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We propose a generalized version of context-sensitivitterm rewriting based on the notion of
“forbidden patterns”. The basic idea is that a rewrite stepusd be forbidden if the redex to be
contracted has a certain shape and appears in a certaixtcdrttes shape and context is expressed
through forbidden patterns. In particular we analyze thegienships among this novel approach and
the commonly used notion of context-sensitivity in termrigéng, as well as the feasibility of rewrit-
ing with forbidden patterns from a computational point adwi The latter feasibility is characterized
by demanding that restricting a rewrite relation yieldsrapiioved termination behaviour while still
being powerful enough to compute meaningful results. Sefftecriteria for both kinds of properties
in certain classes of rewrite systems with forbidden pagtare presented.

1 Introduction and Overview

Standard term rewriting systems (TRSs) are well-known joyamnice logical and closure properties. Yet,
from an operational and computational point of view, i.ehew using term rewriting as computational
model, it is also well-known that for non-terminating systerestricted versions of rewriting obtained
by imposing context-sensitivity and/or strategy requieais may lead to better results (e.g., in terms of
computing normal forms, head-normal forms, etc.).

One major goal when using reduction strategies and corgektigtions is to avoid non-terminating
reductions. On the other hand the restrictions should ndbbestrong either, so that the ability to
compute useful results in the restricted rewrite systermoidost. We introduce a novel approach to
context restrictions relying on the notion of “forbiddertteans”, which generalizes existing approaches
and succeeds in handling examples in the mentioned waygicelucing a terminating reduction relation
which is powerful enough to compute useful results) wheherst fail.

The following example motivates the use of reduction sgji@keand/or context restrictions.

Example 1. Consider the following rewrite system, cf. e[q.|[15]:

inf(X) — X:inf(s(X))
2nd(x:(y:z9) — Yy

This TRS is non-terminating and not even weakly normaliziggll some terms lik€nd(inf(x)) are
reducible to a normal form while also admitting infinite redion sequences. One goal of context re-
strictions and reduction strategies is to restrict derigats in a way such that normal forms can be
computed whenever they exist, while infinite reductionsaaoided.

One way to address the problem of avoiding non-normalizedyuctions in Examplel 1 is the use
of reduction strategies. For instance for the class of (afjnarthogonal rewrite systems (the TRS of
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Example[l is orthogonal), always contracting all outerntesiexes in parallel yields a normalizing
strategy (i.e. whenever a term can be reduced to a normalifesmeduced to a normal form under this
strategy) [[18]. Indeed, one can define a sequential redustiategy having the same property for an
even wider class of TRSs|[3]. One major drawback (or assetriBpg on one’s point of view) of using
reduction strategies, however, is that their use does timtdince new normal forms. This means that
the set of normal forms w.r.t. to some reduction relatiorhessgame as the set of normal forms w.r.t. to
the reduction relation under some strategy. Hence, stegt@gn in general not be used to detect non-
normalizing terms or to impose termination on not weaklynmalizing TRSs (with some exceptions cf.
e,g. [3, Theorem 7.4]). Moreover, the process of selectiagitable redex w.r.t. to a reduction strategy
is often complex and may thus be inefficient.

These shortcomings of reduction strategies led to the adigiroper restrictions of rewriting that
usually introduce new normal forms and select respectif@lyid certain reductions according to the
syntactic structure of a redex and/or its surrounding odnte

The most well-known approach to context restrictions istextasensitive rewriting. There, 1&-
placement map specifies the arguments(f) C {1,...,ar(f)} which can be reduced for each function
f. However, regarding Examplé 1, context-sensitive remgitiloes not improve the situation, since
allowing the reduction of the second argument of *’ leadshtm-termination, while disallowing its
reduction leads to incompleteness in the sense that fariosta term lik&nd(inf(x)) cannot be nor-
malized via the corresponding context-sensitive rednatation, despite having a normal form in the
unrestricted system.

Other ideas of context restrictions range from explicitlpdaling lazy evaluation (cf. e.g.[ ][0, 117,
19)), to imposing constraints on the order of argument etaln of functions (cf. e.g/ [10,/ 7]), and to
combinations of these concepts, also with standard certaitive rewriting (cf. e.g. [ [15,]2]). The
latter generalized versions of context-sensitive remgitare quite expressive and powerful (indeed some
of them can be used to restrict the reduction relation of tR&Th Exampld 11 in a way, so that the
restricted relation is terminating and still powerful egbuto compute (head-)normal forms), but on
the other hand tend to be hard to analyze and understandhewsitbtlety of the strategic information
specified.

