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Abstract
This thesis is devoted to the descriptional complexity of
finite state automata. We focus mainly on the transition
complexity of one-way nondeterministic automata pro-
duced originally from regular expressions and on the state
complexity of two-way finite automata equipped with an
additional “pebble” movable along the input tape.

We consider conversions of regular expressions into real-
time finite state automata, in which the length of each
ε-path is bounded by a fixed constant k. For k = 2,
i.e., for automata in which no ε-path is longer than 2,
we show that the conversion of a regular expression into
such automaton produces only O(n) states, O(n) ε-free
edges, and O(n logn) ε-edges. We also show how to trans-
form these 2-realtime machines into 1-realtime automata,
where each ε-path degenerates into a single ε-edge, still
with onlyO(n logn) edges. These results break the known
lower bound Ω(n log2 n/ log logn), holding for 0-realtime
automata, i.e., for automata with no ε-transitions.

We also study the relation between the standard two-way
automata and more powerful devices, namely, one-pebble
two-way finite automata. Similarly as in the case of the
classical two-way machines, it is not known whether there
exists a polynomial trade-off, in the number of states, be-
tween the nondeterministic and deterministic pebble two-
way automata. However, we show that these two machine
models are not independent: if there exists a polynomial
trade-off for the classical two-way automata, then there
must also exist a polynomial trade-off for the pebble two-
way automata. Thus, we have an upward collapse (or
a downward separation) from the classical two-way au-
tomata to more powerful pebble automata, still staying
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within the class of regular languages. The same upward
collapse holds for complementation of nondeterministic
two-way machines. These results are obtained by show-
ing that each pebble machine can be, by using suitable
inputs, simulated by a classical two-way automaton (and
vice versa), with only a linear number of states, despite
the existing exponential blow-up between the classical and
pebble two-way machines.

Categories and Subject Descriptors
F.4.3 [Theory of Computation]: Mathematical Logic
and Formal Languages—Formal languages; F.1.1 [Theo-
ry of Computation]: Computation by abstract devi-
ces—Models of computation

Keywords
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1. Introduction
This thesis concerns the descriptional complexity of finite
state automata. More precisely, we examine two rather
independent problems in the field of descriptional com-
plexity of one-way and two-way finite automata.

The analysis of different tools describing formal languages
not only with respect to their expressive power, but tak-
ing also into account descriptional complexity of these
tools, is a classical topic of the formal language theory.
Descriptional complexity studies the efficiency while de-
scribing objects. Its measure is the description length,
represented by the number of states (state complexity),
transitions (transition complexity), alphabet size. It also
investigates the “inherent” complexity of tools, e.g., upper
and lower bounds on the number of states or transitions.

The main topics on which the descriptional complexity is
concentrating its attention, could be summarized in the
following questions:

• What is the economics of a model (tool) represent-
ing a formal language, that is how efficiently can
a model describe a formal language besides other
models?

• What is the price of a conversion from one tool to
another? What are the corresponding lower and up-
per bounds and can they be attained?

The same questions can be posed when applying opera-
tions on models. We shall focus mainly on the second
question.
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The notion of an algorithmic “machine” has appeared for
the first time in the 1930’s, when Turing defined an ab-
stract model, later called Turing machine. During the
next twenty years, several scientists studied simple ver-
sions of present finite automata. For example, in the early
1940’s, McMulloch and Pitts [49] used finite state ma-
chines to model neuron nets. Over the same period, Huff-
man, Mealy and Moore, independently from each other,
introduced the “today’s” one-way deterministic finite au-
tomata (1dfas) in [37], [51] and [53], respectively. In-
tensive study of 1dfas at that time (sometimes under
the name of sequential machines) established many basic
properties, including, for example, the Kleene’s definition
of regular languages [44]:

Definition 1.1. A language L ⊆ Σ∗ is regular if and
only if it can be described by a regular expression α, i.e.,
L = L(α).

