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In this work we recall Pansiot’s result on the complexity of pure morphic sequences and we use the
tools developed by Devyatov for morphic sequences to prove the decidability of the complexity class
of pure morphic sequences.

1 Introduction

In symbolic dynamics, a natural way to generate right infinite words (indexed by N = {0,1,2...}) on a
finite alphabet A is to iterate a morphism ¢ : A* — A* on a letter a, a process which converges to a fixed
point of ¢. We call such a word a pure morphic sequence and we denote it by ¢~ (a). More gener-
ally, applying a coding v, that is a letter-to-letter morphism, to a pure morphic word gives a morphic
sequence denoted by y(¢*=(a)).

A major tool of symbolic dynamics is the factor complexity: the function Py : N — N counting the
number of rows (factors) of length n appearing in the sequence ¢. An important result linking complexity
and the structure of sequences is the following:

Theorem 1.1 (Morse-Hedlund, 1938). A sequence o is ultimately periodic if and only if Py(n) < n for
some n € N* if and only if Py(n) is bounded.

In this work we study the characterization of the complexity of pure morphic sequences. For example,
with DOL-systems, Ehrenfeucht, Lee et Rozenberg showed in 1975 that the complexity of pure morphic
sequences is ¢'(n?). Other lower and upper bounds were obtained in particular cases until Pansiot gave
the complete classification in [5] using criteria on the morphism:

Theorem 1.2 (J.J. Pansiot, 1984). The complexity of pure morphic sequences belongs to one of the five
classes:
(1), O(n) , O(nloglogn) , O(nlogn) , O(n?).

Applying a coding will either permute letters or merge some of them, which can only decrease the
complexity. Doing so, new complexity classes appear:

Proposition 1.3 (J.J. Pansiot, 1985). For every k € N*, there exists a morphic sequence o such that
Py(n) = O(n'+1/%),

This result is stated in [6], and the example of a pure morphic sequence of complexity ®(n1+1/ kY is
detailed in [1]:

* A= {a,bo,bl,...bk}

* ¢(a) = aby, (by) = by and @(b;) = b;b;_ fori € [1,k]

* y(a)=0, y(b;))=0foriec [0,k—1] and y(by) =1

In [2], Devyatov shows that they are the only classes between ®(nlogn) et @(n?):
Theorem 1.4 (R. Devyatov, 2015). The complexity of morphic sequences is either:

O(n'*V/*) for some k e N* or O(nlogn).
© R. Henry

This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution License.

S. Brlek and L. Ferrari (Eds.): GASCom 2024
EPTCS 403, 2024, pp. 113117 doii10.4204/EPTCS.403.24


http://dx.doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.403.24
https://creativecommons.org
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

114 Morphic Sequences: Complexity and Decidability

2 Result

In [6]], Pansiot mentions the following decidability problem:

PMClass: Input: A pure morphic sequence @ = ¢ (a)
Question: What is the complexity class of o ?

Theorem [L2] states that there are five possible answers and its proof exhibits criteria for each com-
plexity class, which we will formulate in an algorithm. By deciding every criterion, we prove the follow-
ing result:

Theorem 2.1. PMClass is decidable.

To achieve that, we use the detailed proof of Theorem[I.2]in [1]] and a decidability result from Pansiot
[7] and Harju-Linna [4], and we adapt some parts of Devyatov’s proof.

3 Sketch of the proof

3.1 Growth of morphism

If a € A is a letter, the growth rate of a is the function associated to the asymptotic behaviour of |@*(a)|
when k tends to c. The following theorem stated in [[8] gives its precise form:

Theorem 3.1 (A. Salomaa, M. Soittola). For each morphism ¢ : A* — A* and each letter a € A, there
exist (B,o) € (R>; x N)U{(0,0)} such that

9" (a)] = ©(K*B).

We say a letter is bounded if its growth rate is bounded ((B,, o) € {(0,0),(1,0)}), and growing in
the other case. We denote by B the set of bounded letters and C the set of growing letters. If every letter
is growing, ¢ is said to be growing. The case (4, o) = (0,0) means that ¢ erases the letter a (¢(a) =€
the empty word).

We say ¢ is quasi-uniform if every letter has the same rate of the form % with B > 1.We say ¢ is
polynomially divergent if every letter a has a rate of the form k% B¥ with B > 1, and at least one of the
0, is not 0. We say ¢ is exponentially divergent if there are two letters a and b of rate k% B et k% ﬁlf
with 1 < B, < B, and . > 1 for all ¢ € A.

These three classes of morphisms are mutually exclusive, and a morphism is growing if and only if
it belongs to one of them.

3.2 Pansiot criteria

Given a finite alphaet A, a morphism ¢ : A* — A* and a pure morphic sequence, the proof of Theorem[L.2]
gives the criteria to determine its complexity class.

In particular, the case where ¢ is not growing and the factors of & in B* have bounded length boils
down to computing the complexity of another pure morphic sequence:

Proposition 3.2. If ¢ is not growing and the factors of a in B* have bounded length, one can explicitly
compute an alphabet ¥, a growing morphism ¢ : £* — X, a letter b € ¥ and a non-erasing morphism
VX — A" such that

o =y(c”(b)).