The approach we present in this paper is simpler in that fiilen only relies on matching and
simple comparison of positions rather than on lazinessiorifizing the evaluation of certain arguments
of functions over others. In order to reach the goal of restig the reduction relation in such a way
that it is terminating while still being powerful enough tonapute useful results, we provide a method
to verify termination of a reduction relation restricted dayr approach (Sectidd 5) as well as a criterion
which guarantees that normal forms computed by the restrisystem are head-normal forms of the
unrestricted system (Sectibh 4).

Recently it turned out that, apart from using context-defityi as computation model for standard
term rewriting (cf. e.g. [[16, 14]), context-sensitive réeisystems naturally also appear as intermediate
representations in many areas relying on transformatigund) as program transformation and termina-
tion analysis of rewrite systems with condition$([6} 20] dlenstrategies [8].

This suggests that apart from using restrictions as gualand thus as operational model for rewrite
derivations, a general, flexible and well-understood fraork of restricted term rewriting going beyond
context-sensitive rewriting may be useful as a valuabléitomany other areas, too.

The major problem in building such a framework is that impggiontext restrictions on term rewrit-
ing in general invalidates the closure properties of temwriteng relations, i.e., stability under contexts
and substitutions. Note that in the case of context-seasigwriting a lal[14, 16] only stability under
contexts is lost.
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In this work we will sketch and discuss a generalized apgrdacontext-sensitivity (in the sense
of [14, [16]) relying onforbidden patterngather than on forbidden arguments of functions. From a
systematic point of view we see the following design dedsito be made.

e What part of the context of a (sub)term is relevant to decietiver the (sub)term may be reduced
or not?

e In order to specify the restricted reduction relation, ibetter/advantageous to explicitly define
the allowed or the forbidden part of the context-free reiductelation?

e What are the forbidden/allowed entities, for instance wtslbterms, contexts, positions, etc.?

e Does it depend on the shape of the considered subterm iiisedfidlition to its outside context)
whether it should forbidden or not (if so, stability undebstitutions may be lost)?

e Which restrictions on forbidden patterns seem approp(as® w.r.t. practical feasibility) in order
to guarantee certain desired closure and preservatiore fireg

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In 8efdiwe briefly recall some basic notions
and notations. Rewriting with forbidden patterns is defindidcussed and exemplified in Sectldn 3.
In the main Sectiongl4 arid 5 we develop some theory about thessive power of rewriting with
forbidden patterns (regarding the ability to compute owdji(head-)normal forms), and about how to
prove ground termination for such systems via a constra¢tansformational approach. Crucial aspects
are illustrated with the two running Exampléds 1 &hd 3. Finatl Sectior 6 we summarize our approach
and its application in the examples, discuss its relatigngh previous approaches and briefly touch
the important perspective and open problem of (at leastgigjtautomating the generation of suitable
forbidden patterns in practice.

2 Preliminaries

We assume familiarity with the basic notions and notation®gim rewriting, cf. e.g[14]/15].

Since we develop our approach in a many-sorted setting, oadl r& few basics on many-sorted
equational reasoning (cf. e.g/[5]). A many-sorted sigret# is a pair(S Q) whereSis a set of sorts
andQ is a family of (mutually disjoint) sets of typed function spois: Q = (Q,s| w e S,s€ ). We
also say,f is of typew — s (or justsif w=0) if f € Qus. V= (Vs|se 9 is a family of (mutually
disjoint) countably infinite sets of typed variables (Wtm Q = 0). The set7 (.%#,V )s of (well-formed)
terms of sorts is the least set containing,, and whenevef € Qs s)sandt € 7(F,V)q for all
1<i<n, thenf(ty,...,tn) € 7(#,V)s. The sort of a ternt is denoted bysort(t). Rewrite rules are
pairs of termd — r wheresort(l) = sort(r). Subsequently, we make the types of terms and rewrite rules
explicit only if they are relevant. Throughout the pagey, z represent (sorted) variables.

Positions are possibly empty sequences of natural numtier(npty sequence is denoted d)y
We use the standard partial orderon positions given by < q if there is some positio/, such that
p.p =q(i.e., pis a prefix ofg). Pogs) (Posz(s)) denotes the set of (non-variable) positions of a term
s. By s-5 t we mean rewriting at positiop. Given a TRSZ = (.#,R) we partition.# into the setD
of defined function symbols, which are those that occur assymbols of left-hand sides of rules i
and the se€ of constructors (given by \ D). For TRSsZ = (#,R) we sometimes confus# andR,
e.g., by omitting the signature.

1Due to lack of space the obtained results are presentedwtigiioofs. The latter can be found in the full technical repor
version of the paper, chttp://www.logic.at/staff/{gramlich,schernhammer}/.
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3 Rewriting with Forbidden Patterns

In this section we define a generalized approach to rewnititiycontext restrictions relying on term pat-
terns to specify forbidden subterms/superterms/positiather than on a replacement map as in context-
sensitive rewriting.

