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Unambiguous automata

A non-deterministic automaton A is unambiguous if

there is at most one accepting run of A on every input
Runs

A

Acc

~

L(A)
w~~ efficient algorithms for unambiguous automata
(e.g. Stearns, Hunt [1985])
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The language of trees that contain a letter a
cannot be recognised by an unambiguous automaton.

non-deterministic automata
? W ?
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~~> Goal: understand unambiguous languages of infinite trees
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