumption that A is ambiguous, which
means that qa is ambiguous. Moreover we observe that if q1 → q2 and q1 is ambiguous then
so is q2. This is because if t has two distinct runs with q1 at the root and q1 →C q2, then
C[t] has two distinct runs with q2 at the root.

Let us fix an input tree and a run. Consider a node in the above-defined set, with state
q, and one of its ancestors with state q′. They can be described as the respective roots of t

6 We do not yet say “polynomially ambiguous” because at this point, we have not proved that the growth
rate of the ambiguity is Θ(nk) for some k ∈ N. This is a known result [60, Corollary 8.27], but we want
to reprove it on the way to making it effective.

7 The ambiguity of an automaton with n accepting states is the sum of the ambiguities of n copies of this
automaton, each with one accepting state. Finite sums of polynomials are also polynomials.



P. Gallot, N. Lhote & L. T. D. Nguyễn 7

and C[t] for some decomposition of the input as C ′[C[t]]. We then have q →C q′ as part of
our fixed run. From the assumption that qa → q, we then get qa → q′. ◁

Call a transition (q1, . . . , qm, a, q) a final bridge when qa → q but qa ̸→ qi for i = 1, . . . , m.
Note that the second half of the definition is vacuously true for m = 0.

▷ Claim 2.6. Each accepting run contains exactly one occurrence of a final bridge.

Proof. Let us fix an input tree and an accepting run on that input. Let S be the set of nodes
considered in Claim 2.5. The final bridges are exactly the transitions for the maximal nodes
in S (for the descendant ordering). Since S ̸= ∅ (it contains the root), it suffices to show
that it has only one maximal element.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that S has at least two distinct maximal nodes. They
are descendants of the i-th and j-th children, respectively, of their lowest common ancestor,
for some i ̸= j. Let (q1, . . . , qm, a, q) be the transition taken at this common ancestor; then q,
qi and qj are states labeling nodes in S. By Claim 2.5 again, qj is ambiguous: it is reached
(meaning, at the root) by two different runs on a common tree t. Then qi ↠C q where
C = a(t1, . . . , ti−1,□, ti+1, . . . , tm), tℓ reaches qℓ for each ℓ and tj = t. Furthermore, qa → qi

by definition of S, and since the automaton is trim, q → qa. Thus, we get a heavy cycle
q ↠C′◦C q. ◁

A run of our automaton A over an input tree of size n is determined by:
The final bridge (q1, . . . , qm, a, q) of this run — there are a finite number of choices.
The node where it is taken — each of the ⩽ n choices corresponds to a decomposition of
the input tree as C[a(t1, . . . , tk)] where the final bridge is taken at the a-labeled node.
The run q →C qa “above” the final bridge. Since qa → q, there is only a single choice
once C is fixed; otherwise, q ↠C qa would imply q ↠ q, a heavy cycle.
For each i ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the run over the subtree ti. It can be seen as an accepting run
over ti of the tree automaton Aqi

obtained by setting qi to be the new unique accepting
state, then trimming. This last step removes at least the state qa, because qa ̸→ qi.
Furthermore, Aqi still does not have heavy cycles. Thus, by reasoning by induction on
the number of states, we may assume that the ambiguity of Aqi

is polynomially bounded:
it has nO(1) possible runs over ti.

By multiplying these bounds together, we see that the ambiguity of A is nO(1).

2.2 A known characterization of finite ambiguity
Our next goal is to study the polynomial degree of growth. To do so, we first need to recall
the degree 0 case. (The terms “heavy cycle” and “barbell” are taken from [27, Section 4.4.2].)

▶ Definition 2.7. When q1 ̸= q2 and q1 →C q1 and q1 →C q2 and q2 →C q2 — we stress
that the three latter conditions must hold for the same context C — we write q1 ⇛C q2 and
we call this configuration a barbell.

▶ Theorem 2.8 (variation on [65, §2]). A trim tree automaton is finitely ambiguous if and
only if it does not contain any heavy cycle, nor any barbell.

Let us discuss the relationship with Seidl’s results from [65]. For trim tree automata, he
shows that unbounded ambiguity is equivalent to the disjunction of two conditions (T1) and
(T2). While these conditions are stated in a local fashion using a “branch automaton”, in
order to make algorithmic testing convenient, the proofs in [65, Section 2] make it clear that:

(T1) corresponds to a special case of heavy cycles (cf. [65, Fig. 2]);
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qC C q1 q2

C
C C

Figure 2 A heavy cycle (left) and a barbell (right), with the assumption that the C-runs are
distinct on the left and q1 ̸= q2 on the right.

(T2) corresponds precisely to barbells (cf. [65, Fig. 3]).
To bridge the gap with Theorem 2.8, it suffices to check that general heavy cycles also lead
to unbounded ambiguity. This has been done in the previous subsection (it is the “easy”
part of Theorem 2.4).

2.3 Computing the polynomial degree of growth
In this section, we consider the polynomially bounded case. In other words, we assume
that our trim tree automaton A has no heavy cycle.

However, it may have barbells. Those play an important role in determining the degree
of growth, but the situation is a bit subtle (at least more so over trees than over strings).

▶ Example 2.9. Consider, for N ∈ N, the tree automaton whose transitions are:

{(c, q′), (q′, b, q′), (q′, b, qN ), (qN , b, qN ), (qN , qN , a, qN−1), . . . , (q1, q1, a, q0)}

(where rank(a) = 2, rank(b) = 1 and rank(c) = 0), with accepting state q0.
It has a single pair of states forming a barbell, namely q′ ⇛ qN (this can be witnessed

by the context b(□), or by b(b(□)), etc.). At the same time, the degree of growth of its
ambiguity is 2N .

We now introduce patterns involving barbells that witness lower bounds for the degree of
growth. They are finite ranked trees over an infinite alphabet that consists of the original
ranked alphabet Σ plus, for each one-hole context C, a rank 1 node ⟨C⟩.

▶ Definition 2.10. We define inductively the pumping patterns for each state of A:
if A contains a transition (q1, . . . , qk, a, q) and Πi is a pumping pattern for qi, for each
i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, then a(Π1, . . . , Πk) is a pumping pattern for q;
if q′ ⇛C q and Π′ is a pumping pattern for q′ then ⟨C⟩(Π′) is a pumping pattern for q.

The degree deg(Π) of a pattern Π is its number of ⟨−⟩ nodes. For n ∈ N, by structural
induction on a pumping pattern, we set:

pump(n, a(Π1, . . . , Πk)) = a(pump(n, Π1), . . . , pump(n, Πk))
pump(n, ⟨C⟩(Π)) = Cn[pump(n, Π)]

▶ Remark 2.11. If t ∈ TΣ admits a run ending in state q at the root, then t can be seen as a
pumping pattern of degree 0 for q. In particular, since the tree automaton A is assumed to
be trim, for any state there is at least one pumping pattern.

As a non-degenerate example, the automaton of Ex. 2.9 (parameterized by N ∈ N) admits
a pumping pattern ΠN of degree 2N , defined by Π0 = ⟨b(□)⟩(c) and Πi+1 = a(Πi, Πi), for
i ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}.