Definition 1 (forbidden pattern) A forbidden patterrfw.r.t. to a signature#) is a triple (t, p,A ), where
te .7(%,V)isaterm, p a position from Pgs andA € {h,b,a}.

The intended meaning of the last compongris to indicate whether the pattern forbids reductions

e exactly at positiorp, but not outside (i.e., strictly above or parallelgpor strictly below — b for
here), or

e strictly belowp, but not at or outside — (b for below), or
e strictly above positiomp, but not at, below or parallel tp — (a for above).

Abusing notation we sometimes say a forbidden pattern éalinunifies with some term etc. when
we actually mean that the term in the first component of a fluldb pattern has this property.

We denote dinite set of forbidden patterns for a signatu#e by M & or justl if % is clear from
the context or irrelevant. For brevity, patterns of the ghap ,h/b/a) are also calleth/b/a-patterns, or
here/ beIow/abovepatternE]

Note that if for a given termhwe want to specify more than just one restriction by a forbrdgattern,
this can easily be achieved by having several triples of la@a(t, _, _).

In contrast to context-sensitive rewriting, where a rephaent map defines the allowed part of the re-
duction, the patterns are supposed to explicitly definitiddenparts, thus implicitly yielding allowed
reduction steps as those that are not forbidden.

Definition 2 (forbidden pattern reduction relationl.et #Z = (.#,R) be a TRS with forbidden patterns
M #. Theforbidden pattern reduction relatien , r ,, or —n for short, induced by some set of forbidden
patternsll and %, is given by s—4pn , tif s—p@ t for some ps Posz (s) such that there is no pattern
(u,g,A) € M £, no context C and no positiort gyith

e s=Cluog]y and p=4q.q,ifA =h,
e s=Cluo]y and p>q.q,ifA =b, and
e s=Cluo]y and p< q.q,ifA =a.

Note that for a finite rewrite syste® (with finite signature#) and a finite set of forbidden pat-
ternslz it is decidable whethes — 5, t for termss andt. We write (#,11) for rewrite systems
with associated forbidden patterns. Such a rewrite syst#niil) is said to bell-terminating (or just
terminating if no confusion arises) it 5 n is well-founded. We also speak bf-normal forms instead
of =4 n-normal forms.

Special degenerate cases(&,1) include e.glN = 0 where— 4 n=—4%, andl = {{l,&,h) || —

r € R} where— 4, n=0.
In the sequel we use the notionsadfowed andforbidden(by M) redexes. A redes|, of a termsis

allowed ifs—En t for some ternt, and forbidden otherwise.

2 Here and subsequently we use a wildcard notation for fossidshtterns. For instancé, _,i) stands fort, p,i) wheret
is some term ang some position it of no further relevance.
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Example 2. Consider the TRS from Example 1Mf= {(x: (y:inf(2)),2.2,h)}, then—n can automat-
ically be shown to be terminating. Moreoves is powerful enough to compute original head-normal
forms if they exist (cf. Examplek 6 dnd 11 below).

Example 3. Consider the non-terminating TR2 given by

take(0,y:ys) — Yy app(nil,ys) — ys
take(s(X),y:ys) — take(X,yS)  app(X:XSYyS) — X:app(XSys)
take(x, nil) — 0 inf(X) — inf(s(X))

with two sorts S= {Nat,NatList}, where the types of function symbols are as followi: NatList,
0:Nat, s: Nat— Nat,: is of type NatNatList— NatList,inf : Nat— NatList,app : NatList NatList—
NatList and take Nat,NatList— Nat. If one restricts rewriting inZ via 'l given by

(x:inf(y),2,h) (x:app(inf(y),z9,2.1,h) (x:app(y:app(zz9,us),2 h),

then—n is terminating and still every well-formed ground term canribrmalized with the restricted
relation —n (provided the term is normalizing). See Examples 7[and 1@&bér justifications of these
claims.

Several well-known approaches to restricted term revgitis well as to rewriting guided by re-
duction strategies occur as special cases of rewriting feitiidden patterns. In the following we pro-
vide some examples. Context-sensitive rewriting, whereptacement map specifies the arguments
u(f) €{1,...,ar(f)} which can be reduced for each functibnarises as special case of rewriting with
forbidden patterns by definifg to contain for each function symbéland eachj € {1,... ar(f)}\ u(f)
the forbidden pattern&f (xa, ..., Xar(f)), j,h) and(f(xy,..., Xar(1)); J, D).

Moreover, with forbidden patterns it is also possible toudate position-based reduction strategies
such as innermost and outermost rewriting. The innermdsictéon relation of a TRS$Z coincides with
the forbidden pattern reduction relation if one uses thieiflolen patterngl, £, a) for the left-hand sidek
of each rule ofZ. Dually, if patterngl, €,b) are used, the forbidden pattern reduction relation coexid
with the outermostreduction relation w.r.t%.