Thereupon, in 1959, Rabin and Scott [55] suggested the
concept of the one-way nondeterministic finite automaton
(1nfa) and also proved its equivalence to the one-way de-
terministic machine, defining the well-known subset con-
struction. They also gave another equivalent definition of
regular languages:

Definition 1.2. [55] A language L ⊆ Σ∗ is regular if
and only if it can be accepted by a deterministic or non-
deterministic finite automaton M . i.e. L = L(M).

A rapid development of formal language and automata
theory continued also during the 1960’s and 1970’s. There
were many papers published in this area. On behalf of all
let us mention at least: examination of relations between
different formalisms describing regular languages [50], is-
sue of the determinism versus nondeterminism question
in finite automata [62], exploring nondeterminism in two-
way finite automata [58], and the birth of other mod-
els, while investigating regular languages, augmented by
some new and special properties, such are e.g., sweeping
automata [64], or pebble automata [6, 56]. We cannot
omit one of the first books on finite automata, written by
Marcus in 1964 [48].

But automata theory was not only a theoretical branch
of the computer science. Besides, it has had quite many
applications in practice, for example lexical analysis [1,
2], text editing and pattern matching [45].

Later, at the turn of 1970’s and 1980’s, it was supposed
that all interesting facts about finite automata are known
except for a few isolated and very hard problems. It
seemed that not much further work could be done on reg-
ular languages [68]. However, the contrary is the case.
Mainly in the last twenty years, many new and fascinat-
ing results were published, for example on state complex-
ity of operations on regular languages [40, 41, 59, 69, 30],
minimalization of nondeterministic finite automata [39],
trade-offs between diferent formalisms (1dfa, 1nfa, reg-
ular expression, two-way automata, pebble automata...),
see for example [21, 22, 35, 36, 34, 42, 13], nondetermin-
ism versus determinism problem [42, 43, 34], etc.

Even nowadays there is an important progress in research
areas of formal language and automata theory. It seems
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Figure 1: Relations between different models
representing regular languages. 1NFA - one-
way nondeterministic finite automata including ε-
transitions, ε-free 1NFA - one-way nondeterminis-
tic finite automata without any ε-transitions, RE
- regular expressions, 1DFA - one-way determin-
istic finite automata.

that the theory of automata and languages experiences a
revival these days.

2. Thesis objectives
The objective of the presented dissertation is to investi-
gate the descriptional complexity of finite state automata,
primary focusing on:

• the transition complexity of one-way nondetermin-
istic automata working in the “real” time

• the relation between the state complexities of classi-
cal two-way automata and two-way automata equip-
ped with a “pebble” as a marker movable along the
input tape.

3. Conversion of regular expressions to realtime
automata

Still, not all relations among descriptional complexity of
different kinds of formalisms are known, even when re-
stricting to devices describing regular languages only. De-
spite the simplicity of regular languages, some important
problems concerning them are still open. Regular expres-
sions and finite automata without ε-transitions are two of
the most popular formalisms for regular languages. The
size of an automaton is measured by the number of its
transitions, while the size of a regular expression is the
number of occurrences of alphabet symbols in it.

It is known that a conversion of a nondeterministic ε-
free finite automaton into an equivalent regular expression
may cause an exponential blow-up [16]. For the converse
direction, it was conjectured that the best conversion is an
O(n2) conversion [63]. Only quite recently [35, 36], it was
proved that, for each regular expression of size n, there ex-
ists an equivalent ε-free automaton with only O(n log2 n)
transitions. After that, it has been shown that if we con-
sider regular languages over a binary input alphabet, the
above upper bound can be reduced to O(n logn) transi-
tions [21]. This result was also generalized to the case of
regular languages over a fixed alphabet with at most s
input symbols: O(s n logn) edges are sufficient here. We
have summarized the mentioned results in a demonstra-
tive picture, showing the relations between different for-
malisms representing regular languages (Figure 1).

