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Abstract

Stateless ordered restart-delete automata (stl-ORD-automata) are studied. These are
obtained from the stateless ordered restarting automata (stl-ORWW-automata) by
introducing an additional restart-delete operation, which, based on the surrounding
context, deletes a single letter. While the stl-ORW W-automata accept the regular lan-
guages, we show that the swift stl-ORD-automata yield a characterization for the
class of context-free languages. Here a stl-ORD-automaton is called swift if it can
move its window to any position after performing a restart. We also study the descrip-
tional complexity of swift stl-ORD-automata and relate them to limited context
restarting automata.

Keywords Restarting automaton - Ordered rewriting - Context-free language -
Descriptional complexity - Limited context restarting automaton

1 Introduction

The restarting automaton was introduced in [9] to model the linguistic technique of
analysis by reduction (see, e.g., [12]). Despite its linguistic motivation, also many
classical families of formal languages have been characterized by various types of
restarting automata (for a survey see, e.g., [16]). A particularly simple type of restart-
ing automaton is the ordered restarting automaton (ORWW-automaton, for short)
that has been introduced in [15] in relation with the processing of languages of
rectangular pictures.

An ORWW-automaton consists of a finite-state control, a tape with endmarkers, a
read-write window of size three, and a (partial) ordering on its tape alphabet. Based
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on the actual state and window contents, the automaton can move its window one
position to the right and change its state, or it can replace the letter in the middle of
the window by a smaller letter and restart, or it can accept. During a restart, the win-
dow is moved back to the left end of the tape, and the finite-state control is reset to
the initial state. In [17], it is shown that deterministic ORW W-automata (det-ORW W-
automata) don’t need states and that they characterize the class of regular languages.
On the other hand, the nondeterministic ORW W-automata yield an abstract family
of languages that is incomparable to the (deterministic) context-free languages, the
Church-Rosser languages, and the growing context-sensitive languages with respect
to inclusion [10, 11]. However, stateless nondeterministic ORWW-automata (stl-
ORWW-automata) are only as expressive as det-ORW W-automata, that is, they yield
just another characterization for the regular languages.

In [18] (see, also [19]), the det-ORW W-automaton was extended to the determin-
istic ordered restart-delete automaton (or det-ORD-automaton, for short). This was
achieved by introducing an additional restart-delete operation that allows to delete
the symbol from the middle of the window and to restart. The det-ORD-automata do
not need states, either, and the class of languages they accept properly includes the
class of deterministic context-free languages, while it is contained in the intersection
of the (unambiguous) context-free languages and the Church-Rosser languages.

Here we turn to the nondeterministic variant of the ordered restart-delete automa-
ton. As this model extends both, the det-ORD-automaton as well as the ORWW-
automaton, it is immediate that the resulting language class is quite large. In partic-
ular, this class contains languages that are not even growing context-sensitive [10,
11]. Therefore, we restrict our attention to the stateless variant of these automata,
the stateless ordered restart-delete automaton (or stl-ORD-automaton, for short). In
fact, for technical reasons that will be discussed in Section 3, we concentrate on a
restricted variant called swift stl-ORD-automaton. A swift stl-ORD-automaton can
always perform move-right steps unless its window is already at the right end of the
tape. While the stl-ORWW-automaton just accepts the regular languages, the swift
stl-ORD-automaton yields a characterization for the context-free languages.

We also study the descriptional complexity of stl-ORD-automata, where we use
the size of the underlying tape alphabet as a complexity measure for a stateless
ORWW- or ORD-automaton. Based on our constructions we show that the increase in
alphabet size that is required when turning a stl-ORD-automaton into a stl-ORWW-
automaton for the same (regular) language cannot be bounded from above by any
recursive function. That is, we obtain a non-recursive trade-off for this conversion.

Finally, we relate the swift stl-ORD-automata to a new class of limited context
restarting automata. A limited context restarting automaton can be seen as a certain
type of string rewriting system [2], where the accepted language is defined as the set
of all input words that are reducible to the empty word (see, e.g., [1]). Various types of
limited context restarting automata have been defined and used to characterize some
of the classes of the Chomsky hierarchy [21]. Here we show that the new class of
limited context restarting automata that is obtained from the swift stl-ORD-automata
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is a proper subclass of the limited context restarting automata of type R. In addi-
tion, this new class is incomparable under inclusion to the limited context restarting
automata of type R, although it has exactly the same expressive capacity.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we define the stl-ORD-
automaton, we illustrate it by a detailed example, and we establish a kind of normal
form result for stl-ORD-automata. In the next section, we prove that each swift stl-
ORD-automaton can be simulated by a pushdown automaton (PDA), which implies
that all languages accepted by swift stl-ORD-automata are necessarily context-free.
Then, in Section 4, we show conversely that each context-free language is accepted
by a swift stl-ORD-automaton. This is done by providing a simulation of a PDA by a
swift stl-ORD-automaton. In Section 5, we present the aformentioned non-recursive
trade-off and in Section 6, we relate the swift stl-ORD-automata to limited context
restarting automata. In the concluding section, we summarize our results and describe
the hierarchy of language classes obtained through a detailed diagram.

2 The Stateless Ordered Restart-Delete Automaton

An alphabet X is a finite set of letters. For all n > 1, X" is the set of words over X
of length n, X is the set of non-empty words, and X* = X+ U{A}, where A denotes
the empty word. For w € X*, |w| denotes the length of w. A language over X' is
any subset of X*. Of particular interest are the classes REG, DCFL, CFL, CRL, and
GCSL of regular, deterministic context-free, context-free, Church-Rosser [13], and
growing context-sensitive languages [3, 6]. Furthermore, for any type of automaton
X, £(X) is used to denote the class of (input) languages that are accepted by automata
of that type.

Definition 1 A stateless ordered restart-delete automaton (stl-ORD-automaton) has
a flexible tape with endmarkers and a read/write window of size 3. It is defined by
a6-tuple M = (X, I',1>, <, §, >), where X is a finite input alphabet, I" is a finite
tape alphabet such that ¥ C I", the symbols >, <« & I, called sentinels, serve as
markers for the left and right border of the work space, respectively, > is a partial
ordering on I', and

§:(rU{s)) I (ruf{a))uis<)) — 20 VIMVRE G iaceept)

is the transition relation that describes four types of transition steps:

(1) A move-right step has the form MVR € §(ajazas), where a; € I' U {>} and
az, az € I'. It causes M to shift the window one position to the right.

(2) A restart-rewrite step has the form b € §(ajazaz), wherea; € 'U{>}, a2, b €
I',and a3 € I' U {<1} such that a, > b holds. It causes M to replace the symbol
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ay in the middle of its window by b and to restart, which means that the window
is shifted to the left end of the tape so that the first symbol it contains is the left
sentinel >. Observe that this operation requires that the newly written letter b is
smaller than the letter a, being replaced with respect to the partial ordering >.

(3) A restart-delete step has the form A € §(ajarasz), wherea; € 'U{>},a; € T,
and a3 € I' U {<}. It causes M to delete the symbol a, in the middle of its
window and to restart. Through this step, the tape field that contains a5 is also
removed, that is, the length of the tape is reduced.

(4) An accept step has the form 6 (ajazaz) = Accept, where a; € 'U{>},a; € T,
and a3 € I' U {<}. It causes M to halt and accept. In addition, we allow an
accept step of the form §(I><1) = Accept.

Observe that, for each word u € (I"U{>}) - I" - (I"U{<}), either §(u) = Accept or
8(u) does not contain an accept step. The motivation for this restriction is the obser-
vation that the aim of a computation consists in accepting an input word, and hence,
once an accept step becomes applicable, it makes no sense to choose a different
transition step.

If §(u) is undefined for some word u, then M necessarily halts, when its window
contains the word u, and we say that M rejects in this situation. Furthermore, the
letters in I" ~. X are called auxiliary symbols.

A configuration of a stl-ORD-automaton M is a word @ € {>>} - I'* - {<1} in which
a factor of length three (or all of « if |o| < 3) is underlined. Here it is understood that
« is the current contents of the tape and that the window contains the underlined fac-
tor. A restarting configuration has the form > w <1, where the prefix of length three
is underlined; if w € X*, then this restarting configuration is also called an initial
configuration. A configuration that is reached by an accept step is an accepting con-
figuration, denoted by Accept, and a configuration of the form ajajazaza, such that
d(ayaraz) is undefined is a rejecting configuration. A halting configuration is either
an accepting or a rejecting configuration. By F,; we denote the single-step computa-
tion relation that M induces on its set of configurations. Then I—’I‘VI, the reflexive and
transitive closure of -y, is the computation relation of M.

Any computation of a stl-ORD-automaton M consists of certain phases. A phase,
called a cycle, starts in a restarting configuration, the window is moved along the tape
by MVR steps until a restart-rewrite or a restart-delete step is performed and thus, a
new restarting configuration is reached. By =, we denote the execution of a cycle,
and I—ﬁ; is the reflexive transitive closure of ={,. It is the reduction relation that M
induces on its set of restarting configurations.

The part of a computation that follows after the last execution of a restart-rewrite
or restart-delete operation is called a tail. Hence, a tail starts in a restarting configu-
ration, the window is moved along the tape by MVR steps until either an accept step
is performed or the automaton gets stuck in a rejecting configuration. Accordingly,
we speak of an accepting tail or a rejecting tail.

A word w € I''™* is accepted by M, if there exists a computation of M which starts
with the restarting configuration > w <1 and ends with an accept step. The language
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consisting of all words that are accepted by M is denoted by Lc(M). It is called
the characteristic language of M. The (input) language L(M) of M is the set of all
words w € X* that are accepted by M. Obviously, L(M) = Lc(M) N X*.

As each cycle ends with a rewrite operation, which replaces a symbol a by a
symbol b that is strictly smaller than a with respect to the given ordering >, or with a
delete operation, we see that each computation of M on an input of length n consists
of at most |I"| - n many cycles. Each cycle (and each tail) of M can be simulated
in linear time by a nondeterministic two-tape Turing machine that stores the prefix
a1 of a configuration «jajazazay of M on one of the tapes and the suffix ajarazan
on the other tape. Hence, M can be simulated by a nondeterministic two-tape Turing
machine in time O (n2).

As each det-ORD-automaton can be simulated by a stateless det-ORD-
automaton [18], we obtain the following inclusion.

Proposition 1 £(det-ORD) C L(st-ORD).
The following example illustrates how stl-ORD-automata work.