However, note that more complex layered combinations offbeementioned approaches, such as
innermost context-sensitive rewriting cannot be modeletblbidden patterns as proposed in this paper.

Still, the definition of forbidden patterns and rewritingtvforbidden patterns is rather general and
leaves many parameters open. In order to make this appreasible in practice, it is necessary to
identify interesting classes of forbidden patterns thatdyla reasonable trade-off between power and
simplicity. For these interesting classes of forbiddenigrat we need methods which guarantee that the
results (e.g. normal forms) computed by rewriting with fdden patterns are meaningful, in the sense
that they have some natural correlation with the actualltesitained by unrestricted rewriting. For
instance, it is desirable that normal forms w.r.t. the reteld rewrite system are original head-normal
forms. In this case one can use the restricted reductiotiaelto compute original normal forms (by
an iterated process) whenever they exist (provided that R in question is left-linear, confluent and
the restricted reduction relation is terminating) (cf. ®8&t/4 below for details). We define a criterion
ensuring that normal forms w.r.t. the restricted systemoaiginal head-normal forms in the following
section.

4 Computing Meaningful Results

We are going to use canonical context-sensitive rewritinglefined in[[14, 16] as an inspiration for
our approach. There, for a given (left-linear) rewritingt®m% certain restrictions on the associated
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replacement map guarantee that,-normal forms are-4-head-normal-forms. Hence, results com-
puted by—, and— 4 share the same root symbol.

The basic idea is that reductions that are essential toeceeatore outer redex should not be forbid-
den. In the case of context-sensitive rewriting this is gntged by demanding that wheneverfamoted
termt occurs (as subterm) in the left-hand side of a rewrite rutelaas a non-variable direct subtetfn
theni € u(f).

It turns out that for rewriting with forbidden patterns seveestrictions on the shape of the patterns
are necessary in order to obtain results similar to the omesanonical context-sensitive rewriting in
[14]. First, no forbidden patterns of the shafpee, h) or (_, _,a) may be used as they are in general not
compatible with the desired root-normalizing behaviouowf forbidden pattern rewrite system.

Moreover, for each pattertt, p, .) we demand that

e tislinear,

e pis a variable or maximal (w.r.t. to the prefix orderingon positions) non-variable position in
and

e for each positiorg € Pogt) with g||p we havet|q € V.
We call the class of patterns obtained by the above resimgsimple patterns

Definition 3 (simple patterns) A setll of forbidden patterns is calledimpleif it does not contain
patterns of the shapg, €, h) or (_, _,a) and for every patteriit, p,_) € M it holds that t is linear, t, € V
ortlp = f(xa,...,Xar(s)) for some function symbol f, and for each positioa Bogt) with || p we have
that t|4 is a variable.

Basically these syntactical properties of forbidden patieare necessary to ensure that reductions
which are essential to enable other, more outer reducti@sa forbidden. Moreover, these properties,
contrasting those defined in Definitibh 4 below, are indepehdf any concrete rewrite system.

The forbidden patterns of the TRS2(M) in Example[# below are not simple, since the patterns
contain terms with parallel non-variable positions. Thighe reason why it is not possible to head-
normalize terms (w.r#) with —n:

Example 4. Consider the TR& given by
f(b,b) —g(f(a,a)) a—b

and forbidden patternsgf(a,a),1,h) and (f(a,a),2,h). f(a,a) is linear and1 and 2 are maximal po-
sitions (w.r.t.<) within this term. However, positiorisand 2 are both non-variable and thus e.g. for
(f(a,a),1,h) there exists a positio||1 such that fa,a)|, = a¢ V. Hence[l is too restrictive to com-
pute all Z-head-normal forms in this example. Indeeda,&) —7, f(b,b) —4 g(f(a,a)) where the
latter term is a%-head-normal form.

The term fa, a) is all-normal form, although it is not a head-normal form (w.#&). Note also that
the (first components of) forbidden patterns are not uniéiakith the left-hand side of the rule that is
responsible for the (later) possible root-step when redgdi(a, a), not even if the forbidden subterms in
the patterns are replaced by fresh variables.

Now we are ready to define canonical rewriting with forbidgeterns within the class of simple
forbidden patterns. To this end, we demand that patternsotoverlap with left-hand sides of rewrite
rules in a way such that reductions necessary to create amgdat be forbidden.

