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Preface

Parsing (syntactic analysis) is one of the best understood branches of computer science.
Parsers are already being used extensively in a number of disciplines: in computer sci-
ence (for compiler construction, database interfaces, self-describing data-bases, artifi-
cial intelligence), in linguistics (for text analysis, corpora analysis, machine translation,
textual analysis of biblical texts), in document preparation and conversion, in typeset-
ting chemical formulae and in chromosome recognition, to name a few; they can be
used (and perhaps are) in a far larger number of disciplines. It is therefore surprising
that there is no book which collects the knowledge about parsing and explains it to the
non-specialist. Part of the reason may be that parsing has a name for being “difficult”.
In discussing the Amsterdam Compiler Kit and in teaching compiler construction, it
has, however, been our experience that seemingly difficult parsing techniques can be
explained in simple terms, given the right approach. The present book is the result of
these considerations.

This book does not address a strictly uniform audience. On the contrary, while
writing this book, we have consistently tried to imagine giving a course on the subject
to a diffuse mixture of students and faculty members of assorted faculties, sophisticated
laymen, the avid readers of the science supplement of the large newspapers, etc. Such a
course was never given; a diverse audience like that would be too uncoordinated to
convene at regular intervals, which is why we wrote this book, to be read, studied,
perused or consulted wherever or whenever desired.

Addressing such a varied audience has its own difficulties (and rewards).
Although no explicit math was used, it could not be avoided that an amount of
mathematical thinking should pervade this book. Technical terms pertaining to parsing
have of course been explained in the book, but sometimes a term on the fringe of the
subject has been used without definition. Any reader who has ever attended a lecture on
a non-familiar subject knows the phenomenon. He skips the term, assumes it refers to
something reasonable and hopes it will not recur too often. And then there will be pas-
sages where the reader will think we are elaborating the obvious (this paragraph may
be one such place). The reader may find solace in the fact that he does not have to doo-
dle his time away or stare out of the window until the lecturer progresses.

On the positive side, and that is the main purpose of this enterprise, we hope that
by means of a book with this approach we can reach those who were dimly aware of
the existence and perhaps of the usefulness of parsing but who thought it would forever



be hidden behind phrases like:

P uovy

Let  be a mappind/y and$ a homomorphism ...

No knowledge of any particular programming language is required. The book con-
tains two or three programs in Pascal, which serve as actualizations only and play a
minor role in the explanation. What is required, though, is an understanding of algo-
rithmic thinking, especially of recursion. Books likeearning to programby Howard
Johnston (Prentice-Hall, 1985) Brogramming from first principleby Richard Bornat
(Prentice-Hall 1987) provide an adequate background (but supply more detail than
required). Pascal was chosen because it is about the only programming language more
or less widely available outside computer science environments.

The book features an extensive annotated bibliography. The user of the bibliogra-
phy is expected to be more than casually interested in parsing and to possess already a
reasonable knowledge of it, either through this book or otherwise. The bibliography as
a list serves to open up the more accessible part of the literature on the subject to the
reader; the annotations are in terse technical prose and we hope they will be useful as
stepping stones to reading the actual articles.

On the subject of applications of parsers, this book is vague. Although we suggest
a number of applications in Chapter 1, we lack the expertise to supply details. It is
obvious that musical compositions possess a structure which can largely be described
by a grammar and thus is amenable to parsing, but we shall have to leave it to the
musicologists to implement the idea. It was less obvious to us that behaviour at cor-
porate meetings proceeds according to a grammar, but we are told that this is so and
that it is a subject of socio-psychological research.

Acknowledgements
We thank the people who helped us in writing this book. Marion de Krieger has
retrieved innumerable books and copies of journal articles for us and without her effort
the annotated bibliography would be much further from completeness. Ed Keizer has
patiently restored peace between us and the pic|tbl|leqn|psfig|troff pipeline, on the many
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uninitiated. We also thank Erik Baalbergen, Frans Kaashoek, Erik Groeneveld, Gerco
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The rose at the end of Chapter 2 is by Arwen Grune. llana and Lily Grune typed parts
of the text on various occasions.

We thank the Faculteit Wiskunde en Informatica of the Vrije Universiteit for the
use of the equipment.
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1

Introduction

Parsing is the process of structuring a linear representation in accordance with a given
grammar. This definition has been kept abstract on purpose, to allow as wide an
interpretation as possible. The “linear representation” may be a sentence, a computer
program, a knitting pattern, a sequence of geological strata, a piece of music, actions in
ritual behaviour, in short any linear sequence in which the preceding elements in some
way restricl the next element. For some of the examples the grammar is well-known,
for some it is an object of research and for some our notion of a grammar is only just
beginning to take shape.

For each grammar, there are generally an infinite number of linear representations
(“sentences”) that can be structured with it. That is, a finite-size grammar can supply
structure to an infinite number of sentences. This is the main strength of the grammar
paradigm and indeed the main source of the importance of grammars: they summarize
succinctly the structure of an infinite number of objects of a certain class.

There are several reasons to perform this structuring process called parsing. One
reason derives from the fact that the obtained structure helps us to process the object
further. When we know that a certain segment of a sentence in German is the subject,
that information helps in translating the sentence. Once the structure of a document has
been brought to the surface, it can be converted more easily.

A second is related to the fact that the grammar in a sense represents our under-
standing of the observed sentences: the better a grammar we can give for the move-
ments of bees, the deeper our understanding of them is.

A third lies in the completion of missing information that parsers, and especially
error-repairing parsers, can provide. Given a reasonable grammar of the language, an
error-repairing parser can suggest possible word classes for missing or unknown words
on clay tablets.

T If there is no restriction, the sequence still has a grammar, but this grammar is trivial and unin-
formative.



1.1 PARSING AS A CRAFT

Parsing is no longer an arcane art; it has not been so since the early 70’s when Aho,
Uliman, Knuth and many others put various parsing techniques solidly on their theoret-
ical feet. It need not be a mathematical discipline either; the inner workings of a parser
can be visualized, understood and modified to fit the application, with not much more
than cutting and pasting strings.

There is a considerable difference between a mathematician’s view of the world
and a computer-scientist's. To a mathematician all structures are static: they have
always been and will always be; the only time dependence is that we just haven't
discovered them all yet. The computer scientist is concerned with (and fascinated by)
the continuous creation, combination, separation and destruction of structures: time is
of the essence. In the hands of a mathematician, the Peano axioms create the integers
without reference to time, but if a computer scientist uses them to implement integer
addition, he finds they describe a very slow process, which is why he will be looking
for a more efficient approach. In this respect the computer scientist has more in com-
mon with the physicist and the chemist; like these, he cannot do without a solid basis in
several branches of applied mathematics, but, like these, he is willing (and often virtu-
ally obliged) to take on faith certain theorems handed to him by the mathematician.
Without the rigor of mathematics all science would collapse, but not all inhabitants of a
building need to know all the spars and girders that keep it upright. Factoring off cer-
tain detailed knowledge to specialists reduces the intellectual complexity of a task,
which is one of the things computer science is about.

This is the vein in which this book is written: parsing for anybody who has pars-
ing to do: the compiler writer, the linguist, the data-base interface writer, the geologist
or musicologist who want to test grammatical descriptions of their respective objects of
interest, and so on. We require a good ability to visualize, some programming experi-
ence and the willingness and patience to follow non-trivial examples; there is nothing
better for understanding a kangaroo than seeing it jump. We treat, of course, the popu-
lar parsing techniques, but we will not shun some weird techniques that look as if they
are of theoretical interest only: they often offer new insights and a reader might find an
application for them.

1.2 THE APPROACH USED

This book addresses the reader at at least three different levels. The interested non-
computer scientist can read the book as “the story of grammars and parsing”; he or she
can skip the detailed explanations of the algorithms: each algorithm is first explained in
general terms. The computer scientist will find much technical detail on a wide array of
algorithms. To the expert we offer a systematic bibliography of over 400 entries, which
is intended to cover all articles on parsing that have appeared in the readily available
journals. Each entry is annotated, providing enough material for the reader to decide if
the referred article is worth reading.

No ready-to-run algorithms have been given, except for the general context-free
parser of Chapter 12. The formulation of a parsing algorithm with sufficient precision
to enable a programmer to implement and run it without problems requires a consider-
able supporting mechanism that would be out of place in this book and in our experi-
ence does little to increase one’s understanding of the process involved. The popular
methods are given in algorithmic form in most books on compiler construction. The



less widely used methods are almost always described in detail in the original publica-
tion, for which see Chapter 13.

1.3 OUTLINE OF THE CONTENTS

Since parsing is concerned with sentences and grammars and since grammars are them-
selves fairly complicated objects, ample attention is paid to them in Chapter 2. Chapter
3 discusses the principles behind parsing and gives a classification of parsing methods.
In summary, parsing methods can be classified as top-down or bottom-up and as direc-
tional or non-directional; the directional methods can be further distinguished into
deterministic and non-deterministic. This scheme dictates the contents of the next few
chapters. In Chapter 4 we treat non-directional methods, including Unger and CYK.
Chapter 5 forms an intermezzo with the treatment of finite-state automata, which are
needed in the subsequent chapters. Chapters 6 through 9 are concerned with directional
methods. Chapter 6 covers non-deterministic directional top-down parsers (recursive
descent, Definite Clause Grammars), Chapter 7 non-deterministic directional bottom-
up parsers (Earley). Deterministic methods are treated in Chapters 8 (top-down: LL in
various forms) and 9 (bottom-up: LR, etc.). A combined deterministic/non-
deterministic method (Tomita) is also described in Chapter 9. That completes the pars-
ing methods per se.

Error handling for a selected number of methods is treated in Chapter 10. The
comparative survey of parsing methods in Chapter 11 summarizes the properties of the
popular and some less popular methods. Chapter 12 contains the full code in Pascal for
a parser that will work for any context-free grammar, to lower the threshold for experi-
menting.

1.4 THE ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

The annotated bibliography is presented in Chapter 13 and is an easily accessible sup-
plement of the main body of the book. Rather than listing all publications in alphabetic
order, it is divided into fourteen named sections, each concerned with a particular
aspect of parsing; inside the sections, the publications are listed chronologically. An
author index replaces the usual alphabetic list. The section name plus year of publica-
tion, placed in brackets, are used in the text to refer to an author’s work. For instance,
the annotated reference to Earley’s publication of the Earley parser [CF 1970] can be
found in the section CF at the position of the papers of 1970. Since the name of the
first author is printed in bold letters, the actual reference is then easily located.



2

Grammars as a generating device

2.1 LANGUAGES AS INFINITE SETS

In computer science as in everyday parlance, a “grammar” serves to “describe” a
“language”. If taken on face value, this correspondence, however, is misleading, since
the computer scientist and the naive speaker mean slightly different things by the three
terms. To establish our terminology and to demarcate the universe of discourse, we
shall examine the above terms, starting with the last one.

2.1.1 Language

To the larger part of mankind, language is first and foremost a means of communica-
tion, to be used almost unconsciously, certainly so in the heat of a debate. Communica-
tion is brought about by sending messages, through air vibrations or through written
symbols. Upon a closer look the language messages (“utterances”) fall apart into sen-
tences, which are composed of words, which in turn consist of symbol sequences when
written. Languages can differ on all these three levels of composition. The script can be
slightly different, as between English and Irish, or very different, as between English
and Chinese. Words tend to differ greatly and even in closely related languages people
call un chevalor ein Pferd that which is known to others as horse Differences in
sentence structure are often underestimated; even the closely related Dutch often has an
almost Shakespearean word ordék deloof je niet, “ | believe you ndt and unrelated
languages readily come up with constructions like the Hungar@énzem vah
“Money-my i§ where the English sayl‘have money;

The computer scientist takes a very abstracted view of all this. Yes, a language
has sentences, and these sentences possess structure; whether they communicate some-
thing or not is not his concern, but information may possibly be derived from their
structure and then it is quite all right to call that information theaningof the sen-
tence. And yes, sentences consist of words, which he tkéns each possibly carry-
ing a piece of information, which is its contribution to the meaning of the whole sen-
tence. But no, words cannot be broken down any further. The computer scientist is not
worried by this. With his love of telescoping solutions and multi-level techniques, he
blithely claims that if words turn out to have structure after all, they are sentences in a
different language, of which the letters are the tokens.



The practitioner of formal linguistics, henceforth called the formal-linguist (to dis-
tinguish him from the “formal linguist”, the specification of whom is left to the imagi-
nation of the reader) again takes an abstracted view of this. A language is a “set” of
sentences, and each sentence is a “sequence” of “symbols”; that is all there is: no
meaning, no structure, either a sentence belongs to the language or it does not. The only
property of a symbol is that it has an identity; in any language there are a certain
number of different symbols, treEphabet and that number must be finite. Just for con-
venience we write these symbols ab,c---, but I, [0, O, --- would do equally
well, as long as there are enough symbols. The veaglienceneans that the symbols
in each sentence are in a fixed order and we should not shuffle them. Thesefrd
means an unordered collection with all the duplicates removed; a set can be written
down by writing the objects in it, surrounded by curly brackets. All this means that to
the formal-linguist the following is a languagea{b, ab, b, and so is f, aa, aaa,
aaaa, ' - -} although the latter has notational problems that will be solved later. In
accordance with the correspondence that the computer scientist sees between
sentence/word and word/letter, the formal-linguist also calls a sentemoedeand he
says that “the woréb s in the languaged, b, ab, b&".

Now let’s consider the implications of these compact but powerful ideas.

To the computer scientist, a language is a probably infinitely large set of sen-
tences, each composed of tokens in such a way that it has structure; the tokens and the
structure cooperate to describe the semantics of the sentence, its “meaning” if you will.
Both the structure and the semantics are new, that is, were not present in the formal
model, and it is his responsibility to provide and manipulate them both. To a computer
scientist 3+4*5 is a sentence in the language of “arithmetics on single digits” (“single
digits” to avoid having an infinite number of symbols), its structure can be shown, for
instance, by inserting parentheses: (3+(4*5)) and its semantics is probably 23.

To the linguist, whose view of languages, it has to be conceded, is much more
normal than that of either of the above, a language is an infinite set of possibly interre-
lated sentences. Each sentence consists, in a structured fashion, of words which have a
meaning in the real world. Structure and words together give the sentence a meaning,
which it communicates. Words, again, possess structure and are composed of letters;
the letters cooperate with some of the structure to give a meaning to the word. The
heavy emphasis on semantics, the relation with the real world and the integration of the
two levels sentence/word and word/letters are the domain of the linguiste €ircle
spins furiously is a sentence, The circle sleeps réds nonsense.

The formal-linguist holds his views of language because he wants to study the
fundamental properties of languages in their naked beauty; the computer scientist holds
his because he wants a clear, well-understood and unambiguous means of describing
objects in the computer and of communication with the computer, a most exacting
communication partner, quite unlike a human; and the linguist holds his view of
language because it gives him a formal tight grip on a seemingly chaotic and perhaps
infinitely complex object: natural language.

2.1.2 Grammars

Everyone who has studied a foreign language knows that a grammar is a book of rules
and examples which describes and teaches the language. Good grammars make a care-
ful distinction between the sentence/word level, which they often ssaitaxor syn-

taxis, and the word/letter level, which they cagfammar Syntax contains rules like



“pour queis followed by the subjunctive, bytarce ques not”; grammar contains rules
like “the plural of an English noun is formed by appending-grexcept when the word
ends in-s, -sh, -0, -ch or -x, in which case-esis appended, or when the word has an
irregular plural.”

We skip the computer scientist’s view of a grammar for the moment and proceed
immediately to the formal-linguist’'s one. His view is at the same time very abstract and
quite similar to the above: a grammar is any exact, finite-size, complete description of
the language, i.e., of the set of sentences. This is in fact the school grammar, with the
fuzziness removed. Although it will be clear that this definition has full generality, it
turns out that it is too general, and therefore relatively powerless. It includes descrip-
tions like “the set of sentences that could have been written by Chaucer”; platonically
speaking this defines a set, but we have no way of creating this set or testing whether a
given sentence belongs to this language. This particular example, with its “could have
been” does not worry the formal-linguist, but there are examples closer to his home that
do. “The longest block of consecutive sevens in the decimal expansimhdascribes
a language that has at most one word in it (and then that word will consist of sevens
only), and as a definition it is exact, finite-size and complete. One bad thing with it,
however, is that one cannot find this word; suppose one finds a block of one hundred
sevens after billions and billions of digits, there is always a chance that further on there
is an even longer block. And another bad thing is that one cannot even know if such a
longest block exists at all. It is quite possible that, as one proceeds further and further
up the decimal expansion af one would find longer and longer stretches of sevens,
probably separated by ever-increasing gaps. A comprehensive theory of the decimal
expansion oft might answer these questions, but no such theory exists.

For these and other reasons, the formal-linguists have abandoned their static, pla-
tonic view of a grammar for a more constructive one, that of the generative grammar: a
generative grammais an exact, fixed-size recipe for constructing the sentences in the
language. This means that, following the recipe, it must be possible to construct each
sentence of the language (in a finite number of actions) and no others. This does not
mean that, given a sentence, the recipe tellsavgto construct that particular sentence,
only that it is possible to do so. Such recipes can have several forms, of which some are
more convenient than others.

The computer scientist essentially subscribes to the same view, often with the
additional requirement that the recipe should imply how a sentence can be constructed.

2.1.3 Problems

The above definition of a language as a possibly infinite set of sequences of symbols,

and of a grammar as a finite recipe to generate these sentences, immediately gives rise

to two embarrassing questions:

1. How can finite recipes generate enough infinite sets of sentences?

2. If a sentence is just a sequence and has no structure and if the meaning of a sen-
tence derives, among other things, from its structure, how can we assess the mean-
ing of a sentence?

These questions have long and complicated answers, but they do have answers.

We shall first pay some attention to the first question and then devote the main body of

this book to the second.



2.1.3.1 Infinite sets from finite descriptions

In fact there is nothing wrong with getting a single infinite set from a single finite
description: “the set of all positive integers” is a very finite-size description of a defin-
itely infinite-size set. Still, there is something disquieting about the idea, so we shall
rephrase our question: “Can all languages be described by finite descriptions?”. As the
lead-up already suggests, the answer is “No”, but the proof is far from trivial. It is,
however, very interesting and famous, and it would be a shame not to present at least
an outline of it here.

2.1.3.2 Descriptions can be enumerated

The proof is based on two observations and a trick. The first observation is that

descriptions can be listed and given a number. This is done as follows. First, take all
descriptions of size one, that is, those of only one letter long, and sort them alphabeti-
cally. This is the beginning of our list. Depending on what, exactly, we accept as a

description, there may be zero descriptions of size one, or 27 (all letters + space), or
128 (all ASCII characters) or some such; this is immaterial to the discussion which fol-

lows.

Second, we take all descriptions of size two, sort them alphabetically to give the
second chunk on the list, and so on for lengths 3, 4 and further. This assigns a position
on the list to each and every description. Our description “the set of all positive
integers”, for instance, is of size 32, not counting the quotation marks. To find its posi-
tion on the list, we have to calculate how many descriptions there are with less than 32
characters, sal. We then have to generate all descriptions of size 32, sort them and
determine the position of our description in it, ¥dyand add the two numbetsandP.

This will, of course, give a huge numBebut it does ensure that the description is on
the list, in a well-defined position; see Figure 2.1.

{ descriptions of size 1
{ descriptions of size 2
{ descriptions of size 3

{ descriptions of size 31

P descriptions of size 32
“the set of all positive integers”

Figure 2.1 List of all descriptions of length 32 or less

Two things should be pointed out here. The first is that just listing all descriptions
alphabetically, without reference to their lengths, would not do: there are already infin-
itely many descriptions starting with an “a” and no description starting with a higher

T Some (computer-assisted) calculations tell us that, under the ASCII-128 assumption, the
number is 248 17168 89636 37891 49073 14874 06454 89259 38844 52556 26245 57755 89193
30291, or roughly 2.5*1%



letter could get a number on the list. The second is that there is no need to actually do
all this. It is just a thought experiment that allows us to examine and draw conclusion
about the behaviour of a system in a situation which we cannot possibly examine physi-
cally.

Also, there will be many nonsensical descriptions on the list; it will turn out that
this is immaterial to the argument. The important thing is that all meaningful descrip-
tions are on the list, and the above argument ensures that.

2.1.3.3 Languages are infinite bit-strings

We know that words (sentences) in a language are composed of a finite set of symbols;
this set is called quite reasonalihe alphabet We will assume that the symbols in the
alphabet are ordered. Then the words in the language can be ordered too. We shall indi-
cate the alphabet by.

Now the simplest language that uses alphabistthat which consists of all words
that can be made by combining letters from the alphabet. For the alphapetb} we
get the language {a, b, aa, ab, ba, bb, aaa,- -}. We shall call this languag&", for
reasons to be explained later; for the moment it is just a name.

The set notatiorE™ above started with “ { a”, a remarkable construction; the
first word in the language is thempty wordthe word consisting of zera's and zero
b's. There is no reason to exclude it, but, if written down, it may easily get lost, so we
shall write it ase (epsilon), regardless of the alphabet. $os {¢, a, b, aa, ab, ba, bb,
aaa, ' - - }. In some natural languages, forms of the present tense of the verb “to be”
are the empty word, giving rise to sentences of the form “l student”; Russian and
Hebrew are examples of this.

Since the symbols in the alphabEtare ordered, we can list the words in the
languages”, using the same technique as in the previous section: First all words of size
zero, sorted; then all words of size one, sorted; and so on. This is actually the order
already used in our set notation fbr.

The languag&” has the interesting property that all languages using alpHabet
are subsets of it. That means that, given another possibly less trivial languagg, over
calledL, we can go through the list of words li and put ticks on all words that are in
L. This will cover all words irL, sinceZ" contains any possible word ovEr

Suppose our languadeis “the set of all words that contain moees thanb’s”.

L={a, aa, aab, aba, baa; - -}. The beginning of our list, with ticks, will look as fol-
lows:

ab
ba
bb
aaa
aab
aba
abb
O baa

[ R



bab

bba

bbb
0 aaaa

Given the alphabet with its ordering, the list of blanks and ticks alone is entirely suffi-
cient to identify and describe the language. For convenience we write the blank as a 0
and the tick as a 1 as if they were bits in a computer, and we can now write
.=0101000111010001- - (andX =1111111111111114- -). It should be noted that

this is true forany language, be it a formal language like a programming language

like Pascal or a natural language like English. In English, the 1's in the bit-string will
be very scarce, since hardly any arbitrary sequence of words is a good English sentence
(and hardly any arbitrary sequence of letters is a good English word, depending on
whether we address the sentence/word level or the word/letter level).

2.1.3.4 Diagonalization

The previous section attaches the infinite bit-string 0101000111010001... to the
description “the set of all the words that contain mate thanb’s”. In the same vein

we can attach such bit-strings to all descriptions; some descriptions may not yield a
language, in which case we can attach an arbitrary infinite bit-string to it. Since all

descriptions can be put on a single numbered list, we get, for instance, the following
picture:

Description Language
Description #1 000000100...
Description #2 110010001...
Description #3 011011010...
Description #4 110011010...
Description #5 100000011...

Description #6 111011011...

At the left we have all descriptions, at the right all languages they describe. We now
claim that many languages exist that are not on the list of languages above: the above
list is far from complete, although the list of descriptions is complete. We shall prove
this by using the diagonalization process (“Diagonalverfahren”) of Cantor.

Consider the languagé=100110 - -, which has the property that itsth bit is
unequal to then-th bit of the language described by Descriptian #he first bit ofC is
a 1, because the first bit for Description #1 is a 0; the second litisfa O, because the
second bit for Description #2 is a 1, and so @nis made by walking the NW to SE
diagonal of the language field and copying the opposites of the bits we meet.

The languageC cannot be on the list! It cannot be on line 1, since its first bit
differs (is made to differ, one should say) from that on line 1, and in general it cannot
be on linen, since itsn-th bit will differ from that on linen, by definition.

So, in spite of the fact that we have exhaustively listed all possible finite descrip-
tions, we have at least one language that has no description on the list. Moreover, any
broken diagonal yields such a language, where a diagonal is “broken” by replacing a



section of it as follows,

and so does any multiply-broken diagonal. In fact, for each language on the list, there
are infinitely many languages not on it; this statement is, however, more graphical than
it is exact, and we shall not prove it.

The diagonalization technique is described more formally in most books on
theoretical computer science; see e.g., Rayward-Smith [Books 1983, pp. 5-6] or Hop-
croft and Ullman [Books 1979, pp 6-9].

2.1.3.5 Conclusions

The above demonstration shows us several things. First, it shows the power of treating
languages as formal objects. Although the above outline clearly needs considerable
amplification and substantiation to qualify as a proof (for one thing it still has to be
clarified why the above explanation, which defines the langu2gs not itself on the

list of descriptions), it allows us to obtain insight in properties not otherwise assessable.

Secondly, it shows that we can only describe a tiny subset (not even a fraction) of
all possible languages: there is an infinity of languages out there, forever beyond our
reach.

Thirdly, we have proved that, although there are infinitely many descriptions and
infinitely many languages, these infinities are not equal to each other and that the latter
is larger than the former. These infinities are called and 0, by Cantor, and the
above is just an adaptation of his proof thi<[1.

2.1.4 Describing a language through a finite recipe

A good way to build a set of objects is to start with a small object and to give rules how

to add to it and construct new objects from it. “Two is an even number and the sum of

two even numbers is again an even number” effectively generates the set of all even

numbers. Formalists will add “...and no other numbers are even”, but we’ll skip that.
Suppose we want to generate the set of all enumerations of names, of the type

“Tom, Dick and Harry”, in which all names but the last two are separated by commas.

We will not accept “Tom, Dick, Harry” nor “Tom and Dick and Harry”, but we shall

not object to duplicates: “Grubb, Grubb and Burroweis’ all right. Although these are

not complete sentences in normal English, we shall still call tsentencesince that

is what they are in our midget language of name enumerations. A simple-minded recipe

would be:

0. Tom is a name, Dick is a name, Harry is a name;
1. aname is asentence;

" The Hobbit by J.R.R. Tolkien, Allen and Unwin, 1961, p. 311.



2. asentence followed by a comma and a name is again a sentence,
3. before finishing, if the sentence ends in “, name”, replace it by
“and name”.

Although this will work for a cooperative reader, there are several things wrong
with it. Clause 3 is especially wrought with trouble. For instance, the sentence does not
really end in “, name”, it ends in “, Dick” or such, and “name” is just a symbol that
stands for a real name; such symbols cannot occur in a real sentence and must in the
end be replaced by a real name as given in clause 0. Likewise, the word “sentence” in
the recipe is a symbol that stands for all the actual sentences. So there are two kinds of
symbols involved here: real symbols, which occur in finished sentences, like “Tom”,
“Dick”, a comma and the word “and”; and there are intermediate symbols, like “sen-
tence” and “name” that cannot occur in a finished sentence. The first kind corresponds
to the words or tokens explained above and the technical term for thiemmsal sym-
bols (or terminalsfor short) while the latter are callatbn-terminalga singularly unin-
spired term). To distinguish them, we write terminals in small letters and start non-
terminals with a capital.

To stress the generative character of the recipe, we shall replace “X is a Y” by “Y
may be replaced by X”: if “tom” is an instance of a Name, then everywhere we have a
Name we may narrow it down to “tom”. This gives us:

0. Name may be replaced by “tom”
Name may be replaced by “dick”
Name may be replaced by “harry”
1. Sentence may be replaced by Name
2. Sentence may be replaced by Sentence, Name
3 “, Name” at the end of a Sentence must be replaced by “and Name”
before Name is replaced by any of its replacements
4, a sentence is finished only when it no longer contains non-terminals
5.  we start our replacement procedure with Sentence

Clause 0 through 3 describe replacements, but 4 and 5 are different. Clause 4 is not
specific to this grammar. It is valid generally and is one of the rules of the game.
Clause 5 tells us where to start generating. This name is quite naturally callsththe
symbo] and it is required for every grammar.

Still clause 3 looks worrisome; most rules have “may be replaced”, but this one
has “must be replaced”, and it refers to the “end of a Sentence”. The rest of the rules
work through replacement, but the problem remains how we can use replacement to
test for the end of a Sentence. This can be solved by adding an end-marker after it. And
if we make the end-marker a non-terminal which cannot be used anywhere except in
the required replacement from “, Name” to “and Name”, we automatically enforce the
restriction that no sentence is finished unless the replacement test has taken place. For
brevity we write-> instead of “may be replaced by”; since terminal and non-terminal
symbols are now identified as technical objects we shall write them in a typewriter-like
typeface. The part before the is called theleft-hand sidethe part after it theight-
hand side This results in the recipe in Figure 2.2.

This is a simple and relatively precise form for a recipe, and the rules are equally
straightforward: start with the start symbol, and keep replacing until there are no non-



0. Name -> tom
Name ->  dicck
Name ->  harmy

1. Senteence -> Name
Sentence > Lisst E=nd
2. Lisst --> Name

Lisst -  Lisst ,, NName
3. ,NNameEnd -> and Name
4. the start symbol isSenteence

Figure 2.2 A finite recipe for generating strings in the t, d & h language

terminals left.

2.2 FORMAL GRAMMARS

The above recipe form, based on replacement according to rules, is strong enough to
serve as a basis for formal grammars. Similar forms, often called “rewriting systems”,
have a long history among mathematicians, but the specific form of Figure 2.2 was first
studied extensively by Chomsky [Misc 1959]. His analysis has been the foundation for
almost all research and progress in formal languages, parsers and a considerable part of
compiler construction and linguistics.

Since formal languages are a branch of mathematics, work in this field is done in
a special notation which can be a hurdle to the uninitiated. To allow a small peep into
the formal linguist’s kitchen, we shall give the formal definition of a grammar and then
explain why it describes a grammar like the one in Figure 2.2. The formalism used is
indispensable for correctness proofs, etc., but not for understanding the principles; it is
shown here only to give an impression and, perhaps, to bridge a gap.

Definition 2.1: A generative grammais a 4-tuple ¥, V1,R,S) such that (1)Vy
and Vg are finite sets of symbols, (Q)ynV7 =0, (3) Ris a set of pairsK,Q) such
that (3a)PO(VyOVy)* and (3b)QO(VyOVy)", and (4)SOVy.

A 4-tupleis just an object consisting of 4 identifiable parts; they are the non-
terminals, the terminals, the rules and the start symbol, in that order; the above defini-
tion does not tell this, so this is for the teacher to explain. The set of non-terminals is
namedVy and the set of terminaMy. For our grammar we have:

Vy = {Names Senteence, Lisst , End}
V+ = {toom dicck, harrry, , , and}

(note the, in the set of terminal symbols).

The intersection oVy andVt (2) must be empty, that is, the non-terminals and
the terminals may not have a symbol in common, which is understandable.

R is the set of all rules (3), anB and Q are the left-hand sides and right-hand
sides, respectively. Eadh must consist of sequences of one or more non-terminals
and terminals and eadd must consist of sequences of zero or more non-terminals and
terminals. For our grammar we have:

R = {( Name toom), (Names dicck), (Names harrryy),



(Senteence, Name), (Senteence, Lisst Eend),
(Lisst , Name), (Lisst , Lisst ,, NName), (, NName End, and Name)}

Note again the two different commas.
The start symbo must be an element &fy, that is, it must be a non-terminal:

S= Senteence

This concludes our field trip into formal linguistics; the reader can be assured that
there is lots and lots more. A good simple introduction is written by Révész [Books
1985].

2.2.1 Generating sentences from a formal grammar

The grammar in Figure 2.2 is what is known aplarase structure grammadfor our

t,d&h language (often abbreviated to PS grammar). There is a more compact notation,
in which several right-hand sides for one and the same left-hand side are grouped
together and then separated by vertical bprg his bar belongs to the formalism, just

as the arrow=> and can be read “or else”. The right-hand sides separated by vertical
bars are also callealternatives In this more concise form our grammar becomes:

Name ->  toom || dicck || Hharrmy
Senteenceg > Name | Llisst End

Lisst --> Name | \Name , LLisst
, Name End -> and Name

wh ko

where the non-terminal with the subscripis the start symbol. (The subscriptdenti-
fies the symbol, not the rule.)

Now let's generate our initial example from this grammar, using replacement
according to the above rules only. We obtain the following successive forn&efer
teence:

Intermediate form Rule used Explanation
Senteence the start symbol
Lisst E=nd Senteence > Lisst E=nd rule 1

Names , LLisst Eend Lisst --> Name , LLisst rule 2

Name , NNamee , Llisst EEnd  Lisst --> Name , LLisst rule 2

Name , N\Name , NName End  Lisst --> Name rule 2

Name , NName and Name , \Name End > and Name rule 3

toom ,, ddicck and harrryy rule O, three times

The intermediate forms are callexntential formsif a sentential form contains no
non-terminals it is called aentenceand belongs to the generated language. The transi-
tions from one line to the next are callpdoduction stepsnd the rules are often called
production rulesfor obvious reasons.

The production process can be made more visual by drawing connective lines
between corresponding symbols, as shown in Figure 2.3. Such a picture is catled a
duction graphor syntactic graphbecause it depicts the syntactic structure (with regard
to the given grammar) of the final sentence. We see that the production graph normally



Figure 2.3 Production graph for a sentence

fans out downwards, but occasionally we may see starlike constructions, which result
from rewriting a group of symbols.

It is patently impossible to have the grammar genetaim, dlicck, Harrry,
since any attempt to produce more than one name will drag Endrand the only way
to get rid of it again (and get rid of it we must, since it is a non-terminal) is to have it
absorbed by rule 3, which will produce tlaad. We see, to our amazement, that we
have succeeded in implementing the notion “must replace” in a system that only uses
“may replace”; looking more closely, we see that we have split “must replace” into
“may replace” and “must not be a non-terminal”.

Apart from our standard example, the grammar will of course also produce many
other sentences; examples are:

harmy and toom
harrryy
toom, ttoom, ttaom, aand taom

and an infinity of others. A determined and foolhardy attempt to generate the incorrect
form without theand will lead us to sentential forms like:

toom, ddicck, Harrmy End

which are not sentences and to which no production rule applies. Such forms are called
blind alleys Note that production rules may not be applied in the reverse direction.



2.2.2 The expressive power of formal grammars

The main property of a formal grammar is that it has production rules, which may be
used for rewriting part of the sentential form (= sentence under construction) and a
starting symbol which is the mother of all sentential forms. In the production rules we
find non-terminals and terminals; finished sentences contain terminals only. That is
about it: the rest is up to the creativity of the grammar writer and the sentence pro-
ducer.

This is a framework of impressive frugality and the question immediately rises: Is
it sufficient? Well, if it isn’t, we don’t have anything more expressive. Strange as it
may sound, all other methods known to mankind for generating sets have been proved
to be equivalent to or less powerful than a phrase structure grammar. One obvious
method for generating a set is, of course, to write a program generating it, but it has
been proved that any set that can be generated by a program can be generated by a
phrase structure grammar. There are even more arcane methods, but all of them have
been proved not to be more expressive. On the other hand there is no proof that no such
stronger method can exist. But in view of the fact that many quite different methods all
turn out to halt at the same barrier, it is highly unIikE[;hat a stronger method will
ever be found. See, e.g. Révész [Books 1985, pp 100-102].

As a further example of the expressive power we shall give a grammar for the
movements of a Manhattan turtle. Manhattan turtlemoves in a plane and can only
move north, east, south or west in distances of one block. The grammar of Figure 2.4
produces all paths that return to their own starting point.

1. Mwve; -> nortth Mive soutth | eeast Niave west || €
2. norttth east --> east mortthh
norttth soutth -  soutth nortthh
norttrth west -->  west mortthh
east mortth -  norttth east
east ssoutth -> soutth east
east wwest -->  west ecast
south nortth -=>  norttth soutth
soutth east --> east ssoutth
soutth west -->  west ssoutth
west mortth -  norttth west
west ecast -->  east west
west ssoutth ->  soutth west

Figure 2.4 Grammar for the movements of a Manhattan turtle

As to rule 2, it should be noted that some authors require at least one of the symbols in
the left-hand side to be a non-terminal. This restriction can always be enforced by
adding new non-terminals.

The simple round trimorttth east ssoutth west is produced as shown in Fig-
ure 2.5 (names abbreviated to their first letter). Note the empty alternative in rule 1

T Paul Vitdny has pointed out that if scientists call something “highly unlikely” they are still
generally not willing to bet a year’s salary on it, double or quit.



(the€), which results in the dying out of the thiMin the above production graph.

Figure 2.5 How the grammar of Figure 2.4 produces a round trip

2.3 THE CHOMSKY HIERARCHY OF GRAMMARS AND LANGUAGES

The grammars from Figures 2.2 and 2.4 are easy to understand and indeed some simple
phrase structure grammars generate very complicated sets. The grammar for any given
set is, however, usually far from simple. (We sayhé grammar for a given set”
although there can be, of course, infinitely many grammars for a sethé&grammar

for a set, we mean any grammar that does the job and is not obviously overly compli-
cated.) Theory says that if a set can be generated at all (for instance, by a program) it
can be generated by a phrase structure grammar, but theory does not say that it will be
easy to do so, or that the grammar will be understandable. In this context it is illustra-
tive to try to write a grammar for those Manhattan turtle paths in which the turtle is
never allowed to the west of its starting point. (Hint: use a special (non-terminal)
marker for each block the turtle is located to the east of its starting point).

Apart from the intellectual problems phrase structure grammars pose, they also
exhibit fundamental and practical problems. We shall see that no general parsing algo-
rithm for them can exist, and all known special parsing algorithms are either very inef-
ficient or very complex; see Section 3.5.2.

The desire to restrict the unmanageability of phrase structure grammars, while
keeping as much of their generative powers as possible, has led @htmesky hierar-
chy of grammars. This hierarchy distinguishes four types of grammars, numbered from
0 to 3; it is useful to include a fifth type, called Type 4 here. Type 0 grammars are the
(unrestricted) phrase structure grammars of which we have already seen examples. The
other types originate from applying more and more restrictions to the allowed form of
the rules in the grammar. Each of these restrictions has far-reaching consequences; the
resulting grammars are gradually easier to understand and to manipulate, but are also
gradually less powerful. Fortunately, these less powerful types are still very useful,
actually more useful even than Type 0. We shall now consider each of the three
remaining types in turn, followed by a trivial but useful fourth type.

2.3.1 Type 1 grammars

The characteristic property of a Type 0 grammar is that it may contain rules that
transform an arbitrary (non-zero) number of symbols into an arbitrary (possibly zero)
number of symbols. Example:

,\NE->> and N



in which three symbols are replaced by two. By restricting this freedom, we obtain
Type 1 grammars. Strangely enough there are two, intuitively completely different
definitions of Type 1 grammars, which can be proved to be equivalent.

A grammar isType 1 monotonid it contains no rules in which the left-hand side
consists of more symbols than the right-hand side. This forbids, for instance, the rule
N E-> and N

A grammar isType 1 context-sensitivi€all of its rules are context-sensitive. A
rule is context-sensitive actually only one (non-terminal) symbol in its left-hand side
gets replaced by other symbols, while we find the others back undamaged and in the
same order in the right-hand side. Example:

Name Comma Name End -> Name and Name End
which tells that the rule
Comma > and

may be applied if the left context Nameand the right context islame End. The con-

texts themselves are not affected. The replacement must be at least one symbol long;

this means that context-sensitive grammars are always monotonic; see Section 2.6.
Here is a monotonic grammar for our t,d&h example. In writing monotonic gram-

mars one has to be careful never to produce more symbols than will be produced even-

tually. We avoid the need to delete the end-marker by incorporating it into the right-

most name.

Namee ->  toom || ddicck || Hharrry
Senteenceg >  Name | LLisst

Lisst --> EndName | NName , LLisst
, EndName= > and Name

whereEndNameis a single symbol.
And here is a context-sensitive grammar for it.

Name -> toom || ddicck | hharrmy
Sentenceg  ->  Name | Llisst
Lisst -->> EndName
| NName Commea Lisst

Commm EndName= > and EndNane context is ..... EEndName
and EndNam= -> and Name contextisand .....
Comma. >

Note that we need an extra non-termi@ammato be able to produce the termirand
in the correct context.

Monotonic and context-sensitive grammars are equally powerful: for each
language that can be generated by a monotonic grammar a context-sensitive grammar
exists that generates the same language, and vice versa. They are less powerful than
the Type 0 grammars, that is, there are languages that can be generated by a Type 0
grammar but not by any Type 1. Strangely enough no simple examples of such



languages are known. Although the difference between Type 0 and Type 1 is funda-
mental and is not just a whim of Mr. Chomsky, grammars for which the difference
matters are too complicated to write down; only their existence can be proved (see e.g.,
Hopcroft and Ullman [Books 1979, pp. 183-184] or Réveész [Books 1985, p. 98]).

Of course any Type 1 grammar is also a Type 0 grammar, since the class of Type
1 grammars is obtained from the class of Type 0 grammars by applying restrictions.
But it would be confusing to call a Type 1 grammar a Type 0 grammar; it would be like
calling a cat a mammal: correct but not informative enough. A grammar is named after
the smallest class (that is, the highest type number) in which it will still fit.

We saw that our t,d&h language, which was first generated by a Type 0 grammatr,
could also be generated by a Type 1 grammar. We shall see that there is also a Type 2
and a Type 3 grammar for it, but no Type 4 grammar. We therefore say that the t,d&h
language is Type 3 language, after the most restricted (and simple and amenable) gram-
mar for it. Some corollaries of this are: A Typdanguage can be generated by a Type
n grammar or anything stronger, but not by a weaker Tgpd grammar; and: If a
language is generated by a Typgrammar, that does not necessarily mean that there is
no (weaker) Typen+1 grammar for it. The use of a Type 0 grammar for our t,d&h
language was a serious case of overkill, just for demonstration purposes.

The standard example of a Type 1 language is the set of words that consist of
equal numbers ad’s, b’s andc’s, in that order:

aa....a bb....b cc....c
N\ AN AN Y,

n of them n of them n of them

2.3.1.1 Constructing a Type 1 grammar

For the sake of completeness and to show how one writes a Type 1 grammar if one is
clever enough, we shall now derive a grammar for this toy language. Starting with the
simplest case, we have the rule

0. S > abc
Having got one instance & we may want to prepend moeges to the beginning; if we
want to remember how many there were, we shall have to append something to the end
as well at the same time, and that cannot be @ ac. We shall use a yet unknown
symbolQ The following rule pre- and postpends:

1. S -=> abc | aSQ
If we apply this rule, for instance, three times, we get the sentential form

aaabcQQ

Now, to getaaabbbcce from this, eaclQmust be worth oné and onec, as was to be
expected, but we cannot just write

Q-=> bc



because that would allow’s after the firstc. The above rule would, however, be all
right if it were allowed to do replacement only betweeb and ac; there, the newly
insertedbc will do no harm:

2.  bQr -> bbcc

Still, we cannot apply this rule since normally tQs are to the right of the; this can
be remedied by allowing @to hop left over a:

3. Q=
We can now finish our derivation:

aaabcQQ (3times rule 1)
aaabQuQ (rule 3)
aaabbccQ (rule 2)
aaabbcQc (rule 3)
aaabbQur (rule 3)
aaabbbccc  (rule 2)

It should be noted that the above derivation only shows that the grammar will produce
the right strings, and the reader will still have to convince himself that it will not gen-
erate other and incorrect strings.

Sg > abc | a&sSQ
bQr -> bbcc
Q » Q

Figure 2.6 Monotonic grammar for&"c"

The grammar is summarized in Figure 2.6; since a derivation tree’lfc? is
already rather unwieldy, a derivation tree &tb?c? is given in Figure 2.7. The gram-
mar is monotonic and therefore of Type 1; it can be proved that there is no Type 2
grammar for the language.

Figure 2.7 Derivation of 8b?c?



Type 1 grammars are also calledntext-sensitive gramma(€S grammars); the
latter name is often used even if the grammar is actually monotonic. There are no stan-
dard initials for monotonic, but MT may do.

2.3.2 Type 2 grammars

Type 2 grammars are callebntext-free grammargCF grammars) and their relation to
context-sensitive grammars is as direct as the name suggests. A context-free grammar
is like a context-sensitive grammar, except that both the left and the right contexts are
required to be absent (empty). As a result, the grammar may contain only rules that
have a single non-terminal on their left-hand side. Sample grammar:

0. Name >  toom || ddicck || Hharry
1. Sentenceg -> Name | Llisst zand Name
2. Lisst --> Name, Llisst || NName

Since there is always only one symbol on the left-hand side, each node in a pro-
duction graph has the property that whatever it produces is independent of what its
neighbours produce: the productive life of a non-terminal is independent of its context.
Starlike forms as we saw in Figures 2.3, 2.5 or 2.7 cannot occur in a context-free pro-
duction graph, which consequently has a pure tree-form and is cafieataction tree
An example is shown in Figure 2.8.

Figure 2.8 Production tree for a context-free grammar

Also, since there is only one symbol on the left-hand side, all right-hand sides for a
given non-terminal can always be collected in one grammar rule (we have already done
that in the above grammar) and then each grammar rule reads like a definition of the
left-hand side:
o A Senteence is either aNameor alisst followed byand followed by aName
o A Lisst is either aNamefollowed by a, followed by aLisst , or it is aName

In the actual world, many things are defined in terms of other things. Context-free



grammars are a very concise way to formulate such interrelationships. An almost trivial
example is the composition of a book, as given in Figure 2.9.

Book; ->  Preface ChapteerSequence Conclwsioon
Prefeace >  "PPREFACE' RParaagraaphSequence
ChapteerSequence > Chapteer || Chapteer ChapteerSSequence
Chapteer >  "OHAPTER" Muniter FParaagraaphSequence
ParaagraphSequence ->  Paraagraph | FParagraph ParagraphSequence
Paragraaph >  SenteenceSequence
SenteenceSequence - > ...

Conclwsioon >  "OONOLUSION! AParaagraaphSequence
Figure 2.9 A simple (and incomplete!) grammar of a book

Of course, this is a context-free description of a book, so one can expect it to also gen-
erate a lot of good-looking nonsense like

PREFACE

gwerttyywicop

CHAPTER V

asdfgghjkkl

zxcvibnm,.

CHAPTER il

gazwsxedcrrffwitggb

yhnujnmikkolmp

CONOLUSIADNI

Al ccats say bleertt wihen walkkimng thhroough wall Iss.

but at least the result has the right structure. The document preparation and text mark-
up language SGMLuses this approach to control the basic structure of documents.

A shorter but less trivial example is the language of all elevator motions that
return to the same point (a Manhattan turtle restricted to 5th Avenue would make the
same movements)

ZercMuti ioonS > up ZeroMuiicon down ZercoMutiicon
| ddown ZeremMutiicon up ZeraMutiioon
| €

(in which we assume that the elevator shatft is infinitely long; they are, in Manhattan).
If we ignore enough detail we can also recognize an underlying context-free struc-
ture in the sentences of a natural language, for instance, English:

T David Barron, “Why use SGML?"Electronic Publishingvol. 2, no. 1, p. 3-24, April 1989.
Short introduction t&SGML (Standard Generalized Markup Language) and comparison to other
systems. Provides further references.



Senteenceg; > Subjeect Werth Ofjeect
Subjeect -->  NounPhrase
Ofgeect -->  NounPhrase
NounPhraase -> thhe QualiiffiieedNoun
QualiiffiieedNoun  ->  Noun | AAdjecctiiwe Quali if fiieedNoun
Noun -> castllee | ccateerpilll lar || ccatss
Adjeectivve >  welll--rreead | whittee | wwisstfful || ......
Verlb -> admiress || bbark | ccriittiiccizze | . ...

which produces sentences like:
thhe welll--reead catss criittiiccizze tthe wisstffuul ccateerpil Il laar

Since, however, no context is incorporated, it will equally well produce the incorrect
thhe catss admiress thhe whittee well l--reead casti lee

For keeping context we could use a phrase structure grammar (for a simpler
language):

Senteenceg >  Noun Numiter Wertb
Nunier -->  Simgulaar || APluwraal
Noun Simgulsar -->> castllee Simgulaar || ccateerpilll lsar Simgulaar || ......
Simgulaar Wertb >  Simgulaar admirees | ......
Simgulaar > ¢
Noun Plwral --> cats Plwral || ......
Plwraal Werth >  Plwral boarkk | APlwraal ceriittiiccize | ......
Plural --> ¢

where the markerSimgulaar and Plwraal control the production of actual English
words. Still this grammar allows the cats to bark.... For a better way to handle context,
see the section on van Wijngaarden grammars (2.4.1).

The bulk of examples of CF grammars originate from programming languages.
Sentences in these languages (that is, programs) have to be processed automatically
(that is, by a compiler) and it was soon recognized (around 1958) that this is a lot easier
if the language has a well-defined formal grammar. The syntaxes of almost all pro-
gramming languages in use today are defined through a formal grafrnmar.

Some authors (for instance, Chomsky) and some parsing algorithms, require a CF
grammar to be monotonic. The only way a CF rule can be non-monotonic is by having
an empty right-hand side; such a rule is callectanle and a grammar that contains no
such rules is called-free. The requirement of beingfree is not a real restriction, just
a nuisance. Any CF grammar can be maedeee be systematic substitution of the
rules (this process will be explained in detail in 4.2.3.1), but this in general does not
improve the appearance of the grammar. The issue will be discussed further in Section

T COBOL and FORTRAN also have grammars but theirs are informal and descriptive, and were
never intended to be generative.



2.6.

2.3.2.1 Backus-Naur Form

There are several different styles of notation for CF grammars for programming
languages, each with endless variants; they are all functionally equivalent. We shall
show two main styles here. The firstBackus-Naur FornfBNF) which was first used

for defining ALGOL 60. Here is a sample:

<names>: = toom || ddicck | hharrryy
<senteence>;::= <name> | <liisst> and <name>
<liisst>:::= <name>, <liisst> | <name>

This form’s main properties are the use of angle brackets to enclose non-terminals and
of :::=for “may produce”. In some variants, the rules are terminated by a semicolon.

2.3.2.2 van Wijngaarden form
The second style is that of the CF van Wijngaarden grammars. Again a sample:

name ttcom symitol; ; ddicck symitol;; Harrry Symitol. .
senteenceg:  mamg |liisst,, sand symiol,, mame
liisst: : mame ccomre symiol, , |liisst;; mame

The names of terminal symbols end irsymiiol ; their representations are hardware-
dependent and are not defined in the grammar. Rules are properly terminated (with a
period). Punctuation is used more or less in the traditional way; for instance, the
comma binds tighter than the semicolon. The punctuation can be read as follows:

: “is defined as a(n)”
; “,orasa(n)’
: “followed by a(n)”
“, and as nothing else.”

The second rule in the above grammar would be read as: “a sentence is defined as a
name, or as a list followed by an and-symbol followed by a name, and as nothing else.”
Although this notation achieves its full power only when applied in the two-level van
Wijngaarden grammars, it also has its merits on its own: it is formal and still quite
readable.

2.3.2.3 Extended CF grammars

CF grammars are often made both more compact and more readable by introducing
special short-hands for frequently used constructions. If we return to the Book grammar
of Figure 2.9, we see that rules like:

SomethhirngSequence -> Sometthimg | SSometthimg  SomeththimgSequence
occur repeatedly. In aaxtended context-free gramm@CF grammar), we can write

Sometthimg™ meaning “one or mor&ometthimgs” and we do not need to give a rule
for Sometthimg™; the rule



Sometthimg*® > Sometthimg | SSometthimng Sometthimg™

is implicit. leeW|se we can usSonmrhmg for “zero or moreSometthimgs” and
Sormﬂhlmg for “zero or oneSomehlmg” (that is, “optionally aSomethhinng”). In
these examples, the operat6rs and? work on the precedlng symbol; their range can
be extended by using parentheseSomethimng )) means “optionally a
Somethhimg-followed-by-a; ”. These facilities are very useful and allow the Book
grammar to be written more efficiently (Figure 2.10). Some styles even allow construc-
tions like Somethimg*4 meaning “one or morSometthimgs with a maximum of 4” or
Somretthimg®, meaning “one or mor&ometthimgs separated by commas”; this seems
to be a case of overdoing a good thing.

Book, -»  Preefeace Chapteer * Conclusioon
Prefeace ->  "PPREFACE' Paragraph*
Chapteer >  "CHAPTER' Muniter FParaagraaph®

Paragraaph ->  Senteence”
Senteence >

Conclwsicon >  "OONOLUSIEON' FParaagraaph®
Figure 2.10 An extended CF grammar of a book

The extensions of an ECF grammar do not increase its expressive powers: all
implicit rules can be made explicit and then a normal CF grammar results. Their
strength lies in their user-friendliness. The star in the notaXiowith the meaning “a
sequence of zero or mokes” is called theKleene star If Xis a setX" should be read
as “a sequence of zero or more elementXofit is the same star that we saw H in
Section 2.1.3.3. Forms involving the repetition operatqr§ or ? and possibly the
separatorg and) are calledregular expressionsECF’s, which have regular expres-
sions for their right-hand sides, are for that reason sometimes caliediar right part
grammars(RRP grammars) which is more descriptive than “extended context free”,
but which is perceived to be a tongue twister by some.

There are two different schools of thought about the structural meaning of a regu-
lar right-hand side. One school maintains that a rule like:

Book -> Preface Chapteer © Conclwisioon
is an abbreviation of

Book > Prefaace O Concluwisioon
a > Chapteer || Chapteer O

as shown above. This is the “(right)recursive” interpretation; it has the advantage that it
is easy to explain and that the transformation to “normal” CF is simple. Disadvantages
are that the transformation entails anonymous rules (identified Inere) and that the
lopsided parse tree for, for instance, a book of four chapters does not correspond to our
idea of the structure of the book; see Figure 2.11.

The seconds school claims that



Figure 2.11 Parse tree for the (right)recursive interpretation
Book -> Preface Chapteer © Conclwisioon
is an abbreviation of
Book —>  Preefaace Chapteer Concluusicon

| FPreefaace Chapteer Chapteer @onclluusiicon
| FPreefaace Chapteer Chapteer Chapteer Conclluusiicon
|

This is the “iterative” interpretation; it has the advantage that it yields a beautiful parse
tree (Figure 2.12), but the disadvantages that it involves an infinite number of produc-
tion rules and that the nodes in the parse tree have a varying fan-out.

Figure 2.12 Parse tree for the iterative interpretation

Since the implementation of the iterative interpretation is far from trivial, most
practical parser generators use the recursive interpretation in some form or another,
whereas most research has been done on the iterative interpretation.

2.3.3 Type 3 grammars

The basic property of CF grammars is that they describe things that nest: an object may
contain other objects in various places, which in turn may contain ... etc. When during

the production process we have produced one of the objects, the right-hand side still
“remembers” what has to come after it: in the English grammar, after having descended
into the depth of the non-termin&ubjeect to produce something liktthe wisstffuul

cat , the right-hand sid&ubjeect Werlh Qfgeect still remembers that &ertbh must



follow. While we are working on th&ubjeect , the Veerth andQijeect remain queued
at the right in the sentential form, for instance,

thhe wisstffuul @ualiiffiieedNoun Verth QOfjeect
In the right-hand side
up ZeroMudiioon down ZercMutiicon

after having performed thep and an arbitrarily complicatedercmMuatiiocon, the right-
hand side still remembers thatiewn must follow.

The restriction to Type 3 disallows this recollection of things that came before: a
right-hand side may only contain one non-terminal and it must come at the end. This
means that there are only two kinds of rules:

A non-terminal produces zero or more terminals
A non-terminal produces zero or more terminals followed by one non-terminal

The original Chomsky definition of Type 3 restricts the kinds of rules to

A non-terminal produces one terminal
A non-terminal produces one terminal followed by one non-terminal

Our definition is equivalent and more convenient, although the conversion to Chomsky
Type 3 is not completely trivial.

Type 3 grammars are also calleejular grammarqRE grammars) ofinite-state
grammars(FS grammars). Since regular grammars are used very often to describe the
structure of text on the character level, it is customary for the terminal symbols of a
regular grammar to be single characters. We shall therefore tvrits® Tom d for
Dicck, h for Harrmy and& for and. Figure 2.13 shows a Type 3 grammar for our t,d&h
language in this style.

Senteenceg  -> t|| d | th | Llisst
Lisst -->> t LLisstTTaill || dd LisstTTaill || th LisstTTaill
LisstTraill --> , LLisst || &t || &d | &h

Figure 2.13 A Type 3 grammar for the t, d & h language

The production tree for a sentence from a Type 3 grammar degenerates into a
chain of non-terminals that drop a sequence of terminals on their left. Figure 2.14
shows an example.

The deadly repetition exhibited by the above grammar is typical of regular gram-
mars; a number of notational devices have been invented to abate this nuisance. The

T There is a natural in-between class, Type 2.5 so to say, in which only a single non-terminal is
allowed in a right-hand side, but where it need not be at the end. This gives us the so-called
linear grammars



Figure 2.14 Production chain for a regular (Type 3) grammar

most common one is the use of square brackets to indicate “one out of a set of charac-
ters”: [ttcdh] is an abbreviation foif |dd|rh:

Se > [ttddh] || L
= [ttddh] TT
= | L | & [ttcdh]

—rw

which may look more cryptic at first but is actually much more convenient and in fact
allows simplification of the grammar to

= [ttcdh] || LL
L -> Jttddh] ,, LL | [[ttdh] & [ttcdh]

A second way is to allow macros, names for pieces of the grammar that are substi-
tuted properly into the grammar before it is used:

Name -> t||d ]| h
=>  $Name | LL
L ->> $Name, L | $Name & $Name

The popular parser generator for regular gramnb@xgdesigned and written by Lesk
and Schmidt [FS 1975]) features both facilities.

Note that if we adhere to the Chomsky definition of Type 3, our grammar will not
get smaller than:

Sg = t|/d]|th]ttw]|dM | hM
M > NMN|&P

N = tW]| dM]|mh™M

P = t||ld]|]Hh

This form is evidently easier to process but less user-friendly thafegwersion. We



observe here that while the formal-linguist is interested in and helped by minimally
sufficient means, the computer scientist values a form in which the concepts underlying
the grammar (Hame etc.) are easily expressed, at the expense of additional processing.

There are two interesting observations about regular grammars which we want to
make here. First, when we use a RE grammar for generating a sentence, the sentential
forms will only contain one non-terminal and this will always be at the end; that's
where it all happens (using the grammar of Figure 2.13):

Senteance*S
Lisst

t LLisstTTail |

t ,, LLisst

t ,, d LisstTrail |
t, d &h

The second observation is that all regular grammars can be reduced considerably
in size by using the regular expression operafoféand? introduced in Section 2.3.2
for “zero or more”, “one or more” and “optionally one”, respectively. Using these
operators an@ and) for grouping, we can simplify our grammar to:

S¢ > (([itwth], )" [ttcbh]& )? [ttcth]
Here the parentheses serve to demarcate the operands*oeﬁrﬂuié’ operators. Regular
expressions exist for all Type 3 grammars. Note thaf thad the" work on what pre-
cedes them; to distinguish them from the normal multiplication and addition operators,
they are often printed higher than the level text in print, but in computer input they are
in line with the rest.

2.3.4 Type 4 grammars

The last restriction we shall apply to what is allowed in a production rule is a pretty
final one: no non-terminal is allowed in the right-hand side. This removes all the gen-
erative power from the mechanism, except for the choosing of alternatives. The start
symbol has a (finite) list of alternatives from which we are allowed to choose; this is
reflected in the namenite-choice gramma(FC grammar).

There is no FC grammar for our t,d&h language; if, however, we are willing to
restrict ourselves to lists of names of a finite length (say, no more than a hundred), then
there is one, since one could enumerate all combinations. For the obvious limit of three
names, we get:

S > [tth] || [[ttcth] & fetctth] || [[ttcth] |, [[ttcth] &. Ricth]

for a total of 3+3* 3+3* 3* 3=39 production rules.