The upper bounds, which were presented above, are com-
plemented in [46] by the lower bound Ω(n log2 n/ log log n).
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Comparing O(n log2 n) with Ω(n log2 n/ log logn), that is,
the upper and lower bounds, it seems at the first glance
that no significant improvement is possible.

However, if we allow ε-transitions, the standard conver-
sion of a regular expression into an equivalent automaton
does not produce more than O(n) transitions. The cru-
cial drawback of such automaton is that, due to cycles
consisting of ε-edges only, there may exist computation
paths of unbounded length.

Therefore, it is quite natural to ask what we have to
add to an ε-free automaton to break the lower bound
Ω(n log2 n/ log log n), and still have an automaton with a
linear computation time, in the length of the input. This
condition can be even more restrictive, by requiring the
automaton to execute only a constant number of steps in
between reading any two consecutive symbols from the
input.

We have named such machines, with the length of all ε-
paths bounded by a constant, as“realtime”automata. Re-
altime devices play an important role in practice. Here we
shall concentrate on the simplest realtime devices, with-
out any auxiliary memory, which are one-way finite state
automata.

A k-realtime automaton M , where k ≥ 0 is an integer
constant, is a nondeterministic finite state automaton in
which the length of each ε-path is bounded by k. There-
fore, a k-realtime automaton processes the input in “real
time,” with a constant number of executed steps in be-
tween reading any two consecutive symbols from the in-
put. For this reasons, an automaton is called realtime, if
it is k-realtime for some constant k.

We investigate the properties of the first few levels. As a
special case, the automaton is 2-realtime, if each ε-path is
of length at most 2. In other words, the machine cannot
change its state, without reading an input symbol, more
than two times in a row, and hence an input of length `
must be processed in at most 3` + 2 steps. Similar, but
even more restrictive, properties are typical for 1-realtime
automata, where each ε-path degenerates into a single ε-
edge.

It should be clear that for k = 0 we get exactly the class
of ε-free automata.

In this work, we shall show that already for k = 2, the con-
version of a regular expression produces only O(n logn)
transitions. More precisely:

Theorem 3.1. For each regular expression of size n ≥
1, there exists an equivalent nondeterministic 2-realtime
automaton with at most 4n+2 states, n ε-free transitions,
and n·( 2

log(3/2)
·logn+ 0.744) ε-transitions.

The basic idea of the translation consists of several steps.
First, the given regular expression α is converted into the
normal form, also with unifying the unary nodes in the
tree representation of α with their sons. Thus, we get a
special form of a binary tree. Then, the regular expres-
sion α is translated into a 1nfa with at most 2n states
and n ε-free-transitions, according to the following theo-
rem and using rewriting rules described in the dissertation
work:

Theorem 3.2. [21] Each regular expression α of size
n ≥ 1 can be replaced by en equivalent nondeterministic
automaton M with at most 2n states and n ε-free transi-
tions, such that:

(a) For each subexpression β in α, corresponding to a
subtree below some node in the tree representation
of α, there exists a subautomaton Mβ in M , which
is a subgraph in the graph representation of M .

(b) For each β′, a subexpression of β corresponding to
some subtree with the top node located in the subtree
for β, Mβ′ is a subautomaton of Mβ, i.e., a subgraph
nested in the subgraph for Mβ.

(c) Mβ has a single entry point, a state enβ ∈ Q, and a
single exit point, a state exβ ∈ Q, with enβ 6= exβ,
such that a string a1 . . . ak ∈ Σ∗ is in L(β) if and
only if there exists a path of edges connecting, within
the subgraph for Mβ, the state enβ with exβ and
labeled by a1 . . . ak.

(d) Any path going into the subgraph for Mβ from the
surrounding environment must pass through the sta-
te enβ. Further, Mβ has no edges ending in enβ.