Definition 4 (canonical forbidden patterns)et#Z = (.#,R) be a TRS with simple forbidden patterns
Mz (w.l.o.g. we assume that R aft}z have no variables in common). Thdmg is Z-canonical(or
justcanonicd) if the following holds for all rules > r € R:
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1. There is no patterit, p,A) such that
e t'|q and | unify for some @ Posz (t) where t =t[x], and g> ¢, and
e there exists a position' @ Posz (1) with q.g = p for A = h respectively gf > p forA =b.
2. There is no patterit, p,A ) such that
e t’ and l|q unify for some ¢t Posz (1) where t =t[X],, and
e there exists a position’ quith q.q € Posz(l) and d = p for A = h respectively ‘o> p for
A=h.
Here, x denotes a fresh variable.
Example 5. Consider the TR& given by the single rule

| = f(g(h(x))) — x=r.

Then,MN = {(t,p,h)} with t = g(f(a)), p= 1.1 is not canonical since[x|p|q = 9(f(y))|1 = f(y) and
| unify where g= ¢ = 1 and thus o = p (hence roofl|¢) = g). Moreover, alsd1 = {(t, p,h)} with
t =g(i(x)), p= 1is not canonical, sinceld = g(h(x)) and tx]p = f(y) unify forq=1and qp=1.1is
a non-variable position in I.

On the other handlN = {(g(g(x)),1.1,h)} is canonical. Note that all of the above patterns are
simple.

In order to prove that normal forms obtained by rewritinghastmple and canonical forbidden pat-
terns are actually head-normal forms w.r.t. unrestricegriting, and also to provide more intuition on
canonical rewriting with forbidden patterns, we define tlion of apartial redex(w.r.t. to a rewrite
system%) as a term that is matched by a non-variable t€rmhich in turn matches the left-hand side
of some rule ofZ. We calll’ awitnessfor the partial match.

Definition 5 (Partial redex) Given a rewrite systen# = (.#,R), a partial redexis a term s that is
matched by a non-variable term Wwhich in turn matches the left-hand side of some rule in R. The
(non-unique) term'’lis calledwitnessfor a partial redex s.

Thus, a partial redex can be viewed as a candidate for a fuddlection step, which can only be
performed if the redex has actually been created througke moer reduction steps. Hence, the idea of
canonical rewriting with forbidden patterns could be refafated as guaranteeing that the reduction of
subterms of partial redexes is allowed whenever these tiedgare necessary to create an actual redex.

Lemma 1. LetZ = (.7,R) be aleft-linear TRS withcanonical(hence, in particularsimple forbidden
patternslls. Moreover, let s be a partial redex w.r.t. to the left-handesof some rule | with witness |
such that |, ¢V but I'|, € V. Then in the term 3]y the position gp is allowed by for reduction
provided that q is allowed for reduction.

Theorem 1. LetZ = (#,R) be aleft-linear TRS withcanonical(hence in particularsimple forbidden
patternsll z. Then— 4 n ,-normal forms are— 5-head-normal forms.

Given a left-linear and confluent rewrite syste#hand a set of canonical forbidden pattefhisuch
that —n is well-founded, one can thus normalize a tex(provided thatsis normalizing) by computing
the —n-normal formt of swhich isZ-root-stable according to Theorém 1, and then do the same-rec
sively for the immediate subterms bf Confluence ofZ assures that the unique normal formsofill
indeed be computed this way.

Example 6. As the forbidden pattern defined in Exanigle 2 is (simple aadpuical, Theorem]1 yields
that — 5 s-normal forms are— »-head-normal forms. For instance we @eid(inf(0)) —f; s(0).
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Example 7. Consider the TRS witl? and forbidden pattern§l from Examplé 3. We will prove below
that % is M-terminating (cf. ExampleZ12).

Furthermore we are able to show that every well-formed gdbtarm that is reducible to a normal
form inZ is reducible to the same normal form with, o and that every- »-normal form is root-stable
W.I.t. = 4.

5 Proving Termination

We provide another example of a result on a restricted clafstadden patterns, this time concerning
termination. We exploit the fact that, given a finite sigmatand lineam-patterns, a set of allowed
contexts complementing each forbidden one can be consttuthus, we can transform a rewrite system
with this kind of forbidden patterns into a standard (i.entext-free) one by explicitly instantiating
and embedding all rewrite rules (in a minimal way) in corgefihcluding a designatetbp-symbol
representing themptycontext) such that rewrite steps in these contexts are etlow

To this end we propose a transformation that proceeds bgtiitely instantiating and embedding
rules in a minimal way. This is to say that the used subsbiistimap variables only to terms of the form
f(X1,...,%r(f)) @and the contexts used for the embeddings have thedoxm. .., % 1,0, %11, Xar()) for
some function symbol§ € .7, g € . W {top} and some argument positioof f (resp.g). Itis important
to keep track of the position of the initial rule inside thelmddings. Thus we associate to each rule
introduced by the transformation a position pointing to¢h&bedded original rule. To all initial rules of
Z we thus associate.

Note that it is essential to consider a new unary functiontsyrtop, for every sorts € S (of type
s— ) representing the empty context. This is illustrated byfthiewing example.