FC grammars are not part of the official Chomsky hierarchy, that is, they are not
identified by Chomsky. They are nevertheless very useful and are often required as a
tail-piece in some process or reasoning. The set of reserved words (keywords) in a pro-
gramming language can be described by a FC grammar. Although not many grammars
are FC in their entirety, some of the rules in many grammars are finite-choice. E.g., the
first rule of our first grammar (Figure 2.2) was FC. Another example of a FC rule was



the macro introduced in Section 2.3.3; we do not need the macro mechanism if we
change

zero or more terminals
in the definition of a regular grammar to
zero or more terminals or FC non-terminals

In the end, the FC non-terminals will only introduce a finite number of terminals.

2.4 VW GRAMMARS

2.4.1 The human inadequacy of CS and PS grammars

In the preceding paragraphs we have witnessed the introduction of a hierarchy of gram-
mar types:

—  phrase structure,

—  context-sensitive,

-  context-free,

- regular and

— finite-choice.

Although each of the boundaries between the types is clear-cut, some boundaries are
more important than others. Two boundaries specifically stand out: that between
context-sensitive and context-free and that between regular (finite-state) and finite-
choice; the significance of the latter is trivial, being the difference between productive
and non-productive, but the former is profound.

The border between CS and CF is that between global correlation and local
independence. Once a non-terminal has been produced in a sentential form in a CF
grammar, its further development is independent of the rest of the sentential form; a
non-terminal in a sentential form of a CS grammar has to look at its neighbours on the
left and on the right, to see what production rules are allowed for it. The local produc-
tion independence in CF grammars means that certain long-range correlations cannot
be expressed by them. Such correlations are, however, often very interesting, since they
embody fundamental properties of the input text, like the consistent use of variables in
a program or the recurrence of a theme in a musical composition. When we describe
such input through a CF grammar we cannot enforce the proper correlations; one
(often-used) way out is to settle for the CF grammar, accept the parsing it produces and
then check the proper correlations with a separate program. This is, however, quite
unsatisfactory since it defeats the purpose of having a grammar, that is, having a con-
cise and formal description of all the properties of the input.

The obvious solution would seem to be the use of a CS grammar to express the
correlations (= the context-sensitivity) but here we run into another, non-fundamental
but very practical problem: CS grammaran express the proper correlations but not in
a way a human can understand. It is in this respect instructive to compare the CF gram-
mars in Section 2.3.2 to the one CS grammar we have seen that really expresses a
context-dependency, the grammar & "c" in Figure 2.6. The grammar for the con-
tents of a book (Figure 2.9) immediately suggests the form of the book, but the



grammar of Figure 2.6 hardly suggests anything, even if we can still remember how it
was constructed and how it works. This is not caused by the use of short namés like
a version with more informative names (Figure 2.15) is still puzzling. Also, one would
expect that, having constructed a grammar &b"c", making one fora"b"c"d"
would be straightforward. Such is not the case; a grammagn'fbf'c"d" is substan-
tially more complicated (and even more opaque) than oneaftr"c" and requires
rethinking of the problem.

> abc| a S bc_pack
bbcpackc > bbcc
c bc pack -> bc pack c

Figure 2.15 Monotonic grammar for'd"c" with more informative names

The cause of all this misery is that CS and PS grammars derive their power to
enforce global relationships from “just slightly more than local dependency”. Theoreti-
cally, just looking at the neighbours can be proved to be enough to express any global
relation, but the enforcement of a long-range relation through this mechanism causes
information to flow through the sentential form over long distances. In the production
process of, for instance*b*c*, we see severdic_packs wind their way through the
sentential form, and in any serious CS grammar, many messengers run up and down the
sentential form to convey information about developments in far-away places. How-
ever interesting this imagery may seem, it requires almost all rules to know something
about almost all other rules; this makes the grammar absurdly complex.

Several grammar forms have been put forward to remedy this situation and make
long-range relationships more easily expressible; among thermadesed grammars
(Aho [PSCS 1968]),recording grammars(Barth [PSCS 1979)),affix grammars
(Koster [VW 1971]) andvW grammargvan Wijngaarden [VW 1969]). The last are
the most elegant and effective, and are explained below. Affix grammars are discussed
briefly in 2.4.5.

2.4.2 VW grammars

It is not quite true that CF grammars cannot express long-range relations; they can only
express a finite number of them. If we have a language the strings of which consist of a
begim, amdddlee and anend and suppose there are three typedbedimns andends,

then the CF grammar of Figure 2.16 will enforce that the type oetie will properly

match that of thdegim.

text > begiml middlee endl
| begim2 middlee end2
| begim3 mddlee end3

Figure 2.16 A long-range relation-enforcing CF grammar

We can think of( and) for begiml andendl, [ and] for begim2 andend2 and{
and} for begim3 andend3; the CF grammar will then ensure that closing parentheses
will match the corresponding open parentheses.

By making the CF grammar larger and larger, we can express more and more



long-range relations; if we make it infinitely large, we can express any number of
long-range relations and have achieved full context-sensitivity. Now we come to the
fundamental idea behind VW grammars. The rules of the infinite-size CF grammar
form an infinite set of strings, i.e., a language, which can in turn be described by a
grammar. This explains the name “two-level grammar”.

To introduce the concepts and techniques we shall give here an informal construc-
tion of a VW grammar for the above languagge= a"b"c" for n>1. We shall use the
VW notation as explained in 2.3.2.2: the names of terminal symbols esyiniiinl and
their representations are given separately; alternatives are separated by semjgplons (
members inside alternatives are separated by commas (which allows us to have spaces
in the names of non-terminals) and a colofi§ used instead of an arrow.

We could describe the languagehrough a context-free grammar if grammars of
infinite size were allowed:

teext o a8 symiol,, tb symiwl,, cc symiol;;
a symiol,, aa symitol,
b symiol,, b symitol,
c symiwl,, cc Symimol;;
a symitol,, aa symitol,, aa Symitol,,
b symitol,, tb symitol,, b symiwol,,

c symiwl,, cc symitol,, cc Symitol; ;

We shall now try to master this infinity by constructing a grammar which allows
us to produce the above grammar for as far as needed. We first introduce an infinite
number of names of non-terminals:

teext g al,, Wi, ai;;
aiii,, biii,, cciii;;
aiiiii,, Woiiiii,, ociiiii;;

together with three infinite groups of rules for these non-terminals:

ai.: aa symiol. .
aiii:: aa symiwol, , aai.
aiiii:: aa sylmthI,, alii. .

bi: : o symitol. .
bii i: : o symiol,, Hoi..
biiiii:: o syllmibnl,, [oii i. .



cil: : o« Symiol. .
cili I: : o« symiol, , cCi..
ciliii:: o symimwl,, cciil..

Here thei 's count the number o&’s, b’'s andc’s. Next we introduce a special
kind of name called anetanotion Rather than being capable of producing (part of) a
sentence in the language, it is capable of producing (part of) a name in a grammar rule.
In our example we want to catch the repetitions &f in a metanotiorN, for which we
give a context-free production rule (aetarulg:

N z: i ;i N .

Note that we use a slightly different notation for metarules: left-hand side and right-
hand side are separated by a double colon) (rather than by a single colon and
members are separated by a blank ( ) rather than by a comma. The metahption
duced ,iii , iiiii , etc., which are exactly the parts of the non-terminal names we need.

We can use the production rulesdfto collapse the four infinite groups of rules
into fourfinite rule templates calletlyper-rules

a N DbN oo N

ai: aa symitol. .
ai N\t & symiol,, &a N

b i: o symiol. .
bi Nt b symiol, b N

C ii: o« Symiol. .
ci N\ o symol,, cc N

Each original rule can be obtained from one of the hyper-rules by substituting a
production ofN from the metarules for each occurrenceNbin that hyper-rule, pro-
vided thatthe same productiof N is used consistently throughout. To distinguish
them from normal names, these half-finished combinations of small letters and metano-
tions (likea Norb i NN) are callechypernotions Substituting, for instancé\=iiiii in
the hyperrule

bi NN b symidol,, b N
yields the CF rule for the CF non-terminiail i ii i
biiiiiii:: o symitol, , Hoiiiii. .

We can also use this technigue to condense the finite parts of a grammar by hav-
ing a metaruleA for the symbolsa, b andc. Again the rules of the game require that
the metanotio be replaced consistently. The final result is shown in Figure 2.17.

This grammar gives a clear indication of the language it describes: once the



N -: P30 NN .
A a:lb:ac.

teexlts: a N DN o N
Ai: A\ symitol. .
Ai Nt A symiol,, A N

Figure 2.17 A VW grammar for the languag@ld'c"

“value” of the metanotioNis chosen, production is straightforward. It is now trivial to
extend the grammar ta"b"c"d". It is also clear how long-range relations are esta-
blished without having confusing messengers in the sentential form: they are esta-
blishedbeforethey become long-range, through consistent substitution of metanotions
in simple right-hand sides. The “consistent substitution rule” for metanotions is essen-
tial to the two-level mechanism; without it, VW grammars would be equivalent to CF
grammars (Meersman and Rozenberg [VW 1978]).

A very good and detailed explanation of VW grammars has been written by Craig
Cleaveland and Uzgalis [VW 1977], who also show many applications. Sintzoff [VW
1967] has proved that VW grammars are as powerful as PS grammars, which also
shows that adding a third level to the building cannot increase its powers. Van
Wijngaarden [VW 1974] has shown that the metagrammar need only be regular
(although simpler grammars may be possible if it is allowed to be CF).

2.4.3 Infinite symbol sets

In a sense, VW grammars are even more powerful than PS grammars: since the name
of a symbol can be generated by the grammar, they can easily handle infinite symbol
sets. Of course this just shifts the problem: there must be a (finite) mapping from sym-
bol names to symbols somewhere. The VW grammar of Figure 2.18 generates sen-
tences consisting of arbitrary numbers of equal-length stretches of equal symbols, for
instance,s1S151525,S> OF $151S2,55,53535454S5S5, Wheres, is the representation of

i N symitbl . The minimum stretch length has been set to 2, to prevent the grammar
from producingz .

N - mN €.

C: ii; 11 QC.

teext NN i ttaaill..

N C il : e NWNC N Ci ttaaill..
NmC: @ symitol,, NN C

C: £.

Figure 2.18 A grammar handling an infinite alphabet

2.4.4 BNF notation for VW grammars

There is a different notation for VW grammars, sometimes used in formal language
theory (for instance, Greibach [VW 1974]), which derives from the BNF notation (see
Section 2.3.2.1). A BNF form of our grammar from Figure 2.17 is given in Figure 2.19;
hypernotions are demarcated by angle brackets and terminal symbols are represented



by themselves.

N = i]||]ii NN
A > a|b]|cc

<tes*3xlt>>S => <aN> <bN> <cN>
<A> > A
<ANN> > A <AN>

Figure 2.19 The VW grammar of Figure 2.17 in BNF notation

2.4.5 Affix grammars

Like VW grammars,affix grammarsestablish long-range relations by duplicating
information in an early stage; this information is, however, not part of the non-terminal
name, but is passed as an independent parameteiffigrwhich can, for instance, be

an integer value. Normally these affixes are passed on to the members of a rule, until
they are passed to a special kind of non-termingbrianitive predicate Rather than
producing text, a primitive predicate contains a legality test. For a sentential form to be
legal, all the legality tests in it have to succeed. The affix mechanism is equivalent to
the VW metanotion mechanism, is slightly easier to handle while parsing and slightly
more difficult to use when writing a grammar.

An affix grammar fora"b"c" is given in Figure 2.20. The first two lines are affix
definitions forN, M A andB. Affixes in grammar rules are traditionally preceded by a
+. The names of the primitive predicates start valiere2. To produceabc, start with
teext + 1; this produces

liisst + 1 + a, lliisst + 1 + b, lliisst + 1 + ¢
The second member of this, for instance, produces

leettteer + b, wiheree iss decreeased + 0 + 1, lliisst + O + b
the first member of which produces

wheree iss + b + b, b symiol. .
All the primitive predicates in the above are fulfilled, which makes the final sentence
legal. An attempt to leteettteer + b producea symiiol introduces the primitive
predicatenheres iss + a + b which fails, invalidating the sentential form.

Affix grammars have largely been replaced by attribute grammars, which achieve

roughly the same effect through similar but conceptually different means (see Section
2.9.1).



N, N:: Iinmteeger..

A, B:: a&; kb, a.
t&exttS+N: [liisst + N + a, lliisst + N + b, lliisst + N + c.
liisst + N + A wheres iss zero + N;
leettteer + A, wiheree iss decrecased + M + N,
liisst + M+ A
leettteer + A wihheree iss + A + a, a symiol; ;

wheree iss + A + b, b symiol; ;
wheree iss + A + ¢, «c Symiol. .

wheree iss zerm + N {{W = 0}..

wheree iss decrecased
+ M+ N {1 =N - 1n}..

wheree iss + A + B: {{A = B}.

Figure 2.20 Affix grammar for 8b"c"

2.5 ACTUALLY GENERATING SENTENCES FROM A GRAMMAR

2.5.1 The general case

Until now we have only produced single sentences from our grammars, in an ad hoc

fashion, but the purpose of a grammar is to generate all its sentences. Fortunately there

is a systematic way to do so. We shall use &®"c" grammar as an example. We
start from the start symbol and systematically make all possible substitutions to gen-
erate all sentential forms; we just wait and see which ones evolve into sentences and
when. Try this by hand for, say, 10 sentential forms. If we are not careful, we are apt to
generate forms likaSQ aaSQQ aaaSQQQ.. only and we will never see a finished
sentence. The reason is that we focus too much on a single sentential form; we have to
give equal time to all of them. This can be done through the following algorithm, which
keeps a queue (that is, a list to which we add at the end and remove from the begin-
ning), of sentential forms.

Start with the start symbol as the only sentential form in the queue. Now continue
doing the following:

o Consider the first sentential form in the queue.

g Scan it from left to right, looking for strings of symbols that match the left-hand
side of a production rule.

o For each such string found, make enough copies of the sentential form, replace in
each one the string that matched a left-hand side of a rule by a different alternative
of that rule, and add them all to the end of the queue.

o If the original sentential form did not contain any non-terminals, write it down as
a sentence in the language.



o Throw away the sentential form; it has been fully processed.
If no rule matched, and the sentential form was not a finished sentence, it was a
blind alley; they are removed automatically by the above process and leave no trace.
The first couple of steps of this process for @iib"c" grammar from Figure 2.6
are depicted in Figure 2.21. The queue runs to the right, with the first item on the left.

Step  Queue Result
1 S

2 abc asSQ abc
3 asQ

4 aabcQ aSQQ

5 aaSQR aabQr

6 aabQc aaabcQQ aaaSQQD

7 aaabcQQ aaaSQUD aabbcc

8 aaaSQQR aabbcc aaabQuQ

9 aabbcc aaabQuQ aaaabcQQD anaaSQUD aabbcc
10 aaabQuQ aaaabcQQD aaaaSQUUD

11

aaaabcQQD aaaaSQUuD aaabbccQ aaabQQr

Figure 2.21 The first couple of steps in producing fébdc"

We see that we do not get a sentence for each time we turn the crank; in fact, in this
case real sentences will get scarcer and scarcer. The reason is of course that as the pro-
cess progresses, more and more side lines develop, which all require equal attention.
Still, we can be certain that every sentence that can be produced, will in the end be pro-
duced: we leave no stone unturned. This way of doing things is clatksblth-first pro-
ductionn computers are better at it than people.

It is tempting to think that it is unnecessary to repladieleft-hand sides that we
found in the top-most sentential form. Why not just replace the first one and wait for
the resulting sentential form to come up again and then do the next one? This is wrong,
however, since doing the first one may ruin the context for doing the second one. A
simple example is the grammar

S > AC
A > b

AC > ac

First doingA=>b will lead to a blind alley and the grammar will produce nothing.
Doing both possible substitutions will lead to the same blind alley, but then there will
also be a second sentential forae,. This is also an example of a grammar for which
the queue will get empty after a (short) while.

If the grammar is context-free there is no context to ruin and it is quite safe to just
replace the first match.

There are two remarks to be made here. First, it is not at all certain that we will
indeed obtain a sentence for all our effort: it is quite possible that every new sentential
form again contains non-terminals. We should like to know this in advance by examin-
ing the grammar, but it can be proven that it is in general impossible to do so. The



formal-linguist says “It is undecidable whether a PS grammar produces the empty set”,
which means that there cannot be an algorithm that will for every PS grammar
correctly tell if the grammar produces at least one sentence. This does not mean that we
cannot prove for some given grammar that it generates nothing, if that is the case, only
that the proof method used will not work for all grammars: we could have a program
that correctly says Yes in finite time if the answer is Yes but that takes infinite time if
the answer is No; in fact, our generating procedure above is such an algorithm that
gives the correct Yes/No answer in infinite time (although we can have an algorithm
that gives a Yes/Don't know answer in finite time). Although it is true that because of
some deep theorem in formal linguistics we cannot always get exactly the answer we
want, this does not prevent us from obtaining all kinds of useful information that gets
close. We shall see that this is a recurring phenomenon. The computer scientist is
aware of but not daunted by the impossibilities from formal linguistics.

The second remark is that when we do get sentences from the above production
process, they may be produced in an unpredictable order. For non-monotonic grammars
the sentential forms may grow for a while and then suddenly shrink again, perhaps to
the empty string. Formal linguistics says that there cannot be an algorithm that for all
PS grammars will produce their sentences in increasing (actually “non-decreasing”)
length.

The production of all sentences from a van Wijngaarden grammar poses a special
problem in that there are effectively infinitely many left-hand sides to match with. For
a technique to solve this problem, see Grune [VW 1984].

2.5.2 The CF case

When we generate sentences from a CF grammar, many things are a lot simpler. It can
still happen that our grammar will never produce a sentence, but now we can test for
that beforehand, as follows. First scan the grammar to find all non-terminals that have a
right-hand side that contains terminals only or is empty. These non-terminals are
guaranteed to produce something. Now scan again to find non-terminals that have a
right-hand side that consists of only terminals and non-terminals that are guaranteed to
produce something. This will give us new non-terminals that are guaranteed to produce
something. Repeat this until we find no more new such non-terminals. If we have not
met the start symbol this way, it will not produce anything.

Furthermore we have seen that if the grammar is CF, we can afford to just rewrite
the left-most non-terminal every time (provided we rewrite it into all its alternatives).
Of course we can also consistently rewrite the right-most non-terminal; both
approaches are similar but different. Using the grammar

0. N = t||d]Hh
1. & == N|L &N
2. L > N,L|MNW

let us follow the adventures of the sentential form that will eventually resud{h&h.
Although it will go several times up and down the production queue, we only depict
here what changes are made to it. We show the sentential forms for left-most and
right-most substitution, with the rules and alternatives involved; for instance, (1b)
means rule 1 alternative b.



1b

2a

Ob

2b

Oc

Oc

The sequences of production rules used are not as similar as we would expect; of
course, in grand total the same rules and alternatives are applied but the sequences are
neither equal nor each other’s mirror image, nor is there any other obvious relationship.

S

L&N
NLL&N
d,LL&N
d,NNEN
d,&N

d,hé&h

Still both define the same production tree:

but if we number the non-terminals in it in the order they were rewritten, we would get

different numberings:

@ OO @ o

Left-most derivation order

The sequence of production rules used in left-most rewriting is calletttthimost
derivation of a sentence. We do not have to indicate where each rule must be applied

1b

Oc

2a

2b

Oc

Ob

Right-most derivation order

Nh&h

d,m&h




and need not even give its rule number; both are implicit in the left-most substitution.
A right-most derivatioris defined in the obvious way.

The production sequen& — L&N - NIL&N - d,LL&N - d,NN&N - d,h&N -
d,ih&h can be abbreviated ® ;- d,ih&h. Likewise, the sequenc® - L&N - L&h -
N/ L& — NNNh - Nfh&h - d,ih&h can be abbreviated ® 1 d,th&h. The fact that
S produced,rh&h in any way is written a§ = d,h&h.

The task of parsing is to reconstruct the parse tree (or graph) for a given input
string, but some of the most efficient parsing techniques can be understood more easily
if viewed as attempts to reconstruct a left- or right-most derivation of the input string;
the parse tree then follows automatically. This is why the notion “[left|right]-most
derivation” will occur frequently in this book (note the FC grammar used here).

2.6 TO SHRINK OR NOT TO SHRINK

In the previous paragraphs, we have sometimes been explicit as to the question if a
right-hand side of a rule may be shorter than its left-hand side and sometimes we have
been vague. Type 0 rules may definitely be of the shrinking variety, monotonic rules
definitely may not, and Type 2 and 3 rules can shrink only by producing eraptth@t

much is sure.

The original Chomsky hierarchy [Misc 1959] was very firm on the subject: only
Type O rules are allowed to make a sentential form shrink. Type 1 to 3 rules are all
monotonic. Moreover, Type 1 rules have to be of the context-sensitive variety, which
means that only one of the non-terminals in the left-hand side is actually allowed to be
replaced (and then not bg). This makes for a proper hierarchy in which each next
class is a proper subset of its parent and in which all derivation graphs except for those
of Type 0 grammars are actually derivation trees.

As an example consider the grammar for the languade’c" given in Figure
2.6:

1. Sg -> abc | a&SQ
2. bQc -> bbcc

3. Q@ > Q@

which is monotonic but not context-sensitive in the strict sense. It can be made CS by
expanding the offending rule 3 and introducing a non-terminat for

1. Sg > abC| a&sQ
2. bQC -== DbbCC

3a. QR > X

3b. X = @

3c. X > Q@
4. C = c

Now the production graph of Figure 2.7 turns into a production tree:



There is an additional reason for shunnigwgules: they make both proofs and
parsers more complicated. So the question arises why we should bothernids at
all; the answer is that they are very convenient for the grammar writer and user.

If we have a language that is described by a CF grammar svithles and we
want to describe it by a grammar withastules, then that grammar will almost always
be more complicated. Suppose we have a system that can be fed bits of information,
like: “Amsterdam is the capital of the Netherlands”, “Truffles are expensive”, and can
then be asked a question. On a very superficial level we can define its input as:

imput . zer®-or-mure-tbit tss-mf--imfoo - questiioon
or, in an extended notation
imput o;  bbit t--cof--i imfo” guesti icon

Since zera-or--maree-tbit tss-mf--iimfa will, among other strings, produce the empty
string, at least one of the rules used in its grammar will bec-aule; the™ in the
extended notation already implies amule somewhere. Still, from the user’s point of
view, the above definition of input neatly fits the problem and is exactly what we want.

Any attempt to write are-free grammar for this input will end up defining a
notion that comprises some of the latittss-@f--iimfam together with thegquestiicon
(since theguestiioon is the only non-empty part, it must occur in all rules involved!);
but such a notion does not fit our problem at all and is an artifact:

imput . cuesti icon-fpreeceded-tby-iimfo
guesti icon-preeceded-tby-iimfm:  qquestiicon
| Woitt--af--iimfoo  questi icon-preeceded-tby-iimfam

As a grammar becomes more and more complicated, the requirement thag-fitdse
becomes more and more a nuisance: the grammar is working against us, not for us.
This presents no problem from a theoretical point of view: any CF language can



be described by ae-free CF grammar ane-rules are never needed. Better still, any
grammar withe-rules can be mechanically transformed intosainee grammar for the

same language; we saw an example of such a transformation above and details of the
algorithm are given in Section 4.2.3.1. But the price we pay is that of any grammar
transformation: it is no longer our grammar and it reflects the original structure less
well.

The bottom line is that the practitioner finds theule to be a useful tool, and it
would be interesting to see if there exists a hierarchy of non-monotonic grammars
alongside the usual Chomsky hierarchy. To a large extend there is: Type 2 and Type 3
grammars need not be monotonic (since they can always be made so if the need arises);
it turns out that context-sensitive grammars with shrinking rules are equivalent to
unrestricted Type O grammars; and monotonic grammars withles are also
equivalent to Type 0 grammars. We can now draw the two hierarchies in one picture;
see Figure 2.22.

Chomsky (monotonic) non-monotonic
hierarchy hierarchy
unrestricted monotonic unrestricted phrase
Type O | phrase struc- | grammars structure grammars
global ture grammars| with e-rules
production
effects context- monotonic | context-sensitive
Type 1 sensitive grammars grammars with non-
grammars without e- monotonic rules
rules
Type 2 | context-free-free grammars context-free gram-
local mars
production
effects Type 3 regulareffree) grammars regular grammars
regular expressions
no production| Type 4 finite-choice

Figure 2.22 Summary of grammar hierarchies

Drawn lines separate grammar types with different power, broken lines separate con-
ceptually different grammar types with the same power. We see that if we insist on
non-monotonicity, the distinction between Type 0 and Type 1 disappears.

A special case arises if the language of a Type 1 to Type 3 grammar itself contains
the empty string. This cannot be incorporated into the grammar in the monotonic
hierarchy since the start symbol has already length 1 and no monotonic rule can make it
shrink; the empty string has to be attached as a special property to the grammar. No
such problem occurs in the non-monotonic hierarchy.

Many parsing methods will in principle work fa-free grammars only: if some-
thing does not produce anything, you can’t very well see if it's there. Often, however,
the parsing method can be doctored so that it will be able to handikes.



2.7 A CHARACTERIZATION OF THE LIMITATIONS OF CF AND FS
GRAMMARS

When one has been working for a while with CF grammars, one gradually gets the feel-
ing that almost anything could be expressed in a CF grammar. That there are, however,
serious limitations to what can be said by a CF grammar is shown by the famrouy
theorem, which is explained below.

2.7.1 Theuvwxytheorem

When we have obtained a sentence from a CF grammar, we may look at each (termi-
nal) symbol in it, and ask: How did it get here? Then, looking at the production tree, we
see that it was produced as, say, thifn member of the right-hand side of rule number

m. The left-hand side of this rule, the parent of our symbol, was again produced as the
p-th member of ruleg, and so on, until we reach the start symbol. We can, in a sense,
trace thdlineageof the symbol in this way. If all rule/member pairs in the lineage of a
symbol are different, we call the symbeotiginal, and if all the symbols in a sentence

are original, we call the sentence “original”.

Now there is only a finite number of ways for a given symbol to be original. This
is easy to see as follows. All rule/member pairs in the lineage of an original symbol
must be different, so the length of its lineage can never be more than the total number
of different rule/member pairs in the grammar. There are only so many of these, which
yields only a finite number of combinations of rule/member pairs of this length or
shorter. In theory the number of original lineages of a symbol can be very large, but in
practice it is very small: if there are more than, say, ten ways to produce a given sym-
bol from a grammar by original lineage, your grammar will be very convoluted!

This puts severe restrictions on original sentences. If a symbol occurs twice in an
original sentence, both its lineages must be different: if they were the same, they would
describe the same symbol in the same place. This means that there is a maximum
length to original sentences: the sum of the numbers of original lineages of all symbols.
For the average grammar of a programming language this length is in the order of some
thousands of symbols, i.e., roughly the size of the grammar. So, since there is a longest
original sentence, there can only be a finite number of original sentences, and we arrive
at the surprising conclusion that any CF grammar produces a finite-size kernel of origi-
nal sentences and (probably) an infinite number of unoriginal sentences!

.v .T .7qW — ;

Figure 2.23 An unoriginal sentence: uvwxy

What do “unoriginal” sentences look like? This is where we come touthexy



theorem. An unoriginal sentence has the property that it contains at least one symbol in
the lineage of which a repetition occurs. Suppose that symbobjisd the repeated

rule is A. We can then draw a picture similar to Figure 2.23, wherns the part pro-
duced by the most recent applicationAfvwx the part produced by the other applica-
tion of A anduvwxyis the entire unoriginal sentence. Now we can immediately find
another unoriginal sentence, by removing the smaller triangle headAdhy replac-

ing it by a copy of the larger triangle headedAsysee Figure 2.24.

Figure 2.24 Another unoriginal sentence,anx?y

This new tree produces the sentensewxxyand it is easy to see that we can, in this
way, construct a complete family of sentence8wx"y for all n>0; thew is nested in a
number ofv andx brackets, in an indifferent context afandy.

The bottom line is that when we examine longer and longer sentences in a
context-free language, the original sentences become exhausted and we meet only fam-
ilies of closely related sentences telescoping off into infinity. This is summarized in
the uvwxytheorem: any sentence generated by a CF grammar, that is longer than the
longest original sentence from that grammar, can be cut into five piesgsv, x andy
in such a way thauv"wx"y is a sentence from that grammar for a0. Theuvwxy
theorem has several variants; it is also called plenping lemma for context-free
languages

Two remarks must be made here. The first is that if a language keeps on being ori-
ginal in longer and longer sentences without reducing to families of nested sentences,
there cannot be a CF grammar for it. We have already encountered the context-
sensitive languaga"b"c" and it is easy to see (but not quite so easy to prove!) that it
does not decay into such nested sentences, as sentences get longer and longer. Conse-
guently, there is no CF grammar for it.

The second is that the longest original sentence is a property of the grammar, not
of the language. By making a more complicated grammar for a language we can
increase the set of original sentences and push away the border beyond which we are
forced to resort to nesting. If we make the grammar infinitely complicated, we can push
the border to infinity and obtain a phrase structure language from it. How we can make
a CF grammar infinitely complicated, is described in the Section on two-level gram-
mars, 2.4.



2.7.2 Theuvwtheorem

Start_symbol

...... Q
ﬁA
— U = e e S
A :
U v A Aappears again
u v
...... U
u v
u \ w

Figure 2.25 Repeated occurrence of A may result in repeated occurrence of v

A simpler form of theuvwxytheorem applies to regular (Type 3) languages. We have
seen that the sentential forms occurring in the production process for a FS grammar all
contain only one non-terminal, which occurs at the end. During the production of a
very long sentence, one or more non-terminals must occur two or more times, since
there are only a finite number of non-terminals. Figure 2.25 shows what we see, when
we list the sentential forms one by one; the substirgas been produced from one
occurrence ofA to the next,u is a sequence that allows us to reathandw is a
sequence that allows us to terminate the production process. It will be clear that, start-
ing from the second, we could have followed the same path as from the #sand

thus have producedvvw This leads us to thevwtheorem, or thgoumping lemma for
regular languagesany sufficiently long string from a regular language can be cut into
three pieces, v andw, so thatuv"w is a string in the language for aik0.

2.8 HYGIENE IN GRAMMARS

Although the only requirement for a CF grammar is that there is exactly one non-
terminal in the left-hand sides of all its rules, such a general grammar can suffer from a
(small) number of ailments.

2.8.1 Undefined non-terminals

The right-hand sides of some rules may contain non-terminals for which no production
rule is given. Remarkably, this does not seriously affect the sentence generation pro-
cess described in 2.5.2: if a sentential form containing an undefined non-terminal turns
up for processing in a left-most production process, there will be no match, and the sen-
tential form is a blind alley and will be discarded. The rule with the right-hand side
containing the undefined non-terminal will never have issue and can indeed be
removed from the grammar. (If we do this, we may of course remove the last defini-
tion of another non-terminal, which will then in turn become undefined, etc.)

From a theoretical point of view there is nothing wrong with an undefined non-
terminal, but if a user-specified grammar contains one, there is almost certainly an
error, and any grammar-processing program should mark such an occurrence as an
error.



2.8.2 Unused non-terminals

If a non-terminal never occurs in the right-hand side of any rule, its defining rules will
never be used. Again this is no problem, but almost certainly implies an error some-
where.

This error is actually harder to detect than it looks. Just searching all right-hand
sides is not good enough: imagine a riXle; aX where X does not occur elsewhere in
the grammar. TheiX occurs in a right-hand side, yet it will never be used. An algo-
rithm to determine the set of unused non-terminals is given in Section 4.2.3.4.

2.8.3 Non-productive non-terminals
SupposeX has as its only rulX — aX and suppos& can be reached from the start sym-
bol. Now X will still not contribute anything to the sentences of the language of the
grammar, since onc¥ is introduced, there is no way to get rid Xf any non-terminals
that does not in itself produce a sublanguage is non-productive and its rules can be
removed. Note that such removal will make the non-terminal undefined. An algorithm
to determine if a non-terminal generates anything at all is given in 4.2.3.3.

To clean up a grammatr, it is necessary to first remove the non-productive non-
terminals, then the undefined ones and then the unused ones. These three groups
together are calledseless non-terminals

2.8.4 Loops

The above definition makes “non-useless” all rules that can be involved in the produc-
tion of a sentence, but there still is a class of rules that are not really useful: rules of the
form A - A. Such rules are callddops loops can also be indireck - B, B - C, C - A

A loop can legitimately occur in the production of a sentence, but if it does there is also
a production of that sentence without the loop. Loops don’t contribute to the language
and any sentence the production of which involves a loomisitely ambiguous
meaning that there are infinitely many production trees for it. Algorithms for loop
detection are given in Section 4.1.2.

Different parsers react differently to grammars with loops. Some (most of the gen-
eral parsers) faithfully attempt to construct an infinite number of parse trees, some (for
instance, the CYK parser) collapse the loop as described above and some (most deter-
ministic parsers) reject the grammar. The problem is aggravated by the fact that loops
can be concealed bg-rules: a loop may only become visible when certain non-
terminals produce.

2.9 THE SEMANTIC CONNECTION

Sometimes parsing serves only to check the correctness of a string; that the string con-
forms to a given grammar may be all we want to know, for instance because it confirms
our hypothesis that certain observed patterns are indeed correctly described by the
grammar we have designed for it. Often, however, we want to go further: we know that
the string conveys a meaning, its semantics, and this semantics is directly related to the
structure of the production tree of the string. (If it is not, we have the wrong grammar!)
Attaching semantics to a grammar is done in a very simple and effective way: to
each rule in the grammar,smantic clauses attached that relates the semantics of the
members of the right-hand side of the rule to the semantics of the entire rule (in which
case the semantic information flows from the leaves of the tree upwards to the start



symbol) or the other way around (in which case the semantic information flows down-
wards from the start symbol to the leaves) or both ways (in which case the semantic
information may have to flow up and down for a while until a stable situation is
reached). Semantic information flowing down is calietierited each rule inherits it

from its parent in the tree; semantic information flowing up is catledved each rule
derives it from its children.

There are many ways to express semantic clauses; since our subject is parsing and
syntax rather than semantics, we will briefly describe only two often-used and well-
studied techniques: attribute grammars and transduction grammars. We shall explain
both using the same simple example, the language of sums of one-digit numbers; the
semantics of a sentence in this language is the value of the sum. The language is gen-
erated by the grammar of Figure 2.26.

Sumy, ->  Dipitt
Sum >  Sum + Dopitt
Dogitt > 0| 11| .... || ®

Figure 2.26 A grammar for sums of one-digit numbers
One of its sentences is, for instan8ab+1; its semantics is 9.

2.9.1 Attribute grammars
The semantic clauses in an attribute grammar assume that each node in the production
tree has room for one or motributes which are just values (numbers, strings or
anything else) sitting in nodes in production trees. For simplicity we restrict ourselves
to attribute grammars with only one attribute per node. The semantic clause of a rule in
such a grammar contains some formulas which calculate the attributes of some of the
non-terminals in that rule (=nodes in the production tree) from other non-terminals in
that rule.

If the semantic clause of a ruRcalculates the attribute of the left-hand sideRpf
that attribute isderived if it calculates an attribute of one of the non-terminals in the
right-hand side oR, sayT, then that attribute ismheritedby T. Inherited attributes are
also called “synthesized attributes”. The attribute grammar for our example is:

1. Sunk -=> lett {{ Ao::A 1}

2. Sum == Sum + lett {{ Ao::A1+A3}
3a. Dttt -> 0 {Aq:=0}

3. Digitt -»> 9 {Ap:=9}

The semantic clauses are given between curly brackgtss the (derived) attribute of
the left-hand sideA; - - - A, are the attributes of the members of the right-hand side.
Traditionally, terminal symbols in a right-hand side are also counted in determining the
index of A, although they do not (normally) carry attributes; it in rule 2 is in
position 3 and its attribute i83. Most systems for handling attribute grammars have
less repetitive ways to express rule 3a through 3j.

The initial parse tree foB+5+1 is given in Figure 2.27. First only the attributes
for the leaves are known, but as soon as all attributes in a right-hand side of a



Figure 2.27 Initial stage of the attributed parse tree

production rule are known, we can use its semantic clause to calculate the attribute of
its left-hand side. This way the attribute values (semantics) percolate up the tree, finally
reach the start symbol and provide as with the semantics of the whole sentence, as
shown in Figure 2.28. Attribute grammars are a very powerful method of handling the
semantics of a language.

A0:9

Figure 2.28 Fully attributed parse tree

2.9.2 Transduction grammars

Transduction grammardefine the semantics of a string (the “input string”) as another
string, the “output string” or “translation”, rather than as the final attribute of the start
symbol. This method is less powerful but much simpler than using attributes and often
sufficient. The semantic clause in a rule just contains the string that should be output
for the corresponding node. We assume that the string for a node is output just after the
strings for all its children. Other variants are possible and in fact usual. We can now
write a transduction grammar which translates a sum of digits into instructions to cal-
culate the value of the sum.

1. Sum; > Dipitt {{"make itt ttrhe reesultt™}}

2. Sum ==  Sum + Dipitt  {{"add itt tto tthe preevicous reesultt"}}
3a. Dttt -=> 0 {"tteake a 0"}

3. Digitt -> 9 ["tzake a 9")

This transduction grammar translageb+1 into:

take a 3

make it the result

take a5

add it to the previous result
takeal

add it to the previous result



which is indeed wha8+5+1 “means”.

2.10 AMETAPHORICAL COMPARISON OF GRAMMAR TYPES

Text books claim that “Typ@& grammars are more powerful than Typel grammars,

for n=0,1,2", and one often reads statements like “A regular (Type 3) grammar is not
powerful enough to match parentheses”. It is interesting to see what kind of power is
meant. Naively, one might think that it is the power to generate larger and larger sets,
but this is clearly incorrect: the largest possible set of striigsjs easily generated by

the straightforward Type 3 grammar:

S > (IS«

where [] is an abbreviation for the symbols in the language. It is just when we want to

restrict this set, that we need more powerful grammars. More powerful grammars can

define more complicated boundaries between correct and incorrect sentences. Some
boundaries are so fine that they cannot be described by any grammar (that is, by any
generative process).

This idea has been depicted metaphorically in Figure 2.29, in which a rose is
approximated by increasingly finer outlines. In this metaphor, the rose corresponds to
the language (imagine the sentences of the language as molecules in the rose); the
grammar serves to delineate its silhouette. A regular grammar only allows us straight
horizontal and vertical line segments to describe the flower; ruler and T-square suffice,
but the result is a coarse and mechanical-looking picture. A CF grammar would
approximate the outline by straight lines at any angle and by circle segments; the draw-
ing could still be made using the classical tools of compasses and ruler. The result is
stilted but recognizable. A CS grammar would present us with a smooth curve tightly
enveloping the flower, but the curve is too smooth: it cannot follow all the sharp turns
and it deviates slightly at complicated points; still, a very realistic picture results. An
unrestricted phrase structure grammar can represent the outline perfectly. The rose
itself cannot be caught in a finite description; its essence remains forever out of our
reach.

A more prosaic and practical example can be found in the successive sets of Pas-
call programs that can be generated by the various grammar types.

o The set of all lexically correct Pascal programs can be generated by a regular
grammar. A Pascal program is lexically correct if there are no newlines inside
strings, comment is terminated before end-of-file, all numerical constants have the
right form, etc.

o The set of all syntactically correct Pascal programs can be generated by a
context-free grammar. These programs conform to the (CF) grammar in the
manual.

o The set of all semantically correct Pascal programs can be generated by a CS
grammar (although a VW grammar would be more practical). These are the

T We use the programming language Pascal here because we expect that most of our readers will
be more or less familiar with it. Any programming language for which the manual gives a CF
grammar will do.



Figure 2.29 The silhouette of a rose, approximated by Type 3 to Type 0 grammars

programs that pass through a Pascal compiler without drawing error messages.

o  The set of all Pascal programs that would terminate in finite time when run with a
given input can be generated by an unrestricted phrase structure grammar. Such a
grammar would, however, be very complicated, even in van Wijngaarden form,
since it would incorporate detailed descriptions of the Pascal library routines and
the Pascal run-time system.

o The set of all Pascal programs that solve a given problem (for instance, play
chess) cannot be generated by a grammar (although the description of the set is
finite).

Note that each of the above sets is a subset of the previous set.



3

Introduction to parsing

To parse a string according to a grammar means to reconstruct the production tree (or
trees) that indicate how the given string can be produced from the given grammar.

There are two important points here; one is that we do require the entire production tree
and the other is that there may be more than one such tree.

The requirement to recover the production tree is not natural. After all, a grammar
is a condensed description of a set of strings, i.e., a language, and our input string either
belongs or does not belong to that language; no internal structure or production path is
involved. If we adhere to this formal view, the only meaningful question we can ask is
if a given string can be recognized according to a grammar; any question as to how,
would be a sign of senseless, even morbid curiosity. In practice, however, grammars
have semantics attached to them; specific semantics is attached to specific rules, and in
order to find out which rules were involved in the production of a string and how, we
need the production tree. Recognition is (often) not enough, we need parsing to get the
full benefit of the syntactic approach.

3.1 VARIOUS KINDS OF AMBIGUITY

A sentence from a grammar can easily have more than one production tree, i.e., there
can easily be more than one way to produce the sentence. From a formal point of view
this is again a non-issue (a set does not count how many times it contains an element),
but as soon as we are interested in the semantics, the difference becomes significant.
Not surprisingly, a sentence with more than one production tree is caifdziguous

but we must immediately distinguish betweessential ambiguitgnd spurious ambi-

guity. The difference comes from the fact that we are not interested in the production
trees per se, but rather in the semantics they describe. An ambiguous sentence is spuri-
ously ambiguous if all its production trees describe the same semantics; if some of
them differ in their semantics, the ambiguity is essential. The notion “ambiguity” can
also be defined for grammars: a grammar is essentially ambiguous if it can produce an
essentially ambiguous sentence, spuriously ambiguous if it can produce a spuriously
ambiguous sentence (but not an essentially ambiguous one) and unambiguous if it can-
not do either. Strangely enough, languages also can be ambiguous: there are (context-
free) languages for which there is no unambiguous grammar; such languages belong in
a research lab, in a cage. For testing the possible ambiguity of a grammar, see Section



9.10.

1. Sum;, ->  Dipitt { Ao:=A1 }

2. Sum == Sum+ Sum { Agi=A+A3 }
3a. Digitt --> O { Ao:=0}

3j. Digitt --> 9 { Ap:=9}

Figure 3.1 A simple ambiguous grammar

A simple ambiguous grammar is given in Figure 3.1. Note that rule 2 differs from
that in Figure 2.26. Nov@+5+1 has two production trees (Figure 3.2) but the semantics
is the same in both cases: 9. The ambiguity is spurious. If we changeitiie a-,
however, the ambiguity becomes essential, Figure 3.3. The unambiguous grammar in
Figure 2.26 remains unambiguous and retains the correct semanticsghanged into

Figure 3.3 Essential ambiguity: the semantics differ



3.2 LINEARIZATION OF THE PARSE TREE

Often it is inconvenient and unnecessary to construct the actual production tree: many
parsers produce a list of rule numbers instead, which means thatitieeyize the

parse tree. There are three main ways to linearize a predix, postfixandinfix. In

prefix notation, each node is listed by listing its number followed by prefix listings of
the subnodes in left-to-right order; this gives us the left-most derivation (for the right
tree in Figure 3.2):

left-most: 2 2 1 3c 1 3e 1 3a

In postfix notation, each node is listed by listing in postfix notation all the subnodes in
left-to-right order, followed by the number of the rule in the node itself; this gives us
the right-most derivation (for the same tree):

right-most: 3c 1 3e 1 2 3a 12

In infix notation, each node is listed by first giving an infix listing between parentheses
of the first n subnodes, followed by the rule number in the node, followed by an infix
listing between parentheses of the remainder of the subnadss; be chosen freely
and can even differ from rule to rule, batl is normal. Infix notation is not common
for derivations, but is occasionally useful. The case wittl is called thdeft-corner
derivation in our example we get:

left-corner: (((3c)1) 2 ((3e)1)) 2 ((3a)l)

The infix notation requires parentheses to enable us to reconstruct the production tree
from it. The left-most and right-most derivations can do without, provided we have the
grammar ready to find the number of subnodes for each node. Note that it is easy to tell
if a derivation is left-most or right-most: a left-most derivation starts with a rule for the
start symbol, a right-most derivation starts with a rule that produces terminal symbols
only (if both conditions hold, there is only one rule, which is both left-most and right-
most derivation).

The existence of several different derivations should not be confused with ambi-
guity. The different derivations are just notational variants for one and the same pro-
duction tree. No semantic significance can be attached to their differences.

3.3 TWO WAYS TO PARSE A SENTENCE

The basic connection between a sentence and the grammar it derives from is the parse
tree, which describes how the grammar was used to produce the sentence. For the
reconstruction of this connection we need a parsing technique. When we consult the
extensive literature on parsing technigues, we seem to find dozens of them, yet there
are only two techniques to do parsing; all the rest is technical detail and embellishment.
The first method tries to imitate the original production process by rederiving the
sentence from the start symbol. This method is caibgddown because the production
tree is reconstructed from the top downwafds.

T Trees grow from their roots downwards in computer science; this is comparable to electrons



The second methods tries to roll back the production process and to reduce the
sentence back to the start symbol. Quite naturally this technique is talteain-up

3.3.1 Top-down parsing
Suppose we have the monotonic grammar for the langadb&c" from Figure 2.6,
which we repeat here:

SS =  aSQ
S > abc
bQr -> bbcc
cQ > (0

and suppose the (input) sentencaabbcc. First we try the top-down parsing method.
We know that the production tree must start with the start symbol:

@ v
Now what could the second step be? We have two ruleSf@&>aSQand S=>abc.

The second rule would require the sentence to start althwhich it does not; this
leaves u$S>aSQ

i |
@ & W

This gives us a good explanation of the fiestn our sentence. Again two rules apply:
S>aSQ and S=>abc. Some reflection will reveal that the first rule would be a bad
choice here: all production rules &fstart with ana, and if we would advance to the
stageaaSQQ the next step would inevitably lead &aa....... , which contradicts the
input string. The second rule, however, is not without problems either:

©
@ 5 ©
@@ ® 00 Q@

since now the sentence starts waidibc..... , which also contradicts the input sentence.
Here, however, there is a way ooQ=>Qc:

having a negative charge in physics.



Now only one rule appliesbQe>>bbcc, and we obtain our input sentence (together
with the production tree):

Top-down parsing tends to identify the production rules (and thus to characterize
the parse tree) in prefix order.

3.3.2 Bottom-up parsing

Using the bottom-up technique, we proceed as follows. One production step must have
been the last and its result must still be visible in the string. We recognize the right-
hand side obQe>>bbcc in aabbcc. This gives us the final step in the production (and
the first in the reduction):

e S
@ @ EB)(E)

Now we recognize th€c as derived byQ=>Qc:

Again we find only one recognizable substriraipc:



Bottom-up parsing tends to identify the production rules in postfix order. It is
interesting to note that bottom-up parsing turns the parsing process into a production
process. The above reduction can be viewed as a production with the reversed gram-
mar:

asQ = S
abc > S
bbcc > bQc
@ > cQ

augmented with a rule that turns the start symbol into a new terminal symbol:
S > |
and a rule which introduces a new start symbol, the original sentence:

I -> aabbce
If, starting froml , we can producé we have recognized the input string, and if we
have kept records of what we did, we also have obtained the parse tree.

3.3.3 Applicability

The above examples show that both the top-down and the bottom-up method will work
under certain circumstances, but also that sometimes quite subtle considerations are
involved, of which it is not at all clear how we can teach them to a computer. AlImost
the entire body of parser literature is concerned with formalizing these subtle



considerations, and with considerable success.

Note: It is also possible to reconstruct some parts of the production tree top-down
and other parts bottom-up. Such methods identify the production rules in some infix
order and are callelgft-corner.

3.4 NON-DETERMINISTIC AUTOMATA

Both examples above feature two components: a machine that can make substitutions
and record a parse tree, and a control mechanism that decides which moves the
machine should make. The machine is relatively simple since its substitutions are res-
tricted to those allowed by the grammar, but the control mechanism can be made arbi-
trarily complex and may incorporate extensive knowledge of the grammar.

This structure can be discerned in all parsing methods; there always is a substitut-
ing and record-keeping machine and a guiding control mechanism (Figure 3.4).

substituting and
record-keeping
mechanism

control
mechanism

Figure 3.4 Global structure of a parser

The substituting machine is callednan-deterministic automatoor NDA, it is called
“non-deterministic” since it often has several possible moves and the particular choice
is not predetermined, and an “automaton” since it fits the Webstefinition “an
apparatus that automatically performs certain actions by responding to preset controls
or encoded instructions”. It manages three items: the input string (actually a copy of
it), the partial parse tree and some internal administration. Every move of the NDA
transfers some information from the input string through the administration to the par-
tial parse tree; each of the three items may be modified in the process:

partial
parse control input
trees

internal
administration

The great strength of a NDA, and the main source of its usefulness, is that it can
easily be constructed so that it can only make “correct” moves, that is, moves that keep

T Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionafihe World Publ. Comp., Cleveland, 1970.



the system of partially processed input, internal administration and partial parse tree
consistent. This has the consequence that we may move the NDA any way we choose:
it may move in circles, it may even get stuck, but if it ever gives us an answer, i.e., a
finished parse tree, that answer will be correct. It is also essential that the ddDA
make all correct moves, so that it can produce all parsings if the control mechanism is
clever enough to guide the NDA there. This property of the NDA is also easily
arranged.

The inherent correctness of the NDA allows great freedom to the control mechan-
ism, the “control” for short. It may be naive or sophisticated, it may be cumbersome or
it may be efficient, it may even be wrong, but it can never cause the NDA to produce
an incorrect parsing; and that is a comforting thought. (If it is wrong it may, however,
cause the NDA to miss a correct parsing, to loop infinitely or to get stuck in a place
where it should not).

3.4.1 Constructing the NDA

The NDA derives directly from the grammar. For a top-down parser its moves consist
essentially of the production rules of the grammar and the internal administration is ini-
tially the start symbol. The control moves the machine until the internal administration
is equal to the input string; then a parsing has been found. For a bottom-up parser the
moves consist essentially of the reverse of the production rules of the grammar (see
3.3.2) and the internal administration is initially the input string. The control moves the
machine until the internal administration is equal to the start symbol; then a parsing has
been found. A left-corner parser works like a top-down parser in which a carefully
chosen set of production rules has been reversed and which has special moves to undo
this reversion when needed.

3.4.2 Constructing the control mechanism

Constructing the control of a parser is quite a different affair. Some controls are
independent of the grammar, some consult the grammar regularly, some use large
tables precalculated from the grammar and some even use tables calculated from the
input string. We shall see examples of each of these: the “hand control” that was
demonstrated at the beginning of this section comes in the category “consults the gram-
mar regularly”, backtracking parsers often use a grammar-independent control, LL and
LR parsers use precalculated grammar-derived tables, the CYK parser uses a table
derived from the input string and Earley’s and Tomita’s parsers use several tables
derived from the grammar and the input string.

Constructing the control mechanism, including the tables, from the grammar is
almost always done by a program. Such a program is calpedser generatarit is fed
the grammar and perhaps a description of the terminal symbols and produces a program
which is a parser. The parser often consists of a driver and one or more tables, in which
case it is calledable-driven The tables can be of considerable size and of extreme
complexity.

The tables that derive from the input string must of course be calculated by a rou-
tine that is part of the parser. It should be noted that this reflects the traditional setting
in which a large number of different input strings is parsed according to a relatively
static and unchanging grammar. The inverse situation is not at all unthinkable: many
grammars are tried to explain a given input string (for instance, an observed sequence
of events).



3.5 RECOGNITION AND PARSING FOR TYPE 0 TO TYPE 4 GRAMMARS

Parsing a sentence according to a grammar if we know in advance that the string indeed
derives from the grammatr, is in principle always possible. If we cannot think of any-
thing better, we can just run the general production process of 2.5.1 on the grammar
and sit back and wait until the sentence turns up (and we know it will); this by itself is
not exactly enough, we must extend the production process a little, so that each senten-
tial form carries its own partial production tree, which must be updated at the appropri-
ate moments, but it is clear that this can be done with some programming effort. We
may have to wait a little while (say a couple of million years) for the sentence to show
up, but in the end we will surely obtain the parse tree. All this is of course totally
impractical, but it still shows us that at least theoretically any string can be pidnsed

know it is parsable, regardless of the grammar type.

3.5.1 Time requirements

When parsing strings consisting of more than a few symbols, it is important to have
some idea of thdaime requirementf the parser, i.e., the dependency of the time
required to finish the parsing on the number of symbols in the input string. Expected
lengths of input range from some tens (sentences in natural languages) to some tens of
thousands (large computer programs); the length of some input strings may even be vir-
tually infinite (the sequence of buttons pushed on a coffee vending machine over its
life-time). The dependency of the time requirements on the input length is also called
time complexity

Several characteristic time dependencies can be recognized. A time dependency
is exponentiaif each following input symbol multiplies the required time by a constant
factor, say 2: each additional input symbol doubles the parsing time. Exponential time
dependency is writte@®(C") whereC is the constant multiplication factor. Exponential
dependency occurs in the number of grains doubled on each field of the famous chess
board; this way lies bankrupcy.

A time dependency idinear if each following input symbol takes a constant
amount of time to process; doubling the input length doubles the processing time. This
is the kind of behaviour we like to see in a parser; the time needed for parsing is pro-
portional to the time spent on reading the input. So-catleal-time parsersbehave
even better: they can produce the parse tree within a constant time after the last input
symbol was read; given a fast enough computer they can keep up indefinitely with an
input stream of constant speed. (Note that the latter is not necessarily true of linear-
time parsers: they can in principle read the entire inpub siymbols and then take a
time proportional tan to produce the parse tree.)

Linear time dependency is writtéd(n). A time dependency is calleguadraticif
the processing time is proportional to the square of the input length (weittaR)) and
cubicif it is proportional to the to the third power (writté®(n?)). In general, a depen-
dency that is proportional to any power mfs calledpolynomial(written O(nP)).

3.5.2 Type 0 and Type 1 grammars

It is a remarkable result in formal linguistics that trecognitionproblem for a arbi-

trary Type O grammar cannot be solved. This means that there cannot be an algorithm
that accepts an arbitrary Type 0 grammar and an arbitrary string and tells us in finite

time if the grammar can produce the string or not. This statement can be proven, but the
proof is very intimidating and, what is worse, does not provide any insight into the



cause of the phenomenon. It is a proof by contradiction: we can prove that, if such an
algorithm existed, we could construct a second algorithm of which we can prove that it
only terminates if it never terminates. Since the latter is a logical impossibility and
since all other premisses that went into the intermediate proof are logically sound we
are forced to conclude that our initial premiss, the existence of a recognizer for Type 0
grammars, is a logical impossibility. Convincing, but not food for the soul. For the full
proof see Hopcroft and Ullman [Books 1979, pp. 182-183] or Révész [Books 1985, p.
98].

It is quite possible to construct a recognizer that works for a certain number of
Type 0 grammars, using a certain technique. This technique, however, will not work
for all Type O grammars. In fact, however many techniques we collect, there will
always be grammars for which they do not work. In a sense we just cannot make our
recognizer complicated enough.

For Type 1 grammars, the situation is completely different. The seemingly incon-
sequential property that Type 1 production rules cannot make a sentential form shrink
allows us to construct a control mechanism for a bottom-up NDA that will at least
work in principle, regardless of the grammar. The internal administration of this control
consists of a set of sentential forms that could have played a role in the production of
the input sentence; it starts off containing only the input sentence. Each move of the
NDA is a reduction according to the grammar. Now the control applies all possible
moves of the NDA to all sentential forms in the internal administration in an arbitrary
order, and adds each result to the internal administration if it is not already there. It
continues doing so until each move on each sentential form results in a sentential form
that has already been found. Since no move of the NDA can make a sentential form
longer (because all right-hand sides are at least as long as their left-hand sides) and
since there are only a finite number of sentential forms as long as or shorter than the
input string, this must eventually happen. Now we search the sentential forms in the
internal administration for one that consists solely of the start symbol; if it is there, we
have recognized the input string, if it is not, the input string does not belong to the
language of the grammar. And if we still remember, in some additional administration,
how we got this start symbol sentential form, we have obtained the parsing. All this
requires a lot of book-keeping, which we are not going to discuss, since nobody does it
this way anyway.

To summarize the above, we cannot always construct a parser for a Type 0 gram-
mar, but for a Type 1 grammar we always can. The construction of a practical and rea-
sonably efficient parser for such grammars is a very difficult subject on which slow but
steady progress has been made during the last 20 years (see the bibliography on
“Unrestricted PS and CS Grammars”). It is not a hot research topic, mainly because
Type 0 and Type 1 grammars are well-known to be human-unfriendly and will never
see wide application. Yet it is not completely devoid of usefulness, since a good parser
for Type 0 grammars would probably make a good starting point for a theorem ﬂrover.

The human-unfriendliness consideration does not apply to two-level grammars.
Having a practical parser for two-level grammars would be marvellous, since it would
allow parsing techniques (with all their built-in automation) to be applied in many more

T A theorem prover is a program that, given a set of axioms and a theorem, proves or disproves
the theorem without or with minimal human intervention.



areas than today, especially there where context conditions are important. The prob-
lems in constructing such a parser are at least as great as those seen above, but Fisher
[VW 1985] has obtained some encouraging results.

All known parsing algorithms for Type 0, Type 1 and unrestricted VW grammars
have exponential time dependency.

3.5.3 Type 2 grammars
Fortunately, much better parsing algorithms are known for CF (Type 2) grammars than
for Type 0 and Type 1. Almost all practical parsing is done using CF and FS grammars,
and almost all problems in context-free parsing have been solved. The cause of this
large difference can be found in thecality of the CF production process: the evolution
of one non-terminal in the sentential form is totally independent of the evolution of any
other non-terminal, and, conversely, during parsing we can combine partial parse trees
regardless of their histories. Neither is true in a context-sensitive grammar.

Both the top-down and the bottom-up parsing processes are readily applicable to
CF grammars. In the examples below we shall use the simple grammar

Senteence >  Subjeect Werlh QOfjeect

Subjeect ->  tthe Noun | aa Noun | FProperNName
Ofjeect --> tthe Noun | & Noun | FProoperN\ame
Verth > bitt || cchased

Noun > cat || ddog
ProperfNName > ...

3.5.3.1 Top-down parsing

In top-down parsing we start with the start symbol and try to produce the input. The
keywords here arpredictandmatch At any time there is a left-most non-terminal

in the sentential form and the parser tries systematically to predict a fitting alternative
for A, as far as compatible with the symbols found in the input at the position where the
result of A could start. Consider the example of Figure 3.5, wh@jeect is the left-

most non-terminal.

Input: tthe cat Ihitt @& dog
Sentential form: the cat ottt @igeect
(the internal administration)

Figure 3.5 Top-down parsing as the imitation of the production process

In this situation, the parser will first predithe Noun for Gjeect , but will immedi-
ately reject this alternative since it requittse where the input haa. Next, it will try
a Noun, which is temporarily accepted. Tleis matched and the new left-most non-
terminal isNoun. This parse will succeed whexoun eventually producedog. The
parser will then attempt a third prediction fGljeect , ProoperNName this alternative is
not immediately rejected as the parser cannot sedPitmperNName cannot start witla.
It will fail at a later stage.