▷ Claim 2.12. Let Π be a pumping pattern for a state q and q →C qa where qa is accepting.
Then |C[pump(n, Π)]| = O(n) while the ambiguity over C[pump(n, Π)] is at least ndeg(Π).
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Proof. We only detail the proof for the lower bound on the ambiguity. It suffices to show that
there are at least ndeg(Π) runs on pump(n, Π) with q at the root. By structural induction:
case Π = a(Π1, . . . , Πk): by definition, there is a transition (q1, . . . , qk, a, q) such that

each Πi is a pumping pattern for qi. By induction hypothesis, there are at least ndeg(Πi)

runs on pump(n, Πi) with qi at the root. These runs plus the aforementioned transition
can be assembled to yield ndeg(Π1) × · · · × ndeg(Πk) = ndeg(Π) distinct runs on pump(n, Π).

case Π = ⟨C⟩(Π′): by definition, Π′ is a pumping pattern for some state q′ such that
q′ ⇛C q. The key observation (from [65, proof of Proposition 2.2]) is that there are at
least n runs over the context Cn with q′ at the hole and q at the root, namely:

m − 1 times C︷ ︸︸ ︷
q′ →C · · · →C q′ →C

n − m times C︷ ︸︸ ︷
q →C · · · →C q

These runs over Cn can be plugged with the ndeg(Π′) runs over pump(n, Π′) with q′ at
the root to give n × ndeg(Π′) = ndeg(Π) runs on pump(n, Π). ◁

Recall that we assume that the ambiguity is polynomially bounded. Therefore, there must
be a global bound on the degrees of pumping patterns. This ensures that the degree of a
state, introduced below, is a well-defined natural number.

▶ Definition 2.13. The degree deg(q) is the maximum degree of a pumping pattern for q.

It can be more abstractly characterized, which somehow provides a way to compute it:

▶ Lemma 2.14. The degree is the smallest function f : {states} → N such that:
if A contains a transition (q1, . . . , qk, a, q) then f(q1) + · · · + f(qk) ⩽ f(q) – in particular,
deg is monotone with respect to →;
if q′ ⇛ q then f(q′) + 1 ⩽ f(q).

Furthermore, the degrees of the states are computable in polynomial time.

Proof sketch. Let S(q) = {deg(Π) | Π is a pumping pattern for q}. From Definition 2.10 we
can extract a direct inductive definition of S, that can be expressed by general considerations
as a least fixed point in a lattice of set-valued functions. Furthermore, S(q) = {0, . . . , deg(q)}
(indeed, it is downwards-closed because ⟨C⟩(Π) can be replaced by C[Π] to decrement the
degree of a pattern). The degree function is thus the least fixed point of the following
operator:

f 7→

[
q 7→ max

(
{f(q)} ∪

{
k∑

i=1
f(qi)

∣∣∣∣∣(q1, . . . , qk, a, q) trans.
}

∪ {f(q′) + 1 | q′ ⇛ q}

)]

To compute the degree map, we can iterate the operator (starting from q 7→ 0) until we
reach a fixed point. This naive algorithm terminates because it builds a bounded increasing
sequence of N-valued functions with finite domain: such a sequence must be finite.

To obtain the complexity bound, we have two things left to prove: firstly that each
iteration can be performed in polynomial time, and secondly that the fixed point is reached
in a polynomial (in fact linear) number of steps.

For the first point, we need to detect barbells in polynomial time. Seidl gives a cubic
algorithm [65, proof of Prop. 2.2]; the idea is that in the three-fold product of A with itself,
(q, q, q′) →C (q, q′, q′) is equivalent to q ⇛C q′ in A.

Let us show that the fixed point is reached after a linear number of steps. We denote
by fτ the map from states to N obtained after τ iterations of the aforementioned operator,
and by Q(τ) the set of states that are mapped to the correct value after τ iterations:
Q(τ) = {q | fτ (q) = deg(q)}. We call a set of states S a trigger for a state q if:
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either S = {q′} and q′ ⇛ q and deg(q) = deg(q′) + 1,
or S = {q1, . . . , qk} and deg(q) =

∑k
i=1 deg(qi).

▷ Claim 2.15. Q(τ + 1) = Q(τ) ∪ {q | q has a trigger included in Q(τ)}.

Proof. If a state q has a trigger included in Q(τ), then this trigger witnesses that

deg(q) ∈

{
k∑

i=1
fτ (qi)

∣∣∣∣∣(q1, . . . , qk, a, q) trans.
}

∪ {fτ (q′) + 1 | q′ ⇛ q}

Actually, this is an equivalence. Indeed, let’s say that deg(q) = fτ (q′)+1 for some q′ ⇛ q (the
other case is similar). Because of the barbell, deg(q′)+1 ⩽ deg(q), so we have fτ (q′) ⩾ deg(q′).
But the converse inequality is an invariant of the algorithm, so fτ (q′) = deg(q′), i.e. the
trigger {q′} is included in Q(τ).

The result follows by comparing this equivalence with the definition of fτ+1 from fτ . ◁

▷ Claim 2.16. If Q(τ + 1) = Q(τ) then a fixed point is reached in at most τ iterations.

Proof. As a consequence of the previous claim, whenever Q(τ + 1) = Q(τ), for any N ∈ N
we have Q(τ) = Q(τ + N). This means that the fixed point has been reached: indeed, by
definition, the algorithm halts at the first time τ ′ when Q(τ ′) is the full set of states. ◁

Thus, Q(τ) has to be strictly increasing before it stabilizes. Therefore, the number of
iterations is bounded by the number of states. ◀

Claim 2.12 entails that the degrees of the states are lower bounds on the polynomial
degree of growth of the ambiguity. Next, we prove a matching upper bound. To do so, we
start by distinguishing some transitions.

▶ Definition 2.17. A transition (q1, . . . , qm, a, q) is critical when

deg(q) > deg(q1) + · · · + deg(qm) [= 0 when m = 0].

A critical node for a run over some tree is a node where the transition taken is critical.

We may draw an analogy with flows in directed graphs: non-critical nodes satisfy the
“conservation of flow” equation deg(q) = deg(q1) + · · · + deg(qm) while critical nodes serve
as “sources” for the flow of degrees. Since the root is the only “sink”, we have:

▷ Claim 2.18. The number of critical nodes in a (not necessarily accepting) run is bounded
by the degree of the state at the root.

Proof idea. The degree at the root is the sum, for each node, of the “entering flow” at that
node, i.e. deg(q) − deg(q1) − · · · − deg(qm) if the transition taken is (q1, . . . , qm, a, q). Each
critical node contributes ⩾ 1 to that sum, while the other nodes contribute 0. ◁

Furthermore, the set of critical nodes of an accepting run almost determines this run:

▶ Lemma 2.19. The number of accepting runs over any given input tree whose set of critical
nodes equals any prescribed value is bounded by a computable function of the automaton A.
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Proof. We build a new tree automaton B with the same states as A, but with input alphabet
Σ×{0, 1} (where the left component determines the rank). For each critical (resp. non-critical)
transition (q1, . . . , qm, a, q) in A, we add a transition (q1, . . . , qm, (a, [1 (resp. 0)]), q) to B.
This way, the runs in A over an input t ∈ TΣ whose set of critical nodes is S ⊆ nodes(t)
correspond precisely to the runs in B over the tree tS obtained by replacing the label a of
each node ν by (a, 1) if ν ∈ S or by (a, 0) if ν /∈ S.

Therefore, it suffices to show that our new automaton is finitely ambiguous. To do so, we
apply Theorem 2.8. Let us check its assumptions:

A is trim and has no heavy cycles (by assumption), therefore B too.
Suppose for the sake of contradiction that q1 ⇛C q2 in B. Then in A, q1 ⇛ q2 is
witnessed by the context obtained from C by projecting on the first component; thus,
deg(q1) < deg(q2) (we only speak of degrees in A). Furthermore, by definition of ⇛,
we have q1 →C q1 and q1 →C q2 in B. These are jointly impossible because, by a
“conservation of flow” argument (cf. above), if q′ →C q′′, then deg(q′) < deg(q′′) if and
only if C contains a node with label in Σ × {1}.

Finally, we note that the finite ambiguity of our new tree automaton is bounded by a
computable function of its number of states and of r = max(rank(Σ)): cf. [65, Theorem 3.1]
when r > 1 and [68, Theorem 2.1] in the degenerate case r ⩽ 1 (which corresponds to taking
strings as inputs). ◀

We are now in a position to bound the ambiguity over an input tree of size n by∑
S

|runs whose set of critical nodes is S| ⩽ O(nmax(deg(states)))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Claim 2.18

× O(1)︸︷︷︸
Lemma 2.19

Combined with the matching lower bound obtained earlier, we see that

growth[ambiguity of A] = Θ(nmax(deg(states)))

Together with the complexity result of Lemma 2.14, this concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3 Growth and reparameterization of MSO queries

Let us now deduce Theorem 1.3 (stated in more detail as Theorem 3.9) from the properties
of critical transitions that we just saw above.