(e) Any path leaving the subgraph Mβ to the surround-
ing environment must pass through the state exβ.
Further, there are no edges from the surrounding
environment ending in exβ.

The resulting automaton still contains some ε-transitions,
and is not 2-realtime. Finally, in order to eliminate the
lengths of the ε-path to at most 2, we use special sets of
incoming and outcoming boundary states.

We also show an easy transformation of these 2-realtime
machines into 1-realtime automata, where each ε-path de-
generates into a single ε-edge. The basic idea is to re-
place a path consisting of an ε-free edge followed by an
ε-transition by a single ε-free transition. The original ε-
edge is removed.

The number of transitions in the resulting automaton is
still below O(n logn).

Theorem 3.3. For each regular expression of size n ≥
2, there exists an equivalent nondeterministic 1-realtime
automaton with at most 4n+ 2 states, n·( 1

log(3/2)
·logn−

0.128) ε-free transitions, and n · ( 1
log(3/2)

· logn + 1.872)
ε-transitions.

4. Translation from classical two-way automata
to pebble two-way automata

The relation between determinism and nondeterminism is
extensively studied. It is one of the key topics in theoret-

ical computer science. The most famous is the P
?
= NP

question, but the oldest problem of this kind is

dspace(n)
?
= nspace(n).

Similarly, we do not know whether

dspace(logn)
?
= nspace(logn).

However, a positive answer for the O(logn) space would
imply the positive answer for the O(n) space, and hence
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the answers to these two questions are not independent.
Analogically, a collapse of nondeterminism with determin-
ism for the O(log log n) space would imply the same col-
lapse for the O(logn) space. (For a survey and bibliogra-
phy about such translations, see e.g., [20, 67].) Analogous
upward translations can be derived for time complexity
classes as well.

At first glance, the problem has been resolved for finite
state automata. Even a two-way nondeterministic finite
automaton (2nfa, for short) and hence any simpler device
as well (e.g., its deterministic version, 2dfa) can recog-
nize a regular language only. Thus, 2nfas can be con-
verted into deterministic one-way automata. However,
the problem reappears, if we take into account the size of
these automata, measured in the number of states (i.e.,
estimating the state complexity of these automata).

On one hand, we know that eliminating nondeterminism
in one-way n-state automata does not cost more than
2n states (by the classical subset construction), and that
there exist witness regular languages for which exactly
2n states are indeed required. (For examples of such lan-
guages, see [47, 54, 59].)

On the other hand, we know very little about eliminating
nondeterminism in the two-way case: it was conjectured
by Sakoda and Sipser [58] that there must exist an expo-
nential blow-up for the conversion of 2nfas into 2dfas.
Nevertheless, the best known lower bound is Ω(n2) [14],

while the best conversion uses about 2n
2

states (convert-
ing actually into deterministic one-way machines). Thus,
it is not clear whether there exists a polynomial trade-off.
The problem has been attacked several times by prov-
ing exponential lower bounds for restricted versions of
2dfas: Sipser [64] — for sweeping machines (changing the
direction of the input head movement at the endmark-
ers only); Hromkovič and Schnitger [34] — for oblivious
machines (moving the input head along the same trajec-
tory on all inputs of the same length); Kapoutsis [42] — a
computability separation for “moles” (seeing only a part
of the input symbol thus traveling “in a network of tun-
nels” along the input). For machines accepting unary lan-

guages, a subexponential upper bound 2O(log2 n) has been
obtained by Geffert, Mereghetti and Pighizzini [23].

It was even observed [58] that there exists a family of reg-
ular languages {Bn : n ≥ 1} which is complete for the two-
way automata, playing the same role as, e.g., the satisfia-

bility of boolean formulas for the P
?
= NP question or the

reachability in graphs for dspace(logn)
?
= nspace(logn):

the trade-off between the 2nfas and 2dfas is polynomial
if and only if it is polynomial for Bn, i.e., if and only if
Bn can be accepted by a 2dfa with a polynomial number
of states. (For 2nfas, n states are enough to accept Bn.)

