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Abstract

This report defines various operations and describes #igwsi for weighted multi-tape automata
(WMTAS). It presents, among others, a new approacimtdti-tape intersectionmeaning the inter-
section of a number of tapes of one WMTA with the same numbeapés of another WMTA, which
can be seen as a generalization of transducer intersedtioour approach, multi-tape intersection is
not considered as an atomic operation but rather as a sexjoémcore elementary ones. We show an
example of multi-tape intersection, actually transducgersection, that can be compiled with our ap-
proach but not with several other methods that we analyziedll¥* we describe an example of practical
application, namely the preservation of intermediateltesu transduction cascades.
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1 Introduction

Finite state automata (FSAs) and weighted finite state aat®ifWWFSAS) are well known, mathemati-
cally well defined, and offer many practical advantagesg¢Eand Mezei, 1965; Eilenberg, 1974; Kuich
and Salomaa, 1986). They permit, among others, the fasegsong of input strings and can be easily
modified and combined by well defined operations. Both FSAVERSAs are widely used in language
and speech processing (Kaplan and Kay, 1981; Koskenni@parainen, and Voutilainen, 1992; Sproat,
1992; Karttunen et al., 1997; Mohri, 1997; Roche and Schal#%7). A number of software systems
have been designed to manipulate FSAs and WFSAs (Kartturedn #997; van Noord, 1997; Mohri,
Pereira, and Riley, 1998; Beesley and Karttunen, 2003).tBi@ems and applications deal, however,
only with 1-tapeand2-tape automataalso called acceptors and transducers, respectively.

Multi-tape automatgMTAS) (Elgot and Mezei, 1965; Kaplan and Kay, 1994) offediéidnal ad-
vantages such as the possibility of storing different tygfaaformation, used in NLP, on different tapes
or preserving intermediate results of transduction casxamh different tapes so that they can be re-
accessed by any of the following transductions. MTAs hawnbmplemented and used, for example,
in the morphological analysis of Semitic languages, whieeevowels, consonants, pattern, and surface
form of words have been represented on different tapes of B (May, 1987; Kiraz, 1997; Kiraz and
Grimley-Evans, 1998).

This report defines various operations feeighted multi-tape automat@VMTAS) and describes
algorithms that have been implemented for those operatiotiee WFSC toolkit (Kempe et al., 2003).
Some algorithms are new, others are known or similar to kralgorithms. The latter will be recalled to
make this report more complete and self-standing. We pteseew approach toulti-tape intersection
meaning the intersection of a number of tapes of one WMTA withsame number of tapes of another
WMTA. In our approach, multi-tape intersection is not calesed as an atomic operation but rather as a
sequence of more elementary ones, which facilitates itéeimentation. We show an example of multi-
tape intersection, actually transducer intersectiort, ¢ha be compiled with our approach but not with
several other methods that we analyzed. To show the prhotilesance of our work, we include an
example of application: the preservation of intermediasults in transduction cascades.

For the structure of this report see the table of contents.

2 Some Previous Work

2.1 n-Tape Automaton Seen as a Two-Tape Automaton

Rabin and Scott (1959) presented in a survey paper a numbyeswfs and problems on finite 1-way
automata, the last of which — the decidability of the eq@imak of deterministic k-tape automata — has
been solved only recently and by means of purely algebratbods (Harju and Karhumaki, 1991).

Rabin and Scott considered the case of two-tape automatairgathis is not a loss of generality.
They adopted the convention #:that the machine will read for a while on one tape, then chaogéol
and read a while on the other tape, and so on until one of tlestegpexhausted: 7. In this view, a
two-tape om-tape machine is just an ordinary automaton with a partivitits states to determine which
tape is to be read.
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2.2 n-Tape Automaton Seen as a Single-Tape Automaton

Ganchev, Mihov, and Schulz (2003) define the notion of “attet k-tape automaton” and the main
idea is to consider this restricted form kftape automata where all transition labels have exactly one
tape with a non-empty single letter. Then they prove thataareuse “classical” algorithms for 1-tape
automata on a one-lettétape automaton. They propose an additional condition talde to use
classical intersection. It is based on the notion that a tameordinate isnessentiaiff 8tw;::5wyi2

R (R is a regular relation over )*) andsgv 2 yhwi;awi 1 ;viwi s uswri 2 R.ANd thus to
perform an intersection, they assume that there exists at om@ common essential tape between the
two operands.

2.3 n-Tape Transducer

Kaplan and Kay (1994) define a non-deterministievay finite-state transducehat is similar to a classic
transducer except that the transition function maps S to22 (with "= [ £f"g). To
perform theintersectionbetween twon-tape transducers, they introduced the notiorsane-length
relations. As a result, they treat a subclassmefape transducers to be intersected.

Kiraz (1997) defines an-tape finite state automaton andmtiape finite-state transducgintroduc-
ing the notion ofdomain tapeandrange tapeto be able to define a unambiguous compositiomfoape
transducers. Operations ontape automata are based on (Kaplan and Kay, 1994) , theecten in

particular.

3 Mathematical Objects

In this section we recall the basic definitions of the algebstructures monoid and semiring, and give a
detailed definition of a weighted multi-tape automaton (WA)IBased on the definitions of a weighted

automaton and a multi-tape automaton (Rabin and Scott,; E4§6t and Mezei, 1965; Eilenberg, 1974;

Kuich and Salomaa, 1986).

3.1 Semirings

A monoidis a structureiM ; iiconsisting of a set , an associative binary operationonM , and
aneutral elementl suchthatt a= a 1= aforalla2M . A monoid is calledcommutativaff
a b=Db aforalla;b2M

A setK equipped with two binary operations, (collection) and (extensiol and two neutral
elementsp and1, is called asemiring iff it satisfies the following properties:

1. KK ; ;0iis a commutative monoid
2. IK; ;1iis a monoid

3. extension igeft- andright-distributive over collection:
a b o=@ Db @ o; @ b c= @ o b <¢); 8a;bjc2K

4. 0is an annihilator for extension:0 a=a 0= 0; 8a2K

We denote a generic semiringas= K ; ; ;0;1i
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Some automaton algorithms require semirings to have specdperties. Composition, for example,
requires it to be commutative (Pereira and Riley, 1997; NMdPereira, and Riley, 1998) andremoval
requires it to beék-closed(Mohri, 2002). These properties are defined as follows:

1. commutativity: a b=b a; 8a;b2K
Ll Ik
2. k-closedness: a" = a” ; 8a2K

n=0 n=0
The following well-known semirings are commutative:
1. B = WB;_;";0;11i: the boolean semiring, with = £0;1g
2. N = IN;+; ;0;1i: apositive integer semiring with arithmetic addition andltiplication
3.R* =WR";+; ;0;1i: a positive real semiring
4. R =R ;min;+;1 ;0i: areal tropical semiring, witR © = R* [ f1 g

A number of algorithms require semirings to be equipped waittorder or partial order denoted by
<g. Each idempotent semiring (i.e., 8a2 K :a a = a) has a natural partial order defined by
a<g b, a b= a. lInthe above examples, the boolean and the real tropicatisgrare idempotent,
and hence have a natural partial order.