Moreover a and 6% (b) are in the same complexity class.
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We formulate the classification with the following algorithm:

PMClass(ax = ¢~ (a)):
if a is eventually periodic:
return "O(1)”
if @ is growing:
if @ is quasi-uniform:
return "®(n)”
if @ is polynomially divergent:
return "®(nloglogn)”
if @ is exponentially divergent:
return "O(nlogn)”
else:
if the factors of & in B* have bounded length:
compute X, 0, y et b such that o = y (o™ (b))
return PMClass(c™ (b))
else:
return ”@(n?)”
When ¢ is not growing and the factors of o in B* have bounded length, the algorithm is recursive but

the new morphism o is growing so there is only one more iteration. Each complexity class is non-empty,
here are examples for each one:

*O(1): with @ : a+— ab,b — c,c +— b, 9 (a) = abcbcbcbce... is eventually periodic.

* ©(n): with the Thue-Morse morphism @ : a + ab,b — ba, |@*(a)| = |@*(b)| = 2, ¢ is quasi-uniform

and ¢*(a) = abbabaabbaababba....

* O(nloglogn): with ¢ : a — aba,b + bb, |p*(b)| = 2F and |@*(a)| = K2k + 2, ¢ is polynomially
divergent and ¢~ (a) = ababbababbbbababbaba....

* @(nlogn) : with @ : a > abc, b — bb,c — ccc, |*(b)| =2, |p*(c)| = 3K and |@*(a)| = 2K+ (35— 1) /2,
¢ is exponentially divergent and ¢ (a) = abcbbccebbbbecccccccc....

* O(n?): with @ : a > ab,b — bc,c +— ¢, B= {c}, 9(a) = abc'bc*bc>... and for all i ¢ C a.
* O(n) in two iterations: with @ : a — ach,b — bca,c — ¢, B = {c} but the only factors of & in

B* are € and c. Actually ¢~(a) = y(0”(a)) with o being the Thue-Morse morphism on {a,b} and
V:awsac,b— bc.

4 Decidability

We prove that each condition of the algorithm is decidable.
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4.1 o« is eventually periodic

Pansiot and Harju-Linna proved simultaneously in [7]] and [4] that the eventual periodicity can be reduced
to properties on factors and prove the decidability:

Theorem 4.1. The eventual periodicity of pure morphic sequences is decidable.

4.2 ¢ is growing

Deciding if ¢ is growing, quasi-uniform, polynomially or exponentially divergent can be done by algo-
rithmically computing and comparing eigenvalues of integer matrices.

4.3 ¢ is not growing

In order to decide if the factors of & in B* have bounded length, we prove that it is equivalent to a
constructive property on the images of letters. Let us remark that this property appears with a non-
constructive form in [3]] (proof of Theorem 4.1) and in [3] (Lemma 3.15). To achieve that we use the
notion of k-blocks developed by Devyatov in [2]:

An occurence of o is a factor associated to the position of its letters in ¢, denoted ¢; ;. A 1-block
is an occurence of o in B* surrounded by two growing letters that we call the left border and the right
border. Then o can be split into an alternation of (possibly empty) 1-blocks and growing letters.

If u is a 1-block, then @(u) is an occurence of a containing only bounded letters so it is contained in
a unique 1-block that we call the descendant of u and we denote it by D¢y (u).

Also if there exists a 1-block v such that Dc;(v) = u, then v is unique, we call it the ancestor of u
and we denote it by Dcl_1 (u). If a 1-block has no ancester, which is equivalent to the fact that the 1-block
and its borders are contained in the image of a letter under ¢, we say it is an origin.

An evolution of 1-blocks is a sequence & of 1-blocks such that & is an origin and, for every integer
I, &= Dcl1 (&0). In particular every 1-block belongs to an evolution of 1-blocks.

For every word u containing a growing letter, LB(u) (resp. RB(u)) denotes the longest prefix (resp.
suffix) of u in B*, and LC(u) (resp. RC(u)) denotes the first (resp. last) growing letter in u. With these
notations we get a first idea of the structure of 1-blocks.

Lemma 4.2. Let oo = ¢~ (a) a pure morphic sequence, & a 1-block of index 1 in its evolution & and
0;, oj the borders of &. Then

& =RB(¢' (o)) ¢' (&) LB(' (ar))).

For every growing letter ¢ , we also define the following objects:

LE(c) = @(LB(9(c))) RE(c) = ¢(RB(¢(c))))
LK(c) = LB(¢(LC(9(c)))) RK(c) = RB(¢(RC(¢(c))))
LP(c) = ¢(LK(c)) RP(c) = ¢(RK(c))

In order to refine the structure, we replace @ by a large enough power of itself, which does not modify
a nor the properties of the morphism, so that the morphism is strongly 1-periodic. We must note that
this power can be bounded using the size of A, which makes this process effective.

Lemma 4.3. Let ¢ a strongly 1-periodic morphism. Then for every growing letter ¢ and for every [ > 2
LB(¢'(c)) = LE(c) LP(c)" "% LK(c)
RB(¢'(c)) = RK(c) RP(c)' =2 RE(c)
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These two lemmas lead us to state an equivalent condition which is clearly decidable:

Proposition 4.4. Let ¢ a strongly I-periodic morphism and o = ¢*(a) a non-eventually-periodic pure
morphic sequence. Then the factors of & in B* have bounded length if and only if

forevery c € C, LP(c) = RP(c) = ¢.
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