There are two serious problems with this approach. Although it can, in principle,
handle arbitrary CF grammars, it will loop on some grammars if implemented naively.
This can be avoided by using some special techniques, which result in general top-



down parsers; these are treated in detail in Chapter 6. The second problem is that the
algorithm requires exponential time since any of the predictions may turn out wrong
and may have to be corrected by trial and error. The above example shows that some
efficiency can be gained by preprocessing the grammar: it is advantageous to know in
advance what tokens can st®rtoperNName to avoid predicting an alternative that is
doomed in advance. This is true for most non-terminals in the grammar and this kind of
information can be easily calculated from the grammar and stored in a table for use
during parsing. For a reasonable set of grammars, linear time dependency can be
achieved, as explained in Chapter 8.

3.5.3.2 Bottom-up parsing

In bottom-up parsing we start with the input and try to reduce it to the start symbol.
Here the keywords arghiftandreduce When we are in the middle of the process, we
have in our hands a sentential form reduced from the input. Somewhere in this senten-
tial form there must be a segment (a substring) that was the result of the last production
step that produced this sentential form; this segment is the right-hand side of a non-
terminal to which it must now be reduced. This segment is callethdinelleof the sen-
tential form, a quite adequate expression. See Figure 3.6. The trick is to find the handle.
It must be the right-hand side of a rule, so we start looking for such a right-hand side by
shifting symbols from the sentential form into the internal administration. When we
find a right-hand side we reduce it to its left-hand side and repeat the process, until only
the start symbol is left. We will not always find the correct handle this way; if we err,
we will get stuck further on, will have to undo some steps, shift in more symbols and
try again. In the above example we could have reducea tNeun to Ofjeect , thereby
boldly heading for a dead end.

Subjeect cochased a dog
a Noun chased a dog

handle

production $ ? reduction

Figure 3.6 Bottom-up parsing as the inversion of the production process

There are essentially the same two problems with this approach as with the top-
down technique. It may loop, and will do so on grammars withiles: it will continue
to find empty productions all over the place. This can be remedied by touching up the
grammar. And it can take exponential time, since the correct identification of the han-
dle may have to be done by trial and error. Again, doing preprocessing on the grammar
often helps: it is easy to see from the grammar tBalbjeect can be followed by
chased, but Qfjeect cannot; so it is unprofitable to reduce a handle€tgeect if the
next symbol i<hased.

3.5.4 Type 3 grammars

A right-hand side in a regular grammar contains at most one non-terminal, so there is
no difference between left-most and right-most production. Top-down methods are
much more efficient for regular grammars than bottom-up methoiben we take the

T Some regular grammars have, however, rules of the forma andA — Ba (and no others); in
that case bottom-up methods work better.



production tree of Figure 2.14 and if we turn it*4&unterclockwise, we get the pro-
duction line of Figure 3.7. The sequence of non-terminals roll on to the right, producing
terminals symbols as they go. In parsing, we are given the terminals symbols and are
supposed to construct the sequence of non-terminals. The first one is given, the start
symbol (hence the preference for top-down). If only one rule for the start symbol starts
with the first symbol of the input we are lucky and know which way to go. Very often,
however, there are many rules starting with the same symbol and then we are in need of
more wisdom. As with Type 2 grammars, we can of course find the correct continua-
tion by trial and error, but far more efficient methods exist that can handle any regular
grammar. Since they form the basis of some advanced parsing techniques, they are
treated separately, in Chapter 5.

Figure 3.7 The production tree of Figure 2.14 as a production line

3.5.5 Type 4 grammars
Finite-choice (FC) grammars do not involve production trees, and membership of a
given input string to the language of the FC grammar can be determined by simple
look-up. This look-up is generally not considered to be “parsing”, but is still mentioned
here for two reasons. First it can benefit from parsing techniques and second it is often
required in a parsing environment. Natural languages have some categories of words
that have only a very limited number of members; examples are the pronouns, the
prepositions and the conjunctions. It is often important to decide quickly if a given
word belongs to one of these finite-choice categories or will have to be analysed
further. The same applies to reserved words in a programming language.

One approach is to consider the FC grammar as a regular grammar and apply the
techniques of Chapter 5. This is often amazingly efficient.

A second often-used approach is that using a hash table. See any book on algo-
rithms, for instance, Smith [CSBooks 1989].

3.6 AN OVERVIEW OF PARSING METHODS

The reader of literature about parsing is confronted with a large number of techniques
with often unclear interrelationships. Yet (almost) all techniques can be placed in a sin-
gle framework, according to some simple criteria; see Figure 3.10. We have already
seen that a parsing technique is eittegs-downor bottom-up The next division is that
betweemon-directionalanddirectional

3.6.1 Directionality

A non-directional method constructs the parse tree while accessing the input in any
order it sees fit; this of course requires the entire input to be in memory before parsing
can start. There is a top-down and a bottom-up version.



3.6.1.1 Non-directional methods
The non-directional top-down method is simple and straightforward and has probably
been invented independently by many people. It was first described by Unger [CF
1968] but in his article he gives the impression that the method already existed. The
method has not received much attention in the literature but is more important than one
might think, since it is used anonymously in a number of other parsers. We shall call it
Unger’s method; it is treated in Section 4.1.

The non-directional bottom-up method has also been discovered independently by
a number of people, among whom Cocke, Younger [CF 1967] and Kasami [CF 1969];
an earlier description is by Sakai [CF 1962]. It is named CYK (or sometimes CKY)
after the three best-known inventors. It has received considerable attention since its
naive implementation is much more efficient than that of Unger’'s method. The effi-
ciency of both methods can be improved, however, arriving at roughly the same perfor-
mance (see Sheil [CF 1976]). The CYK method is treated in Section 4.2.

3.6.1.2 Directional methods

The directional methods process the input symbol by symbol, from left to right. (It is
also possible to parse from right to left, using a mirror image of the grammar; this is
occasionally useful.) This has the advantage that parsing can start, and indeed progress,
considerably before the last symbol of the input is seen. The directional methods are all
based explicitly or implicitly on the parsing automaton described in Section 3.5.3,
where the top-down method performs predictions and matches and the bottom-up
method performs shifts and reduces.

3.6.2 Search techniques
The next subdivision concerns the search technique used to guide the (non-
deterministic!) parsing automaton through all its possibilities to find one or all parsings.

There are in general two methods for solving problems in which there are several
alternatives in well-determined pointdepth-first searchandbreadth-first search In
depth-first search we concentrate on one half-solved problem; if the problem bifurcates
at a given poinP, we store one alternative for later processing and keep concentrating
on the other alternative. If this alternative turns out to be a failure (or even a success,
but we want all solutions), we roll back our actions until pdthand continue with the
stored alternative. This is calldzhcktracking In breadth-first search we keep a set of
half-solved problems. From this set we calculate a new set of (better) half-solved prob-
lems by examining each old half-solved problem; for each alternative, we create a copy
in the new set. Eventually, the set will come to contain all solutions.

Depth-first search has the advantage that it requires an amount of memory that is
proportional to the size of the problem, unlike breadth-first search, which may require
exponential memory. Breadth-first search has the advantage that it will find the sim-
plest solution first. Both methods require in principle exponential time; if we want
more efficiency (and exponential requirements are virtually unacceptable), we need
some means to restrict the search. See any book on algorithms, for instance,
Sedgewick [CSBooks 1988], for more information on search techniques.

These search techniques are not at all restricted to parsing and can be used in a
wide array of contexts. A traditional one is that of finding an exit from a maze. Figure
3.8(@) shows a simple maze with one entrance and two exits. Figurb)3i8picts the
path a depth-first search will take; this is the only option for the human maze-walker:



he cannot duplicate himself and the maze. Dead ends make the depth-first search back-
track to the most recent untried alternative. If the searcher will also backtrack at each
exit, he will find all exits. Figure 3.8) shows which rooms are examined in each
stage of the breadth-first search. Dead ends (in stage 3) cause the search branches in
guestion to be discarded. Breadth-first search will find the shortest way to an exit (the
shortest solution) first; if it continues until all there are no branches left, it will find all
exits (all solutions).
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Figure 3.8 A simple maze with depth-first and breadth-first visits

3.6.3 General directional methods

Combining depth-first or breadth-first with top-down or bottom-up gives four classes
of parsing techniques. The top-down techniques are treated in Chapter 6. The depth-
first top-down technique allows a very simple implementation called recursive descent;
this technique, which is explained in Section 6.6, is very suitable for writing parsers by
hand. The bottom-up techniques are treated in Chapter 7. The combination of breadth-
first and bottom-up leads to the class of Earley parsers, which have among them some
very effective and popular parsers for general CF grammars. See Section 7.2.

3.6.4 Linear methods

Most of the general search methods indicated in the previous paragraph have exponen-
tial time dependency in the worst case: each symbol more in the input multiplies the
parsing time by a constant factor. Such methods are unusable except for very small
input length, where 20 symbols is about the maximum. Even the best of the above
methods require cubic time in the worst case: for 10 tokens they do 1000 actions, for
100 tokens 1000 000 actions and for 1000 tokens 1 000 000 000 actions, which, at 10
microseconds per action will already take almost 3 hours. It is clear that for real speed
we should like to have a linear-time general parsing method. Unfortunately no such
method has been discovered to date. On the other hand, there is no proof and not even
an indication that such a method could not exist. (Compare this to the situation around
unrestricted phrase structure parsing, where it has been proved that no algorithm for it
can exist; see Section 3.5.2.) Worse even, nobody has ever come up with a specific CF
grammar for which no ad hoc linear-time parser could be designed. The only thing is
that we have at present no way to construct such a parser in the general case. This is a
theoretically and practically unsatisfactory state of affairs that awaits further clarifica-
tion.

T There is a theoretically interesting but impractical method by Valiant [CF 1975] which does
general CF parsing i®(n?8Y). Since this is only very slightly better thad(n®) and since



In the meantime (and perhaps forever), we shall have to drop one of the two
adjectives from our goal, a linear-time general parser. We can have a general parser,
which will need cubic time at best, or we can have a linear-time parser, which will not
be able to handle all CF grammars, but not both. Fortunately there are parsing methods
(in particular LR parsing) that can handle very large classes of grammars but still, a
grammar that is designed without regard for a parsing method and just describes the
intended language in the most natural way has a small chance of allowing linear pars-
ing automatically. In practice, grammars are often first designed for naturalness and
then adjusted by hand to conform to the requirements of an existing parsing method.
Such an adjustment is usually relatively simple, depending on the parsing method
chosen. In short, making a linear-time parser for an arbitrary given grammar is 10%
hard work; the other 90% can be done by computer.

We can achieve linear parsing time by restricting the number of possible moves of
our non-deterministic parsing automaton to one in each situation. Since the moves of
such an automaton involve no choice, it is calledketerministic automatan

The moves of a deterministic automaton are determined unambiguously by the
input stream (we can speak of a stream now, since the automaton operates from left to
right); as a result it can give only one parsing for a sentence. This is all right if the
grammar is unambiguous, but if it is not, the act of making the automaton deterministic
has pinned us down to one specific parsing; we shall say more about this in Section
9.6.5.

All that remains is to explain how a deterministic control mechanism for a parsing
automaton can be derived from a grammar. Since there is no single good solution to the
problem, it is not surprising that quite a number of sub-optimal solutions have been
found. From a very global point of view they all use the same technique: they analyse
the grammar in depth to bring to the surface information that can be used to identify
dead ends. These are then closed. If the method, applied to a grammar, closes enough
dead ends so that no choices remain, the method succeeds for that grammar and gives
us a linear-time parser. Otherwise it fails and we either have to look for a different
method or adapt our grammar to the method.

A (limited) analogy with the maze problem can perhaps make this clearer. If we
are allowed to do preprocessing on the maze (unlikely but instructive) the following
method will often make our search through it deterministic. We assume that the maze
consists of a grid of square rooms; see Figuread.ow, if there is a room with three
walls, add the fourth wall. Continue with this process until no rooms with three walls
are left. If all rooms now have either two or four walls, there are no choices left and our
method has succeeded; see Figurel8.8(. We see how this method brings informa-
tion about dead ends to the surface, to help restricting the choice.

It should be pointed out that the above analogy is a limited one. It is concerned
with only one object, the maze, which is preprocessed. In parsing we are concerned
with two objects, the grammar, which is static and can be preprocessed, and the input,
which varies.

Returning to the parsing automaton, we can state the fact that it is deterministic

the actions required are very complicated and time-consuming, Valiant's algorithm is better
only for inputs of millions of symbols. Also, as it is a non-directional method, it would require
all these symbols to be in memory.
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Figure 3.9 A single-exit maze made deterministic by preprocessing

more precisely: a parsing automaton is deterministic with look-alkei@dts control

can, given the internal administration and the resymbols of the input, decide unam-
biguously what to do next (to either match or predict and what to predict in the top-
down case, and to either shift or reduce and how to reduce in the bottom-up case). Like
grammar types, linear parsing methods are indicated by initials, like LL, LALR etc. If a
methodX uses a look-ahead &fsymbols it is calledX (k).

3.6.5 Linear top-down and bottom-up methods

There is only one linear top-down method, called; the first L stands for Left-to-

right, the second for “identifying the Left-most production”, as directional top-down
parsers do. LL parsing is treated in Chapter 8. LL parsing, especially LL(1) is very
popular. LL(1) parsers are often generated by a parser generator but a simple variant
can, with some effort, be written by hand, using recursive-descent techniques; see Sec-
tion 8.2.6. Occasionally, the LL(1) method is used starting from the last token of the
input backwards; it is then calleRR(1)

There are quite a variety of linear bottom-up methods, the most powerful being
calledLR, where again the L stand for Left-to-right and the R stand for “identifying the
Right-most production”. Linear bottom-up methods are treated in Chapter 9. Their
parsers are invariably generated by a parser generator: the control mechanism of such a
parser is so complicated that it is not humanly possible to construct it by hand. Some of
the linear bottom-up methods are very popular and are perhaps used even more widely
than the LL(1) method. LR(1) parsing is more powerful than LL(1) parsing, but also
more difficult to understand and less convenient. The other methods cannot be com-
pared easily to the LL(1) method. See Chapter 12 for a comparison of practical parsing
methods. The LR(1) method can also be applied backwards and is thenRh(Ed

The great difference in variety between top-down and bottom-up methods is easily
understood when we look more closely at the choices the corresponding parsers face. A
top-down parser has by nature little choice: if a terminal symbol is predicted, it has no
choice and can only ascertain that a match is present; only if a non-terminal is predicted
it has a choice in the production of that non-terminal. A bottom-up parser can always
shift the next input symbol, even if a reduction is also possible (and it often has to do
so0). If, in addition, a reduction is possible, it may have a choice between a number of
right-hand sides. In general it has more choice than a top-down parser and more power-
ful methods are needed to make it deterministic.



3.6.6 Almost deterministic methods

When our attempt to construct a deterministic control for a parser fails and leaves us
with an almost deterministic one, we need not despair yet. We can fall back on
breadth-first search to solve the remnants of non-determinism at run-time. The better
our original method was, the less non-determinism will be left, the less often breadth-
first search will be needed and the more efficient our parser will be. This avenue of
thought has been explored for bottom-up parsers by Tomita [CF 1986], who achieves
with it what is probably the best general CF parser available today.

Of course, by reintroducing breadth-first search we are taking chances. The gram-
mar and the input could conspire so that the non-determinism gets hit by each input
symbol and our parser will again have exponential time dependency. In practice, how-
ever, they never do so and such parsers are very useful.

Tomita’s parser is treated in Section 9.8. No corresponding research on top-down
parsers has been reported in the literature. This is perhaps due to the fact that no
amount of breadth-first searching can handle left-recursion in a grammar (left-
recursion is explained in Section 6.3.2).

3.6.7 Left-corner parsing

In Section 3.6 we wrote that “almost” all parsing methods could be assigned a place in
Figure 3.10. The principal class of methods that has been left out concerns “left-corner
parsing”. It is a third division alongside top-down and bottom-up, and since it is a
hybrid between the two it should be assigned a separate column between these.

In left-corner parsing, the right-hand side of each production rule is divided into
two parts: the left part is called tHeft cornerand is identified by bottom-up methods.
The division of the right-hand side is done so that once its left corner has been identi-
fied, parsing of the right part can proceed by a top-down method.

Although left-corner parsing has advantages of its own, it tends to combine the
disadvantages or at least the problems of top-down and bottom-up parsing, and is
hardly used in practice. For this reason it has not been included in Figure 3.10. From a
certain point of view, top-down and bottom-up can each be considered special cases of
left-corner, which gives it some theoretical significance. See Section 13.7 for literature
references.

3.6.8 Conclusion

Figure 3.10 summarizes parsing techniques as they are treated in this book. Nijholt
[Misc 1981] paints a more abstract view of the parsing landscape, based on left-corner
parsing. See Deussen [Misc 1979] for an even more abstracted overview. An early sys-
tematic survey was given by Griffiths and Petrick [CF 1965].
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Figure 3.10 An overview of parsing techniques
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General non-directional methods

In this chapter we will present two general parsing methods, both non-directional:
Unger's method and the CYK method. These methods are called non-directional
because they access the input in an seemingly arbitrary order. They require the entire
input to be in memory before parsing can start.

Unger’'s method is top-down; if the input belongs to the language at hand, it must
be derivable from the start symbol of the grammar. Therefore, it must be derivable
from a right-hand side of the start symbol, $&yA, - - - A,,. This, in turn, means that
A1 must derive a first part of the inpuf, a second part, etc. If the input sentence is
Z12, - - " Zy, this demand can be depicted as follows:

Unger’'s method tries to find a partition of the input that fits this demand. This is a
recursive problem: if a non-termind|, is to derive a certain part of the input, there
must be a partition of this part that fits a right-hand sideAof Ultimately, such a
right-hand side must consist of terminal symbols only, and these can easily be matched
with the current part of the input.

The CYK method approaches the problem the other way around: it tries to find
occurrences of right-hand sides in the input; whenever it finds one, it makes a note that
the corresponding left-hand side derives this part of the input. Replacing the
occurrence of the right-hand side with the corresponding left-hand side results in some
sentential forms that derive the input. These sentential forms are again the subject of a
search for right-hand sides, etc. Ultimately, we may find a sentential form that both
derives the input sentence and is a right-hand side of the start symbol.

In the next two sections, these methods are investigated in detail.



4.1 UNGER'S PARSING METHOD

The input to Unger’s parsing method [CF 1968] consists of a CF grammar and an input
sentence. We will first discuss Unger’s parsing method for grammars withauées
and without loops (see Section 2.8.4). Then, the problems introducedudgs will be
discussed, and the parsing method will be modified to allow for all CF grammars.

4.1.1 Unger's method withoute-rules or loops
To see how Unger’'s method solves the parsing problem, let us consider a small exam-
ple. Suppose we have a grammar rule

S ABC|DE | F

and we want to find out whethe3 derives the input sentenggrs. The initial parsing
problem can then be schematically represented as:

S
pqrs

For each right-hand side we must first generate all possible partitions of the input sen-
tence. Generating partitions is not difficult: if we hawecups, numbered from 1 tm,

andn marbles, numbered from 1 t§ we have to find all possible partitions such that
each cup contains at least one marble, the numbers of the marbles in any cup are con-
secutive, and any cup does not contain lower-numbered marbles than any marble in a
lower-numbered cup. We proceed as follows: first, we put marble 1 in cup 1, and then
generate all partitions of the other-1 marbles over the othen—1 cups. This gives us

all partitions that have marble 1 in the first cup. Next, we put marbles 1 and 2 in the
first cup, and then generate all partitions of the othe2 marbles over the othen-1

cups, etc. Iinis less thamm, no partition is possible.

Partitioning the input corresponds to partitioning the marbles (the input symbols)
over the cups (the right-hand side symbols). If a right-hand side has more symbols than
the sentence, no partition can be found (there beingndes). For the first right-hand
side the following partitions must be tried:

S
Al B C
p q rs
p qr | s
pq | r S

The first partition results in the following sub-problems: dd@ederivep, doesB derive
g, and doe<C derivers? These sub-problems must all be answered in the affirmative,
or the partition is not the right one.

For the second right-hand side, we obtain the following partitions:



S
D E
p qrs
pqg rs
par | s

The last right-hand side results in the following partition:

S
F

pars

All these sub-problems deal with shorter sentences, except the last one. They will
all lead to similar split-ups, and in the end many will fail because a terminal symbol in
a right-hand side does not match the corresponding part of the partition. The only par-
tition that causes some concern is the last one. It is as complicated as the one we started
with. This is the reason that we have disallowed loops in the grammar. If the grammar
has loops, we may get the original problem back again and again. For instance, if there
is a ruleF - Sin the example above, this will certainly happen.

The above demonstrates that we have a search problem here, and we can attack it
with either the depth-first or the breadth-first search technique (see Section 3.6.2).
Unger uses depth-first search.

In the following discussion, the grammar of Figure 4.1 will serve as an example.

Exprg > Bqr + Term || TTerm
Term ->> Term x Factoor || Fractoor
Factoor --> ( BExpr)) || ii

Figure 4.1 A grammar describing simple arithmetic expressions
This grammar represents the language of simple arithmetic expressions, with operators

+ andx, and operand . We will use the sentengg+t)) xi as input example. So, the
initial problem can be represented as:

BExpr
(i) xi

Fitting the first right-hand side diExpr with the input results in the following parti-
tions:



Exjpr
Expr + Term
( i +H)) xi
( i+ i) xi
( ji+HH )) Xi
( ii+H)) X
( jiHH)) x| i
(i + i) xi
(ii +H )) Xi
(ii +i)) Xi
(i +H)) x [
(ii+ i ) Xi
(it i) Xi
(ii+ i) x [
(ii++i )) X
(i 1)) x i
(ii+H) | x [

Even a small example like this already results in 15 partitions, and we will not examine
them all here, although the unoptimized version of the algorithm requires this. We will
only examine the partitions that have at least some chance of succeeding: we can elim-
inate all partitions that do not match the terminal symbol of the right-hand side. So, the
only partition worth investigating further is:

Exjpr

Terrm

i) i

Expr
(ii

+H
+H

The first sub-problem here is to find out whether and, if so, lpr derives(ii . We
cannot partition(ii into three non-empty parts because it only consists of 2 symbols.
Therefore, the only rule that we can apply is the rkigpr > Terrm Similarly, the
only rule that we can apply next is the rdlerrm => Factcor . So, we nhow have

Exjpr
Termm
Factoor

(i

However, this is impossible, because the first right-hand sideacfoor has too many
symbols, and the second one consists of one terminal symbol only. Therefore, the par-
tition we started with does not fit, and it must be rejected. The other partitions were
already rejected, so we can conclude that the Bxjgr > BExpr + Terrmdoes not
derive the input.

The second right-hand side Bkpr consists of only one symbol, so we only have
one patrtition here, consisting of one part. Partitioning this part for the first right-hand
side of Terrmagain results in 15 possibilities, of which again only one has a chance of



succeeding:

Exjpr
Termm
Term | x | Factoor

(iH) | x | i

Continuing our search, we will find the following derivation:

BExpr >

Terrm =>

Terrm x Factoor —>

Factor x Factor -—>

( BExpr )) x Factoor -->

( BEqgpr + Terrm)) x Factor -->
( Trerm + Terrm )) x Factor >
( Fractcor + Terrm )) x Factoor -->
( ii + Terrm)) x Factcoor -->

( il + Factoor )) x Factoor -—>
(ii + 1)) x Factor >

(i +H1i)) xi

and this is the only derivation to be found.

This example demonstrates several aspects of the method: even small examples
require a considerable amount of work, but even some simple checks can result in huge
savings. For instance, matching the terminal symbols in a right-hand side with the par-
tition at hand often leads to the rejection of the partition without investigating it any
further. Unger [CF 1968] presents several more of these checks. For instance, one can
compute the minimum length of strings of terminal symbols derivable from each non-
terminal. Once it is known that a certain non-terminal only derives terminal strings of
length at leasn, all partitions that fit this non-terminal with a substring of length less
thann can be immediately rejected.

4.1.2 Unger’s method withe-rules

So far, we only have dealt with grammars withadtules, and not without reason.
Complications arise when the grammar contasles, as is demonstrated by the fol-
lowing example: consider the grammar rige- ABC and input sentenceqr. If we

want to examine whether this rule derives the input sentence, and we all@ritas,

many more partitions will have to be investigated, because each of the non-terfjinals

B, andC may derive the empty string. In this case, generating all partitions proceeds
just as above, except that we first generate the partitions that have no marble at all in
the first cup, then the partitions that have marble 1 in the first cup, etc.:



S
A B C
par
p ar
pq r
par
p ar
p q r
p ar
pq r
pq r
par

Now suppose that we are investigating whetBederivespqr, and suppose there is a
rule B » SD. Then, we will have to investigate the following partitions:

B
S D
par
P ar
Pq r
par

It is the last of these partitions that will cause trouble: in the process of finding out
whetherSderivespgr, we end up asking the same question again, in a different context.
If we are not careful and do not detect this, our parser will loop forever, or run out of
memory.

When searching along this path, we are looking for a derivation that is using a
loop in the grammar. This may even happen if the grammar does not contain loops. If
this loop actually exists in the grammar, there are infinitely many derivations to be
found along this path, provided that there is one, so we will never be able to present
them all. The only interesting derivations are the ones without the loop. Therefore, we
will cut off the search process in these cases. On the other hand, if the grammar does
not contain such a loop, a cut-off will not do any harm either, because the search is
doomed to fail anyway. So, we can avoid the problem altogether by cutting off the
search process in these cases. Fortunately, this is not a difficult task. All we have to do
is to maintain a list of questions that we are currently investigating. Before starting to
investigate a new question (for instance “d@&sderive pqr?”) we first check that the
guestion does not already appear in the list. If it does, we do not investigate this ques-
tion. Instead, we proceed as if the question were answered negatively.

Consider for instance the following grammar:

S > LSD| ¢
L > ¢
D = d

This grammar generates sequenced’®in an awkward way. The complete search for



the questionS$ = d? andS = dd? is depicted in Figure 4.2.

€5 €? |yes

L sb @ €% g? |yes
@ cut-off: no

~ €? |yes

d% d? |yes

€, €? |yes

off: no

. €? |yes

L S D @ €% g? |yes
@ cut-off: no

. €? |yes

*, dd? |no

€5 €? |yes

see above, yes

= d? |yes

€L €? |yes

off: no

€= d? |no

€% d? |no

€ dd?|no

Figure 4.2 Unger’s parser at work for the sentenceanddd

Figure 4.2 must be read from left to right, and from top to bottom. The questions are
drawn in an ellipse, with the split-ups over the right-hand sides in boxes. A question is



answered affirmatively if at least one of the boxes results in a “yes”. In contrast, a par-
tition only results in an affirmative answer if all questions arising from it result in a
‘yes”.

Checking for cut-offs is easy: if a new question is asked, we follow the arrows in
the reversed direction (to the left). This way, we traverse the list of currently investi-
gated questions. If we meet the question again, we have to cut off the search.

To find the parsings, every question that is answered affirmatively has to pass
back a list of rules that start the derivation asked for in the question. This list can be
placed into the ellipse, together with the question. We have not done so in Figure 4.2,
because it is complicated enough as it is. However, if we strip Figure 4.2 of its dead
ends, and leave out the boxes, we get Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3 The result of Unger’s parser for the sentedde

In this case, every ellipse only has one possible grammar rule. Therefore, there is only
one parsing, and we obtain it by reading Figure 4.3 from left to right, top to bottom:

S > LSD = SD -=> LSDD = SDD -=> DD -=> dD -=> dd.

In general, the total number of parsings is equal to the product of the number of gram-
mar rules in each ellipse.

This example shows that we can save much time by remembering answers to
guestions. For instance, the question whethelerivese is asked many times. Sheil
[CF 1976] has shown that the efficiency improves dramatically when this is done: it
goes from exponential to polynomial. Another possible optimization is achieved by
computing in advance which non-terminals can degvim fact, this is a special case of
computing the minimum length of a terminal string that each non-terminal derives. If a
non-terminal derives, this minimum length is 0.

4.2 THE CYK PARSING METHOD

The parsing method described in this section is attributed to J. Cocke, D.H. Younger,
and T. Kasami, who, independently, discovered variations of the method; it is now
known as the Cocke-Younger-Kasami method, or@K method. The most accessi-
ble original description is that of Younger [CF 1967]. A much earlier description is by
Sakai [CF 1962].

As with Unger’s parsing method, the input to the CYK algorithm consists of a CF



grammar and an input sentence. The first phase of the algorithm constructs a table tel-
ling us which non-terminal(s) derive which substrings of the sentence. This is the
recognition phase. It ultimately also tells us whether the input sentence can be derived
from the grammar. The second phase uses this table and the grammar to construct all
possible derivations of the sentence.

We will first concentrate on the recognition phase, which really is the distinctive
feature of the algorithm.

4.2.1 CYK recognition with general CF grammars

To see how the CYK algorithm solves the recognition and parsing problem, let us con-
sider the grammar of Figure 4.4. This grammar describes the syntax of numbers in
scientific notation. An example sentence produced by this gramng2.5%e+1. We

will now use this grammar and sentence as an example.

Numier ;> Imteeger || RReal

Imteeger -->  Digitt || |Imteeger iggitt
Real --> Imteeger Fraactiioon Scalee

Fractiioon -> . limteeger
Scalee -> e Sign Imtesger || Eempyy
Dogitt > 0| UL |2|3B|4|D|68]|7|8|D
Empy ->
Sggn >+ | --

Figure 4.4 A grammar describing numbers in scientific notation
The CYK algorithm first concentrates on substrings of the input sentence, shortest

substrings first, and then works its way up. The following derivations of substrings of
length 1 can be read directly from the grammar:

\ Diggiit t \ Diggiitt \ Diggjitt Siggn Diggiit t
[ [ |
| | |
| | |

3 2 5:ei+ili

This means thabDiggitt derives3, Digitt derives2, etc. Note however, that this pic-
ture is not yet complete. For one thing, there are several other non-terminals deriving
3. This complication arises because the grammar contains so-caliediles rules of

the form A - B, where A and B are non-terminals. Such rules are also cabetle

rules or chain rules We can have chains of them in a derivation. So, the next step
consists of applying the unit rules, repetitively, for instance to find out which other
non-terminals deriv8. This gives us the following result:

Nurriter , Nuriter Nuniter Nurriter ,
Imte=ger , | Imtesger , Imte=ger , Siggn Imte=ger ,
Digpit t Dipjit t Digpit t Diggit t
| 3 | 2 | . | 5 | e | + | 1 |



Now, we already see some combinations that we recognize from the grammar: For
instance, anmteeger followed by aDipitt is again anmtesger , and a. (dot) fol-
lowed by anmtesger is aFraactiioon. We get (again also using unit rules):

Nurriter , Imtesger Freacti ioon Scalee
Nurriter , Nuniter Nuniter Nurriter ,
Imteeger , | Imteeger , Imteeger , Siggn Imtesger ,
Diggit t Dipit t Digpit t Diggit t
| 3 | 2 | . | 5 | e | + | 1 |

At this point, we see that thBeal -rule is applicable in several ways, and then the
Nurriter -rule, so we get:

Nurriteer , Real
Nuniter , Real
Nurriteer , Imtesger Fraactiioon Scalee
Nurrier | Nurrier | Nurriter | Nurrier |
Imteeger , | Imteeger , Imteeger , Siggn Imtesger ,
Diggit t Dyt t Digpit t Diggit t
| 3 | 2 | . I 5 I e | + | 1 |

We find thatNumiiier does indeed derivé2.5e+1.

In the example above, we have seen that unit rules complicate things a bit.
Another complication, one that we have avoided until now, is formed-hyles. For
instance, if we want to recognize the inpl8.11 according to the example grammar,
we have to realize th&calee derivese here, so we get the following picture:

Nurriter , Real
Nuniter , Real
Nurriteer , Imtesger Fraactiioon Scalee
Nuriter Nuniter Nuriteer -
Imteeger , | Imteeger , Imteeger e
Diggit t Digpit t Digpit t -7
| 4 | 3 I . I 1 |

In general this is even more complicated. We must take into account the fact that
several non-terminals can derigebetween any two adjacent terminal symbols in the
input sentence, and also in front of the input sentence or at the back. However, as we
shall see, the problems caused by these kinds of rules can be solved, albeit at a certain
cost.

In the meantime, we will not let these problems discourage us. In the example,



we have seen that the CYK algorithm works by determining which non-terminals
derive which substrings, shortest substrings first. Although we skipped them in the
example, the shortest substrings of any input sentence are, of coursesuhstrings.
We shall have to be able to recognize them in arbitrary position, so let us first see if we
can computdR, the set of non-terminals that derige

Initially, this setR. consists of the set of non-terminafsfor which A€ is a
grammar rule. For the example grammRy, is initially the set {Emgtyy }. Next, we
check each grammar rule: If a right-hand side consists only of symbols that are a
member ofkR,, we add the left-hand side ® (it derivesg, because all symbols in the
right-hand side do). In the exampl8calee would be added. This process is repeated
until no new non-terminals can be added to the set. For the example, this results in

Re = { Empiyy, Scalee }.

Now, we direct our attention to the non-empty substrings of the input sentence. Sup-
pose we have an input sentenze z,z, - - -z, and we want to compute the set of
non-terminals that derive the substring Do$tarting at position, of lengthl. We will

use the notatios; | for this substring, so,

S =44+ " 4+l
Figure 4.5 presents this notation graphically, using a sentence of 4 symbols.

S1,4 ’

S2.3 '

S1,2

S1,1 S2,1 S31 Sa1

Z; 2 Z3 Zs

Figure 4.5 A graphical presentation of substrings

We will use the notatiorRs, for the set of non-terminals deriving the substrigg.
This notation can be extended to deal with substrings of lengtls @=¢, and
RS,O =Re.

Because shorter substrings are dealt with first, we can assume that we are at a
stage in the algorithm where all information on substrings with length smaller than a
certain| is available. Using this information, we check each right-hand side in the
grammar, to see if it derives;;, as follows: suppose we have a right-hand side
A1 -+ Ap. Then we divides; | into m (possibly empty) segments, such tiatderives
the first segmentA, the second, etc. We start witky. If A; -+ - Ay is to derives |,

A1 has to derive a first part of it, say of lengkh That is,A; must derives x (be a
member ofRg ), andA; - - - Ay must derive the rest:



Al A2 Am
| |
| |
— | |
| |
| |

Z T Zi1k1 Z 1 Z k41 T Ziy1

This is attempted for every for which A; is a member oRs , , including 0. Naturally,
if A, is a terminal, therA; must be equal t@, andk is 1. Checking ifA, - - Ay,
derivesz 4 - - - Z4 -1 IS done in the same way. Unlike Unger's method, we do not
have to try all partitions, because we already know which non-terminals derive which
substrings.

Nevertheless, there are several problems with all this: in the first placauld
be 1 andA; a non-terminal, so we are dealing with a unit rule. In this cdsemust
derive the whole substring |, and thus be a member 8 , which is the set that we
are computing now, so we do not know yet if this is the case. This problem can be
solved by observing that iA; is to derives |, somewhere along the derivation there
must be a first step not using a unit rule. So we have:

whereC is the first non-terminal using a non-unit rule in the derivation. Disregarding
e-rules (the second problem) for a moment, this means that at a certain Gtagebe
added to the ses,. Now, if we repeat the process again and again, at some [®int,
will be added, and during the next repetitiogkh, will be added. So, we have to repeat
the process until no new non-terminals are added?{o. The second problem is
caused by the-rules. If all but one of thé\; derivee, we have a problem that is basi-
cally equivalent to the problem of unit rules. It can be solved in the same way.

In the end, when we have computed all fg , the recognition problem is solved:
the start symboBderivesz (= sy p) if and only if Sis a member oRs .

This is a complicated process, but part of this complexity stems frong-tikes
and the unit rules. Their presence forces us to doRhe computation repetitively.
Another, less serious source of the complexity is that a right-hand side may consist of
arbitrary many non-terminals, so trying all possibilities can be a lot of work. So, impos-
ing certain restrictions on the rules may simplify this process a great deal. However,
these restrictions should not limit the generative power of the grammar significantly.

4.2.2 CYK recognition with a grammar in Chomsky Normal Form
Two of the restrictions that we want to impose on the grammar are obvious by now: no
unit rules and ne-rules. We would also like to limit the maximum length of a right-
hand side to 2; this would simplify checking that a right-hand side derives a certain
substring. It turns out that there is a form for CF grammars that exactly fits these res-
trictions: the Chomsky Normal Form. It is as if this normal form was invented for this
algorithm. A grammar is irChomsky Normal ForngCNF), when all rules either have
the formA - a, or A-BC, wherea is a terminal andA, B, andC are non-terminals.
Fortunately, as we shall see later, almost all CF grammars can be mechanically
transformed into a CNF grammar.

We will first discuss how the CYK-algorithm works for a grammar in CNF.



There are nce-rules in a CNF grammar, sB. is empty. The setfs , can be read
directly from the rules: they are determined by the rules of the férma. A rule
A - BC can never derive a single terminal, because there aterules.

Next, we proceed iteratively as before, first processing all substrings of length 2,
then all substrings of length 3, etc. When a right-hand &@as to derive a substring
of lengthl, B has to derive the first part (which is non-empty), aidhe rest (also
non-empty).

Z Zi k1 Z Ziy

So,B must derives y, that is,B must be a member d¥; ,, and, likewise C must
derives .-k, that is,C must be a member &%, ,_, . Determining if such & exists is
easy: just try all possibilities; they range from 1ltel. All setsRg, andRy,, ,_ have
already been computed at this point.

This process is much less complicated than the one we saw before, with a general
CF grammar, for two reasons: the most important one is that we do not have to repeat
the process again and again until no new non-terminals are adéRd.tblere, the sub-
strings we are dealing with are really substrings. They cannot be equal to the string we
started out with. The second reason is that we only have to find one place where the
substring must be split in two, because the right-hand side only consists of two non-
terminals. In ambiguous grammars, there can be several different splittings, but at this
point, that does not worry us. Ambiguity is a parsing issue, not a recognition issue.

The algorithm results in a complete collection of sBt5. The sentence con-
sists of onlyn symbols, so a substring starting at positiocan never have more than
n+1-i symbols. This means that there are no substrgygsvith i +1>n +1. Therefore,
theRy | sets can be organized in a triangular table, as depicted in Figure 4.6.

R,
Rsl.nfl Rsz.nfl
Rs,, Rs,
Vv . > W
R51.1 o Rﬁ,l o . RS+|—1,1 o RSM

Figure 4.6 Form of the recognition table

This table is called theecognition table or the well-formed substring tableRy, is
computed following the arrow® andW simultaneously, looking for rule& - BC with



B a member of a set on théarrow, andC a member of the corresponding set on ke
arrow. ForB, substrings are taken starting at positipwith increasing lengtlik. So the

V arrow is vertical and rising, visitin@®y ,, Ry ,, ** . Ry,, """, Ry, for C, sub-
strings are taken starting at positiofk, with lengthl -k, with end-position +l -1, so
the W arrow is diagonally descending, visitifg,, ., Rs,,,0 ~ " Reqaer 77
R3+I—l,l'

As described above, the recognition table is computed in the order depicted in
Figure 4.7a). We could also compute the recognition table in the order depicted in Fig-
ure 4.4b). In this last orderRs, is computed as soon as all sets and input symbols
needed for its computation are available. For instance, when comgRiing Ry, , is
relevant, buRs, , is not, because the substring at position 3 with length 3 does not con-
tain the substring at position 6 with length 1. This order makes the algorithm particu-
larly suitable for on-line parsing, where the number of symbols in the input is not
known in advance, and additional information is computed each time a symbol is
entered.

(a) off-line order (b) on-line order

Figure 4.7 Different orders in which the recognition table can be computed

Now, let us examine the cost of this algorithm. Figure 4.6 shows that there are
(n*(n+1))/2 substrings to be examined. For each substring, at mektdifferent k-
positions have to be examined. All other operations are independentsofthe algo-
rithm operates in a time at most proportional to the cube of the length of the input sen-
tence. As such, it is far more efficient than exhaustive search, which needs a time that
is exponential in the length of the input sentence.

4.2.3 Transforming a CF grammar into Chomsky Normal Form

The previous section has demonstrated that it is certainly worth while to try to
transform a general CF grammar into CNF. In this section, we will discuss this
transformation, using our number grammar as an example. The transformation is split
up into several stages:

o first, e-rules are eliminated.

then, unit rules are eliminated.

then, non-productive non-terminals are removed.

then, non-reachable non-terminals are removed.

then, finally, the remaining grammar rules are modified, and rules are added, until
they all have the desired form, that is, eitider. a or A - BC.

All these transformations will not change the language defined by the grammar. This is
not proven here. Most books on formal language theory discuss these transformations

OoOooaod



more formally and provide proofs, see for example Hopcroft and Ullman [Books 1979].

4.2.3.1 Eliminating e-rules

Suppose we have a gramm@r with ane-rule A-e¢, and we want to eliminate this
rule. We cannot just remove the rule, as this would change the language defined by the
non-terminalA, and also probably the language defined by the grantthao, some-
thing has to be done about the occurrence# of the right-hand sides of the grammar
rules. WheneveA occurs in a grammar rulB - aAB, we replace this rule with two
others:B - aA’3, whereA’ is a new non-terminal, for which we shall add rules later
(these rules will be the non-empty grammar ruleg\pfandB - a3, which handles the
case wherd\ derivese in a derivation using th& - aA rule. Notice that thex and3

in the rules above could also contad in this case, each of the new rules must be
replaced in the same way, and this process must be repeated until all occurreAces of
are removed. When we are through, there will be no occurrenéeleit in the gram-

matr.

Every e-rule must be handled in this way. Of course, during this processerew
rules may originate. This is only to be expected: the process makesdaliivations
explicit. The newly created-rules must be dealt with in exactly the same way. Ulti-
mately, this process will stop, because the number of of non-terminals degvisg
limited and, in the end, none of these non-terminals occur in any right-hand side.

The next step in eliminating therules is the addition of grammar rules for the
new non-terminals. 1A is a non-terminal for which ai\' was introduced, we add a
rule A’ a for all non€-rulesA - a. Since alle-rules have been made explicit, we can
be sure that if a rule does not derigairectly, it cannot do so indirectly. A problem
that may arise here is that there may not be a siome for A. In this caseA only
derivesg, so we remove all rules using.

All this leaves us with a grammar that still contagisules. However, none of the
non-terminals having ae-rule occurs in any right-hand side. These occurrences have
just been carefully removed. So, these non-terminals can never play a role in any
derivation from the start symb& with one important exceptior8itself. In particular,
we now have a rul&- ¢ if and only if € is a member of the language defined by the
grammarG. All other non-terminals witte-rules can be removed safely. Cleaning up
the grammar is left to later transformations.

S > LaM
L > LM

L > ¢

M > MM
M > ¢

Figure 4.8 An example grammar to testule elimination schemes

The grammar of Figure 4.8 is a nasty grammar to test yourle elimination
scheme. Our scheme transforms this grammar into the grammar of Figure 4.9. This
grammar still hase-rules, but these will be eliminated by the removal of non-
productive and/or non-reachable non-terminals. Cleaning up this mess will leave only
one rule:S-—a. Removing thes-rules in our number grammar results in the grammar
of Figure 4.10. Note that the two rules to produceEmptyy and Scalee, are still



S > LlaM|aM| L al|a

L -=> LU MWW W] ¢
M s> MMWI|| W]|| ¢
Ll __>> Ll W’ll LL’ || W’

M1 __>> M1 MA! || W!
Figure 4.9 Result after ous-rule elimination scheme

Numiter > Imteeger || HReal
Imteeger -->  Diggitt || [Imteeger iggitt
Real --> Imteeger Frraactiioon Scalee’ || |Imteeger Hreactiioon
Fractiioon -> . lImteeger
Scalee -->> e Siggn Imteeger
Scalee -> e Siggn Imteeger || €

Empy > ¢
Digitt > O|U|2|B|4|F|6|7|8|D
Sgn >+ -

Figure 4.10 Our number grammar after eliminationssfules

present but are not used any more.

4.2.3.2 Eliminating unit rules

The next trouble-makers to be eliminated are the unit rules, that is, rules of the form
A - B. It is important to realize that, if such a rufe- B is used in a derivation, it must

be followed at some point by the use of a riBe- a. Therefore, if we have a rule

A - B, and the rules for B are

B-oay|oaz| -~ |ap,
we can replace the rul& - B with
A_>0(1|0(2| |Gn.

In doing this, we can of course introduce new unit rules. In particular, when repeating
this process, we could at some point again get the AuleB. In this case, we have an
infinitely ambiguous grammar, becauBederivesB. Now this may seem to pose a
problem, but we can just leave such a unit rule out; the effect is that we short-cut
derivations like

Also rules of the formA - A are left out. In fact, a pleasant side-effect of removing
rules and unit rules is that the resulting grammar is not infinitely ambiguous any more.

Removing the unit rules in ows-free number grammar results in the grammar of
Figure 4.11.

4.2.3.3 Removing non-productive non-terminals
Non-productive non-terminalsre non-terminals that have no terminal derivation.
Every sentential form that can be derived from it will contain non-terminals. These are



Nurier . > 0| UL |2 |34 |DH|B|7|8|D
Nurier >  Imteeger Migpitt
Numiter . > Imteeger Fraactiioon Scalee’ || |Imteeger Fraactiioon
Imteeger > 0| N |2 |3 |H4]|DH|68|7|8B|®D
Imteeger -->  Imteeger Miggitt
Real --> Imteeger Fraactiioon Scalee’ || |Imteeger H-raactiicon
Fraactiioon -> . |Imteeger
Scalee® --> e Siggn Imte=ger
Scalee -> e Sign Imteeger || €

Enptyy > €
Dopitt > 0|1 |2|3B|4|D|G|7]|8B|®P
Sggn - >+ | -

Figure 4.11 Our number grammar after eliminating unit rules

not pleasant things to have in a grammar. Naturally, “proper” grammars do not have
them. Nevertheless, we must be able to determine which non-terminals do have a ter-
minal derivation, if only to check that a grammar is “proper”.

To find out which non-terminals have a terminal derivation we use a scheme that
hinges on the fact that a non-terminal has a terminal derivation if and only if it has a
right-hand side consisting of symbols that all have a terminal derivation. Of course, ter-
minals have themselves a terminal derivation. The scheme works as follows: First, we
mark the non-terminals that have a right-hand side containing only terminals: they
obviously have a terminal derivation. Next, we mark all non-terminals that have a
right-hand side consisting only of terminals and marked non-terminals: they too have a
terminal derivation. We keep on doing this until there are no more non-terminals to be
marked.

Now, the non-productive non-terminals are the ones that have not been marked in
the process. We remove all rules that contain a non-marked non-terminal in either the
left-hand side or the right-hand side. This process does not remove all rules of a
marked non-terminal, as there must be at least one rule for it with a right-hand side
consisting only of terminals and marked non-terminals, or it would not have been
marked in the first place. (This may remove all rules, including those for the start-
symbol, in which case the grammar describes the empty language).

Our number grammar does not contain non-productive non-terminals, so it will
not be changed by this phase.

4.2.3.4 Removing non-reachable non-terminals
A non-terminal is calledeachableor accessiblaf there exists at least one sentential
form, derivable from the start symbol, in which it occurs. So, a non-termiinsireach-
able if S% aAB for somea andB. A non-terminal isnon-reachabldf it is not reach-
able. For non-reachable non-terminals the same holds as for non-productive non-
terminals: they do not occur in “proper” grammars. However, they can be introduced
by some of the transformations that we have seen before, so we must be able to find
them to “clean up” a grammar again.

We found the non-productive non-terminals by finding the “useful” ones. Like-
wise, we find the non-reachable non-terminals by finding the reachable ones. For this,



we can use the following scheme: First, the start symbol is marked: it is reachable.
Then, any time an as yet unmarked non-terminal is marked, all non-terminals occurring
in any of its right-hand sides are marked. In the end, the unmarked non-terminals are
not reachable and their rules can be removed. They do not occur in any right-hand side
of a reachable non-terminal, for otherwise it would have been marked in the process.

It is interesting to note that removing non-reachable non-terminals does not intro-
duce non-productive non-terminals. However, first removing non-reachable non-
terminals and then removing non-productive non-terminals may produce a grammar
which contains again non-reachable non-terminals. Finding an example demonstrating
this is left to the reader.

In our number grammar, the non-termin&eal , Scalee, and Emgtyy are non-
reachable, which leaves us with the grammar of Figure 4.12.

Nurier . > 0| UL |2 |34 |DH|B|7|8]|D
Nuriter >  Imteeger Migpitt

Numiter . > Imteeger Fraactiioon Scalee’ || |Imteeger Fraactiioon
Imteeger > 0| N | 2|3 |H4]|DH|68|7|8B|®D
Imteeger -->  Imteeger Miggitt
Fractiioon -> . limteeger

Scalee’ --> e Siggn Imte=ger

Dogitt > 0| LN |2 |B|H4|D|6]|7]|8B|P

Sgn >+ |-
Figure 4.12 Our number grammar after removal of non-reachable rules

4.2.3.5 Finally, to Chomsky Normal Form

After all these grammar transformations, we have a grammar withoules or unit

rules, all non-terminal are reachable, and there are no non-productive non-terminals.
So, we are left with two types of rules: rules of the foAm. a, which are already in the
proper form, and rules of the forA - XX, - - - X;,,, with m>2. For every terminab
occurring in such a rule we create a new non-termifpalith as only ruleT, - b, and

we replace each occurrence lofin a rule A - X1 X5 - - - X, with T,,. Now, the only

rules not yet in CNF are of the forrA - X1 X5 - - - X, with m=3, and allX; a non-
terminal. These rules can now just be split up:

A - X Xo Xy
is replaced by the following two rules:

A o AXgeo X
Ar - XXy

whereA is a new non-terminal. Now, we have replaced the original rule with one that
is one shorter, and one that is in CNF. This splitting can be repeated until all parts are
in CNF. Figure 4.13 represents our number grammar in CNF.



Nuier . > O|U|2|B|4|F|GB|7|B|D

S

Numiier ;.  ->  Imtesger igitt

Numier ;> N1 Scalee’ || IImteeger Fraactiicon
NL -> Imteeger Fraactiicon

Imteeger > 0| N |2 |3 |4]|D|6|7]|8B|®D
Imteeger -->  Imteeger iggitt
Fraactiioon -> T1 Imteeger
Tl > .
Scalee” --> N2 Imteeger
N2 -> T2 Sign

T2 -=> e
Dppitt > 0|10 |2|3B|4|D|G|7|B|P
Sggn > + | --

Figure 4.13 Our number grammar in CNF

4.2.4 The example revisited

Now, let us see how the CYK algorithm works with our example grammar, which we
have just transformed into CNF. Again, our input sentenc®iSe+1. The recogni-
tion table is given in Figure 4.14. The bottom row is read directly from the grammar;
for instance, the only non-terminals having a production rule with right-hand3sate
Nurriteer , Imteeger , and Diggitt . Notice that for each symbd in the sentence there
must be at least one non-termirfalwith a production ruleA - a, or else the sentence
cannot be derived from the grammar.

The other rows are computed as described before. Actually, there are two ways to
compute a certaifRy . The first method is to check each right-hand side in the gram-
mar; for instance, to check whether the right-hand $ifle Scalee’ derives the sub-
string2.5e (= s, 4). The recognition table derived so far tells us that
o NLis notamember oRs, , OrRs, ,,

o NLisamemberoRs, ,, butScalee’ is not a member ORs ;
so the answer is no. Using this method, we have to check each right-hand side in this
way, adding the left-hand side Ry, , if we find that the right-hand side derivesg 4.

The second method is to compute possible right-hand sides from the recognition
table computed so far; for instandg, , is the set of non-terminals that have a right-
hand sideAB where either
o Aisamember oRg,, andBis a member oRs, ,, or
o Aisamember oRg, , andBis a member oRs, ,, or
o Aisamember oRg, , andBis a member oRs, ;.

This gives as possible combinations #B: N1 T2 and Numilier 2. Now we check
all rules in the grammar to see if they have a right-hand side that is a member of this
set. If so, the left-hand side is addedRg ,.

4.2.5 CYK parsing with Chomsky Normal Form

We now have an algorithm that determines whether a sentence belongs to a language or
not, and it is much faster than exhaustive search. Most of us, however, not only want to
know whether a sentence belongs to a language, but also, if so, how it can be derived



Nurriter
O Nurriter
O O O
Nurriteer ,
NL O O O
Nuniter ;
O NL O O Scalee
Nurtter , 0 Freactiioon 0 N2 0
Imteeger
Nurriter , Nuniter Nurriter , Nurriter ,
Imteeger , | Imteeger , T1 Imteeger , T2 Siggn Imte=ger ,
Digpit t Digpit t Diggit t Digpit t
3 2 . 5 e + 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| —— =

Figure 4.14 The recognition table for the input senteB2¢be+1

from the grammar. If it can be derived in more than one way, we probably want to
know all possible derivations. As the recognition table contains the information on all
derivations of substrings of the input sentence that we could possible make, it also con-
tains the information we want. Unfortunately, this table contains too much informa-
tion, so much that it hides what we want to know. The table may contain information
about non-terminals deriving substrings, where these derivations cannot be used in the
derivation of the input sentence from the start symBoFor instance, in the example
aboveRs, , containsNL, but the fact thaNL derives2.% cannot be used in the deriva-

tion of 32.55e+1 from Nurriter .

The key to the solution of this problem lies in the simple observation that the
derivation must start with the start-symb8l The first step of the derivation of the
input sentence, with lengthn, can be read from the grammar, together with the recog-
nition table. Ifn=1, there must be a rul8-z if n>2, we have to examine all rules
S- AB, whereA derives the firsk symbols ofz, andB the rest, that isA is a member
of Ry, andB is a member oRg, for somek. There must be at least one such a
rule, or elseSwould not derivez.

Now, for each of these combinatiod®3 we have the same problem: how ddes
derives; x andB derives;1 ,—«? These problems are solved in exactly the same way.

It does not matter which non-terminal is examined first. Consistently taking the left-

+1,n—k’



most one results in a left-most derivation, consistently taking the right-most one results
in a right-most derivation.

Notice that we can use an Unger-style parser for this. However, it would not have
to generate all partitions any more, because we already know which partitions will
work.

Let us try to find a left-most derivation for the example sentence and grammar,
using the recognition table of Figure 4.14. We begin with the start synNuniifer .

Our sentence contains seven symbols, which is certainly more than one, so we have to
use one of the rules with a right-hand side of the fé&B Thelmtesger ipitt rule is

not applicable here, because the only instancBigoitt that could lead to a derivation

of the sentence is the one R, , but Imteeger is not a member o .. The
Imteeger H-reactiioon rule is not applicable either, because there isHnmmctiicon
deriving the last part of the sentence. This leaves us with the productioiumriier

> NIL Scalee’ , which is indeed applicable, becaul® is a member ofRg, ,, and

1,4
Scalee’ is a member oRs, ,, sONL derives32.% andScalee’ derivese+1.
Next, we have to find out homl derives32.%. There is only one applicable
rule: N1 -> Imteeger Hraactiioon, and it is indeed applicable, becausdesger is a
member ofRs, ,, andFractiioon is a member oRg, ,, solmteeger derives32, and

Fraactiioon derives.%. In the end, we find the following derivation:

Nurrier -->

NL Scalee’ -->

Imteeger Fraactiioon Scalee’ -->
Imteeger [Diggitt Hraactiioon Scalee’ -->
Dopitt Frreactiioon Scalee’ -->
2 Fractiioon Scalee’ -->

2 T1 Imteeger Scalee” -->

. limteeger Scalee’ -->

. 5 Scalee’ ->

. 5 N2 Imte=ger >

. 5 T2 Sign Imte=ger >
. 5 e Siggn Imteeger -->
. 5 e + Imteger —>

. he+1

WWWWWwWwwwww
NNNNNNDN

Unfortunately, this is not exactly what we want, because this is a derivation that uses
the rules of the grammar of Figure 4.13, not the rules of the grammar of Figure 4.4, the
one that we started with.

4.2.6 Undoing the effect of the CNF transformation

When we examine the grammar of Figure 4.4 and the recognition table of Figure 4.14,
we see that the recognition table contains the information we need on most of the non-
terminals of the original grammar. However, there are a few non-terminals missing in
the recognition tableScalee, Real , and Emgtyy. Scalee and Empgtyy were removed
because they became non-reachable, after the eliminationrrofes. Emplyy was
removed altogether, because it only derived the empty stringSealde was replaced

by Scalee’ , whereScalee’ derives exactly the same &ealee, except for the empty



string. We can use this to add some more information to the recognition table: at every
occurrence oScalee’ , we addScalee.

The non-terminaReal was removed because it became non-reachable after elim-
inating the unit rules. Now, the CYK algorithm does meguire that all non-terminals
in the grammar be reachable. We could just as well have left the non-terReaklin
the grammar, and have transformed its rules to CNF. The CYK algorithm would then
have addedReal to the recognition table, wherever that would be appropriate. The
rules forReal that would be added to the grammar of Figure 4.13 are:

Real

-> NI Scalee’ || IImteeger H-raactiioon

The resulting recognition table is presented in Figure 4.15. In this figure, we have
also added an extra row at the bottom of the triangle. This extra row represents the
non-terminals that derive the empty string. These non-terminals can be considered as
possibly occurring between any two adjacent symbols in the sentence, and also in front
of or at the end of the sentence. The Bgt, represents the non-terminals that can be
considered as possibly occurring just in front of symhaind the seRs ,, , represents
the ones that can occur at the end of the sentence.

7 Nuniter |
Real
Nurriter |
6 O Real
5 a O O
Nuniter |,
4 NL O O O
Nuniter | Scalee’ ,
3| O NL H H Scalee
2 r O Fraacti ioon O N2 O
Imte=ger
Nuniter , | Numiter , Nuriter |, Nuniter |
1| Imte=ger, | Imte=ger , T1 Imteeger , T2 Siggn Imte=ger ,
Diggit t Diopit t Diggit t Diopit t
0 Scalee, Scailee, Scailee, Scalee, Scalee, Scalee, Scailee, Scalee,
Enptyy | Enmty | Enpyy | Enptyy | Enmtyy | Enpy | Enpty | Enmty
3 2 . 5 e + 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
i%

Now, we have a recognition table which contains all the information we need to parse a

Figure 4.15 The recognition table witbcalee, Real , andEnglyy added




sentence with the original grammar. Again, a derivation starts with the start-sy@nbol

If A{A, - - Ay is aright-hand side of we want to know if this rule can be applied,

that is, if AjA, - - - Ay, derivessy . This is checked, starting witA;. There are two
cases:

o Ajis aterminal symbol. In this case, it must be the first symbosof, or this
rule is not applicable. Then, we must checkA$ - - - A, derivess, ,_, in the
same way that we are now checkinghfA, - - - Ay, derivessy p,.

o Ajis anon-terminal. In this case, it must be a member Bf g, for somek, or

this rule is not applicable. Then, we must checlif - - - Ay, derivessyg n, in

the same way that we are now checking\fA, - - - Ay, derivess; ,,. If we want

all parsings, we must do this for evekyfor which A; is a member ofR;, , .

Notice that non-terminals deriving the empty string pose no problem at all,

because they appear as a membeRf for all i.

We have now determined whether the rule is applicable, and if it is, which parts of the
rule derive which substrings. The next step now is to determine how the substrings can
be derived. These tasks are similar to the task we started with, and are solved in the
same way. This process will terminate at some time, provided the grammar does not
contain loops. This is simply an Unger parser that knows in advance which partitions
will lead to a successful parse.

Let us go back to the grammar of Figure 4.4 and the recognition table of Figure
4.15, and see how this works for our example input sentence. We now know that
Nurriter does derive82.%e+1, and want to know how. We first ask ourselves: can we
use theNumitier - Imteeger rule?Imteeger is a member oRg, , andR, ,, but there
is nothing behind thémteeger in the rule to derive the rest of the sentence, so we can-
not use this rule. Can we use tNemiter > Real rule? Yes we can, becauReal
is a member oRg, _, and the length of the sentence is 7. So, we start our derivation

with

1,77

Numiter --> Real --=> ...

