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Abstract

This paper shows the undecidability of confluence for length preserving string rewriting
systems. It is proven by reducing the Post's correspondence problem (PCP), which is known
to be undecidable, to confluence problem for length preserving string rewriting systems.
More precisely, we designed a reduction algorithm having the property that the existence
of a solution for a given instance of PCP coincides with the non-confluence of the string
rewriting system obtained from the reduction algorithm.

Keywords Post’s Correspondence Problem

1 Introduction

String rewriting systems (SRSs) are said to be length preserving if the left-hand side and the
right-hand side of each rule have the same length. Caron showed that its termination is an
undecidable property[l]. This paper shows its confluence is also an undecidable property, al-
though both of the reachability problem and confluence of given strings are easily known to be
decidable.

Confluence is generally undecidable for term rewriting systems (TRSs) and for string rewrit-
ing systems. Hence several decidable classes on confluence have been studied: terminating
TRSs|6]. ground TRSs{9], linear shallow TRSs(3], shallow right-linear TRSs[4]. There are also
results on undecidable classes on confluence: semi-constructor TRSs[7] and flat TRSs|5, §].

In this paper, we show the undecidability of confluence for length preserving SRSs and prove
it by reducing the Post’s correspondence problem (PCP), which is known to be undecidable, to
confluence problem for length preserving string rewriting systems. More precisely, we designed
a reduction algorithm having the property that the existence of a solution for a given instance
of PCP coincides with the non-confluence of the SRS obtained from the reduction algorithm.

2 Preliminaries

Let X be an alphabet. A string rewrite rule is a pair of strings I, r € Y*, denoted by | — r.
A finite set of string rewrite rules is called a string rewriting system (SRS). An SRS R induces
& rewrite step relation —g defined by s —g ¢ if there ave u,v € X* and atule I — + in R
such that s = ulv and ¢ = urv. We use 7:» for the transitive closure of —x and % for the

171



172

reflexive-transitive closure of —4. We say that strings s; and s; are joinable if slés%sz for

some s, denoted by 57 g s3. A string s is confluent if s; |g s for any slé—s%sz. An SRS R
is confluent if all strings are confluent.
In this paper, the notation |u| represents the length of string u. The notation g - - - a denotes

the string that consists of m symbols of a. We refer {r —+1|l—reR} by R~

3 Length preserving SRSs and undecidability of their confluence
Definition 3.1 An SRS R is said to be length preserving if |l| = |r| for every rule l—r in R.

Since rules are finite, symbols appearing in rules are also finite. Hence strings composed of
n such symols are finite. Thus the decidability of the folowing problems for length preserving
SRSs are trivially follows:

1. Reachability problem is a problem to decide sé‘rt for given strings s and f and a SRS R.

2. String-confluence problem is a problem to decide confluence of s for a given string s and a
SRS R.

Now we recall Post’s correspondence problem, which is known to be undecidable.

Definition 3.2 An instance of PCP is a set P C A* X A* of finite pairs of strings over an
alphabet A with at least two symbols. A solution of P is u string w such that

W=Uy U=V Uk

for some (u;.v;) € P. The Post’s correspondence problem (PCP) is a problem to decide whether
such e solution ecists or not.

Ezample 8.3 P = {(aba,a),(aab, abab), (bb, babba)} is an instance of PCP. P has a solution
ababbaababa with (u1,vy) = (aba,a), (ug,vp) = (bb, babba), (u3,v3) = (eab, abab) and (uy,uy) =
(aba,a).

Theorem 3.4 ([10]) PCP is undecidable.

As a preparation of the algorithm that transform an instance of PCP to an SRS, we introduce
a kind of null symbol — and an equal length representation of each pair in instances of PCP.
Let P = (u1,v1),....(un.v,) be an instance of PCP over A.

ﬁ: {(u,-u—---——- |(‘u,‘U)EP8.Dd ]u]~|'u|=m?_0}

Uf{(u—---—,v) | (u,v) € P and Ju] — jv| = m < 0}

m
We use A for AU{-}.
Erample 3.5 For instance P = {(ab,a), (a.ba)} of PCP over {a,b}, we have

ﬁ = {(Gb, G-—), (a——,bﬂ)}
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We use symbols like XE,. For an easy handling of strings that consist of such symbols, we

o
introduce a notation defined as follows:

ol U

1 —_
X Xl = Xa% o Xl

bty t bh
b

For example (eee)22 denotes ec} ec; o . Note that the length of the strings in the superscripts
dydady dy do dy

a
and subscripts are the same when we use this notation. We call X the tag of X2,.

o

Definition 3.6 Let P be an instence of PCP over A. The SRS Rp over Y. obtained from P is
defined as follows:

Y = {Z0,E1,E Yo, ¥y, ol UX,
ry ¥y ¥ ¥ T T1 _
. 2 N2 R
Ye = (¢33,603,px3, P52, €53, 652 | ;€A
Ty vy o wyCoxyl &y ry

Rp = 6uBlue
(5] = 15U(1‘1U/31UO:2U,132
@ = mUnn
;l v ;1 ¥1 ;l ¥1 ;l 158 —
6 = el Bt ekt ek |z edzed
ry U3 4oy -z E——
" u —
o1 = q{ccr--c)i¥o— (pC - )Wy (u,v)EP}

. v S gt = -
5 = (cee--e)ips — (pc---€)ips; | (w,v) E Por; € A
r) E2]

f1 +1 —_—
M= (Zopd — EpE |3 EA}
Ia EL)
T <1 —_—
oy = {3V — erlVs | zj,y; €A
T3 3
:_"l’ 51 il gl —_
;- 2 2 5 2 52 E
B2 = Cr3€yy 7 Exz€y; | Tj,Y; € A
T3 ¥a 3 ¥
ry B _
Yo = Zpexl — TER2 ;€A
€3 3

Ezample 3.7 Let P = {(a,ba),(ab,a)} be an instance of PCP, where P has a solution aba. In
Rp, rules in a; and B; depends on P and the other rules depend only on the signature A.

ay

I

a — a — a b ﬂ_b
cher Wg — phét Wy, cicy Vo — pacy ¥
b o b a a _ a

o ¢ - 33 ab a1 at 1
; 2 Fa 572 - e
ol cacl pi} — Pacpxi, cic, P — PG, P l

b oa xp b T3 o« T3 a 2553

T EZ}

Rp is not confluent since we have the following reduction sequences:

Loaba— 4 aboa- Lgba- . alb.a - NI
Yocie, chet Wo — Yocic, chei W — Ygcics che? Wy = Yopelé, €562 Wy — Xg82a; 852 Wy
a 2y g K a ) Ta as a’g a _ Ba a p a _ 12 a g a _

and their last step by -; rules are one way.
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Obviously Rp is length preserving. The proof of the following main lemma is found in the
next section.

Lemma 3.8 Let P be an instance of PCP. Then, P has a solution if and only if Rp is not
confluent.

Theorem 3.9 Confluence of length preserving SRSs is undecidable.

Proof. We assume that confluence of length preserving SRSs is decidable. Then it follows from
Lemma 3.8 that PCP is decidable, which contradicts to Theorem 3.4. 0

Strings can be regarded as terms over unary functions and a variable. For example, a string
abc corresponds to a term a{b(c(z))). Hence we can consider classes of TRSs that contains all
length preserving SRSs. Then, the undecidability of confluence for such classes is a corollarv of
the above theorem. ' :

Structure preserving TRSs are TRSs in which the left-hand side and right-hand side of each
rule have the same tree structure and the same variable occurrences. The tree structures are
stable against reductions in this class of TRSs. Hence we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.10 Confluence of structure preserving TRSs is undecidable.

4 Proof of Lemma 3.8
We use notion of persistency to simplify proofs as done in [2].

Theorem 4.1 (persistence of confluence(11]) A well-typed (many-sorted) term rewriting
system is confluent if and only if its underlined (untyped) term rewriting system is confluent.

Now we apply Theorem 4.1 to Rp.

Lemma 4.2 Let Rp be the SRS over X = {Eg,E1, Ep, Vg, V1, U5 }UD, obtained from an instance
P of PCP. Then Rp is confluent if and only if w is confluent for every w in either of the following
three forms:

(p1) Eix

(p2) xV¥j,

(p3) Eix¥;,

where x € (£.)*, 1,7 € {0,1,2}.

Proof. Considering following typing to Rp, the lemma follows from the persistency (Theo-
rem 4.1).

V,:T" - T foreachie{0,1,2}
X:T—T foreach X € ),
Zi: 7T —=T" foreachi€{0.1,2}
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In the sequel, we analyze the confluent property for Rp = © U ©~1 U & obtained from an
instance P of PCP.

We define an equivalence relation ~C (AA)* x (A)* as identity relation with ignoring all mull
svmbols —, that is u ~ v if and only if & = @ where @ and 7 denote the strings obtained from u
a}ld » by omitting all —s 1'§spect-ive1_v.