3.2 Weighted Multi-Tape Automata

In analogy to a weighted automaton and a multi-tape autam@IdA), we define aveighted multi-tape
automatonWMTA), also called weightedh-tape automaton, over a semiriig as a six-tuple

A =gr hQLEE KA (1)

with
being a finite alphabet

Q the finite set of states
I Q the set of initial states
F Q the set of final states
n the arity, i.e., the number of tapes mf*)
E ® Q ( )™ K Q beingthe finite set ofi-tape transitions and
K =HK; ; ;0;1i the semiring of weights.
For any statey2 Q,
@ 2 K denotes its initial weight, with @) 6§ 0, g2 I,
% (@) 2 K its final weight, withs (@ 6 0, g2 F, and
E @ E ® its finite set of out-going transitions.

For any transitiore® 2 £ @) with e®) = 1p; *®);w ;ni,

pEe®) p:E® 1 ¢ denotes its source state
‘e®)) V:E@ o (o) its label, which is am-tuple of strings
w e™) w :E ! K its weight, withw €®')6 0, e® 2 E @ and

n ) n:E! Q its target state
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A path ® of lengthr= j ®jis a sequence of transitiors™’e!”’  esuch thatn ') =

pel)) forall i2 [;r 11 A path is said to beuccessfulff pe’) 2 T andn ) 2 F. In the

following we consider only successful paths. The label af@sssful path ©) equals the concatenation
of the labels of its transitions

) = e e e 2)

and is am-tuple of strings
™) = 5™ = hsyispiiiisi 3)
If all strings s; 2 (with § 2 [1;n]) of a tuples®’ are equal, we use the short-hand nota&éﬁH on
the terminal strings;. For example:
@@po) ® haloc; aloc; abei (4)
w@) _ h"; n; n; ny (5)

The n strings on any transitioe®’ are not “bound” to each other. For example, the string triple
s® = haaa;Hb;cccci can be encoded, among others, by any of the following se@seoifctransitions:

@dbxrec) @br) @) or @a:":") @brc) ("brec) or @aadowoccc) (M":"), etc.
The weightw ( ©)) of a successful path is
0 1
n) O n)
w( ™) = (pe’)) © wie/ )R s(nEl)) (6)
= [L;r]

We denote by @ @) the (possibly infinite) set of successful pathszof) and by (s @) the
(possibly infinite) set of successful paths for theuple of stringss @’

(S (1'1)) = f (n)2 (A (n)) jS(n)= \( (1'1)) g (7)

We callr @ ©) then-ary orn-tape relation olx ). It is the (possibly infinite) set afi-tuples of
stringss ®) having successful paths in®):

R(n) — R(A(n)) — fS(n)j9 (n)2 @ (n))A ( (n))=s(n)g (8)
The weight for anyn-tuple of stringss®’ 2 R @ @) is the collection (semiring sum) of the weights of
all paths labeled witks ®) : M
ws®) = w (™) 9)
n)o (S(n))

By relation we mean simply a co-occurrence of strings indspMWe do not assume any particular
relation between those strings such as an input-outpuiaelaAll following operations and algorithms
are independent from any particular relation. It is, howepessible to define an arbitrary weighted
relation between the different tapesrofa ©). For exampler @ @) of a weightedransducera @ is
usually considered as a weighted input-output relatiowéen its two tapes, that are callegbut tape
andoutput tape

In the following we will not distinguish between a languageand a 1-tape relatior *’, which
allows us to define operations only on relations rather tlmabhath languages and relations.
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4 QOperations

This section defines operations on strituples anch-tape relations, taking their weights into account.

Whenever these operations are used on transitions, pathgtanata, they are actually applied to their
labels or relations respectively. For example, the bingugration  on two automatap™ A", ac-
tually meank @ a™)=r @) Rr @"). The unary operation_ on one automaton, A®,
actually mean®g (_2a®))= _r @®)).

Ultimately, we are interested in multi-tape intersectiom &ransduction. The other operations are
introduced because they serve as basis for the two.

4.1 Pairing and Concatenation

We define thepairing of two string tupless®) :v®) = u®*m) and its weight as

Pairing is associative (concerning both the string tupfestheir weights) :

1), @2) _©3) _ 1), @m2) _@3) _ ), _02), _@3) (n1+nz+ns3)
s, ‘s, 13 = 8 'S5 B, = 5 1S, 5 = gltTnaThs (12)

We will not distinguish between 1-tuples of strings andngfsi, and hence, instead o’ ~x* or hsiwi,
simply write sw.
The concatenatiorof two string tuples of equal aritg™)v®) = u®) and its weight are defined as

hsy;:ii;spitvy; iyl =ger bsivisii;spvai (13)
w (hsy;iiispitvy;eis;vpi)  =ger W (hsyjiii;spi)  w o (hvgjiis;vpi) (14)
Concatenation is associative (concerning both the stripte$ and their weights) :

sl(n)sz(msém = sl(n)sén) s3(n) = sl(n) sz(n)sén) = s (15)

Again, we will not distinguish between 1-tuples of stringlatrings, and hence, insteadsf'v® or
hsitwi, simply write sv.

The relation retween pairing and concatenation can be sspdethrough a matrix of string tuples

2 3
) n

¢ S11 1rlé .

7 L5 (16)
N ) M )
m 1 m rS

where th&sjﬁlj) are horizontally concatenated and vertically paired:

M1+ s ng ) _ n1) n1 . M ) n
s o= S11 1r & m 1 m rrns)
_ 1) m) 1) n
= S;1 m1S Sir ¢ g (17)

Note, this equation does not hold for the weights ofs*.ﬁ(é’, unless they are defined over a commutative
semiringk .
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4.2 Cross-Product

Thecross-producbf two n-tape relationsk \*' ®r "= r ©*™) is based on pairing and is defined as

n)

R, Rz(m) =gor E£s® :y®™) js(“)2Rl(n);v(m)2R2(m)g (18)

The weight of each string tuple®*™) 2 R ' ® "’ follows from the definition of pairing.

The cross product is an associative operation.