Example 8. Consider the TRS given by
a— f(a) f(x)—x

with .# = {a, f} and the set of forbidden patterfis= {(f(x),1,h})}. This system is ndi-terminating
as we have
a—nf(a) —na—n...

Whether a subterm s= a is allowed for reduction byl depends on its context. Thus, according to the
idea of our transformation we try to identify all context&a{, such that the reduction of a at position
p is allowed byf1. However, there is no such (non-empty) context, althouglawy lme reduced if C is
the empty context. Moreover, there cannot be a ruleil in the transformed system where-la, since
that would allow the reduction of terms that might be forteddyl1. Our solution to this problem is to
introduce a new function symbtdp explicitly representing the empty context. Thus, in thergla the
transformed system will contain a rutep(a) — top(f(a)).

Abusing notation we subsequently use only asgesymbol, while we actually mean theps-symbol
of the appropriate sort. Moreover, in the following by reenules we always mean rewrite rules with
an associated (embedding) position, unless stated oteril forbidden patterns used in this section
(particularly in the lemmata) are linear here-patterns.wilemake this general assumption explicit only
in the more important results.

Definition 6 (instantiation and embeddinglet.# = (S Q) be a signature, letl — r, p) be a rewrite
rule of sort s overZ and letl be a set of forbidden patterns (linear, h). The set of minimstantiated
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and embedded rewrite rulegi Tl — 1, p)) (or just T((| =1, p))) is TH(( =1, p))WTE((l — 1, p)) where

Te(<| — T, p>) = {<C[|] —)C[l’],lp> ‘C: f(X]_,...,)(j_1,|:|,)(i+1,...,Xar(f)),
feQps,. s )e F € F W {tops|se S},i€{1,...,ar(f)},

S-1,8,S+1,Sar(f)

J(u,0,h) e MN.ujg@ =10 Aq# eN0=0q.p}
Ta((l=rp) = {{lo—=r10,p)[x0 = f(X1,... Xar(f)),SOM(X) = SOM(f (x1,... Xar(t))),
feZ y#x=yo=yxeR(, p}

and RV (1, p) = {xeVar(l) | 3(u,0,h) € M.6 = mguu,l|q) ANq.o=pAXEO ¢V }.

We also call the elements of(T — r,p)) the one-step T-successors (bf— r, p). The reflexive-
transitive closure of the one-step T-successor relatidhesmany-step T-successor relation or just T-
successor relation. We denote the set of all many-step essors of a rulgél — r, p) by T*({I —r, p)).

The setR\G (1, p) of “relevant variables” is relevant in the sense that thestantiation might con-
tribute to a matching by some (part of a) forbidden pattermte

Note that in the generated ruld$—r’, p') in Tn({| —r,p)), a freshtops-symbol can only occur at
the root of botH’ andr’ or not at all, according to the construction in Definitidn 6.

Example 9. Consider the TR§%Z, M) whereZ = ({a, f,g},{ f(x) — g(x)}) and the forbidden patterns
M are given by{(g(g(f(a))),1.1,h)}. T({f(x) — 9(x),€)) consists of the following rewrite rules.
f

= 9(f(x),¢) (1)
(9(x)), &) (2)
g(a),e) ®3)
( ) (4)
( ()

Note that R¥(f(x),&) = {x} because (@(f(a)))1.1 = f(a) unifies with {x) and mguf where
x6 =a¢ V. On the other hand RV f(f(x)),1) = 0.
Lemma 2 (finiteness of instantiation and embedding)et (I — r,p) be a rewrite rule and lef1 be
a set of forbidden patterns. The set of (many-step) instéotis and embeddings of — r, p) (i.e.
T (I —r,p))) is finite.

The transformation we are proposing proceeds by iteratiediantiating and embedding rewrite
rules. The following definitions identify the rules for whimo further instantiation and embedding is
needed.

Definition 7 (M-stable) Let (I — r, p) be a rewrite rule and lef1 be a set of forbidden patterngl —
r,p) is MN-stable (sth({l — r,p)) for short) if there is no context C and no substitutionsuch that
Cllalgly =ub and gp = ¢ .o for any forbidden patterru, o, h) € I and any6.

Note thatll-stability is effectively decidable (for finite signaturasd finitelT), since only contexts
and substitutions involving terms not exceeding a certaejtld depending ofil need to be considered.

Definition 8 (IM-obsolete) Let (I — r, p) be a rewrite rule and lef1 be a set of forbidden patterns.
(I —r, p) is M-obsolete (ohs((I — r, p)) for short) if there is a forbidden pattedi = (u, 0,h) such that
l|qg =uB and p= g.0.
In Example[9, the ruled 1) 1(2) andl (4) drestable, while rules[{3) and](5) would be processed
further. After two more steps e.g. a rulg(g(f(a))) — g(g(g(a))),1.1) is produced that ifl-obsolete.
The following lemmata state some propertiegle$table rules.