Example 1 Let L = {a"b" | n > 0} U {a"b* | n > 0}. It is well-known that
L is a context-free language that is not deterministic context-free. Furthermore, this
language is not accepted by any ORWW-automaton [10, 11]. However, L is accepted
by the stl-ORD-automaton M = (X, I', 1>, <, §, >) that is defined by taking ¥ =
{a,b}and I' = ¥ U {ay,e,e1, f, f1, f2}, by choosing the partial ordering > such
thata > ay, b > e > ej,and b > f > f| > f», and by defining the transition
relation & as follows:

(0) §(xyz) > MVR forallx e 'U{>}andy,z €T,

(1) 8(><1) = Accept,

(2) 8(ab<) = {e}, (10) é(ajee) > ey, (18) sar ff) > fi,
(3) 8(bb<) = {e, [}, (11) é(aje<t) > ey, a9 é(fiff) > 1
(4) 6(bbe) > e, (12) 8(aaier) > A, 20) §(fif<) > fo,
(5) 6(abe) > e, (13) 8(>ajer) > A, 21) (a1 f1f2) 2 A,
(6) §(bbf) > f, (14) 8(aere) > A, 22) S§(aar f2) 2 A,
(7) 8(abf) > f, (15) 8(er<) 2 A, (23) §(>ayi fr) 2 A,
(8) 6(aae) > ay, (16) é(aaf) > ay, 24) §(afaf) > A,
9) 8(>ae) > ay, 17) s(af) > ay, 25) (> o) > A.

For an input of the form a”b", first the factor b” is rewritten, from right to left,
into ¢” or into f” using lines (2) to (7). In the former case, it is then checked whether
m = n by alternatingly rewriting the last letter a into aj, the first letter e into e and
then deleting a; and e using lines (8) to (15). In the latter case, it is checked whether
n = 2m by alternatingly rewriting the last letter @ into a; and the first factor ff into
f1f> and then deleting fi, ai, and f> using lines (16) to (25). For example, given
w = aabbbb as input, M can execute the following computation, where we attach
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the number of the line used as an index to the computation relation F:

>aabbbb < I—fo) >aabbbb< -3y >aabbbf< I—‘(‘O) >aabbbf <
b Daabbff<  F* paaffff< ko) Baaf fff<
Fae) Daal fIff<Q Ry Baaffff< Fas) Baanfifff<
'_?0) >aa) [1ff< Faoy aay fi f2ff< "%0) >aa) f1 L ff<
Fen baaifoff<Q by BaaiLff< bFey Bafaff<
Foy Dafof f< sy Daf f< B* > f2<
Fes) >< ) Accept.

It follows that L(M) = L.

Let M = (X, I',>, <, §, >) be a stl-ORD-automaton. A word w € L(M) is first
rewritten into a word z € I"* through a sequence of cycles, and then M executes an
accepting tail computation on the tape contents >z<1. Actually, we can require that
all accepting configurations of a stl-ORD-automaton are of a very restricted form.

Proposition 2 From a given stl-ORD-automaton M = (X, I', >, <, 8, >), one can
construct a stl-ORD-automaton M’ = (X, A, 1>, <, 8, >") such that A = I' U {#)},
where # is a new auxiliary symbol, §' (>#<1) = Accept is the only accept step of M/,
and L(M") = L(M) ~ {)\}.

Proof Let M = (X, I', >, <, 8, >) be a stl-ORD-automaton and let # be a new aux-
iliary symbol. The stl-ORD-automaton M’ is constructed by replacing each accept
step of M by a rewrite-restart step that produces an occurrence of the symbol #. This
symbol is then used as context in delete-restart steps that delete all other letters until
the configuration >#< is reached.

Accordingly, we define the stl-ORD-automaton M’ = (X, A, 1>, <, 8, >') by
taking A = I' U {#}, by defining >" = > U (I" x {#}), and by defining the transition
relation &’ as follows, where a, b, c € I':

(1) 8(abc) = 8(abc), if §(abc) # Accept,

(2) 8(abc) = {#}, if §(abc) = Accept,

(3) 8 (ab<) = 8(ab<), if §(ab<1) # Accept,

4) §'(ab<) = {#), if §(ab<1) = Accept,

(5) 8'(>bc) = 8(>bo), if 8(>bc) # Accept,

(6) 8'(>bc) = [#), if §(>>bc) = Accept,

(7) §'(>b<1) = 8(>b<1) \ {A}, if (b)) N I # P and

(A € §(>b<1) or 8(r><1) # Accept),

(8) &'(>b<) = {#}, if 8(>>b<1) = Accept,

(9) §'(>b<) = (8(>b<1) ~ {A}) U {#}, if A € §(>b<0) and §(1><1) = Accept,

(10) &' (>#b) = {MVR}, (13) 8 (#bc) = {A},

(11) &' (ab#) = {A}, (14) §'#b<) = {1},

(12) §'(>b#) = {A}, (15) &8’ (>#<1) = Accept.
From the definition of §’, we see immediately that A ¢ L(M'). Letw = ajay---a, €
L(M), where ay,as,...,a, € ¥ andn > 1. Then M has an accepting computation
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on input w, that is, w is rewritten into a word z € I'*, which is then accepted in
a tail computation. If z # A, then by using lines (1), (3), (5), (7) and (9), M’ can
execute the same cycles as M, in this way rewriting w into z. The accept step of M
yields a rewrite step of M’ that produces an occurrence of the new auxiliary symbol #
(by (2), (4), (6), or (8)), and then M’ can rewrite its complete tape contents into the
configuration >#< by lines (10) to (14). If z = A, then M’ produces the tape contents
>b<, from which >z<1 = > < is obtained through a delete step of M. In this situation
M’ accepts by lines (9) and (15). Thus, we see that L(M) ~ {A} € L(M’) holds.

On the other hand, let w € L(M’). Then w is non-empty, and we see from the
definition of M’ that >w< l—f:,, >#< holds. As w does not contain any occurrence
of the special symbol #, M’ must introduce an occurrence of this symbol in the course
of its accepting computation. Hence, this computation has the form

Bw< Sy, >z< = B21bza< FSy Britn < FG, DH#

for some word z = z1bz» (21,20 € I'* and b € I'), where the first occurrence of
the symbol # is created by an application of line (2), (4), (6), (8), or (9). This in turn
implies that M can execute the accepting computation >w < l—ﬁ; >z<l ), Accept,
which shows that w € L(M). Hence, L(M') = L(M) ~. {A} follows. O

3 Swift Stl-ORD-Automata Only Accept Context-Free Languages

We would like to show that each language accepted by a stl-ORD-automaton is
necessarily context-free. To prove this result, we would simulate the accepting com-
putations of a stl-ORD-automaton by a (nondeterministic) PDA. For this simulation,
we would use an extension of the simulation that is given in [18] (see also [19]) for
simulating a stl-det-ORD-automaton by a PDA. Unfortunately, that approach leads
to a serious technical problem (see the paragraph following Example 2 below). As
currently we do not see a way to overcome this problem, we restrict our attention to
just a subclass of stl-ORD-automata, the swift-ORD-automata.
We first describe the data structure that will be used for the simulation.

Definition 2 Let M = (X, I', >, <, §, >) be a stl-ORD-automaton, and let w =
wiwy - - - Wy, where n > 1 and wy, wa, ..., w, € I'. To encode the computations
of M for the word w in a compact way, we introduce a 3-tuple of vectors 7; =
[L;, W;, R;] for each letter w; of w, 1 <i < |w|, where

L

— W is a sequence (x; 1, Xi2, ..., X j,Xi j+1) over I" U {A} such that j; >
Wi = X1 > Xi2 > 0 > X and ((xi,ji+1 € I' and Xi,ji > x,;jiﬂ) or
Xiji+1 = A),

— L; is a sequence of letters (y; 1, yi,2, - .., ¥i j;) over I' U {>}, and

— R; is a sequence of letters (z;1,2i2,...,2ij;) over I" U {1} such that
S(y,-,,xi,,zi,,) S Xir+1 holds for all r = 1, 2, ey ]z

Inaddition, y; , = > forallr =1,2,..., jiandz,, = <forallr =1,2,..., j,.
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The idea is that W; encodes the sequence of letters that are produced by M in an
accepting computation for a particular field, and L; and R; encode the information
on the neighboring letters to the left and to the right that are used to perform the
corresponding rewrite steps. For example, the triple (y; 1, xi.1,2i,1) € (Li, Wi, R})
means that x; | is rewritten into x; o by the transition x; 2 € 8(yi 1xi.1zi.1). We say
that x; 1 is rewritten into x; » with left context y; 1 and right context z; 1. In particular,
if x; j,+1 = A, then the transition A € §(y;, j;x; j;zi,j;) is used to delete the letter x;_j;.
The restrictions on the elements of L| and R, just express the fact that w is the first
letter, and so its left neighboring field contains the left sentinel >, while w,, is the
last letter, and so its right neigboring field contains the right sentinel <.

We illustrate this definition by a simple example. As the purpose of this example
is simply to explain the dynamics of the simulation, the language accepted by the
given automaton is not of importance.

Example 2 Let M be the stl-ORD-automaton on the input alphabet ¥ =
{a1, az, a3, aa, as}, the tape alphabet I = X' U {by, by, b3, b, #}, and the ordering
a; > b; > #(1 <i <4), where the transition relation is given by the following table:

d(>ajaz) = {MVR, by}, S(arazaz) = {MVR},  d(axazas) = {b3},
d(arazb3) = {b2}, d(aiby) = {MVR}, d(arbabs) = {1},
s(>>a1bz) = {MVR, b1}, 8(b1bzag) = {MVR}, §(bzagas) = {MVR, by},
8(asas<1) = {A}, 8(bzas<t) = (b4}, 8(b3bs<1) = {A},
3(>b1b3) = {MVR}, 3(b1bsbs) = {MVR}, 3d(b1b3<1) = {#},
S(>bhi1#) = {A}, s(>#<1) = Accept.

Given the word w = ajazazasas as input, M can execute the following accepting
computation:

>ajapazasas<l by >ayjayazasas< By >ajarazagsas<d by >ajarzbizagas<
Fyu Darazbiagas<d By aibabizagas<d by >aibabszasas<
Fyu aibzagas< Fy >bibzasas< Fyu >bibsasas<
Fy >bibzagas<t by >bibzasas<) b >bibzas<
Fyu >bibzas< Fy >bibzas< Fy >bib3bs<
Fy >bi1b3bs< Fy >bib3bs< Fu >bib3<
Fy >bibs< Fu mﬂ Fu l>_#<]
Far Accept.

For this computation, we obtain the following sequence of triples:

Li Wy Ri| L, Wy Ry | L3 W3 R3 | La Wa Ry |Ls Ws Rs
> ay by |ay ap by |ay a3 ag | by ags < | ag as <
> by # |a; by by | by b3 < | by by <« A

A A # A

These triples do not only record the history of rewrite and delete steps that have
been applied to the various input letters, but the sequence of these triples also pro-
vides information on the ordering in which these rewrite and delete steps have been
executed at neighboring positions. In fact, if [L;, W;, R;];=1,2,...» is a sequence of
triples that describe an accepting computation of M on input w = wiw;y - - - wy, then
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we can extract the complete sequence of rewrite and delete operations of M from this
sequence. To see this, we inspect the above sequence.