A well-know special case is the cross-product of two acasptb-tape automata) leading to a trans-
ducer (2-tape automaton) :

A 2) _ Al(l) Az(l) (19)
R(A®) = fs:vis2R@)v2R@AM)g (20)
Wwa (s:v) = wa, (8) Wa, (V) (22)

4.3 Projection and Complementary Projection

Theprojection P j4;...(s™), of a string tuple is defined as
Pj;k;:::(l'El;:::;Sni) = def hsj;Sk;:::i (22)

It retains only those strings (i.e., tapes) of the tuple #natspecified by the indicegk;:::2 [1;n], and
places them in the specified order. Projection indices caanrda any order and more that once. Thus
the tapes o) can, e.g., be reversed or duplicated:

Prjugi (hsy;iiiisp1) = hsyiiiiisid (23)
Pygg(hsiiiiiispi) = hsyjsyisyd (24)

The weight of then-tuple s®’ is not modified by the projection (if we considef*’ not as a member of
a relation).
The projection of am-tape relation is the projection of all its string tuples:
p j;k':::cR (n)) = def fV(m ) J 9S(n) 2R ®) A P j;k;:::(s(n )= V(m )g (25)

’

The weight of eaclv™ 2 P ;... R ©) is the collection (semiring sum) of the weights of ea¢h 2
R ®) leading, when projected, to™ ):

M
w (V(m )) = def w (S(n)) (26)

s) 4p ik (s™))y=v@)

The complementary projectiQrp jy;...(s®), of a stringn-tuple s®’ removes all those strings (i.e.,
tapes) of the tuple that are specified by the indigas ::: 2 [1;n], and preserves all other strings in
their original ordet It is defined as

Py (bsijiitisnl) =qger  hiiijsy1iSsr17:i:iSc 1 iSke1sicd (27)

IContrary to other authors, we do not call( ) aninverse projectiotbecause it is not the inverse of a projection in the sense:
=p(j)and =P * ().
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Complementary projection indices can occur in any orddrphly once.
The complementary projection of antape relation equals the complementary projection oftall i
string tuples:

P K R (n)) = def fv ) J 95 2R @)~ gj;k;:::(s(n))= v )g (28)
The weight of eachy™ 2 P 4,.. R ©) is the collection of the weights of eac*’ 2 R @) leading,
when complementary projected, &' :

M
= detf w (s™) (29)

s®) jP Jikje (s))=vm)

W (V(m))

4.4 Auto-Intersection

We define theauto-intersectiorof a relation,I;, ® @), on the tapes andk as the subset af @’ that
contains alls™ with equals; andsy:

Ty (R V) =ger £8™2R® 5 Sy= s g (30)

The weight of anys®’ 2 15, R @) is not modified.
For example (Figure 1)

R1(3) = la;x;"itojy;ai h";jz;bi = fhat;xy"z;a"bi jk2N g (31)

LsRy) = fhap;xy'z;albig (32)
Auto-intersection of reguladi-tape relations is not necessarily regular. For examplgufei 3)

R2(3) = m;";xi Meja;yiha;zi = fhafajaa;x"yz"1i jk;h2N g (33)
LpRY) = frafajaa;x"yz"i §k2N g (34)

The result is not regular becauseéyz* is not regular.

4.5 Multi-Tape and Single-Tape Intersection

The multi-tape intersection of two multi-tape relatioms,”’ andr ", usesr tapes in each relation,

and intersects them pair-wise. The operation pairs eattgdtiples®’ 2 r l‘“’ with each string tuple

v®) 2 R SV iff 5= v, with 42 [;nT;k;2 [;m Tfor all i2 [1;r] Multi-tape intersection is defined
as:

n) m)
R,” \ R, = r®&m? (35)

Jiiky

. n) (m ) . ,
=ger fu®f™ D 5952 R Mov™I 2R s = v s 52 nTiki2 [Lim ;812 ;]
m ))

+m r) _ P_

o)
u n+kijugnt ke (80 WV g

All tapesk; of R \" that have directly participated in the intersection arerafards equal to the tapes

j; of R l(“’, and are removed. All tapes are kept for possible reuse by subsequent operations. #df ot
tapes of both relations are preserved without modification.
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The weight of eaclu @*™ © 2 r @*m o) jg
W (u(n+m r) ) = w (s(n)) W (V(m)) (36)

This weight follows only from pairing (Eg. 11). Itis not inBfaced by complementary projection (Eq. 29)
because any twa ®*™) = s® @) that differ inv, also differ insy,, and hence cannot become equal
when thev, are removed.

)

The multi-tape intersection of two relatiorss, * andR 2““ ) can be compiled by
n) ) 5 n) )
Ry jl?\kl R, = Prikmmtke Timtk ( sk (R Ry ) ) (37)

as can been seen from

Rl(n) Rz(m) = f£s®y™) js(n)2Rl(n);v(m)2R2(m)g (38)
) m ) . ) m )
Iymig Ry R, ) = £sPx™) 59s®2r";0v™) 2R, ;55 = v, g (39)

etc:

Multi-tape intersection is a generalization of classicaégisection of transducers which is known to
be not necessarily regular (Rabin and Scott, 1959) :

@) @)

2 2 e 2 2
a\A” = A\ a7 = Puy La(Taa] A7) (40)

1

2;2

Consequently, multi-tape intersection has the same properour approach this results from the poten-
tial non-regularity of auto-intersection (Eq. 37).

We speak abousingle-tape intersectioif only one tape is used in each relation<{ 1). A well-
known special case is the intersection of two acceptorgjjg-automata) leading to an acceptor

Al(l) \ Az(l) = Al(l) l\;lAz(l’ = P, I (Al(l) Az(l) ) (41)

and yielding the relation
R Al(l)\Az(l) = fs §Js2R@1);s2R @As)g (42)
w(s) = wa, () wa, (s (43)

Another well-known special case is the composition of tvem&ducers (2-tape automata) leading to
a transducer. Here, we need, however, an additional conepiemy projectiorf:
)

) ) 5 ) ) )

A" AT = pPLr(a; 2\;1A2 ) = Pos Ins(A,” A7) (44)

It yields the relation:
R Al(z) A2(2) = fu® j9s?2Rr (Al(z));9v(2)2R (Az(z));sz= niu@=P,36%v%)g (45)
w @ (2)) — M Wa, (S(Z)) Wa, (V(Z)) (46)

s@ w@ jui=si;s2=viva=uz
Multi-tape and single-tape intersection are neither daaee nor commutative, except for special
cases withr = n = m, such as the above intersection of acceptors and transducer

2Composition of transducers; is expressed either by theor the operator. Howevery; T, equalsT, T; which
corresponds ta, (T; ( )) in functional notation (Birkhoff and Bartee, 1970).
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4.6 Transduction

A WMTA, A @) can be used as a transducer haurigput tapes;j to j., andx output tapesk; to ky,
which do not have to be consecutive or disjoint.