We use the standard definition of monadic second-order (MSO) logic and its semantics over
relational structures; see for instance [25, Chapter 5]. As usual, uppercase letters X, Y, . . .

denote second-order variables (ranging over subsets of the domain) whereas lowercase letters
x, y, . . . denote first-order variables (ranging over elements of the domain). A formula is
closed when it has no free variables.

Trees and DAGs as relational structures. To a ranked alphabet Σ, we associate a relational
signature that consists of:

for each a ∈ Σ, a unary symbol a;
for each i ∈ {1, . . . , max(rank(Σ))}, a binary symbol childi;
a binary symbol ⩽.

▶ Definition 3.1. We define a rooted DAG (directed acyclic graph) over Σ to be a finite
structure G over the above signature, such that the following hold:

G interprets the formula child1(x1, x2)∨· · ·∨ childmax(rank(Σ))(x1, x2) as an irreflexive and
acyclic binary relation over its domain, whose reflexive transitive closure is equal to ⩽;
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the partial order ⩽ has a unique minimum element, called the root;
for each vertex (i.e. domain element) u ∈ dom(G):

there is a unique a ∈ Σ such that G |= a(u);
for i ∈ {1, . . . , rank(a)}, there is a unique v ∈ dom(G) such that G |= childi(u, v);
for i > rank(a), there is no v ∈ dom(G) such that G |= childi(u, v).

When G |= u ⩽ v, we say that u is an ancestor of v and that v is a descendant of u.

▶ Remark 3.2. All these axioms are definable in MSO.

Let us illustrate the power of MSO for querying DAGs encoded as relational structures.

▶ Example 3.3. A rooted path in G is a finite sequence (u0, i1, u1, . . . , in, un) such that u0 is
the root and G |= childik

(uk−1, uk) for k ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
We may encode such a path as a tuple (P1, . . . , Pr) for r = max(rank(Σ)) by taking

Pi = {uk−1 | k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, ik = i} (in particular, the path with only the root (k = 0) is
encoded as (∅, . . . ,∅)). Then P⃗ ∈ P(dom(G))r is an encoding of a rooted path if and only if
G |= Fpath(P⃗ ) for some MSO formula Fpath(X1, . . . , Xr). We can then say that this formula
defines an MSO set query whose results are the rooted paths.

Explicitly, Fpath may be defined as the conjunction of:
∀x. Xi(x) ⇒

∨
a∈Σ,i⩽rank(a)

a(x) (take one such subformula for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r});

∀x.
∨

1⩽i⩽r

Xi(x) ⇒
(

(∀y. x ⩽ y) ∨
∨

1⩽j⩽r

∃y. Xj(y) ∧ childj(y, x)
)

;

the predicates Xi define disjoint subsets (this can be expressed in MSO).

▶ Remark 3.4. We work with structures whose interpretation of ⩽ is fully determined by
their interpretation of the other symbols. But from the point of view of expressive power,
it is well known that having direct access to the descendent order makes a difference in
first-order logic (see e.g. the introduction to [5]) — this is important for the decomposition
of Lemma 5.9. It also matters for the structures outputted by MSO interpretations (§4), as
explained in [13, §2.2].

Any tree over Σ can be turned into a rooted DAG whose domain is the set of nodes of
the tree, with the intuitive interpretations of the relation symbols. This defines an injection
from trees to DAGs, whose range can be characterized up to isomorphism of structures:

▶ Definition 3.5. If every vertex of a rooted DAG G has its set of ancestors totally ordered
by the descendant order ⩽, then G is called a tree structure.

For t ∈ TΣ and F a formula, we abbreviate “[the tree structure for t] |= F” as t |= F .
This abuse of notation extends to formulas with first-order (resp. second-order) variables
instantiated by nodes (resp. subsets of nodes) of t — as used, for instance, in the introduction
when defining the set query ?F specified by an MSO formula F (X1, . . . , Xℓ).

Logic-automata correspondence. The fundamental theorem of MSO on trees is that the
sets of trees defined by closed MSO formulas are precisely the regular tree languages: those
recognized by nondeterministic tree automata or equivalently by deterministic bottom-up
tree automata; cf. e.g. [52, Theorem 2.7]. (The language recognized by an automaton is
the set of inputs with an accepting run.) Furthermore, these equivalences are effective, i.e.
witnessed by computable translations. In fact, the correspondence between MSO and tree
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automata works not just for closed formulas defining languages, but also for formulas with
free variables defining queries, as follows:8

▶ Theorem 3.6. Let ℓ ∈ N and, for each t ∈ TΣ, let Ξt ⊆ P(nodes(t))ℓ. The following are
equivalent, with effective conversions:

there is an MSO formula F (X1, . . . , Xℓ) such that Ξt = ?F (t) for all t ∈ TΣ;
the “language of marked trees” {marked(t, P⃗ ) | t ∈ TΣ, P⃗ ∈ Ξt} ⊆ T(Σ × {0, 1}ℓ) is
regular, where marked(t, P1, . . . , Pℓ) is the tree such that

by projecting all labels to their first coordinate, one recovers the tree t (for this to make
sense, we define the ranks on Σ × {0, 1}ℓ to be inherited from the ranks on Σ);
the (i + 1)-th coordinate of the label of a node is 1 if and only if the corresponding node
in t belongs to Pi.

Number of query results vs ambiguity. Let F (X1, . . . , Xℓ) be an MSO formula on trees
over the ranked alphabet Σ. Let AF be an unambiguous tree automaton over Σ × {0, 1}ℓ —
e.g. a deterministic bottom-up tree automaton — that recognizes the corresponding language
of marked trees, according to Theorem 3.6. We build another automaton BF as follows:

its states are of the form (q, a, b⃗) where q is a state of AF and (a, b⃗) ∈ Σ × {0, 1}ℓ;
the accepting states in BF are those whose first component is accepting in AF ;
its transitions are ((q1, a1, b⃗1), . . . , (qm, am, b⃗m), a, (q, a, b⃗)) for each b⃗1, . . . , b⃗m, b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}ℓ

and a ∈ Σ such that AF contains the transition (q1, . . . , qm, (a, b⃗), q).

▷ Claim 3.7 (Explicit version of Claim 1.2). The results of the query ?F are in canonical
bijection with the set of accepting runs of BF over every input tree in TΣ.

Proof. By construction, the accepting runs of BF over an input t ∈ TΣ are in bijection with

{(t′, some accepting run of AF over t′︸ ︷︷ ︸
unique because AF is unambiguous

) | t′ ∈ (project node labels on Σ)−1({t})}

By definition of the language of marked trees recognized by AF , the trees t′ appearing in the
above set are precisely those of the form marked(t, P⃗ ) for P⃗ ∈ ?F (t). ◁

As stated in the introduction, the properties that we have established concerning the
ambiguity of tree automata can therefore be transferred to MSO set queries. Since the
correspondence in Theorem 3.6 is effective, what we get is:

▶ Corollary 3.8. The number of results of an MSO set query grows either polynomially or
exponentially in the input size, with a computable degree in N ∪ {∞}.

The reparameterization theorem. In the case of polynomial growth, we have:

▶ Theorem 3.9 (precise statement of Theorem 1.3). Given an MSO formula F (X1, . . . , Xℓ)
over trees on Σ whose number of results has a growth rate of degree k < ∞, one can compute
an MSO formula G(X1, . . . , Xℓ, z1, . . . , zk) and B ∈ N such that, for every t ∈ TΣ:

?G(t) ⊂ P(nodes(t))ℓ × nodes(t)k is the graph of some map gt : ?F (t) → nodes(t)k;

8 Indeed, one classical proof — which is the one given in [52, proof of Theorem 2.7] — of this correspondence
translates MSO to tree automata by induction over the syntax; the induction hypothesis needs to apply
to subformulas with free variables, so it ends up being the statement of Theorem 3.6 that is proved.
Alternatively, Theorem 3.6 can be quickly reduced to the case of closed formulas.
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this map satisfies |g−1
t ({u})| ⩽ B for every u ∈ nodes(t).