Now, we get similar questions for tHeeal non-terminal: can we use tHeeal -->

Imteeger Frraactiioon Scalee rule? Well,Imteeger is a member oR;, ,, but we can-
not find aFraactiioon in any of theRs,, sets. Howeverimteeger is also a member of
Rs, ,» andFraactiioon is a member oRg, ,. Now, Scalee is a member oRs, ; this does
not help because it would leave nothing in the rule to derive the rest. Fortunately,

Scalee is also a member dRs, ;, and that matches exactly to the end of the string. So,
this rule is indeed applicable, and we continue our derivation:

Nurritler > Real --> Imteeger Frraactiioon Scalee > .....

The sentence is now split up into three parts:



Nurriter

Real
Imteeger | Fraactiioon | Scalee
32 . B e+1

It is left to the reader to verify that we will find only one derivation, and that this is it:

Nurriter -

Real -->

Imte=ger Frraactiicon Scalee ->
Imteeger [Diggitt Frraactiioon Scalee ->
Digpitt iggitt Araactiioon Scalee ->
Dopitt Frreactiioon Scalee ->

2 Fractiioon Scalee ->

. limteeger Scalee ->

. Dipitt Scalee ->

. 5 Scalee >

. % e Siggn Imteeger -->

. 5 e + Imteeger >

. 5 e + Dnitt -->
.He+1

WWWWwWwwwww
NNNNNNN

4.2.7 A short retrospective of CYK

We have come a long way. We started with building a recognition table using the ori-
ginal grammar. Then we found that using the original grammar with its unit rules and
e-rules is somewhat complicated, although it can certainly be done. We proceeded by
transforming the grammar to CNF. CNF does not contain unit rulesroles; our gain

in this respect was that the algorithm for constructing the recognition table became
much simpler. The limitation of the maximum length of a right-hand side to 2 was a
gain in efficiency, and also a little in simplicity. However, Sheil [CF 1976] has demon-
strated that the efficiency only depends on the maximum number of non-terminals
occurring in a right-hand side of the grammar, not on the length of the right-hand sides.
This can easily be understood, once one realizes that the efficiency depends (among
others) on the number of cuts in a substring that are “difficult” to find, when checking
whether a right-hand side derives this substring. This number of “difficult” cuts only
depends on the number of non-terminals in the right-hand side. So, for efficiency, CNF
is a bit too restrictive.

A disadvantage of this transformation to CNF is that the resulting recognition
table lacks some information that we need to construct a derivation using the original
grammar. In the transformation process, some non-terminals were thrown away,
because they became non-productive. Fortunately, the missing information could
easily be added. Ultimately, this process resulted in almost the same recognition table
that we would get with our first attempt using the original grammar. It only contains
some extra information on non-terminals that were added during the transformation of
the grammar to CNF. More importantly, however, it was obtained in a simpler and
much more efficient way.



4.2.8 Chart parsing
The CYK algorithm is also known under the nameobiart parsing More precisely,
both techniques have a number of variants and some variants of the CYK algorithm are
identical to some variants of chart parsing. The most striking difference between them
lies in the implementation; conceptually both algorithms do the same thing: they collect
possible parsings for larger and larger chunks of the input.

Although often presented in a different formatclaart is just a recognition table.
Figure 4.16 shows the recognition table of Figure 4.14 in a chart format: each arc
represents a non-terminal deriving the part of the sentence spanned by the arc.

Nurriteer

Figure 4.16 The recognition table of Figure 4.14 in chart format

Several variants of chart parsing are discussed and compared in Bolc [NatLang
1987].



5

Regular grammars and finite-state automata

Regular grammars are the simplest form of grammars that still have generative power.
They can describe concatenation (joining two texts together) and repetition and can
specify alternatives, but they cannot express nesting. Regular grammars are probably
the best-understood part of formal linguistics and almost all questions about them can
be answered.

5.1 APPLICATIONS OF REGULAR GRAMMARS

In spite of their simplicity there are many applications of regular grammars, of which
we will briefly mention the most important ones.

5.1.1 CF parsing

In some parsers for CF grammars, a subparser can be discerned that handles a regular
grammar; such a subparser is based implicitly or explicitly on the following surprising
phenomenon. Consider the sentential forms in left-most or right-most derivations.
Such a sentential form consists of a closed (finished) part, which contains terminal
symbols only and an open (unfinished) part which contains non-terminals as well. In
left-most derivations, the open part starts at the left-most non-terminal and extends to
the right, in right-most derivations, the open part starts at the right-most non-terminal
and extends to the left; see Figure 5.1 which uses sentential forms from Section 2.5.2.

d, W&N N,W&h
—— B

Figure 5.1 Open parts in left-most and right-most productions

Now it can be proved (and it is not difficult to show) that these open parts can be
described by a regular grammar (which follows from the CF grammar). Furthermore,
these open parts of the sentential form play an important role in some CF parsing
methods which explains the significance of regular grammars for CF parsing.



5.1.2 Systems with finite memory

Since CF (or stronger) grammars allow nesting and since nesting can, in principle, be
arbitrarily deep, the generation of correct CF (or stronger) sentences may, in principle,
require an arbitrary amount of memory to temporarily hold the unprocessed nesting
information. Mechanical systems do not possess an arbitrary amount of memory and
consequently cannot exhibit CF behaviour and are restricted to regular behaviour. This
is immediately clear for simple mechanical systems like vending machines, traffic
lights and video-recorders: they all behave according to a regular grammar. It is also in
principle true for more complicated mechanical systems, like a country’s train system
or a computer. Here, the argument gets, however, rather vacuous since nesting infor-
mation can be represented very efficiently and a little memory can take care of a lot of
nesting. Consequently, although these systems in principle exhibit regular behaviour, it
is often easier to describe them with CF or stronger means, even though that would
incorrectly ascribe infinite memory to them.

Conversely, the global behaviour of many systems that do have much memory can
still be described by a regular grammar, and many CF grammars are already for a large
part regular. This is because regular grammars already take adequate care of concatena-
tion, repetition and choice; context-freeness is only required for nesting. If we apply a
rule that produces a regular (sub)language (and which consequently could be replaced
by a regular rule) “quasi-regular”, we can observe the following. If all alternatives of a
rule contain terminals only, that rule is quasi-regular (choice). If all alternatives of a
rule contain only terminals and non-terminals the rules of which are quasi-regular and
non-recursive, then that rule is quasi-regular (concatenation). And if a rule is recursive
but recursion occurs only at the end of an alternative and involves only quasi-regular
rules, then that rule is again quasi-regular (repetition). This often covers large parts of a
CF grammar. See Krzemieand tukasiewicz [FS 1976] for an algorithm to identify all
guasi-regular rules in a grammar.

Natural languages are a case in point. Although CF or stronger grammars seem
necessary to delineate the set of correct sentences (and they may very well be, to catch
many subtleties), quite a good rough description can be obtained through regular
languages. Consider the stylized grammar for the main clause in an Subject-Verb-
Object (SVO) language in Figure 5.2.

MamClause ->  Subjeect Werth QOfjeect
Subjeect -> [ aa | ttthe ] AAdjeccti iwe  Noun
Ojesct --> [ a | ttthe ] Addjeectiive” Noun
Verth -> vertbl | werth2 | ......
Adieective -> adjill | adj2 | ...
Noun -> nounl | moun2 | ....

Figure 5.2 A not obviously quasi-regular grammar

This grammar is quasi-regulavertb, Adjeectiiwe andNoun are regular by themselves,
Subjeect andQfjeect are concatenations of repetitions of regular forms (regular non-
terminals and choices) and are therefore quasi-regular, andamClause. It takes

some work to bring this grammar into standard regular form, but it can be done, as
shown in Figure 5.3, in which the lists for verbs, adjectives and nouns have been abbre-
viated to vertb, adjeectiwe and noun, to save space. Even (finite) context-



MamClause -> a SubjAAdiNNoun_verth QOfjeect
MamClause -> thhe SubjAAdjNNoun vertb QOtjeect

SubjA/AdjiNNoun_verth Ofjeect -->  noun vertbh COtjeect
SubjAAdjNNoun_verth_Offjeect -->  adjeectiiwve SubjAAdjNNoun_verth Qtjeect

verth QOfjeect --> vertb QOfjeect

Ofgeect --> a OfgAAdiNNoun
QOfgeect -->> trhe OfAAdiNNoun

QyAAdNNoun = noun
OijAAdiNNoun > adjeectiiwe OtjAAdiNNoun

verth -> verbl | werb2 | ...
adjeectivve > adjll | aadj2 | ......
noun -> nounl | moun2 | ....

Figure 5.3 A regular grammar in standard form for that of Figure 5.2

dependency can be incorporated: for languages that require the verb to agree in number
with the subject, we duplicate the first rule:

MamClause ->  SubjeectSSimgulaar WertbSimgulaar @itjecct
| SSubjeectFPluraal WerlbPluwraal (Cijeect

and duplicate the rest of the grammar accordingly. The result is still regular. Nested
subordinate clauses may seem a problem, but in practical usage the depth of nesting is
severely limited. In English, a sentence containing a subclause containing a subclause
containing a subclause will baffle the reader, and even in German and Dutch nestings
over say five deep are frowned upon. We replicate the grammar the desired number of
times and remove the possibility of further recursion from the deepest level. Then the
deepest level is regular, which makes the other levels regular in turn. The resulting
grammar will be huge but regular and will be able to profit from all simple and effi-
cient techniques known for regular grammars. The required duplications and modifica-
tions are mechanical and can be done by a program. Dewar, Bratley and Thorne
[NatLang 1969] describe an early example of this approach, Blank [NatLang 1989] a
recent one.

5.1.3 Pattern searching

Many linear patterns, especially text patterns, have a structure that is easily expressed
by a (quasi-)regular grammar. Notations that indicate amounts of money in various
currencies, for instance, have the structure given by the grammar of Figure 5.4, where
_ has been used to indicate a space symbol. Example 4895 and¥_1600. Such
notations, however, do not occur in isolation but are usually embedded in long stretches
of text that itself does not conform to the grammar of Figure 5.4. To isolate the nota-
tions, a recognizer (rather than a parser) is derived from the grammar that will accept
arbitrary text and will indicate where sequences of symbols are found that conform to



Amaunt . > CunreencySymitol SSpace” Digitt ¥ Centss”’
CQurrreencySymiiol  --> f | S| ¥ | £] ...
Space > _
Digitt  -->  [(0123456789]
Centss -»> . DDigitt Migitt || ..—

Figure 5.4 A quasi-regular grammar for currency notations

the grammar. Parsing (or an other form of analysis) is deferred to a later stage. A tech-
nique for constructing such a recognizer is given in Section 5.3.4.

5.2 PRODUCING FROM A REGULAR GRAMMAR

When producing from a regular grammar, the producer needs to remember only one
thing: which non-terminal is next. We shall illustrate this and further concepts using the
simple regular grammar of Figure 5.5.

SS = aA

S > aB
A = bB
A = DbC
B > CcA
B > <c¢C
C > a

Figure 5.5 Sample regular grammar

This grammar produces sentences consisting ofaafollowed by an alternating
sequence ab’s andc’s followed by a terminatin@. For the moment we shall restrict
ourselves to regular grammars in standard notation; further on we shall extend our
methods to more convenient forms.

The one non-terminal the producer remembers is callestat®and the producer
is said to ban that state. When a producer is in a given state, for instahdechooses
one of the rules belonging to that state, for instakesbC, produces thé and moves
to stateC. Such a move is called state transition It is customary to represent the
states and the possible transitions of a producer ira@asition diagram Figure 5.6,
where the above state transition is represented by the arc maifkexh Ato C.

Figure 5.6 Transition diagram for the regular grammar of Figure 5.5



S is the initial state and the accepting state is markednother convention (not used

here) is to draw an accepting state as a double circle. The symbols on the arcs are those
produced by the corresponding move. The producer stops when it is in an accepting
state. Like the non-deterministic automaton we saw in Section 3.4, the producer is an
automaton, a finite non-deterministic automatonfioite-state automatarto be exact.
“Finite” because it can only be in a finite number of states (5 in this case; 3 bits of
internal memory would suffice) and “non-deterministic” because, for instance, in state
Sit has more than one way to producean

5.3 PARSING WITH A REGULAR GRAMMAR

The above automaton for producing a sentence can in principle also be used for pars-
ing. If we have a sentence, for instanabglba, and want to check and parse it, we can

view the above transition diagram as a maze and the (tokens in the) sentence as a guide.
If we manage to follow a path through the maze, matching symbols from our sentence
to those on the walls of the corridors as we go and end @pexactly at the end of the
sentence, we have checked the sentence and the names of the rooms we have visited
form the backbone of the parse tree. See Figure 5.7, where the path is shown as a dotted
line.

Figure 5.7 Actual and linearized passage through the maze

Now this is easier said than done. How did we know, for instance, to turn left in ®om
rather than right? Of course we could employ general maze-solving techniques (and
they would give us our answer in exponential time) but a much simpler and much more
efficient answer is available here: we split ourselves in two and head both ways. After
the firsta of abclba we are in the set of roomsA{ B}. Now we have ab to follow;

from B there are no exits markdalbut fromA there are two, which lead 8 andC. So

we are now in roomsB, C. Our path is now more difficult to depict but still easy to
linearize, as shown in Figure 5.8. We can find the parsing by starting at the end and
following the pointers backward®: <- € < A < B < A < S If the grammar

is ambiguous the backward pointers may bring us to a fork in the road: an ambiguity
has been found and both paths have to be followed separately to find both parsings.
With regular grammars, however, one is often not interested in the parse, but only in
the recognition: the fact that the input is correct and it ends here suffices.



Figure 5.8 Linearized set-based passage through the maze

5.3.1 Replacing sets by states

Although the process described above is linear in the length of the input (each next
token takes an amount of work that is not dependent on the length of the input), still a
lot of work has to be done for each token. What is worse, the grammar has to be con-
sulted repeatedly and so we expect the speed of the process to depend adversely on the
size of the grammar. Fortunately there is a surprising and fundamental improvement
possible: from the NFA in Figure 5.6 we construct a new automaton with a new set of
states, where each new state is equivalent to a set of old states. Where the original
(non-deterministic) automaton was in doubt after the fsa situation we represented

as {A, B}, the new automaton firmly knows that after the fiesit is in stateAB.

The states of the new automaton can be constructed systematically as follows. We
start with the initial state of the old automaton, which is also the initial state of the new
one. For each new state we create, we examine its contents in terms of the old states,
and for each token in the language we determine to which set of old states the given set
leads. These sets of old states are then considered states of the new automaton. If we
create the same state a second time, we do not analyse it again. This process is called
the subset constructioand results initially in a (deterministic) state tree. The state tree
for the grammar of Figure 5.5 is depicted in Figure 5.9. To stress that it systematically
checks all new states for all symbols, outgoing arcs leading nowhere are also shown.
Newly generated states that have already been generated before are markeld with a

Figure 5.9 Deterministic state tree for the grammar of Figure 5.5

The state tree of Figure 5.9 is turned into a transition diagram by leading the
arrows to states markeld to their first-time representatives and removing the dead
ends. The new automaton is shown in Figure 5.10. When we now use the sentence
abcha as a guide for traversing this transition diagram, we find that we are never in
doubt and that we safely arrive at the accepting state. All outgoing arcs from a state



Figure 5.10 Deterministic automaton for the grammar of Figure 5.5

bear different symbols, so when following a list of symbols, we are always pointed to
at most one direction. If in a given state there is no outgoing arc for a given symbol,
then that symbol may not occur in that position. If it is, the input is in error.

There are two things to be noted here. The first is that we see that most of the pos-
sible states of the new automaton do not actually materialize: the old automaton had 5
states, so there wer@232 possible states for the new automaton while in fact it has
only 5; states likeSB or ABC do not occur. This is usual; although there are non-
deterministic finite-state automata withstates that turn into a DFA with"2states,
these are rare and have to be constructed on purpose. The average garden variety NFA
with n states typically results in a DFA with less than or arounthl€tates.

The second is that consulting the grammar is no longer required; the state of the
automaton together with the input token fully determine the next state. To allow effi-
cient look-up the next state can be stored in a table indexed by the old state and the
input token. The table for our DFA is given in Figure 5.11.

input symbol
a b c
S | AB
AB BC | AC
old state
AC| ¢ BC
BC| ¢ AC

Figure 5.11 Transition table for the automaton of Figure 5.10

Using such a table, an input string can be checked at the expense of only a few machine
instructions per token. For the average DFA, most of the entries in the table are empty
(cannot be reached by correct input and refer to error states). Since the table can be of
considerable size (300 states times 100 tokens is normal), several technigues exist to
exploit the empty space by compressing the table. Dencker, Dirre and Heuft [Misc
1984] give a survey of some techniques.

The parse tree obtained looks as follows:

(S~~~ —=E—(>)
ONONOBONG



which is not the original parse tree. If the automaton is used only to recognize the input
string this is no drawback; if the parse tree is required, it can be reconstructed in the
following fairly obvious bottom-up way. Starting from the last statend the last token

a, we conclude that the last right-hand side (the “handle” in bottom-up parsingawas
Since the state waBC a combination oB andC, we look through the rules fd3 andC.

We find thata derived fromG=>a, which narrows dowmBCto C. The right-mosb and

the C combine into the handleC which in the set A, C} must derive fromA. Working

our way backwards we find the parsing:

This method again requires the grammar to be consulted repeatedly; moreover, the way
back will not always be so straight as in the above example and we will have problems
with ambiguous grammars. Efficient full parsing of regular grammars has received
relatively little attention; substantial information can be found in Ostrand, Paull and
Weyuker [FS 1981].

5.3.2 Non-standard notation

A regular grammar in standard form can only have rules of the #rma andA - aB.

We shall now first extend our notation with two other types of rukes, B andA - &,

and show how to construct NFA’s and DFA’s for them. We shall then turn to regular
expressions and rules that have regular expressions as right-hand sides (for instance,
P~ a bQ) and show how to convert them into rules in the extended notation.

The grammar in Figure 5.12 contains examples of both new types of rules; Figure
5.13 presents the usual trio of NFA, state tree and DFA for this grammar. First consider
the NFA. When we are in sta®we see the expected transition to stBten the token
a, resulting in the standard ru&=>aB. The non-standard rul8=A indicates that we
can get from stat& to stateA without reading (or producing) a symbol; we then say
that we read the zero-length striegind that we make agitransition (ore-move). The
rule A=>aA creates a transition froA to A markeda andB->bB does something simi-
lar. The standard rulB-=>b creates a transition markéxdto the accepting state, and the
non-standard ruléd=>¢ creates are-transition to the accepting state-transitions
should not be confused witkrules: unit rules create-transitions to non-accepting
states and-rules create-transitions to accepting states.

Ss > A
S > aB
A = aA
A > ¢
B > bB
B > b

Figure 5.12 Sample regular grammar witkhrules



(©) b

Figure 5.13 NFA (a), state tree (b) and DFA (c) for the grammar of Figure 5.12

Now that we have constructed an NFA wihmoves, the question arises how we
can process theemoves to obtain a DFA. To answer this question we use the same rea-
soning as before; in Figure 5.6, after having seem ave did not know if we were in
stateA or stateB and we represented that a&, 8}. Here, when we enter sta® even
before having processed a single symbol, we already do not know if we are inStates
Aor 9, since the latter two are reachable fr@throughse-moves. So the initial state of
the DFA is already compoun®A®. We now have to consider where this state leads to
for the symbolsa andb. If we are inS thena will bring us toB and if we are inA a
will bring us to A. So the new state includésandB, and sinced is reachable fronA
throughe-moves, it also includeg and its name i&B0. Continuing in this vein we can
construct the complete state tree (Figure H))3é4nd collapse it into a DFAd). Note
that all states of the DFA contain the NFA st&teso the input may end in all of them.

The set of NFA states reachable from a given state threugloves is called the
e-closureof that state. The-closure of, for instance& is {S, A, 0}.

5.3.3 DFA’s from regular expressions

As mentioned in Section 2.3.3, regular languages are often specified by regular expres-
sions rather than by regular grammars. Examples of regular expressiorj@-are

9] *(.[[0-®] ? which should be read as “one or more symbols from the set 0 through
9, possibly followed by a dot which must then be followed by one or more symbols
from O through 9” (and which represents numbers with possibly a dot in them) and
(aab)*(m|cg) *, which should be read as “zero or more striraipsfollowed by one or
morep’s or q's” (and which is not directly meaningful). The usual forms occurring in
regular expressions are recalled in the table in Figure 5.14; some systems provide more
possibilities, some provide fewer. In computer input, no difference is generally made



Form

Meaning

R, followed byR,

R; orR»

zero or moreR’'s
one or moreR’'s

zero or oneR
R

Name

concatenation

alternative

optional sequence (Kleene star)
(proper) sequence

optional

nesting

any symbol from the sedbc - - -

the symbok itself

Figure 5.14 Some usual elements of regular expressions

between the metasymthnd the symbot, etc. Special notations will be necessary if
the language to be described contains any of the synitsots ? ()) [ or] .

Rule pattern replaced by:
P-a (standard)
P-aQ (standard)
P-Q (extended standard)
P-e (extended standard)
P—»a"' P—»&T
T-
P-(Ry[R2[ ) P-R;
P—)RZ'
P-R’ P_T
T-RT
T, -+
T-RT
T, -+
PL_R? - PL_R:--
P
P_[abc---] - P.(@l|blc| ") "

Figure 5.15 Transformations on regular grammars

A regular expression can be converted into a regular grammar by using the
transformations given in Figure 5.15; this regular grammar can then be used to produce
a DFA as described above. There is also a method to create an NFA directly from the
regular expression, which requires, however, some preprocessing on the regular expres-
sion; see Thompson [FS 1968].

We shall illustrate the method using the express(mb)*(mm) *. Our method



will also work for regular grammars that contain regular expressions flikeab” cB)
and we shall in fact immediately turn our regular expression into such a grammar:

S -> (ab) (pln)*

The T in the transformations stands for an intermediate non-terminal, to be chosen

fresh for each application of a transformation; we AsB, C - - - in the example since
that is less confusing thah,, T,, T3, - - -. The transformations are to be applied until
all rules are in (extended) standard form.
The . first transformation that applies i~ R"---, which replaces
S>>(@@b) * (plop) * by
> A O

A = (amb) A
A > (o) ”

The first rule is already in the desired form and has been marked he transforma-
tionsP - (R) - - - andP - a - - - work onA=>(aab)/\ and result in

aB O
B => DbA O

Now the transformatio® - R* - - - must be applied td=>(mp|q) *, yielding

A > (plo) ©
C =» (@up
C > = O

The ¢ originated from the fact thatplan) * in A=>(p|o) © is not followed by anything
(of which ¢ is a faithful representation). Now=>(p]op)© and C=(p|n)C are easily
decomposed into

A > pC U
A > ¢qC 0
CcC =» pC 0
C > qC U

The complete extended-standard version can be found in Figure 5.16; an NFA and
DFA can now be derived using the methods of Section 5.3.1 (not shown).

5.3.4 Fast text search using finite-state automata

Suppose we are looking for the occurrence of a short piece of text, for instance, a word
or a name (the “search string”) in a large piece of text, for instance, a dictionary or an
encyclopedia. One naive way of finding a search string of lengtha text would be to

try to match it to the characters 1 mpif that fails, shift the pattern one position and try

to match against characters 2rte-1, etc., until we find the search string or reach the
end of the text. (Dictionaries and encyclopedias may be organized better, but a file con-
taining a million business letters almost certainly would not.)
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Figure 5.16 Extended-standard regular grammar (aib) *(rp|cg) *

Finite automata offer a much more efficient way to do text search. We derive a
DFA from the string, let it run down the text and when it reaches an accepting state, it
has found the string. Assume for example that the search strigipalsc and that the
text will contain onlya’s, b’s andc’s. The NFA that searches for this string is shown
in Figure 5.17§); it was derived as follows. At each character in the text there are two
possibilities: either the search string starts there, which is represented by the chain of
states going to the right, or it does not start there, in which case we have to skip the
present character and return to the initial state. The automaton is non-deterministic,
since when we see anin state A, we have two options: to believe that it is the start of
an occurrence adbabc or not to believe it.

Figure 5.17 NFA (a), state tree (b) and DFA (c) to searchdbabc



Using the traditional techniques, this NFA can be used to produce a statd)ree (
and then a DFA). Figure 5.18 shows the states the DFA goes through when fed the
textaabababca.

Figure 5.18 State transitions of the DFA of Figure 5.17(c)aabababca

This application of finite-state automata is known as At and Corasick biblio-
graphic search algorithr{FS 1975]. Like any DFA, it requires only a few machine
instructions per character. As an additional bonus it will search for several strings for
the price of one. The DFA corresponding to the NFA of Figure 5.19 will search simul-
taneously forKawabatza, Msshinn@ and Tanizzaki ; note that three different accepting
states result,., ¢y ,ando.

Figure 5.19 Example of an NDA for searching multiple strings

The Aho and Corasick algorithm is not the last word in string search; it faces stiff
competition from the Rabin-Karp aIgoritthand the Boyer-Moore algorithfneither
of which will be treated here, since they are based on different principles.

T R.M. Karp, M.O. Rabin, “Efficient randomized pattern matching algorithms”, Technical Re-
port TR-31-81, Harvard Univ., Cambridge, Mass., 1981. We want to find a s&ifdengthl
in a textT. First we choose a hash functiéhthat assigns a large integer to any string of lerigth
and calculateH (S) andH (T[1..1]). If they are equal, we compar®and T[1..]. If either fails
we calculate H(T[2..1+1]) and repeat the process. The trick is to choddeso that
H(T[p+1.p+l]) can be calculated cheaply fromi (T[p..p+l-1]). See also Sedgewick
[tCSBooks 1988], page 289.

Robert S. Boyer, J. Strother Moore, “A fast string searching algoritt@mmun. ACMvol.
20, no. 10, p. 762-772, Oct 1977. We want to find a sti$af lengthl in a textT and start by
positioning S[1] at T[1]. Now suppose thal [I] does not occur ir5, then we can shifS to
Tl +1] without missing a match, and thus increase the speed of the search process. This princi-
ple can be extended to blocks of more characters. See also Sedgewick [CSBooks 1988], page
286.



6

General directional top-down methods

In this chapter, we will discuss top-down parsing methods that try to rederive the input
sentence by prediction. As explained in Section 3.3.1, we start with the start symbol
and try to produce the input from it. At any point in time, we have a sentential form
that represents our prediction of the rest of the input sentence:

rest of input

prediction

This sentential form consists of both terminals and non-terminals. If a terminal symbol
is in front, we match it with the current input symbol. If a non-terminal is in front, we
pick one of its right-hand sides and replace the non-terminal with this right-hand side.
This way, we all the time replace the left-most non-terminal, and in the end, if we
succeed, we have imitated a left-most production.

6.1 IMITATING LEFT-MOST PRODUCTIONS

Let us see how such a rederiving process could proceed with an example. Consider the
example grammar of Figure 6.1. This grammar produces all sentences with equal
numbers of’s andb’s.

S > aB | A
A = a| aS | hAA
B = b| S| a«aBB

Figure 6.1 A grammar producing all sentences with equal numbeasandb’s

Let us try to parse the sentenaabb, by trying to rederive it from the start-symb@,

S is our first prediction. The first symbol of our prediction is a non-terminal, so we
have to replace it by one of its right-hand sides. In this grammar, there are two choices
for S: either we use the rul8=>>aB, or we use the rul&>bA. The sentence starts with
ana and not with ab, so we cannot use the second rule here. Applying the first rule



leaves us with the predictiomB. Now, the first symbol of the prediction is a terminal
symbol. Here, we have no choice:

a abb
a B

We have to match this symbol with the current symbol of the sentence, which is also an
a. So, we have a match, and accept #heThis leaves us with the predictidhfor the

rest of the sentencabb. The first symbol of the prediction is again a non-terminal, so

it has to be replaced by one of its right-hand sides. Now, we have three choices. How-
ever, the first and the second are not applicable here, because they startbwiimch

we need anothea. Therefore, we take the third choice, so now we have prediction
aBB:

a bb
a BB

a|
‘a|

Again, we have a match with the current input symbol, so we accept it and continue
with the predictionBB for bb. Again, we have to replace the left-mddby one of its
choices. The next terminal in the sentence s ao the third choice is not applicable
here. This still leaves us with two choicdsandbS. So, we can either try them both,

or be a bit more intelligent about it. If we would tabS, then we would get at least
anothera (because of thé&), so this cannot be the right choice. So, we take lihe
choice, and get the predictidaB for bb. Again, we have a match, and this leaves us
with predictionB for b. For the same reason, we take thehoice again. After match-

ing, this leaves us with an empty prediction. Luckily, we are also at the end of the input
sentence, so we accept it. If we had made notes of the production rules used, we would
have found the following derivation:

S > aB -> aaBB -> aabB -> aabb.

Figure 6.2 presents the steps of the parse in a tree-form. The dashed line separates the

already processed part from the prediction. All the time, the left-most symbol of the

prediction is processed.
This example demonstrates several aspects that the parsers discussed in this

chapter have in common:

g Wwe always process the left-most symbol of the prediction;

o If this symbol is a terminal, we have no choice: we have to match it with the
current input symbol or reject the parse;

g If this symbol is a non-terminal, we have to make a prediction: it has to be
replaced by one of its right-hand sides. Thus, we always process the left-most
non-terminal first, so we get a left-most derivation.
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Figure 6.2 Production trees for the senteraabb

6.2 THE PUSHDOWN AUTOMATON

The steps we have taken in the example above resemble very much the steps of a so-
called pushdown automaton A pushdown automaton (PDA) is an imaginary
mathematical device that reads input and has control over a stack. The stack can con-
tain symbols that belong to a so-callsthck alphabet A stackis a list that can only be
accessed at one end: the last symbol entered on the list (“pushed”) is the first symbol to
be taken from it (“popped”). This is also sometimes called a “first-in, last-out” list, or

a FILO list: the first symbol that goes in is the last symbol to come out. In the example
above, the prediction works like a stack, and this is what the pushdown automaton uses
the stack for too. We therefore often call this stackphediction stack The stack also
explains the name “pushdown” automaton: the automaton “pushes” symbols on the
stack for later processing.

The pushdown automaton operates by popping a stack symbol and reading an
input symbol. These two symbols then in general give us a choice of several lists of
stack symbols to be pushed on the stack. So, there is a mapping of (input symbol, stack
symbol) pairs to lists of stack symbols. The automaton accepts the input sentence
when the stack is empty at the end of the input. If there are choices (so an (input sym-
bol, stack symbol) pair maps to more than one list), the automaton accepts a sentence
when there are choices that lead to an empty stack at the end of the sentence.

This automaton is modeled after context-free grammars with rules in the so-called



Greibach Normal Forn{GNF). In this normal form, all grammar rules have either the
form A-aor A-aB;B, - -B,, with a a terminal andA, B4, ... , B, non-terminals.
The stack symbols are, of course, the non-terminals. A rule of the form
A-aB1B, - - - B, leads to a mapping of they(A) pair to the listB,B, - - - B,. This
means that if the input symbol is &y and the prediction stack starts with anwe
could accept the, and replace thé part of the prediction stack witB,B, - - -B,,. A
rule of the formA - a leads to a mapping of they(A) pair to an empty list. The auto-
maton starts with the start symbol of the grammar on the stack. Any context-free
grammar that does not produce the empty string can be put into Greibach Normal
Form. Most books on formal language theory discuss how to do this (see for instance
Hopcroft and Ullman [Books 1979]).

The example grammar of Figure 6.1 already is in Greibach Normal Form, so we
can easily build a pushdown automaton for it. The automaton is characterized by the
mapping shown in Figure 6.3.

(@ ) > B

(b, B > A

(@, /) -—>

(@ A > S

(b, A > AA
(b, BB) -—>

(o, B) -> S

(@ BB) - BB

Figure 6.3 Mapping of the PDA for the grammar of Figure 6.1

An important remark to be made here is that many pushdown automata are non-
deterministic. For instance, the pushdown automaton of Figure 6.3 can choose between
an empty list and a® for the pair @, A). In fact, there are context-free languages for
which we cannot build a deterministic pushdown automaton, although we can build a
non-deterministic one. We should also mention that the pushdown automata as dis-
cussed here are a simplification of the ones we find in automata theory. In automata
theory, pushdown automata have so-called states, and the mapping is from (state, input
symbol, stack symbol) triplets to (state, list of stack symbols) pairs. Seen in this way,
they are like finite-state automata (discussed in Chapter 5), extended with a stack.
Also, pushdown automata come in two different kinds: some accept a sentence by
empty stack, others accept by ending up in a state that is marked as an accepting state.
Perhaps surprisingly, having states does not make the pushdown automaton concept
more powerful. Pushdown automata with states still only accept languages that can be
described with a context-free grammar. In our discussion, the pushdown automaton
only has one state, so we have taken the liberty of leaving it out.

Pushdown automata as described above have several shortcomings that must be
resolved if we want to convert them into parsing automata. Firstly, pushdown auto-
mata require us to put our grammar into Greibach Normal Form. While grammar
transformations are no problem for the formal linguist, we would like to avoid them as
much as possible, and use the original grammar if we can. Now we could relax the
Greibach Normal Form requirement a little by also allowing terminals as stack sym-
bols, and adding



(a,a -

to the mapping for all terminala. We could then use any grammar all of whose right-
hand sides start with a terminal. We could also split the steps of the pushdown automa-
ton into separate “match” and “predict” steps, as we did in the example of Section 6.1.
The “match” steps then correspond to usage of the

(a,a -
mappings, and the “predict” step then corresponds to a

(A - -
mapping, that is, a non-terminal on the top of the stack is replaced by one of its right-
hand sides, without consuming a symbol from the input. For the grammar of Figure

6.1, this would result in the mapping shown in Figure 6.4, which is in fact just a rewrite
of the grammar of Figure 6.1.

(., -—> aB
(, B > bA
G, A > a
(G, A -> aS
(, A -—=> DbAA
(.B) -—=> b
(, B - DbS
(., B) -> aBB

(@, &8 -—>

(b, b) -—>
Figure 6.4 Match and predict mappings of the PDA for the grammar of Figure 6.1

We will see later that, even using this approach, we may have to modify the grammar
anyway, but in the meantime, this looks very promising so we adopt this strategy. This
strategy also solves another problegrrules do not need special treatment any more.
To get Greibach Normal Form, we would have to eliminate them. This is not necessary
any more, because they now just correspond to a

(l A) -

mapping.

The second shortcoming is that the pushdown automaton does not keep a record of
the rules (mappings) it uses. Therefore, we introducearalysis stacknto the auto-
maton. For every prediction step, we push the non-terminal being replaced onto the
analysis stack, suffixed with the number of the right-hand side taken (numbering the
right-hand sides of a non-terminal from 1rp For every match, we push the matched
terminal onto the analysis stack. Thus, the analysis stack corresponds exactly to the
parts to the left of the dashed line in Figure 6.2, and the dashed line represents the
separation between the analysis stack and the prediction stack. This results in an



automaton that at any point in time has a configuration as depicted in Figure 6.5. In the
literature, such a configuration, together with its current state, stacks, etc. is sometimes
called aninstantaneous descriptionin Figure 6.5, matching can be seen as pushing the
vertical line to the right.

matched input rest of input

analysis prediction

Figure 6.5 An instantaneous description

The third and most important shortcoming, however, is the non-determinism.
Formally, it may be satisfactory that the automaton accepts a sentence if and only if
there is a sequence of choices that leads to an empty stack at the end of the sentence,
but for our purpose it is not, because it does not tell us how to obtain this sequence. We
have to guide the automaton to the correct choices. Looking back to the example of
Section 6.1, we had to make a choice at several points in the derivation, and we did so
based on some ad hoc considerations that were specific for the grammar at hand: some-
times we looked at the next symbol in the sentence, and there were also some points
where we had to look further ahead, to make sure that there were noarsareming.

In the example, the choices were easy, because all the right-hand sides start with a ter-
minal symbol. In general, however, finding the correct choice is much more difficult.
The right-hand sides could for instance equally well have started with a non-terminal
symbol that again has right-hand sides starting with a non-terminal, etc.

In Chapter 8 we will see that many grammars still allow us to decide which right-
hand side to choose, given the next symbol in the sentence. In this chapter, however,
we will focus on top-down parsing methods that work for a larger class of grammars.
Rather than trying to pick a choice based on ad hoc considerations, we would like to
guide the automaton through all the possibilities. In Chapter 3 we saw that there are in
general two methods for solving problems in which there are several alternatives in
well-determined points: depth-first search and breadth-first search. We shall now see
how we can make the machinery operate for both search methods. Since the effects
can be exponential in size, even a small example can get quite big. We will use the
grammar of Figure 6.6, with test inpaabc. This grammar generates a rather complex
language: sentences consist either of a numbearsofollowed by a number ob’s fol-
lowed by an equal number @fs, or of a number of’s followed by an equal number
of b’s followed by a number of’s. Example sentences are for instanalac, aabbc.

S > AB|DC
A > a|aA
B -=> bc | tbBc
D > ab| abb
C > c¢|ccC

Figure 6.6 A more complicated example grammar



6.3 BREADTH-FIRST TOP-DOWN PARSING

The breadth-first solution to the top-down parsing problem is to maintain a list of all
possible predictions. Each of these predictions is then processed as described in Sec-
tion 6.2 above, that is, if there is a non-terminal in front, the prediction stack is replaced
by several new prediction stacks, as many as there are choices for this non-terminal. In
each of these new prediction stacks, the non-terminal is replaced by the corresponding
choice. This prediction step is repeated for all prediction stacks it applies to (including
the new ones), until all prediction stacks have a terminal in front. Then, for each of the
prediction stacks we match the terminal in front with the current input symbol, and
strike out all prediction stacks that do not match. If there are no prediction stacks left,
the sentence does not belong to the language. So, instead of one prediction
stack/analysis stack pair, our automaton now maintains a list of prediction
stack/analysis stack pairs, one for each possible choice, as depicted in Figure 6.7.

matched input rest of input

analysis1 predictionl
analysis2 prediction2

Figure 6.7 An instantaneous description of our extended automaton

The method is suitable for on-line parsing, because it processes the input from left
to right. Any parsing method that processes its input from left to right and results in a
left-most derivation is called an LL parsing method. The first L stands for Left to right,
and the second L for Left-most derivation.

Now, we almost know how to write a parser along these lines, but there is one
detail that we have not properly dealt with yet: termination. Does the input sentence
belong to the language defined by the grammar when, ultimately, we have an empty
prediction stack? Only when the input is exhausted! To avoid this extra check, and to
avoid problems about what to do when we arrive at the end of sentence but haven't fin-
ished parsing yet, we introduce a special so-calad-marker#, that is appended at
the end of the sentence. Also, a new grammar 8Hde>S# is added to the grammar,
whereS' is a new non-terminal that serves as a new start symbol. The end-marker
behaves like an ordinary terminal symbol; when we have an empty prediction, we
know that the last step taken was a match with the end-marker, and that this match suc-
ceeded. This also means that the input is exhausted, so it must be accepted.

6.3.1 Anexample

Figure 6.8 presents a complete breadth-first parsing of the sensabog##. At first

there is only one prediction stack: it contains the start-symbol; no symbols have been
accepted yefa). The step leading t@b) is a simple predict step; there is no other
right-hand side foS’ . Another predict step leads us (o), but this time there are two
possible right-hand sides, so we obtain two prediction stacks; note that the difference of
the prediction stacks is also reflected in the analysis stacks, where the different suffixes
of S represent the different right-hand sides predicted. Another predict step with
several right-hand sides leads(t). Now, all prediction stacks have a terminal on top;



@ aabc# (b) aabc#
S S, | SH
(© aabc# (d) aabc#
S ,S, | Do# S ,S,D, | abCi#
S S, | AB# S ,S,D, | aDbCi
S ;S,A | aB#
S ;S,A, | aAB#
(e) a | abc#t ® a | abc#t
S ;S,Da | bCi# S ,S,Da | bC#
S ;S,D,a | DbC# S ,5,D,aD, | abbC#
S ;S,Aa | B# S ,5,D,aD, | aDbbC#
S ;S,Aa | AB# S: 1S,A@B, | boit
S' 1S,A@B, | bBc#
S ;S,AQA | aB#
S ;S,AaA, | aAB#
(©) aa | bc# (h) aa | bcit
S: 1S;D,abja | bbCi# .S' 1S;D,abja | bbCi#
S' 15,D,aD,a | DbbCit S. 15;D,ab,aD, | abbbC#
S' 1S,A8Aa | B# S. 15,D,ab,ab, | aDbbbC#
S ;S,AaAa | ABH# S. 1S,A8A aB, | boit
S. 1S,A8A aB, | bBci
S ;S,AaA LA | aB#
S ;S,AaAaA, | aABH
0} aab | cit [0) aab | ot
. S ;S,D,aD,ab | bCi# .S' 1S,D,aDjab | bC#
S. 1S;A8A aBb | ci#t .S 1S,A8A aBb | cit
S ;SAaAaBb | Boit S. 1S,AaA aB,bB, | beci#
S ;S,AaA aB,bB, | bBcci
(K) aabc | # () aabc
S ;S,AaAaBbc | # S' ;S,A,aA, aB, beit

Figure 6.8 The breadth-first parsing of the sentenabc#

all happen to match, resulting if@). Next, we again have some predictions with a
non-terminal in front, so another predict step leads ug)toThe next step is a match

step, and fortunately, some matches fail; these are just dropped as they can never lead
to a successful parse. Frofg) to (h) is again a predict step. Another match where,
again, some matches fail, leads ugijo A further prediction results ifj) and then two
matches result ifk) and(l), leading to a successful parse (the predict stack is empty).
The analysis is



S’ 1S,AA,aA, 3B, bei.

For now, we do not need the terminals in the analysis; discarding them gives

S 15 B,

This means that we get a left-most derivation by first applying 8ilg, then ruleS,,
then ruleA,, etc., all the time replacing the left-most non-terminal. Check:

S -->> St > ABH -> aAB# -> aaB#t -> aabcit.

The breadth-first method described here was first presented by Greibach [CF
1964]. However, in that presentation, grammars are first transformed into Greibach
Normal Form, and the steps taken are like the ones our initial pushdown automaton
makes. The predict and match steps are combined.

6.3.2 A counterexample: left-recursion

The method discussed above clearly works for this grammar, and the question arises
whether it works for all context-free grammars. One would think it does, because all
possibilities are systematically tried, for all non-terminals, in any occurring prediction.
Unfortunately, this reasoning has a serious flaw that is demonstrated by the following
example: let us see if the senterat® belongs to the language defined by the simple
grammar

S > Sb|a

Our automaton starts off in the following state:

ab#
Sl

As we have a non-terminal at the beginning of the prediction, we use a predict step,
resulting in:

ab#
S, | St
Now, another predict step results in:
ab#
S 1S Sbi#
S S, | a#

As one prediction again starts with a non-terminal, we predict again:



abi#
S ,S;S, | Sbb#
S S;S, | ab#
SiS, | a#

By now, it is clear what is happening: we seem to have ended up in an infinite
process leading us nowhere. The reason for this is that we keep tryiigHSb rule
without ever coming to a state where a match can be attempted. This problem can
occur whenever there is a non-terminal that derives an infinite sequence of sentential
forms, all starting with a non-terminal, so no matches can take place. As all these sen-
tential forms in this infinite sequence start with a non-terminal, and the number of
non-terminals is finite, there is at least one non-termi&katcurring more than once at
the start of those sentential forms. So, we haves --- - Ad. A non-terminal that
derives a sentential form starting with itself is callbdt-recursive Left recursion
comes in two kinds: we speak mhmediate left-recursiowhen there is a grammar rule
A - Aaq, like in the ruleS>Sb; we speak oindirect left-recursionwhen the recursion
goes through other rules, for instanée-Ba, B — AB. Both forms of left-recursion
can be concealed Bproducing non-terminals. For instance in the grammar

S > AR
B > d
B > ABf
C > Se
A = ¢

the non-terminal§, B, andC are all left-recursive. Grammars with left-recursive non-
terminals are called left-recursive as well.

If a grammar has ne-rules and no loops, we could still use our parsing scheme if
we use one extra step: if a prediction stack has more symbols than the unmatched part
of the input sentence, it can never derive the sentence-(nkes), so it can be dropped.
However, this little trick has one big disadvantage: it requires us to know the length of
the input sentence in advance, so the method no longer is suitable for on-line parsing.
Fortunately, left-recursion can be eliminated: given a left-recursive grammar, we can
transform it into a grammar without left-recursive non-terminals that defines the same
language. As left-recursion poses a major problem for any top-down parsing method,
we will now discuss this grammar transformation.

6.4 ELIMINATING LEFT-RECURSION

We will first discuss the elimination of immediate left-recursion. We will assume that
e-rules and unit rules already have been eliminated (see Section 4.2.3.1 and 4.2.3.2).
Now, letA be a left-recursive rule, and

A - Aag| o A0y [ B ] o | B
be all the rules foA. None of theqa; are equal te, or we would have a rulé& - A, a

unit rule. None of the3; are equal te either, or we would have asrule. The senten-
tial forms generated b using only theA - Aay rules all have the form



Adkldkz e 'ij

and as soon as one of the- [3; rules is used, the sentential form has no longeAam
front; it has the following form:

Biai, O, * Ol

for somei, and someky - - -, kj, wherej could be 0. These same sentential forms are
generated by the following set of rules:

A head - B | - |PBm

Atal - o1 - |a,
A taills - A _tail A tails| ¢
A - A _head A tails

or, without re-introducing-rules,

A head - By | - |PBm
Atal - a;| - |a,
A tails - A _tail A tails| A tall
A - A _head A tails| A _head

whereA_head A _tail, andA_tailsare newly introduced non-terminals. None of the
is €, SOA_tail does not derivee, so A_tails is not left-recursive. A could still be left-
recursive, but it is not immediately left-recursive, because none oftistart with an
A. They could, however, derive a sentential form starting witian

In general, eliminating the indirect left-recursion is more complicated. The idea is
that first the non-terminals are numbered, say, A,, - -, Ay. Now, for a left-
recursive non-termina there is a derivation

with all the time a non-terminal at the left of the sentential form, and repeatedly replac-
ing this non-terminal using one of its right-hand sides. All these non-terminals have a

number associated with them, siay i,, - - -, iy, and in the derivation we get the fol-
lowing sequence of numbers;, io, -, iy, i1. Now, if we did not have any rules
A - Aja with j<i, this would be impossible, becausg <i,< --- <ip<iy is
impossible.

The idea now is to eliminate all rules of this form. We start wikth. For A4, the
only rules to eliminate are the immediately left-recursive ones, and we already have
seen how to do just that. Next, it i8,’s turn. Each production rule of the form
A, - Aqa is replaced by the production rules
A, 5 00| - | apa
where

A -ag | - |any



are theA -rules. This cannot introduce new rules of the foAn - A,y because we
have just eliminated\’s left-recursive rules, and th®’'s are not equal t@. Next, we
eliminate the immediate left-recursive rulesfA$. This finishes the work we have to
do for A,. Likewise, we deal withA3 throughA,,, in this order, always first replacing
rules A, - A1y, then rulesA; - A5d, etc. We have to obey this ordering, however,
because for instance replacing\a- A,0 rule could introduce &; — Azyrule, but not a
A - Aarule.

6.5 DEPTH-FIRST (BACKTRACKING) PARSERS

The breadth-first method presented in the previous section has the disadvantage that it
uses a lot of memory. The depth-first method also has a disadvantage: in its general
form it is not suitable for on-line parsing. However, there are many applications where
parsing does not have to be done on-line, and then the depth-first method is advanta-
geous since it does not need much memory.

In the depth-first method, when we are faced with a number of possibilities, we
choose one and leave the other possibilities for later. First, we fully examine the conse-
guences of the choice we just made. If this choice turns out to be a failure (or even a
success, but we want all solutions), we roll back our actions until the present point and
continue with the other possibilities.

Let us see how this search technique applies to top-down parsing. Our depth-first
parser follows the same steps as our breadth-first parser, until it encounters a choice: a
non-terminal that has more than one right-hand side lies on top of the prediction stack.
Now, instead of creating a new analysis stack/prediction stack pair, it chooses the first
right-hand side. This is reflected on the analysis stack by the appearance of the non-
terminal involved, with suffix 1, exactly as it was in our breadth-first parser. This time
however, the analysis stack is not only used for remembering the parse, but also for
backtracking.

The parser continues in this way, until a match fails, or the prediction stack is
empty. If the prediction stack is empty, we have found a parse, which is represented by
the analysis stack (we know that the input is also exhausted, because of the end-marker
#). If a match fails, the parser will backtrack. This backtracking consists of the fol-
lowing steps: first, any terminal symbols at the end of the analysis stack are popped
from this stack, and pushed back on top of the prediction stack. Also, these symbols
are removed from the matched input and added to the beginning of the rest of the input
(this is the reversal of the “match” steps), that is, backtracking over a terminal is done
by moving the vertical line backwards, as is demonstrated in Figure 6.9.

18y "8 |84 agH Q187 " 81 |4y A
aa |B olaB

Figure 6.9 Backtracking over a terminal

Then, there are two possibilities: if the analysis stack is empty, there are no other possi-
bilities to try, and the parsing stops; otherwise, there is a non-terminal on top of the
analysis stack, and the top of the prediction stack corresponds to a right-hand side of



this non-terminal. The choice of this right-hand side just resulted in a failed match. In
the latter case, we pop the non-terminal from the analysis stack and replace the right-
hand side part in the prediction stack with this non-terminal (this is the reversal of a
prediction step). This is demonstrated in Figure 6.10.

ajay @ | ok ajay @ a4y ok
oA |YB o|AB

Figure 6.10 Backtracking over a Ay choice

Next, there are again two possibilities: if this was the last right-hand side of this non-
terminal, we have already tried its right-hand sides and have to backtrack further; if
not, we start parsing again, first using a predict step that replaces the non-terminal with
its next right-hand side.

Now, let us try to parse the sentenaabc, this time using the backtracking
parser. Figure 6.11 presents the parsing process step by step; the backtracking steps are
marked with aB. The example demonstrates another disadvantage of the backtracking
method: it can make wrong choices and find out about this only much later. Of course,
it could also start with the right choices and be finished rapidly.

As presented here, the parsing stops when a parsing is found. If we want to find
all parsings, we should not stop when the prediction stack is empty. We can continue
by backtracking just as if we had not found a successful parse, and write down the
analysis stack (that represents the parse) every time that the prediction stack is empty.
Ultimately, we will end with an empty analysis part, indicating that we have exhausted
all analysis possibilities, and the parsing stops.

6.6 RECURSIVE DESCENT

In the previous sections, we have seen several automata at work, using a grammar to
decide the parsing steps while processing the input sentence. Now this is just another
way of stating that these automata use a grammar as a program. Looking at a grammar
as a program for a parsing machine is not as far-fetched as it may seem at first. After
all, a grammar is a prescription for deriving sentences of the language that the grammar
describes, and what we are doing in top-down parsing is rederiving a sentence from the
grammar. This only differs from the classic view of a grammar as a generating device
in that we are now trying to rederive a particular sentence, not just any sentence. Seen
in this way, grammars are programs, written in a programming language with a
declarative style (that is, it specifies what to do, but not the steps that need to be done
to achieve the result).

If we want to write a top-down parser for a certain context-free grammar in one of
the more common programming languages, like Pascal, C, or Modula-2, there are
several options. The first option is to write a program that emulates one of the auto-
mata described in the previous sections. This program can then be fed a grammar and
an input sentence. This is a perfectly sound approach and is easy to program. The dif-
ficulty comes when the parser must perform some other actions as parts of the input are
recognized. For instance, a compiler must build a symbol table when it processes a



aabc aabct aabcit
—
S S, |S# S ,S, |DG#
aabc a|abci#t aabci#t
—
S ,S,D, |abC# S ,S,D,a|bC# S ,S,D, |abC#
aabc aabct a|abc#
—
S S, |D,GH# S ;S,D, | aDbC# S ;S,D,a|DbC#
a|abc# aa |bc#t aab [c#
—
S ,S,D,aD, |abbC# S ;S,D,ab,a | bbCi S’ ,S,D,ab, ab (bCi#
aa |bc#t B a|abcitt a|abc#t
—
S’ ,S,D,aD, a |bbCi# S' ,S,D,aD, | abbCi# S ,S,D,a|D,bC#
a|abc#t aa |bc#t aa |bcit
—
S ;S,D,aD, | aDbbC# S ;S,D,aD,a | DbbCi# S’ ,S,D,aD,aD, |abbbC#
aa |bc#t aa |bc#t aa |bctt
—
S ;S,D,abD,a |D,bbC# S ;S,D,aD,aD, | aDibbC# S ,S,D,aD,a |D,bbC#
a|abc#t B a|abcitt aabcit
S ,S,D,aD, |aD,bbC# S ,S,D,a|D,bC# S,S,D, |aD,bC#
aabc B aabct aabci#t
—
S S, |D,CH# S, |S# S S, |AB#
aabc# a|abci#t a|abc#
—
S ;SA, |aB# S ;S,Aa|B# S ,S,AaB, |bc#
a|abc# a|abci#t a|abc#
—
S ;SAa|B# S ,S,AaB, | bBci# S ;S,Aa|B#
aabct B aabct aabci#t
—
S 1SA [aB# S 1S |AB# S SA, |aABH
a|abc#t a|abcitt aa |bcit
—
S ,S,Aa|AB# S ;S,AaA, |aB# S ;S,AaA a |B#
aa |bc#t aab |c#t aabc #
S 1SZAZaAlaB1 bei#t 5} 152A2aA1aB1b cHt S 1SZAZaAlaBlbc #
aabc#
S 1SZA2aA1aB1bc##

Figure 6.11 Parsing the sentenaabc



declaration sequence. This, and efficiency considerations lead to a second option: to
write a special purpose parser for the grammar at hand. Many of these special purpose
parsers have been written, and most of them use an implementation technique called
recursive descentWe will assume that the reader has some programming experience,
and knows about procedures and recursion. If not, this section can be skipped. It does
not describe a different parsing method, but merely an implementation technique that is
often used in hand-written parsers and also in some machine-generated parsers.

6.6.1 A naive approach
As a first approach, we regard a grammar rule as a procedure for recognizing its left-
hand side. The rule

S > aB| A

is regarded as a procedure to recogniz&aithis procedure then states something like
the following:

Ssucceeds if

a succeeds and théhsucceeds
or else

b succeeds and theéxsucceeds

This does not differ much from the grammar rule, but it does not look like a piece of
Pascal or C either. Like a cookbook recipe that usually does not tell us that we must
peel the potatoes, let alone how to do that, the procedure is incomplete.

There are several bits of information that we must maintain when carrying out
such a procedure. First, there is the notion of a “current position” in the rule. This
current position indicates what must be tried next. When we implement rules as pro-
cedures, this current position is maintained automatically, by the program counter,
which tells us where we are within a procedure. Next, there is the input sentence itself.
When implementing a backtracking parser, we usually keep the input sentence in a glo-
bal array, with one element for each symbol in the sentence. The array must be global,
because it contains information that must be accessible equally easily from all pro-
cedures. Then, there is the notion of a current position in the input sentence. When the
current position in the rule indicates a terminal symbol, and this symbol corresponds to
the symbol at the current position in the input sentence, both current positions will be
advanced one position. The current position in the input sentence is also global infor-
mation. We will therefore maintain this position in a global variable, of a type that is
suitable for indexing the array containing the input sentence. Also, when starting a rule
we must remember the current position in the input sentence, because we need it for the
“or else” clauses. These must all be started at the same position in the input sentence.
For instance, starting with the rule f8rof grammar 6.1, suppose that thenatches the
symbol at the current position of the input sentence. The current position is advanced
and therB is tried. ForB, we have a rule similar to that & Now suppose tha fails.

We then have to try the next choice Byand backup the position in the input sentence
to what it was when we started the rule fr This is backtracking, just as we have
seen it earlier.

All this tells us how to deal with one rule. However, usually we are dealing with



a grammar that has more than one non-terminal, so there will be more than one rule.
When we arrive at a non-terminal in a rule, we have to execute the rule for that non-
terminal, and, if it succeeds, return to the current invocation and continue there. We
achieve this automatically by using the procedure-call mechanism of the implementa-
tion language.

Another detail that we have not covered yet is that we have to remember the
grammar rules that we use. If we do not remember them, we will not know afterwards
how the sentence was derived. Therefore we note them in a separate list, striking them
out when they fail. Each procedure must keep its own copy of the index in this list,
again because we need it for the “or else ” clauses: if a choice fails, all choices that
have been made after the choice now failing must be discarded. In the end, when the
rule forS' succeeds, the grammar rules left in this list represent a left-most derivation
of the sentence.

Now, let us see how a parser, as described above, works for an example. Let us
consider again grammar of Figure 6.6, and input sentabbec. As before, we add a
rule S-->S# to the grammar and # to the end of the sentence, so our parser starts in
the following state:

Active rules Sentence) Parse
1: S -> SH -abctt 1:S -> S#

Our administration is divided into three parts; the “Active rules” part indicates the
active rules, with a dote] indicating the current position within that rule. The bottom
rule in this part is the rule that we are currently working on. The “Sentence” part indi-
cates the sentence, including a position marker indicating the current position in the
sentence. The “Parse” part will be used to remember the rules that we use (not only the
currently active ones). The entries in this part are numbered, and each entry in the
“Active rules” part also contains its index in the “Parse” part. As we shall see later, this
is needed to backup after having taken a wrong choice.

There is only one possibility here: the current position in the procedure indicates
that we must invoke the procedure 8rso let us do so:

Active rules Sentence Parse
1: S -> S «abctt 1:S -> S#
2: S -=» .DC| MB ~abci# 2:S > DC

Notice that we have advanced the position in 8erule. It now indicates where we
have to continue when we are finished walfthe return address). Now we try the first
alternative forS. There is a choice here, so the current position in the input sentence is
saved. We have not made this explicit in the pictures, because this position is already
present in the “Sentence”-part of the entry that invosed

Active rules Sentence Parse
1. S -->» S# -abcit 1:S --> SH#
2. S>> DC | AB «abci 2:S => DC
3: D-> .ab | abb -abc#t 3:D-=> ab

Now, the first choice foDis tried. Thea succeeds, and next thealso succeeds, so



we get:

Active rules Sentence Parse
1. S ->> S# -abcit 1:S -=> S#
2. S>> DC| AMB -abcit 2:S => DC
3: D-=> ab. | aaDb | ab.c# 3:D-=> ab

Now, we are at the end of a choice for This means that it succeeds, and we remove
this entry from the list of active rules, after updating the current positions in the entry
above. Next, it iCs turn:

Active rules Sentence Parse

1. S ->> S# abc#t | 1:S ->> SH
2. S>> DG | AB ab.cit 2:S > DC
4: C-=» « | «cC ab.ctt 3:D-=> ab
4.C=>>c

Now, thec succeeds, so tHesucceeds, and then tBsalso succeeds.

Active rules Sentence Parse
1. S -> S# abc «# 1.S -=> S#
2:S > DC
3:D-=>ab
4.C > ¢

Now, the# also succeeds, and th8s succeeds, resulting in:

Active rules Sentence Parse
1. S -> SH. abciite 1.S -=>> S#
2:S > DC
3:D-=>ab
4.C > ¢

The “Parse” part now represents a left-most derivation of the sentence:
S --> S# -> DG# -> abC#t -> abcit.

This method is calledecursive descentDescent, because it operates top-down,
and recursive, because each non-terminal is implemented as a procedure that can
directly or indirectly (through other procedures) invoke itself. It should be stressed that
“recursive descent” is merely an implementation issue, albeit an important one. It
should also be stressed that the parser described above is a backtracking parser,
independent of the implementation method used. Backtracking is a property of the
parser, not of the implementation.