To applya @) to a weightedr-tuple of input strings, the tuple® is converted into an input WMTA,
1@, having one single path labeled wig”) and weighted withw (s*’). An output WMTA, 0 &),
whose relation contains all weighteetuples of output strings;*’, is then obtained through multitape-
intersection and projection:

0 x) _— Pkl;:::;kx (A n) \ I(r) ) (47)

Jiil

Jrir

5 Example of Classical Transducer Intersection

The following example of classical transducer intersectiba -’ anda *' is regular®

* *
a b cC a b nowowoooon w a b "o

" A B "C ABC™"™A A B " CA

It has one theoretical solution which is

ab cabl"""c" abcabc” " ab"c2

"A B"C ABC"A ABCABCA A B"CA

N e
[

This solution cannot be compiled with any of the above mewtibprevious approaches (Section 2).
It cannot be enabled by any pre-transformation of the WMTet does not change their relations,

R @, 7)andr @,”). All above mentioned approaches do not exceed the folloaitegnatives.

5.1 First Failing Alternative

One can start by typing all symbols (andwith respect to the tapes, to make the alphabets of differen
tapes disjoint (which can be omitted for symbols occurringpoe tape only) :

* *
a b cC a b "l "l "l c "l "l a b "l Cc

"2A B"ZC ABC"ZA \ A B"2CA

;1
;2

N

Then, one converts tapes intal tape, such that each transition, labeled witbymbols, is transformed
into a sequence af transitions, labeled with symbol each, which is equivalent to Ganchev’s approach
(Ganchev, Mihov, and Schulz, 2003) :

*

*
a "2b A c Ba sz C "lA "lB "lC c "2"1A \ "lA aB b "2"1C c A

After these transformations, it is not possible to obtamahove theoretical solution by means of classi-
cal intersection of 1-tape automata, even not aftemoval:

* *
abA cBabC ABCcA \ A aBbCcA

3For sake of space and clarity we represent all regular esjoresin this section in a special form where each tape appear
on a different row and symbols of the same transition arecadly aligned. Note that it is not a matrix representatidfore
conventionallya *' could be written asha; "iHo;A i (he;B iha;"ihb;C i) h";A ih";B ih";C ihc; "ih";A i
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5.2 Second Failing Alternative

Alternatively, one could start with synchronizing the WMJA This is not possible across a whole
WMTA, but only within “limited sections”: in our example thimeans before, inside, and after the
cycles:

* *
ab c awb c "» " " abec

A B C" ABCA 1} A B CA

1
2;2

Then, one can proceed as before by first typing the symbotsrespect to the tapes

* *
ab cahb c"mm"™mm™ \ “w a b c
A" BCHMwY ABCA 171 A B CA
and then transforming tapes intol tape
* *
aAb"z c Ba Cb"2 c AvwB"C"A \ A aBbCcA

The solution cannot be compiled with this alternative ajtbgen not after-removal:

* *
aAb cBaCb c¢c ABCA \ A aBbCcA

5.3 Solution with Our Approach
To compile multi-tape intersection according to the abaweedure (Eq. 37)
A® = a® \ A%

1;1
2;2

= P34 (I24(I13 (AI(Z) AZ(Z) ))) (48)

we proceed in 3 steps. First, we compile”’ = 1,5 A %) in one single step with an algo-

rithm that follows the principle of transducer compositemd simulates the behaviour of Mohri'dilter
(Section 6.3). For the above example, we obtain

0 1+
w a b w Cc a b w w w C w
n n A E n B n C 8 A B C n A
" a b @ n c a b A " " " c "
A B w C A B w C w w A 1]
Next, we compiles [ = 1,., ® ') using our auto-intersection algorithm (Section 6.2)
0 1
n a b n c a b 1 n w w C "
n " A B n B n C 8 A B C " A
n a b 8 n c a b A n " " c n
A B 1] C A B 1] C 1] 1] A w

4Composition with"-filter has been shown to work on arbitrary transducers (Métereira, and Riley, 1998).
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and finally,a @ = 7 5, (" ) with a simple algorithm for complementary projection:

" a b w C a b 1 w w " Cc w

" 1] A " B 1] C A B C 1] A

This final result equals the theoretical solution.

6 Algorithms

In this section we propose and recall algorithms for the eldefined operations on WMTAS: cross-
product, auto-intersection, single-tape and multi-tagersection. By convention, our WMTAS have
only one initial statei2 I, without loss of generality, since for any WMTA with multinitial states
there exists a WMTA with a single initial state accepting shene relation.

We will use the following variables and definitions. The wdles [, [l etc. serve for assigning
temporarily additional data to a staie

A = h 5Q54;F4E4Ky1  Original weighted automaton from which we will constructewn
weighted automaton
A = h;Q;LF;E;K1 New weighted automaton resulting from a construction
] =g Stateq; of an original automaton ; assigned to a statgof a new
automatorn
Gl = @;D) pair of states(q ;o) of two original automataa; anda ,, as-
signed to a statg of a new automaton
# ] = (Q@;%;q) triple of states belonging to the two original automata,anda ,,

and to a simulated filter automatam;, respectively; assigned to a
stateg of a new automaton

kl = (s;u) Pair of “leftover” substrings(s;u) assigned to a statgof a new
automatora
(s;u) = B 31J Delay between two string (or leftover substringsand u. For
example: ( []) also written as ()
al = (1; 2) Pair of integers assigned to a statexpressing the lengths of two
stringss andu on different tapes of the same path ending at
lcp(s;s9 Longest common prefix of the stringsand s°
Nk € = Pixpn (M) Short-hand notation for the projection of the labekof

6.1 Cross Product

We describe two alternative algorithms to compile the cpsgluct of two WMTAsA ™ anda "', The
second algorithm is almost identical to classical alganghfor crossproduct of automata. Nevertheless,
we recall it to make this report more complete and self-stend

6.1.1 Conditions

Both algorithms require the semirings of the two originaloaata,a ;*’ anda ", to be equal¥ ; =

K ). The second algorithm requires the common semiKirgK ; = K , to be commutative.
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6.1.2 Algorithms

Cross product through path concatenation: The first algorithm pairs the label of each transition
e 2 E; with "®) (producing ;) :"® ), and the label of each transitiea 2 E , with "®) (producing
") :\(e,)), and then concatenatas” ™ with o ™" ™). We will refer to it as @osPC(@ ; ;2 ,) where

the suffixPC stands foipath concatenation

CrosPCOR ;a1 A

1 A hi[ 2;01[0Q02;/4;F2E1[E2;Kq1
2 for8e 2 E; doO

3 ‘) )™

4 for8e, 2 E, do

5 ‘(62) "(n) 3‘(62)

6 for8g2 F; do

7 E E[fhp"®" "8 @ibig

8 @ O

9 return A

We start with a WMTAA that is equipped with the union of the alphabets, the uniothefstate
sets, and the union of the transition setaafanda ,. The initial state ofa equals that 4, its set of
final states equals that @f,, and its semiring equals those @f anda, (Line 1). First, we (post-)
pair the labels of all transitions originally coming fromy, with " and (pre-) pair the labels of all
transition froma , with "®). Then, we connect all final states ®f with the initial state ofa , through
n@Fm) _transitions, as is usually done in the concatenation afraata.