Ll
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Lemma 3. Let be a set of forbidden patterns and l¢t = C[la], — C[ra], = ', p) be all-stable
rewrite rule corresponding to+s r. If s — t with I’ — r’, then s—n t with | — .
Lemma 4. Let (| — r,p) be a rule andl be a set of forbidden patterns. If(l — r,p)) = 0, then
(I =, p) is eitherl-stable orf-obsolete.
Definition 9. Let#Z = (.#,R) be a TRS with an associated set of forbidden pattEradhere.Z = (S, Q).
The transformation T maps TRSs with forbidden patternsaodstrd TRSs T#,1). It proceeds irb
steps.
1. R"°={(l =re)|l =reR}
REC=0
2. RC={({l —»r,p) e R™P|stbq({| —r,p))}
RMP={{l —r,p) € RMP| =stbq({| —r,p)) A—obs({I —=r,p))}

3. RMP= L.J(I%r,p)eR““PT“I — 1T p>)
4. If RMP £ @ go to[2
5 T(z,N) = (Fu{tops|se S},{l —=r|({l —r,p) e R}

In the transformation rewrite rules are iteratively crelaéad collected irR™P (temporary rules).
Those rules that arB-stable and will thus be present in the final transformedesgsire collected in
RacC (accepted rules).

Lemma 5. Let Z be a rewrite system anid be a set of forbidden (linear h-)patterns. Ifs,;nt for
ground terms s and t, thetop(s) — top(s) in T(Z,MN).

Theorem 2. LetZ be a TRS andll be a set of linear here-patterns. We have:§ t for ground terms s
and t if and only iftop(s) —>$(%n) top(t).

Proof. The result is a direct consequence of Lemrhata 3 and 5. O

Corollary 1. LetZ be a TRS andll be a set of linear h-patternsZ is ground terminating undel if
and only if T(#,N) is ground terminating.

Note that the restriction to ground terms is crucial in Claryid. Moreover, ground termination and
general termination do not coincide in general for rewnjistems with forbidden patterns (observe that
the same is true for other important rewrite restrictiond stnategies such as the outermost strategy).
Example 10. Consider the TR® = (%#,R) given by.# = {a, f} (where a is a constant) and R consist-
ing of the rule

fx) — f(x).

Moreover, consider the set of forbidden pattefivs= {(f(a),&,h), (f(f(x)),&,h)}. ThenZ is notIl-
terminating because we havéxj —n f(x) but it is M-terminating on all ground terms, as can be shown
by Theoremi12, since(P2,M) = 0.

Example 11. Consider the TRS of Example 2. We use two sorts NatList andathatfunction symbol
types2nd : NatList— Nat,inf : Nat— NatList,top : NatList— NatList (note that anothertop” symbol

of type Nat— Nat is not needed here), at — Nat,0 : Nat, nil : NatList and: of type NatNatList—
NatList. According to Definition]9, the rules of #,) are:

2nd(inf(x)) — 2nd(x: inf(s(x)) 2nd(x: (y:z9) =y
top(inf(x)) — top(X: inf(s(X)) 2nd(X :inf(x)) — 2nd(X : (x:inf(s(x))))
top(X :inf(X)) — top(X : (X :inf(s(x)))).
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This system is terminating (and termination can be verifigimatically, e.g. by AProVE [12]). Hence,
by Corollary[1 also the TRS with forbidden patterns from Eglai® is ground terminating.

Example 12. The TRSZ and forbidden patternBl from Examplé&R yield the following systemiZ, ).
For the sake of saving space we abbrevigie by a, take byt andinf by .
p(i(x) (V,i(x)) = t(y.x1i(s(x)))

t — top(X:i(s(X)
¥, X

a(y.

) t )

(X)) = a(y,xi(s(x) top(a(i(x),y)) — top(a(x:i(s(x)),y))
t(a(i(x),y),2) = t(a(x:i(s(x)),y),2) t(za(i(),y)) = t(za(x:i(s(x)),y))
a(a(i(x),y),2) — a(a(x:i(s(x)),y),2) a(za(i(x),y)) = a(za(x:i(s(x)),y))

top(a(x:xsys)) — top(X: a(xsys)) t(za(x:xsys)) — t(zXx: a(xsys))
a(a(x:xsys),z) — a(x:a(xsys),z) a(z,a(x: xsy))—>a(zx.a(xays))
a(x:i(29,y9 — x: a(i(29,y9 2(x:5(25.y9) - x:a(s(z9.y9
a(x:(y: 29,y8) = X:a(y:Zsys) (mh X) —
Hs09:y:39 = txy9 t(0.y:ys) —

(X nil) —

This system is terminating (and termination can be verifiatbmatically, e.g. by AProVE [12]).
Hence, again by Corollarlyl1 also the TRS with forbidden pagdérom Examplgl3 is ground terminating.