The backtracking method developed above is aesthetically pleasing, because we in
fact use the grammar itself as a program (or we transform the grammar rules into pro-
cedures, which can be done mechanically). There is only one problem: the recursive
descent method, as described above, does not always work! We already know that it
does not work for left-recursive grammars, but the problem is worse than that. For



instanceaabc andabcc are sentences that are not recognized, but should be. Parsing
of theaabc sentence gets stuck after the fisstand parsing of thabcc sentence gets
stuck after the first. Yet,aabc can be derived as follows:

S =>> AB -> aAB -> aaB -> aabc,
andabcc can be derived with
S =>> DC -=> abC -=> abcC -> abcc.

So, let us examine why our method fails. A little investigation shows that we
never try theA=>aA choice when parsingabc, because thé->a choice succeeds.
Such a problem arises whenever more than one right-hand side can succeed, and this is
the case whenever a right-hand side can derive a prefix of a string derivable from
another right-hand side of the same non-terminal. The method developed so far is too
optimistic, in that it assumes that if a choice succeeds, it must be the right choice. It
does not allow us to backtrack over such a choice, when it was the wrong one. This is a
particularly serious problem if the grammar hasules, because-rules always
succeed. Another consequence of being unable to backup over a succeeding choice is
that it does not allow us to get all parses when there is more than one (this is possible
for ambiguous grammars). Improvement is certainly needed here. Our criterion for
determining whether a choice is the right one clearly is wrong. Looking back at the
backtracking parser of the beginning of this section, we see that that parser does not
have this problem, because it does not consider choices independently of their context.
One can only decide that a choice is the right one if taking it results in a successful
parse; even if the choice ultimately succeeds, we have to try the other choices as well if
we want all parses. In the next section, we will develop a recursive-descent parser that
solves all the problems mentioned above. Meanwhile, the method above only works
for grammars that arprefix-free A non-terminalA is prefix-free if A% x and A % xy,
wherex andy are strings of terminal symbols, implies thet €. A grammar is called
prefix-free if all its non-terminals are prefix-free.

6.6.2 Exhaustive backtracking recursive descent
In the previous section we saw that we have to be careful not to accept a choice too
early; it can only be accepted when it leads to a successful parse. Now this demand is
difficult to express in a recursive-descent parser; how do we obtain a procedure that
tells us whether a choice leads to a successful parse? In principle, there are infinitely
many of these procedures, depending on the sentential form (the prediction) that must
derive the rest of the input. We cannot just write them all. However, at any point dur-
ing the parsing process we are dealing with only one such sentential form: the current
prediction, so we could try to build a parsing procedure for this sentential form dynami-
cally, during parsing. Many programming languages offer a useful facility for this pur-
pose: procedure parameters. One procedure can accept a procedure as parameter, and
call it, or pass it on to another procedure, or whatever other things one does with pro-
cedures. Some languages (for instance Pascal) require these procedures to be named,
that is, the actual parameter must be declared as a procedure; other languages, like
Algol 68, allow a procedure body for an actual parameter.

Let us see how we can write a parsing procedure for a sypdpglven that it is



passed a procedure, which we will ctdll, that parses the rest of the sentence (the part
that follows theX). This is the approach taken for all non-terminals, and, for the time
being, for terminals as well.

The parsing procedure for a terminal symbas$ easy: it matches the current input
symbol witha; if it succeeds, it advances the input position, and callstdiieparame-
ter; then, whenail returns, it restores the input position and returns.

Obviously, the parsing procedure for a non-termifais more complicated. It
depends on the type of grammar rule we haveXoiThe simplest case 8- ¢€. This is
implemented as a call t@ail. The next simple case & - X, whereX is either a termi-
nal or a non-terminal symbol. To deal with this case, we must remember that we
assume that we have a parsing procedureXfao the implementation of this case con-
sists of a call toX, with thetail parameter. The next caseAs- XY, with X andY sym-
bols. The procedure foX expects a procedure for “what comes after ¥i@s parame-
ter. Here, this parameter procedure is built using Yhand thetail procedures: we
create a new procedure out of these two. This, by itself, is a simple procedure: it calls
Y, with tail as parameter. If we call this procedu¥etail, we can implemena by cal-
ling X with Y_tail as parameteT.And finally, if the right-hand side contains more than
two symbols, this technique has to be repeated: for aAueX X, - - - X, we create a
procedure forX, - - - X,, andtail using a procedure foXj - - - X, andtail, and so on.
Finally, if we have a choice, that is, we hage- a |3, the parsing procedure fés has
two parts: one part foa, followed by a call tatail, and another part fd8, followed by
a call totail. We have already seen how to implement these parts. If we only want one
parsing, all parsing procedures may be implemented as functions that returrfagber
or true, reflecting whether they result in a successful parse; the pafi iethen only
started if the part fon, followed bytail, fails. If we want all parses, we have to try
both choices.

Applying this technique to all grammar rules almost results in a parser. Only, we
don’t have a starting point yet; this is easily obtained: we just call the procedure for the
start-symbol, with the procedure for recognizing the end-marker as parameter. This
end-marker procedure is probably a bit different from the others, because this is the
procedure where we finally find out whether a parsing attempt succeeds.

Figure 6.12 presents a fully backtracking recursive-descent parser for the gram-
mar of Figure 6.6, written in Pascal. The program has a mechanism to remember the
rules used, so these can be printed for each successful parse. Figure 6.13 presents a
sample session with this program.

{$C+ dissttiimnguissin between upper and loower case }
praograeam garse(iimput,, coutput));;
{ Trhiss iiss an exihaustiiwe backtrraackimng reecursiwe-dlescent parser ttthat will |
corrreectl lyy parse accordlimg to tthe graamrer
S>DC|MAB
A>alaA
B->bc|bBc

T For some programming languages this is difficult. The problem ist#ibimust be accessible

from Y_tail. Therefore,Y_tail should be a local procedure within the procedure AorBut,

some languages do not allow for local procedures (for instance C), and others do not allow local
procedures to be passed as parameters (like Modula-2). Some extensive trickery is required for
these languages, but this is beyond the scope of this book.



D->ab|aDDb
C>c|axC
Itt iinmpecmentss prooper hacktrraackimng by onlyy checkimg one symitol sat aa
tiinme and passimg the reest of ttthe altteermatiiwe as a parameteer ffoor
evalwatiioon on a loower lleevel.. AA mae naiwe backtrreackinng parser wi lll mot
accept ee.qp- aaabc.
}

const iimfiimittyy = 100; {{ lleargge enough }

tyipe strr = packed array[1l...110] of char;;

var tigp: iimteeger; {{ iimmdex im teext }}
leengthh: iimtecger;; {{ muniter of ssymiplss i teext }}
np: iimteeger;; {{ iimndex iim rwlees }
teext:: aarrrapy [11...iimfiimitty] cof cchar;; {{ iimput tteext }}
rwlees: aarmray [11...iimfAIimittyy] oof sstrr;; {{ stooree rwlees wsed }

{ aadmimisstrraatiioon of rnulees wsed }
prooceduree pushrwlee (s: sstrr);; thegim rp = np + 1; rrwlees[rmp] ::= s end;
praoceduree popruwlee; thegim np == np - 11 end;

praoceduree endmerks; {{ rmeecognize end and resportt ssuccess }
var ii:: iinnte=ger;;
begim iff tteextfttp] = '# ttthen begim
wii it teelnn(*"'Deriiwati icon:’’));;
foor ii ::= 1 to P do wiitteelm(”’

., rruleesfii]]);:
end
end;

praocedure a(procedure taill));; {{ meecognizze an 'aa’ aand calll ttaaill }}
begim iff tteext{[ttp] = 'aa’ ttthen begim tp = tp + 1; ttaill;; tip = tp - 11 end end;

praoceduree b(procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognizze a 'tb’ aand calll ttaill }}
begim iff tteext{[ttpp] = 'O’ ttthen begim tp = tp + 1; ttaill;; tip = tp - 11 end end;

praocedure c(procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognizze a 'cc” aand calll ttaill }}
begim iff tteext{[ttpp] = ’cc” ttthen begim tp = tp + 1; ttaill;; tip = tp - 11 end end;

praocedure A(procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognizze an 'AN aand calll ttaill }}
{ proceduress foor ttthe altteermatiiwve taail Iss }
proceduree t;; thegim taaill eend;
proceduree At; begim Ataail l)) eend;

begim
pusirwlee(’AA = a 1) a(tt);; ppoprwles;
pusihrwlee(’AA = aA );; aa(M);; poprwlee
end;
praocedure B(procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognize a 'B3 aand calll ttaill }}
proceduree ct;; thegim c(ttzill)) eend;
praoceduree Bct;;
procedure ct;; tbegim c(ttzaill)) eend;
begim B(ct)) eend;
begim

pushrwlee('BB => bc  7));; Hb(ct));; poprwles;
pushrwlee('BB = bBc "));; th(EBct));; moprwlee



end;

praoceduree Dprocedure taill));; {{ rmeecognize a ' aand calll ttaill }}
praoceduree bt;; hegim b(ttaail ) eend;
proceduree Dit;;
proceduree bt;; thegimn b(tteail [)) eend;
begim D{bt)) end;

begim
pushrwlee('m > ab 7)); a(bt); ppoprwlee;
pusirwlee(’'ID => aDb 7));; sa(Di));; pooprwlee
end;
praoceduree C{procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognizze a 'CC’ aand calll ttaill }}
proceduree t;; thegim taaill eend;
praoceduree Ct; begim Ctaail l)) eend;
begim
pushrwlee('CC => ¢ ") oo(tt));; popruwiles;
pushirwlee('@ == cC )); a(©);; poprwlee
end;
praocedure S(procedure taill));; {{ rmeecognize a 'S’ aand calll ttaill }}
praoceduree Ct; begim Ctaail l)) eend;
praoceduree Bt; begim Bftaaill)) eend;
begim
pushrwlee('SS => DC  )); I(@Y);; ppoprwilee;
pushrwlee('SS > AB  ));; AEY);; poprwlee
end;

fuinctiioon resadli ime: boolecan;

begim
wiittee(>> ));; lleengtth = 1;
iff mot ecof ttthen
begim  whillee not e2olm do begim
reead(tteext] [ leength]));; lleengthh = leengtth + 1;
end;
reeadlm; rrecadliime == trnue
end
elsse reeadliime = falsse;
end;

proceduree parsser;;
begim  teext{[lleengtth] ::= ##;; tip = 1; mp = 0; S(eendmakk) eend;

begim whil lee recadliime do parser esnd.

Figure 6.12 A parser for the grammar of Figure 6.6

6.7 DEFINITE CLAUSE GRAMMARS

In the previous sections, we have seen how to create parsers that retain much of the ori-
ginal structure of the grammar. The programming language Prolog allows us to take
this even one step further. Prolog has its foundations in logic. The programmer
declares some facts about objects and their relationships, and asks questions about
these. The Prolog system uses a built-in search and backtrack mechanism to answer



> aabc
Deriivwati ioon:
S > AB
A > aA
A > a
B = bc
> abcc
Deriiwati ioon:
S > DC
D-=> ab
C > cC
C>c
> abc
Deriivwati ioon:
S > DC
D-=> ab
C>c
Deriiwati ioon:
S > AB
A > a
B = bc

Figure 6.13 A session with the program of Figure 6.12

the questions with “yes” or “no”. For instance, if we have told the Prolog system about
the fact that a table and a chair are pieces of furniture, as follows:

fuurmit twree(tteablee)..
furmit twree(chairr))..

and we then ask if a bread is a piece of furniture:
| ?7?- ffuurmittwree(lbresad)..
the answer will be “no”, but the answer to the question
| 72- fiwrmit twres(tteablee)..
will, of course, be “yes”. We can also use variables, which can be either instantiated
(have a value), or not. Variables start with a capital letter or an underscpré\(e
can use them for instance as follows:

| 72- fiwrmit twiree(X)..

This is asking for an instantiation of the varialde The Prolog system will search for
a possible instantiation and respond:

X = taablee

We can then either stop by typing a RETURN, or continue searching by typing a



semicolon (and then a RETURN). In the last case, the Prolog system will search for
another instantiation of.

Not every fact is as simple as the one in the example above. For instance, a Pro-
log clause that could tell us something about antique furniture is the following:

antiiogue_fwrmit twres(@tty,, Adge) ::-- flwrmittwres(@ly)),, Adge>100.

Here we see a conjunction of two goals: an obfdijt with ageAge is an antique piece
of furniture if it is a piece of furniture AND its age is more than a 100 years.

An important data structure in Prolog is thst. The empty list is denoted Hyj ,
[2] is a list with headh and tail[]] , [ea,lb,oc] is a list with headh and tail[h,oC] .

Many Prolog systems allow us to specify grammars. For instance, the grammar of
Figure 6.6, looks like the one in Figure 6.14, when written in Prolog. The terminal
symbols appear as lists of one element.

% @r exampee graamma iim Defiimittee Clause Gieammar ffoormat. .

sm -—> dn, an.

sm -—> an, on.

an —> [a)]..

an -—-> [a],, an.

bn -—> [b],, [[c]..

bn - [W],, ton, [[c]..
cn —> [cc]..

cn —> [cc],, ccm.

dn —> [a],, [[]..
dn —> [a],, din, [[]..

Figure 6.14 An example grammar in Prolog

The Prolog system translates these rules into Prolog clauses, also sometimes called
definite clauseswhich we can investigate with tHigsstiimng question:

| 7- lliisstiimg(ctin)..

dn(_3,_4) :--
c(_3,a, 13),
c(_13,b, 4)..
dn(_3,_4) :--
c(_3.a,_13),
dn(_13, 14),
c(_14,th, 4)..
yes

| 72- lliisstiinng(ssim)..

sm(_3, 4) -



dn(_3, 13),
cn(_13, 4)..
sm(_3,_4) :--
an(_3, 13),
bn(_13, 4)..

yes

We see that the clauses for the non-terminals have two parameter variables. The first
one represents the part of the sentence that has yet to be parsed, and the second one
represents the tail end of the first one, being the part that is not covered by the current
invocation of this non-terminal.

The built-in c-clause matches the head of its first parameter with the second
parameter, and the tail of this parameter with the third parameter. A sample Prolog
session with this grammar is presented below:

& proloog

CHProloog verssicon 1.5

| ?72- [[cpraant]]..

gramil consultteed 968 bytees .1133333 sec.
yes

We have now started the Prolog system, and requested it to consult the file containing
the grammar. Here, the grammar resides in a file cajfeairil

| 72- sm(A[[I]).-

A = [a,b,a] ;;

A = [ab,x,x] ;;

A = [aa,b,ac,ac,a] ..

yes
We have now asked the system to generate some sentences, by passing an uninstan-
tiated variable tesm, and requesting the system to find other instantiations twice. The
Prolog system uses a depth-first searching mechanism, which is not suitable for sen-
tence generation. It will only generate sentences starting with, dallowed by ab,
and then followed by an ever increasing numbect'sf

| 72- sn([[ea,th,cc], [[1])--

yes
| 72- Sn([[&ﬁ,&ﬁ,m,m]l,,[l]]))..

yes



| 72- Sn([[&ﬁ,m,m,,m]l,,[l]]))..

yes
| 72- ssm([[aa,a8,88,1b,1b,ac,ac,ac], . [[1]).

no
| 2- Haltt..

[ FProloog executiioon haltteed ]
&

Here we have asked the system to recognize some sentences, including two on which
the naive backtracking parser of Section 6.6.1 failaabc andabcc. This session
demonstrates that we can use Definite Clause Grammars for recognizing sentences, and
to a lesser extent also for generating sentences.

Cohen and Hickey [CF 1987] discuss this and other applications of Prolog in
parsers in more detail. For more information on Prolog,RR@gramming in Prolodyy
William F. Clocksin and Christopher S. Mellish (Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1981).
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General bottom-up parsing

As explained in Section 3.3.2, bottom-up parsing is conceptually very simple. At all
times we are in the possession of a sentential form that derives from the input text
through a series of left-most reductions (which mirrored right-most productions).
There is a cut somewhere in this sentential form which separates the already reduced
part (on the left) from the yet unexamined part (on the right). See Figure 7.1. The part
on the left is called the “stack” and the part on the right “rest of input”. The latter con-
tains terminal symbols only, since it is an unprocessed part of the original sentence,
while the stack contains a mixture of terminals and non-terminals, resulting from
recognized right-hand sides. We can complete the picture by keeping the partial parse
trees created by the reductions attached to their non-terminals. Now all the terminal
symbols of the original input are still there; the terminals in the stack are one part of
them, another part is semi-hidden in the partial parse trees and the rest is untouched in
the rest of the input. No information is lost, but some structure has been added. When
the bottom-up parser has reached the situation where the rest of the input is empty and
the stack contains only the start symbol, we have achieved a parsing and the parse tree
will be dangling from the start symbol. This view clearly exposes the idea that parsing
is nothing but structuring the input.

STACK REST OF INPUT
———————————— e — — — — — — — — m m — — —— - — -
terminals CUT terminals
and
only

non-terminals

tgN teta N Ny tqfty tptg - -

partial parse
trees

Figure 7.1 The structure of a bottom-up parse

The cut between stack and rest of input is often drawn as a gap, for clarity and
since in actual implementations the two are often represented quite differently in the



parser.

—

1

tgN ety LNt

2lg - -

shiftingt

tgN tetg NN toty) o tg .

Figure 7.2 A shift move in a bottom-up automaton

—
—
—

1oty - -

tg '\"f tetdél\fc '\‘lota

reducingN.N;t , toR

Figure 7.3 A reduce move in a bottom-up automaton

Our non-deterministic bottom-up automaton can make only two moves: shift and
reduce; see Figures 7.2 and 7.3. During a shift, a (terminal) symbol is shifted from the
rest of input to the stack;, is shifted in Figure 7.2. During a reduce move, a number
of symbols from the right end of the stack, which form the right-hand side of a rule for
a non-terminal, are replaced by that non-terminal and are attached to that non-terminal
as the partial parse treBl. Nt  is reduced tdR in Figure 7.3; note that the original
N.Nt , are still present inside the partial parse tree. There would, in principle, be no
harm In performing the instructions backwards,wsrshiftandunreduce although they
would seem to move us away from our goal, which is to obtain a parse tree. We shall
see that we need them to do backtracking.

At any point in time the machine can either shift (if there is an input symbol left)
or not, or it can do one or more reductions, depending on how many right-hand sides
can be recognized. If it cannot do either, it will have to resort to the backtrack moves,



to find other possibilities. And if it cannot even do that, it is finished, and has found all
(zero or more) parsings.

7.1 PARSING BY SEARCHING

The only problem left is how to guide the automaton through all of the possibilities.
This is easily recognized as a search problem, which can be handled by a depth-first or
a breadth-first method. We shall now see how the machinery operates for both search
methods. Since the effects are exponential in size, even the smallest example gets quite
big and we shall use the unrealistic grammar of Figure 7.4. The test inpaaab.

1. S > aShb
2. S > Sab
3 S > aaa

Figure 7.4 A simple grammar for demonstration purposes

(@) [daaab (k) asbd (s) SabO
(b) al@aaab a/ai"\a\ éa;
(c) aa[@ab 0 73:\{ ® /Sa\Eb
aa3a aaa
(d) aaa, @b
(m) aaajalb (u) Sdab
(e) aaaja; [ éaz}
(n) aaayllab
() aaazabl] ©) /S{I’ib (v) aaallab
(9) aaajalb aaa (w) aalaab
(h) aS[b (p) Salb (x) alaaab
TN o
3
(y) [Caaaab
() asb,U () Sab,0
Lon foa
) SO = N 4 =
o >
Loy A

Figure 7.5 Stages for the depth-first parsingaafab

7.1.1 Depth-first (backtracking) parsing

Refer to Figure 7.5, where the gap for a shift is showri_asd that for an unshift ds.

At first the gap is to the left of the entire input)(and shifting is the only alternative;
likewise with () and €). In (d) we have a choice, either to shift, or to reduce using rule

3; we shift, but remember the possible reduction(s); the rule numbers of these are



shown as subscripts to the symbols in the stack. Ideng)inir§ (f) we have reached a
position in which shift fails, reduce fails (there are no right-hand s&emab, aaab,
aab, ab or b) and there are no stored alternatives. So we start backtracking by unshift-
ing (9). Here we find a stored alternative, “reduce by 3”, which we app)y deleting

the index for the stored alternative in the process; now we can shift agaio(more
shifts are possible, but a reduce by 1 gives us a parg)nd\iter having enjoyed our
success we unreduck)y note that K) only differs from {) in that the stored alternative

1 has been consumed. Unshifting, unreducing and again unshifting brings op to (
where we find a stored alternative, “reduce by 3”. After reduciogwe can shift
again, twice p, ). A “reduce by 2” produces the second parsing The rest of the
road is barren: unreduce, unshift, unshift, unredugeafid three unshifts bring the
automaton to a halt, with the input reconstructegd (

(a1) initial (f1) aaaab shifted fromel
(b1) a shifted fromal (f2) Sab shifted frome2
A

(cl) aa shifted fromb1

. (f3) aSb shifted frome3
(d1) aaa shifted fromc1l / \
aaa
(d2) S reduced frond1
/ \ (f4) S reduced fronf2 =
aaa éal}
(el) aaaa shifted fromd1l éaz}
(e2) Sa shifted fromd2 () S reduced fronf3 ==
fo {sb
Al
(e3) aS reduced fromel
Za

Figure 7.6 Stages for the breadth-first parsingaafab

7.1.2 Breadth-first (on-line) parsing

Breadth-first bottom-up parsing is simpler than depth-first, at the expense of a far
larger memory requirement. Since the input symbols will be brought in one by one
(each causing a shift, possibly followed by some reduces), our representation of a par-
tial parse will consist of the stack only, together with its attached partial parse trees.
We shall never need to do an unshift or unreduce. Refer to Figure 7.6. We start our
solution set with only one empty stac&l). Each parse step consist of two phases; in
phase one the next input symbol is appended to the right of all stacks in the solution set;
in phase two all stacks are examined and if they allow one or more reductions, one or
more copies are made of it, to which the reductions are applied. This way we will never
miss a solution. The first and secoadre just appendeddd, c1), but the third allows a
reduction (12). The fourth causes one more reducti@®)(and the fifth gives rise to

two reductions, each of which produces a parsidg(df5).



7.1.3 A combined representation

The configurations of the depth-first parser can be combined into a single graph; see
Figure 7.74) where numbers indicate the order in which the various shifts and reduces
are performed. Shifts are represented by lines to the right and reduces by upward
arrows. Since a reduce often combines a number of symbols, the additional symbols are
brought in by arrows that start upwards from the symbols and then turn right to reach
the resulting non-terminal. These arrows constitute at the same time the partial parse
tree for that non-terminal. Start symbols in the right-most column with partial parse
trees that span the whole input head complete parse trees.

g—a— b S—g—a—g—b
7 _ S 10_ g,
[ [
°-S b .
[ [
a—7—a——a—x—a—;—b a——a——a——a———>b

(@) (b)

Figure 7.7 The configurations of the parsers combined

If we complete the stacks in the solution sets in our breadth-first parser by
appending the rest of the input to them, we can also combine them into a graph, and,
what is more, into the same graph; only the action order as indicated by the numbers is
different, as shown in Figure 78) This is not surprising, since both represent the
total set of possible shifts and reduces; depth-first and breadth-first are just two dif-
ferent ways to visit all nodes of this graph. Figure B)Afas drawn in the same form
as Figure 7.7); if we had drawn the parts of the picture in the order in which they are
executed by the breadth-first search, many more lines would have crossed. The picture
would have been equivalent tb)(but much more complicated to look at.

7.1.4 A slightly more realistic example

The above algorithms are relatively easy to understand and impléraadtalthough

they require exponential time in general, they behave reasonably well on a number of
grammars. Sometimes, however, they will burst out in a frenzy of senseless activity,
even with an innocuous-looking grammar (especially with an innocuous-looking gram-
mar!). The grammar of Figure 7.8 produces algebraic expressions in one vaaable,
and two operatorst and- . Qis used for the operators, sinGgoh) looks too much like

0 (zero). This grammar is unambiguous and &@m+a it has the correct production

tree

T See, for instance, Hext and Roberts [CF 1970] for Démélki's method to find all possible
reductions simultaneously.



which restricts the minus to the following rather than ta+a. Figure 7.9 shows the
graph searched while parsiagmta. It contains 108 shift lines and 265 reduce arrows
and would fit on the page only thanks to the exceedingly fine print the phototypesetter
is capable of. This is exponential explosion.

SS > E
E > EQF
E > F
F > a
Q > +
Q > -

Figure 7.8 A grammar for expressions in one variable

7.2 TOP-DOWN RESTRICTED BREADTH-FIRST BOTTOM-UP PARSING

In spite of their occasionally vicious behaviour, breadth-first bottom-up parsers are
attractive since they work on-line, can handle left-recursion without any problem and
can generally be doctored to handleules. So the question remains how to curb their
needless activity. Many methods have been invented to restrict the search breadth to at
most 1, at the expense of the generality of the grammars these methods can handle; see
Chapter 9. A method that will restrict the fan-out to reasonable proportions while still
retaining full generality was developed by Earley [CF 1970].

7.2.1 The Earley parser without look-ahead

When we take a closer look at Figure 7.9, we see after some thought that many reduc-
tions are totally pointless. It is not meaningful to reduce the thitd E or S since these

can only occur at the end if they represent the entire input; likewise the reduction of
a-a to S is absurd, sincé& can only occur at the end. Earley noticed that what was
wrong with these spurious reductions was that they were incompatible with a top-down
parsing, that is: they could never derive from the start symbol. He then gave a method
to restrict our reductions only to those that derive from the start symbol. We shall see
that the resulting parser takes at mnstunits of time for input of lengthn rather than

c".

Earley’s parser can also be described as a breadth-first top-down parser with
bottom-up recognition, which is how it is explained by the author [CF 1970]. Since it
can, however, handle left-recursion directly but needs special measures to bandle
rules, we prefer to treat it as a bottom-up method.

We shall again use the grammar from Figure 7.8 and parse theargatta. Just
as in the non-restricted algorithm, we have at all times a set of partial solutions which
is modified by each symbol we read. We shall write the sets between the input symbols
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Figure 7.9 The graph searched while parsiagata



as we go; we have to keep earlier sets, since they will still be used by the algorithm.
Unlike the non-restricted algorithm, in which the sets contained stacks, the sets consist
of what is technically known aisems or Earley itemsto be more precise. Aitemis a
grammar rule with a gap in its right-hand side; the part of the right-hand side to the left
of the gap (which may be empty) has already been recognized, the part to the right of
the gap is predicted. The gap is traditionally shown as a fat doitems are for
instance E=>«EQF, E>E-QF, E=>EQF, E=EQF, F>a., etc. It is unfortunate when a
vague every-day term gets endowed with a very specific technical meaning, but the
expression has taken hold, so it will have to do.Rarley itemis an item with an indi-
cation of the position of the symbol at which the recognition of the recognized part
started. Notations vary, but we shall wri@ after the item (read: “an”). If the set at
the end of position 7 contains the itdBs>E-QHA3 we have recognized &ain posi-
tions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and are looking forward to recognizijig

The sets of items contain exactly those items a) of which the part before the dot
has been recognized so far and b) of which we are certain that we shall be able to use
the result when they will happen to be recognized in full (but we cannot, of course, be
certain that that will happen). If a set contains the itemE-QRA3 we can be sure that
when we will have recognized the whole right-hand 4@ we can go back to the set
at the beginning of symbol number 3 and find there an item that was looking forward to
recognizing arg, i.e., that had art with a dot in front of it. Since that is true recur-
sively, no recognition will be in vain.

7.2.1.1 The Scanner, Completer and Predictor

The construction of an item set from the previous item set proceeds in three phases.
The first two correspond to those of the non-restricted algorithm, where they were
called “shift” and “reduce”; here they are called “Scanner” and “Completer”. The third

is new and is related to the top-down component; it is called “Predictor”.

completeg

items
completed
by o,

items after

previous 0) act/preq)

items

itemsey, afterc
* predicted
items

= itemse},

Figure 7.10 The Earley items sets for one input symbol

The Scanner, Completer and Predictor deal with four sets of items for each token
in the input. Refer to Figure 7.10, where the input symbplat positionp is sur-
rounded by the four setéemsef_;, which contains the items available just beforg
completeg, the set of items that have become completed dueptoactive,, which
contains the non-completed items that passgdand predicted, the set of newly
predicted items. The setktive, and predicted, together formitemseg; the internal



division will be indicated in the drawings by a dotted line. Initiaiigmseg; is filled
(as a result of processinm,-1) and the other sets are empty; the constructioitenh-
setp is special.

The Scanner looks ai,, goes throughtemsef_, and makes copies of all items
that containeg (all other items are ignored); in those, the part before the dot was
already recognized and now is recognized. Consequently, the Scanner changes
into g.. If the dot is now at the end, it stores the item in theca®@hpleted; otherwise
it stores it in the seactive,.

Next the Completer inspectompleted, which contains the items that have just
been recognized completely and can now be reduced. This reduction goes as follows.
For each item of the forrR - - - - « @nthe Completer goes titemset,—;, and calls the
Scanner; the Scanner, which was used to work onaheound in the input and
itemse-q, is now directed to work on thdR recognized by the Completer and
itemset,-1. It will make copies of all items imtemsef,-; featuring aR, replace theR
by R« and store them in eitherompleteg or active,, as appropriate. This can add
indirectly recognized items to the sebmpleteg, which means more work for the
Completer. After a while, all completed items have been reduced, and the Predictor’s
turn has come.

The Predictor goes through the satgivg, (which was filled by the Scanner) and
predicteq, (which is empty initially), and considers all non-terminals which have a dot
in front of them; these we expect to see in the input. For each expected (predicted)
non-terminalN and for each rule for that non-termindl- P - - -, the Predictor adds an
item N <P --- @+1 to the setpredictedy. This may introduce new predicted non-
terminals (for instanceP) in predicteq, which cause more predicted items. After a
while, this too will stop.

The setsactivg, andpredicteg, together form the nevtemseg. If the completed
set for the last symbol in the input contains an it€m - - -« @, i.e., an item spanning
the entire input and reducing to the start symbol, we have found at least one parsing.

Now refer to Figure 7.11, which shows the items sets of the Earley parser working
ona-ata. The initial active item sefctivey is {S=>+E@3, indicating that this is the
only item that can derive directly from the start symbol. The Predictor first predicts
E->><.EQFAL] from this E=>+<EQRAland E=>«F@1(but the first one is in the set already)
and from the last onE->+a@1 This givesitemsey,.

The Scanner working oitemset, and scanning for aa, only catched—><a@ll
which it turns intoF->a.@1land stores ircompleted. This not only means that we
have recognized and reducedBrbut also that we have a buyer for it. The Completer
goes to the satemset, and copies all items that hav€. Result: one itemE=>«F@L1
which turns intoE=>Fe.@1land is again stored icompleted. More work for the Com-
pleter, which will now copy items containingg; result: two items,S=><E@1which
becomesS=>E.@1l1and goes to the completed set, aBg>-EQFHAL wWhich becomes
E->E.QFdlland which becomes the first and only membencfive;. The completion
of Syields no new information.

The Predictor working oactive; has an easy jobQcauses two items fa@ both
with @2 since that is where recognition will have started, if it occurs at all. Nothing
spectacular happens until the Scanner processes the secoooh itemsep it extracts
F->.a@3which gives F->a.@3which is passed to the Completer (througbm-
pleteds). The latter sees the reduction @to F starting at position 3, goes ftemset
to see who ordered df and findsE=EQF@1 given theF, this turns intde=>EQR @1
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Figure 7.11 Items sets of the Earley parser workingaesa+a

which in its turn signals the reduction E©of the substring from 1 to 3 (again through
completed). The Completer checkidemset, and finds two clients there for thE:
S=>>«E@land E=+-EQHAL the first ends up aS=>E.@1lin completed, the second as
E->E.QHdLlin actives.

After the last symbol has been processed by the Scanner, we still run the Com-
pleter to do the final reductions, but running the Predictor is useless, since there is noth-
ing to predict any more. Note that the parsing started by calling the Predictor on the ini-
tial active set and that there is one Predictor/Scanner/Completer action for each sym-
bol. Since the last completed set indeed contains an&erk«@1 there is at least one
parsing.

7.2.1.2 Constructing a parse tree
All this does not directly give us a parse tree. As is more often the case in parser con-
struction (see, for instance, Section 4.1) we have set out to build a parser and have
ended up building a recognizer. The intermediate sets, however, contain enough infor-
mation about fragments and their relations to construct a parse tree easily. As with the
CYK parser, a simple top-down Unger-type parser can serve for this purpose, since the
Unger parser is very interested in the lengths of the various components of the parse
tree and that is exactly what the sets in the Earley parser provide. In his 1970 article,
Earley gives a method of constructing the parse tree(s) while parsing, by keeping with
each item a pointer back to the item that caused it to be present. Tomita [CF 1986, p.
74-77] has, however, shown that this method will produce incorrect parse trees on cer-
tain ambiguous grammars.

From the setompleted in Figure 7.11, which is the first we inspect after having
finished the set construction, we see that there is a parse possibl8 feitta root and
extending over symbols 1 to 5; we designate the parse ro&, asin Figure 7.12.



Given the completed iter8>>E-@1in completed there must be a parse no#g g,

which is completed at 5. Since all items completed after 5 are containsampleted,

we scan the latter to find a complet&dstarting at 1; we finde=EQF@1 This gives

us parse treeal, where the values at the question marks are still to be seen. Since items
are recognized at their right ends, we start by finding a parse fdf.he to be found

in completed. We find F=>a«.@% giving us parse treebj. It suggests that we find a
parse forQ, , completed after 4; irompleted we find Q=>++.@4 ConsequentlyQ, ,

is Q,_, and theE, _, in (b) must beE, ;. This makes us look irtompleted for an
E->..... @11 where we findEEQF@1 We now have parse tre€)( and, using the
same techniques, we easily completedjt (
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Figure 7.12 Construction of the parse trees



7.2.1.3 Space and time requirements

It is interesting to have a look at the space and time needed for the construction of the
sets. First we calculate the maximum size of the sets just after symbol nypmbesre

is only a fixed number of different items, limited by the size of the grammar; for our
grammar it isl =14. However, each item can occur with any of the additi@hsto

@+1, of which there ar@+1. So the number of items in the semse} is limited to

I x(p+1). The exact calculation of the maximum number of items in each of the sets is
complicated by the fact that different rules apply to the first, last and middle items.
Disregarding these complications, we find that the maximum number of items in all
itemses up top is roughlyl xp2/2. The same applies to thwmpletedsets. So, for an
input of lengthn, the memory requirement ©®(n?), as with the CYK algorithm. In
actual practice, the amount of memory used is often far less than this theoretical max-
imum. In our case all sets together could conceivably contain abed®£350 items,

with which the actual number of+8+3+1+2+3+3+1+2+3+1=26 items compares very
favourably.

Although a set at positiop can contain a maximum @ (p) items, it may require
an amount of work proportional tp? to construct that set, since each item could, in
principle, be inserted by the Completer once from each preceding position. Under the
same simplifying assumptions as above, we find that the maximum number of actions
needed to construct all sets uppds roughly I xp3/6. So the total amount of work
involved in parsing a sentence of lengtiwith the Earley algorithm i©(n3), as it is
with the CYK algorithm. Again, in practice it is much better: on many grammars,
including the one from Figure 7.8, it will work in linear tim@®(n)) and on any unam-
biguous grammar it will work inO(n?). In our example, a maximum of about
14x5%/6CB00 actions might be required, compared to the actual number of 28 (both
items forE in predicted, were inserted twice).

It should be noted that once the calculation of the sets is finished, onlyotme
pletedsets are consulted. Treetive and predictedsets can be thrown away to make
room for the parse tree(s).

The practical efficiency of this and the CYK algorithms is not really surprising,
since in normal usage most arbitrary fragments of the input will not derive from any
non-terminal. The sentence fragmenietter into the upper left-mostdoes not
represent any part of speech, nor does any fragment of it of a size larger than one. The
0O(n?) and O(n®) bounds only materialize for grammars in which almost all non-
terminals produce almost all substrings in almost all combinatorially possible ways, as
for instance in the gramm&->SS, S>>x.

7.2.2 The relation between the Earley and CYK algorithms
The similarity in the time and space requirement between the Earley and the CYK
algorithm suggest a deeper relation between the two and indeed there is one. The Ear-
ley sets can be accommodated in a CYK-like grid; see Figure 7.13 To stress the simi-
larity, the sets are distributed over diagonals of boxes slanting from north-west to
south-east. Since the columns indicate the beginnings of possibly recognized frag-
ments, all items with the san@ come in the same column. This arrangement assigns
a natural position to each item. Completed items are drawn in the top left corner of a
box, active items in the bottom right corner. Predicted items have not yet recognized
anything and live in the bottom layer.

When we compare this picture to that produced by the CYK parser (Figure 7.14)
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Figure 7.13 The Earley sets represented in CYK fashion

we see correspondences and differences. Rather than having items, the boxes contain
non-terminals only. All active and predicted items are absent. The left-hand sides of the
completed items also occur in the CYK picture, but the latter features more recognized
non-terminals; from the Earley picture we know that these will never play a role in any
parse tree. The costs and the effects of the top-down restriction are clearly shown.

The correspondence between the Earley and the CYK algorithms has been
analysed by Graham and Harrison [CF 1976]. This has resulted in a combined algo-
rithm described by Graham, Harrison and Ruzzo [CF 1980].

7.2.3 Ambiguous sentences

Calculating the sets for a parsing of an ambiguous sentence does not differ from that
for an unambiguous one. Some items will be inserted more than once into the same set,
but that can happen even with unambiguous sentences. The parse trees will be faith-
fully produced by the Unger parser; when searching a completed set for items of the
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Figure 7.14 CYK sets for the parsing of Figure 7.11

form A= - -« @, it may find several. Each will produce a different parse tree (or set
of parse trees if further ambiguities are found). There may be exponentially many parse
trees (even though the work to produce the sets is limite@ (o)) or even infinitely

many of them. Infinite ambiguity is cut out automatically by the Unger parser, but
exponential numbers of parse trees will just have to be suffered. If they are essential to
the application, Tomita [CF 1986, p. 17-20] has given an efficient packing method for
them.

The enumeration of all possible parse trees is often important, since many
methods augment the CF grammar with more long-range restrictions formulated out-
side the CF framework, to thus approximate a context-sensitive analysis. To this end,
all parse trees are produced and checked; only those that meet the restrictions are
accepted.

Figure 7.15 shows the sets for the parsing of an ambiguous sentexceccord-
ing to the gramma$->>SS, S>>x; again an artificial example is the only one which can
be shown, for reasons of size. Figure 7.16 gives the parse trees. There is only one root
in completed: S>SS.@1 leading to parse treea). Looking up a parsing fo§,_5 in
completed, we come up with three possibilitieS=> @3 S=>SS.@2and S>>SS. @1
The first and second lead to parse treRsand €) but the third is suppressed by the
Unger parser (it would lead to infinite recursion). No further ambiguities occur and the
final parse trees are found id)(and €). All this is the same as in the CYK parser.

7.2.4 Handlinge-rules

Like most parsers, the above parser cannot hasydldes without special measures:

rules show up first as an anomaly in the work of the Predictor. While predicting items
of the formA -« -- @+1 as a consequence of havingAin an item inactive, or
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Figure 7.16 Parse tree construction for the parsing of Figure 7.15

predicteq), it may stumble upon an empty predictién- « @ +1; this means that the
non-terminalA has been completed just before symbol nunmbet and this completed
item should be added to the sEtmpleteg, which up to now only contained items with

@ at most. So we find that there was more work for the Completer after all. But that is
not the end of the story. If we now run the Completer again, it will draw the conse-
quences of the newly completed item(s) which h@pe-1. So it will consultitemseg,

which is, however, incomplete since items are still being added to its constituents,
active, and predicted,. If it finds occurrences ofA there, it will add copies withA«
instead; part of these may require new predictions to be done (if the dot lands in front



of another non-terminal), part may be completed items, which will have to go into
completeg and which mean more work for the Completer. The latter items can have a
starting point lower thap, which brings in items from further back, which may or may
not now be completed through this action or through empty completed itepas at

The easiest way to handle this mare’s nest is to stay calm and keep running the
Predictor and Completer in turn until neither has anything more to add. Since the
number of items is finite this will happen eventually, and in practice it happens rather
sooner than later.

The Completer and Predictor loop has to be viewed as a single operation called
“X” by Graham, Harrison and Ruzzo [CF 1980]. Just like the Predictor it has to be
applied to the initial state, to honour empty productions before the first symbol; just
like the Completer it has to be applied to the final state, to honour empty productions
after the last symbol.

Part of the effects are demonstrated by the grammar of Figure 7.17 which is based
on a grammar similar to that of Figure 7.8. Rather than addition and subtraction, this
one handles multiplication and division, with the possibility to omit the multiplication
sign:aa meansaxa.

SS > E
E > EQF
E > F
F > a
Q = x
Q > [/
Q > ¢

Figure 7.17 A grammar with ag-rule

The parsing is given in Figure 7.18. The items pointed at by have been added
by a second pass of the Completer/Predictor. Qae«@2 inserted by the Predictor
into completed as a consequence BESE-QRALLN active,, is picked up by the second
pass of the Completer, and is used to cldeE-QRALLin active; into E=>EQF@LL
This in turn is found by the Predictor which predicts the itEare.a@2from it. Note
that we now do have to consider the falttive/predictedset after the last symbol; its
processing by the Completer/Predictor may insert an item of the &#m...@0ln the
lastcompletedset, indicating a parsing.

7.2.5 Prediction look-ahead

In the following we shall describe a series of increasingly complicated (and more effi-
cient) parsers of the Earley type; somewhere along the line we will also meet a parser
that is (almost) identical to the one described by Earley in his paper.

When we go back to Figure 7.11 and examine the actions of the Predictor, we see
that it sometimes predicts items that it could know were useless if it could look ahead
at the next symbol. When the next symbol is,at is kind of foolish to proudly predict
Q=>«+@2 The Predictor can of course easily be modified to check such simple cases,
but it is possible to have a Predictor that wikverpredict anything obviously errone-
ous; all its predicted items will be either completed or active in the next set. (The pred-
ictions may, however, fail on the symbol after that; after all, it is a Predictor, not an
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Figure 7.18 Recognition of empty productions in an Earley parser

Oracle.)

To see how we can obtain such a perfect Predictor we need a different example
(after removing@=>«+@2and Q=>«-@HMfrom Figure 7.11 all predictions there come
true, so nothing can be gained any more).

Sg > S
S > A|MAMB|B FIRST®) = {p, q}
A > C FIRSTA) = {p}
B > D FIRST®) = {q}
C > p FIRSTO) = {p}
D = q FIRSTO) = {q}

Figure 7.19 A grammar for demonstrating prediction look-ahead and its FIRST sets

The artificial grammar of Figure 7.19 produces nothing but the three sentpnces
g andpq, and does so in a straightforward way. The rod'igather tharss, which is a
convenient way to have a grammar with only one rule for the root. This is not neces-
sary but it simplifies the following somewhat, and it is usual in practice.

act/pre
S >.5 %@1 completeqd completeq
SA @il D>q. @i act/preg) D>q. @l
S=>.AB @1 B>D. @i B>D. @i
S>.8 @l S>B. @i S>B. @il
A>.C @l q, S-->»S. @1 d, S-->S. @1
?;zg g act/pred = fremsef act/preq

[ EEEEEERERREETEES B .
D->_>.q a1 :|temse£ :|temse£
= itemsef

(@) (b)

Figure 7.20 Parsing the sentengewithout look-ahead (a) and with look-ahead (b)

The parsing of the sentengds given in Figure 7.2@&) and(b). Starting from the



initial item, the Predictor predicts a list of 7 itema).(Looking at the next symboq,
the Predictor could easily avoid the predictiGa>+p@1 but several of the other pred-
ictions are also false, for instand®>«C@1 The Predictor could avoid the first since it
sees that it cannot begin wity if it knew that C cannot begin with aj, it could also
avoid A=>>C@1 (Note thatitemset is empty, indicating that there is no way for the
input to continue.)

The required knowledge can be obtained by calculating the FIRST sets of all
non-terminals in the grammar (FIRST sets and a method of calculating them are
explained in Sections 8.2.1.1 and 8.2.2.1). The use of the FIRST sets is very effective:
the Predictor again starts from the initial item, but since it knows thaé not in
FIRST@A), it will not predict S=>«A@L1 Items like A=>«C@1ldo not even have to be
avoided, since their generation will never be contemplated in the first place. Only the
B-line will be predicted I§) and it will consist of three predictions, all of them to the
point.

Sg > S
S > A|AB|B FIRST®S) ={¢&,p,q}
A > C FIRSTA) = { &, p}
B > D FIRST®) = {q}
C > p]| ¢ FIRSTO ={¢, p}
D > ¢ FIRSTD) ={q}

Figure 7.21 A grammar with ag-rule and its FIRST sets

Handling e-rules is easier now: we know for every non-terminal whether it can
producee (in which casee is in the FIRST set of that non-terminal). If we add a rule
C=>¢ to our grammar (Figure 7.21), the entire picture changes. Starting from the initial
item S-->S@1 (Figure 7.22), the Predictor will still not predicd>>.A@.1l since
FIRST(@) does not contain, but it will predictS=>.AB@lsince FIRSTAB) does con-
tain aqg (B combined with the transparency #j. The line continues by predicting
A=>>C@1 but C=>«@llis a completed item and goes intomplete@. When the Com-
pleter starts, it find<C=>«@1 applies it toA=>C@land produce®->C.@1 likewise
completed. The latter is then applied ®>.AB@1 to produce the active item
S>A.B@l1 This causes another run of the Predictor, to follow the mBybut all those
items have already been added.

Bouckaert, Pirotte and Snelling, who have analysed variants of the Earley parsers
for two different look-ahead regimes [CF 1975], show that predictive look-ahead
reduces the number of items by 20 to 50% or even more on “practical’” grammars.

7.2.6 Reduction look-ahead

Once we have gone through the trouble of calculating the FIRST sets, we can use them
for a second type of look-aheacdtduction look-ahead Prediction look-ahead reduces

the number of predicted items, reduction look-ahead reduces the number of completed
items. Referring back to Figure 7.11, which depicted the actions of an Earley parser
without look-ahead, we see that it does two silly completi@s:E.@L1in completed,
andS>E.@l1lin completed. The redundancy of these completed items stems from the
fact that they are only meaningful at the end of the input. Now this may seem a very
special case, not worth testing for, but the phenomenon can be put in a more general



completed

= | G. @l
= | AC @ competed
act/preq) B>D. @1
[S->.5 @] S>AB. @1
= |Ss»AB @ q | B @
S>.AB @1 S-->S. @i
S>.8 @l
A>.C @l act/pred
[EEEEEEEEEEENEEEE &
B>.D @l = itemsef
D—>>.q @_1_
= itemse},

Figure 7.22 Parsing the sentengewith the grammar of Figure 7.21

setting: if we introduce an explicit symbol for end-of-file (for instan#§, we can say
that the above items are redundant because they are followed by a symdad ,
respectively) which is not in the set of symbols the item should be followed by on com-
pletion.

The trick is now to keep, together with any item, a set of symbols which may
come after that item, theeduction look-ahead sgif the item seems completed but the
next symbol is not in this set, the item is discarded. The rules for constructing the
look-ahead set for an item are straightforward, but unlike the prediction look-ahead it
cannot be calculated in advance; it must be constructed as we go. (A limited and less
effective set could be calculated statically, using the FOLLOW sets explained in
8.2.2.2)

The initial item starts with a look-ahead set [¢f] (the look-ahead set will be
shown between square brackets at the end of the item). When the dot advances in an
item, its look-ahead set remains the same, since what happens inside an item does not
affect what may come after it. When a new item is created by the Predictor, a new
look-ahead set must be composed. Suppose the item is

P - A«BCD [abc] @

and predicted items foB must be created. We now ask ourselves what symbols may
follow the occurrence oB in this item. It is easy to see that they are:

o any symbolC can start with,

g If Ccan produce the empty string, any symBotan start with,

o if D can also produce the empty string, any of the symhbpksandc.

Given the FIRST sets for all non-terminals, which can also tell us if a non-terminal can
produce empty, the resulting new reduction look-ahead set is easily calculated. It is also
written as FIRSTCD [abc]), which is of course the set of first symbols of anything
produced byCDa|CDb|CDc.

The Earley sets with reduction look-ahead for our exanggéata are given in
Figure 7.23, where we have adde#t aymbol in position 6. The calculation of the sets
follow the above rules. The look-ahead of the it€&e «EQH##+-]J@LLin predicted,
results from its being inserted twice: once predicted fi$s Ef#] @1 which contri-
butes the#, and once fronE-=>+EQH.. ]§@11 which contributes the- from FIRSTQ.



The look-ahead..is used to indicate that the look-ahead is not yet known but does not
influence the look-ahead the item contributes.

Note that the itenS>E[#]@l1ls not placed ircompleted, since the actual sym-
bol ahead {,) is not in the item’s look-ahead set; something similar occursam-
pleteds, but not incompleted.

completed
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Figure 7.23 Item sets with reduction look-ahead

As with prediction look-ahead, the gain in our example is meagre. The effective-
ness in the general case is not easily determined. Earley recommends the reduction
look-ahead, but does not take into account the effort required to calculate and maintain
the look-ahead sets. Bouckaert, Pirotte and Snelling definitely condemn the reduction
look-ahead, on the grounds that it may easily double the number of items to be carried
around, but they count, for instandé>«F[+-]|@llas two items. All in all, since the
gain from reduction look-ahead cannot be large and its implementation cost and over-
head are probably considerable, it is likely that its use should not be recommended.
The well-tuned Earley/CYK parser by Graham, Harrison and Ruzzo [CF 1980] does
not feature reduction look-ahead.



8

Deterministic top-down methods

In Chapter 6 we discussed two general top-down methods: one using breadth-first
search and one using depth-first search. These methods have in common the need to
search to find derivations, and thus are not efficient. In this chapter and the next we
will concentrate on parsers that do not have to search: there will always be only one
possibility to choose from. Parsers with this property are callei@rministic Deter-
ministic parsers are much faster than non-deterministic ones, but there is a penalty: the
class of grammars that the parsing method is suitable for, while depending on the
method chosen, is more restricted than that of the grammars suitable for non-
deterministic parsing methods.

In this chapter, we will focus our attention on deterministic top-down methods.
As has been explained in Section 3.6.5, there is only one such method, this in contrast
with the deterministic bottom-up methods, which will be discussed in the next chapter.
From Chapters 3 and 6 we know that in a top-down parser we have a prediction for the
rest of the input, and that this prediction has either a terminal symbol in front, in which
case we “match”, or a non-terminal, in which case we “predict”.

It is the predict step that, until now, has caused us so much trouble. The predict
step consists of replacing a non-terminal by one of its right-hand sides, and if we have
no means to decide which right-hand side to select, we have to try them all. One res-
triction we could impose on the grammar, one that immediately comes to mind, is lim-
iting the number of right-hand sides of each non-terminal to one. Then we would need
no search, because no selection would be needed. However, such a restriction is far too
severe, as it would leave us with only finite languages. So, limiting the number of
right-hand sides per non-terminal to one is not a solution.

There are two sources of information that could help us in selecting the right
right-hand side. First of all, there is the partial derivation as it is constructed so far.
However, apart from the prediction this does not give us any information about the rest
of the input. The other source of information is the rest of the input. We will see that
looking at the next symbol or the next few symbols will, for certain grammars, tell us
which choice to take.



8.1 REPLACING SEARCH BY TABLE LOOK-UP

Grammars that make it particularly easy to at least limit the search are ones in which
each right-hand side starts with a terminal symbol. In this case, a predict step is always
immediately followed by a match step, matching the next input symbol with the symbol
starting the right-hand side selected in the prediction. This match step can only succeed
for right-hand sides that start with this input symbol. The other right-hand sides will
immediately lead to a match step that will fail. We can use this fact to limit the number
of predictions as follows: only the right-hand sides that start with a terminal symbol
that is equal to the next input symbol will be considered. For instance, consider the
grammar of Figure 6.1, repeated in Figure 8.1, and the input senhabbe

S > aB| MbA
A > a| aS| bhAA
B > b| DS | BB

Figure 8.1 A grammar producing sentences with an equal numb&sandb’s

Using the breadth-first top-down method of Chapter 6, extended with the observation
described above, results in the steps of Figure @pPpresents the start of the automa-
ton; we have added tReend-marker; only one right-hand side®starts with ara, so
this is the only applicable right-hand side; this lead¢lip next, a match step leads to
() ; the next input symbol is again @) so only one right-hand side &fis applicable,
resulting in(d); (e) is the result of a match step; this time, the next input symbolas a
so two right-hand sides @ are applicable; this leads {f); () is the result of a match
step; again, the next input symbol idaso two right-hand sides d8 are applicable;
only one right-hand side d is applicable; this leads tfh), and this again calls for a
match step, leading t¢i); now, there are no applicable right-hand sides Scand A,
because there are no right-hand sides starting withtaus, these predictions are dead
ends; this leaves a match step for the only remaining prediction, lead(jjg to

We could enhance the efficiency of this method even further by precomputing the
applicable right-hand sides for each non-terminal/terminal combination, and enter these
in a table. For the grammar of Figure 8.1, this would result in the table of Figure 8.3.
Such a table is called@arse table

Despite its title, most of this chapter concerns the construction of these parse
tables. Once such a parse table is obtained, the actions of the parser are obvious. The
parser does not need the grammar any more. Instead, every time a predict step is called
for, the parser uses the next input symbol and the non-terminal at hand as indices in the
parse table. The corresponding table entry contains the right-hand sides that have to be
considered. For instance, in Figure &2(the parser would use input symbwland
non-terminalB to determine that it has to consider the right-hand sBieandB,. If
the corresponding table entry is empty, we have found an error in the input and the
input sentence cannot be derived from the grammar. Using the parse table of Figure
8.3 instead of the grammar of Figure 8.1 for parsing the sentaalal will again lead
to Figure 8.2. The advantage of using a parse table is that we do not have to check all
right-hand sides of a non-terminal any more, to see if they start with the right terminal
symbol.

Still, we have a search process, albeit a more limited one than we had before. The
search is now confined to the elements of the parse table entries. In fact, we now only
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Figure 8.2 The limited breadth-first parsing of the senteaabb#

#

a b
S| §:aB S A
AlAa A; hAA
A, @S
B | By aBB | B:lb
B,: thS

Figure 8.3 The parse table for the grammar of Figure 8.1

need a search because of tiea} and the B,b) entry of the table. These entries have

more than one element, so we need the search to determine which one results in a

derivation of the input sentence.
This last observation is an important one: it immediately leads to a restriction that



we could impose on the grammar, to make the parsing deterministic: we could require
that each parse table entry contain at most one element. In terms of the grammar, this
means that all right-hand sides of a non-terminal start with a different terminal symbol.
A grammar that fulfills this requirement is calledsample LL(1) grammar (SLL(1)pr
ans-grammar Here, LL(1) means that the grammar allows a deterministic parser that
operates from Left to right, produces a Left-most derivation, using a look-ahead of one
(1) symbol.

Consider for instance the grammar of Figure 8.4.

S > aB
B -> b]|aBb

Figure 8.4 An example SLL(1) grammar

This grammar generates all sentences starting with a numbaisofollowed by an
equal number db’'s. The grammar is clearly SLL(1). It leads to the parse table of Fig-
ure 8.5.

a b #
S Sl:aaB

B BZ: aaBb Blz

b

Figure 8.5 The parse table for the grammar of Figure 8.4

The parsing of the senteneabb is presented in Figure 8.6. Again we have added the
# end-marker.

aabbi#t aabbi# a|abb#
— — —
St S, |aB# S,a|B#
a|abb# aa |bbit aa |bbit
— — —
S,aB, aBb# S,aB,a Bbit S,aB,aB,; bb#
aab |b# aabb |# aabb#
— —
SlaBzaBlb bi# SlaBzaBlbb # SlaBzaBlbb#

Figure 8.6 The SLL(1) parsing of the senteaabb#

As expected, there is always only one prediction, so no search is needed. Thus, the pro-
cess is deterministic, and therefore very efficient. The efficiency could be enhanced
even further by combining the predict step with the match step that always follows the
predict step.

So, SLL(1) grammars lead to simple and very efficient parsers. However, the res-
trictions that we have placed on the grammar are severe. Not many practical grammars
are SLL(1), although many can be transformed into SLL(1) form. In the next section,



we will consider a more general class of grammars that still allows for the same kind of
parser.

8.2 LL(1) GRAMMARS

For the deterministic top-down parser described in the previous section, the crucial res-
triction placed on the grammar is that all right-hand sides of a non-terminal start with a
different terminal symbol. This ensures that each parse table entry contains at most one
element. In this section, we will drop the requirement that right-hand sides start with a
terminal symbol. We will see that we can still construct a parse table in that case. Later
on, we will see that we can even construct a parse table for grammars-wités.

8.2.1 LL(1) grammars without e-rules

If a grammar has ne-rules, there are no non-terminals that derive the empty string. In
other words, each non-terminal ultimately derives strings of terminal symbols of length
at least one, and this also holds for each right-hand side. The terminal symbols that start
these strings are the ones that we are interested in. Once we know for each right-hand
side which terminal symbols can start a string derived from this right-hand side, we can
construct a parse table, just as we did in the previous section. So, we have to compute
this set of terminal symbols for each right-hand side.

8211 FIRST, sets

These sets of terminal symbols are calledFheST; sets: if we have a non-empty sen-

tential formx, then FIRST/(X) is the set of terminal symbols that can start a sentential

form derived fromx in zero or more production steps. The subscyiptdicates that the

set contains single terminal symbols only. Later, we will see FIR€Ts, consisting of

strings of terminal symbols of length at mdstFor now, we will drop the subscrigt

we will use FIRST instead of FIRST. If x starts with a terminal symbol, then

FIRST() is a set that has this symbol as its only memberx Htarts with a non-

terminal A, then FIRSTYX) is equal to FIRSTA), becausé\ cannot produce. So, if we

can compute the FIRST set for any non-termiAalve can compute it for any senten-

tial form x. However, FIRSTA) depends on the right-hand sides of #eules: it is

the union of the FIRST sets of these right-hand sides. These FIRST sets may again

depend on the FIRST set of some non-terminal. This could evehitself, if the rule

is directly or indirectly left-recursive. This observation suggests the iterative process

described below to compute the FIRST sets of all non-terminals:

o We first initialize the FIRST sets to the empty set.

o Then we process each grammar rule in the following way: if the right-hand side
starts with a terminal symbol, we add this symbol to the FIRST set of the left-
hand side, since it can be the first symbol of a sentential form derived from the
left-hand side. If the right-hand side starts with a non-terminal symbol, we add all
symbols of the present FIRST set of this non-terminal to the FIRST set of the
left-hand side. These are all symbols that can be the first terminal symbol of a
sentential form derived from the left-hand side.

o The previous step is repeated until no more new symbols are added to any of the
FIRST sets.

Eventually, no more new symbols can be added, because the maximum number of ele-

ments in a FIRST set is the number of symbols, and the number of FIRST sets is equal



to the number of non-terminals. Therefore, the total number of times that a new sym-
bol can be added to any FIRST set is limited by the product of the number of symbols
and the number of non-terminals.

8.2.1.2 Producing the parsetable

With the help of these FIRST sets, we can now construct a parse table for the grammar.
We process each grammar rile- a in the following way: ifa starts with a terminal
symbola, we adda to the @A,a) entry of the parse table; d starts with a non-terminal,

we adda to the A,a) entry of the parse table for all symbasn FIRST(@).