We have summarized the known upper bounds for con-
versions between different types of finite state automata
on Figure 2.

In the absence of a solution for the general case, it is
quite natural to ask whether some properties of the two-
way automata cannot be translated into more powerful
machines or language classes, in perfect analogy with the
corresponding results for the upward translation estab-
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Figure 2: Relations between different models of
one-way finite state automata and two-way finite
state automata.

lished for the classical space and time complexity classes.
So far, the only result of this kind [4] is that if an ex-
ponential trade-off between 2nfas and 2dfas could be
obtained already by using a subset of the original lan-
guage that consists of polynomially long strings, then
dspace(logn) 6= nspace(logn).

In the same spirit as in [4], we shall study the relation be-
tween the standard two-way automata and more powerful
devices, namely, two-way nondeterministic and determin-
istic finite automata equipped with a single additional
“pebble”(one-pebble machines), movable along the input
tape (pebble-2nfa, pebble-2dfa, respectively). The two-
way one-pebble machines were first introduced in 1967 by
Blum and Hewitt [6]. Later, several scientists were study-
ing variations of devices augmented with one or more peb-
bles (in particular Turing machines [13, 67], and robots
exploring graphs [3]).

Formally, a one-pebble two-way nondeterministic finite au-
tomaton (pebble-2nfa, for short) is A = (Q,Σ, δ, qI , F ),
where Q is the finite set of states, Σ is the finite input
alphabet, `,a 6∈ Σ are two special symbols, called the
left and the right endmarker, respectively, and qI ∈ Q is
the initial state. The transition function δ is of the form
δ : Q × (Σ ∪ Σ• ∪ {`,a,`•,a•}) → 2Q×{−1,0,+1,−1•,+1•}.
The presence of the pebble on the current input tape
symbol a ∈ Σ ∪ {`,a} is indicated by using the sym-
bol a• ∈ Σ• ∪ {`•,a•}, while the new input head move-
ments −1•,+1• are introduced to move the pebble. More
precisely, a classical transition in the form δ(q, a) 3 (q′, d),
with a ∈ Σ∪{`,a} and d ∈ {−1, 0,+1}, is applicable only
if the pebble in not placed on the current input tape sym-
bol (change the current state from q to q′ and move the
input head in the direction d), while δ(q, a•) 3 (q′, d) can
be executed only if the pebble is placed on a ∈ Σ∪{`,a}
at the moment (move the input head in the direction d,
but leave the pebble in its original position). Finally, a
transition δ(q, a•) 3 (q′, d•), with d• ∈ {−1•,+1•}, moves
also the pebble in the same direction d, together with the
input head. Transitions in the form δ(q, a) 3 (q′, d•) are
meaningless, and hence not allowed.

The machine A starts its computation in the initial sta-
te qI with both the input head and the pebble placed on
the left endmarker, and accepts by reaching, anywhere
along the input tape, a final state q ∈ F . Similarly, the
final position of the pebble is irrelevant for acceptance.

A one-pebble two-way deterministic finite state automa-
ton (pebble-2dfa) is defined in the usual way.
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Despite the fact that such single pebble can be used to
mark some input tape position, even a nondeterminis-
tic one-pebble machine cannot accept a nonregular lan-
guage [13, 67]. However, measured in the number of
states, the pebble machines are much more powerful. Con-
verting a pebble-2dfa to a classical 2nfa may require an
exponential blow-up, i.e., the loss of the pebble cannot be
compensated economically by gaining nondeterminism:

Theorem 4.1. For each sufficiently large n, there ex-
ists a finite unary language Ln that can be accepted by
a pebble-2dfa with n states, but for which each 2nfa re-

quires at least 2Ω(
√
n·logn) states.