6 Conclusion and Related Work

We have presented and discussed a novel approach to rewritimcontext restrictions using forbidden
patterns to specify forbidden/allowed positions in a teather than arguments of functions as it was done
previously in context-sensitivity. Thanks to their flexityi and parametrizability, forbidden patterns are
applicable to a wider class of TRSs than traditional methbadparticular, position-based strategies and
context-sensitive rewriting occur as special cases of patierns.

For the TRSs in Examplésg 1 aht 3 nice operational behaviamde achieved by using rewriting
with forbidden patterns. The restricted reduction relaiitduced by the forbidden patterns is terminat-
ing while still being powerful enough to compute (head-)matforms. When using simpler approaches
such as position-based strategies or context-sensitivdtirey in these examples, such operational prop-
erties cannot be achieved. For instance, consider Exdmpléhére is an infinite reduction sequence
starting frominf(x) with the property that every term has exactly one redex. Thase-termination is
preserved under any reduction strategy (as strategiestdotramuce new normal forms by definition).
On the other hand, in order to avoid this infinite sequencagusbntext-sensitive rewriting, we must
set 2¢ u(:) (regardless of any additional reduction strategy). Buthis tase—, does not compute
head-normal forms.

In [15] on-demand rewritingvas introduced, which is able to properly deal with the TRExdmple
[d. This means that with the on-demand rewriting the redoattation induced by the TRS of Example
can be restricted in a way such that it becomes terminathitgstill normal forms w.r.t. the restricted
relation are head-normal forms w.r.t. the unrestricted dndeed, Examplg]l1 was the main motivating
example for the introduction of on-demand rewritinglinl[15]

However, for Exampl&l3 we get that by restricting rewritingthe proposed forbidden patterns we
obtain a terminating relation that is able to compute thenabforms of all well-formed ground terms. As
the system is orthogonal, any outermost-fair reductioatetyy, e.g. parallel outermost, is normalizing.
Yet, by using such a strategy the relation still remains t@minating. In particular, our forbidden
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patterns approach yields an effective procedure for degidihether a ground term is normalizing or not
(it is not normalizing if its—p-normal form is not an—-normal form) for this example.

On the other hand, by using context-sensitive rewritingnteation can only be obtained if2 u(:)
which in turn implies that the term Gapp(nil, nil) cannot be normalized despite having a normal form
0 :nil.

For ExampleE]1 arid 3 effective strategies like parallelmubst or.7, of [3] are normalizing (though
under either strategy there are still infinite derivationgje provide another example for which these
strategies fail to provide normalization while the use gfrapriate forbidden patterns yields normaliza-
tion (and termination)

Example 13. Consider the TR% consisting of the following rules

a—b b—sa c¢c—c
g(x,x) -d  f(b,x) —d

Using a parallel outermost strategy the terrfago) is not reduced to its (unique) normal form d. Using
“w, f(a,c) is not reduced to its (unique) normal form d.

However, it is easy to see that when usingla= {(c,€,h),(b,e,h)}, —n is terminating and all
Z-normal forms can be computed.

Note however, that the forbidden patterns used in Exampkrd 3ot canonical. Thus it is not clear
how to come up with such patterns automatically.

We argued that for our forbidden pattern approach it is efu identify reasonable classes of
patterns that provide trade-offs between practical fé#agjtsimplicity and power, favoring either com-
ponent to a certain degree. We have sketched and illusttatedpproaches to deal with the issues of
verifying termination and guaranteeing that it is posstbleompute useful results (in our case original
head-normal forms) with the restricted rewrite relation. tfis end we proposed a transformation from
rewrite systems with forbidden patterns to ordinary resvaystems and showed that ground termina-
tion of both induced reduction relations coincide. Morepwe provided a criterion based on canonical
rewriting with forbidden patterns to ensure that normafrferw.r.t. the restricted reduction relation are
original head-normal forms.

In particular “here”-patterns seem interesting as therawoids context restrictions to ben-local
That is to say that whether a position is allowed for reductionot depends only on a restricted “area”
around the position in question regardless of the actual&izhe whole object term. Note that this is
not true for ordinary context-sensitive rewriting and hed to various complications in the theoretical
analysis (cf. e.g.[[11, Definition 23][1, Definition 7] ard31Definitions 1-3]).

Regarding future work, among many interesting questiomlspaablems one particularly important
aspect is to identify conditions and methods for the autangat at least automatically supported) syn-
thesis of appropriate forbidden pattern restrictions.

Acknowledgements We are grateful to the anonymous referees for numerou$uhelpd detailed com-
ments and criticisms.
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