Thus, (gt)t∈TΣ is a finite-to-one family of functions with computable bound.

▶ Example 3.10. Consider the MSO formula Fpath(X1, . . . , Xr) where r = max(rank(Σ))
from Example 3.3, which selects the encodings of rooted paths in a DAG over Σ. As
announced in the introduction (Example 1.4), over trees, the query ?Fpath has linear growth,
and there is an explicit reparameterization: map each rooted path to its endpoint (i.e. the
last vertex in the path), which determines the path uniquely (B = 1):

Gpath(X⃗, z) = Fpath(X⃗) ∧ ∀z′. z ⩽ z′ ⇔

“z′ is an upper bound of all vertices in the path”︷ ︸︸ ︷∧
1⩽i⩽r

∀x. ∀y. Xi(x) ∧ childi(x, y) ⇒ y ⩽ z′

This MSO formula selects the endpoint of a rooted path in any rooted DAG — a level of
generality that will be convenient for later reuse. (Though this is not finite-to-one over DAGs;
in fact, there can be up to exponentially many rooted paths to a given endpoint.)

Proof of Theorem 3.9. Let B′
F be obtained by trimming the tree automaton BF defined

earlier; they have the same accepting runs. By the assumption k < ∞ and Claim 3.7, B′
F is

polynomially ambiguous: it satisfies the assumptions of Section 2.3. This allows us to speak
of the critical nodes for the runs of B′

F (Definition 2.17). Using the bijective correspondence
of Claim 3.7, we can define a family of functions indexed by t ∈ TΣ as follows:

P⃗ ∈ ?F (t) 7→ {critical nodes for the accepting run of B′
F over t corresponding to P⃗}

By Lemma 2.19, this family is finite-to-one with computable bound. Furthermore, it can be
defined in MSO by some formula H(X1, . . . , Xℓ, Y ) using standard techniques for representing
runs of tree automata in MSO. Note also that the range of any function in this family only
contains sets of nodes of cardinality at most k, according to Claim 2.18.

The next step is to devise an MSO formula J(Y, z1 . . . , zk) that defines a finite-to-one
family of functions {subsets of nodes(t) of size ⩽ k} → nodes(t)k for t ∈ TΣ. One possible
solution is to use a prefix of the output tuple to list the elements of the input set, in a fixed
MSO-definable order, and pad the remaining output coordinates with the root node.

Finally, we take G(X⃗, z⃗) = ∃Y. H(X⃗, Y ) ∧ J(Y, z⃗). This works because the composition
of two finite-to-one families of functions is itself finite-to-one. ◀

4 Dimension minimization for MSO set interpretations

We now turn to the proof of Theorem 1.5 using Theorem 3.9.
Let us start by recalling Colcombet and Löding’s notion of MSO set interpretation,

slightly generalized (strictly speaking, their definition [23, Section 2.3] corresponds to the
case ℓ = 1 below).

▶ Definition 4.1. An MSO set interpretation I from a family of finite relational structures
(over a fixed signature) to another consists of ℓ ∈ N and

an MSO formula Idom(X1, . . . , Xℓ) with second-order free variables Xi;
an MSO formula IR(X1,1, . . . , X1,ℓ, X2,1, . . . , Xm,ℓ) for each m-ary relation symbol R in
the output signature.

It maps an input structure S to the output structure:
with domain ?Idom(S) = {⟨P1, . . . , Pℓ⟩ ∈ P(dom(S))ℓ | S |= Idom(P1, . . . , Pℓ)};
where R(⟨P1,1, . . . , P1,ℓ⟩, . . . , ⟨Pm,1, . . . , Pm,ℓ⟩) if and only if S |= IR(P1,1, . . . , Pm,ℓ).
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An MSO set interpretation maps isomorphic inputs to isomorphic outputs. We may
therefore identify structures up to isomorphism; this allows us to treat tree structures
(handled by MSO set interpretations) and trees (processed by automata and transducers)
interchangeably without losing relevant information.

▶ Example 4.2. We define the unfolding unfold(G) of a rooted DAG G as a tree structure
(over the same ranked alphabet Σ):

the domain elements (nodes) are the rooted paths in G, cf. Example 3.3;
each path π ∈ dom(unfold(G)) inherits the label of its endpoint: unfold(G) |= a(π) if and
only if π = (. . . , u) with G |= a(u);
the descendent order ⩽ is the prefix ordering on paths;
unfold(G) |= childi(π, π′) for π, π′ ∈ dom(unfold(G)) if and only if π extended by going to
the i-th child of its endpoint equals π′ — in other words, the two paths are of the form
(u0, i1, u1, . . . , un) and (u0, i1, u1, . . . , un, i, un+1) respectively.

An example of unfolding is given in the right-hand side of Figure 1 (in the introduction).
We can define unfold (up to isomorphism) as an MSO set interpretation, by working over

the encodings of rooted paths introduced in Example 3.3:
Idom(X1, . . . , Xℓ) = Fpath(X1, . . . , Xℓ) with ℓ = max(rank(Σ));
Ia(X⃗) = ∃z. Gpath(X⃗, z) ∧ a(z) for a ∈ Σ, using the formula Gpath from Example 3.10
which selects the endpoint of a rooted path;
I⩽(X1, . . . , Xℓ, Y1, . . . , Yℓ) = X1 ⊆ Y1 ∧ · · · ∧ Xℓ ⊆ Yℓ;
Ichildi

(X⃗, Y⃗ ) =
∧
j ̸=i

Xj = Yj ∧ ∃z. Gpath(X⃗, z) ∧ (∀z′. Yi(z′) ⇔ Xi(z′) ∨ z′ = z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Yi=Xi∪{z}

.

An MSO interpretation is mostly like an MSO set interpretation, except with first-order
variables xi rather than second-order variables Xi. Another difference, in the definition that
we take, is to allow a bounded amount of “copying” thanks to a finite set of components. This
copying is standard in the 1-dimensional case of MSO transductions (cf. e.g. [25, Chapter 7]).
MSO string-to-string interpretations of arbitrary dimension are defined with components
in [8, 10], but without them in the earlier paper [13]; the reason is that [8, 10] deal with
dimension minimization, as we do, and the copying feature is important for this purpose.

▶ Definition 4.3. For k ∈ N, a k-dimensional MSO interpretation I from a family of finite
relational structures to another consists of

a finite set of components Icomp;
for each α ∈ Icomp, an MSO formula Iα

dom(x1, . . . , xk) with first-order free variables xi;
for each m-ary relation symbol R in the output signature and α1, . . . , αm ∈ Icomp, an
MSO formula Iα1,...,αm

R (x1,1, . . . , x1,k, x2,1, . . . , xm,k).
It defines the function that maps an input structure S to the output structure:

with domain {⟨α, u1, . . . , uk⟩ ∈ Icomp × dom(S)k | S |= Iα
dom(u1, . . . , uk)};

where R(⟨α1, u1,1, . . . , u1,k⟩, . . . , ⟨αm, um,1, . . . , um,k⟩) iff S |= Iα1,...,αm

R (u1,1, . . . , um,k).
In the case k = 1, a 1-dimensional MSO interpretation is also called an MSO transduction.