The disadvantages of this algorithm are that the pattrs bécome longer than in the second algo-
rithm below and that each transition mfis partially labeled with', which may increase the running time
of subsequently applied operations.

To adapt this algorithm to non-weighted MTAS, one has to neribe weight from Line 7 and re-
place Line 8 with:F inal(@) false

Cross product through path alignment: The second algorithm pairs each string tuplaélf) with
each string tuple of /"', following the definition (Eq. 18). The algorithm actuallgis each path ;

of o ) with each path , of A "’ transition-wise, and appendsransitions to the shorter of two paired
paths, so that both have equal length. We will refer to thim@thm as QosPA(A ;;A ;) where the
suffix PA stands foipath alignment

We start with a WMTAa whose alphabet is the union of the alphabeta p&nda ,, whose semiring
equals those ok ; anda ,, and that is otherwise empty (Line 1). First, we create tlit@lrstate i of
A from the initial states of ; anda ,, and pushionto the stack (Lines 3, 20-26). While the stack is
not empty, we take statesfrom it and access the statgs and o, that are assigned tg@through [l
(Lines 4, 5).
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CrROSPAR ;)1 A

1 A hi[ 2;6;?;6;6;K:i

2 Stack 6

3 i GETSTATE(d3 ;i)

4  while stack 6 6 do

5 g pop(stack): [kl= @ix)

6 if 62 ~ @62

7 then for 8e; 2 E () do

8 for 8e; 2 E () do

9 o GETSTATE(n (e1);n (&)

10 E E[fhy ‘@):'@);we) wie);dig
11 if $@)60 _ a=7?

12 then for 8e;, 2 E () do

13 o GETSTATE(? ;n (&))

14 E E[fhg "®:e)is@) we)dig
15 if $@)60_ ="

16 then for 8e; 2 E () do

17 o GETSTATE(n (e1);?)

18 E E[fhy ‘E@):"");we) %$@);dig
19 returna

GETSTATE(x ;) ! gt
20 if 920 : 1= @im)

21 theng J

22 elseg Q[ fgg [create new state]
23 @ S@) S@)

24 bl @ix)

25 push{stack;q)

26 return g

If both ¢ and g, are defined 2 ), we pair each outgoing transitiofy of ¢ with each outgoing
transitione, of o, (Lines 6-8), and create a transitionan(Line 10) whose label is the paire;) : ‘()
and whose target’ corresponds to the tuple of targets(e; );n ()) (Line 9). If i does not exist yet, it
is created and pushed onto the stack (Lines 20-26).

If we encounter a final statg (with % ()6 0) in 2 1, we follow the path beyond; on an"-transition
that exists only “virtually” but not “physically” irh ; (Lines 11, 12). The target of the resulting transition
in A corresponds to the tuple of targets(e; ) ;n (e2)) with n (e;) being undefined= > ) because; does
not exist physically (Line 13). If we encounter a final statéwith % () 6 0) in A ,, we proceed similarly
(Lines 15-18).

The final weight of an undefined stafe= 2 isassumedtobg: $(2)= 1.

To adapt this algorithm to non-weighted MTAS, one has to nabe weights from the Lines 10, 14,
and 18, and replace Line 23 witR:inal(@) F inal(@) ~ F inal(®).
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6.2 Auto-Intersection

We propose an algorithm that attempts to constructs theiatgsectioma ©) of a WMTA A l‘“’. Our ap-
proach has some minor similarity with synchronization atpos for transducers (Frougny and Sakaro-
vitch, 1993; Mohri, 2003) : it uses the concept of delay bemvivo tapes and assigns leftover-strings
to states (see above).

In the context of our approach, we understandcbystructionthe compilation of reachable states
g and transitionse®) of A @), such that the absolute value of the delayy), regarding tapej andk,
does not exceed a limit, ., at any statey, i.e.: 8q :3 @7 wmaxe ~ greachabk. The limit ..o IS
imposed, i.e., any state whose delay would exceed it is nuttoacted.

We distinguish two cases. In the first case, the delay of ndrtbeoreachable and coreachable
states exceeds a limif, ., (with ., max2) L€ 89 1 pnax < J @7 maxe © greachabk
g coreachabk. We call it a construction wittbounded delayr a successfutonstruction because it
is guarantied to generate the attempted reslt = 1., @,"). In this case the relation, @ ™)
has bounded delay, too, and is rationalhe limit . .. iS not imposed, i.e., any statewhose delay
exceeds it would still be constructed (which places the ttoation into the second casedfbecomes
coreachable).

In the second case, the delay of reachable and coreachatds istpotentially unbounded. It exceeds
= ax, and would actually exceed any limit if it was not (brutedey delimited by  ax2, 1.€.:99 1 nax <
J @7 maxe ~ greachabk ® gcoreachabk. We call this a construction withotentially unbounded
delay It is not successful, and we cannot conclude on the coesstof the result ®) and on the
boundedness and rationality of the relatiop, @ ;™).

We will first describe the algorithm and then present somengskas for further illustration.

6.2.1 Algorithm

Our algorithm starts with the compilation of the limits ., and . .«2, then proceeds with the construc-
tion of o @, and finally verifies the success of the construction, adegr the above conditions.

Compilation of limits:  First, we traverse. 1(“) recursively, without traversing any state more than

once, and record three valueg; ., being the maximal delay at any staf®,,, the minimal delay at
any state, ané,,., the maximal absolute value of the delay of any cycle (Line8-37). To do so, we
assign to each statg of Al(“’ avariable 1= ( 1; ») with the above defined meaning. The delay at
astateg is (@)= 1 » (Lines 8, 9). The delay of a cycle an is the difference betweerf () at
the end and (g) at the beginning of the cycle (Line 11).

Then, we compile .., the maximal absolute value of delay required to match amydycles. For

example, leR (Al(2)) = (fhaa;"ig [ fh";aaaig) , encoded by two cycles. To obtain a match between

v ()andy, ( )ofapath ofa® 1, @ %) we have to traverse the first cycle 3 times and the second
two times, allowing for any permutatior @ = (aa;"i’h";aaai’? [ haa;"i*h";aaai’haa;"it [ ::3) .

This illustrates that in a match between any two cyclesfj*f , the absolute value of the delay does not
exceed oo = Py max (1P, 1) (Line 4).

°A rational relation is a weighted regular relation.