First, we see that w = ajarazasas. Furthermore, from the first triple
> ay b3
[Li, Wi, R1] = > by # |, we conclude that M executes the rewrite step b; €
A

3(>>a1b3) and the delete step A € §(I>b#) at position 1. As this is the first position,
we know that the left neighboring field contains the left sentinel >, that is, the left
contexts of these steps coincide with (the contents of) the left neighboring field. We
express this fact by saying that these steps match left.
ap ap bs
Next, we consider the second triple [L2, W2, Ry] = | a1 by bz |. Thus, at posi-
A

tion 2, M executes the sequence of rewrite and delete steps by € &(ajazb3) and
A € §(a1bybs3). As initially field 1 contains the letter a1, we see that the left contexts
of these steps coincide with their left neigboring field, that is, they match left.

At position 3, M executes the sequence of rewrite steps b3 € &(axazas) and
# € 8(b1b3<1). As the initial letter at position 2 is az, we see that the first of these
rewrite steps matches left. After a3z has been rewritten into b3, the right contexts of
the rewrite and delete steps at position 2 coincide with (the contents) of their right
neighboring field, that is, they match right. Thus, all rewrite and delete steps at posi-
tion 2 match left and right, which means that all their left and right contexts have been
verified. In particular, this implies that these steps can be executed affer a3 has been
rewritten into b3. As W; ends with A, we can now remove the triple [Ly, W2, R3]
from the sequence. But then the triple [L3, W3, R3] becomes the right neighbor of
[L{, Wi, Ry], which shows that now the first rewrite at position 1 also matches right.
Hence, a; can now be rewritten into b1, and after that, the second rewrite step at posi-
tion 3 matches left, too. So the second rewrite step at position 3 is executed after the
first rewrite step at position 1. After b3 has been rewritten into #, also the final delete
step at position 1 matches right, that is, all rewrite and delete steps at position 1 match
left and right. As W1 ends with A, we can now remove the triple [L1, Wi, R;] from
the sequence.

At position 4, M executes the rewrite step by € §(b3as<1) and the delete step
A € 8(b3bs<1). As this position initially contains the letter a4, we conclude that the
first rewrite step at position 3 matches right. Hence, this rewrite step is executed
before the rewrite step at position 4. After a3 has been rewritten into b3, the steps at
position 4 match left.

Finally, at position 5, M only executes the delete step A € J(asas<1), which
matches left and right. In particular, we see that this step is executed before the first
rewrite step at position 4. As Ws ends with A, the triple [L5, W5, R5] can be removed,
which means that the right sentinel <1 is now the new right neighbor of position 4.
This in turn implies that the rewrite and delete steps at position 4 match right. Thus,
these steps can now be executed and the triple [L4, W4, R4] can be removed as well.
But then < is the new right neighbor of position 3, and hence, the second rewrite step
at position 3 matches right.
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Thus, only the triple [L3, W3, R3] remains, and all its rewrite steps have been
matched left and right. In fact, from the above considerations we can conclude
that the rewrite and delete transitions encoded in the given sequence of triples are
executed in the following order:

1. a3 — b3, 4. a; — by, 7. by — X,
2.a —> by, 5.a5 —> X, 8. by —> #,
3.b —> A, 6. ay — by, 9. by —> A

This is actually the same order as the one in the above computation of M. Finally, as
Accept € §(>#<1), we see that the above sequence of triples does indeed describe the
accepting computation of M on input ajazazasas under the assumption that M can
always move to the required position by a sequence of move-right steps.

In the case of stl-ORWW-automata, that is, when no letter can be deleted, the
required MVR-steps can easily be inferred from the corresponding sequence of
triples considered, and so, by checking the transition relation of M, it can be verified
whether they are actually possible. However, for stl-ORD-automata, that is, when
delete operations can be used, this is not at all clear, as particular move-right steps
may or may not use letters at positions that are at some point deleted. Therefore, in
order to turn our idea into a correct simulation of a stl-ORD-automaton by a PDA,
we only consider a restricted class of stl-ORD-automata.

Definition 3 A stl-ORD-automaton M = (X, I, t>, <, §, >) is called swift (or sim-
ply a swift-ORD-automaton) if MVR € §(ajazas) for all a; € I' U {>} and all
as, a3 € I'. By swift-ORD we denote the class of all swift-ORD-automata.

From a restarting configuration >w<, a swift-ORD-automaton M can move its
window to any position on the tape. Thus, a computation of M cannot be blocked
by a factor across which M cannot move its window. The stl-ORD-automaton M of
Example 1 is actually a swift-ORD-automaton. Furthermore, Proposition 2 carries
over to swift-ORD-automata. The aim of this section is the following result.

Theorem 1 £ (swift-ORD) C CFL.

For establishing this result, we proceed as follows. First, motivated by the dis-
cussion in Example 2, we define the notion of compatibility for sequences of
triples [L, W, R]. After illustrating this definition by an example, we prove that, for
a given input w = wyws - - - wy, there exists a compatible sequence of triples if and
only if w is accepted by the swift-ORD-automaton M considered. Then we describe a
PDA P that, on input w = wjwy - - - wy,, guesses a corresponding sequence of triples,
checks whether this sequence is compatible, and accepts in the affirmative. Together
these results imply that L (M) is accepted by the PDA P, which completes the proof
of Theorem 1.

Definition 4 Let M = (X, " U {#},>, <, §, >) be a swift-ORD-automaton for
which §(>>#<1) = Accept is the only accept step, and let w = wjw; - - - wy,, where
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n > land wy, wo, ..., w, € I'. Furthermore, let [T = (I1y, I1y, IT>, ..., I1,, IT,11)
be a sequence of triples as in Definition 2. Here [Ty = [Lg, Wy, Ro] = [9, (>>), 9],
Iy = [Ly+1, Wayt, Ruv1]l = [0, (<), 0], and, foralli =1, 2,...,n,

a1 bix cin
ai2 bin cin
Hl:[lewlle]: Cee eee e s
aij; bij ¢ij;
X

where j; > 0,a;,,b;,,ciy, € I'forallr =1,2,..., ji,bi1 = wi,andx; € ['U{A}.

(a) A pair ([1;, IT;4+1) of neighboring triples from the sequence I7 is said to be
compatible if one of the following five conditions is satisfied:

®

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

)

Ifi =0, thena;, = > forallr = 1,2,..., ji. This means that all
rewrite (and delete) transitions at position 1 have left context I>. In the
affirmative, all left contexts of I7; are marked.

Ifi =n,thenc,, = <forallr = 1,2,..., j,. This means that all
rewrite (and delete) transitions at position n have right context <. In the
affirmative, all right contexts of I7,, are marked.

If x; # A # xi4+1, then all rewrite transitions of I7; and all rewrite tran-
sitions of [1;41 can be put into a linear order in such a way that the
respective right contexts of the rewrite transitions of [1; coincide with
the actual letters at position i + 1 and the respective left contexts of the
rewrite transitions of I7; | coincide with the actual letters at position i.
As in Example 2 we say that the rewrite transitions of I1; match right and
the rewrite transitions of I1;41 match left. Observe that each rewrite tran-
sition at position i (i + 1) changes the letter at that position, which means
that the possible left (right) context for the rewrite transitions at position
i + 1 (i) is changed. The matching right contexts of I7; and the matching
left contexts of I1; 1 are marked.

If x; # A and x;4+1 = A, then there exists a maximal integer r €
{0, 1, ..., ji} such that the first r rewrite transitions of I7; and all j;4
rewrite (and delete) transitions of I7;| can be put into a linear order in
such a way that the respective right contexts of the first » rewrite tran-
sitions of [1; coincide with the actual letters at position i + 1 and the
respective left contexts of the rewrite (and delete) transitions of I7;4|
coincide with the actual letters at position i. We say that the first » rewrite
transitions of I1; match right and the rewrite (and delete) transitions
of I1;1 match left. The matching right contexts of I7; and the matching
left contexts of I7; 1 are marked.

If x;, = A and x;41 # X, then there exists a maximal integer r €
{0, 1, ..., ji+1} such that the first r rewrite transitions of I7; 1 and all j;
rewrite (and delete) transitions of I7; can be put into a linear order in
such a way that the respective right contexts of the j; rewrite (and delete)
transitions of I1; coincide with the actual letters at position i + 1 and
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(vi)

the respective left contexts of the first r rewrite transitions of I7;4 coin-
cide with the actual letters at position i. We say that the rewrite (and
delete) transitions of [1; match right and the first » rewrite transitions
of I1;+1 match left. The matching right contexts of I1; and the matching
left contexts of I1;1 are marked.

If x; = X and x;41 = A, then there are two possibilities.

(1) There exists a maximal integer r € {0, 1, ..., ji} such that
the first r rewrite transitions of [71; match right and all j;4
rewrite (and delete) transitions of I7;;| match left. Again, the
matching right contexts of I7; and the matching left contexts
of I1; 1 are marked.

(2) There exists a maximal integer r € {0, 1, ..., ji4+1} such that
the first r rewrite transitions of I7;4; match left and all j;
rewrite (and delete) transitions of I7; match right. The match-
ing right contexts of I7; and the matching left contexts of I7;
are marked.

(b) The sequence of triples IT = (I1y, Iy, I1>, ..., I1,, IT,1) is called compatible
if it satisfies all of the following conditions:

ey
2
3)

There exists an index s € {1, 2, ..., n} such that x; = #, while x; = A for
alli € {1,2,...,n} ~{s}.

Each pair of neighboring triples (I1;, I[T;+1), i = 0,1,2,...,n, is
compatible.

From IT a sequence of remainder triples I1' is constructed as follows.
Each triple I7;, i € {1,2,...,n} ~ {s}, for which all left and all right
contexts have been marked, is deleted. For each other triple, all rewrite
transitions are deleted for which the corresponding left and right con-
texts have both been marked. The resulting sequence of triples is the
sequence I1'. If IT' does not contain any rewrite or delete transitions any-
more, then it is compatible; otherwise, it is now checked recursively that
the sequence T’ is compatible. For checking the conditions in (a) for 1T,
the marked contexts are ignored.

We illustrate this definition by taking another look at our example.