Now let us compute the parse table for the example grammar of Figure 8.7. This
grammar describes a simple language that could be used as the input language for a
rudimentary consulting system: the user enters some facts, and then asks a question.
There is also a facility for sub-sessions. The contents of the facts and questions are of
no concern here. They are represented by the BRINNG which is regarded as a ter-
minal symbol.

Sessioon >  Fact SSessioon

Sessicon > Questiioon

Sessicon > ( Sessioon ) Sessioon
Fact --> | STRNNG

Questiioon -> ? STRING

Figure 8.7 An example grammar

We first compute the FIRST sets. Initially, the FIRST sets are all empty. Then,
we process all grammar rules in the order of Figure 8.7. TheSessiocon -> Fact
Sessioon results in adding the symbols from FIRF&Et ) to FIRSTSessioon), but
FIRST(act ) is still empty. The ruleSessicon -> Questiiocon results in adding the
symbols from FIRSTQuestiioon) to FIRSTSessioon), but FIRSTQuestiicon) is still
empty too. The ruleéSessioon > ( Sessioon ) SSessicon results in addind to
FIRSTSessioon). The ruleFact --> ! SSTRINNGresults in addindg to FIRSTact ),
and the ruleQuestiicon -> ? STRINNGresults in adding to FIRSTQuestiioon). So,
after processing all right-hand sides once, we have the following:

FIRST(Sessioon) | FIRSTFact) | FIRST(Questiioon)

( ! T ! %

Next, we process all grammar rules again. This time, the 8elssioon -> Fact
Sessioon will result in adding! (from FIRSTEact )) to FIRSTSessioon), the rule
Sessioon > Questiicon will result in adding? to FIRSTSessicon), and no other
changes will take place. So now we get:

FIRST(Sessicon) | FIRSTFact ) | FIRST(Questiioon)
(n > ! »

There were some changes, so we have to repeat this process again. This time, there are
no changes, so the table above presents the FIRST sets of the non-terminals. Now we
have all the information we need to create the parse table. We have t&aatid



Sessioon to the Sessioon,a) entry for all terminal symbols in FIRSTFact SSes-
sicon). The only terminal symbol in FIRSFact SSessicon) is !, so we addFact
Sessioon to the Sessioon,! ) entry. Likewise, we ad@uestiioon to the Sessicon,?)
entry. Next we add SSessioon ) SSessioon to the Sessioon,() entry,! SSTRINNGto
the (Fact ! ) entry, and? STRINNGto the Questiioon,?) entry. This results in the parse
table of Figure 8.8.

! » ( ) | STRNNG | #
Sessioon Fact SBessioon | Questiioon | ( Sessicon ) Sessioon
Questi ioon ? STRINNG
Fact Il SSTRING

Figure 8.8 The parse table for the grammar of Figure 8.7

All parse table entries have at most one element, so the parser will be deterministic. A
grammar withoug-rules is called_L(1) if all entries of the parse table, as constructed
above, have at most one element, or, in other words, if for every non-terditteg
FIRST sets ofA are pairwise disjoint (no symbol occurs in more than one). We have
lost the S (simplicity) of SLL(1), but the parser is still as simple as before. Producing
the parse table has become more difficult, but we have gained a lot: many practical
grammars are LL(1), or are easily transformed into an LL(1) grammar.

8.2.2 LL(1) grammars with g-rules

Not allowing for e-rules is, however, still a major drawback. Certain language con-
structs are difficult, if not impossible, to describe with an LL(1) grammar withesut
rules. For instance, non-terminals that describe lists of terminals or non-terminals are
difficult to express without-rules. Of course, we could write

A-aAla

for a list ofa’s, but this is not LL(1). Compare also the grammar of Figure 8.7 with the
one of Figure 8.9. They describe the same language, but the one of Figure 8.9 is much
clearer.

Sessicon >  Factss Questiioon | (( SSessioon ) SSessioon
Facts -> Fact Fractss | ¢
Fact -> | SSTRING

Questiioon -> ? STRINNG

Figure 8.9 The grammar of Figure 8.7 rewritten

8.2.2.1 Extending the FIRST sets

The main problem with allowing-rules is that the FIRST sets, as we have discussed
them in the previous section, are not sufficient any more. For instanceraitiss
non-terminal in the grammar of Figure 8.9 hassamle. The FIRST set for this right-
hand side is empty, so it does not tell us on which look-ahead symbols we should
choose this right-hand side. Also, in the presence-oiles, the computation of the
FIRST sets itself needs some revision. For instance, if we compute the FIRST set of



the first right-hand side oBessiiocon using the method of the previous sectiéhwill
not be a member, but it should, becatisetss can derivee (it is transparent), and then
? starts a sentential form that can be derived fiS#ssicon.

Let us first extend the FIRST definition to also deal wéules. This time, in
addition to terminal symbols will also be allowed as a member of a FIRST set. We
will now also have to deal with empty sentential forms, so we will sometimes need the
FIRSTE) set. We will define it as the set containing only the empty stengVe will
also adck to the FIRST set of a sentential form if this sentential form derézes

These may seem minor changes, but the preseneauwés affects the computa-
tion of the FIRST sets. FIRSTgu, - - - u,) is now equal to FIRST(;), € excluded,
but extended with FIRST(, ‘- uy) if u; derivese. In particular, FIRST(e) (=
FIRST()) is equal to FIRSTY), € excluded, but extended with FIRS)((= {€}) if u
derivese.

Apart from this, the computation of the revised FIRST sets proceeds in exactly the
same way as before. When we need to know whether a non-teriidativese, we
have two options: we could compute this information separately, using the method
described in Section 4.2.1, or we could check i a member of the FIRSH) set as it
is computed so far. This last option uses the fact that if a non-terminal degigesill
ultimately be a member of its FIRST set.

Now let us compute the FIRST sets for the grammar of Figure 8.9. They are first
initialized to the empty set. Then, we process each grammar rule: thSessggoon ->
Factss Questiicon results in adding the terminal symbols from FIRBA¢tss) to
FIRSTSessioon). However, FIRSTRactss) is still empty. The ruleSessioon - (
Sessioon ) Sessioon results in adding to FIRSTSessioon). Then, the ruld=actss
-> Fact Hractss results in adding the symbols from FIRF&Et ) to FIRST Factss),
and the ruleFactss > ¢ results in adding to FIRSTactss). Then, the ruld=act
> | STRNNGresults in addind to FIRSTEact ), and the ruleQuestiicon > ?
STRINNGresults in adding to FIRSTQuestiicon). This completes the first pass over
the grammar rules, resulting in:

FIRSTSessioon) | FIRSTFactss) | FIRSTFact) | FIRST(Questiioon)
( € ! »

The second pass is more interesting: this time, we know Faetss derivese, and
therefore, the rul&essioon > Factss Questiioon results in adding the symbols from
FIRSTQuestiioon) to FIRSTSessioon). The ruleFactss = Fact Fractss results in
adding! to FIRSTEactss). So we get:

FIRST(Sessioon) | FIRST(Factss) | FIRSTFact) | FIRSTQuestiioon)
(2 gl I R

In the third pass, the only change is the additioh ¢d FIRSTSessicon), because it is
now a member of FIRSHactss). So we have:

FIRST(Sessioon) | FIRSTFactss) | FIRSTFact) | FIRST(Questiicon)
(2! gl I »

The fourth pass does not result in any new additions.



The question remains how to decide whereaight-hand side or, for that matter,
a right-hand side that derivesis to be predicted. Suppose that we have a grammar
rule

A - agfag]---|ay

and also suppose that, is or derives. Now suppose we find at the front of a pred-
iction, as in

a - #
Axit

where we again have added theend-marker. A breadth-first parser would have to
investigate the following predictions:

a--#
Gl)d-'f-'

Ol )
None of these predictions deriee because of the end-markef)( We know how to
compute the FIRST sets of these predictions. If the next input symbol is not a member
of any of these FIRST sets, either the prediction we started vA#¥)(is wrong, or
there is an error in the input sentence. Otherwise, the next input symbol is a member of
one or more of these FIRST sets, and we can strike out the predictions that do not have
the symbol in their FIRST set. If none of these FIRST sets have a symbol in common
with any of the other FIRST sets, the next input symbol can only be a member of at
most one of these FIRST sets, so at most one prediction remains, and the parser is
deterministic at this point.

A context-free grammar is called LL(1) if this is always the case. In other words,
a grammar is LL(1) if for any predictiodx#, with A a non-terminal with right-hand
sidesay, ..., anda,, the sets FIRST(;)X#), ..., and FIRSTd,,x#) are pairwise disjoint
(no symbol is a member of more than one set). This definition does not conflict with
the one that we gave in the previous section for grammars withoules, because in
this case FIRSTjx#) is equal to FIRST{;), so in this case the sets FIRSILY, ..., and
FIRST(@,) are pairwise disjoint.

8.2.2.2 Theneed for FOLLOW sets

So, what do we have now? We can construct a deterministic parser for any LL(1)
grammar. This parser operates by starting with the predic#nand its prediction

steps consist of replacing the non-terminal at hand with each of its right-hand sides,
computing the FIRST sets of the resulting predictions, and checking whether the next
input symbol is a member of any of these sets. We then continue with the predictions
for which this is the case. If there is more than one, the parser announces that the gram-
mar is not LL(1) and stops. Although this is a deterministic parser, it is not very effi-
cient, because it has to compute several FIRST sets at each prediction step. We cannot
compute all these FIRST sets before starting the parser, because such a FIRST set



depends on the whole prediction (of which there are infinitely many), not just on the
non-terminal. So, we still do not know if, and if so, how we can construct a parse table
for an LL(1) grammar withe-rules, nor do we have a method to determine if a gram-
mar is LL(1).

Now suppose we have a predictidod and a ruleA - a, anda is or derivese.

The input symbols that lead to the selection Af. a are the symbols in the set
FIRST(@x#), and this set of symbols is formed by the symbols in FIR§Téxtended
with the symbols in FIRST) (because of the transparency wf. The selection of

A - a on an input symbol that is not a member of FIR8) (s called are-move The

set FIRST#) is the problem: we cannot compute it at parser generation time. What
we can calculate, though, is the union of all FIRS&) sets such that# can follow A

in any prediction. This is just the set of all terminal symbols that can folkoin any
sentential form derivable fror# (not just the present prediction) and is called, quite
reasonably, thEOLLOWset ofA, FOLLOW(A).

Now it would seem that such a gross approximation would seriously weaken the
parser or even make it incorrect. This is not so. Suppose that this set contains a symbol
a that is not a member of FIRS¥), anda is the next input symbol. 1& is not a
member of FIRSTA), we will predictA - a, and we will ultimately end up with a fail-
ing match, becausex# does not derive a string starting with anSo, the input string
will (correctly) be rejected, although the error will be detected a bit later than before,
because the parser will make sommoves before finding out that something is wrong.

If ais a member of FIRS) then we may have a problemafis a member of one of
the FIRST sets of the other right-hand sideg\o¥We will worry about this a bit later.

The good thing about the FOLLOW set is that we can compute it at parser genera-
tion time. Each non-terminal has a FOLLOW set, and they can be computed as follows:
o as with the computation of the FIRST sets, we start with the FOLLOW sets all

empty.

o Next we process all right-hand sides, including S#eone. Whenever a right-hand
side contains a non-terminal, asAn- - - - By, we add all symbols from FIRSY)

to FOLLOW(B); these symbols can followB. In addition, ify derivese, we add

all symbols from FOLLOWA) to FOLLOW(B).

o  The previous step is repeated until no more new symbols can be added to any of
the FOLLOW sets.

Now let us go back to our example and compute the FOLLOW sets. Starting with
Sessioon #, # is added to FOLLOWSgessioon). Next, the symbols of
FIRSTuestiioon) are added to FOLLOWHactss), because of the rul8essiocon ->
Factss Questiioon. This rule also results in adding all symbols of
FOLLOW(Sessiiocon) to FOLLOW(Questiioon). The ruleSessioon -> (- SSessicon
) Ssessiioon results in adding thg symbol to FOLLOWEessioon) and the addition of
all symbols of FOLLOWSEessicon) to FOLLOW(Sessiocon), which does not add
much. The next rule is the rul€actss -> Fact Hactss. All symbols from
FIRST(Factss) are added to FOLLOWHact), and all symbols from
FOLLOW(Factss) are added to FOLLOWHactss). The other rules do not result in
any additions. So, after the first pass we have:

FOLLOW(Sessicon) | FOLLOW(Factss) | FOLLOW(Fact) | FOLLOW(Questiioon)
) # ? ! H




In the second pas},is added to FOLLOWQuestiioon), because it is now a member of
FOLLOW(Sessioon), and all members of FOLLOV®essioon) become a member of
FOLLOW(Questiioon) because of the rul&essioon -> Factss Questiioon. No
other changes take place. The resulting FOLLOW sets are presented below:

FOLLOW(Sessiicon) | FOLLOW(Factss) | FOLLOW(Fact) | FOLLOW(Questiioon)
) # 2 ! #)

8.2.2.3 Using the FOLLOW setsto produce a parse table

Once we know the FOLLOW set for each non-terminal that dersjese can once
again construct a parse table: first, we compute the FIRST set of each non-terminal.
This also tells us which non-terminals deriweNext, we compute the FOLLOW set of
each non-terminal. Then, starting with an empty parse table, we process each grammar
rule A-a as follows: we addx to the @A,a) entry of the parse table for all terminal
symbolsa in FIRST(@), as we did before. This time however, we also adtb the

(A,a) entry of the parse table for all terminal symbal$n FOLLOW(A) whena is or
derivese (when FIRST) containse). A shorter way of saying this is that we addo

the (A,a) entry of the parse table for all terminal symbalén FIRST(@ FOLLOW(A)).

This last set consists of the union of the FIRST sets of the sentential fwbnfisr all
symbolsb in FOLLOW(A).

Now let us produce a parse table for our example. ¥Bbssioon -> Factss
Questiioon rule does not derive, becaus€uestiioon does not. Therefore, only the ter-
minal symbols in FIRSTHactss Questiioon) lead to addition of this rule to the table.
These symbols ark and? (becausdractss also derives). Similarly, all other rules
are added, resulting in the parse table presented in Figure 8.10.

( ) | # ! ? STRING
Sessiicon ( Sessiicon ) Sessioon Factss Questiicon | Factss Questiioon
Factss Fact Fractss €
Fact Il SSTRING
Questiioon ? STRINNG

Figure 8.10 The parse table for the grammar of Figure 8.9

8.2.3 LL(1) versus strong-LL(1)

If all entries of the resulting parse table have at most one element, the parser is again
deterministic. In this case, the grammar is cakebng-LL(1)and the parser is called

a strong-LL(1) parser. In the literature, strong-LL(1) is referred to as “strong LL(1)"
(note that there is a space between the words “strong” and “LL"). However, we find
this term a bit misleading because it suggests that the class of strong-LL(1) grammars
is more powerful than the class of LL(1) grammars, but this is not the case. Every
strong-LL(1) grammar is LL(1).

It is perhaps more surprising that every LL(1) grammar is strong-LL(1). In other
words, every grammar that is not strong-LL(1) is not LL(1), and this is demonstrated
with the following argument: if a grammar is not strong-LL(1), there is a parse table
entry, say A,a), with at least two elements, say and 3. This means that is a
member of both FIRST( FOLLOW(A)) and FIRSTB FOLLOW(A)). Now, there are
three possibilities:



o ais amember of both FIRS®) and FIRSTP). In this case, the grammar cannot
be LL(1), because for any predictid¥#, a is a member of both FIRS®k#) and
FIRST@x#).

o ais a member of either FIRSG] or FIRST), but not both. Let us say thatis a
member of FIRSTg). In this casea still is a member of FIRSTR FOLLOW(A))
so there is a predictioAx#, such thai is a member of FIRST¥#). However,a
is also a member of FIRS®&#), so the grammar is not LL(1). In other words, in
this case there is a prediction in which an LL(1) parser cannot decide which
right-hand side to choose either.

o ais neither a member of FIRSG], nor a member of FIRST). In this casen
and 3 must derivee anda must be a member of FOLLOV®]. This means that
there is a predictiolx# such thata is a member of FIRSK¢) and thusa is a
member of both FIRST(#) and FIRSTPx#), so the grammar is not LL(1). This
means that in an LL(1) grammar at most one right-hand side of any non-terminal
derivese.

8.2.4 Full LL(1) parsing

We already mentioned briefly that an important difference between LL(1) parsing and
strong-LL(1) parsing is that the strong-LL(1) parser sometimes makesves before
detecting an error. Consider for instance the following grammar:

> aAb|Aa
A > ¢S] ¢

The strong-LL(1) parse table of this grammar is:

a b c #
S| aAb | bAa
Al ¢ € cS

Now, on input sentencaacabb, the strong-LL(1) parser makes the following moves:

aacabb# aacabb# a|acabb#t
— —= —
St S, aAbit S,a Abit
a|acabb#
SlaA2 b#t

The problem here is that the prediction is destroyed by the time the error is detected. In
contrast, an LL(1) parser would not do the last step, because neither FHRSTOr
FIRST(Sb#) containa, so the LL(1) parser would detect the error before choosing a
right-hand side foA. A full LL(1) parser has themmediate error detection property
which means that an error is detected as soon as the erroneous symbol is first exam-
ined, whereas a strong-LL(1) parser only hasdbeect-prefix propertywhich means

that the parser detects an error as soon as an attempt is made to match (or shift) the
erroneous symbol. In Chapter 10, we will see that the immediate error detection



property will help improve error recovery.
Given a predictionA - - -#, a full LL(1) parser bases its parsing decisions on
FIRSTA - - - #) rather than on the approximation FIRSTEFOLLOW(A)); this avoids
any parsing decisions on erroneous input symbols (which can never occur in
FIRSTA - - - #) but may occur in FIRSTA FOLLOW(A))). So, if we have prediction
A---# and input symbola, we first have to determine i is a member of
FIRSTA - - -#), before consulting the parse table to choose a right-hand sidA. for
The penalty for this is in efficiency: every time that parse table has to be consulted, a
FIRST set has to be computed and a check made that the input symbol is a member.
Fortunately, we can do better than this. A first step to improvement is the follow-
ing: suppose that we maintain between all symbols in the prediction a set of terminal
symbols that are correct at this point, like this:

X Y Z # |

A 0 0 0
Here,U is the set of symbols that are legal at this point; this is just the FIRST set of the
remaining part of the prediction: FIRSHY likewise, O is FIRSTE#), O is
FIRST(YZ#), and is FIRST(XYZ#) (none of these sets contag). These sets can
easily be computed, from right to left. For instande,consists of the symbols in
FIRST(Y), with the symbols from added if Y derivese (if € is a member of
FIRST(Y)). When a non-terminal is replaced by one of its right-hand sides, the set
behind this right-hand side is available, and we can use this to compute the sets within

this right-hand side and in front of it.
Now let us see how this works for our example. As the reader can easily verify,

FIRST®) ={ a, b}, and
FIRSTA) ={ c, €}.

The parser starts with the predicti@#. We have to find a starting point for the sets: it
makes sense to start with an empty one to the right oftHeecause no symbols are
correct after thét. So, the parser starts in the following state:

aacabb#

S #
ab #

The first input symbol is a member of the current FIRST set, so it is correct. Slag (
entry of the parse table contaiaBb so we get parser state

aacabb#
S a A b #
/ ? ? ? #

Computing the sets marked with a question mark from right to left results in the




following parser state:
aacabb#
a A b #
a bc b #

Note thatb now is a member of the set in front & buta is not, although it is a
member of FOLLOWA). After the match step, the parser is in the following state:

a |acabb#
S, A b #
Z),c b #

The next input symbol is not a member of the current FIRST set, so an error is
detected, and no right-hand sideffs chosen. Instead, the prediction is left intact, so
error recovery can profit from it.

It is not clear that all this is more efficient than computing the FIRST set of a
prediction to determine the correctness of an input symbol before choosing a right-hand
side. However, it does suggest that we can do this at parser generation time, by com-
bining non-terminals with the FIRST sets that can follow it in a prediction. For our
example, we always start with non-termirgaland the set #}. We will indicate this
with the pair 5,{#}]. Starting with this pair, we will try to make rules for the behaviour
of each pair that turns up, for each valid look-ahead. We know from the FIRST sets of
the alternatives fofS that on look-ahead symbal, [S,{#}] results in right-hand side
aAb. Now the only symbol that can follok here is &. So in fact, we have:

on look-ahead symbal, [S,{#}] results in right-hand sida [A,{b}] b.
Similarly we find:

on look-ahead symbdd, [S,{#}] results in right-hand sid& [A{a}] a.
We have now obtained pairs férfollowed by ab, andA followed by ana. So we have
to make rules for them: We know that on look-ahead syntio]A,{b}] results in
right-hand sidecS. BecauseA can only be followed by & in this context, the same
holds for thisS. This gives:

on look-ahead symbd, [A{b}] results in right-hand side [S,{b}].
Likewise, we get the following rules:

on look-ahead symbdi, [A{b}] results in right-hand side;

on look-ahead symbadl, [A,{a}] results in right-hand side [S,{a}];

on look-ahead symbal, [A{a}] results in right-hand side.

Now we have to make rules for the pa8gollowed by ana, andS followed by ab:



on look-ahead symbal, [S,{a}] results in right-hand sida [A,{b}] b;
on look-ahead symbdi, [S,{a}] results in right-hand sidé [A{a}] a;
on look-ahead symbal, [S,{b}] results in right-hand sida [A{b}] b;
on look-ahead symbdi, [S,{b}] results in right-hand sidé [A{a}] a.

In fact, we find that we have rewritten the grammar, using the [non-terminal,
followed-by set] pairs as non-terminals, into the following form:

[S{#}] -> al[A{b}] b|b[A{a}]] a
[S{a}] -> al[A{b}] b|b[A{a}]] a
[S{b}]] > a[A{b}] b|b[A{a}] a
[A{a}] -> c[S{a}]]|e
[A{b}] > c[S{b}]|e¢
For this grammar, the following parse table can be produced:
a b c #
[S{#}] | a[A{b}] b | b[A{a}] a
[S{a}] | a[A{b}]]b | b[A{a}] a
[S{b}] | a[A{b}]b | b[A{a}]a
[Afa}] | ¢ c [S{a}]
[A{b}] € ¢ [S{b}]

The entries for the differenty...] rules are identical so we can merge them. After
that, the only change with respect to the original parse table is the duplication &f the
rule: now there is one copy for each context in whichas a different set behind it in a
prediction.

Now, after accepting the fira of aacabb, the prediction isA{b}] b#; since the
parse table entry 4{b}], a) is empty, parsing will stop here and now.

The resulting parser is exactly the same as the strong-LL(1) one. Only the parse
table is different. Often, the LL(1) table is much larger than the strong-LL(1) one. As
the benefit of having an LL(1) parser only lies in that it detects some errors a bit earlier,
this usually is not considered worth the extra cost, and thus most parsers that are adver-
tised as LL(1) parsers are actually strong-LL(1) parsers.

8.2.5 Solving LL(1) conflicts

If a parse table entry has more than one element, we have what we ddl(Bncon-

flict. In this section, we will discuss how to deal with them. One way to deal with con-
flicts is one that we have seen before: use a depth-first or a breadth-first parser with a
one symbol look-ahead. This, however, has several disadvantages: the resulting parser
is not deterministic any more, it is less efficient (often to such an extent that it becomes
unacceptable), and it still does not work for left-recursive grammars. Therefore, we
have to try and eliminate these conflicts, so we can use an ordinary LL(1) parser.

8.2.5.1 Eliminating left-recursion

The first step to take is the elimination of left-recursion. Left-recursive grammars
always lead to LL(1) conflicts, because the right-hand side causing the left-recursion
has a FIRST set that contains all symbols from the FIRST set of the non-terminal.



Therefore, it also contains all terminal symbols of the FIRST sets of the other right-
hand sides of the non-terminal. Eliminating left-recursion has already been discussed
in Section 6.4.

8.2.5.2 Left-factoring
Another technique for removing LL(1) conflicts ieft-factoring Left-factoring of
grammar rules is like factoring arithmetic expressions:

a*b+a*c=a*(b+c).
The grammatical equivalent to this is a rule
A - Xy | xz

which clearly has an LL(1) conflict on the terminal symbols in FIR§T(We replace
this grammar rule with the two rules

A - XN
N-y|z

whereN is a new non-terminal. There have been some attempts to automate this pro-
cess; see Foster [Transform 1968] and Rosenkrantz and Hunt [Transform 1987].

8.2.5.3 Conflict resolvers

Sometimes, these techniques do not help much. We could for instance deal with a
language for which no LL(1) grammar exists. In fact, many languages can be described
by a context-free grammar, but not by an LL(1) grammar. Another method of handling
conflicts is to resolve them by so-calletisambiguatingules. An example of such a
disambiguating rule is: “on a conflict, the textually first one of the conflicting right-
hand sides is chosen”. With this disambiguating rule, the order of the right-hand sides
within a grammar rule becomes crucial, and unexpected results may occur if the
grammar-processing program does not clearly indicate where conflicts occur and how
they are resolved.

A better method is to have the grammar writer specify explicitly how each con-
flict must be resolved, using so-callednflict resolvers One option is to resolve con-
flicts at parser generation time. Parser generators that allow for this kind of conflict
resolver usually have a mechanism that enables the user to indicate (at parser genera-
tion time) which right-hand side must be chosen on a conflict. Another, much more
flexible method is to have conflicts resolved at parse time. When the parser meets a
conflict, it calls a user-specified conflict resolver. Such a user-specified conflict
resolver has the complete left-context at its disposal, so it could base its choice on this
left-context. It is also possible to have the parser look further ahead in the input, and
then resolve the conflict based on the symbols found. See Milton, Kirchhoff and Row-
land [LL 1979] and Grune and Jacobs [LL 1988], for similar approaches using attribute
grammars.



8.2.6 LL(1) and recursive descent

Most hand-written parsers are LL(1) parsers. They usually are written in the form of a
non-backtracking recursive-descent parser (see Section 6.6). In fact, this is a very sim-
ple way to implement a strong-LL(1) parser. For a non-termiaith grammar rule

A-ag | - |a,
the parsing routine has the following structure:

procedure A;
if lookahead] FIRST(@; FOLLOW(A)) then
code fora; ...
else iflookahead] FIRST(@, FOLLOW(A)) then
code foras, ...

else iflookaheadl FIRST(@, FOLLOW(A)) then
code foray, ...
elseERROR,;
endA;

The look-ahead symbol always resides in a variable called “lookahead”. The procedure
ERROR announces an error and stops the parser.

The code for a right-hand side consists of the code for the symbols of the right-
hand side. A non-terminal symbol results in a call to the parsing routine for this non-
terminal, and a terminal symbol results in a call to a MATCH routine with this symbol
as parameter. This MATCH routine has the following structure:

procedure MATCH(sym);
if lookahead = synthen
lookahead := NEXTSYM
elseERROR;
end MATCH;

The NEXTSYM procedure reads the next symbol from the input.

Several LL(1) parser generators produce a recursive descent parser instead of a
parse table that is to be interpreted by a grammar-independent parser. The advantages
of generating a recursive descent parser are numerous:

o Semantic actions are easily embedded in the parsing routines.

o A parameter mechanism or attribute mechanism comes virtually for free: the
parser generator can use the parameter mechanism of the implementation
language.

o Non-backtracking recursive descent parsers are quite efficient, often more effi-
cient than the table-driven ones.

o Dynamic conflict resolvers are implemented easily.

The most important disadvantage of generating a recursive descent parser is the
size of the parser. A recursive descent parser is usually larger than a table-driven one
(including the table). However, this becomes less of a problem as computer memories



get bigger and bigger. See Waite and Carter [Misc 1985] for measurements of table-
driven parsers versus recursive descent parsers.

8.3 LL(Kk GRAMMARS

Up until now, we have limited the look-ahead to just one symbol, and one might
wonder if having a look-ahead & symbols instead of one makes the method more
powerful. It does, so let us define Lk grammars. For this, we need a definition of
FIRST, sets: ifx is a sentential form, theﬁlRS‘Ii((x) is the set of terminal strings
such thaty| (the length ofw) is less thark andx = w, or | is equal tok, andx = wy,
for some sentential forng. Fork = 1 this definition coincides with the definition of the
FIRST sets as we have seen it before.

We now have the instruments needed to definekl:.L& grammar idL(k) if for
any predictionAx#, with A a non-terminal with right-hand sides, ..., anda,,, the sets
FIRST, (a1 x#), are pairwise disjoint. Obviously, for arky the set of LLK) grammars
is a subset of the set of Lk(-1) grammars, and in fact, for arkythere are LLK+1)
grammars that are not LKJ. A trivial example of this is given in Figure 8.11.

S. > a'%|aka

S

Figure 8.11 An LL(k1) grammar that is not LL(k)

Less obvious is that for anythere are languages that are kk(l), but not LLK). An
example of such a language is given in Figure 8.12.

Sg > aSA| ¢
A > a%s |

Figure 8.12 A grammar defining an LL#K) language that is not LL(k)

See Kurki-Suonio [LL 1969] for more details.

With LL(K) grammars we have the same problem as with the LL(1) grammars:
producing a parse table is difficult. In the LL(1) case, we solved this problem with the
aid of the FOLLOW sets, obtaining strong-LL(1) parsers. We can try the same with
LL(k) grammars using FOLLOVVsets. For any non-termin&, FOLLOW,(A) is now
defined as the union of the sets FIRGF# - - - ##), for any predictionAx## - - - ## (in
LL(Kk) parsing, we ad# end-markers instead of just one).

Once we have the FIRgTSets and the FOLLO\Vsets, we can produce a parse
table for the grammar. Like the LL(1) parse table, this parse table will be indexed with
pairs consisting of a non-terminal and a terminal string of length equél t®very
grammar ruleA - a is processed as followst is added to theA, w) entry of the table
for everyw in FIRST,(a FOLLOW,(A)) (as we have seen before, this last set denotes
the union of several FIRSTsets: it is the union of all FIRS{av) sets withv an ele-
ment of FOLLOW(A)). All this is just an extension t& look-ahead symbols of what
we did earlier with one look-ahead symbol.

If this results in a parse table where all entries have at most one element, the
grammar isstrong-LL(k) Unlike the LL(1) case however, fd&r> 1 there are grammars
that are LLK), but not strong-LLK). An example of such a grammar is given in Figure



8.13.

Sg -> aAaa | bAba
A > DbJ| ¢

Figure 8.13 An LL(2) grammar that is not strong-LL(2)

This raises an interesting question, one that has kept the authors busy for quite a
while: how come? Why is it different fdk = 1? If we try to repeat our proof from Sec-
tion 8.2.3 for a look-aheaki> 1, we see that we fail at the very last step: let us examine
a strong-LLK) conflict: suppose that the right-hand sideandf3 both end up in theA,

w) entry of the parse table. This means thatis a member of both FIRS{a

FOLLOW,(A)) and FIRST(B FOLLOW, (A)). Now, there are three cases:

o Wis a member both FIR§{a) and FIRST(P). In this case, the grammar cannot
be LL(k), because for any predictioAx#t - - -##, w is a member of both
FIRST, (cOdH# - - - ##) and FIRST(Bx## - - - #i#).

o Wis a member of either FIRS{a) or FIRST, (B), but not both. Let us say that
is a member of FIRSJa). In this case,w still is a member of FIRSJp
FOLLOW,(A)) so there is a predictioAx## - - - ##, such thatw is a member of
FIRST, (Bx## - - - #t). However,wis also a member of FIRSICOH! - - - ##), so
the grammar is not LLK). In other words, in this case there is a prediction in
which an LL(K) parser cannot decide which right-hand side to choose either.

o Wis neither a member of FIR(a) nor a member of FIRSIP). Here, we have
to deviate from the reasoning we used in the LL(1) case.wAs an element of
FIRST, (o FOLLOW,(A)), w can now be split into two part&; ; andwjy », such
thatw, ; is an element of FIRSTa) andwj  is a non-empty start of an element
of FOLLOW, (A). Likewise,w can be split into two parte/, ; andw; » such that
w31 is an element of FIRSIPB) andw, , is a non-empty start of an element of
FOLLOW,(A). So, we have the following situation:

Now, if wy 1=wp 1, Wy ;1 is @ member of FIRSJa), as well as FIRSJ(f3), and

there is a predictionAx#t - - -## such thatx##---## % wio - . So,

FIRST, (codH# - - - ##) containsw and so does FIRS{Px## - - - ##), and there-

fore, the grammar is not LK. So the only case left is that, #Zw, ;. Neither

W1 2 NOrws, » areg, and this is just impossible ifw |=1.

Strong-LL(K) parsers withk > 1 are seldom used in practice, because the parse
tables are huge, and there are not many languages that atefat.6omek > 1, but not
LL(1). Even the languages that are I for somek > 1, but not LL(1), are usually for
the most part LL(1), and can be parsed using an LL(1) parser with conflict resolvers at
the places where the grammar is not LL(1).

To obtain a full LLK) parser, the method that we used to obtain a full LL(1)
parser can be extended to deal with pairs [], where L is a FIRST set of
- ##E - - - ##E in some predictionA - - -## - - - ##. This extension is straightforward
and will not be discussed further.



8.4 EXTENDED LL(1) GRAMMARS

Several parser generators accept an extended context-free grammar instead of an ordi-
nary one. See for instance Lewi et al.[LL 1978], Heckmann [LL 1986], Grune and
Jacobs|[LL 1988]. Extended context-free grammars have been discussed in Chapter 2.
To check that an extended context-free grammar is LL(1), we have to transform the
extended context-free grammar into an ordinary one, in a way that will avoid introduc-
ing LL(1) conflicts. For instance, the transformation Spmetthimg™ given in Chapter

2:

Sometrhimg™ -> Somethimg | Sometthimg Sometthimg ™

will not do, because it will result in an LL(1) conflict on the symbols in
FIRST Sometrhinng). Instead, we will use the following transformations:

Sonm}himg* -=> ¢ | Sometrhimg Somﬂihirpg*
Somethhimg®™ > Sometrhimg Sometrhimg
Somﬂfhimg? > ¢ | Sometrhimng

If the resulting grammar is LL(1), the original extended context-free grammar was
ELL(1) (Extended LL(1)). This is the recursive interpretation of Chapter 2. Parser
generation usually proceeds as follows: first transform the grammar to an ordinary
context-free grammar, and then produce a parse table for it.

Extended LL(1) grammars allow for a more efficient implementation in recursive
descent parsers. In this casemﬂihimg? can be implemented as #nstatement:

if lookahead] FIRST Sometthinng) then
code forSomethhimg ...

else iflookahead] FOLLOW/(Sometthimg?) then
ERROR;

Sonmrnimg* can be implemented asaile loop:

while lookahead FIRST Sometthimg) do
code forSometrhimg ...

if lookahead] FOLLOW(Sometthimg”) then
ERROR;

andSometthimg* can be implemented asepeat loop:

repeat
if lookahead] FIRST Sometrthinng) then
ERROR;
code forSometrhimg ...
until lookaheadd FOLLOW!(Sometthimg™);

Here, procedure calls are replaced by much more efficient repetitive constructs.



9

Deterministic bottom-up parsing

There is a great variety of deterministic bottom-up parsing methods. The first deter-
ministic parsers (Wolpe [Precedence 1958], Wegstein [Precedence 1959]) were
bottom-up parsers and interest has only increased since. The annotated bibliography in
this book contains about 140 entries on deterministic bottom-up parsing against some
30 on deterministic top-down parsing. These figures may not reflect the relative
importance of the methods, they are certainly indicative of the fascination and com-
plexity of the subject of this chapter.

There are two families of deterministic bottom-up parsers, those that are purely
bottom-up and those that have an additional top-down component. The first family
comprises the precedence and bounded-context techniques, which are treated in Sec-
tions 9.1 to 9.3; the second family, which is both more powerful and more complicated,
contains the LR techniques and is treated in Sections 9.4 to 9.7. Tomita’s parser in
Section 9.8 is not purely deterministic but leans so heavily on the LR techniques that its
treatment in this chapter is warranted. The chapter closes with a short section on non-
canonical bottom-up parsing and one on the use ok)LBR$ an ambiguity test.

The proper setting for the subject at hand can best be obtained by summarizing a
number of relevant facts from previous chapters.

o A right-most production expands the right-most non-terminal in a sentential form,
by replacing it by one of its right-hand sides. A sentence is produced by repeated
right-most production until no non-terminal remains. See Figured),\here the
sentential forms are right-aligned to show how the production process creeps to
the left, where it terminates. The grammar used is that of Figure 7.8.

o Each step of a bottom-up parser, working on a sentential form, identifies the latest
right-most production in it and undoes it by reducing a segment of the input to the
non-terminal it derived from. The identified segment is called ibedle Since
the parser starts with the final sentential form of the production process (that is,
the input) it finds its first reduction rather to the left end, which is convenient. A
bottom-up parser identifies right-most productions in reverse order. See Figure
9.1(b) where the handles are aligned.

o To obtain an efficient parser we have to have an efficient method to identify han-
dles, without elaborate searching. The identified handle has to be correct (or the
input is in error); we do not want to consider alternative choices for handles.
Although this chapter is called “Deterministic Bottom-WBarsing, it is almost
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Figure 9.1 Right-most production (a) and right-most reduction (b)

exclusively concerned with methods for finding handles. Once the handle is found,
parsing is (almost always) trivial. The exceptions will be treated separately.

Unlike top-down parsing, which identifies productions right at their beginning,
that is, before any of its constituents have been identified, bottom-up parsing identifies
a production only at its very end, when all its constituents have already been identified.
A top-down parser allows semantic actions to be performed at the beginning of a pro-
duction and these actions can help in determining the semantics of the constituents. In a
bottom-up parser, semantic actions are only performed during a reduction, which
occurs at the end of a production, and the semantics of the constituents have to be
determined without the benefit of knowing in which production they occur. We see that
the increased power of bottom-up parsing comes at a price: since the decision what
production applies is postponed to the latest possible moment, that decision can be
based upon the fullest possible information, but it also means that the actions that
depend on this decision come very late.

9.1 SIMPLE HANDLE-ISOLATING TECHNIQUES

There is a situation in (more or less) daily life in which the (more or less) average
citizen is called upon to identify a handle. If one sees a formula like

4+5x%x6+8
one immediately identifies the handle and evaluates it:
4+5x6+8

4+ 30 +38

The next handle is



and then

34 + 8

42

If we look closely, we can discern in this process shifts and reduces. The person
doing the arithmetic shifts symbols until he reaches the situation

4 +5 x 6 + 8

in which the control mechanism in his head tells him that this is the right moment to do
a reduce. If asked why, he might answer something like: “Ah, well, | was taught in
school that multiplication comes before addition”. Before we can formalize this notion
and turn it into a parsing method, we consider an even simpler case below (Section
9.1.1).

+ M
= *

A= mmd
U
v
ST=-m*
X
-

> (E)
Figure 9.2 A grammar for simple arithmetic expressions

Meanwhile we note that formulas like the one above are called “arithmetic expres-
sions” and are produced by the grammar of Figure 8.. the start symbolkE stands

for “expression”,T for “term”, F for “factor” andn for any number. The last causes no
problems, since the exact value of the number is immaterial to the parsing process. We
have demarcated the beginning and the end of the expressios# witirks; the blank
space that normally surrounds a formula is not good enough for automatic processing.
This also simplifies the stop criterion: the parser accepts the input as correct and stops
when the terminating is shifted, or upon the subsequent reduce.

9.1.1 Fully parenthesized expressions

Sg > #E#

E > (E+T)
E > T

T > (TxF)
T > F

F > n

F > (E)

Figure 9.3 A grammar for fully parenthesized arithmetic expressions



An arithmetic expression isully parenthesizedf each operator together with its
operands has parentheses around it. Such expressions are generated by the grammar of
Figure 9.3. Our example expression would have the form

#((HA+(Dx6))) +8)#

Now finding the handle is trivial: go to the first closing parenthesis and then back to the
nearest opening parenthesis. The segment between and including the parentheses is the
handle. Reduce it and repeat the process as often as required. Note that after the reduc-
tion there is no need to start all over again, looking for the first closing parenthesis:
there cannot be any closing parenthesis on the left of the reduction spot, so we can start
searching right where we are. In the above example we find the next right parenthesis
immediately and do the next reduction:

#((4+30)+H+8)#

9.2 PRECEDENCE PARSING

Of course, grammars are not normally kind enough to have begin- and end-markers to
each compound right-hand side, and the above parsing method has little practical value
(as far as we know it does not even have a name). Yet, suppose we had a method for
inserting the proper parentheses into an expression that was lacking them. At a first
glance this seems trivial to do: when we s@ex we know we can replace this Bfmx

and we can replacen+ by xn)+. There is a slight problem withn+, but since the first

+ has to be performed first, we replace this4n)+. The#'s are easy; we can replace

#n by #(m andn# by n)#. For our example we get:

#(B+(Bx6)+8)#

This is, however, not completely correct — it should have b#g@i+(5x6)))+H8)# —
and for4+5x6 we get the obviously incorrect for#{(44+(5x6)H:.

The problem is that we do not know how many parentheses to insert in, for
instance,tnx; in 4+5x6x7 we should replace it by(((mx: #HHA+H(((5x6) x7))y#. We
solve this problem by insertingarentheses generatorather than parentheses. A gen-
erator for open parentheses is traditionally written-asre for closing parentheses as
>; we shall also use a “non-parenthesss’, These symbols look confusingly like, >
and =, to which they are only remotely related. Now, our tentatively inserted
parentheses become firmly inserted parentheses generators; see Figure 9.4 in which we
have left out then since its position can be inferred from the pattern. Still, the table in
Figure 9.4 is incomplete: the patterm x is missing and so are all patterns involving
parentheses. In principle there should be a pattern for each combination of two opera-
tors (where we count the genuine parentheses as operators too), and only the generator
to be inserted is relevant for each combination. This generator is callgut¢hedence
relation between the two operators. It is convenient to collect all combinations of
operators in a table, therecedence tableThe precedence table for the grammar of



+ X L o+ <X
X+ o x>+
++ L+ >+

# ... > #o< oL
W S e > H#

Figure 9.4 Preliminary table of precedence relations

Figure 9.2 is given in Figure 9.5; the left-most column contains the left-hand symbols
and the top-most row the right-hand symbols.

#+ | x| (1)
# | = | < | <| <
+ [ > | > < | <| >
X | >| > > < | >
( < < < | =
) > > | > >

Figure 9.5 Operator-precedence table to the grammar of Figure 9.2

There are three remarks to be made about this precedence table. First, we have
added a number of < andtekens not covered above (for instangex). Second, there
is#3## and(®) (but not)=( !); we shall shortly see what they mean. And third, there
are three empty entries, meaning that when we find these combinations in the input, it
contains an error (and is not produced by the grammar for which we made our pre-
cedence table).

Such a table is called a precedence table because for symbols that are normally
regarded as operators it gives their relative precedence. An entrydikendicates that
in the combinationt+x, the x has a higher precedence than théVNe shall first show
how the precedence table is used in parsing and then how such a precedence table can
be constructed systematically for a given grammar, if the grammar allows it.

The stack in an operator-precedence parser differs from the normal bottom-up
parser stack in that it contains “important” symbols, the operators, between which rela-
tions are defined, and “unimportant” symbols, the numbers, which are only consulted to
determine the value of a handle and which do not influence the parsing. Moreover, we
need places on the stack to insert the parentheses generators (one can, in principle, do
without these, by reevaluating them whenever necessary). Since there is a parentheses
generator between each pair of operators and there is also (almost) always a value
between such a pair, we shall indicate both in the same position on the stack, with the
parentheses generator in line and the value below it; see Figure 9.6.

To show that, contrary to what is sometimes thought, operator-precedence can do
more than just calculate a value (and since we have seen too often now that
4+5x6+8=42), we shall have the parser construct the parse tree rather than the value.
The stack starts with &. Values and operators are shifted onto it, interspersed with
parentheses generators, until @enerator is met; the following operator is not shifted
and is left in the input (Figure 9.B)). It is now easy to identify the handle, which is



Stack rest of input

@ # 4+5x6+8#
(b) # < +1< x > + 8 #
4 S 6
© #.< + > + 8 #
A X
/ N\
6
(d) #<+> #
LN 8 .
/ N\
4 x
/ N\
5 6
(e) # = #
+
/ N\
+ 8
/ N\
4 X
/ N\
5 6

Figure 9.6 Operator-precedence parsingdsfsx6+8

demarcated by a dotted rectangle in the figure and which is reduced to a tree), see (
which also the next >has already appeared between-thmn the stack and the in the
input. Note that the tree and the new generator have come in the position of the < of the
handle. A further reduction brings us td) (n which the+ and the8 have already been
shifted, and then to the final state of the operator-precedence parser, in which the stack
holds#=# and the parse tree dangles from the value position.

We see that the stack only holds < markers and values, plusrathe top each
time a handle is found. The meaning of thébecomes clear when we parse an input
text which includes parentheses, [i#&(5+6) ; see Figure 9.7, in which we have the
parser calculate the value rather than the parse tree. We see thaistheesl to allow
handles consisting of more than one operator and two operands; the handiéhas (
two operators, thé and the) and one operand, tHEL. Note that as already indicated
in Section 5.1.1, the set of stack configurations can be described by a regular expres-
sion; for this type of parsers the expression is:

# | #<q ([<Hm)~ >7 | #ew

whereq is any operator; the first alternative is the start situation and the third alterna-
tive is the end situation.



Stack rest of input

(@ # 4 x (5 +6)#
(b) # < x < (< + > ) #
4 S 6 :
© poo xEUE S .
4 ST 1
(d) #< x> #
4 1
® # = #H
44

Figure 9.7 An operator-precedence parsing involving

9.2.1 Constructing the operator-precedence table

The above hinges on the difference between operators, which are terminal symbols and

between which precedence relations are defined, and operands, which are non-

terminals. This distinction is captured in the following definition of an operator gram-
mar:

o A CF grammar is amperator grammaif (and only if) each right-hand side con-
tains at least one terminal or non-terminal and no right-hand side contains two
consecutive non-terminals.

So each pair of non-terminals is separated by at least one terminal; all the terminals

except those carrying values ih our case) are called operators.

For such grammars, setting up the precedence table is relatively easy. First we cal-
culate for each non-termin&lthe set~IRST,(A), which is the set of all operators that

can occur as the first operator in any sentential form deriving fforandLAST,(A),

which is defined similarly. Note that this first operator in a sentential form can be pre-

ceded by at most one non-terminal in an operator grammar. The FRSBf all

non-terminals are constructed simultaneously as follows:

1. For each non-termind, find all right-hand sides of all rules fok; now for each
right-hand sideR we insert the first terminal iR (if any) into FIRST,(A). This
gives us the initial values of all FIR

2. For each non-termind, find all right-hand sides of all rules fok; now for each
right-hand sideR that starts with a non-terminal, s#; we add the elements of
FIRST,p(B) to FIRST (A). This is reasonable, since a sentential forniahay
start withB, so all terminals in FIRSTB) should also be in FIRSJ(A).

3. Repeat step 2 above until no FIR§Jchanges any more.

We have now found the FIRS of all non-terminals. A similar algorithm, using the

lastterminal inRin step 1 and & which ends Ain step 2 provides the LAS]S's. The

sets for the grammar of Figure 9.2 are shown in Figure 9.8.

Now we can fill the precedence table using the following rules, in whjial, and

g, are operators andlis a non-terminal.

g For each occurrence in a right-hand side of the form, or q1Aq,, setq;=q».



FIRST S) = {#} LAST o(S) = {#}

FIRST S(E) = {+, %, (} LAST 5(B) ={+,x,) }
FIRSTHT) = {x, (} LAST op(1) ={x,) }
FIRSTos(F) = {(} LAST 5P ={) }

Figure 9.8 FIRSE, and LAST, sets for the grammar of Figure 9.2

This keeps operators from the same handle together.

o Foreach occurrenag; A, setq;<q, for eachq; in FIRST 4A). This demarcates
the left end of a handle.
o For each occurrenclqy, setq,>q; for eachq; in LAST(A). This demarcates

the right end of a handle.

If we obtain a table without conflicts this way, that is, if we never find two dif-
ferent relations between two operators, then we call the grarmpenator-precedence
It will now be clear why(3) and not)=(, and why+>+ (becausd&+ occurs inE=>E+T
and+ is in LAST,(E)).

In this way, the table can be derived from the grammar by a program and be
passed on to the operator-precedence parser. A very efficient linear-time parser results.
There is, however, one small problem we have glossed over: Although the method
properly identifies the handle, it often does not identify the non-terminal to which to
reduce it. Also, it does not show any unit rule reductions; nowhere in the examples did
we see reductions of the foriB=>F or T->F. In short, operator-precedence parsing
generates only skeleton parse trees.

Operator-precedence parsers are very easy to construct (often even by hand) and
very efficient to use; operator-precedence is the method of choice for all parsing prob-
lems that are simple enough to allow it. That only a skeleton parse tree is obtained, is
often not an obstacle, since operator grammars often have the property that the seman-
tics is attached to the operators rather than to the right-hand sides; the operators are
identified correctly.

It is surprising how many grammars are (almost) operator-precedence. Almost all
formula-like computer input is operator-precedence. Also, large parts of the grammars
of many computer languages are operator-precedence. An example is a construction
like CONST toteal — head + taaill;; from a Pascal-like language, which is easily
rendered as:

Stack rest of input
# < COONST < = < + > ;
tooteal hhead taail |

Ignoring the non-terminals has other bad consequences besides producing a skele-
ton parse tree. Since non-terminals are ignored, a missing non-terminal is not noticed.
As a result, the parser will accept incorrect input without warning and will produce an
incomplete parse tree for it. A parser using the table of Figure 9.5 will blithely accept
the empty string, since it immediately leads to the stack configurd#h It produces
a parse tree consisting of one empty node.

The theoretical analysis of this phenomenon turns out to be inordinately difficult;
see Levy [Precedence 1975], Williams [Precedence 1977, 1979, 1981] and many others



in Section 13.8. In practice it is less of a problem than one would expect; it is easy to
check for the presence of required non-terminals, either while the parse tree is being
constructed or afterwards.

9.2.2 Precedence functions

Several objections can be raised against operator-precedence. First, it cannot handle all
grammars that can be handled by other more sophisticated methods. Second, its error
detection capabilities are weak. Third, it constructs skeleton parse trees only. And
fourth, the two-dimensional precedence table, which for say a 100 tokens has 10000
entries, may take too much room. The latter objection can be overcome for those pre-
cedence tables that can be represented by so-gailtsmedence functionsThe idea is

the following. Rather than havingtable Tsuch that for any two operatocs andq,,
T[g1,q>] yields the relation betweeq; andq,, we have two integefunctions fandg

such thatfy,<gq, means thatq;<q,, fq,=gq, meansq;=q, and fy,>gq, means
q1>qy. fqis called theleft priority of g, gq theright priority; they would probably be

better indicated by andr, but the use of andg is traditional. Note that we writéy,

rather thanf(q,); this allows us to write, for instancé for the left priority of( rather

than the confusindg((). It will be clear thattwo functions are required: with just one
function one cannot express, for instaneées+. Precedence functions take much less
room than precedence tables. For our 100 tokens we need 200 function values rather
than 10000 tables entries. Not all tables allow a representation with precedence func-
tions, but many do.

Finding the propeif andg for a given table seems simple enough and can indeed
often be done by hand. The fact, however, that there are two functions rather than one,
the size of the tables and the occurrence of theomplicate things. A well-known
algorithm to construct the functions was given by Bell [Precedence 1969] of which
several variants exist. The following technique is a straightforward and easily imple-
mented variant of Bell’s algorithm.

First we turn the precedence table into a list of numerical relations, as follows:
o for eachqq<q, we havefy, <gq,,

o for eachqi=q, we havefy, =gq,,

o for eachqq>q, we havefy, >gq,,

Here we no longer view forms lik&, as function values but rather as variables; rein-

terpretation as function values will occur later. Making such a list is easier done by

computer than by hand; see Figure 8)9(Next we remove all equals-relations, as fol-

lows:

o for each relationfy, =gy, we create a new variabléy, g,, and replace all
occurrences ofg, andgg, by fq, 9q,-

Note thatfy, gq, is not the product offy, andg,, but rather a new variable, i.e., the

name of a new priority value. Now a relation lik§,=gq, has turned into

fq,9q,=fq,9q, @nd can be deleted trivially. Seke)(

Third we flip all > relations:

o Wwe replace each relatiop;>p, by p,<p 1, wherep; andp, are priority vari-
ables. Seeq).

The list has now assumed a very uniform appearance and we can start to assign numeri-

cal values to the variables. We shall do this by handing out the numbers-0, &s fol-

lows:



fu=04
fa<gs
f4 <dx
fa<gq
fr>0x
fi>0.
fi <gx
fy <g(
fi >g)
fx >0y
fx>04

fx>g)

f(<gx

f)>gx

404 =0
f9)=0
g+ =1
f,=2
gx =3
fy =

(h)

fadu <d+
f40u <0«
fadu < g
fr>fu04
fy >0+
fr <O«
fi <9
f+> 19
fx > fu04
fx>g+
fx>gx
fy <g(
fye> f(g)
f@) <9+
(@) <9«
(@) <9¢
fy>f404
f) >0+
f) >0x

(b)

fadu <d+
f40% <O«
fadu < g
fagu <f.
g+ <f,
fr <O«
fi < g
f@<f.
fagy < fx
g+ < fx
gx < fx
fy <g(
f(g) < fy
f(@) <9+
f(9) <9«
f(9) <9
fagu <t
g+ <fy
gx<f)

(€)

fy0%=0

g+ <f,
fi <gx
f+ <g(
g+ < fx
Ox < fx

Figure 9.9 Calculating precedence functions

fy94=0
g+ =1
+=2

Ox < fx
fx<g(
gx<f)

()
fygx =0
g+ =1
fy =
Ox =3
fx < g(

(9)

o Find all variables that occur only on the left of a relation; since they are clearly

smaller than all the others, they can all be given the value 0.

In our example we find;gy and f(g), which both get the value 0. Since the relations

that have these two variables on their left will be satisfied provided we hand out no
more 0’s, we can remove them (sei)(
o Remove all relations that have the identified variables on their left sides.



This removal causes another set of variables to occur on the left of a relation only, to

which we now hand out the value 1. We repeat this process with increasing values until

the list of relations has become empty; sektlirough ().

o Decompose the compound variables and give each component the numerical value
of the compound variable. This decomposes, for instahgs~0 into f =0 and

9)=0; see ).

This leaves without a value those variables that occurred on the right-hand side only in

the comparisons undec)(

o Toall still unassigned priority values, assign the lowest value that has not yet been
handed out.

fy andg( both get the value 5 (seg) (vhere the values have also been reordered) and

indeed these occur at the high side of a comparison only. It is easily verified that the

priority values found satisfy the initial comparisons as derived from the precedence

table.

It is possible that we reach a stage in which there are still relations left but there
are no variables that occur on the left only. It is easy to see that in that case there must
be a circularity of the fornp,;<p,<p3 - ‘- <p; and that no integer functions represent-
ing these relations can exist: the table does not allow precedence functions.

# 1) |+ | x| (
# | = < | < | <
( = | < | <| <
+ | > > > <| <
X | > > > > <
) | > > > | >

Figure 9.10 The precedence table of Figure 9.5 reordered

Note that finding precedence functions is equivalent to reordering the rows and
columns of the precedence table so that the latter can be divided into three regions: a >
region on the lower left, a- ¥egion on the upper right and ‘aborder between them.

See Figure 9.10.

There is always a way to represent a precedence table with more than two func-

tions; see Bertsch [Precedence 1977] on how to construct such functions.

9.2.3 Simple-precedence parsing
The fact that operator-precedence parsing produces skeleton parse trees only is a seri-
ous obstacle to its application outside formula handling. The defect seems easy to
remedy. When a handle is identified in an operator-precedence parser, it is reduced to a
node containing the value(s) and the operator(s), without reference to the grammar. For
serious parsing the matching right-hand side of the pertinent rule has to be found. Now
suppose we require all right-hand sides in the grammar to be different. Then, given a
handle, we can easily find the rule to be used in the reduction (or to find that there is no
matching right-hand side, in which case there was an error in the input).

This is, however, not quite good enough. To properly do the right reductions and
to find reductions of the formA - B (unit reductions), the non-terminals themselves
have to play a role in the identification of the right-hand side. They have to be on the



stack like any other symbol and precedence relations have to be found for them. This
has the additional advantage that the grammar need no longer be an operator grammar
and that the stack entries have a normal appearance again.
A grammar issimple precedendé (and only if):
o it has a conflict-free precedence table over all its symbols, terminals and non-
terminals alike,
g hone of its right-hand sides &
o  all of its right-hand sides are different.
The construction of the simple-precedence table is again based upon two sets,
FIRST,  (A) and LAST,  (A). FIRST, , (A) is similar to the set FIRSH) intro-
duced in Section 8.2.2.1 and differs from it in that it also contains all non-terminals that
can start a sentential form derived froh{whereas FIRSTR) contains terminals only).
LAST , | (A) contains all terminals and non-terminals that can end a sentential form of
A. Their construction is similar to that given in Section 8.2.2.1 for the FIRST set. Fig-
ure 9.11 shows the pertinent sets for our grammar.

FIRST, | (S) = {#} LAST 5 | (S) = {#}
FIRST, (B ={E,T,F.n,(} LAST ,/ (B ={T,F.n,)}
FIRST, | (M ={T.F.n,(} LAST , [ (M ={F.n,)}
FIRST, (A ={n,(} LAST 5  (F)={n.)}

Figure 9.11 FIRST | and LAST, , for the grammar of Figure 9.2

A simple-precedence table is now constructed as follows: For each two juxta-
posed symbolX andY in a right-hand side we have:

o X=Y,; this keepsX andY together in the handle;

o if Xis a non-terminal: for each symbeslin LAST, | (X) and each termina in
FIRST(Y) (or Y itself if Y is a terminal) we have>t; this allows X to be reduced
completely when the first sign oY appears in the input; note that we have
FIRST(Y) here rather than FIRS], (Y);

o if Yis a non-terminal: for each symbsiin FIRST, , (Y) we haveX<s; this pro-
tectsX while Y is being recognized.

# E T F|l n| +] x ( )
# </= < < | < <
E | = = =
T > > = >
F | > > | > >
n| > > | > >
+ </[= | < < <
X = < <
( </= < < | < <
) > > | > >

Figure 9.12 Simple-precedence table to Figure 9.2, with conflicts



Simple precedence is not the answer to all our problems as is evident from Figure
9.12 which displays the results of an attempt to construct the precedence table for the
operator-precedence grammar of Figure 9.2. Not even this simple grammar is simple-
precedence, witness the conflicts #s¢/=E, ( </ and+</=T.

S > #E#
E ->»> E

E > E+T
E > T
T ->»> T

T =» TxF
T > F

F > n

F > (E)

FIRST,  (E)={ET .T.F.n,(} LAST, (E)={T.T.F.n,)}
FIRST, (B ={ET .T,Fn(}  LAST, (B={T.F.n,)}

FIRSTALL (T)={T,F,n,(} LASTALL (T)={F,n,)}
FIRSTALL(T) ={T,F,n,(} LASTALL(T)={F,n,)}
FIRSTALL(F):{n,(} LASTALL(F):{n,)}
#  E |EE| T |TT | F | n |+ | x| (])
# = < < <| < | < <
E =
E > = =
T > > >
T > > | = >
F > > > >
n > > | > >
+ = < | < | < <
X = | < <
( = < < | < | < <
) > > | > >

Figure 9.13 A modified grammar with its simple-precedence table, without conflicts

There are two ways to remedy this. We can adapt the grammar by inserting extra
levels around the troublesome non-terminals. This is done in Figure 9.13 and works in
this case; it brings us, however, farther away from our goal, to produce a correct parse
tree, since we now produce a parse tree for a different grammar. Or we can adapt the
parsing method, as explained in the next section.