Kempe, Guingne, Nicart. Algorithms fer-Tape Automata. XRCE Report 200431 17

GETMAXDELAYS(A1;5k) ! (maxi max2):

1 for8¢ 2Q; do

2 Rl 2

3  BuaxiPiwiPye)  MAXDEL(d:;3ik; (070); (0;0;0))
4 cyc bcyc max (1 Pcyc 1)

5 m ax max(cyc;bmax bmj.n)

6
7

m ax2 maxt cyc
return (max ; max2)

MAXDEL(ql;j;k;( g; g);(gaxi gj_n; 2yc)) ! (bmax;bmj.n;bcyc):
8 bmaX ma)( gax 7 g 8)

9 Bin min(gy; 7 9

10 if kl= (1; 2)6 7 [cycle end reached]

11 thenByc max( S.:3(9 D (1 23

12 else @l (% 9

13 Pye %

14 for8e2 E () do

15 O ax B iniPyc)  MAXDEL(n ©);3ik; ( 2+ 35 @3 9+ 3% ©F;
O ax % in Peye))

16 ] 2

17 return (bm ax ;bm in 7bcyc)

Next, we compile the first limit, , .., that will not be exceeded by a construction with bounded
delay. In a match of two cycles this limit equals,., and for any other match it B, .x Liim. In
a construction with bounded delay, the absolute value ofitday inA @) does therefore not exceed
max = Max ( cyc 5 bmax bmin) (Line 5).

Finally, we compile a second limit,, ..», that allows us, in case of potentially unbounded delay, to
construct a largex ®’ than ,, ., does. Unboundedness can only result from matching cycIRéni)n To

obtain a larger @), with states whose delay exceeds.., we have to unroll the cycles (Afl(“’ further
until we reach (at least) one more match between two cyclestefore, , ax2 = max* oyc (LiN€ 6).

Construction: We start with a WMTA2 whose alphabet and semiring equal thosa ofand that
is otherwise empty (Line 2). To each stat¢hat will be created irn, we will assign two variables:
k= g indicating the corresponding stagein A 1, and [l= (s;u) stating the leftover string of tape

j (yet unmatched in tape) and the leftover string of tapek (yet unmatched in tapg).

Then, we create an initial stateén A and push it onto the stack (Lines 4, 18-27). As long as the
stack is not empty, we take statgfrom it and follow each of the outgoing transitioss2 E () of the
corresponding statg = [g]in A; (Lines 5—7). A transitiore; in A is represented as2 E (g) in A,
with the same label and weight. To compile the leftover ggin 1= s%u”) of its targete®=n ) in A,
we concatenate the leftover stringgy]= (s;u) of its sourceg= p ) with the j-th andk-th component
of its label, %5 ;) and ¥ (1), and remove the longest common prefix of the resulting sring ;)
andu () (Lines 8, 14-17).
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AUTOINTERSECTA 1;3;k) ! (A ; bookan) :

O©oO~NO O WNPR

(maxs max2) GETMAXDELAYS(A1;3:k)
A h 1;6;?2;6;6;Kq1
Stack 6
i GETSTATE(dy; ;™)
while stack 6 6 do
g popstack): f[l=aq; k= (siu)
for 8e; 2 E () do
(s%u%  CREATELEFTOVERSTRINGS(s; Yy (e1)iu; % (1))
it (= "_u'=") " (§ Eu)] naxe)
then ¢ GETSTATE(n (e1); %u?)
E E[fhye)we)idig
sucesstul (6920 :j ( ADJ> max © coreachabk @) )
return (A ; successfiil)

CREATELEFTOVERSTRINGS(sp;S15ug;u1) ! (s;u) @

14
15
16
17

S Sp S1

u Up Uz

x  lcp(s;u)

return & ! s;x ' u)

GETSTATE(q; (s%u%) ! qg:

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

if 920 : l=a ~ Hd1= %uY

theng J°
elseg Q[ fgg [create new state]
if s=""u="
thens@ S@)
elses@ O
bl a
o &u
push(s tack;q)
return g

If both leftover stringss® andu®of o° are non-empty4 ") then they are incompatible and the path
that we are following is invalid. If eithes’or u’is empty & ") then the current path is valid (at least up

18

to this point) (Line 9). Only in this case and only if the delzgtweens’ andu®does not exceed, .2,

we construct a transitioain A corresponding te; in A; (Line 9, 11). If its target’= n () does not
exist yet, it is created and pushed onto the stack (Lines 8827). The infinite unrolling of cycles is
prevented by, 4x.

Verification: To see whether the construction was successful and whathier 14, @ ), we
have to check for the above defined conditions. Since abkstafta @ are reachable, it is sufficient to

verify their delay and coreachability (Line 129q : 5 @) 3> nax * 9 corachabk.
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6.2.2 Examples

We illustrate the algorithm through the following three mdes that stand each for a different class of
WMTAS.

Example 1: The relation of the WMTAA ', of the first example is the infinite set of string tuples
fhat®;xy*z;a*bik 2 Ng (Figure 1). Only one of those tuples, namedyp; xyz;abi, is in the relation
of the auto-intersectioms @ = 1,5 @ "), because all other tuples contain different strings on tape
and 3. In the construction, an infinite unrolling of the cycle ispented by the incompatibility of the
leftover substrings in 3]and [4]respectively. The construction is successful.

The example is characterized by:

max max2 1 (49)
R @) = frad;xy*z;ai 5k 2 Ng (50)
LsRAT) = R@®) = fhab ;xy'z;a'big (51)
0920 :3j ( GDI> max ) sSuccessful )  mationalIis () (52)
(o)
A(3) a:xX:elwg
1 b:y:a/w,
ar
Ipq
€:.z:biw,

@/Pz

Figure 1: A WMTA & ) and its successfully constructed auto-intersectid® = 1;5 @ 7).
(Dashed parts are not constructed.)

Example 2: In the second example (Figure 2), the relatiomtﬁ" is the infinite set of string tuples
fha*;a;x*yi jk 2 Ng. Only one of those tuples, namely';a;x'yi, is in the relation of the auto-
intersectiona ® = 1, (Af’). In the construction, an infinite unrolling of the cycle iepented by
the limit of delay . ..2. Although the result contains states with Kgl)j > . x, NONe of them is
coreachable (and would disappear if the result was prufda.construction is successful.

The example is characterized by:

max = 2 (53)

max2 = 3 (54)

R (A1(3)) =  fre¥;a;x%yijk 2 Ng (55)

LoRAT) = RrRAY) = falaxlyig (56)

®g2Q :j ( G)I> max ~ ooreachabk () ) successfiil ) rational I, () (57)
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v=0 v=0 v=0 v=0 v=0
ae:x/wg E=(,€) i=(a,e) i=(aae) t=(aaag) &= (aaaas)
a:e:x/wO/D a:s:x/wO/Z\ a:€:x wy ae: x/w0
RSNV S/
@) A
A7l | eayw, g.ayliw,g eay/w,; cay/w, eay/w,
Ip v=1 V= v=1 v=1
@ &=(.a) &=(s. s)@ P ae E:(aae)

Figure 2: A WMTA A and its successfully constructed auto-intersectio® = T, &)
(Dashed parts are not constructed. Statemrked withs haves ( g)3> wax.)