Similarly as in the case of the classical two-way machines,
we do not know whether there exists a polynomial trade-
off between the pebble-2nfas and pebble-2dfas. How-
ever, we show that these two machine models are related:

Theorem 4.2. If, for some function f(n), each 2nfa
with n states can be replaced by an equivalent 2dfa with
at most f(n) states (no pebbles), then each pebble-2nfa
with m states can be replaced by an equivalent pebble-2dfa
having no more than 5·f(3m) states.

In particular, if f(n) ≤ O(nk), that is, if there exists a
polynomial transformation from nondeterministic to de-
terministic classical two-way automata, then there must
also exist a polynomial transformation, with the same de-
gree of the polynomial, from nondeterministic to deter-
ministic two-way automata equipped with a pebble, since
5·(3m)k = (5·3k)·mk ≤ O(mk).

Thus, we have an upward collapse (and a downward sep-
aration) between the classical two-way automata and the
much more powerful pebble model, but staying still within
the class of regular languages.

A similar upward collapse holds for the trade-off between
a two-way nondeterministic automaton accepting a lan-
guage L and a machine for the complement of L:

Theorem 4.3. If, for some function f(n), each 2nfa
with n states can be replaced by a 2nfa with at most
f(n) states recognizing the complement of the original lan-
guage (no pebbles), then each pebble-2nfa with m states
can be replaced by a pebble-2nfa with no more than 5·f(3m)
states recognizing the complement.

In particular, if f(n) ≤ O(nk), that is, if there exists a
polynomial transformation for complementing nondeter-
ministic classical two-way automata, then there must also
exist a polynomial transformation, with the same degree of
the polynomial, for complementing nondeterministic two-
way automata equipped with a pebble.

Corollary 4.4. For each pebble-2dfa with m states,
there exists a pebble-2dfa with at most 60·m states recog-
nizing the complement of the original language.

So far, the problem of the polynomial trade-off is open for
both these models. These results are obtained by showing

that each pebble-2nfa (or pebble-2dfa) can be, by using
suitable inputs, simulated by a classical 2nfa (or 2dfa,
respectively) with only a linear number of states, despite
the fact, that the blow-up between the classical and peb-
ble two-way automata is exponential. (See Theorem 4.1
above.)

The same holds for the corresponding conversions in the
opposite direction, from the classical machines to pebble
machines.

5. Concluding remarks
In this thesis, we have studied the descriptional complex-
ity of finite state automata. More precisely, our interest
has been focused on two research topics: we have exam-
ined the transition (and state) complexity of the transla-
tion of regular expressions into one-way finite automata,
and the state complexity while eliminating nondetermin-
ism within two-way pebble automata.

We have shown a conversion of regular expressions into
nondeterministic 2-realtime automata, using at most 4n+
2 states, n ε-free transitions and n·( 2

log(3/2)
·logn+0.744) ε-

edges. We have also shown a construction of a 1-realtime
automaton with at most 4n+ 2 states, n·( 1

log(3/2)
·logn−

0.128) ε-free transitions and n·( 1
log(3/2)

·logn + 1.872) ε-

transitions. Alternatively, there exists also another con-
struction of a 1-realtime automaton, with a smaller num-
ber of states and ε-transitions, but with a slightly in-
creased number of ε-free transitions. In all above cases,
the total number of all edges is bounded by O(n logn).

How many transitions are needed for a general case of
k-realtime automata, where k > 2, is still an open prob-
lem. It might be possible that, by using ε-paths longer
than 2, we may potentially save some transitions. This
is related to the open question of whether there exists a
fixed constant k such that, for each n, the resulting k-
realtime automaton will have only O(n) transitions. The
best (rather trivial) construction of a realtime automaton
with a linear number of transitions, known to the authors,
can be obtained by using the automaton of Theorem 3.2
as a starting point, in which we eliminate all cycles com-
posed of ε-edges by unifying all states in such a cycle into
a single state. However, this results in an (n−1)-realtime
automaton, that is, in k = n − 1, which is not a fixed
constant.