Example 2 (cont.) For the automaton M considered above, we have the following
sequence of triples IT = (I1y, I1y, IT>, I13, I14, I15, I1g) =

> ap b3 ay az b3 az az a4 b3 as < as as <
[0 @) 0] | > b # ay by by | | by b3 < | | b3 by < [4)\5 ][@(4)@].
A A # A

The pairs (I1p, I11) and (I1s, I1g) are obviously compatible by (i) and (ii). Accord-
ingly, the left contexts in [7; and the right contexts in [75 are marked.
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> ay bz ap ap bs
The pair (11, [T)) = | > by # ay by bz | is compatible by case (vi) (1) for
A A
r = 0. Here the rewrite and the delete steps at position 2 have left context aj, which
is the current letter at position 1.

ay ay b3 ar az a
The pair (IT>, I[13) = | a1 by b3 b1 bz < | is compatible by case (v) for
A #

r = 1. Here the first rewrite transition at position 3 comes before the rewrite and
delete transitions at position 2.
ay asz a4 b3y as <
The pair (13, [14) = | b1 b3 < b3 by < | is compatible by case (iv) with
# A
r = 1. Here the first rewrite transition at position 3 comes before the rewrite and
delete transitions at position 4.

b3 as <
Finally, the pair (I1y, I1s) = | b3 by < |:a4 L;f <]:| is compatible by case
A

(vi) (1) with » = 0. Here only the delete transition at position 5 is possible.

By marking all the left and right contexts that correspond to the enabled rewrite
and delete transitions, we obtain the following variant of the original sequence, where
the marked letters are written in boldface:

» a; b a; ay bs ay a3 a4 bz a4 < ad as <
[0 @) 0] | » b # ap by by | | by b3 < | | b3 by < [4 N ][@(<)@].
A A # A

From this sequence we obtain the sequence of remainder triples

» a; b b by < b3 as <
o'= g, o), My, 5, ) = [9 () 8] » by # [ vy ] b3 by < ([0 (<) 0].
A A

Continuing recursively, we see that the pairs (11}, IT}) and (IT}, I1}) are compatible.
» a; b3
Furthermore, the pair ([1{, IT})) = | » by # |:bl l: <
A
(v) with r = 1. Here the first rewrite step of 1 { comes first, the rewrite step of Hé
comes second, and then comes the delete step of IT {

:| is compatible by case

by by <] | D3 <
Finally, the pair (1T}, I'Ié) = [ ! ; :| b3 by < | is compatible by case (iv)
A

with » = 0. By marking the left and right contexts of the corresponding rewrite and
delete transitions, we obtain the following sequence:

» aj b3 by bx < b3 as <
[0 () 8] » by # [1#3 } bs by < [ [0 (<) ¥].

A A
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From this sequence we finally get the remainder sequence

" =y, ) = [0 () @][bl " <’}[@ < 2]

In this sequence the right context < of IT{" is marked and the first line of IT{
is deleted. This yields the final sequence [@ (>) @] [@ # @] [Q) SO ] which
shows that the original sequence is indeed compatible.

On the other hand, the following sequence is not compatible:

> a; ap a1 ay by
17:(170,17|,172,173,174):[®(l>)(?)] > by # |: by ][@(b3) @][@(Q)@].
A

In fact, the pair (/11, I1>) is not compatible. Indeed, I1; tells us that the first rewrite
transition at position 1 is by € §(I>ajay), which requires the right context a,, while
IT; tells us that the first rewrite transition at position 2 is by € §(ajazb3), which
requires the left context ;. No matter which of these rewrite transitions is applied
first, it destroys the required context for the other rewrite transition.

Lemma 1 Let M = (X, U {#},>,<,68,>) be a swift-ORD-automaton as
constructed in Proposition 2, and let w = wiwy---w,, where n > 1 and
wi, Wa, ..., W, € I'' U {#}. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(@ we Lc(M).
(b) There exists a compatible sequence of triples

H = (HO, H17 HZa D ) H}‘h nn+])7
where Iy = [0, (>), O], [T,+1 = [0, (<), 0], and, foralli =1,2,...,n,

a1 bin ciy
aip bin cip
IT; = [L;, W;, R;] = suchthatb,;l:w,-.
ai j; bij cij;
Xi

Proof Let M = (X, I U {#}, >, <, §, >) be a swift-ORD-automaton as constructed
in Proposition 2. Then 8 (>>#<1) = Accept is the only accept step of M, and the letter
# can neither be rewritten nor deleted. Let w = wjwy---w,, where n > 1 and
wi, Wy, ..., w, € I'U {#}.

Claim 1. If w € Lc(M), then there exists a sequence of triples I[1 =
Iy, Iy, I, ..., IT,, IT,+1) that satisfies all the properties in (b).

Proof If w € Lc(M), then M has an accepting computation
Dw <Ay, >z <G, EYy D ozm < E, > #< Fy Accept.

By Definition 2, we can associate a triple I1; = [L;, W;, R;] to each letter w;, i =
1,2, ...,n, such that IT; describes the rewrite and delete steps that are executed at

@ Springer



Theory of Computing Systems (2021) 65:1033-1068 1047

position i during the above computation. Fori = 1,2, ..., n, let

a1 bix cin

aip bin cio
T, =[Li,Wi,Rl=| -+ -+ - |,

aij; bij cij

X
let [Ty = [@, (>>), V], and let [T,y = [¥, (<), ¥]. Thena; j =>forall 1 < j < ji,
Cpj = <foralll < j < ju, bi1 = wi, x; € {(#,A},and b;1 > bjp > --- >

b; j; > x; forall 1 <i < n. Here we extend the partial ordering > by taking b > A
for all letters b € I'. Furthermore, as §(>>#<1) = Accept is the only accept step

of M, there is a unique index s € {1, 2, ..., n} such that x;, = # and x; = A for all
ie{l,2,...,n}~ {s}.
We consider the sequence of triples [T = (I1y, I11, IT>, ..., I1,, IT,+1). It remains

to prove that this sequence is compatible. From the definition of I7, we see immedi-
ately that conditions (i) and (ii) of part (a) and condition (1) of part (b) of Definition 4
are satisfied.

For proving compatibility of 7, we proceed by induction on m, the number of
cycles in the above computation. For m = 1, there are three cases:

(1) n=1,w = wy, and # € §(>w<) is the rewrite transition that is used in this
> owp <

#
2) n=2,w; € I'ywy =#,and A € §(>w#) is the delete transition that is used

> w1 #:|and1'[2=[ﬂ @ a].

cycle. Then IT] = |:

A
B) n=2,w =#, wy € I',and A € §(#wy<) is the delete transition that is used

in this cycle. Then IT| = [(Zi #) @] and I1, = |:# u;z <:|.

in this cycle. Then IT) = [

In each of these cases it is easily seen that the corresponding sequence IT is
compatible.
For the inductive step we scrutinize the first cycle

Dw< = Dwiwaws - wy EY, > z1<

of the above computation. In this cycle a rewrite or delete transition b €
S(wi—1w;wjy1) is executed, where b € I' U {#, A} and i € {1,2,...,n}. Thus, the
triples I1;_1, I1;, and I1; 1 look as follows, where wo = > and wy,41 = <:

Wi—1 Wi Wi4]
ai—1,1 Wi—1 Ci—1,1 b
I = L w . R Al = | aip cin |
i-1 Wi K L W R
1 l l

and

M. = |:11i+1,1 Wi+1 Ci+1,l]
i+1 = I / / .
Li+1 Wi+1 Ri+1

/ / /!
Here L;_,, W;_,, R;

i—1
the corresponding sequences.

L, W! R, L;+l’ Wi/+1’ R;H denote the remaining parts of
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We now contruct a new sequence I7’. Forall j € {0, 1,2, ..., n+ 1}~ {i}, we take
r . ;a2 b ocino| . .
Hj = [I1;. Furthermore, we take I = |: L; Wi/ le :| if b # A. In this way, we

obtain the sequence I1" = (ITy, IT}, ..., IT{_,, I}, Hl./+1,...,17,/l,17,;+1),ifb £ A,
or [1" = (Iy, M., [I[_\, IO/ ....,IT;, [T, ), if b = A. In either case, the

sequence T’ corresponds to the computation
Dzt =Dwy - wi—1bwiy) - wy < l_ﬁwl_?l/l > zm < |—i4 > #<1 3 Accept

of M. As this computation consists of only m — 1 cycles. the induction hypothesis
yields that the sequence [T’ is compatible. Compatibility of IT now follows easily,
which completes the proof of Claim 1. O

Claim 2. If there exists a sequence of triples [T = (I1y, Iy, ..., I1,, IT,+1) that
satisfies all the properties in (b), then w € Lc(M).

Proof Let I1 = (Ily, I11, I1>, ..., IT,, IT,11) be a sequence of triples that satisfies
all the properties in (b). We proceed by induction on the overall number R = ) 7_, ji
of rewrite and delete steps encoded in this sequence of triples. If R = 1, then either
a single rewrite step or a single delete step is described by the given sequence. In the
> wp <

#
Hence, >w; <-,>#<1 ) Accept is an accepting computation of M. In the latter

former case, we have n = 1 and compatibility of IT implies that [T} =

case, we have n = 2, and compatibility of IT implies that [T} = |:D uil #:| and
# wy <
A

accepting computation >w1# <1 =4, >#<1 = Accept or >#w, <1 -4, >#< - Accept.

=0 # Plordly =¥ # 0] and [T, = |: . Hence, we have the

Let us assume that R > 2. We claim that there exists an index s € {1, 2, ..., n}
such that a; 1 = wy—1 and ¢5;1 = wsy1. This means that the transition by €
8(as,1wscs,1), which is the first rewrite (or delete) transition described by [T,
matches left and right. From the fact that IT is compatible, we see thata; 1 = > =
wo. Thus, if ¢1,1 = wp, wecantake s = 1.If ¢1 1 # w2, then compatibility of the pair
(ITh, I1p) implies that az 1 = wi. Thus, if ¢2,1 = w3, we can take s = 2; otherwise,
we can repeat this argument for i = 3,4, ..., n. As by compatibility, the rewrite and
delete transitions of I1, match right, we see that ¢,,; = < = wy4+1. Hence, there
exists an index s € {1, 2, ..., n} that meets the stated properties.

Now we consider the initial configuration

DWiwaws - - - Wy 2Ws— [ WsWs4]Ws42 * * * Wy
= DWwiwws - Ws205, | WsCs, | Ws42 "+ * Wy

of the swift-ORD-automaton M. As M is swift, it can make MVR-steps until its
window contains the factor as jwsc;,1, and it can then execute the rewrite (or delete)
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step b2 € 8(as,1wscs,1). Thus, M can execute the cycle

Dwiwows - - - Ws—20s,1 WsCs, 1 Ws 42+ +* Wy
Fy Dwiwaws - - wy—2as,1b5 265 1Ws12 - Wy
= Dwiwaws - Wy 2Ws—1bs oWy 1Wey2 - wy <.