▶ Example 4.4. The following MSO transduction T defines a function from trees over the
alphabet {S (rank 1), 0 (rank 0)} to rooted DAGs over {a (rank 2), b (rank 1), c (rank 0)},
illustrated by the left-hand side of Figure 1 (in the introduction):

Tcomp = {α, β} (the names of the components are just formal symbols);
T α

dom(x) = S(x), T β
dom(x) = true;

T α
a (x) = T β

b (x) = S(x), T β
c (x) = 0(x);

T α,α
⩽ (x, y) = T α,β

⩽ (x, y) = T β,β
⩽ (x, y) = (x ⩽ y);
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T α,β
child1

(x, y) = (x = y), T α,α
child2

(x, y) = T β,β
child1

(x, y) = child1(x, y),
T α,β

child2
(x, y) = 0(y) ∧ child1(x, y);

every formula in T that has not been defined above is set to false.

▶ Proposition 4.5. Any function defined by an MSO interpretation can also be defined by
an MSO set interpretation (up to isomorphism of output structures).

Proof. The basic idea is to replace each first-order free variable xi by a second-order variable
Xi with the constraint Xi = {xi} (definable by ∀y. Xi(y) ⇔ y = xi). We also take care
of the components by using extra second-order variables, whose values are restricted to be
either the full set or the empty set, as binary “flags”; this works because our input structures
are nonempty (they contain at least the root). Thus, we translate a k-dimensional MSO
interpretation I whose components are {1, . . . , N} (without loss of generality) to an MSO
set interpretation J with a domain formula Jdom(X1, . . . , Xk+N ) defined as follows:

∃x1 . . . xk.

k∧
i=1

Xi = {xi} ∧
N∨

α=1
Iα

dom(x1, . . . , xk) ∧

morally detects that we are in the component α︷ ︸︸ ︷
∀y. Xk+α(y) ∧

∧
β ̸=α

¬Xk+β(y)

The definition of the formulas in J for the output relations follows a similar scheme. ◀

Let us now discuss the growth rate of MSO (set) interpretations. It follows directly from
the definitions that if a function f is defined by a k-dimensional MSO interpretation, then
|f(G)| = O(|G|k), where the size |G| of the structure G is the cardinality of its domain (thus,
for trees, it coincides with the number of nodes). The dimension minimization property
announced in the introduction (Theorem 1.5) is a sort of converse.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. By a direct adaptation of [8, proof of Theorem 6.1]. Let I be an
MSO set interpretation with trees as inputs.

First, by definition, dom(I(t)) = ?Idom(t) for every input tree t. Thus, the output
size is the number of results of an MSO set query. By Corollary 3.8, its degree of growth
k ∈ N ∪ {∞} is well-defined and can be computed from Idom.

Suppose now that k < ∞. By Theorem 3.9, one can compute B ∈ N and an MSO
formula G(X⃗, z1, . . . , zk) that defines a family of functions dom(I(t)) → nodes(t)k, indexed
by input trees t, which is finite-to-one with bound B. For α ∈ {1, . . . , B}, there is an MSO
formula Hα(X⃗, z⃗) whose meaning is: there are at least α tuples Y⃗ such that G(Y⃗ , z⃗), and X⃗

is the α-th such tuple for some fixed total order, e.g. lexicographic with respect to some tree
traversal. The following k-dimensional interpretation J then defines the same function as I:

Jcomp = {1, . . . , B}
J α

dom(z1, . . . , zk) = ∃X⃗. Hα(X⃗, z1, . . . , zk) (this implies Idom(X⃗))
J α1,...,αm

R (−→z1 , . . . , −→zm) = ∃
−→
X1. . . . ∃

−−→
Xm.

∧
1⩽i⩽m

Hα(−→Xi,
−→zi ) ∧ IR(−→X1, . . . ,

−−→
Xm) ◀

5 Applications to tree transducers

We now demonstrate how the level of generality of MSO set interpretations makes Theorem 1.5
widely applicable, by quickly deriving a few results on the function classes defined by various
tree transducer models. (We only consider deterministic transducers here; this is implicitly
assumed in our theorem statements.)

Let us start with the MSO transductions with sharing (MSOTS) defined in the introduction
(Example 1.6), where it is illustrated in Figure 1. A short syntactic manipulation (explained
in Section 5.1 below) shows that:
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▶ Proposition 5.1. Every MSOTS can be effectively translated to a tree-to-tree MSO set
interpretation that computes the same function.

▶ Corollary 5.2. Theorem 1.5 applies to MSO transductions with sharing.

An important special case — we discuss why in the conclusion (§6.1) — is that one can
decide whether an MSOTS has linear growth, and if it does, then it computes an MSO
transduction. Until now, to our knowledge, the only available proof of this result on linear
growth was by Engelfriet and Maneth, who established it for the larger class of functions
computed by macro tree transducers (MTTs) [36, Theorem 7.1]. Their proof involves intricate
pumping arguments over MTTs, while our approach to Corollary 5.2 is more conceptual: the
tricky part is isolated in the study of ambiguity in (ordinary) tree automata.

Actually, it is known (cf. e.g. [58, §3.3]) that MSOTS ⊂ MTT ⊂ MSOTS2 (with effective
translations), where MSOTS2 denotes the compositions of two MSOTS. Engelfriet and
Maneth’s theorem on macro tree transducers therefore follows from our next results:

▶ Proposition 5.3. MSOTS2 ⊂ unfold ◦ [tree-to-graph MSO set interpretation], effectively.

▶ Corollary 5.4 (of Theorem 1.5). Given a tree-to-graph function f defined by an MSO set
interpretation, it is decidable whether unfold ◦ f has linear growth. Furthermore, if it does,
then it is effectively equivalent to a tree-to-tree MSO transduction.

Proof. We apply Theorem 1.5 to f to decide whether its growth rate is at most linear.
If it is, then one can compute an MSO transduction that defines f . By definition, this
gives us an MSOTS defining unfold ◦ f . Corollary 5.2 then finishes the job.
Otherwise, unfold ◦ f also grows faster than linearly, because |unfold(G)| ⩾ |G| for any G

(each vertex of the graph G has at least one “copy” in unfold(G)). ◀

In Section 5.1, we present a very short proof of Proposition 5.3; but it depends indirectly on
a deep result on semigroup theory due to Colcombet [17]. A more pedestrian approach would
be to translate invisible pebble tree transducers, which characterize MSOTS2 [31, Theorem 53].
Speaking of which, since unfold is the identity in the case of strings (seen as unary trees):

▶ Corollary 5.5 (of Proposition 5.3). Theorem 1.5 applies to invisible pebble tree-to-string
transducers (which includes the case of tree-to-string MTTs).

In particular, any polynomially growing function computed by an invisible pebble string-to-
string transducer is polyregular. This constitutes some modest progress towards a conjecture
about these string transducers by Douéneau-Tabot [27, Conjecture 4.56 (in §4.5)].

Our final result is about studying the asymptotics of the output height of a tree transducer,
rather than the output size. Actually, we reduce one to the other in the case of MTTs:

▶ Proposition 5.6 (proved in §5.2). From a macro tree transducer realizing a tree-to-tree
function f , one can compute another MTT realizing a tree-to-string function g such that

∀n ⩾ 1, growth
[
height ◦ f

]
(n) + 1 = growth

[
|g|
]
(n)

▶ Corollary 5.7 (of Cor. 5.5). The output height of an MTT grows either polynomially or
exponentially in the input size, with a computable degree k ∈ N ∪ {∞}.

By testing whether k ⩽ 1, we recover a recent result of Gallot, Maneth, Nakano and
Peyrat [39, Theorem 17(1)]: linear size-to-height increase is decidable for MTTs.
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5.1 Some compositional tricks: proof of Propositions 5.1 and 5.3
First, we recall the cases in which MSO (set) interpretations can be composed by naive
syntactic substitution (replacing relation symbols by formulas defining them); the issues that
arise in other cases are discussed in [13, Sections 1 and 2.1]. An MSO interpretation defined
using formulas in first-order logic, i.e. without using the second-order quantifiers ∃X/∀X, is
called an FO interpretation. For instance, the MSO transduction of Example 4.4 is actually
a 1-dimensional FO interpretation, also known as an FO transduction.