9.2.4 Weak-precedence parsing

It turns out that most of the simple-precedence conflicts are cofdlicts. Now the
difference between < andisin a sense less important than that between either of them
and-> Both < and zesult in a shift and only >asks for a reduce. Only when a reduce



is found will the difference between < andbecome significant for finding the head of
the handle. Now suppose we drop the difference between < amdl €ombine them

into <; then we need a different means of identifying the handle and the proper right-
hand side. This can be done by requiring not only that all right-hand sides be different,
but also that no right-hand side be equal to the tail of another right-hand side. A gram-
mar that conforms to this and has a conflict-frele precedence table is calledeak
precedence Figure 9.14 gives the (conflict-free) weak-precedence table for the gram-
mar of Figure 9.2. It is of course possible to retain the difference between < and =
where it exists; this will improve the error detection capability of the parser.

# | E| T| F| n| + x| ()
# < | < | <| < <
E = = =
T | > > | = >
F > > > >
n| > > | > >
+ < | < | < <
X = | < <
( < | < | <| < <
) | > > | > >

Figure 9.14 Weak-precedence table to the grammar of Figure 9.2

The rule that no right-hand side should be equal to the tail of another right-hand
side is more restrictive than is necessary. More lenient rules exist in several variants,
which, however, all require more work in identifying the reduction rule. See, for
instance, Ichbiah and Morse [Precedence 1970] or Sekimoto [Precedence 1972].

Weak precedence is a useful method that applies to a relatively large group of
grammars. Especially if parsing is used to roughly structure an input stream, as in the
first pass or scan of a complicated system, weak precedence can be of service.

9.2.5 Extended precedence and mixed-strategy precedence
The above methods determine the precedence relations by looking at 1 symbol on the
stack and 1 token in the input. Once this has been said, the idea suggests itself to
replace the 1's byn andn respectively, and to determine the precedence relations from
the topmostm symbols on the stack and the finsttokens in the input. This is called
(m,n)-extended precedence

We can use the same technique to find the left end of the handle on the stack when
using weak precedence: ussymbols on the left anton the right to answer the ques-
tion if this is the head of the handle. This is call@dl)(m,n)-extended [weak] pre-
cedence

By increasing its parameters, extended precedence can be made reasonably
powerful. Yet the huge tables required X2300 x 300 x 300 = 54 million entries for
(1,2)(2,1) extended precedence with 300 symbols) severely limit its applicability.
Moreover, even with large values kfl, mandn it is inferior still to LR(1), which we
treat in Section 9.5.



If a grammar is K,I)(m,n)-extended precedence, it is not always necessary to test
the full k, I, mandn symbols. Indeed it is almost never necessary and large parts of the
grammar can almost always be handled by (normal) weak-precedence methods; the full
(k,)(m,n)-extended precedence power is needed only in a small number of spots in the
grammar. This phenomenon has led to techniques in which the (normal) weak-
precedence table has a (small) number of exception entries that refer to further, more
powerful tables. This technique is calledixed-strategy precedencéixed-strategy
precedence has been investigated by McKeeman [Books 1970].

9.2.6 Actually finding the correct right-hand side

All the above methods identify only the bounds of the handle; the actual right-hand side
is still to be determined. It may seem that a search through all right-hand sides is neces-
sary for each reduction, but this is not so. The right-hand sides can be arranged in a
tree structure with their right-most symbols forming the root of the tree, as in Figure
9.15. When we have found-arelation, we start walking down the stack looking for a <
and at the same time we follow the corresponding path through the tree; when we find
the < we should be at the beginning of a rule in the tree, or we have found an error in
the input; see Figure 9.15. The tree can be constructed by sorting the grammar rules on
their symbols in backward order and combining equal tails. As an example, the path
followed for < T = x = > has been indicated by a dotted line.

S>#E# @é#éEé#
F>(E) ®<(<E<)
F->n @en

T>F| —= @F/ ......
T>TxF (M=T=x5" /

E>T @T
E>E+T (EcE<+~

Figure 9.15 Tree structure for efficiently finding right-hand sides

For several methods to improve upon this, see the literature (Section 13.8).

9.3 BOUNDED-CONTEXT PARSING

There is a different way to solve the annoying problem of the identification of the
right-hand side: let the identity of the rule be part of the precedence relation. A gram-
mar is (m,n) bounded-conteXBC(m,n)) if (and only if) for each combination o
symbols on the stack andtokens in the input there is a unique parsing decision which
is either “shift” (<) or “reduce using ruleX” (>), as obtained by a variant of the rules
for extended precedence. Figure 9.16 gives the BC(2,1) tables for the grammar of Fig-
ure 9.2. Note that the rows correspond to stack symbol pairs; the entry Accept means
that the input has been parsed and Error means that a syntax error has been found.
Blank entries will never be accessed; all-blank rows have been left out. See, for
instance, Loeckx [Precedence 1970] for the construction of such tables.
Bounded-context (especially BC(2,1)) was once very popular but has been



# + X n ( )
#S | Accept
#E | >qup < Error
#T | o7 PEsT < Error
#E >T->>F >T->>F >T->>F Error
mo| > >Eon >Eon Error  Error  Error
#( Error Error Error < < Error
E+ | Error Error Error < < Error
Tx | Error Error Error < < Error
R RGN PESE+T
AL e e PT>F PT>F PI>F
+n Fasn >Con >Con Error  Error %
+( Error Error Error < < Error
XF | Promee PTosTkE DTosTxF PT>TxF
xn | o >Con >Con Error  Error %
x( Error Error Error < < Error
(e | Error < <
(Tr | Error ST < e
(= | Error >roF > oF > oF
(m | Error > >Eon Error  Error %,
( 1 Error Error Error < < Error

Figure 9.16 BC(2,1) tables for the grammar of Figure 9.2

superseded almost completely by LALR(1) (Section 9.6). Recently, interest in
bounded-context grammars has been revived, since it has turned out that such gram-
mars have some excellent error recovery properties; see Section 10.8. This is not com-
pletely surprising if we consider that bounded-context grammars have the property that
a small number of symbols in the sentential form suffice to determine completely what
is going on.

9.3.1 Floyd productions
Bounded-context parsing steps can be summarized conveniently by using Floyd pro-
ductions. Floyd productionsare rules for rewriting a string that contains a markr,
on which the rules focus. A Floyd production has the fom&p3 => yAd and means
that if the marker in the string is preceded dyand is followed by, the construction
must be replaced byAd. The rules are tried in order starting from the top and the first
one to match is applied; processing then resumes on the resulting string, starting from
the top of the list, and the process is repeated until no rule matches.

Although Floyd productions were not primarily designed as a parsing tool but
rather as a general string manipulation language, the identification df ithéhe string
with the gap in a bottom-up parser suggests itself and was already made in Floyd’s ori-
ginal article [Misc 1961]. Floyd productions for the grammar of Figure 9.2 are given in
Figure 9.17. The parser is started with that the left of the input.

The apparent convenience and conciseness of Floyd productions makes it very
tempting to write parsers in them by hand, but Floyd productions are very sensitive to
the order in which the rules are listed and a small inaccuracy in the order can have a



An = nA
A ( = (A
nA = FA
TA* = T A
™A = TA
FA = TA
BHTA = EA
TA = EA
B A = FA
A+ = + A
A) = ) A
A# = #A
#HEH A = S A

Figure 9.17 Floyd productions for the grammar of Figure 9.2

devastating effect.

9.4 LR METHODS

The LR methods are based on the combination of two ideas that have already been
touched upon in previous sections. To reiterate, the problem is to find the handle in a
sentential form as efficiently as possible, for as large a class of grammars as possible.
Such a handle is searched for from left to right. Now, from Section 5.3.4 we recall that
a very efficient way to find a string in a left-to-right search is by constructing a finite-
state automaton. Just doing this is, however, not good enough. It is quite easy to con-
struct an FS automaton that would recognize any of the right-hand sides in the grammar
efficiently, but it would just find the left-most reducible substring in the sentential
form. This substring is, however, often not the handle.

The idea can be made practical by applying the same trick that was used in
Earley’s parser to drastically reduce the fan-out of the breadth-first search (see Section
7.2). start the automaton with the start rule of the grammar and only consider, in any
position, right-hand sides that could be derived from the start symbol. This top-down
restriction device served in the Earley parser to reduce the co&t(ind), here we
require the grammar to be such that it reduces the cdd{(i). The resulting automa-
ton is started in its initial state at the left end of the sentential form and allowed to run
to the right; it has the property that it stops at the right end of the handle and that its
accepting state tells us how to reduce the handle. How this is done will be explained in
the next section.

Since practical FS automata easily get so big that their states cannot be displayed
on a single page of a book, we shall use the grammar of Figure 9.18 for our examples.
It is a simplified version of that of Figure 9.2, in which only one binary operator is left,
for which we have chosen the rather than ther. Although this is not essential, it
serves to remind us that the proper parse tree must be derived(atioce-a is not the
same ag-((lb-c) (whereagaat+b)+c andat(lb+c) are). The# indicates the end of the
input.



S > E#

E > E-T
E > T

T > n

T > (E)

Figure 9.18 A very simple grammar for differences of numbers

9.4.1 LR(0)
We shall now set out to construct a top-down-restricted handle-recognizing FS automa-
ton for the grammar of Figure 9.18, and start by constructing a non-deterministic ver-
sion. We recall that a non-deterministic automaton can be drawn as a set of states con-
nected by arrows (transitions), each marked with one symbol oravithach state will
contain ondtem. Like in the Earley parser, an item consists of a grammar rule with a
dot « embedded in its right-hand side. An iteX- - - -YeZ - - - in a state means that
the (non-deterministic!) automaton betsXn. - - - YZ- - - being the handle and that it
has already recognized- - Y. Unlike the Earley parser there are no back-pointers. To
simplify the explanation of the transitions involved, we introduce a second kind of
state, which we call atation It has onlye arrows incoming and outgoing, contains
something of the formX and is drawn in a rectangle rather than in an ellipse. When
the automaton is in such a station at some point in the sentential form, it thinks that at
this point a handle starts that reduces Xo Consequently eackX station hase-
transitions to items for all rules foX, each with the dot at the left end, since no part of
the rule has yet been recognized; see Figure 9.19. Equally reasonably, each state hold-
ing an itemX - - - -+Z - - - has ane-transition to the statiomZ, since the bet on aX
may be over-optimistic and the automaton may have to settle ZoiTae third and last
source of arrows in the non-deterministic automaton is straightforward. From each state
containing X ---«P--- there is a P-transition to the state containing
X- ---Pe--- for P aterminal or a non-terminal. This corresponds to the move the
automaton makes when it really meet®.aNote that the sentential form may contain
non-terminals, so transitions arnterminals should also be defined.

With this knowledge we refer to Figure 9.19. The stations $oiE and T are
drawn at the top of the picture, to show how they lead to all possible itenfs t6and
T, respectively. From each statiogtarrows fan out to all states containing items with
the dot at the left, one for each rule for the non-terminal in that station; from each such
state, nore-arrows lead down to further states. Now the picture is almost complete. All
that needs to be done is to scan the items for a dot followed by a non-terminal (readily
discernable from the outgoing arrow marked with it) and to connect each such item to
the corresponding station through &arrow. This completes the picture.

There are two things to be noted on this picture. First, for each grammar rule with
a right-hand side of lengththere ard +1 items and they are easily found in the picture.
Moreover, for a grammar with different non-terminals, there arestations. So the
number of states is roughly proportional to the size of the grammar, which assures us
that the automaton will have a modest number of states. For the average grammar of a
hundred rules something like 300 states is usual. The second is that all states have out-
going arrows except the ones which contain an item with the dot at the right end.
These are accepting states of the automaton and indicate that a handle has been found,;
the item in the state tells us how to reduce the handle.



Figure 9.19 A non-deterministic handle recognizer for the grammar of Figure 9.18

We shall now run this NDA on the sentential foEan-m, to see how it works. As
in the FS case we can do so if we are willing to go through the trouble of resolving the
non-determinism on the fly. The automaton starts at the sta@and can immediately
makeg-moves toS=>eE#, «E, E=>+E-T, E=>«T, «T, T->+n andT->+(EE) . Moving over
the E reduces the set of states$es>E«# andE=>E.-TI;, moving over the next brings
us atE=>E- «T from which e-moves lead toT, T->en andT->«(EE) . Now the move
overn leaves only one itemT->ne, which tells us through the dot at the end of the
item, that we have found a handie,and that we should reduce itTousingT->n. See
Figure 9.20. This reduction gives us a new sentential fd&&H-m, on which we can
repeat the process.

Figure 9.20 The sets of NDA states while analydtag-m



Just as in the FS case, we will soon tire of doing it this way, and the first thing we
need to do is to make the NDA deterministic, if we are to use it in earnest. We use the
subset construction of Section 5.3.1 to construct a deterministic automaton that has sets
of the items of Figure 9.19 as its states. The result is shown in Figure 9.21, where we
have left out the stations to avoid clutter and since they are evident from the other
items. We see that the deterministic automaton looks a lot less understandable than
Figure 9.19; this is the price to be paid for having determinism. Yet we see that the
subset construction has correctly identified the subsets we had already constructed by
hand in the previous paragraph. This type of automaton is callédRéd) automaton

Figure 9.21 The corresponding deterministic handle recognizer

It is customary to number the states of the deterministic automaton, as has already
been done in Figure 9.21 (the order of the numbers is arbitrary, they serve identifica-
tion purposes only). Now it has become much easier to represent the sentential form
with its state information, both implementationwise in a computer and in a drawing:

OEDO-UOnO -m

The sequencel L] can be read from Figure 9.21 using the p&#tm. We start with
statel] on the stack and shift in symbols from the sentential form, all the while assess-
ing the new states. As soon as an accepting state shows up on the top of the stack (and
it cannot show up elsewhere on the stack) the shifting stops and a reduce is called for;
the accepting state indicates how to reduce. Accepting §tatalls for a reduction
T->n, so our new sentential form will B&-TT-m.

Repeating the handle-finding process on this new form we obtain:

OED-OTLO -m

which shows us two things. First, the automaton has identified a new reldueE;TT,
from statel], which is correct. The second thing is that by restarting the automaton at



the beginning of the sentential form we have done superfluous work: up to state 7, that
is, up to the left end of the handle, nothing has changed. We can save work as follows:
after a reduction of a handle %, we look at the new exposed state on the stack and
follow the path marke in the automaton, starting from that state. In our example we
have reduced t@, found all exposed on the stack and the automaton leads us from
there to[J] along the path marked. This type of shift on a non-terminal that has just
resulted from a reduction is called@OTO-action Note that the state exposed after a
reduction can never call for a reduction: if it did so, that reduction would already have
been performed earlier.

It is convenient to represent the LR(0) automaton by means of table in which the
rows correspond to states and the columns to symbols. In the intersection we find what
to do with a given symbol in a given state. The LR(0) table for the automaton of Fig-
ure 9.21 is given in Figure 9.22. An entry like s3 means “shift the input symbol onto
the stack and go to staté”, which is often abbreviated to “shift to 3”. The entry e
means that an error has been found: the corresponding symbol cannot legally appear in
that position. A blank entry will never even be consulted: either the state calls for a
reduction or the corresponding symbol will never at all appear in that position, regard-
less of the form of the input. In state 4, for instance, we will never medt: ahe E
would have originated from a previous reduction, but no reduction would do that in that
position. Since non-terminals are only put on the stack in legal places no empty entry
on a non-terminal will ever be consulted.

n - (( )) #H E T reduce by
1| s3 e s6 e e s4 s2
2 E>T
3 T ->n
4 e s7 e e s5
5 S>E#
6 | s3 e s6 e e s9 s2
7 | s3 e s6 e e s8
8 E>E-T
9 e s7 e s10 e
10 T>(E)

Figure 9.22 LR(O) table for the grammar of Figure 9.18

In practice the “reduce by” entries for the reducing states do not directly refer to
the rules to be used, but to routines that have built-in knowledge of these rules, that
know how many entries to unstack and that perform the semantic actions associated
with the recognition of the rule in question. Parts of these routines will be generated by
a parser generator.

The table in Figure 9.22 contains much empty space and is also quite repetitious.
As grammars get bigger, the parsing tables get larger and they contain progressively
more empty space and redundancy. Both can be exploited by data compression tech-
niques and it is not uncommon that a table can be reduced to 15% of its original size by
the appropriate compression technique. See, for instance, Al-Hussainin and Stone [LR
1986] and Dencker, Durre and Heuft [Misc 1984].

The advantages of LR(0) over precedence and bounded-context are clear. Unlike



precedence, LR(0) immediately identifies the rule to be used for reduction, and unlike
bounded-context, LR(0) bases its conclusions on the entire left context rather than on
the lastm symbols of it. In fact, LR(0) can be seen as a clever implementation of
BC(,0), i.e., bounded-context with unrestricted left context and zero right context.

9.4.2 LR(0) grammars

By now the reader may have the vague impression that something is wrong. On the
one hand we claim that there is no known method to make a linear-time parser for an
arbitrary grammar; on the other we have demonstrated above a method that seems to
work for an arbitrary grammar. A non-deterministic automaton as in Figure 9.19 can
certainly be constructed for any grammar, and the subset construction will certainly
turn it into a deterministic one, which will definitely not require more than linear time.
Voila, a linear-time parser.

The problem lies in the accepting states of the deterministic automaton. An
accepting state may still have an outgoing arrow, say on a symbanhd if the next
symbol is indeed &, the state calls for both a reduction and for a shift: the automaton
is not really deterministic after all. Or an accepting state may be an honest accepting
state but call for two different reductions. The first problem is calleshdt/reduce
conflict and the second eeduce/reduce conflict Figure 9.23 shows examples (that
derive from a slightly different grammar than in Figure 9.18).

)

shift/reduce conflict reduce/reduce conflict
(on+) (always)

Figure 9.23 Two types of conflict

Note that there cannot be a shift/shift conflict. A shift/shift conflict would imply that
two different arrows leaving the same state would carry the same symbol. This is, how-
ever, prevented by the subset algorithm (which would have made into one the two
states the arrows point to).

A state that contains a conflict is called amdequate state A grammar that
leads to a deterministic LR(0) automaton with no inadequate states is ¢a&¥).
The grammar of Figure 9.18 is LR(0).

9.5 LR(1)

Our initial enthusiasm about the clever and efficient LR(0) parsing technique will soon
be damped considerably when we find out that very few grammars are in fact LR(0). If
we augment the grammar of Figure 9.18 by a single non-ternhaand replace
S=>H# by S-->S# andS=>>E to better isolate the end-marker, the grammar ceases to be
LR(0). The new grammar is given in Figure 9.24, the non-deterministic automaton in
Figure 9.25 and the deterministic one in Figure 9.26.

Apart from the split of state 5 in the old automaton into states 5 and 11, we
observe to our dismay that state 4 (markell is now inadequate, exhibiting a



1. S s = S #
2. S > E

3. E > E-T
4, E > T

5. T = n

6. T > (E)

Figure 9.24 A non-LR(0) grammar for differences of numbers

Figure 9.25 Non-deterministic automaton for the grammar in Figure 9.24

shift/reduce conflict on , and the grammar is not LR(0). We are the more annoyed
since this is a rather stupid inadequa®g>E. can never occur in front of a but only

in front of a#, so there is no real problem at all. If we had developed the parser by
hand, we could easily test in state 4 if the symbol ahead wasraa# and act accord-

ingly (or else there was an error in the input). Since, however, practical parsers have
hundreds of states, such manual intervention is not acceptable and we have to find
algorithmic ways to look at the symbol ahead.

Taking our clue from the the explanation of the Earley pa?sse attach to each
dotted item a look-ahead symbol; we shall separate the look-ahead symbol from the
item by a space rather than enclose it betwgkis, to avoid visual clutter. The con-
struction of a non-deterministic handle-finding automaton using this kind of items, and
the subsequent subset construction yield an LR(1) parser.

T This is historically incorrect: LR(1) parsing was invented (Knuth [LR 1965]) before Earley
parsing (Earley [CF 1970]).



Figure 9.26 Inadequate LR(0) automaton for the grammar in Figure 9.24

We shall now examine Figure 9.27, the non-deterministic automaton. Like the
items, the stations have to carry a look-ahead symbol too. Actually, a look-ahead sym-
bol in a station is more natural than that in an item. A station i just means: hop-
ing to see ark followed by a#. The parser starts at statie§' , which has an invisible
look-ahead. From it we havemoves to all production rules f&' , of which there is
only one; this yields the iterB-->+S#, again with empty look-ahead. This item neces-
sitates the statiosS#; we do not automatically construct all possible stations as we did
for the LR(0) automaton, but only those to which there are actual moves from else-
where in the automaton. The statie®# has# for a look-ahead and produces one item,
S>¢E #. It is easy to see how the look-ahead propagates. The stdhrarrived at
from the previous item, causes the it&>«E-TT #, which in its turn necessitates the
station«<E-, since now the automaton can be in the state “hoping to fing txlowed
by a- ”. The rest of the automaton will hold no surprises.

The look-ahead derives either from the symbol following the non-terminal:

the item E=>«E-TT leads to stationeE-
or from the previous look-ahead if the non-terminal is the last symbol in the item:
the item S=>«E # leads to stationeE#

There is a complication which does not occur in our example. When a non-terminal is
followed by another non-terminal:

P_.QR x

there will bee-moves from this item to all station®) y, where fory we have to fill in
all terminals in FIRSTR). This is reasonable since all these and only these symbols



Figure 9.27 Non-deterministic LR(1) automaton for the grammar in Figure 9.24

can followQ in this particular item. It will be clear that this is a rich source of stations.

The next step is to run the subset algorithm on this automaton to obtain the deter-
ministic automaton; if the automaton has no inadequate states, the grammar was LR(1)
and we have obtained an LR(1) parser. The result is given in Figure 9.28. As was to
be expected, it contains many more states than the LR(0) automaton although the 60%
increase is very modest, due to the simplicity of the grammar. An increase of a factor
of 10 or more is more likely in practice. (Although Figure 9.28 was constructed by
hand, LR automata are normally created by a parser generator exclusively.)

We are glad but not really surprised to see that the problem of state 4 in Figure



14

S-->>.5#
S>.E#
E>.ETT #

T->>(.E) -
(-5 )
E>>.E-TT )

E>.ET - E>.T )
E=>>.T - > T->.n )
T-=>.n - T->>.(E) )) T->>.(E) ))

T->>.(E) -- E=>.ETT - E=>.ETT -

E>.T # E=>.T - E=>.T -

T->(E) -
T>(E) )
E>E-T )
E>>E.-T -

Figure 9.28 Deterministic LR(1) automaton for the grammar in Figure 9.24

9.26, which is now statél in Figure 9.28, has been resolved: #meduce using>E,
on- shift to 0 and on any other symbol give an error message.

It is again useful to represent the LR(1) automaton in a table, the LR(1) parsing
table. Since some reduction rules now occur several times in the table, it is convenient
to number the rules, so they can be referred to by number in the table. The table gives
for each (state, symbol) pair whether:

o to shift the symbol onto the stack and go to stdt@vritten SN),
o to reduce using rul&k, remove the entries corresponding to the right-hand side
from the stack and enter the table again with the [staté,,, Ihs), wherestatg,e,,

is the state just uncovered and now on top of the stacKleg the left-hand side

of R (written IR), or

to announce an error (written e).

Flgure 9.29 shows the LR(1) table; the blank entries can never be accessed.

The sentential fornkE+n-m leads to the following stack:

OEO-OnO -m
and since the look-ahead-isthe correct reductioi->n is indicated.
Note that if the sentential form had be&ann, the LR(1) parser would find an
error:

OEO-OnO n

since the pair (5n) yields e. It is instructive to see that the LR(0) parser of Figure 9.22
would do the reduction:



n - (( )) # S E T
1 s5 e s7 e e s2 s6 s4
2 e e e e s3
3/acc
4 e r4 e e r4
5 e r5 e e r5
6 e s8 e e r2
7 | sl1 e sl4 e e s12 sl10
8 s5 e s7 e e s9
9 e r3 e e r3
10 e r4 e r4 e
11 e r5 e r5 e
12 e s15 e s13 e
13 e ré e e ré
14 | si11 e s14 e e sl7 sl10
15 | sl11 e sl4 e e s16
16 e r3 e r3 e
17 e s15 e s18 e
18 e ré e ré e

Figure 9.29 LR(1) table for the grammar of Figure 9.24

UEU-0On0 n

since state 3 is an accepting state. Even a second reduction would follow:
OEDO- OTAO n

which throughE=E-TT yields
O E DO n

Only now is the error found, since the pair @), in Figure 9.22 yields e. Not surpris-
ingly, the LR(0) automaton is less alert than the LR(1) automaton.

All stages of the LR(1) parsing of the strimgmn-m are given in Figure 9.30. Note
that statel] in h causes a shift (look-ahead while in | it causes a reduce 2 (look-
ahead?).

9.5.1 LR(1) with e-rules

In Section 3.3.2 we have seen that one has to be careful saitihes in bottom-up
parsers: they are hard to recognize bottom-up. Fortunately LR(1) parsers are strong
enough to handle them without problems. In the non-deterministic automatas, an
rule is nothing special; it is just an exceptionally short list of moves starting from a sta-
tion (see stationBc in Figure 9.328). In the deterministic automaton, tlseeduction

is possible in all states of which treerule is a member, but hopefully its look-ahead
sets it apart from all other rules in those states. Otherwise a shift/reduce or
reduce/reduce conflict results, and indeed the preseneawés in a grammar raises
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Figure 9.30 LR(1) parsing of the stringm-m

the risks of such conflicts and reduces the likelihood of the grammar to be LR(1).

S > S #

g = ABC
A = a
B > b
B > ¢

Figure 9.31 A simple grammar with aarule

To avoid page-filling drawings, we demonstrate the effect using the trivial gram-
mar of Figure 9.31. Figure 9.32( shows the non-deterministic automaton, Figure
9.32(p) the resulting deterministic one. Note that no special actions were necessary to
handle the rul&-=>¢.

The only complication occurs again in determining the look-ahead sets in rules in
which a non-terminal is followed by another non-terminal; here we meet the same
phenomenon as in an LL(1) parser (Section 8.2.2.1). Given an item, for instance,
P - «ABC[d], we are required to produce the look-ahead set for the stafidn - - ].

If B had been a terminal, it would have been the look-ahead. Now we take the FIRST
set of B, and if B produces (is nullable) we add the FIRST set Gf sinceB can be
transparent and allow us to see the first tokerCoff C is also nullable, we may even

see fl], so in that case we also adido the look-ahead set. The result of these opera-
tions is written as FIRSKC [d]) (which is, in fact, equal to FIRSBCd)).

9.5.2 Some properties of LRK) parsing

Instead of a look-ahead of one tokdéntokens can be used. It is not difficult to do so

but it is extremely tedious and the resulting tables assume gargantuan size (see, e.g.,
Ukkonen [LR 1985]). Moreover it does not really help much. Although an LR(2)
parser is more powerful than an LR(1) parser, in that it can handle some grammars that



Figure 9.32 Non-deterministic and deterministic LR(1) automata for Figure 9.31

the other cannot, the emphasis is on “some”. If a common-or-garden variety grammar
is not LR(1), chances are minimal that it is LR(2) or higher.

Some theoretically interesting properties of varying practical significance are
briefly mentioned here. It can be proved that any kRframmar withk>1 can be
transformed into an LR&(-1) grammar (and so to LR(1), but not always to LR(0)),
often at the expense of an enormous increase in size; see, e.g. Mickunas, Lancaster and
Schneider [LR 1976]. It can be proved that if a language allows parsing with a push-
down automaton as described in Section 3.4, it has an LR(1) grammar; such languages
are calleddeterministic languageslt can be proved that if a grammar can be handled
by any of the deterministic methods of Chapters 8 and 9 (except the non-canonical
methods of 9.9), it can be handled by an kRgarser (that is, all deterministic methods
are weaker than or equally strong as kR(

An LR(1) parser has themmediate error detection propertyhe parser will stop
at the first incorrect token in the input and not even perform another shift or reduce.
This is important because this early error detection property allows a maximum amount



of context to be preserved for error recovery; see Section 10.2.6.

In summary, LRK) parsers are the strongest deterministic parsers possible and
they are the strongest linear-time parsers known (with the possible exception of some
non-canonical parsers; see Section 9.9). They react to errors immediately, are paragons
of virtue and beyond compare. They are also not widely used.

9.6 LALR(1) PARSING

The reader will have sensed that our journey has not yet come to an end; the goal of a
practical, powerful, linear-time parser has still not be attained. Even at their inception
by Knuth in 1965 [LR 1965], it was realized that LR(1) parsers would be impractical in
that the space required for their deterministic automata would be prohibitive. A modest
grammar might already require hundreds of thousands or even millions of states,
numbers that were totally incompatible with the computer memories of those days and
that would even tax present-day memories.

In the face of this difficulty, development of this line of parsers came to a stand-
still, partially interrupted by Korenjak’s invention of a method to partition the gram-
mar, build LR(1) parsers for each of the parts and combine these into a single over-all
parser (Korenjak [LR 1969]). This helped, but not much, in view of the added com-
plexity.

The problem was finally solved by using an unlikely and discouraging-looking
method. Consider the LR(1) automaton in Figure 9.28 and imagine boldly discarding
all look-ahead information from it. Then we see that each state in the LR(1) automaton
reverts to a specific state in the LR(0) automaton; for instance, LR(1) states 7 and 14
collapse into LR(0) state 6 and LR(1) states 4 and 10 collapse into LR(0) state 3. There
is not a single state in the LR(1) automaton that was not already present in a rudimen-
tary form in the LR(0) automaton. Also, the transitions remain intact during the col-
lapse: both LR(1) states 7 and 14 have a transition to state 10 bat so has LR(0)
state 6 to 3. By striking out the look-ahead information from an LR(1) automaton, it
collapses into an LR(0) automaton for the same grammar, with a great gain as to
memory requirements but also at the expense of the look-ahead power. This will prob-
ably not surprise the reader too much, although a formal proof of this phenomenon is
not trivial.

The idea is now to collapse the automaton but to keep the look-ahead information
(and collapse it too, but not discard it). The surprising fact is that this preserves almost
all the original look-ahead power and still saves an enormous amount of memory. The
resulting automaton is called arALR(1) automatonfor “Look Ahead LR[(0)] with a
look-ahead of 1 token.LALR(K)also exists and is LR(0) with an add-on look-ahead of
k tokens.

The LALR(1) automaton for our grammar of Figure 9.24 is given in Figure 9.33,
where the look-aheads are sets now and are shown befwaad] . We see that the
original conflict in state 4 is indeed still resolved, as it was in the LR(1) automaton, but
that its size is equal to that of the LR(0) automaton. That now is a very fortunate state
of affairs!

We have finally reached our goal. LALR(1) parsers are powerful, almost as
powerful as LR(1) parsers, they have fairly modest memory requirements, only slightly
inferior to (= larger than) those of LR(0) parsgrand they are time-efficient. LALR(1)

T Since the LALR(1) tables contain more information than the LR(0) tables (although they have
the same size), they lend themselves less well to data compression. So practical LALR(1)
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Figure 9.33 The LALR(1) automaton for the grammar of Figure 9.24

parsing may very well be the most-used parsing method in the world today.

9.6.1 Constructing the LALR(1) parsing tables

When we have sufficiently drunk in the beauty of the vista that spreads before us on
these heights, and start thinking about returning home and actually building such a
parser, it will come to us that there is a small but annoying problem left. We have
understood how the desired parser should look and also seen how to construct it, but
during that construction we used the unacceptably large LR(1) parser as an intermedi-
ate step.

So the problem is to find a shortcut by which we can produce the LALR(1) parse
table without having to construct the one for LR(1). This particular problem has fas-
cinated scores of computer scientists to this day (see the references in 13.6, for
instance, Park and Choe [LR 1987]), and several good (and some very clever) algo-
rithms are known.

We shall treat here only one algorithm, one that is both intuitively relatively clear
and reasonably efficient. It was (probably) first described in rather vague terms by
Anderson, Eve and Horning [LR 1973], it is used in the well-known parser generator
yacc (Johnson [LR 1978]) and is described in more detail by Aho, Sethi and Ullman
[Books 1986]. The algorithm does not seem to have a name; we shall callahéme
nel algorithmhere.

We again use the grammar of Figure 9.24, which we now know is LALR(1) (but
not LR(0)). Since we want to do look-ahead but do not yet know what to look for, we
use LR(0) items extended with a yet unknown look-ahead field, indicated by an empty

parsers will be bigger than LR(0) parsers.



Figure 9.34 Non-deterministic automaton with channels

square; a possible item would l#es>bCsDe . Using such items, we construct the
non-deterministic LR(0) automaton in the usual fashion; see Figure 9.34. Now suppose
that we were told by some oracle what the look-ahead set of the $emE 4 is
(second column, second row in Figure 9.34); call this look-aheat.Sgten we could

draw a number of conclusions. The first is that the it8sEs 4 also had.. The next

is that the look-ahead set of the statielf; is alsoL, and from therel spreads to
E=>«E-TT, E>E.-T, E=>E- oT, EE-TTe, E=>«T andE=>>Te. FFOME=>E- «T andE=>«T

it flows to the stationT and from there it again spreads on.

The flow possibilities of look-ahead information from item to item once it is
known constitute “channels” which connect items. Each channel connects two items
and is one-directional. There are two kinds of channels. From each station channels run
down to each item that derives from it; the input to these channels comes from else-
where. From each item that has the dot in front of a non-termdpa channel runs
parallel to thes-arrow to the stationAg. If Ais the last symbol in the right-hand side,
the channel propagates the look-ahead of the item it starts frofvislhot the last sym-
bol, but is followed by, for instanceZDe (so the entire item would be something like
P - B+«ACDep), the input to the channel is FIRSIDe); such input is said to be “gen-
erated spontaneously”, as opposed to “propagated” input. The full set of channels has
been drawn as dotted lines (carrying propagated input) and as dashed lines (carrying
spontaneous input) in Figure 9.34. It can be represented in a computer as a list of input
and output ends of channels:



Input end leadsto  output end

S ==> S->SH#
S->>.SH O => S-->SH# O
[##] ==> .Sj

S->Se#t o => S-->>SHe

Next we run the subset algorithm on this (channelled) non-deterministic automa-
ton in slow motion and watch carefully where the channels go. This procedure
severely taxes the human brain; a more practical way is to just construct the determinis-
tic automaton without concern for channels and then use the above list (in its complete
form) to re-establish the channels. This is easily done by finding the input and output
end items and stations in the states of the deterministic automaton and construct the
corresponding channels. Note that a single channel in the non-deterministic automaton
can occur many times in the deterministic automaton, since items can (and will) be
duplicated by the subset algorithm. The result can best be likened to a bowl of mixed
spaghetti and tagliatelli (the channels and the transitions) with occasional chunks of
ham (the item sets) and will not be printed in this book.

Now we are close to home. For each channel we pump its input to the channel’s
end. First this will only have effect for channels that have spontaneous inputvith
flow in state 1 from itenS-->+SH ] to statione§[ ] , which will then readS}#] ; a
- from E=>«E-TI[ 4] flows to the«E[ 4] , which changes teE[--]] ; etc. etc. We go on
pumping until all look-ahead sets are stable and nothing changes any more. We have
now obtained the LALR(1) automaton and can discard the channels (although we must,
of course, keep the transitions).

It is interesting to look more closely at state 4 (see Figure 9.33) and to see how
S>E.[#f] gets its look-ahead whickxcludes the , although the latter is present in the
look-ahead set OE-=>E.-TT[##-]] in state 4. To this end, a magnified view of the top
left corner of the full channelled LALR(1) automaton is presented in Figure 9.35; it
comprises the states 1 to 4. Again channels with propagated input are dotted, those
with spontaneous input are dashed and transitions are drawn. We can now see more
clearly thatS=>E.[#f] derives its look-ahead froi&=>«Ef#] in 1, while E=>E.-TT[##-

] derives its look-ahead (indirectly) frosE[--]] in 1. The latter has a look-ahead
generated spontaneouslyirs>«E-TI[ o] in 1. The channel fronS=>«Eff#] to <Ej#-]]
only works “downstream”, which prevents thefrom flowing back. LALR(1) parsers
often give one the feeling that they succeed by a narrow margin!

9.6.2 LALR(1) with e-rules

The same complications arise as in Section 9.5.1 in the determination of the FIRST set
of the rest of the right-hand side: when a non-terminal is nullable we have to also
include the FIRST set of what comes after it, and so on. We meet a special complica-
tion if the entire rest of the right-hand side can be empty: then we may see the look-
ahead,, which we do not know yet. In fact this creates a third kind of channel that has

to be watched in the subset algorithm. We shall not be so hypocritical as to suggest the
construction of the LALR(1) automaton for the grammar of Figure 9.31 as an exercise
to the reader, but we hope the general principles are clear. Let a parser generator do the
rest.
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Figure 9.35 Part of the deterministic automaton with channels (magnified cut)

9.6.3 Identifying LALR(1) conflicts

When a grammar is not LR(1), the constructed LR(1) automaton will have conflicts,
and the user of the parser generator will have to be notified. Such notification often
takes such forms as:

Reduce/reduce conflict
in state 213 on look-ahead #
S>> EversusA > T + E

This may seem cryptic but the user soon learns to interpret such messages and to reach
the conclusion that indeed “the computer can’'t see this”. This is because LR(1) parsers



can handle all deterministic grammars and our idea of “what a computer can see” coin-
cides reasonably well with what is deterministic.

The situation is worse for those (relatively rare) grammars that are LR(1) but not
LALR(1). The user never really understands what is wrong with the grammar: the com-
puter should be able to make the right parsing decisions, but it complains that it cannot.
Of course there is nothing wrong with the grammar; the LALR(1) method is just margi-
nally too weak to handle it.

To alleviate the problem, some research has gone into methods to elicit from the
faulty automaton a possible input string that would bring it into the conflict state. See
DeRemer and Pennello [LR 1982]. The parser generator can then display such input
with both its possible partial parse trees.

9.6.4 SLR(1)

There is a simpler way to proceed with the non-deterministic automaton of Figure 9.34.
We can first pump around the look-ahead sets until they are all known and then apply
the subset algorithm, rather than vice versa. This gives uSthi(1)automaton (for
Simple LR(1)); see DeRemer [LR 1971]. The same automaton can be obtained without
using channels at all: construct the LR(0) automaton and then add to each item
A - --- a look-ahead set that is equal to FOLLOX( Pumping around the look-
ahead sets in the non-deterministic automaton effectively calculates the FOLLOW sets
of each non-terminal and spreads these over each item derived from it.

The SLR(1) automaton is shown in Figure 9.36. FOLLCBM{#},
FOLLOW(E)={#, -,) } and FOLLOW()={#, - ,) }; consequently, only states 1 and 4
differ from those in the LALR(1) automaton of Figure 9.33. The increased look-ahead
sets do not spoil the adequateness of any states: the grammar is also SLR(1).

(

T-
E=>-E-TT [#H))]]
E>.T [#))]
T->n )]

E=>>.E-TT [#))]]
E=>>.T )]
T>an [#)]

T>an )]
T>(@) [#)]

Figure 9.36 SLR(1) automaton for the grammar of Figure 9.24

SLR(1) parsers are intermediate in power between LR(0) and LALR(1). Since



SLR(1) parsers have the same size as LALR(1) parsers and are considerably less
powerful, LALR(1) parsers are generally preferred.

9.6.5 Conflict resolvers

When states in an automaton have conflicts and no stronger method is available, the
automaton can still be useful, provided we can find other ways to resolve the conflicts.
Most LR parser generators have built-in automatic conflict resolvers that will make
sure that a deterministic automaton results, whatever properties the input grammar may
have. Such a system will just enumerate the problems it has encountered and indicate
how it has solved them.

Two useful and popular rules of thumb to solve LR conflicts are:

o on a shift/reduce conflict, shift (only on those look-aheads for which the conflict
occurs);

o onareduce/reduce conflict, reduce using the longest rule.

Both rules implement the same idea: take the largest bite possible. If you find that there

is a production ofA somewhere, make it as long as possible, including as much

material on both sides as possible. This is very often what the grammar writer wants.

Systems with built-in conflict resolvers are a mixed blessing. On the one hand
they allow very weak or even ambiguous grammars to be used (see for instance, Aho,
Johnson and Ullman [Misc 1975]). This can be a great help in formulating grammars
for difficult and complex analysis jobs; see, for instance, Kernighan and Cherry [Misc
1975], who make profitable use of automatic conflict resolution for the specification of
typesetter input.

On the other hand a system with conflict resolvers may impose a structure on the
input where there is none. Such a system does no longer correspond to any grammatr-
like sentence-generating mechanism, and it may be very difficult to specify exactly
what strings will be accepted and with what structure. How severe a drawback this is
depends on the application and of course on the capabilities of the parser generator
user.

Note that it is not humanly possible to have dynamic (parse-time) conflict-
resolvers as in the LL case (Section 8.2.5.3). The conflict-resolver would be called
upon in a context that is still under construction, and its user would be required to fully
understand the underlying LR automaton. Some experiments have been done with
interactive conflict resolvers, which consult the user of the parser when a conflict actu-
ally arises: a large chunk of text around the conflict point is displayed and the user is
asked to resolve the conflict. This is useful in, for instance, document conversion. See
Share [Misc 1988].

9.7 FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS OF LR METHODS

Although the LALR(1) method as explained in Section 9.6 is quite satisfactory for most
applications, a number of extensions to and improvements of the LR methods have
been studied. The most important of these will be briefly explained in this section; for
details see the literature, Section 13.6 and the original references. Most of the more
advanced methods have not yet found their way into existing parser generators.



9.7.1 Elimination of unit rules

Many rules in practical grammars are of the foAm- B; examples can be found in Fig-

ures 2.9, 4.4,5.2, 7.8, 8.7, 9.37 and many others. Such rules are gaitedles sin-

gle rulesor chain rules They generally serve naming purposes only and have no
semantics attached to them. Consequently, their reduction is a matter of stack manipu-
lation and state transition only, to no visible purpose for the user. Such “administrative
reductions” can take a considerable part of the parsing time (50% is not unusual). Sim-
ple methods to short-cut such reductions are easily found (for instance, removal by sys-
tematic substitution) but may result in an exponential increase in table size. Better
methods were found but turned out to be complicated and to impair the error detection
properties of the parser. The latter can again be corrected, at the expense of more com-
plication. See Heilbrunner [LR 1985] for a thorough treatment and Chapman [LR
1987] for much practical information.

Note that the term “elimination of unit rules” in this case is actually a misnomer:
the unit rules themselves are not removed from the grammar, but rather their effect
from the parser tables. Compare this to the actual elimination of unit rules in Section
4.2.3.2.

Metrree > laamdicc | TTraochaicc | Mactyyliicc | AAnapestiicc
Figure 9.37 A (multiple) unit rule

9.7.2 Regular right part grammars
As shown in Section 2.3.2.3, there are two interpretations of a regular right-hand side
of a rule: the recursive and the iterative interpretation. The recursive interpretation is
no problem: for a form likeA™ anonymous non-terminals are introduced, the reduction
of which entails no semantic actions. The burden of constructing a list of the recog-
nizedA'’s lies entirely on the semantic routines attached toAlse

The iterative interpretation causes more problems. WheA*amas been recog-
nized and is about to be reduced, the stack holds an indeterminate nunder of

. - Y.Y.

The right end of the handle has been found, but the left end is doubtful. Scooping up
all A’s from the right may be incorrect since some may belong to another rule; after all,
the top of the stack may derive from a rife~ QAAA" . A possible solution is to have

for each reducing state and look-ahead a FS automaton that scans the stack backwards
while examining states in the stack to determine the left end and the actual rule to
reduce to. The part to be reduced (the handle) can then be shown to a semantic routine
which can, for instance, construct a list Afs, thereby relieving the\'s from a task

that is not structurally theirs. The resulting tables can be enormous and clever algo-
rithms have been designed for their construction and reduction. See for instance,
LalLonde [LR 1981]. Sassa and Nakata [LR 1987] provide a different and simpler tech-
nigue.

9.7.3 Improved LALR(1) table construction
The channel algorithm for the construction of LALR(1) parse tables explained in Sec-
tion 9.6.1 is relatively fast as it is, but the underlying automata have a rich structure and



many other algorithms are known for this problem. There exist simple and complicated
variants and improvements, gaining factors of 5 or 10 over the simple channel algo-
rithm. See for instance, DeRemer and Pennello [LR 1982] and the Park, Choe and
Chang [LR 1985, 1987] versus Ives [LR 1986, 1987] discussion. Bermudez and
Logothetis [LR 1989] present a remarkably elegant interpretation of LALR(1) parsing.

9.7.4 Incremental parsing

In incremental parsing, the structured input (a program text, a structured document,
etc.) is kept in linear form together with a parse tree. When the input is (incrementally)
modified by the user, for instance, by typing or deleting a character, it is the task of the
incremental parser to update the corresponding parse tree, preferably at minimum cost.
This requires serious measures inside the parser, to quickly determine the extent of the
damage done to the parse tree, localize its effect and take remedial steps. Formal
requirements for the grammar to make this easier have been found. See for instance,
Degano, Mannucci and Mojana [LR 1988] and many others in Section 13.6.

9.7.5 Incremental parser generation

In incremental parser generation, the parser generator keeps the grammar together with
its parsing table(s) and has to respond quickly to user-made changes in the grammar, by
updating and checking the tables. Research on this is in its infancy. See Heering, Klint
and Rekers [LR 1989] and Horspool [LR 1989].

9.7.6 LR-regular
Rather than trying to resolve inadequate states by looking ahead a fixed number of
tokens, we can have an FS automaton for each inadequate state that is sent off up the
input stream; the state in which this automaton stops is used as a look-ahead. This pars-
ing technique is calletR-regular. SeeCulik and Cohen [LR 1973].

A variant of this method reads in the entire input into an array and runs a single
FS automaton (derived from the grammar) backwards over the array, recording the
state of the automaton with each token. Next, during (forward) LR parsing, these
recorded states rather than the tokens are used as look-aheads.

9.7.7 Recursive ascent

In Sections 8.2.6 and 8.4 we have seen that an LL parser can be implemented con-
veniently using recursive descent. Analogously, an LR parser can be implemented
usingrecursive ascentut the required technique is not nearly as obvious as in the LL
case. The key idea is to have the recursion stack mimic the LR parsing stack. To this
end there is a procedure for each state; when a token is to be shifted to the stack, the
procedure corresponding to the resulting state is called instead. This indeed constructs
the correct recursion stack, but causes problems when a reduction has to take place: a
dynamically determined number of procedures has to return in order to unstack the
right-hand side. A simple technique to achieve this is to have two global variables,
one, Nt, holding the non-terminal recognized and the secdntoplding the length of

the right-hand side. All procedures will checknd if it is non-zero, they will decrease

| by one and return immediately. Onteés zero, the procedure that finds that situation

will call the appropriate state procedure basedNdnFor details see Roberts [LR 1988,
1989, 1990] and Kruseman Aretz [LR 1988]. The advantage of recursive ascent over
table-driven is its potential for high-speed parsing.



9.8 TOMITA'S PARSER

Now that we have seen the precise criteria for the existence of an LR-like parser for a
grammar, i.e., that there is a handle-recognizing finite-state automaton with no inade-
guate states for that grammar, we become interested in the grammars for which the cri-
teria are not completely fulfilled and for which the automaton has some inadequate
states. Tomita [CF 1986] has given an efficient and very effective approach to such
grammars.

Tomita’s method can be summarized as doing breadth-first search as in Section
7.1.2 over those parsing decisions that are not solved by the LR automaton (which can
be LR(1), LALR(1), SLR(1), LR(0), precedence or even simpler), while at the same
time keeping the partial parse trees in a form akin to the common representation of
Section 7.1.3. More precisely, whenever an inadequate state is encountered on the top
of the stack, the following steps are taken:

1. For each possible reduce in the state, a copy of the stack is made and the reduce is
applied to it. This removes part of the right end of the stack and replaces it with a
non-terminal; using this non-terminal as a move in the automaton, we find a new
state to put on the top of the stack. If this state allows again reductions, this copy
step is repeated until all reduces have been treated, resulting in equally many stack
copies.

2. Stacks that have a right-most state that does not allow a shift on the next input
token are discarded (since they resulted from incorrect guesses). Copies of the
next input token are shifted onto the remaining stacks.

There are a number of things to be noted here. First, if the automaton uses look-ahead,

this is of course taken into account in deciding which reduces are possible in step 1

(ignoring this information would not be incorrect but would cause more stacks to be

copied and subsequently discarded). Second, the process in step 1 may not terminate.

If a grammar has loops (rules of the fordk- B, B - A) reduction will alternate

betweenA andB. There are two solutions: upon creating a stack, check if it is already

there (and then ignore it) or check the grammar in advance for loops (and then reject
it). Third, if all stacks are discarded in step 2 the input was in error, at that specific
point.

> E#
E > E+E
E > d

Figure 9.38 A moderately ambiguous grammar

The above forms the basic mechanism of the Tomita parser. Since simple stack
duplication may cause a proliferation of stacks and is apt to duplicate much information
that is not in need of duplication, two optimizations are used in the practical form of the
parser: combining equal states and combining equal stack prefixes. We shall demon-
strate all three techniques using the grammar of Figure 9.38 as an example. The gram-
mar is a variant of that of Figure 3.1 and is moderately ambiguous. Its LR(0) automa-
ton is shown in Figure 9.39; it has one inadequate stat&ince the grammar is ambi-
guous, there is not much point in using a stronger LR method. For more (and larger!)
examples see Tomita [CF 1986].



Figure 9.39 LR(0) automaton to the grammar of Figure 9.38

9.8.1 Stack duplication

Refer to Figure 9.40, in which we assume the ingtd+d#. The automaton starts in
statel] (a). The steps shiftk), reduce, shift, shiftd) and reduced) are problem-free

and bring us to statél. The last state, however, is inadequate, allowing a reduce and a
shift. True to the breadth-first search method and in accordance with step 1 above, the
stack is now duplicated and the top of one of the copies is redie®dvhile the other

one is left available for a subsequent shé2) Note that no further reduction is possi-

ble and that both stacks now have a different top state. Both states allow a shift and
then anotherf(, f2) and then a reduceyl, g2). Now both stacks carry an inadequate
state on top and need to be duplicated, after which operation one of the copies under-
goes a reductionh(l.1, h1.2 h2.1 h2.2. It now turns out that the stack im2.1 again
features an inadequate stafeafter the reduction; it will again have to be duplicated
and have one copy reduced. This gives the stadkRida Now all possible reductions

have been done and it is time for a shift again. Only statlows a shift or#, so the

other stacks are discarded and we are left with andi2.1a Both require a reduction,
yielding j1.1 andj2.1a, which are accepting states. The parser stops and has found two
parsings.

In order to save space and to avoid cluttering up the pictures, we have not shown
the partial parse trees that resulted from the various reductions that have taken place. If
we had done so, we would have found the #®®in j.1.1 andj.2.1aholding the parse
trees of Figure 9.41.

9.8.2 Combining equal states

Examining Figure 9.40andg, we see that once both stacks have the same state on top,
further actions on both stacks will be identical, and the idea suggests itself to combine
the two stacks to avoid duplicate work. This approach is depicted in Figuref)Oadia(

(9) (Figure 9.428) to (e) are identical to those of Figure 9.40 and are not shown). That
this is, however, not entirely without problems becomes evident as soon as we need to
do a reduce that spans the merge point. This happeng),iiwhich also features an
inadequate state. Now a number of things happen. First, since the state is inadequate,
the whole set of combined stacks connected to it are duplicated. One la8)pig (eft

for the shift, the other is subjected to the reduce. This reduce, however, spans the merge



a 0 d+d+d#  shift

b 0odao +d+d# reduce, shift, shift

c O EO Odano +d# reduce

d OEDO+0EDQ +d#  duplicate toeland
ez reduceel

el O E O +d#  shift, shift, tofl

e2 OEDO+0EDQ +d#  shift, shift, tof2

fl O E O+0d20O # reduce tayl

f2 OEO+0EO+0O0dAO0O # reduce tay2

gl 0 E O+ 0EDO # duplicate tohl.1and
h1.2 reducehl.1

g2 OEO+0EO+0OEDO # duplicate toh2.1and
h2.2 reduceh2.1

hl.1 O E O # shifttoil.l

hl.2 O E O+ 0ED # discard

h2.1 OEO+ 0O E 0 # reduce again, th2.1a

h2.2 OEO+0EO+0O0ED # discard

h2.1a 0O E O # shifttoi2.1a

i1.1 O E O # 0 reduce tgl.1

i21a O E 0 # 0O reduce tg2.1a

j1.1 O S accept

j21a 0O S accept

Figure 9.40 Sequence of stack configurations while pardira-d#

Figure 9.41 Parse trees in the accepting states of Figure 9.40

point (state1) and extends up both stacks, comprising a different left-riast both
branches. To perform it properly, the stack combination is undone and the reduce is
applied to both stacksh{, h2). The reduce inH2) results again in statél, which
necessitates another copy operatié2.{, h2.2 and a reduce on one of the copies
(h2.7).

Now the smoke has cleared and we have obtained five stadkbZ.1, h2.2and a
doubleh3) having four tops, two of whichh(l andh2.1) carry the statél, while the
other two ©2.2andh3) carry all. These can be combined into two bundlesgndh").
Next the shift of# obliterates all stacks with top staté (i). Stateld, which is now on



g.1
g.2
hl

h2

h3

h2.1

h2.2
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ED+DED+DdD # reduce tqg
E o + . -
ED+DED+DED # duplicate tog’, g
E O + for reduce; undo
EOD+0EDO+ JED # combinationg’.1, g'.2
E O + e
ED+DED+DED #  for shift: h3
E O+ 0EDO # reduce tdh.1
EO+ OEO+0EO # reduce tch.2
E 0 #  shift
EO + O E 0 # reduce agaim2.1, h2.2
E 0o+ .
ED+DED+DED #  shift
E O #  shift
EO + O E 0 #  shift
E . )
E O # shifttoi
E O +
EO+0EQO+0ELUO # discard
EO+ 0O E
E 0# 0 for red_ucg; ungl
E combination/’, i
E O # 0 reduce tgl
E O # 0O reduce tg2
S accept
S accept

Figure 9.42 Stack configurations with equal-state combination



top, induces a reduce spanning a merge point, the combined stack is split and the
reduce is applied to both stacks, resulting in the two parsingd#d+d# (j1, j2).

Although in this example the stack combinations are undone almost as fast as they
are performed, stack combination greatly contributes to the parsers efficiency in the
general case. It is essential in preventing exponential growth wherever possible. Note,
however, that, even though the staten i is preceded b¥ in all branches, we cannot
combine thes&'s since they differ in the partial parse trees attached to them.

9.8.3 Combining equal stack prefixes
When step 1 above calls for the stack to be copied, there is actually no need to copy the
entire stack; just copying the top states suffices. When we duplicate the stack of Figure
9.40(d), we have one forked stack fog)(

U
g

e’ UED+0OE +d#

Now the reduce is applied to one top statand only so much of the stack is copied as
is subject to the reduce:

E O gy Shift
E0+0ED shift

e O

In our example almost the entire stack gets copied, but if the stack is somewhat larger,
considerable savings can result.

Note that the title of this section is in fact incorrect: in practice no equal stack pre-
fixes are combined, they are never created in the first place. The pseudo-need for com-
bination arises from our wish to explain first the simpler but impractical form of the
algorithm in Section 9.8. A better name for the technique would be “common stack
prefix preservation”.

Both optimizations can combine to produce shuntyard-like stack constellations
like the one in Figure 9.43; here Tomita’s notation is used, in whéclhepresents a
state andg a symbol. The reader may verify that the constellation represents seven
stacks.

- °
Figure 9.43 Stack constellation with combined heads and tails, in Tomita’s notation

9.8.4 Discussion

We have explained Tomita’s parser using an LR(0) table; in his book Tomita uses an
SLR(1) table. In fact the method will work with any bottom-up table or even with no
table at all. The weaker the table, the more non-determinism will have to be resolved
by breadth-first search, and for the weakest of all tables, the absent table, the method



degenerates into full breadth-first search. Since the latter is involved in principle in all

variants of the method, the time requirements are in theory exponential; in practice they
are very modest, generally linear or slightly more than linear and almost always less
than those of Earley’s parser or of the CYK parser, except for very ambiguous gram-
mars.

9.9 NON-CANONICAL PARSERS

All parsers treated so far in this chapter are “canonical parsers”, which means that they
identify the productions in reverse right-most order. A “non-canonical parser” identi-
fies the productions in arbitrary order, or rather in an unrestricted order. Removing the
restriction on the identification order of the productions makes the parsing method
stronger, as can be expected. Realistic examples are too complicated to be shown here
(see Tai [LR 1979] for some), but the following example will demonstrate the princi-
ple.

S = PQ|IRS
P > a

Q = bec

R => a

S > bd

Figure 9.44 A short grammar for non-canonical parsing

The grammar of Figure 9.44 produces two sentergas,andabd. Suppose the input

is abc. Thea can be & or anR for both, the look-ahead isla so an LR(1) parser
cannot decide whether to reduceR®r to R and the grammar is not LR(1). Suppose,
however, that we leave the undecidable undecided and search on for another reducible
part (called aphrasein non-canonical parsing to distinguish it from the “handle”).
Then we find the tokenbc, which can clearly be reduced @ Now, thisQ provides

the decisive look-ahead for the reduction of ¢heéSinceP can be followed by andR
cannot, reduction td is indicated based on look-ahe@lthe grammar iSNCLR(1)
(Non-Canonical LR(1)). We see that in non-canonical parsers the look-ahead sets con-
tain non-terminals as well as terminals.

There are disadvantages too. After each reduce, one has to rescan possibly large
parts of the stack. This may jeopardize the linear time requirement, although with some
dexterity the problem can often be avoided. A second problem is that rules are recog-
nized in essentially arbitrary order which makes it difficult to attach semantics to them.
A third point is that although non-canonical parsers are more powerful than canonical
ones, they are only marginally so: most grammars that are not LR(1) are not NCLR(1)
either.

Overall the advantages do not seem to outweigh the disadvantages and non-
canonical parsers are not used often. See, however, Salomon and Cormack [LR 1989].

Non-canonical precedence parsing has been described by Colmerauer [Precedence
1970Q].



9.10 LR(K) AS AN AMBIGUITY TEST

It is often important to be sure that a grammar is not ambiguous, but unfortunately it
can be proved that there cannot be an algorithm that can, for every CF grammar, decide
whether it is ambiguous or unambiguous. This is comparable to the situation described
in 3.5.2, where the fundamental impossibility of a recognizer for Type 0 grammars was
discussed. (See Hopcroft and Ullman [Books 1979, p. 200]). The most effective ambi-
guity test for a CF grammar we have at present is the construction of the corresponding
LR(k) automaton, but it is of course not a perfect test: if the construction succeeds, the
grammar is guaranteed to be unambiguous; if it fails, in principle nothing is known. In
practice, however, the reported conflicts will often point to genuine ambiguities.
Theoretically, the construction of an LL-regular parser (see 9.7.6) is an even stronger
test, but the choice of the look-ahead automaton is problematic.



10

Error handling

Until now, we have discussed parsing techniques while largely ignoring what happens
when the input contains errors. In practice, however, the input often contains errors,
the most common being typing errors and misconceptions, but we could also be dealing
with a grammar that only roughly, not precisely, describes the input, for instance in pat-
tern matching. So, the question arises how to deal with errors. A considerable amount
of research has been done on this subject, far too much to discuss in one chapter. We
will therefore limit our discussion to some of the more well-known error handling
methods, and not pretend to cover the field; see Section 13.11 for more in-depth infor-
mation.