If o = 1 and by, = A, then we define a new sequence of triples [T =
My, Iy, o, ..., g1, [Ty, ..., [T,4+1) by deleting the triple I1;. Otherwise, we
define a triple [, by removing the first entries from each of the columns of the
triple IT;, that is,

das2 bs,2 Cs,2
P P
I, =[Lg, W, R(] =

ds, ji bs,js Cs, jg
Xs

In this case we take IT' = (o, ITy, ITa, ..., Hs_1, I}, 41, ..., [Ty, Ty41). In
either case, IT’ is now a sequence of triples that has all the properties required in (b).
As this sequence only contains R — 1 rewrite and delete steps, we can conclude
by induction that M has an accepting computation that begins with the restarting
configuration D>wjwaws3 - - - Wy—1bs 2Ws41 - - - Wy <, that is,

Dwiwaw3 -+ We—1D5 2Wsp] -+ Wy ] f—% Accept.

Thus, by combining the above cycle with this accepting computation, we obtain
an accepting computation of M that begins with the restarting configuration
Dwiwaws - - - Ws—1WsWsy] - - - Wy <. Hence, w € Lc(M). ]

This completes the proof of Lemma 1. O

Let M = (X, " U {#},>,<,$§, >) be a swift-ORD-automaton as constructed
in Proposition 2. To prove that the language L (M) is context-free, we now describe
a PDA P that, given a word w = wjwy---w, € I'" (n > 1) as input, guesses a
corresponding sequence of triples (I1y, I1y, IT>, ..., I1,, IT, 1), checks whether this
sequence is compatible, and accepts in the affirmative. Actually, the language L(P)
accepted by P willbe L(P) = Lc(M)-{<}, but as the class of context-free languages
is closed under right quotients by a single letter, this suffices to prove that Lc(M) is
a context-free language. Since L(M) = Lc(M) N X*, it then follows that L(M) is
context-free, too.

Accordingly, the input alphabet of P will be X1 = X U {«}. The pushdown
alphabet A will contain the bottom marker > and all triples [L, W, R] describing
sequences of rewrite and delete steps of M. In addition, A will contain variants of
[L, W, R] in which some of the symbols in L and R have been marked to indicate
that the corresponding rewrite and delete steps have already been verified to match
left, respectively, to match right. The behavior of P is described by the following
algorithm, in which the left sentinel > will be represented by the triple [@ (>>) @],
and the right sentinel <1 will be represented by the triple [( (<) ?].
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Algorithm 1 Program for the PDA P.

Input: A wordw = wiwy - - w, <, wheren > 0 and wi, wa, ..., w, €.
Output: Accept, if w € Lc(M).
Procedure:

begin (1) stack := [ (>>) @], (x The pushdown is initialized *)
(2) read the first input symbol x;
(3) if x = < then begin if A € L(M) then Accept end

else
(4) begin
> x 1
> by
(5) guess atriple I =[L, W,R] = | > such
> bj Cj
bjti

that by € §(>>xcy) and bi+1 € 6(>bici), i =1,2,...,];
(6) mark all symbols t> in the left column of I1;
(*All rewrite and delete transitions in I1 match left )
(7) stack := push(stack, IT); (x Push Il onto the pushdown %)
(8) repeat read the next input symbol y;
(9) begin if y = < then
begin choose I1 = [ (<) V], j =0, by = < end

a 'y ¢
a by o
(10) else guess a triple [1 = [L,W,R] = | --- --- --- | such
aj bj cj
bjt1
that by € §(aryc1) and bjy1 € §(aibici),i =1,2,..., ],
a; by
a, b, d,
(A letIT =[L',W',R] = cee = top(stack);
a. b, ¢
b

(x IT' is the topmost triple on the pushdown )
Loop:
(12) ignoring already marked contexts,
left mark all the rewrites of I1 that match left with IT and
(13) right mark all the rewrites of Il' that match right with IT;

(*x As many of the still right unmarked rewrite (and delete)
transitions of IT' as possible and as many of the still left
unmarked rewrite (and delete) transitions of I1 as possible
are put into a linear order such that the respective right (left)
contexts of the transitions of IT' (IT) coincide with the actual
letters in IT (IT"). In IT (IT) the right (left) contexts of the
corresponding transitions are marked. x)

(14)if b, | # A # bj1 then
(15) begin if all rewrites of I1 are left marked
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and all rewrites of I1' are right marked then
stack := push(stack, IT) («x Push IT onto the pushdown )
else Halt (x The pair (IT', IT) is not compatible )
end;
(16) if b;+1 # A =bjy then
(17) begin if all rewrites of I1 are left marked then
stack := push(stack, IT) (« Push IT onto the pushdown )
else Halt (x The pair (IT', IT) is not compatible x)
end,
(18) ifb;Jr1 = A #bjy then
(19) begin if all rewrites of IT" are right marked then
begin stack := pop(stack);
(x IT is popped from the pushdown x)
IT' := top(stack);
(x IT' is the topmost triple on the pushdown )
goto Loop
end
else Halt (x The pair (IT', IT) is not compatible )
end;
(20) if b;+1 =A=0>bjy then
(21) begin if all rewrites of IT are right marked then
begin stack := pop(stack);
(x IT is popped from the pushdown x)
IT' := top(stack);
(x IT' is the topmost triple on the pushdown )
goto Loop
end
(22) else if all rewrites of I1 are left marked then
stack := push(stack, IT);
(x Push I onto the pushdown %)
else Halt (x The pair (IT', IT) is not compatible *)
end
end (x of the repeat-loop %)
(23) until y = <; (x The final input symbol < has been read *)
(24) if stack contains the sequence [@ (>) $1IT'[# (<) @] and
all rewrites of IT" are right marked and b, | = #
then Accept and Halt
end
end.

To illustrate the way in which the PDA in Algorithm 1 works, we return to
Example 2.

Example 2 (cont.) The computation of the PDA P for simulating the swift-ORD-
automaton M 1is described in the table in Fig. 1. Here the input processed is w =
ajazazasas<l, and the table contains the various steps of the computation of the PDA
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Step Stack Input Triple
No. Contents Read Guessed
> ay b3
(1) | [0 (>)0] [ > by #
A
_P al b3_
(1.2) | [0 () 0] | » b1 # - -
L >\ .
-P ail b3- al az b3
(21) | [0 () 0] | » b1 # as ay by by
A A

_P al b3_ al as b3
(22) | [0 () 0] | » by # | | a1 b2 b3 - -

L A ] A
-P ail bg- al a2 bg a2 a3z a4
(3.1) [@ (>) @] » b1 # aj bg b3 as b1 b3 <
L A ] A #
_b al b3_ az az a4
(3.2) [@ (I>) @] » b1 # as b1 b3 <
L x> #
-a2 as a4-
(33) | [0 (>) 0] | b1 b3 < - -
L #
[a2 a3 a4 b3 as <
(4.1) [@ (>) @] by b3 < aq b3 by <
L # A
(a2 az as | [bs as <]
(4.2) | [0 (>) 0] | by b3 < bz by < - -
L # 1L X |
[ag as ay | _b3 aq <]
(5.1) [@ (I>) @] by b3 < bs by < as |:a4 a;\5 <]:|
L # 1L > |
(a2 az as ] [bs as <]
(5.2) | [0 (>)0] |b1 bz < bz by < [a4 a)\s <1] - -
L # 1L > |
[a2 az as] [bzas <] (0
6.1) | [0(>) 0] blb#g al|bs b; Q [ 0 ] q [0 (<) 0]
_a2 as a4_
(6.2) | [0 (>)0] | by b#3 < < [0 (<) 0]
_az a3 a4—
(6.3) | [0(>)0] |b1bz «| [0()0] - -
L #

Fig. 1 Simulating the stl-ORD-automaton of Example 2 by a PDA
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simulating M for this input. In the table those tape symbols in the left or right col-
umn of a triple that have been marked are written in boldface. Each time an input
symbol is read, a corresponding triple IT = [L, W, R] is guessed, the rewrite steps
of which are neither left nor right marked. Then the triple IT" = [L’, W/, R'] on the
top of the pushdown is compared to 7, some entries in R” and in L are marked, and
depending on the situation (see (14) to (22)), IT’ is possibly popped from the push-
down, some more triples may be popped, and then IT is pushed onto the pushdown.
As the simulation ends with the pushdown containing the sequence

» a; b3
[0 @) 0] » b < |[V () 0],
#

the PDA accepts in line (24).

It remains to prove that L(P) = L(M) - {<}. For doing so, we establish the
following technical lemma.

Lemma 2 The PDA P of Algorithm 1 accepts on input w = wiws - - - w, <l (n > 1,
wi, W2, ..., w, € I') ifand only if there exists a sequence of triples for wiwy - - - wy
that satisfies all the properties of Lemma 1 (b).

Proof Let w = wiwy - -- wy,, where n > 1 and wy, wa, ..., w, € I'. Furthermore,
let IT = (Iy, Iy, ..., Iy, I1,4+1) be a sequence of triples, where

a1 bi1 i
a2 bip cip
II; = [Li, Wi, Ri] =
aiji bij; ciji
Xi
such that ;1 = w; for all i = 1,2,...,n, let Iy = [#, (>),?], and
I, 11 = [0, (<), ¥]. Comparing the various conditions in Definition 4 to the tests in
Algorithm 1, we see that

— condition (a) (i) is guaranteed by line (5),

— condition (a) (ii) is guaranteed by the choice of IT,; and the tests in lines (19)
and (21) on triples that are popped from the pushdown and by the test in line (24),

— condition (a) (iii) corresponds to lines (14) and (15),

— condition (a) (iv) corresponds to lines (16) and (17),

— condition (a) (v) corresponds to lines (18) and (19),

— condition (a) (vi) corresponds to lines (20) to (22), and

— condition (b) (1) is checked by the test in line (24).

Finally, the recursion in the definition of compatibility (see condition (b) (3)) is
resolved inductively by the PDA P. In fact, for each triple I7;, all rewrite (and delete)
steps are verified to match left before this triple is pushed onto the pushdown (see
lines (15), (17), and (22)), and all rewrite and delete steps are verified to match right
before this triple is popped from the pushdown (see lines (19) and (21)). It follows
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that the PDA P accepts on input w = wjws - - - w, < if and only if the sequence
of triples guessed for wjw; - - - w,, satisfies all the properties of Lemma 1 (b). This
completes the proof of Lemma 2. O

Now we can present the proof of the main result of this section.