▶ Lemma 5.8 ([23, Proposition 2.4]). A composition of functions of the form

[FO interpretation] ◦ [MSO set interpretation] ◦ [MSO transduction]

can be (effectively) defined by a single MSO set interpretation.

Proposition 5.1 follows from this lemma, because by definition, every MSO transduction
with sharing (MSOTS) can be written as

id ◦ [unfold, defined by an MSO set interpretation (Ex. 4.2)] ◦ [MSO transduction]

To prove Proposition 5.3, we take advantage of some results on two restricted classes of MSO
transductions: the aforementioned FO transductions, and MSO relabelings. The latter are
tree-to-tree transductions that change only the labels of the nodes.

▶ Lemma 5.9. MSO transduction from trees = FO transduction ◦ MSO relabeling.

Proof. As explained by Bojańczyk and Doumane [12, proof of Theorem 7.1], this is a direct
consequence of the fact that any MSO query on trees can be decomposed as an MSO
relabeling followed by a first-order query [17, Corollary 1] — which, as mentioned earlier, is
due to deep semigroup-theoretic reasons. ◀

▶ Lemma 5.10. The class of MSOTS is closed under post-composition by MSO relabelings.

Proof. It suffices to have the above statement for post-composition by deterministic top-
down tree transducers with regular lookahead — no need to know what this means here! —
since they can compute all MSO relabelings of trees (concerning this easy inclusion, see the
discussion in [32, Section 4]).

The result is then stated by Engelfriet, Inaba and Maneth [32, Theorem 18] using the
characterisation of MSOTS by tree-walking tree transducers. Alternatively, Colcombet and
Löding’s earlier [22, Theorem 1] (whose proof may be found in [16, §3.4.4]) says that for not
necessarily acyclic graphs, whose unfoldings are possibly infinite trees,

[top-down transducer with lookahead] ◦ unfold ⊂ unfold ◦ [MSO transduction]

and by precomposing with MSO transductions, which are closed under composition (for the
same reason as Lemma 5.8, cf. e.g. [25, Theorem 7.14]), we get the desired result. ◀

Proof of Proposition 5.3. By the following reasoning, postcomposed by unfold:

MSOT ◦ MSOTS = FOT ◦ MSO relabeling ◦ MSOTS (by Lemma 5.9)
= FOT ◦ MSOTS (by Lemma 5.10)
⊆ FOT ◦ MSO set interpretation (by Proposition 5.1)
= MSO set interpretation (by Lemma 5.8) ◀
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▶ Remark 5.11. While we only use FO transductions as a convenient tool, they have been
intensively studied for their own sake in the string-to-string case, see e.g. [57, p. 2:9–2:11].
They have also been investigated in the tree-to-tree case [12]. In higher dimensions, FO
interpretations of strings correspond to a well-behaved subclass of polyregular functions [13].
Finally, let us remark that FO transductions and interpretations of graphs play a key role in
recent progress in algorithmic model theory, cf. e.g. [66].

5.2 Output height of macro tree transducers: proof of Proposition 5.6
To define MTTs, we fix two disjoint sets of “input variables” {x1, x2, . . . } and of “parameters”
{y1, y2, . . . }. (MSO logic does not appear in this subsection, avoiding a clash of notations.)

▶ Definition 5.12. The data of a (deterministic) macro tree transducer T from an input
alphabet Σ to an output alphabet Γ (both ranked) consists of:

a finite ranked set Q of states, with a root state q0;
for each state q ∈ Q and each input letter a ∈ Σ, a tree

RHST (q, a) ∈ T(Γ ∪ (Q × {x1, . . . , xrank(a)})︸ ︷︷ ︸
we write q⟨xi⟩ for (q, xi) and its rank is rank(q)

∪ {y1, . . . , yrank(q)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
all with rank 0

)

which should be understood as the right-hand-side of a “rule”

q⟨a(x1, . . . , xrank(a))⟩(y1, . . . , yrank(q)) := RHST (q, a)

Morally, these rules are mutually recursive definitions of procedures, whose names are the
states. The root state determines the function computed by the MTT. For a more a formal
account of the semantics of MTTs, see for example [36, Section 3], where this recursive
computation is expressed as a rewriting system (thus, the symbol → is used instead of :=).

▶ Example 5.13. The value on the input S(S(0)) of the MTT defined by

q0⟨0⟩ := b(c) q1⟨0⟩(y1) := a(y1, b(y1))
q0⟨S(x1)⟩ := q1⟨x1⟩(c) q1⟨S(x1)⟩(y1) := q1⟨x1⟩(q1⟨x1⟩(y1))

is q0⟨S(S(0))⟩ = q1⟨S(0)⟩(c) = q1⟨0⟩(q1⟨0⟩(c)) = q1⟨0⟩(a(c, b(c))) = a(a(. . . ), b(a(. . . ))).

The key to reducing the asymptotic growth of the output height of MTTs — in the above
example, it is exponential — to the analogous question for the output size of tree-to-string
MTTs is that the height of a tree is the maximum length of a rooted path. We encode rooted
paths as strings, seen as unary trees.

Let us fix an MTT T , with the notations from Definition 5.12. For each output letter
a ∈ Γ of nonzero rank, we introduce a fresh letter â of rank 1, and we collect them into a
set Γ̂. We also write Γ0 = {a ∈ Γ | rank(a) = 0}. For each state q ∈ Q, we introduce a new
symbol q• of rank 0 and, when rank(q) ⩾ 1, new symbols qy1 , . . . , qyrank(q) of rank 1, and we
collect these symbols into a set Q′. Finally, we introduce yet another rank 0 symbol ✠.

▶ Definition 5.14. By structural induction:

Ja(τ1, . . . , τk)K = {✠} ∪ {â(b) | b ∈ Jτ1K ∪ · · · ∪ JτkK} for a ∈ Γ \ Γ0, k = rank(a)
JcK = {✠, c} for c ∈ Γ0

JyiK = {✠, yi}
Jq⟨xi⟩(τ1, . . . , τk)K = {✠, q•⟨xi⟩} ∪ {qyj ⟨xi⟩(b) | j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, b ∈ JτjK}
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For a tree t ∈ T(Γ ∪ {y1, . . . }) — that is, without labels of the form q⟨xi⟩ — the unary trees
in JtK ⊂ T(Γ̂ ∪ Γ0 ∪ {y1, . . . }) are encodings of the rooted paths of t. The unary trees of JtK
whose leaf is labeled by ✠ correspond to rooted paths whose endpoint is not a leaf.

In general, we call branches the elements of JτK ⊂ T(Γ̂ ∪ Γ0 ∪ Q′ × {x1, . . . } ∪ {y1, . . . }),
even when τ contains nodes labeled by q⟨xi⟩. We speak of yi-branches (resp. ✠-branches)
for those whose endpoint is labeled by yi (resp. by ✠). The remaining branches — i.e. those
whose leaf label is some letter in Γ0 or some q•⟨xi⟩ — are called •-branches.

At this point, one can observe that:

▷ Claim 5.15. The branches of q⟨a(t1, . . . , tk)⟩ are exactly the unary trees that are obtained
from the branches of RHST (q, a) by substituting:

each leaf labeled by q′•⟨xj⟩ by some •-branch or ✠-branch of q′⟨tj⟩ (distinct leaves with
the same label may be substituted by different branches),
each unary node labeled by qyℓ⟨xj⟩ by some yℓ-branch or ✠-branch of q′⟨tj⟩ — where,
for a node b in a tree C[b(t)] (where C is a one-hole context), we define the result of
substituting this node by C ′[yℓ] (resp. C ′[✠]) as C[C ′[t]] (resp. C[C ′[✠]]).

Furthermore, the “types” of the branches that we get can be determined as follows:
if at least one of the substitutions involves a ✠-branch, the result is also a ✠-branch;
otherwise, for α ∈ {✠, •} ∪ {y1, y2 . . . }, if we start from an α-branch of RHST (q, a), the
result is an α-branch.