For a string Zg(c---¢)4, ¥g, rules in a3 and 3 are to check that # = u’ and v = v’ and

ul

that (u,v) consists of a list of pairs in P. Rules in & gather null svmbols in subscripts v’ and v/
backward. From these observation, the following lemma holds.
Lemma 4.3 Let u,u’,v,v" € (A)*. Then, ' ~u=u;-- u and v’ ~ v = v, - v for some k

— u 1
and (u;,v;) € P if and only if Zplc---c)sy ‘i’né’ Zop:ix ¥y for some x € ().
i P T3

u — u .
Proof. (=) We have a reduction sequence .:g(c---c):;,\l/od —;'r l.:O(c- -+ ¢); Vo since u ~ v’ and
o o~

u T1
» ~ v/, As shown in Example 3.5, we have a reduction sequence Zg(c---¢)iW¥q T}B Sopax¥
vooauBy L]
for some z; € A since u = u; -+ -up and v = v - - - v, for some {(u;, ;) € P.
u 1
(<) Let Zp{c- - ) Yo E*'r ZgprixV¥i. Thenrules ay and 3y must be used in the reduction and
of VP 2
all tags of x ave p' or ¢. Since u and v cannot be modified by any rule in Rp and any possible
reductions have no harmful branches from the construction of Rp, the string Eg(c--- H Uy
must appears in the reduction. Thus we have v = uj---up and v = vy -+ v for some k and
(u;,v;) € P from the construction of a; and By rules. We also have u ~ u' and v ~ v/ from the
construction of & rules. a
For a string =g(c- - C)E,‘.L’Q, rules in ag and B; are to check that u’ = v’. From this observa-
']

tion, the following lemma ‘holds.

Lemma 4.4 Let u,u’,v.v' € (A)* such that |u| = [¢/| = |[v| = p'|. Then, v’ ~ ' if and only if

u T1
Zo(e- - ¢)% Vo = Zpeizx Vs for some x € ().
! Rp T3

. - B * = H .
Proof. (=) We have a reduction sequence Zg(c---¢)*, ‘Iloa_; Sole o) g since v’ ~ v'. As
o Lo ul

. . — u * w1
shown in Example 3.5, we have a reduction sequence Zg(c- - c)i,¥g aﬂﬁ:oef_ﬁxwg for some
u - :2

— ' aslJ
z; € A
u 1
(=) Let Zp(c- -+ )% \1107;*-, Zper?x¥,. Then rules ag and B3 must be used and all tags of x
! P £2

v

are e'. Since any p?‘ssible reductions have no harmful branches from the construction of R p,
the string Zg(c- - - c)&‘llo must appears in the reduction for some string w. Thus we have v’/ ~ w
and v’ ~ w from the construction of 4 rules. O

Lemma 4.5 Let P be an instance of PCP.

T u 1
(a) If P has a solution, then Zqp2x¥, 7+€— Eole--- )i ¥o 7% Sperz X' Wq for some x. X' € (o).
o P P I3
I I3
(b) If Sopi x¥1 ‘RL* Zpe2 'Yy for some x. X' € (L.)*, then P has a solution.
<3 P =3

Proof.  (a) Let P has a solution. Then we have u = uy - ug ~vy---vp = v for some k and
(u4,v;) € P. Hence the claim follows from Lemma 4.3, Lemma 4.4.
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b) Let _op, xw1 PN ~OE- x’\llg Then it is easy to see that a string Zg(c---¢)" \llg must
1 R J‘g I

appea1 m this reduction. From Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4, we have © = uj---ug ~
vy -+ v = v for some k and (u;,%;) € P, which means P has a solution . o

The following proposition obviously follows since (R p\(97 U12))~! € Rp.

Proposition 4.6 Let 81,53 € X*. Then.
(1) S1 4—% Sa implies S1 |z, S2. and
o
(2) Sl F Sz 7mplves S] lRP Sz

P\72

Proof. Proof by induction on the number of reductions by v rules. 0

Proof for Lemma 3.8
ES] u i

(=): Let P has a solution. Then we have Zgpi2x ¥, 74;— Eole- - )y We 1—5) Eoe_f%\"\llg for some
2 P o P

i
x-X € (3)* by Lemma 4.5(a). Hence we have =552y 745- Zofe--- ) ,Up —+ _2e,qx"112 by
xn P l,

using rules 7; and 72, which leads non-confluence of R P.
{(«): Let P has no solution. Let’s show that Rp is confluent. Let .S'l_g— S()Ri'r S5. From
P

P

Lemma 4.2, it is enough to consider three kind of forms (pl), (p2) and {p3) as S.
o Consider the case that Sp starts with Zg and ends with ¥; for some i € {0,1,2}. Assume
that both of 7; and 4, are applied in the reduction sequence. Then P must have a sclution

by Lemma 4.5(b), which is a contradiction. Hence at least one of 47 or 43 rules cannot be
applied in the reduction sequence.

o In either of the other cases:

— The case that Sy ends with ¥; for some i € {0,1,2} and all other symbols are of Y,
— The case that Sy starts with =, of =y, and
— The case that Sy starts with Zg and all other symbols are of Y.,

It is easy to see that at least one of ;7 or 43 riles cannot be applied in the reduction
sequence.

In any of the above cases, we have S; | g, S by Proposition 4.6. a
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