Proof (of Theorem 1.) Let M = (X, I', >, <, §, >) be a swift stl-ORD-automaton.
By Proposition 2, we can construct a swift stl-ORD-automaton M’ = (X, " U
{#}, >, <, 8’, >') from M such that 8’ (>#<1) = Accept is the only accept step of M’
and L(M') = L(M) ~ {A}. Lemma 1 now implies that, for each n > 1 and each
word w = wiwy ---wy, € I', w € Lc(M’) if and only if there exists a compatible
sequence of triples

I = (HO» Hla H27 "'717113 Hn-&-l)v

where Iy = [@, (>>), 0], [T,+1 = [¥, (<), @], and, foralli = 1,2, ..., n,

a1 b ci
a2 bin cip
II; =[L;,W;,Ri]]=| -+ --- --- | suchthatb;; = w;.
aj,j; bij; cij;
Xi

Let P be the PDA that is defined by Algorithm 1 for the swift stl-ORD-
automaton M’. Then by Lemma 2, P accepts on input w = wjwj - - w,< if and
only if there exists a sequence of triples for wyw; - - - w,, that satisfies all the prop-
erties above. It follows that L(P) = Lc(M’) - {<1}, which shows that Lc(M) - {<1}
is a context-free language. Hence, Lc(M') is a context-free language, and therewith,
L(M) is a context-free language, too, as L(M') = Lc(M’)N X*. Finally, this implies
that L(M’) is a context-free language, as L(M') = L(M) ~ {A}. This completes the
proof of Theorem 1. O

4 All Context-Free Languages are Accepted by Swift
Stl-ORD-Automata

Here we establish the converse of Theorem 1, showing that each context-free
language is accepted by a swift stl-ORD-automaton.

Theorem 2 CFL C L(swift-ORD).

Let L € X* be a context-free language. Then there exists a context-free grammar
G = (V, 2, S, P) in quadratic Greibach normal form for the language L ~ {A} [23],
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that is, each production (B — r) € P satisfies the restriction that B € V and
rex. (V2 U V U {A}). From this grammar, a PDA A = (Q, X, A4, q, S, 84)
can be obtained such that L is the language N (A) that is accepted by A with empty
pushdown. The PDA A is defined by taking Q = {q}, Ax = V, and (¢q,a®) €
8a(q,a, B) iff (B — aa) € P, wherea € ¥, B € V,anda € (VZUV U {1}
(see, e.g., [8]). Here a® denotes the reversal (or mirror image) of the word «. Thus,
A has a single state only, it does not execute any A-transitions, and in each step, it
replaces the topmost symbol on its pushdown by a word of length at most two. In our
encoding below, the bottom (top) of the pushdown will always be on the left (right).

For proving that the language L is accepted by a swift stl-ORD-automaton we now
proceed as follows. First, we present a construction of a swift stl-ORD-automaton
M that simulates the PDA A. Essentially, M works as the automaton in Example 1,
that is, it chooses the transition of A that is to be applied next, it marks the letters
that are to be rewritten, and then it replaces (or deletes) the corresponding letters.
Here the simulation of A is performed in a non-length-increasing fashion using an
appropriate encoding of the pushdown. After giving the construction we illustrate it
through a simple example, and then we prove that L(M) = L through a sequence of
four lemmas.

Definition 5 Let (¢, x, ) be a configuration of the PDA A, where x € X is the still
unread suffix of the given input and @ € V1 is the contents of the pushdown. This
configuration will be encoded as [b1]1[b2] - - - [bi]lg, o2]x, where « = b1bs - - - by,n
for some oy € V2 U V and either m > 1 and by, by, ..., b, € Vorm=0.

The swift-ORD-automaton M = (X, I', >, <, §, >) is now defined as follows:

— The tape alphabet I" contains the input alphabet X', two disjoint copies of X,
encodings [x] of the nonterminals x € V, encodings [q, a1, [¢, @]”, [¢, ¢, (a €
X)foralla e VU V2, and the symbol [¢g, A], that is,

F=XU{d,a"|laeX}U{[x]|xeV}U/{lg, A} U
{Ig, ), [g. 0]’ |la e VUVZ} U {[g.ala |la e VUV? ae X}.

— The partial ordering > on I" is defined through

a>a >a" >|[q,xy" > [q,xy] > [q,xylp
> [x]1 > [g.x]" > [g,x] > [q,x]lc > [g,Al

foralla,b,ce Yandx,y € V.
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— The transition relation § is defined through the following table, where a, b € X,
ceXU{alhx,yeV,yeVuVZandX e{>} U {[x]|xeV})

0) 8(UYZ) 5> MVR foralU e TU{>}and Y, Z € T,
(1) §(a<) = Accept foralla € LN (X U{A}),

2) 8(>ab) > g, vl if8a(q,a,S) > (q,y)andy # A,
3) &g, x]ac) > d, if 84(q,a, x) #0,

@) (g, yxlac) > d, if8a(q,a,x) #0,

(5) 8(Xlg,x)a") > (g, x]as ifda(g,a,x) #40,

(6) 8(X[gq, yxla" > lg, yxla, if8a(q,a,x) #0,

(7 8(lg. xlaa’c) > [q.v], ifSalg,a,x)3(q,v), vy #A,
(8) 3([‘1, yx]ﬂalc) > [61, y]”? ifaA(q»‘l’x) B (qa y)v Y 75 )‘»
9) 8(X[g, yxlalg. v1") > [yl ifSalq,a,x)>(q,y),y #4,
(10) 8(X[q, xlalg, ¥1") > A, ifdalg,a,x)3(q,7), v # A,
(11) 8(X[g.y1"c) > lg, vl

(12) 8(Iq, x]aa’c) > a’, if8a(g,a,x) > (q, 1),

(13) 8([g, yxlaa'c) > d’, if 8a(q,a,x) 3 (q,2),

(14) 8(X[q. yx]aa” > [g,y], if 54(q,a,x) 3 (g, 1),

(15) 8(lg, yla"c) > 2,

(16) 8([yllg, xlaa”) > 2, if a(q,a,x) 3 (g, 1),

(17) 8(X[yla") > g, ],

(18) 8(>lg, x1qa”) > g, 2], if a(q,a,x) 3 (g, 1),

19) 8([q, Ma"c) 5 A,

(20) 6(>[g, Al<) = Accept.

In order to illustrate this construction, we consider a simple example.

Example 3 Let A = ({q}, {a, b}, {S, B, C},q, S,84), where §4 only contains the
following transitions:

CSA(CL a, S) = {(qv BC)? (qv B)},
dalg, b, B) = {(g, M)},
8a(g.a,C) = {(q,BC),(q, B)}.

Then N (A) is the language {a"b" | n > 1}, and, for example, A can execute the
following accepting computation:

(g, aaabbb, S) k4 (gq,aabbb, BC) k4 (q,abbb, BBC) 4 (q, bbb, BBB)
Fa  (g,bb,BB) Fj (g,b, B) Fa (g, A, 2).

This computation is now simulated by the corresponding swift-ORD-automaton M as
follows, where the indices refer to the lines in the definition of the transition relation
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Sof M:
Mabbbﬂ |—(2)
Fw
Fo)
Fo)
Fan
Fw
Fe)
Fe)
Fo)
Fan
E)
Fes)
Fa2)
Fae)
Far
Fas)
F@3)
Fes)
Faz
Fae)
Fo)
Fo)
Fes)
Fa2)
Fo
Fo)

>[g, BClaabbb<

>[q, BCla'abbb<
>[q, BClq,a'abbb<
>[Bllg. BC]"abbb<
>[B]lg, BClabbb<
>[B]lg, BCla’'bbb<
>[Bllg, BClad'bbb<

>[Bllg, BClalg, B]"bbb<

>[B][Bllg, BY"bbb<
>[B][Bllg, Blbbb<
>[B][Bllg, B1b'bb<
>[BI1[Bllg, Blyb'bb<
>[B1[Bllg. Blyb"bb<
>[B][B]b"bb<«
>[Bllg, B]b"bb<
>[Bllg, Blbb<
>[Bllg, B]b'b<
>[Bllg, Blyb'b<
>[Bllg, Bl»b"b<
>[B]b"b<
>[g, B]b"b<
>[g, B]b<
>[q, Blpb'<
>[q, Blpb'<
>[gq, Alb"<
Accept.

We must prove that L(M) = N(A). Let

be a configuration of the PDA A, where w € ¥ * and x1, x2, ..

Fo
)
F@®)
()

()

Fo)

>[gq, BClaabbb<i
>[q, BClqa'abbb<
>lq, BClalg, BC1" abbb<
>[Bllg, BC1 abbb<
>[Bllg, BClabbb<
>[B]lg, BCla'bbb<
>[Bllg, BClaa'bbb<
>[Bllg, BClilg, B]"bbb<
>[B1[Bllg, B1"bbb<
>[B][Bllg, Blbbb<i
>[B][Bllg, B1b'bb<
>[BI1[Bllg. Blpb'bb<i
>[B][Bllg, Blyb"bb<i
>[B][B]b"bb<
>[Bllg, B1b"bb<
>[Bllq, Blbb<
>[Bllg, B]b'b<
>[Bllg, Blyb'b<
>[Bllg, Blyb"'b<
>[q, B]b"b<
>[g, Blb<
>[g, Blb'<
>[gq, Blpb'<
>[q, A]b"<
>[gq, A<

C=(q, w,X1X2...Xm-2Xm—1Xm)

m > 2. Then the restarting configurations

., X, € V for some

C1 = >lxillxllxs] - - - [xm—2llxm—1llg, xpmlw<

and

Cr = >lxillx]lx3] - - - [xm—21lg, Xm—1XmJw<
of M are representations of the configuration C of A. Conversely, if

is a restarting configuration of M for some x1, x2, .

w e Xt then C’

C3 = > xillx2]lx3] - - - [xm]lg, a]w<

,Xm € V,a € VUV? and
(g, w, x1x2 - - - xpy) is the corresponding configuration of A.

Thus, for each configuration of the PDA A, in which the height of the pushdown is
at least two, we have two restarting configurations of M that represent it.
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In order to prove that N(A) is contained in the language L (M), we first establish
the following technical result.

Lemma 3 Let C = (g, wi, 1) Fa (g, w2, a0) = C’, where wi,wr € X and
ar,an € V', and let Cy be a restarting configuration of M that represents the con-
. . K . . .

figuration C. Then Cy =4, Ca for some restarting configuration C; that represents
the configuration C'.

Proof As C = (q, wy, a1) Fa (q, w2, a2) = C’, we have w; = aw; for some a €
Y, a1 = x1x2- - xpx,and ap = x1x2 -+ - Xy for some m > 0, x1,x2..., X, X €
V,and y € V U viu {A} such that (q,y) € 84(q,a,x) and x1x2--- X,y #
A. The restarting configuration C| represents the configuration C, and so C; =
>[x1]lx2] -« - [xm—11lg, Xxmxlawz << or C; = >[x1]lx2] - - - [Xm—11[xm]1lg, x]law2 <.