In Table 1, we give a survey on complexity of different
types automata resulted from conversions of regular ex-
pressions.

Afterwards, we have discussed the conversion of pebble-
2nfas to pebble-2dfas from the state complexity perspec-
tive. Already in 1978, it was conjectured by Sakoda and
Sipser that there must exist an exponential blow-up, in
the number of states, for the transformation of the clas-
sical 2nfas into 2dfas. Nevertheless, this problem is still
open. We have shown, by Theorem 4.2 above, that such
blow-up could possibly be derived by proving an exponen-
tial gap between pebble-2nfas and pebble-2dfas. Even
showing a less impressive lower bound for the pebble-2nfa
versus pebble-2dfa trade-off, say, Ω(nk) with some k ≥ 3,
would imply the same lower bound Ω(nk) for the classi-
cal 2nfa versus 2dfa conversion. (To the best of au-
thors’ knowledge, the highest lower bound obtained so
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Type of automata States ε-free edges ε-edges

ε-free automata O(n) O(n log2 n) 0
(0-realtime)

1 realtime automata O(n) O(n log n) O(n log n)

2 realtime automata O(n) O(n) O(n log n)

k realtime automata ? ? ?
k > 2

ε-automata O(n) O(n) O(n)

Table 1: Conversion of regular expressions into
1NFA. The best known upper bounds for different
types of automata.

far is Ω(n2) [14].) Since a pebble automaton is a differ-
ent computational model, the argument might use some
different witness languages.

Similarly, by Theorem 4.3, proving an exponential gap
for the complementation of the pebble-2nfas would im-
ply the same exponential gap for the complementation of
the classical 2nfas. This, in turn, would imply the ex-
ponential gap for the trade-off between 2nfas and 2dfas,
and also between pebble-2nfas and pebble-2dfas, since
the complementation for the deterministic two-way ma-
chines is linear (namely, 4·n states for 2dfas, by [24], and
at most 60 ·n states for pebble-2dfas, by Corollary 4.4
above).

The most natural related open problem is whether the
translation results presented in Theorems 4.2 and 4.3 can-
not be generalized to two-way automata equipped with
more than one pebble placed on the input tape. More
precisely, we do not know whether a polynomial trade-
off between nondeterministic and deterministic k-pebble
two-way automata implies the polynomial trade-off for
automata equipped with k+1 pebbles. The same ques-
tion can be asked about complementation of multi-pebble
2nfas. (The argument might be quite difficult, since such
machines can accept non-regular languages: as an exam-
ple, already with 2 pebbles we can easily recognize L =
{anbncn : n ≥ 0}, which is known not to be context-free.)
Nevertheless, the answers to these questions might bring
a deep insight into the world of O(logn) space bounded
computations, since the multi-pebble 2nfas and 2dfas
correspond to the complexity classes nspace(logn) and
dspace(logn), respectively (see Section 3.2 in [67]). For
example, we know that nspace(logn) is closed under com-
plement, by the inductive counting [38, 66], but the induc-
tive counting technique increases the number of pebbles.

Similarly, we need translation(s) among other computa-
tional models that are weak enough to stay within the
class of regular languages but strong enough to provide,
in some cases, a more succinct representation than the
classical models. (As an example, we do not know too
much about complexity of two-way automata equipped
with a pushdown of a constant height [22].)
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V. Geffert, L’. Ištoňová. Translation from Classical Two-Way

Automata to Pebble Two-Way Automata. Submitted to RAIRO -
Theoretical Informatics and Applications - Informatique
Théorique et Applications.
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L’. Ištoňová. Conversion of regular expressions into realtime
automata. In Proc. Information Technologies - Applications and
Theory, ITAT 2005, workshop on Theory and Practice of
Information Technologies, pages 65–74., 2005.