Proof. By mechanical inspection of the semantics of MTTs. ◁

We now build a new MTT T̃ as follows.
The finite input alphabet consists of the pairs (a, ρ), abbreviated as aρ, such that a ∈ Σ
— we set rank(aρ) = rank(a) — and ρ is a family whose components are:

ρq,α is either an α-branch of JRHST (q, a)K or ✠ for q ∈ Q, α ∈ {•}∪{y1, . . . , yrank(q)}

The output alphabet is Γ̂ ∪ Γ0 ∪ {✠}.
The ranked set of states is Q′, and the root state is q•

0 (where q0 is the root state of T ).
The rules are

q•⟨aρ(x1, . . . , xk)⟩ := ρq,•

qyi⟨aρ(x1, . . . , xk)⟩(y1) := ρq,yi
with yi replaced by y1 if it occurs (i.e. if ρq,yi

̸= ✠).

Let us write π for the “projection” function that strips the exponents from the labels in an
input tree for T̃ , that is:

π(aρ(t1, . . . , tk)) = a(π(t1), . . . , π(tk)) ∈ TΓ

The fact that the tree-to-string MTT T̃ satisfies the statement of Proposition 5.6 with respect
to T is a direct consequence of the following, applied to q = q0 and α = •.

▷ Claim 5.16. For each state q of T , each input tree t for T̃ and α ∈ {•} ∪ {y1, y2, . . . }, the
unary tree qα⟨t⟩ is either an α-branch or a ✠-branch of q⟨π(t)⟩.

Conversely, for each t′ ∈ TΓ, there exists t′ such that π(t′) = t′ and, for every q ∈ Q and
α ̸= ✠, if q⟨t′⟩ has a α-branch, then qα⟨t′⟩ is a α-branch of q⟨t′⟩ of maximum length.

Proof. By induction over the structure of t and t′, using Claim 5.15. We only detail the
argument for the second part. Let t′ = a(t1, . . . , tk), and assume by induction that t1, . . . , tk

have been built satisfying the above property.
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If q⟨t′⟩ has a α-branch, then we can choose one of maximum length and call it b1(q, α).
By Claim 5.15, b1(q, α) can be obtained from some ρq,α ∈ JRHST (q, a)K by performing some
substitutions: for all q′, α′, each node labeled by q′α′⟨xi⟩ is substituted by a α′-branch of
q′⟨ti⟩. By the induction hypothesis, this α′-branch is at most as long as q′α′⟨ti⟩. This means
that if we instead substitute each node labeled by q′α′⟨xi⟩ in ρq,α by the branch q′α′⟨ti⟩ then
we get another α-branch b2(q, α) ∈ Jq⟨t′⟩K that is at least as long as b1(q, α). Therefore,
b2(q, α) is also of maximum length.

Thus, to conclude, it suffices to define t′ in such a way that π(t′) = t′ and qα⟨t′⟩ = b2(q, α)
when q⟨t′⟩ has a α-branch. To do so, we take t′ = aρ(t1, . . . , tk), where ρ is a family whose
components have been partially defined in the previous paragraph; to complete this family,
when q⟨t′⟩ has no α-branch, we set ρq,α = ✠. Note that ρ does not just depend on q and a,
but on the whole tree t′. The desired equality follows from comparing the substitution that
defines b2(q, α) with the semantics of the MTT T̃ . ◀

▶ Remark 5.17. Given an input tree in TΣ, one may first choose nondeterministically an
annotation ρ at each node, then execute T̃ on the resulting annotated tree (with labels aρ).
This defines a relation between each tree t ∈ TΣ and some branches of T (t), including at
least one of maximum length.

It seems tempting to think that some nondeterministic device should be able to define
this relation directly; but formally, for which machine model? Somehow, in a given run, we
want every sub-computation that visits a node to make the same choice, corresponding to
the exponent ρ at that node in some choice of annotated tree. Usual nondeterministic MTTs
cannot enforce this “common guess” property (using the terminology of [11, Section 6] for
string transducers), but it could plausibly be emulated in Inaba and Hosoya’s multi-return
macro tree transducers [48, 47].

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we started by following a direct thread:
from polynomial ambiguity of tree automata,
to reparameterization of MSO set queries of polynomial growth,
and then to dimension minimization for MSO set interpretations.

To demonstrate the usefulness of our theorem on interpretations, we then applied it to derive
various results on the asymptotics of tree transducers. These applications sometimes required
a bit of work, but no new difficult combinatorics; the only place where pumping arguments
occur is Section 2.

One limitation of our work is that it investigates the growth of some output parameter
depending on the size of an input tree. It would also make sense to study the dependency on
the input height: the suitable definition of growth rate would then be

h ∈ N 7→ max{f(t) | height(t) ⩽ h} for f : TΣ → N.

For example, Maletti, Nasz, Stier and Ulbricht [53] study tree automata that are “polynomially
ambiguous in height”, by which they mean the existence of a polynomial upper bound. It
is natural to ask: is this property decidable, and does it entail that the growth rate of the
ambiguity is Θ(hk) for some computable k ∈ N?

A positive answer would also allow us to compute the polynomial degree of height
increase (meaning “height-to-height”) of a macro tree transducer. This would complete the
generalization of Gallot et al.’s [39, Theorem 17], whose two items are:
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1. decidability of linear size-to-height increase, already subsumed by Corollary 5.7;
2. decidability of linear height increase.

6.1 Further related work
Tree transducers. The theorem stated below is one of the most powerful available results
concerning the growth rate of transducers (on strings or trees). It concerns linear growth,
and we consider that extending it to polynomial growth is a major open problem.

▶ Theorem 6.1 ([55, 32]). It is decidable whether the composition of a sequence of functions,
each defined by a macro tree transducer, has linear growth; and if it does, then it is effectively
equivalent to a tree-to-tree MSO transduction.

This was originally stated and proved by Maneth [55, Theorems 1 and 2], by induction
over the length of the composition. The case of a single MTT, established earlier by Engelfriet
and Maneth [36] (as mentioned in Section 5), plays a key role in the inductive step — not
just in the base case. Engelfriet, Inaba and Maneth [32] later reproved Theorem 6.1 by a
similar induction based on MSOTS instead of MTT, using the fact that

MSOTSk ⊂ MTTk ⊂ MSOTSk+1 [32, Corollary 25].

Their inductive step thus depends on the case of a single MSOTS. By deducing this case
from Corollary 5.2 (again, cf. §5), we simplify part of the proof of Theorem 6.1.

Why does this simplification succeed? One major reason is that we work as little as
possible with machine models for tree-to-tree functions, and focus on logical interpretations.
The proof of dimension minimization (Theorem 1.5) leverages the flexibility of the syntax of
MSO (set) interpretations to reduce the problem to reparameterizing the domain query: we
do not have to worry about how the order is defined on the output structure. Meanwhile,
combinatorial arguments on macro tree transducers — or on the characterization of MSOTS
by tree-walking transducers, used by Engelfriet et al. [32] to prove Theorem 6.1 — do not
decouple the size of the output from its shape. In this vein, it seems likely that the “pruning”
arguments in [32] can also be simplified by working with the logical definition of MSOTS.

String transducers. String-to-string macro tree transducers are essentially the same thing
as (right-to-left) copyful streaming string transducers [38]9 (cf. [58, §2.5] for the equivalence,
and [37] for other characterizations). Filiot and Reynier [38, Theorem 5.2] give a polynomial-
time decision procedure for linear growth of copyful SSTs and show — independently of
Engelfriet and Maneth’s result on MTTs [36] — that copyful SSTs of linear growth recognize
string-to-string MSO transductions. Douéneau-Tabot later showed that the polynomial
degree of growth of a copyful SSTs is also computable in polynomial time, with a structure
theorem [27, Theorem 4.41], by reduction to his work on (N, +, ×)-weighted automata
described in Section 1.1.