We first assume that y % A. Then M can proceed as follows starting from the
configuration Cy:

Ci = plxallx] - xm-1llg, xmxlawz<
Ho BDxllxal - [xmo11lg, xmxle@’'wy<t (by lines (4) and (6))
Fo >xillxo] - - - [xm—11lg, xmx1alg. y1"w2<1 (by line (8))
F >lxllxa] - - 11lxn]lg, y1"w2 < (by line (9))
Foy Dlxillxa] - - - [xm—11lxm]lg, yIw2< (by line (11))
or
q,x]lawy<
q, x]ad' wn< (by lines (3) and (5))
HS >lxallxo] - [xm]lg, X]a[q y1"wa< (by line (7))
S >lxillxa] - - [xmllg, y1 w2 < (by line (10))
Hoy >lxillxe] - - - [xmllg, y1wa< (by line (11)),
where, in either case, the restarting configuration >[x1][x2] - - - [x;;][g, ¥ Jw2 <1 rep-
resents the configuration C’ = (g, wz, a3) of A.

Cy = D>[xi1lx2] - - [xm
o >lxadlxa] - - - [xm

— — —.

If y = A, then M can proceed as follows starting from the configuration Cj:

C1 = plxllx2]: - [xm-1llg, xmxlawz<
I—f;, >[x11[x2] - - [m—11[g, Xxmx]aa’wa< (by lines (4) and (6))
FS >lxillxa] - - - [xm-11lg, xmx]aa" w2 <1 (by line (13))
F Slxadlxa] - - [xm—11lg, xmla"wa<t (by line (14))
Fo D] - [xm—1llg, xm]wa < (by line (15)),

or
C1 = >lxillxe]- - [xmllg, xlawz<

H Bl [, xlaa'w2<t (by lines (3) and (5))

o >lxallxa] - - - [xmllg, x1aa”wa<t (by line (12))

o Dlxillxa] - - [xpla"wa< (by line (16))

Fo Slxllxa] - - [g, xpla"wa< (by line (17))

Fy >lxidlxa] - - - [g, xmlw2< (by line (15)),
where the restarting configuration t>[x;][x2] - [xnm—11[¢g, Xm]w2 <1 represents the
configuration C’ = (g, wo, a) of A. This proves Lemma 3. O
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Now we are prepared to prove the following inclusion.
Lemmad4 N(A) C L(M).

Proof Letw € N(A).If l[w| < 1,thenw € L N (X U {A}), and hence, M can accept
on input w by line (1). So let us assume that w = ajas - - - a, for some n > 2 and
aj,ay...,ap € X. Asw € N(A), A has an accepting computation for input w:

(g, w,S) = (q,a1az2a3---ay, S)
l_A (617 azasz - - -dy, Vl) (USing (‘]a )/]) € (SA(CL ai, S) for some Vl # )")
=4 (s an, va) (for some y, € V)
Fa (g, 2, 2) (as A accepts with empty pushdown).

Now M has a computation of the following form:

>ayaraz - --ap<
Fy >lg. vilacas - - - a, <t (by line (2))

"ﬁ; >[q, ynlan< (by using Lemma 3 repeatedly)
Fe Blg, yalgal<t  (by lines (3), (5), and (12))
Hy >lg. AMa, < (by line (18))

Hy >lg, A< (by line (19))

Fm Accept (by line (20)),

as the restarting configuration >[q, y1]axas - --a, < represents the configuration
(g, a2az - - - ay,, y1) of A and the restarting configuration >[g, y,]a, <l represents the
configuration (g, a,, y,) of A. Thus, N(A) € L(M) follows. O]

It remains to prove the converse inclusion. We first derive the following technical
result.

Lemma 5 Let Cy be a restarting configuration of M such that Cy =}, Accept. If
C| represents a configuration (q, w, @) of the PDA A for some w € X* of length
|lw| > 2 and a € V7, then there exists a restarting configuration C, of M such that
C l—f; C> 3, Accept and C; represents an immediate successor configuration of

(g, w, ).

Proof Letw = ajaz---a, and ¢ = x1x2 - - - Xy Then
C1 = xillxllx3] - - - [xm—21lg, Xm—1Xmlaiaz - - - ay <

or
Ci1 =>lxllxellxs] - - [xm-1llg, Xmlaraz - - -a, <.
From the form of the transition relation §, we can conclude that the accepting com-
putation of M that starts with the configuration C; begins with a sequence of cycles
that finally reaches the restarting configuration Cy = >[g, A]<, in which M sim-
ply accepts. Thus, during this sequence of cycles, one of the symbols on the tape is
rewritten into the symbol [g, 1], while all other symbols are eventually deleted. We
now analyze the possible rewrite and delete steps that M can apply starting from Cj.
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The only rewrite transition that is applicable to the tape contents of the configura-
tion Cy is from line (3) or (4), and after that a rewrite by line (5) or (6) must follow.

Hence, C; I—jf, Dy, where
Dy = >[xillxllx3]- - - [xm—21lg, Xm—1Xmla @) a2 - - - an<
or
Dy = >[xix2][x3] - - - [Xm—11lg, Xmlay@jaz - - -an <.
As this sequence of two cycles is an initial part of an accepting computation of M, it
follows that §4 (¢, a1, x,n) # @, and that the next rewrite step is executed based on a

transition (g, y) € §4(q, a1, xn) (see lines (7), (8), (12), and (13)).
There are two cases:

(1) Ifline (7) or (8) is used next, then y # A, and the subsequent rewrite is executed
based on line (9) or (10), that is, D I—fvz, D, where

D) = >[xi]lxllx3] - - - [xm—21lxm—1llg, ¥1"az - - - an <,
and then
Do, Cr = > xq1[x2][x3] - - - [xm—21[xm—11lg, y1az - - - a,<

by using line (11). Now the restarting configuration C; represents the configu-
ration (g, aras - - - ap, X1 X3 - -+ X;y—1y) of A, and

(g, w, ) =(q,a1a2+ - an, X1 - Xm—1Xm) Fa (q,a2a3 -+~ aAn, X1+ Xm—17).

(i) If line (12) or (13) is used next, then y = A, and the subsequent rewrite is
executed by applying line (14) or (16), that is, D I—ﬁ,z[ D,, where
Dy = pxillxllxs] - - [xm—21lq, Xm—1]aaz - - an <

or
D) = >[xillx][x3] - - - [xm—1)afaz - -a, <.

In the latter case, another cycle follows in which a rewrite step is executed by
line (17) that yields the configuration

>[x11[x21[x3] - - - [q, Xm—1lajaz - -ay <.
Finally, line (15) is used to delete the symbol a{, which yields the configuration
Co = x]lxollx3] - - - [xm—21lg, Xm—1laz - - -an <.

In this case, the restarting configuration C, represents the configuration
(q,a2a3 - an, x1x2 - - xp—1) of A, and

(g, w,a) =(q,a1a2 - -ap, X1 -+ X—1Xm) =4 (g, a2a3 - - - @y, X1 - Xpp—1).

This completes the proof of Lemma 5. O

Based on Lemma 5, we can now prove the following inclusion.

Lemma 6 L(M) C N(A).
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Proof Let w € L(M), that is, >Dw< I—*M Accept. If |w| < 1, then w is accepted by
line (1). This, however, means that w € L = N(A).

We now consider the case that |w| > 2. The only rewrite transitions that can be
applied to the tape contents >aja; - - - a, < are those of line (2). Hence, the accepting
computation of M for w has the following structure:

D>ajaxas - --a, I+-5,C1 =>q, yilazas - - - a,< l—ﬁ; >[gq, A]<t p Accept

for a pair (q, y1) € 6a(q, a1, S) such that y; # A. Thus, on input w, the PDA A can
execute the transition

(g, w,S) = (g, a1a2a3---ay, S) Fa (g, aza3 - - - ay, y1),

and C; represents the configuration (g, azasz---ay,,y;) of A. If |axaz---a,| =
n—1 > 2, then we can apply Lemma 5, which implies that there exists a
restarting configuration C of M such that Cy I—ﬁ; C> 3, Accept and C; repre-
sents an immediate successor configuration (g, azas - - - a,, y2) of the configuration
(g, azaz - - - ay, y1) of A. Proceeding inductively, we obtain a sequence of restarting
configurations C3, Cq4, ..., C,_1 such that

Ca b5, C3 5, -+ S, Cooi i, Accept,
the PDA A can execute the sequence of transitions

(g,a3a4---ap, v2) Fa(q,as4as---ay, y3) =a - Fa (q, an, Yu—1),

and the restarting configuration C; of M represents the configuration
(g, aiv1ai42 - -an,yi)of Aforalli =2,3,...,n—1.

As C,_ represents the configuration (g, a,, y,—1) of A, we have C,_1 =
>Wlg, ala,<i for some W € {[x] | x € V}*and « € V U V? such that
V-1 = @(Wlg, a]), where ¢ : ({[x] | x € V} U {[g,a] | € VUVZ})* > V*
denotes the morphism that is defined by [x] +— x and [¢, o] +— «. From § we see
that the accepting computation of M starting from C,_1 has the form

Cp_1 = >WIq. ala,<t F5; >[g, A< -y Accept.
Furthermore, as there is only a single input letter left in C,,—1, we can conclude that
[Yn—1] = 1, thatis, W = A and @« = y,—1 € V. From line (18), which is the
only one that produces an occurrence of the symbol [g, L], we see that (g, L) €

34(q, an, yn—1). Thus, A can execute the accepting computation

(g, w,S) = (g,amaz---ay,S) Fa (g,a2a3---ay, y1) Fa (q,a3a4---ay, y2)
l_?; (‘Lan» Vn—l) l_A (qa)"a)")a

which proves that w € N(A) = L. This completes the proof of Lemma 6. O
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Together Lemmas 4 and 6 show that L(M) = N(A) = L, which proves
Theorem 2. From Theorems 1 and 2 we obtain the following characterization.

Corollary 1 L£(swift-ORD) = CFL.

5 Descriptional Complexity

Here we take a look at the descriptional complexity of stl-ORD-automata, relating
it to the descriptional complexity of stl-ORWW-automata. As both these types of
automata are stateless, we cannot possibly take the number of states as a measure
for their descriptional complexity, as is done for finite-state acceptors (see, e.g., [7]).
Instead, for both these types of automata, we take the size of the tape alphabet as
complexity measure. This is reasonable, as the number of transitions and the size of
the description of an automaton of one of these types are polynomially related to this
measure. Here we have the following result, showing that for some regular languages,
swift-ORD-automata yield a much more concise description than corresponding stl-
ORWW-automata.

Theorem 3 The trade-off between swift-ORD-automata and stl-ORWW-automata is
non-recursive.

Thus, the size increase that occurs when turning a swift-ORD-automaton that
accepts a regular language into a stl-ORW W-automaton for the same language cannot
be bounded from above by any recursive function.