Example 3: In the third example (Figure 3), the relation mf’ is the infinite set of string tuples
fhe*a;aa”;x*yz"1i jk;h 2 Ng. The auto-intersectionI; ,, (A1(3)), is not rational and has unbounded

delay. Its complete construction would require an infinitealling of the cycles ofx
number of states ia © which is prevented by, ...
result contains coreachable states with gl) 3> n ax-

The example is characterized by:

and an infinite
The construction is not successful because the

max 2 (58)
max2 3 (59)
R (A1(3)) = fhe*ajaa”;x"yz"i jk;h 2 Ng (60)
I.2R (A1(3) )) = fe*aj;aa®;x*yz"ijk 2 Ng (61)
LR @A) R@EP) = mefa;adxy2iik2 D;3lg  (62)
992Q :j ( HN)I> max ~ coreachabk (@ ) not successfiil (63)
v 0 v 0 v=0 v=0

ae:x w, (s €) &=(a,) &=(aae) ¢=(aaae) &= (aaaas)

<> 5 (0) AEXMWo ~ N AEX Mo AEXWo, " AEX Mg

AP :

A(f) aazyiw, a:alyiw, a:atyliw, a:aylw, a:aylw,
~_Eraiziw, ga:ziw, ga:ziw,
v=1 (5 6 7
/p <> &=, 8)CJ/FM K{:1 \{zl 1
c:a:ziw, &=(ae) &=(aag) ¢=(aaae)
€a:zlw,
ea:zlw ga:zlw caziw,
1 (g B g Ry ) sl
E:(S,a) v=1 v=1 = V 1
§=(c.aa) ¢=(c.aaa) =(c.aaad
Figure 3: A WMTA 2 ) and its partially constructed auto-intersectiarf® 1, & ).

(Dashed parts are not constructed. Statemrked withs haves ( gl)3> nax.)
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6.3 Single-Tape Intersection

We propose an algorithm that performs single-tape intéseof two WMTAs, 2" anda [, in

one step. Instead of first building the cross-prodacf,’ 2"’ and then deleting most of its paths
by auto-intersectionI ., « ( ), according to the above procedure (Eq. 37), the algorithnstcocts
only the useful part of the cross-product. It is very similarclassical composition of two trans-
ducers, and incorporates the idea of using"diiter in the composition of transducers containing
transitions (Mohri, Pereira, and Riley, 1998, Figure 1@ttill be explained below. Instead of ex-
plicitly using an-filter, we simulate its behaviour in the algorithm. We wifer to the algorithm as
INTERSECTCROSEPYA 1 ;A 5; J;k):

)

. )
INTERSECTCROSEPYA 1;A2;Jik) = Ijn+k (A,

A, ) (64)

Al \kAZ(’“) = Po..x (INTERSECITCROSYA1;A;3k) )  (65)
Jr

The complementary projection, .  ( ), could be easily integrated into the algorithm in order toidv
an additional pass. We keep it apart becanseERSECTCROSEPY ) serves also as a building block of
another algorithm where this projection must be postponed.

6.3.1 Mohri's "-Filter

To compose two transducers,”’ anda ', containing™transitions, Mohri, Pereira, and Riley (1998,
Figure 10) are using afifilter transducer. In their approadnf) anda 2(2) are pre-processed (Figure 4) :
each" on tape 2 ofx *' is replaced by ar; and each on tape 1 of *' by an™.. In addition, a looping
transition labeled with' : ; is added to each state af”’, and a loop labeled with, :" to each state of

A ?. The pre-processed transducers are then composed witht¢he ff’ in betweena; a1,

Anw €0, .
X C 81' (p2
.. Xo)
811 82

e @€
e e
Aq / X€q A, N €5:X
Figure 4: Mohri's"filter A » and two transducers, ; andAa ,, pre-processed for filtered compo-
sition. x = :f 1; 2;";"gqg. (For didactic reasons we are using slightly different lafiban
Mobhri et al).

The filter controls how-transitions are composed along each pair of paths ianda , respectively.
As long as there are equal symbofsof not) on the two paths, they are composed with each other and
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we stay in state 0 ok «. If we encounter a sequence 'vfn A ; but not inA ,, we move forward irR 1,
stay in the same state m,, and in state 1 ofs «. If we encounter a sequence bin A , but not ina 1,
we move forward irn ,, stay in the same state iy, and in state 2 of. «.

6.3.2 Conditions

Our algorithm requires the semirings of the two WMTAs to beadk ; = K ;) and commutative. All
transitions must be labeled withrtuples of strings not exceeding length 1 on the interset@pds; of
A, andk of A, which means no loss of generalityge; 2E4 : 3%5@1)J 1;8e2E; :jk ()] 1

6.3.3 Algorithm

We start with a WMTAA whose alphabet is the union of the alphabeta pfanda ,, whose semiring
equals those af ; anda ,, and that is otherwise empty (Line 1).

INTERSECTCROSEPYA ;a5 5k) 1 A :

1 A h [ 2;6;?2;6;6;Kii

2 Stack 6

3 i GETSTATE(4; ;ip;0)

4  while stack 6 6 do

5 g popStack): #kl= (@imiar)

6 for 8e; 2 E () do

7 for 8e; 2 E () do

8 |f ‘j(e1)= ‘k(e2) ~ (q"=O_ ‘j(el)én)

9 then o GETSTATE(n (e1);n (e2);0)
10 E E[fhy ‘E):'@);w ) we);dig
11 for 8e; 2 E () do

12 if e)="" a2 f0;lg

13 then ® GETSTATE(n (e1);%;1)

14 E E[fhy ‘E):"™);wie); Lig
15 for 8e, 2 E () do

16 if Y% e)="" a2 f0;2g

17 then ¢ GETSTATE(q ;n (€2);2)

18 E E[fhy "® ') wie); dig
19 returna

GETSTATE(x ;p5a0) ! g
20 if 9”2 Q :#E1= @imia)

21 theng J

22 elseg Q[ fgg [create new state]
23 @ S S@)

24 #al @rxran)

25 push{stack;q)

26 return g




Kempe, Guingne, Nicart. Algorithms fer-Tape Automata. XRCE Report 200431 23

First, we create the initial stateof A from the initial states of |, A ,, anda «, and pushionto the
stack (Lines 3, 20—26). While the stack is not empty, we tékiesqgfrom it and access the statgs o,
andqs that are assigned tgthrough# ] (Lines 4, 5).