In particular, Douéneau-Tabot’s result implies that every function computed by a copyful
SST of polynomial growth is polyregular (the inclusion is strict, cf. e.g. [59, Theorem 8.1]).
There have been several works on the degree of growth of polyregular functions, such
as Bojańczyk’s dimension minimization theorem for string-to-string MSO interpretations
mentioned in the introduction (which Theorem 1.5 generalizes).

9 The copyless version was introduced earlier [2] and characterises MSO transductions; see also [57].
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Among the many equivalent formalisms that define polyregular functions (cf. [8]), the
earliest one is the pebble transducer, originating in the early 2000s [56, 34]: a machine that
manipulates a bounded stack of “pebbles” (pointers to input positions) whose height trivially
bounds the degree of growth. Analogously to the case of MSO interpretations, one can ask the
converse question: is a polyregular function f of growth O(nk) always computable by some
k-pebble transducer? Douéneau-Tabot [27, Chapter 3] showed10 that for a few restricted
classes of pebble transducers, given a device in this class that computes f , one can compute
an equivalent k-pebble transducer in the same class. However, this “pebble minimization”
fails in the general case: Bojańczyk proved that there is no bounded number of pebbles that
suffices to compute all polyregular functions of quadratic growth [10, Theorem 3.3]. Note
that since 1-pebble (a.k.a. two-way) transducers are equivalent to MSO transductions [30],
pebble minimization holds for linear growth as a consequence of (Bojańczyk’s special case of)
Theorem 1.5, cf. [10, §1].

This linear growth case can also be derived from Theorem 6.1 because compositions of ℓ

macro tree transducers can simulate ℓ-pebble11 transducers [35]. This connection with the
MTT composition hierarchy has also been used by Kiefer, Nguyễn and Pradic [50] to give an
alternative refutation of pebble minimization. They show a strenghtening of Bojańczyk’s
result: there is no ℓ such that compositions of ℓ macro tree transducers include all polyregular
functions of quadratic growth. The proof is a direct application of Engelfriet and Maneth’s
“bridge theorem” on the output languages of compositions of MTTs [33].

The philosophy of this work by Kiefer et al. [50] is somehow dual to ours here: they
give a short reduction from a problem on polyregular functions to older results on macro
tree transducers, whereas we take inspiration from recent work on polyregular functions to
simplify proofs concerning tree transducers such as MTTs.

Language growth. Given a language L ⊆ Σ∗, let fL : n ∈ N 7→ card(L ∩ Σn).
When L is regular, one can easily build an automaton over {a}∗ whose ambiguity on an is

equal to fL(n) for all n ∈ N [46, Lemma 3.2]. Therefore, Theorem 1.1 can be applied to the
study of “the growth of L”, that is, of fL. The results thus obtained for regular languages
are true more generally for context-free languages:

They have either polynomial or exponential growth. Furthermore, a context-free language
has polynomial growth if and only if — this “has been independently discovered at least
six times” [41, §1] — it is a bounded language, that is:12

L ⊆ w∗
1 . . . w∗

k for some k ∈ N and w1, . . . , wk ∈ Σ∗.

Ginsburg and Spanier showed in the 1960s that the boundedness of a context-free language
is decidable [43, Theorem 5.2] (see also [42, Chapter 5]); a decision procedure in polynomial
time was found by Gawrychowski, Krieger, Rampersad and Shallit [41, Theorem 19] more
recently. In the bounded case, they also give a polynomial-time algorithm that computes
the degree of growth [41, Theorem 25].

Although this does not seem to have been explicitly noted, these decidability and complexity
results transfer to regular tree languages:

10 One of Douéneau-Tabot’s results [27, Theorem 3.12] is an effective version of an earlier theorem of
Nguyễn, Noûs and Pradic [59, Theorem 7.1].

11 Note that the numbering of the pebble transducer hierarchy is off-by-one in [35] compared to more
recent papers such as [8]. We use the latter convention here.

12 Beware: this notion of boundedness is very different from bounded ambiguity (a.k.a. finite ambiguity)
or the boundedness of a function Σ∗ → N recognized by a weighted automaton.
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▶ Theorem 6.2. Any regular tree language has a well-defined degree of growth in N ∪ {∞},
that can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof idea. From a tree automaton, one can compute in polynomial time a context-free
grammar that generates the encodings in (e.g.) reverse Polish notation of the trees accepted
by the automaton. The encoding is injective and size-preserving. ◀

However, over trees, the above theorem cannot be deduced from our results on the
ambiguity of tree automata. The difference with the case of strings is that the size of a tree
does not uniquely determine its shape (the information kept after forgetting the node labels).

Infinite trees & automatic structures. Rabinovich and Tiferet [63, Theorem 1] have shown
that via a characterisation using “heavy cycles” (cf. Section 2), one can decide in polynomial
time whether the ambiguity of a Büchi automaton over infinite trees is at most countable
(see also [62] for partial results on parity automata). In this setting, uncountable necessarily
means of cardinality 2ℵ0 [15, Theorem 1.2]; this sort of “continuum hypothesis” can be seen
as the infinite counterpart to the polynomial/exponential dichotomy in our growth rates,
since (ℵ0)k = ℵ0.

Colcombet and Rabinovich (personal communication) have been working on a version
of Theorem 1.5 for MSO finite set interpretations from the infinite binary tree. These
interpretations describe tree-automatic structures [23, Proposition 3.1] — which was actually
the original motivation for introducing MSO set interpretations. The aforementioned charac-
terisation of regular string languages of polynomial growth as “bounded” regular languages
has also been used by Bárány to study a subclass of automatic structures [14, Section 3.3.2],
which led to further works [40, 69]. For a survey on (tree-)automatic structures, see [44].

More weighted automata & regular cost functions. A precursor from the 1960s to the works
mentioned in Section 1.1 is Schützenberger’s characterization of the polynomially growing
functions, with given degree, recognized by (Z, +, ×)-weighted automata on strings [64] — cf.
the modern rephrasing in [6, Chapter 9]. An effective version has been proved recently by
Colcombet, Douéneau-Tabot and Lopez [21] (see also [27, Chapter 5]) whose motivations
came from polyregular functions. In both cases, the proofs are significantly more difficult
than for (N, +, ×)-weighted automata.

One can also study the growth rate of functions recognized by weighted automata over
semirings with other operations. For instance, Simon showed [67, Theorem 13] that for an
alphabet Σ with at least two letters, the function classes{

f : Σ∗ → N
∣∣ f recognized by some (N, min, +)-automaton, growth[f ](n) = Ω

(
k
√

n
)}

form a strict hierarchy for k ∈ N\{0}, and every (N, min, +)-automaton either lies somewhere
in this hierarchy or takes bounded values.

As another example, Colcombet, Daviaud and Zuleger proved that (N, max, +)-automata
exhibit an asymptotic behavior with fractional degree [20, 26], namely: if such a weighted
automaton recognizes a function f : Σ∗ → N, then

min
|w|⩾n

f(w) = Θ(nα) for some α ∈ (Q ∩ [0, 1]) ∪ {−∞} computable from the automaton.

See [26, Ex. 4.1.1 and 4.1.2] for concrete examples of max-plus automata that realize the
degrees α = 1/2 and α = 2/3 respectively.
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In Colcombet’s theory of regular cost functions [18], min-plus automata and max-plus
automata are both generalized by “B-automata” (which are no longer weighted automata).
Cost functions are the equivalence classes of functions Σ∗ → N ∪ {+∞} for a suitable
equivalence relation, and those that have a representative computed by some B-automaton
are said to be regular. The point of this theory is that many “quantitative” computational
problems on formal languages and automata can be solved by deciding the boundedness of
regular cost functions; cf. the survey [19]. While the present paper also attempts to take
a unified look at several quantitative questions (of asymptotic growth), there is no clear
relationship at the moment between our work and regular cost functions.

Finally, let us mention that weighted automata with restricted ambiguity (e.g. finite or
polynomial) are a common topic of study. The purpose of this restriction can be to control
their expressive power (e.g. [60, 28, 53]) or to make decision problems easier (e.g. [51, 61]).
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