Proof According to an old result by Meyer and Fischer [14], the trade-off for turn-
ing a context-free grammar into an equivalent NFA is non-recursive. Now let G be a
given context-free grammar that generates a regular language. From G we can con-
struct an equivalent grammar G that is in quadratic Greibach normal form. The
grammar G is in general much larger than the grammar G, but the size increase is
bounded from above by an exponential function (see [23]). Thus, size(G) < ¢52¢(@)
where we use size(G) (or size(A)) to denote the size of a grammar G or an automa-
ton A. From the latter grammar, we immediately obtain a PDA A that accepts the
language L(G) = L(G1) by empty pushdown. Then size(A) = size(G1) < ¢%7¢(G),
Following the construction given in the proof of Theorem 2, we obtain a swift-ORD-
automaton M for the language L(G). As is easily seen from this construction, the
number of letters n in the tape alphabet of M is bounded from above by an expo-
nential function in the size of the PDA A. Thus, size(M) < csize(d) < c"me(G). Now
assume that f is a recursive function such that, for each swift-ORD-automaton P,
there exists an equivalent stl-ORWW-automaton P’ such that the number of letters
in the tape alphabet of P’ is bounded from above by the value f(size(P)). Then
there exists a stl-ORWW-automaton M’ for the language L (M) = L(G) such that

size(M') < f(size(M)) < f(cCSiZC(G)). Finally, it is known from [10] that from M’

we can construct an NFA B for the language L(G) that is of size 20(Gize(M") Thys,
size(G) . . . .
we see that size(B) < 20(f(c ), which is a recursive bound for the conversion
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of the context-free grammar G into the equivalent NFA B. As this contradicts the
aforementioned result of Meyer and Fischer, there is no recursive bound for the con-
version of a swift-ORD-automaton into an equivalent stl-ORWW-automaton, which
completes the proof. O

As the swift-ORD-automaton is just a restricted variant of the stl-ORD-automaton,
Theorem 3 also holds for stl-ORD-automata in general.

6 Limited Context Restarting Automata

After a restart a swift-ORD-automaton can move its window to any position before
executing a restart-rewrite, a restart-delete, or an accept step. Accordingly, this
automaton can be seen as a type of rewriting system on its tape alphabet. And indeed,
restarting automata of this form have been studied before.

In [4], the so-called clearing restarting automaton was introduced, which deletes
symbols depending only on the context of a fixed size around the factor to be deleted.
Not surprisingly, clearing restarting automata are quite limited in their expressive
power. They accept all regular languages and some languages that are not context-
free, but they do not even accept all context-free languages. Accordingly, they were
extended to the so-called A-clearing restarting automata that can use a marker sym-
bol A in their rewrite transitions. These automata only accept languages that are
growing context-sensitive [21], but they accept all context-free languages [S]. How-
ever, it is still open whether or not there is a growing context-sensitive language that
is not accepted by any A-clearing restarting automaton.

In [1], limited context restarting automata were defined as an extension of the
clearing restarting automaton. Also these automata apply rewrite steps only based on
context information, but their rewrite instructions are more general. Following [21],
these automata can be defined as follows.

Definition 6 A limited context restarting automaton (an lc-R-automaton, for short)
M is defined through a triple M = (X, I', I), where X is an input alphabet, I" is
a working alphabet containing X', and [ is a finite set of instructions of the form
(u|x — y|v). Here x, y € I'* such that g(x) > g(y) for some weight function
g: ' —>Nue{r, >} -I',andv e I'* - {A, <}. Again the symbols > and < are
used as left and right sentinels, which are not elements of I".

The Ic-R-automaton M = (X, I', I) induces a reduction relation I—fw on I'* as
follows: foreach w, z € I'*, wl—ﬁ,,z, if there exist words w;, wy € I'* and an instruc-
tion (u|x — y|v) € I such that w = wixws, z = wyyws, u is a suffix of >wy,
and v is a prefix of wy<1. Thus, the factor x is rewritten into y, if it appears within
the context uxv. By I—f; we denote the reflexive and transitive closure of ,. The

language accepted by the Ic-R-automaton M is L(M) = {w € X* | w I—ﬁ; At
An Ic-R-automaton M accepts exactly the set of input words which can be reduced

to A. Thus, A is in L(M) for each Ic-R-automaton M. Accordingly, if L is a language
that does not contain A as an element, then L is not accepted by any Ic-R-automaton.
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In order to overcome this problem, we consider equality of languages only up to the
empty word, that is, we say that two languages L and L’ on X are equal, denoted as
L=L,ifLNnxt=L"nxt

In [21], many different types of limited context restarting automata have been
introduced and their expressive power has been studied. Here we are only interested
in the following two types. We say that an Ic-R-automaton M = (X, I', I) is of type

e R, if I only contains instructions of the form (u | x — y|v), where |y| < 1;

e R}, if I only contains instructions of the form (u |x — y|v), where |y| < 1,
ue{ir,>},and v € {A, <}.

For any R € {R|,R}}, we will refer to Ic-R-automata of type R as Ic-R[R]-
automata. In [21], the following characterizations were obtained.

Theorem 4 (a) £(Ic-R[R/]) = GCSL. (b) £(Ic-R[R,]) = CFL.

A clearing restarting automaton can be described as a limited context restarting
automaton M = (X, X, I) of type fR/l such that each instruction (u |x — y|v) €
I satisfies the restrictions |u| = |v| > 1 and y = A. Furthermore, a A-clearing
restarting automaton can be described as a limited context restarting automaton M =
(¥, X U{A}, I) of type R such that each instruction (u |x — y|v) € I satisfies
the restrictions |u| = |[v| > 1 and y € {A, A} [4].

Here we introduce still another type of limited context restarting automata in
order to describe swift-ORD-automata. A limited context restarting automaton M =
(X, I', I) is of type Rorp if each instruction (u | x — y | v) € [ satisfies the restric-
tions |u| = |x|] = |v| = 1 and |y| < 1. Observe that the weight function associated
with M induces a partial ordering > on I" such that x > y holds for each instruction
(ulx — y|v) € I for which |y| = 1. Thus, Rorp is obtained from the type R}
by restricting the left context, the right context, and the lefthand side of the rewrite
instruction to be of length one. Limited context restarting automata of type Rorp
will be denoted as Ic-R[Rorp ]-automata.

Lemma 7 L(lc-R[Rorp]) € L (swift-ORD).

Proof Let M = (X, I', I) be an Ic-R[Rorp |-automaton. We define an ordering on I”
by taking A > B if g(A) > g(B), where g : I'* — N is the weight function for M.
Now we construct a swift-ORD-automaton M’ = (X, I', 1>, <, §, >) by defining the
transition relation § as follows:

(1) 8(abc) > MVR forallae 'U{>}andb,c e I,
(2) 8(abc) > y if(alb—ylc)el,
(3) §(><1) = Accept.

Then L(M") = {w € X* | w I—ﬁ; A} = L(M), which proves the above inclusion.
O

Actually, we even have the following result.
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Theorem 5 L(Ic-R[Rorp]) = L (swift-ORD).

Proof Let M = (X, I,>, <, 38, >) be a swift-:ORD. By Proposition 2, we may
assume that there is a special non-input symbol # € I" such that § (>>#<1) = Accept is
the only accept step of M. Now we define an Ic-R[Rorp]-automaton S = (X, I', I)
by taking

I={(a|b—d|c)|dedlabc)} U {>|#—> 1|}

Then L(S) = {w € X* | w I—‘; L}=L(M). Thus, we also have £ (swift-ORD) C
L(Ic-R[Rorp]), which, together with Lemma 7, yields the intended equality. O

Hence, we conclude the following from Corollary 1.
Corollary 2 L(Ic-R[Rorp]) = CFL.

Thus, the limited context restarting automata of type Rorp are just as expressive
as those of type R}. However, type Rorp is a restricted variant of type R/ that is
incomparable to type R). Indeed, an automaton of type Rorp admits arbitrary left
and right contexts of length one, while the only non-empty contexts that an automaton
of type R, admits are the sentinels > and <. On the other hand, an automaton of
type R, may rewrite factors of arbitrary positive length, while an automaton of type
Rorp can rewrite factors of length one only. Hence, Corollary 2 nicely complements
the known results on limited context restarting automata presented in [21].

7 Conclusion

By introducing an additional restart-delete operation, which can just delete a single
letter at a time, we have extended the stl-ORWW-automaton to the stl-ORD-
automaton. As we have shown, this extension has surprizingly strong consequences.
While the stl-ORWW-automaton just accepts the regular languages, we have seen
that the stl-ORD-automaton accepts all context-free languages. In fact, by restricting
the stl-ORD-automaton to its swift variant, we obtained a new characterization for
the class of context-free languages. From the given constructions, we additionally
derived the fact that stl-ORD-automata describe some regular languages in a much
more succinct way than even stl-ORWW-automata. In fact, the size increase (mea-
sured in the cardinality of the underlying tape alphabets) that is required for turning
a stl-ORD-automaton into an equivalent stl-ORW W-automaton can in general not be
bounded from above by any recursive function.

Furthermore, we noticed that swift-ORD-automata can be interpreted as a new
class of limited context restarting automata that is a proper subclass of the limited
context restarting automata of type R/ . This new class is incomparable under inclu-
sion to the limited context restarting automata of type R/, although it has exactly the
same expressive capacity.

Unfortunately, it still remains open whether stl-ORD-automata that are not swift
can accept any languages that are not context-free. The diagram in Fig. 2 presents
the inclusion and non-inclusion results between the classes of languages that are
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CSL

GCsL =——— L(Ic RIR}]) £(ORWW)

\

CRL CFL =—— L(swift-ORD)

£(con-lc-R[R]]) L(le-R[Rorp])

CRL N UCFL N Co-UCFL L(Ic-R[RS))

.7
£(stl- det ORD) == £(det-ORD)

4

DCFL U DCFL”

/ R
\ o DCFLE

DCFL N DCFL”

DCFL

£(det-ORWW) REG £(st-ORWW)

£(stl-det-ORWW)

Fig.2 Hierarchy of language classes that are accepted by the various types of ordered restarting automata.
An arrow indicates a proper inclusion, while an arrow with a question mark indicates an inclusion that
is not known to be proper. If two classes that are not connected by a sequence of arrows, then they are
incomparable under inclusion

accepted by the various types of ordered restarting automata, the classes of the
Chomsky hierarchy, and some related classes of limited context restarting automata.
Here DCFLR = {LR | L € DCFL} is the class of languages that are reversals of
deterministic context-free languages, UCFL is the class of unambiguous context-free
languages, and Co-UCFL is the class of languages the complements of which are
unambiguous context-free. Finally, £(con-lc-R[R]]) is the class of languages which
are accepted by limited context restarting automata that are of the confluent version
of type R’l (see [21]). The results on det-ORWW-automata can be found in [22], those
on stl-ORWW- and ORWW-automata are taken from [10, 11], the results on det-
ORD-automata are from [18, 19], and those on limited context-restarting automata
are from [21].
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