We intersect each outgoing transitien of ¢ with each outgoing transitios, of o, (Lines 6, 7).
This succeeds only if thg-th label component of; equals the-th label component of,, wherejand
k are the two intersected tapeszof andA , respectively, and if the corresponding transitiorrinhas
target O (Line 8). Only if it succeeds, we create a transitoa (Line 10) whose label results from
pairing *(e;) with *(e;) and whose target’ corresponds with the triple of targets (e1);n (e2);0). If &°
does not exist yet, it is created and pushed onto the stankgl20-26).

Subsequently, we handle ailtransitions ina ; (Lines 11-14) and i, (Lines 15-18). If we en-
counter ar'in A ; and are in state 0 or 1 @f«, we have to move forward in ;, stay in the same state in
A,, and go to state 1 in «. Therefore we create a transitionanwhose target corresponds to the triple

n (e1);;1) (Lines 11-14). The algorithm works similarly if artds encountered ia , (Lines 15-18).

To adapt this algorithm to non-weighted MTAS, one has to nabe weights from the Lines 10, 14,

and 18, and replace Line 23 witl:inal(g) F inal(q) ~ F inal(®).

6.4 Multi-Tape Intersection

We propose two alternative algorithms for the multi-tagerisection of two WMTAsA * anda .

6.4.1 Conditions

Both algorithms work under the conditions of their undertyibasic operations: The semirings of the
two WMTASs must be equalk; = K ») and commutative. The second (more efficient algorithmliireg

all transitions to be labeled with-tuples of strings not exceeding length 1 on (at least) onegfa
intersected tapes of A" andk; of o "’ which means no loss of generalityai2 [1;r]: (8¢, 2E; :
J )3 1) (Be2E; 13y, )] 1)

6.4.2 Algorithms

Our first algorithm, that we will refer to asirERSECTL(A ™ ;A ;5 11197k :::k,), follows the ex-
act procedure of multi-tape intersection (Eq. 37), usimgatigorithms for cross product, auto-intersection,
and complementary projection.

m) . . .
o ihtiideika titky) ! (A ookan) :

INTERSECTL(A ;A
1 successfil  true

2 A CrOSPA@M;aM)

3 for 812 [1;r] do

4 (A ; success)  AUTOINTERSECTA ; ji;n + ky)
5 successfiil — successfil” success

6 A Poik;mek ®)

7  return (A ; successfiil)

The second (more efficient) algorithm, that we will callfERSEC2(A V' ;A ;4 111505k 11:ky),

uses first the above single-tape intersection algorithnetiopm cross product and one auto-intersection
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in one single step (for intersecting tapewith k;), and then the auto-intersection algorithm (for inter-
secting all remaining tapeg with k;, for i> 1).

INTERSECT2(A ;A f" ;9 t1i97ky :tke) | (A ; bookean)

successfiil true

A INTERSECTCROSEPYA ™ ;A ;5 k)

for 812 ;r] do
(A ; success)  AUTOINTERSECTA ; ji;n + ki)
successfiil  sucoessil”® sucoess

A Poig;mmik ®)

return (& ; successfil)

~NOoO O~ WN -

This second algorithm has been used to compile succes#fiellgxample of transducer intersection
in Section 5.

7 Applications

Many applications of WMTAs and WMTA operations are possilslech as the morphological analysis
of Semitic languages or the extraction of words from a liplial dictionary that have equal meaning and
similar form in the two languages (cognates).

We include only one example in this report, namely the pregiem of intermediate results in trans-
duction cascades, which actually stands for a large claapmiications.

7.1 Preserving Intermediate Transduction Results

Transduction cascades have been extensively used in igmgua speech processing (Ait-Mokhtar and
Chanod, 1997; Pereira and Riley, 1997; Kempe, 2000; KumerBamne, 2003; Kempe et al., 2003,
among many others).

In a (classical) weighted transduction cascadé) ::: T,”’, a set of weighted input strings, encoded
as a weighted acceptarél), is composed with the first transducef,z), on its input tape (Figure 5). The
output projection of this composition is the first intermedi result,.. *, of the cascade. It is further
composed with the second transduagf,, which leads to the second intermediate requjt, etc. The

output projection of the last transducer is the final resuft’ :

® 1) @)

L, = Py(L;; T7) for i2 [;r] (66)

At any point in the cascade, previous results cannot be sedesThis holds also if the cascade is
composed into a single transducer?’. None of the “incorporated” sub-relations n® can refer to a
sub-relation other than its immediate predecessor:

T@® = T1(2) 11 ;ﬁ‘z) (67)

In a weighted transduction cascade(’ ::: a 7', that uses WMTAs and multi-tape intersection,
intermediate results can be preserved and used by all sudrseiansductions. Suppose, we want to use
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) @)
L8 L(l) T L(l) T, L(rl)

D /-tape 1 D /-tape o D /-tape 1 D
Cape 2 [ape 2T Ctape 217

Figure 5: Weighted transduction cascade (classical)

)
@) T

the two previous results at each point in the cascade (extdipe first transduction) which requires all
intermediate results, | “ to have two tapes (Figure 6) : The projection of the outppetof the last
WMTA is the final resultz. & :

Ll(z) _ (1) \ A(Z) (68)
L? - P23<L‘2’ e or i2 Rir 1] (69)
219
L9 - psaf ) af) (70
) 3) (3
1 A A 2 A -
L(o) ! L( ) I—(r—)l r L(r)

et " et
e T ez T ez
Capez 7 e s Cape 3

Figure 6: Weighted transduction cascade using multi-taggsection (Example 1)

This augmented descriptive power is also available if theleslsascade is intersected into a single
WMTA, 2 @ althougha © has only two tapes in our example. This can be achieved bysattng
iteratively the firsit WMTAS until ireaches :

AP =Py, N Al or i2 R;rl;m 2 £2;3g (71)
o 1

n

;1
n;?2

Eacha ). contains all WMTAs froma /*’ toa 7. The final resulx @ is built froma 7 :

A @ = Pl;n (Aq1ir) (72)

Each (except the first) of the “incorporated” multi-tape salations ina @ will still refer to its two
predecessors.
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(nr)

In our second example of a WMTA cascade*’ ::: A "), each WMTA uses the output of its
immediate predecessor, as in a classical cascade (Figuire &jdition, the last WMTA uses the output
of the first one:

Ll(z) Lél) l\lAl(Z) (73)
L = paf) Aaf) or 12 Bir 1] 7
L = py? N\ A (75)
2 2 )
1 A 2 A 2 2 A !

" e
e et o o men
Cape 2 pes T T ape s

Figure 7: Weighted transduction cascade using WMTAs (Exar2p

As in the previous example, the cascade can be intersedted Bingle WMTA A @, that exceeds
the power of a classical transducer cascade, although dritggwo tapes:

)
lad

A Pis(A), Z\lAi‘z’ ) or i2 R;r 1] (76)

Pis(Ainy: \ A7) (77)

1;1
2;2

>
=
&
|

A = Pis(AfL) (78)
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