10.1 DETECTION VERSUS RECOVERY VERSUS CORRECTION

Usually, the least that is required of a parser is that it detects the occurrence of one or
more errors in the input, that is, we requegor detection The least informative ver-
sion of this is that the parser announces: “input contains syntax error(s)”. We say that
the input contains ayntax errorwhen the input is not a sentence of the language
described by the grammar. All parsers discussed in the previous chapters (except
operator-precedence) are capable of detecting this situation without extensive modifi-
cation. However, there are few circumstances in which this behaviour is acceptable:
when we have just typed a long sentence, or a complete computer program, and the
parser only tells us that there is a syntax error somewhere, we will not be pleased at all,
not only about the syntax error, but also about the quality of the parser or lack thereof.

The question as to where the error occurs is much more difficult to answer; in fact
it is almost impossible. Although some parsers havectireect-prefix propertywhich
means that they detect an error at the first symbol in the input that results in a prefix
that cannot start a sentence of the language, we cannot be sure that this indeed is the
place in which the error occurs. It could very well be that there is an error somewhere
before this symbol but that this is not a syntax error at that point. There is a difference
in the perception of an error between the parser and the user. In the rest of this chapter,
when we talk about errors, we mean syntax errors, as detected by the parser.

So, what happens when input containing errors is offered to a parser with a good
error detection capability? The parser might say: “Look, there is a syntax error at posi-
tion so-and-so in the input, so | give up”. For some applications, especially highly



interactive ones, this may be satisfactory. For many, though, it is not: often, one would

like to know about all syntax errors in the input, not just about the first one. If the

parser is to detect further syntax errors in the input, it must be able to continue parsing

(or at least recognizing) after the first error. It is probably not good enough to just

throw away the offending symbol and continue. Somehow, the internal state of the

parser must be adapted so that the parser can process the rest of the input. This adapta-
tion of the internal state is calleztror recovery

The purpose of error recovery can be summarized as follows:

o an attempt must be made to detect all syntax errors in the input;

o equally important, an attempt must be made to awpdriouserror messages.
These are messages about errors that are not real errors in the input, but result
from the continuation of the parser after an error with improper adaptation of its
internal state.

Usually, a parser with an error recovery method can no longer deliver a parse tree
if the input contains errors. This is sometimes the cause of considerable trouble. In the
presence of errors, the adaptation of the internal state can cause semantic actions asso-
ciated with grammar rules to be executed in an order that is impossible for syntactically
correct input, which sometimes leads to unexpected results. A simple solution to this
problem is to ignore semantic actions as soon as a syntax error is detected, but this is
not optimal and may not be acceptable. A better option is the use of a particular kind
of error recovery method, arror correctionmethod.

Error correction methods transform the input into syntactically correct input, usu-
ally by deleting, inserting, or changing symbols. It should be stressed that error correc-
tion methods cannot always change the input into the input actually intended by the
user, nor do they pretend that they can. Therefore, some authors prefer to call these
methodserror repair methods rather than error correction methods. The main advan-
tage of error correction over other types of error recovery is that the parser still can
produce a parse tree and that the semantic actions associated with the grammar rules
are executed in an order that could also occur for some syntactically correct input. In
fact, the actions only see syntactically correct input, sometimes produced by the user
and sometimes by the error corrector.

In summary, error detection, error recovery, and error correction require increas-
ing levels of heuristics. Error detection itself requires no heuristics. A parser detects an
error, or it does not. Determining the place where the error occurs may require heuris-
tics, however. Error recovery requires heuristics to adapt the internal parser state so
that it can continue, and error correction requires heuristics to repair the input.

10.2 PARSING TECHNIQUES AND ERROR DETECTION

Let us first examine how good the parsing techniques discussed in this book are at
detecting an error. We will see that some parsing techniques have the correct-prefix
property while other parsing techniques only detect that the input contains an error but
give no indication where the error occurs.

10.2.1 Error detection in non-directional parsing methods

In Section 4.1 we saw that Unger’s parsing method tries to find a partition of the input

sentence that matches one of the right-hand sides of the start symbol. The only thing
that we can be sure of in the case of one or more syntax errors is, that we will find no



such partition. For example, suppose we have the grammar of Figure 4.1, repeated in
Figure 10.1, and input+.

Bxprg > Br + Term || TTerm
Termm > Term x Factoor || Fractaor
Factoor --=> ( Expr )) || ii

Figure 10.1 A grammar describing simple arithmetic expressions

Fitting the first right-hand side dixpr with the input will not work, because the input

only has two symbols. We will have to try the second right-hand sidexpf . Like-

wise, we will have to try the second right-hand sidelefrm and then we will find that

we cannot find an applicable right-hand sideFattoor , because the first one requires

at least three symbols, and the second one only one. So, we know that there are one or
more errors, but we do not know how many errors there are, nor where they occur. In a
way, Unger’'s method is too well prepared for dealing with failures, because it expects
any partition to fail.

For the CYK parser, the situation is similar. We will find that if the input contains
errors, the start symbol will not be a member of the top element of the recognition
table.

So, the unmodified non-directional methods behave poorly on errors in the input.

10.2.2 Error detection in finite-state automata
Finite-state automata are very good at detecting errors. Consider for instance the deter-
ministic automaton of Figure 5.10, repeated in Figure 10.2.

Figure 10.2 Deterministic automaton for the grammar of Figure 5.5

When this automaton is offered the inplicca, it will detect an error when it is in
stateAC on the second in the input.

Finite-state automata have the correct-prefix property. In fact, they have the
immediate error detection propertwhich we discussed in Chapter 8 and which means
that an error is detected as soon as the erroneous symbol is first examined.

10.2.3 Error detection in general directional top-down parsers
The breadth-first general directional top-down parser also has the correct-prefix pro-
perty. It stops as soon as there are no predictions left to work with. Predictions are only
dropped by failing match steps, and as long as there are predictions, the part of the
input parsed so far is a prefix of some sentence of the language.

The depth-first general directional top-down parser does not have this property. It



will backtrack until all right-hand sides of the start symbol have failed. However, it can
easily be doctored so that it does have the correct-prefix property: the only thing that
we must remember is the furthest point in the input that the parser has reached, a kind
of high-water mark. The first error is found right after this point.

10.2.4 Error detection in general directional bottom-up parsers

The picture is quite different for the general directional bottom-up parsers. They will
just find that they cannot reduce the input to the start symbol. This is only to be
expected because, in contrast to the top-down parsers, there is no test before an input
symbol is shifted.

As soon as a top-down component is added, such as in Earley’s parser, the parser
regains the correct-prefix property. For instance, if we use the Earley parser with the
grammar from Figure 7.8 and inpat +a, we get the items sets of Figure 10.3 (com-
pare this with Figure 7.11). Itemsgwill be empty, and an error is detected.

completeq

act/preg E'»ﬁ'% completed eted

>k complete

iy completed
actlpred "2 actlpred  +, act/pred,
E—>>Eo

= itemse}, '055;4% ' e = itemsef
Q> @2 = ltemse}
= itemse}

Figure 10.3 Items sets of the Earley parser workingaetta

10.2.5 Error detection in deterministic top-down parsers

In Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.4 we have seen that strong-LL(1) parsers have the correct-
prefix property but not the immediate error detection property, because in some cir-
cumstances they may make soemoves before detecting an error, and that full LL(1)
parsers have the immediate error detection property.

10.2.6 Error detection in deterministic bottom-up parsers

Let us first examine the error detection capabilities of precedence parsers. We saw in

Section 9.2.1 that operator-precedence parsers fail to detect some errors. When they do

detect an error, it is because there is no precedence relation between the symbol on top

of the parse stack and the next input symbol. This is calleldaaacter-pair errotr
The other precedence parsers (simple, weak, extended, and bounded-context) have
three error situations:

g there is no precedence relation between the symbol on top of the parse stack and
the next input symbol (aharacter-pair erroj.

o the precedence relations indicate that a handle is found and that a reduction must
be applied, but there is no non-terminal with a right-hand side that matches the
handle. This is called eeduction error

o  after a reduction has been made, there is no precedence relation between the sym-
bol at the top of the stack (the symbol that was underneath the <) and the left-hand
side to be pushed. This is callegtackability error



Reduction errors can be detected at an early stage by continuously checking that
the symbols between the lastand the top of the stack form the prefix of some right-
hand side. Graham and Rhodes [ErrHandl 1975] show that this can be done quite effi-
ciently.

In Section 9.5.2 we saw that an LR(1) parser has the immediate error detection
property. LALR(1) and SLR(1) parsers do not have this property, but they do have the
correct prefix property. Error detection in Tomita’s parser depends on the underlying
parsing technique.

10.3 RECOVERING FROM ERRORS

Error handling methods fall in different classes, depending on what level they approach
the error. The general parsers usually apply an error handling method that considers the
complete input. These methods use global context, and are therefore ghaullead

error handling methods. The Unger and CYK parsers need such a method, because
they have no idea where the error occurred. These methods are very effective, but the
penalty for this effectivity is paid for in efficiency: they are very time consuming,
requiring at least cubic time. As the general parsing methods already are time consum-
ing anyway, this is usually deemed acceptable. We will discuss such a method in Sec-
tion 10.4.

On the other hand, efficient parsers are used because they are efficient. For them,
error handling methods are required that are less expensive. We will discuss the best
known of these methods.

These methods have the following information at their disposal:

o in the case of a bottom-up parser: the parse stack; in the case of a top-down
parser: the prediction;
o theinput string, and the point where the error was detected.

There are four classes of these methods: the ad hoc methods, which do not really
form a class; theegional error handlingmethods, which use some (regional) context
around the point of error detection to determine how to proceedioda error han-
dling methods only use the parser state and the input symbol (local context) to deter-
mine what happens next; and the suffix methods, which use zero context. Examples of
these methods will be discussed in Sections 10.5, 10.6, 10.7 and 10.8.

In our discussions, we will use the termsor detection pointindicating the point
where the parser detects the error, anr symbo] which indicates the input symbol
on which the error is detected.

10.4 GLOBAL ERROR HANDLING

The most well-known global error handling method is tleast-error correction
method. The purpose of this method is to derive a syntactically correct input from the
supplied one using as few corrections as possible. Usually, a symbol deletion, a symbol
insertion, and a symbol change all count as one correction (one edit operation).

It is important to realize that the number of corrections needed can easily be lim-
ited to a maximum: first, we compute the shortest sentence that can be generated from
the grammar. Let us say it has length If the input has lengtim, we can change this
input into the shortest sentence with a number of edit operations that is the maximum
of m andn: change the first symbol of the input into the first symbol of the shortest



sentence, etc. If the input is shorter than the shortest sentence, this results in a max-
imum of n changes, and we have to insert the lastn symbols of the shortest sen-
tence. If the input is longer than the shortest sentence, we have to delete thertast
symbols of the input.

Another important point is that, when searching for a least-error correction, if we
already know that we can do it with, saycorrections, we do not have to investigate
possibilities known to require more.

With this in mind, let us see how such an error correction method works when
incorporated in an Unger parser. We will again use the grammar of Figure 10.1 as an
example, again with input sentenge. This is a very short sentence indeed, to limit the
amount of work. The shortest sentence that can be generated from the grampair is
length one. The observation above limits the number of corrections needed to a max-
imum of two.

Now, the first rule to be tried iE&xpr > Bqpr + Term This leads to the fol-
lowing partitions:

Expr max:2
Expr + Termm
? 1| x+ ?
? | % 1| + ?
2 x+ 1 ?
X ? 1| + ?
X ? |+ 0 ?
x+ ? 1 ? | cut-off

Notice that we include the number of corrections needed for each part of a partition in
the right of the column, a question mark indicating that the number of corrections is yet
unknown. The total number of corrections needed for a certain partition is the sum of
the number of corrections needed for each of the parts. The top of the table also con-
tains the maximum number of corrections allowed for the rule. For the parts matching
a terminal, we can decide how many corrections are needed, which results in the
column below thet. Also notice that we have to consider empty parts, although the
grammar does not haverules. The empty parts stand for insertions. The cut-off
comes from the Unger parser detecting that the same problem is already being exam-
ined.

Now, the Unger parser continues by trying to derev&om Expr . The current
partition already requires one correction, so the maximum number of corrections
allowed is now one. The rulexpr > Bxpr + Terrmhas the following result:

Expr max:1
Expr + Termm
? 1 ? | cut-off

so we will have to try the other rule fdixpr : Expr --> Terrm Likewise, Terrm =>
Terrm x Factoor will result in a cut-off, so we will have to uséerrm => Facticor .
The ruleFactoor --> ( Expr )) will again result in a cut-off, sé-actaor —> i will
be used:



So, we find, not surprisingly, that input pagtcan be corrected to, requiring one
correction (inserting ) to make it derivable froniExpr (and TernrmandFactwr). To
complete our work on the first partition of+ over the right-hand sidExpr + Termm

we have to examine if, and howermderivesx+. We already need two corrections
for this partition, so no more corrections are allowed because of the maximum of two.
For the ruleTerrm => Terrm x Factoor we get the following partitions (in which we

BExpr max:1
Terrm max:1
Factaor max:1
i max:1

1

cheated a bit: we used some information computed earlier):

Termm max:0

Term X Facticor
1 1| x+ ?
1| x 0| + ?
1| x+ 1 1
X ? 1| + ?
X ? |+ 1 1
x+ ? 1 1

So, we will have to tryTerrm => Factoor . After that,Factoor --> ( Epr )) results

in the following partitions:

Termm max:0
Factcor max:0

( EExpr )
1 1| x+ 2
1| x ? |+ 1
1| x+ ? 1
X 1 1| + 1
X 1| + ? 1
x+ 2 1 1

too many corrections
too many corrections
too many corrections
too many corrections
too many corrections
cut-off

too many corrections
too many corrections
cut-off

too many corrections
too many corrections
too many corrections

This does not work either. The rukactoor --> i results in the following:

Terrm max:0
Factoor max:0
i max:0
X+ 2

So we get either a cut-off or too many corrections (or both). This means that the parti-
tion that we started with is the wrong one. The other partitions are tried in a similar

too many corrections



way, resulting in the following partition table, with completed error correction counts:

Exjpr max:2
Expr + Termm
1 1| x+ >0 | too many corrections
1| % 1]+ 1 | too many corrections
1| x+ 1 1 | too many corrections
X 1 1| + 1 | too many corrections
X 1| + 0 1
x+ ? 1 1| cut-off

So, provided that we do not find better corrections later on, using thebxpe -->

BExpr + Terrmwe find the corrected sentencei , by replacing thex with ani , and
inserting ani at the end of the input. Now, the Unger parser proceeds by trying the
rule BExpr --> Term Continuing this process, we will find two more possibilities
using two corrections: the input can be corrected*b by inserting an in front of the
input and replacing the with anotheri , or the input can be corrected by replacing
with ani and deletingt+ (or deletingx and replacingt with ani ).

This results in three possible corrections for the input, all three requiring two edit
operations. Choosing between these corrections is up to the parser writer. If the parser
is written to handle ambiguous input anyway, the parser might deliver three parse trees
for the three different corrections. If the parser must deliver only one parse tree, it
could just pick the first one found. Even in this case, however, the parser has to con-
tinue searching until it has exhausted all possibilities or it has found a correct parsing,
because it is not until then that the parser knows if the input in fact did contain any
errors.

As is probably clear by now, least-errors correction does not come cheap, and it is
therefore usually only applied in general parsers, because these do not come cheap any-
way.

Lyon [ErrHandl 1974] has added least-errors correction to the CYK parser and the
Earley parser, although his CYK parser only handles replacement errors. In his version
of the CYK parser, the non-terminals in the recognition table have an error count asso-
ciated with it. In the bottom row, which is the one for the non-terminals deriving a sin-
gle terminal symbol, all entries contain all non-terminals that derive a single terminal
symbol. If the non-terminal derives the corresponding terminal symbol it has error
count 0, otherwise it has error count 1 (a replacement). Now, when we find that a
non-terminalA with rule A - BCis applicable, it is entered in the recognition table with
an error count equal to the sum of that®&ndC, but only if it is not already a member
of the same recognition table entry, but with a lower error count.

Aho and Peterson [ErrHandl 1972] also added least-errors correction to the Earley
parser by extending the grammar with error productions, so that it produces any string
of terminal symbols, with an error count. As in Lyon’s method, the Earley items are
extended with an error count indicating how many corrections were needed to create
the item. An item is only added to an item set if it does not contain one like it which
has a lower error count.



10.5 AD HOC METHODS

Thead hoc error recoverynethods are called ad hoc because they cannot be automati-
cally generated from the grammar. These methods are as good as the parser writer
makes them, which in turn depends on how good the parser writer is in anticipating
possible syntax errors. We will discuss three of these ad hoc methods: error produc-
tions, empty table slots and error tokens.

10.5.1 Error productions

Error productionsare grammar rules, added by the grammar writer so that anticipated
syntax errors become part of the language (and thus are no longer syntax errors). These
error productions usually have a semantic action associated with them that reports the
error; this action is triggered when the error production is used. An example where an
error production could be useful is the Pascal if-statement. The latter has the following
syntax:

if --steateement -->  IF- boolecan-exjpreessiioon
THEN staateement eclsse-ppartt
elsse-partt -> ELSE steateement || €

A common error is that aiif--staateement has anelsse-partt , but the statement in
front of theelsse-poartt is terminated by a semicolon. In Pascal, a semicolon is a state-
ment separator rather than a statement terminator and is not allowed in front of an
ELSE This situation could be detected by changing the grammar rulelsse-partt

into

elsseqpartt  --> ELSE stoateement || € | ;; EELSE staateement

where the last right-hand side is the error production.
The most important disadvantages of error productions are:
g only anticipated errors can be handled;
o the modified grammar might (no longer) be suitable for the parsing method used,
because conflicts could be introduced by the added rules.
The advantage is that a very adequate error message can be given. Error productions
can be used profitably in conjunction with another error handling method, to handle
some frequent errors on which the other method does not perform well.

10.5.2 Empty table slots

In most of the efficient parsing methods, the parser consults one or more parse tables
and bases its next parsing decision on the result. These parsing tables have error
entries (represented as the empty slots), and if one of these is consulted, an error is
detected. In this error handling method, the empty table slots are used to refer to error
handling routines. Each empty slot has its own error handling routine, which is called
when the corresponding slot is consulted. The error handling routines themselves are
written by the parser writer. By very careful design of these error handling routines,
very good results can be obtained; see for instance Conway and Wilcox [ErrHandl
1973]. In order to achieve good results, however, the parser writer must invest consid-
erable effort. Usually, this is not considered worth the gain, in particular because good
error handling can be generated automatically.



10.5.3 Error tokens

Another popular error recovery method uses error tokens.eor tokenis a special
token that is inserted in front of the error detection point. The parser will pop states
from the parse stack until this token becomes valid, and then skip symbols from the
input until an acceptable symbol is found. The parser writer extends the grammar with
rules using this error token. An example of this is the following grammar:

imput --> imput iimput_liime | €
imput_liime > ERRORTCKEN NEWINNE | SSTRINNG NEWIINNE

This kind of grammar is often seen in interactive applications, where the input is line
by line. Here,ERROR TOKEN denotes the error token, aNIBWINNE denotes an end of
line marker. When an error occurs, states are popped HREOR TOKEN becomes
acceptable, and then symbols are skipped uhIBMIINNE is encountered.

This method can be quite effective, provided that care is taken in designing the
rules using the error token.

10.6 REGIONAL ERROR HANDLING

In regional error handling, most often applied in bottom-up parsers, recovery from
errors is done by collecting some context around the error detection point, usually as a
part of the parse stack around the error, and reducing that part (including the error) to a
left-hand side. Therefore, this class of error handling methods is also often called
phrase level error handling

10.6.1 Backward/forward move
An error handling method that is applicable to bottom-up parsers is the
backward/forvard move error recovery method, presented by Graham and Rhodes
[ErrHandl 1975]. It consists of two stages: the first stage condenses the context around
the error as much as possible. This is calleddbedensation phaseThen the second
stage, thecorrection phasgchanges the parsing stack and/or the input so that parsing
can continue. The method is best applicable to simple precedence parsers, and we will
use such a parser as an example.

Our example comes from the grammar and precedence table of Figure 9.13. Sup-
pose that we have inpgnhx+n#. The simple precedence parser has the following parse
stacks at the end of each step, up to the error detection point:

#<n> shiftn, next symbol isx
#<F> reducen
#<T=x reduceF, shift x

No precedence relation is found to exist betweenxtand the+, resulting in an error
message that is not expected.

Let us now examine the condensation phase in some detail. As said before, the
purpose of this phase is to condense the context around the error as much as possible.
The left-context is condensed by a so-calleackward moveassuming a >relation
between the top of the parse stack and the symbol on which the error is detected (that
is, assuming that the parse stack built so far has the end of a handle as its top element),



perform all possible reductions. In our example, no reductions are possible. Now
assume a or a < between the top of the stack and the next symbol. This enables us to
continue parsing a bit. This step is the so-calledvard move first we shift the next
symbol, resulting in the following parse stack:

#<T=x=/<+ shift+

Next, we disable the check that the top of the stack should represent a prefix of a right-
hand side. Then, we continue parsing until either another error occurs or a reduction is
called for that spans the error detection point. This gives us some right-context to work
with, which can be condensed by a second backward move, if needed. For our exam-
ple, this results in the following steps:

#<T=x=/l<+<n># shift n, next symbol ig#
#<T=x=/l<+<F># reducen
#<T=x=/l<+<T># reducer
#<T=x=/<+=T ># reducel

So now we have the situation depicted in Figure 10.4.

= —

nearest < to the left of error detection top of
the error detection point point stack

Figure 10.4 Situation after the backward/forward moves

This is where the correction phase starts. The correction phase considers three parts of
the stack for replacement with some right-hand side. These parts are indicated,with
(0 and O in Figure 10.4. Part] is considered because the precedence at the error
detection point could be >partl] is considered because the precedence at the error
detection point could be ,<and part] is considered because this precedence could be
=. Another option is to just delete one of these parts. This results in a fairly large
number of possible changes, which now must be limited by making sure that the parser
can continue after reducing the right-hand side to its corresponding left-hand side.

In the example, we have the following situation:

The left-hand sides that could replace parare:E, T, T, andF. These are the non-
terminals that have a precedence relation with the next symbolt.thEne only left-
hand side that could replace partis F. Part[] could be replaced bk, T , T, andF.



This still leaves a lot of choices, but some “corrections” are clearly better than others.
Let us now see how we can discriminate between them.

Replacing part of the parse stack by a right-hand side can be seen as an edit opera-
tion on the stack. The cost of this edit operation can be assessed as follows. With
every symbol, we can associate a certain insertion Ilcastl a certain deletion coBt
The cost for changing for instandex to F would then beD(T)+D(x)+I(F). These costs
are determined by the parser writer. The cheapest parse stack correction is then chosen.
If there is more than one with the same lowest cost, we just pick one.

Assigning identical costs to all edit operations, in our example, we end up with
two possibilities, both replacing pari: T (deleting thex), or TxF (inserting anF).
Assigning higher costs to editing a non-terminal, which is not unreasonable, would
only leave the first of these. Parsing then proceeds as follows:

<T=x?+=T > error Situation

<T>+=T » error corrected by deletirg
<T >+=T » reducingl

<E=+=T » reducingl’

<E> reducinge+T’

<F » reducinge

<S> reducingg’

The principles of this method have also been applied in LR parsers. There, how-
ever, the backward move is omitted, because in an LR parser the state on top of the
stack, together with the next input symbol, determine the reduction that can be applied.
If the input symbol is erroneous, we have no way of knowing which reductions can be
applied. For further details, see Pennello and DeRemer [ErrHandl 1978] and also
Mickunas and Modry [ErrHandl 1978].

10.7 LOCAL ERROR HANDLING

All local error recovery techniques are so-calladceptable-seerror recovery tech-
niques. These techniques work as follows: when a parser detects an error, a certain set
called theacceptable-seis calculated from the parser state. Next, symbols from the
input are skipped until a symbol is found that is a member of the acceptable-set. Then,
the parser state is adapted so that the symbol that is not skipped becomes acceptable.
There is a family of such techniques; the members of this family differ in the way they
determine the acceptable-set, and in the way in which the parser state is adapted. We
will now discuss several members of this family.

10.7.1 Panic mode

Panic modas probably the simplest error recovery method that is still somewhat effec-
tive. In this method, the acceptable-set is determined by the parser writer, and is fixed
for the whole parsing process. The symbols in this set usually indicate the end of a
syntactic construct, for instance a statement in a programming language. For the pro-
gramming language Pascal, this set could contain the symbalsdend. When an

error is detected, symbols are skipped until a symbol is found that is a member of this
set. Then, the parser must be brought into a state that makes this symbol acceptable. In
an LL parser, this might require deleting the first few symbols of the prediction, in an



LR parser this might involve popping states from the parse stack until a state is
uncovered in which the symbol is acceptable.

The recovery capability of panic mode is often quite good, but many errors can go
undetected, because sometimes large parts of the input are skipped. The method has
the advantage that it is very easy to implement.

10.7.2 FOLLOW set error recovery
Another early acceptable-set recovery method is B@_LOW set error recovery
method. The idea is applicable in an LL parser, and works as follows: when we are
parsing a part of the input, and the top of the prediction stack results most recently from
a prediction for the non-termin&, and we detect an error, we skip symbols until we
find a symbol that is a member of FOLLOW). Next, we remove the unprocessed
part of the current right-hand side &ffrom the prediction, and continue parsing. As
we cannot be sure that the current input symbol can fokow the present context and
is thus acceptable, this is not such a good idea. A better idea is to use that part of
FOLLOW(A) that can followA in this particular context, making sure that the symbol
that is not skipped will be accepted, but this is not trivial to do.

The existence of this method is probably the reason that the family of acceptable-
set error recovery methods is often calle@LLOW set error recovery However, for
most members of this family this is a confusing name.

A variant of this method that has become very popular in recursive descent parsers
is based on the observation that at any point during the parsing process, there are a
number of active non-terminals (for which we are now trying to match a right-hand
side), and in general this number is larger than one. Therefore, we should use the union
of the FOLLOW sets of these non-terminals, rather than the FOLLOW set of just the
most recent of them. A better variant uses the union of those parts of the FOLLOW sets
that can follow the non-terminals in this particular context. An expansion of this idea is
the following: suppose the parser is in the following state when it detects an error:

We can then have the acceptable-set contain the symbols in FERETRIRST(X>,),

-, and #, and recover by skipping symbols until we meet a symbol of this
acceptable-set, and then removing symbols from the prediction until the input symbol
becomes acceptable.

Many variations of this technique exist; see for instance Pemberton [ErrHandl
1980] and Stirling [ErrHand| 1985].

10.7.3 Acceptable-sets derived from continuations

A very interesting and effective member of the acceptable-set recovery method family
is the one discussed by Roéhrich [ErrHandl 1980]. The idea is as follows. Suppose that
a parser with the correct prefix property detects an error in the input after having pro-
cessed a prefix.. Because of the correct prefix property, we know that this prefix

the start of some sentence in the language. Therefore, there mustdigirruation

which is a terminal stringv, such thauwis a sentence of the language. Now suppose



we can compute such a continuation. We can then correct the error as follows:

o Determine a continuatiow of u.

o For all prefixesw of w, compute the set of terminal symbols that would be
accepted by the parser after it has parsgcand take the union of these sets.alf
is a member of this setiwa is a prefix of some sentence in the language. This set
is our acceptable-set. Note that it includes all symbolsvpincluding the end-
marker.

o Skip symbols from the input until we find a symbol that is a member of this set.
Note that as a result of this, everything up to the end-marker may be skipped.

o Insert the shortest prefix off that makes this symbol acceptable in front of this
symbol. If everything up to the end-marker was skipped, insetself.

o Produce an error message telling the user which symbols were skipped and which
symbols were inserted.

o Restart the parser in the state where the error was detected and continue parsing,
starting with the inserted symbols. Now, the error is corrected, and the parser
continues as if nothing has happened.

10.7.3.1 Continuation grammars

There are two problems here, how to determine the continuation and how to calculate
the acceptable-set without going through all possible parsings. Let us regard a gram-
mar as a generating device. Suppose we are generating a sentence from a grammar, and
have obtained a certain sentential form. Now, we want to produce a sentence from it as
soon as possible, using the fewest possible production steps. We can do this if we
know for each non-terminal which right-hand side is the quickest “exit”, that is, which
right-hand side leads to a terminal production in as few production steps as possible.

It turns out that we can compute these right-hand sides in advance. To this end, we
compute for each symbol the minimum number of production steps needed to obtain a
terminal derivation from it. We call this number the step count. Terminal symbols
have step count 0, non-terminal symbols have an as yet unknown step count, which we
set to infinity. Next, we examine each right-hand side in turn. If we already have a step
count for each of the members of a right-hand side, the right-hand side itself needs the
sum of these step counts, and the left-hand side needs one more if it uses this right-
hand side. If this is less than we had for this non-terminal, we update its step count.

We repeat this process until none of the step counts changes. If we had a proper
grammar to begin with, all of the step counts will now be finite. Now, all we have to
do is for each left-hand side to mark the right-hand side with the lowest step count. The
grammar rules thus obtained are calledamtinuation grammaralthough these rules
together probably do not form a proper grammar.

Let us see how this works with an example. Consider the grammar of Figure 8.9,
repeated in Figure 10.5 for reference.

Sessioon >  Factss Questiioon | (( Sessioon ) SSessioon
Factss -> Fact Fractss | ¢
Fact --> | SSTRMNG

Questiioon -> ? STRING

Figure 10.5 An example grammar



The first pass over the right-hand sides shows us Baatss, Fact , and Questiioon
each have step count 1. In the next pass, we find$essiocon has step count 3. The
resulting continuation grammar is presented in Figure 10.6.

Sessioon >  Factss Questiioon
Factss > ¢
Fact --> | STRING
Questiioon -> ? STRING

Figure 10.6 The continuation grammar of the grammar of Figure 10.5

10.7.3.2 Continuation in an LL parser
In an LL parser, it now is easy to compute a continuation when an error occurs. We
take the prediction, and derive a terminal string from it using only rules from the con-
tinuation grammar, processing the prediction from left to right. Each terminal that we
meet ends up in the acceptable-set; in addition, every time a non-terminal is replaced
by its right-hand side from the continuation grammar, we add to the acceptable-set the
terminal symbols from the FIRST set of the current sentential form starting with this
non-terminal.

Let us demonstrate this with an example. Suppose that we have the(irfdut
STRING ? STRINNGfor the LL(1) parser of Figure 8.10. When the parser detects an
error, itis in the following state:

( ? STRINNG ? STRINNG #
- |) Sessioon #

Now, a continuation will be computed, starting with the sentential fpriessioon #,

using the continuation grammar. During this computation, when the prediction starts
with a non-terminal, the FIRST set of the prediction will be computed and the non-
terminal will be replaced by its right-hand side in the continuation grammar. The
FIRST set is shown in square brackets below the line:

) Sessioon # ->
) [n) Factss Questiioon # ->
) (o) () € Questiioon # >
) (e (2 7 STRING #
Consequently, the continuation)is? STRINNG # and the acceptable-set conta(ng ,

I, ?, STRNNGand#. We see that we should keep tAeand insert the first symbol of
the continuation) . So, the parser is restarted in the following state:



( 7 STRNNG ) 7? STRINNG #
1) Sessiocon #

and proceeds as usual.

10.7.3.3 Continuation in an LR parser

Unlike an LL parser, an LR parser does not feature a sentential form which represents
the rest of the input. It is therefore more difficult to compute a continuation. Réhrich
[ErrHandl 1980] demonstrates that an LR parser can be generated that has a terminal
symbol associated with each state of the handle recognizer so that we can obtain a con-
tinuation by pretending that the parser has this symbol as input when it is in the
corresponding state. The sequence of states that the parser goes through when these
symbols are given as input then determines the continuation. The acceptable-set con-
sists of the terminal symbols on which a shift or reduce can take place (i.e. which are
acceptable) in any of these states.

10.7.4 Insertion-only error correction

Fischer, Milton and Quiring [ErrHandl 1980] propose an error correction method for
LL(1) parsers using only insertions. This method has become known &M@eerror
correction method. In this method, the acceptable-set is the set of all terminal symbols.
Fischer, Milton and Quiring argue that the advantage of using only insertions (and thus
no deletions or replacements) is that a syntactically correct input is built around the
input supplied by the user, so none of the symbols supplied by the user are deleted or
changed. Of course, the question arises if every input can be corrected in this way, and
in general the answer is no; for some languages it can however, and other languages are
easily modified so that it can.

Let us investigate which properties a language must have for every error to be
correctable by insertions only. Suppose we have an input- - such that the start
symbol does derive a sentence starting witbhut not a sentence starting wixla; so x
is a correct prefix, buka is not. Now, if this error is to be corrected by an insertion
Xyamust again be a correct prefix. This leads to the notiomsért-correctablegram-
mars: a grammar is said to be insert-correctable if for every prefika sentence and
every symboh in the language there is a continuationxdhat includesa (so an inser-
tion can always be found). Fischer, Milton and Quiring demonstrate that it is decidable
whether an LL(1) grammar is insert-correctable.

So, the FMQ error correction method is applicable in an LL(1) parser built from
an insert-correctable grammar. In addition, the LL(1) parser must have the immediate
error detection property. As we have seen in Section 8.2.4, the usual (strong-)LL(1)
parser does not have this property, but the full LL(1) parser does. Fischer, Tai and Mil-
ton [ErrHandl 1979] show that for the class of LL(1) grammars in which every non-
terminal that derives does so explicitly through agrrule, the immediate error detec-
tion property can be retained while using strong-LL(1) tables.

Now, how does the error corrector work? Suppose that an error is detected on
input symbola, and the current prediction X; - - - X,#. The state of the parser is
then:



. Xlxn#

As a is an error, we know that it is not a member of FIRZT( - - X, #). We also

know that the grammar is insert-correctable, X0 - - X,;# must derive a terminal
string containinga. The error corrector now determines the cheapest insertion after
which a is acceptable. Again, every symbol has associated with it a certain insertion
cost, determined by the parser writer; the cost of an insertion is the sum of the costs of
the symbols in the insertion.

To compute the cheapest insertion, the error corrector uses some tables that are
precomputed for the grammar at hand (by the parser generator). First, there is a table
that we will call cheapest__deriiwatiioon, giving the cheapest terminal derivation for
each symbol (for a terminal, this is of course the terminal itself). Second, there is a
table that we will callclhheapest _imserttiicon giving for each symbol/terminal combi-
nation (X,a) the cheapest insertionsuch thatX S ya - - -, if it exists, or an indication
that it does not exist. Note that in any predictidn - - - X,# there must be at least one
symbol X such that the X,a) entry of thecheapest imserttiicon table contains an
insertion (or else the grammar was not insert-correctable).

Going back to our parser, we can now compute the cheapest insesimh tha&
becomes acceptable. Consultidgjeapest imserttiioon(X, a), we can distinguish
two cases:

o Cheapest imserttiioon(X,, a) contains an insertioty;; in this case, we have
found an insertion.

o Cheapest imserttiioon(X,, a) does not contains an insertion. In this case, we
usecheapest deriiwatiicon(X,) as the first part of the insertion, and continue
with X, in exactly the same way as we did wixy. In the end, this will result in

an insertion yq;---yi, where yqi,-" "Y1 come from the
cheapest _deriiwatiicon table, andy, comes from thecheapest imserttiioon
table.

In some LL(1) parsers, notably recursive descent ones, the prediction is not explicitly
available, only the first paiX is. In this case, we can use this first part to compute an
insertion vy, either as cheapest_imserttiioon(X, a) or as
cheapest_deriiwatiioon(X,) (which may or may not maka acceptable), and we
insert it:

If the insertiony, does not maka acceptable yet, after parsiyg, the parser is in the
following state:



..yla...

and the process is repeateh(is now explicitly available).

The most serious disadvantage of the FMQ error corrector is that it behaves rather
poorly on those errors that are better corrected by a deletion. Advantages are that it
always works, can be generated automatically, and is simple.

Anderson and Backhouse [ErrHandl 1982] present a significant improvement of
the implementation described above, which is based on the observation that it is suffi-
cient to only compute the first symbol of the insertion: if we detect an error symbol
after having read prefiy, andw =w,w, - - - W, iS a cheapest insertion, than, - - - w;,
is a cheapest insertion for the erroa after having readuw;. So, the
cheapest _deriiwatiicon andclheapest imserttiioon tables are not needed. Instead,
tables are needed that are indexed similarly, but only contain the first symbol of the
insertion. The latter tables are much smaller, and easier to compute.

10.7.5 Locally least-cost error recovery

Like the FMQ error correction methodpcally least-cost error recoverysee Back-
house [Books 1979] and Anderson, Backhouse, Bugge and Stirling [ErrHandl 1983]) is
a technique for recovering from syntax errors by editing the input string at the error
detection point. The FMQ method corrects the error by inserting terminal symbols, the
locally least-cost method corrects the error by either deleting the error symbol, or
inserting a sequence of terminal or non-terminal symbols after which the error symbol
becomes correct, or changing the error symbol. Unlike the least-errors analysis dis-
cussed in Section 10.4, which considers the complete input string in determining the
corrections to be made, the locally least-cost method only considers the error symbol
itself and the symbol after that. The correction is determined by its cost: every symbol
has a certain insertion cost, every terminal symbol has a certain deletion cost, and every
replacement also has a certain cost. All these costs are determined by the parser writer.
When considering if the error symbol is to be deleted, the cost of an insertion that
would make the next input symbol acceptable is taken into account. The cheapest
correction is chosen.

This principle does not rely on a particular parsing method, although the imple-
mentation does. The method has successfully been implemented in LL, LR, and Earley
parsers; see Backhouse [Books 1979], Anderson and Backhouse [ErrHandl 1981],
Anderson, Backhouse, Bugge and Stirling [ErrHandl 1983], and Choe and Chang
[ErrHand| 1986] for details.

10.8 SUFFIX PARSING

Although the error correction and error recovery methods discussed above have their

good and bad points, they all have the following problems in common:

o On an error, they change the input and/or the parser state, using heuristics to
choose one of the many possibilities. We can, however, never be sure that we
picked the right change.

o Selecting the wrong change can cause an avalanche of spurious error messages.



Only the least-errors analysis of Section 10.4 does not have this problem.

A quite different approach to error recovery is that of Richter [ErrHandl 1985].
He proposes a method that does not have the problems mentioned above, but has some
problems of its own. The author argues that we should not try to repair an error,
because we cannot be sure that we get it right. Neither should we try to change parser
state and/or input. The only thing that we can assume is that the rest of the input (the
input that comes after the error symbol, excluding the error symbol itself) is a suffix
(tail) of a sentence of the language. This is an assumption made in several error
recovery methods, but the difference is that most error recovery methods assume more
than that, in that they use (some of) the parser state information built so far.

The set of strings that are some suffix of some sentence of a language forms itself
a language. This language of suffixes is called sudfix-languageof the original
language and, in fact, the suffix-language of a context-free language is again a
context-free language, for which a grammar can be constructed given the grammar of
the original language. Such a grammar is callesiifiix-grammay and one can be con-
structed in the following way: for every non-terminalin the original grammar, we
introduce a new non-termin&’ which derives a suffix of a sentence generated by the
original non-terminal. If the original grammar contains a rule

A — X1X2 oot Xn

the suffix-grammar will also contain this rule and, in addition, it will contain the fol-
lowing rules deriving a suffix of what can derive:

A L XXy e Xy
A L Xy X,
AL Xy,

If X; is a terminal symbolX’; is the empty string.

All the new non-terminals (marked with"aderive the empty string, which is also
a suffix,albeit a degenerate one.dfis the start symbol of the original grammar, the
suffix-grammar has start symbsfU™ with the following rules:

SSUffiX . S I g

The error recovery method now works as follows: parsing starts with a parser for
the original language, preferably one with the correct prefix property. When an error is
detected, it is reported, the error symbol is skipped and a parser derived from the
suffix-grammar, a so-callesuffix-parser is started on the rest of the input (which must
be a suffix or else there is another error). When another error is detected, it is again
reported, the error symbol is skipped, and the suffix-parser is reset to its starting state,
ready to accept another suffix.

This method has several advantages:

o Each error reported is guaranteed to be a different syntax error, and no error is
reported more than once. This maintains a high level of user confidence in the
error messages.

o After each error, the parser is restarted in the proper state. There are no spurious



error messages.

o Noinputis skipped, apart from the error symbols.

This sounds just about perfect, so there must be a catch, and indeed there is one; it con-
cerns the suffix-grammar. For the method to be practical, we need an efficient suffix-
parser. However, the suffix-grammar may not be suitable for any of the deterministic
parsing methods, such as LL or LR. In fact, the way we constructed the suffix-grammar
almost certainly results in an ambiguous grammar. This, however, does not mean that
the language is ambiguous. Richter conjectures that any kind of bounded-context pro-
perty of the original grammar is sufficient for the existence of a deterministic suffix-
grammar. This conjecture is confirmed by Cormack [ErrHandl 1989] for a subset of
the bounded-context grammars.

Another, less important, disadvantage is that sometimes not all syntax errors are
reported. This is not really a disadvantage in a highly interactive environment, where it
is probably more important that all reported errors are real errors. Also, in the presence
of errors, the parser is unable to deliver a meaningful parse tree, which may or may not
be a disadvantage.
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Comparative survey

Practical parsing is concerned almost exclusively with context-free (Type 2) and regu-
lar (Type 3) grammars. Unrestricted (Type 0) and context-sensitive (Type 1) grammars
are hardly used since, first, they are user-unfriendly in that it is next to impossible to
construct a clear and readable Type O or Type 1 grammar and, second, all known
parsers for them have exponential time requirements. Van Wijngaarden grammars take
a slightly different position: Van Wijngaarden grammars can be made very clear and
informative, but we do not at present have any parsing technique for even a reasonable
subset of them, regardless of time requirements; for some experimental results see Sec-
tion 13.3.

Regular grammars are used mainly to describe patterns that have to be found in
surrounding text. For this application a recognizer suffices. There is only one such
recognizer: the finite-state automaton described in Section 5.3. Actual parsing with a
regular grammar, when required, is generally done using techniques for CF grammars.
For parsing with register-vector grammars, which are a special form of regular gram-
mars, see Section 13.10.

In view of the above we shall restrict ourselves to CF grammars in the rest of this
chapter.

11.1 CONSIDERATIONS

The initial demands on a CF parsing technique are obvious: it should be general (i.e.,
able to handle all CF grammars), it should be fast (i.e., have linear time requirements)
and preferably it should be easy to program. There are two serious obstacles to this
naive approach to choosing a parser. The first is that the automatic generation of a
linear-time parser is possible only for a subset of the CF grammars. The second is that,
although this subset is often described as “very large” (especially for LR(1) and
LALR(1)), experience shows that a grammar that is designed to best describe the
language without concern for parsing is virtually never in this set. What is true,
though, is that for almost any arbitrary grammar a slightly different grammar can be
found that generates the same language and that does allow linear-time parsing; finding
such a grammar, however, almost always requires human intervention and cannot be
automated. Using a modified grammar has the disadvantage that the resulting parse
trees will differ to a certain extent from the ones implied by the original grammar.



Furthermore, it is important to notice that no linear-time method can handle ambiguous
grammars.

An immediate consequence of the above observations is that the stability of the
grammar is an important datum. If the grammar is subject to continual revision, it is
impossible or at least highly inconvenient to adapt each version by hand to the require-
ments of a linear-time method, and we have no choice but to use a general method.
Likewise, if the grammar is ambiguous, we are forced to use a general method.

11.2 GENERAL PARSERS

There are three general methods that should be considered: Unger’s, Earley’s and
Tomita’s.

11.2.1 Unger

An Unger parser (Section 4.1) is easy to program, especially the form given in Section
12.2, but its exponential time requirements limit its applicability to occasional use. The
relatively small effort of adding a well-formed substring table (Section 12.3) can
improve its efficiency dramatically, and in this form it can be very useful, especially if
the average input string is limited to some tens of tokens. The thus modified Unger
parser requires in principle a time proportionalid*!, wheren is the number of
tokens in the input andll is the maximum number of non-terminals in any right-hand
side in the grammar, but in practice it is often much faster. An additional advantage of
the Unger parser is that it can usually be readily understood by all participants in a pro-
ject, which is something that can be said of almost no other parser.

11.2.2 Earley

A simple, robust and efficient version of the Earley parser has been presented by Gra-
ham, Harrison and Ruzzo [CF 1980]. It requires a time proportionaPttor ambigu-

ous grammars (plus the time needed to enumerate the parse trees), at’nfost
unambiguous grammars and at maosfor grammars for which a linear-time method
would work; in this sense the Earley parser is self-adapting. Since it does not require
preprocessing on the grammatr, it is possible to have one grammar-independent Earley
parser and to supply it with the grammar and the input whenever a parsing is needed. If
this is convenient, the Earley parser is preferable to Tomita’s method.

11.2.3 Tomita

At the expense of considerably more programming and some loss of convenience in
use, the Tomita parser (Section 9.8) will provide a parsing in slightly more than linear
time for all but the most ambiguous grammars. Since it requires preprocessing on the
grammar, it is convenient to generate a separate parser for each grammar (using a
parser generator); if the grammar is, however, very unstable, the preprocessing can be
done each time the parser is called. The Tomita parser is presently the parser of choice
for serious parsing in situations where a linear-time method cannot be applied and the
grammar is reasonably stable.

As explained in Section 9.8, the Tomita parser uses a table to restrict the breadth-
first search and the question arises what type of table would be optimal. Experimental
data on this are lacking. An LR(0) table is relatively easy to construct (9.4.1) and
should give reasonable results but an SLR(1) table is still not difficult to construct



(9.6.4) and might be preferable. In view of the additional construction effort, an
LALR(1) table may not have any advantage over the SLR(1) table in this case. An
LR(1) table probably requires too much space.

11.2.4 Notes

It should be noted that if any of the general parsers performs in linear time, it may still
be a factor of ten or so slower than a real linear-time method, due to the much heavier
administration they need.

None of the general parsers identifies with certainty a part of the parse tree before
the whole parse tree is completed. Consequently, if semantic actions are connected to
the grammar rules, none of these actions can be performed until the whole parse is fin-
ished. The actions certainly cannot influence the parsing process. They can, however,
reject certain parse trees afterwards; this is useful to implement context conditions in a
context-free parser.

11.3 LINEAR-TIME PARSERS

Among the grammars that allow linear-time parsing, the operator-precedence gram-
mars (see Section 9.2.1) occupy a special place, in that they can be ambiguous. They
escape the general rule that ambiguous grammars cannot be parsed in linear time by
virtue of the fact that they do not provide a full parse tree but rather a parse skeleton. If
every sentence in the generated language has only one parse skeleton, the grammar can
be operator-precedence. Operator-precedence is by far the simplest practical method,;
if the parsing problem can be brought into a form that allows an operator-precedence
grammar (and that is possible for almost all formula-like inputs), a parser can be con-
structed by hand in a very short time.

11.3.1 Requirements

Now we come to the full linear-time methods. As mentioned above, grammars are not

normally in a form that allows linear-time parsing and have to be modified by hand to

be so. This implies that for the use of a linear-time parser at least the following condi-

tions must be fulfilled:

o the grammar must be relatively stable, so that the modification process will not
have to be repeated too often;

o the user must be willing to accept a slightly different parse tree than would
correspond to the original grammar.

It should again be pointed out that the transformation of the grammar cannot, in gen-

eral, be performed by a program (if it could, we would have a stronger parsing

method).

11.3.2 Strong-LL(1) versus LALR(1)

For two linear-time methods, strong-LLCLl()Section 8.2.2) and LALR(1) (Section 9.6),
parser generators are readily available, both as commercial products and in the public
domain. Using one of them will in almost all cases be more practical and efficient than

T What is advertised as an “LL(1) parser generator” is almost always actually a strong-LL(1)
parser generator.



writing your own; for one thing, writing a parser generator may be (is!) interesting, but

doing a reasonable job on the error recovery is a protracted affair, not to be taken on

lightly. So the choice is between (strong-)LL(1) and LALR(1); full LL(1) or LR(1)
might occasionally be preferable, but parser generators for these are not (yet) easily
available and their advantages will probably not provide enough ground to write one.

The main differences between (strong-)LL(1) and LALR(1) can be summarized as fol-

lows:

o LL(1) generally requires larger modifications to be made to the grammar than
LALR(1).

o LL(1) allows semantic actions to be performed even before the start of an alterna-
tive; LALR(1) performs semantic actions only at the end of an alternative.

o LL(1) parsers are often easier to understand and modify.

o If an LL(1) parser is implemented as a recursive-descent parser, the semantic
actions can use named variables and attributes, much as in a programming
language. No such use is possible in a table-driven parser.

o Both methods are roughly equivalent as to speed and memory requirements; a
good implementation of either will outperform a mediocre implementation of the
other.

People evaluate the difference in power between LL(1) and LALR(1) differently;
for some the requirements made by LL(1) are totally unacceptable, others consider
them a minor inconvenience, largely offset by the advantages of the method.

If one is in a position to design the grammar along with the parser, there is little
doubt that LL(1) is to be preferred: not only will parsing and performing semantic
actions be easier, text that conforms to an LL(1) grammar is also clearer to the human
reader. A good example is the design of Modula-2 by Wirth (Beegramming in
Modula-2 (Third, corrected editiort)y Niklaus Wirth, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1985).

11.3.3 Table size

The table size of a linear-time parser (in the order of 10K to 100K bytes) may be a seri-
ous problem to some applications. The strongest linear-time method with negligible
table size is weak precedence with precedence functions.
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A simple general context-free parser

Although LL(1) and LALR(1) parsers are easy to come by, they are of limited use out-
side the restricted field of programming language processing, and general parsers are
not widely available. The general parser shown here in full detail will yield all parsings

of a sentence according to a CF grammar, with no restriction imposed on the grammar.
It can be typed in and made operational in a couple of hours, to enable the reader to
experiment directly with a general CF parser. The parser, which is rather primitive,
takes exponential time in the worst case; an extension to reduce the time requirement to
polynomial time is discussed in Section 12.3. The interested reader who has access to a
Prolog interpreter may wish to look into Definite Clause Grammars (Section 6.7).
These are perhaps easier to use than the parser in this chapter, but cannot handle left-
recursion.

12.1 PRINCIPLES OF THE PARSER

The parser, presented as a Pascal program in Figure 12.1, is the simplest we can think
of that puts no restrictions on the grammar. Since it searches a forest of possible parse
trees to find the applicable ones, it is not completely trivial, though. The parser is an
Unger parser in that a top-down analysis is made, dividing the input into segments that
are to be matched to symbols in the pertinent right-hand side. A depth-first search
(using recursive-descent) is used to enumerate all possibilities. To keep the size of the
parser reasonable, a number of oversimplifications have been made (for one thing,
names of non-terminals can be one character long only). Once the parser is running,
these can all be rectified.

pragram Whger((iimput,, coutgput));; {{ Wnger parser iim Pascal }}
const

NoSymiiol — "

MaxRulees = 10;

MaRhslength = 10;

MaimputiLengtth = 10;

ArrraaySizze = 1000; {{ ffoor alll ssteacks and liisstss }

tyype



SymitolTType = char;;
RulecNmiiiType = imtecger;;

RhsType = packed array [11...NVaxRhsLength] cof SymitolTType;
ImputSStrriimgType = packed arrraay [11.. NVaximputlLength] oof SymitolTType;

RuleeType = reecordd LhsFiecldd: SymiiolTType; ARhsFieeldd: FRhsType; eend;

SteackEleenmlype =
reecorc
NmitFieeldd: ARuleeNnibType; RRhsUsedFiecldd: iimte=ger;; {{ ttthe rwlee }
PosfFieeldd, LLenFieeldd, |impUsedFiecldd: iimteeger;;  {{ ttthe swbstrriimg }
end;

var
ImputSStrriimng: | ImputSstrriinngType;
ImputLLengthh: iimtecger;;

Gamm:: array [11.. NaxRulees] oof RRuleeType;
NRulees: iimtecger;;
Steartt: SymitolTType;

Steack: aarrraay [11.. AArraySizze] oof SSteackEleenilype;
NSzeckEleenms: iimteeger;;

RuleeSteack: aarrray [11...AArraaySizze] oof RRuleeNniblype;
NRuleesStaacked: iimtecger;;
NDeriiwati ioons: iimteeger;;

{ RULE ADMNNISSTRATIGDN }
praoceduree StoreeRules(llhhs: SymiolTType; riths: ARhsType);;
begim
NRulees:= NRulees+1;
wit thh  Greamma{[NNRulees] ddo
begim LhslFiecldd:= Ihhs; FRhsFeeldd:= rths; eend;
end { StoreeRulee };;

praoceduree Whit teeRhs(rths: FRhsType);;
var m: iimtesger;;
begim
foor m:= 1 to MaxRhslLength do
iff rrihs[m] << NoSymitol ttthen waiittee(rths[m]));;
end { WiitteeRhs };;

proceduree Whit teeRulee(mmriln ARuleeNimitTyjpe); ;
begim
wit tth Greamma{[mmi] ddo
begim
wiiit tee(LLhsIFieeldd, ™ --> "™));;
Wit teeRhs(FRhsFieeldd);;
wiit tee( ™"));;
end;
end { WiitteeRulee };;

praoceduree PushRulee(m: RRuleeNniblyjpe);;
begim



NRuleesStacked:= NRuleesSkeacked+1;
RuleeSteack[NNRuleesSteacked]: .= n;
end;

praoceduree PopRules;
begim NRuleesSteacked:— NRuleesStzacked-11; eend;

praoceduree ParssinngFound;

var rr:: iimteeger;;

begim
NDeriiwaiti ioons;:= NDeriiwatiioons+1;
foor m:= 1 too NRuleesStzacked do
begim Wihit tecRules(FRulecSteack{r]]));; wwiitteelm; eend;
wi it teelm;

end { FParsimgFound };

{ HHANDLINNG QF KNOW#N PARSINNGS }
praoceduree  StaarttNNewKnownGaal((mmiln FRuleeNmitTyipe; [pos, |leen: iimtesger));;
begim end;

praoceduree RecordlKnownParssimg;
begim end;

{ PPARSINNG STACK HANDLINNG }
praoceduree PushSteack(mmiln FRuleeNmiiilype; pos, |leen: iimtesger));;
begim
NStzackiBEleems— NSzackElecmst1;
wii thh  Steack[NNSteackEleems]  cdo
begim
NmitFieeldd:= nnily ARhsUsedFieeldd:= 0;
PoslFieeldd:= pos; LLenFieeldd:= leen; |ImpUsedFiecldd:= O;
end;
end { FPushStack };;

praoceduree PopStzack;
begim NSzackBleems— NSzackBleems11; eend;

fuwnctiioon IssToBeAvoidded(mnitn FRuleeNnibilype; [pos, lleen: iimteseger)):: H3oolecan;

var ii:: iimteeger;;
begim
IssToBeAvoidded:= faalsse;
foor ii.:= 1 too NS=ackEleens do

witthh Steack(il]] do
if f ((NNmitFieeldd=nnit)
and (FPosfFieeldd=pos)
and (LLenFiecldd=leen) ttthen
IssToBeAvoidded:= trrwe;
end { lissToBeAvoidded };;

praoceduree AdvanceTCOS{leen: iimteeger));;
begim
wit thh  Steack[NNSteackEleems]  cdo
begim
RhsUsedFiecldd:— RhsUsedFiecldd+1;
ImpUsedFiecldd:—= ImpUsedFieclddHeen;
end;



end { AdvanceTCS };

praoceduree RetrractTTOS{leen: iimteeger));;

begim
wit thh  Steack[NNSteackEleemsj  cdo
begim
RhsUsedFiecldd:— RhsUsedFiecldd-11;
ImpUsedFiecldd:=ImpUsedFiecldd- leen;
end;

end { RRetrraactTTCS }¥;

{ TTHE AUTOWMNTON }
praoceduree TrnyAll IRRuleesiFor((llhhs: SSymitolTTyjpe; pos, |leen: iimteeger));;
var mmitn FRuleeNniblyjpe;

praoceduree DoTopOfsteack;
var ttosSymiln SymiiolTType; {{ actiwve symiol con top of Stack }

praoceduree DoNext@nSteack;
var sv: SteackBeenilype;
begim { ttthe non-tteerminal con twop of Bteack was reecognizzed }
RecordiKnownParssimg;
{ save top of Slack }
sv:= Steack[NNSizackiEleens];; NNSieackEleems= NSizackEleems-11;
iff ((WStsackEleems = 0) ttthen ParsimgFound elsse
begim
Advance TOSsv.LL enFieeld);;
DoTopOfstzack;
Retrraact TTOsv.LLenFieeld);;
end;
{ rreestooree toop of SSteack }
NSizackElems— NSzackEleemstl; Stack[NNSeackEleens]: :— sv;
end { MoNext@nSteack };;

praoceduree TryAl ILLengthsiFor
(lhhs: SSymitoITType; mpos, maxleen: iimteeger));;
var lleen: iimteeger;;
begim
foor lleen:= 0 tw mexleen do
TryyAll IRRuleesiFor((lhhs, pos, |leen);;
end { TinyAl ILLengtrhsiFor }};;

begim { MoTopOtstzack }
wit tth  Steack[NNStzackEleerms ddo
begim
taosSymitt— Grearmmea{[NNmiiFieeldd]. .ARhsFieeldd[FRhsUsedFieeldd+1]; ;

iff ttaosSymip = NoSymitol ttrhen
begim

iff ((ImpUsedFiecldd = LenFiecldd) ttthen DoNext@@nStzack;
end
elsse iff ((IImpUsedFiecldd < LenFieeldd) aand

(ttoosSymity = ImputSStrriinng[APosiFiecldd+HimpUsedFieeldd]))

tthen
begim { 11 symiwl was recognizzed }

Advance TOX11);;



DoTopOfstzack;
Retrraact TTOX11);;
end
elsse TryAl ILLengtrhsiFor((ttaosSymity APoslFieeldd+ImpUsedFieeldd,
LenFiecldd-limpUsedFiecldd);;
end;
end { MoTopOfsteack };;

fuinctiioon KnownGealSSucceeds
(mmitn ARulecNIMBType; pos, |leen: iimteeger)):: HBoolecan;
begim KnownGoalSSucceeds:= faalsse; eend;

procedure TryyRulee(mmitn ARuleeNniblype; [pos, |leen: iimteeger));;
begim
iff mot IlssToBeAvoidded(mnily pos, |leen) ttthen
iff mot KKnownGaalSSucceeds(mnity pos, |leen) ttthen
begim
PushSteack(mnity [pos, |leen);;
StaarttNNewkKnownGaal( (mmily [pos, |leen);;
wiiit tee( TTryyimg rwilee 7));; \WAit teeRulee(mimit); ;
wiitteeln(’ aat pos ’,, pos:M, '’ ffoor lleength °,, lleen:@);;
PushRulee(mmt);;
DoTopOfStzack;
PopRulee;
PopStzack;
end;

end { TnyRulee };

begim { TnyAll IRRuleesiFor }}
foor mmittz= 1 too NRulees do
if f Gaearmma][mmnil]. LLhsiFieeldd = Ihhs thhen
TryyRulee(mnity [pos, |leen);;
end { TrryAll IRRuleesiFor 1}};;

proceduree Parse(iimp: |ImputSStriiimngTyjpe):;;
var m: iimteeger;;
begim
NSizackEleems— 0; NNRuleesSteacked:— 0; NNDeriiwati ioons:= 0;
ImputlLLengtth:= 0;
foor m:= 1 to MaximputlLengtrh do
begim
ImputSStrriinng[m]: == imp[m];;
iff iinnp[m] < NoSymitol ttthen ImputlLengtth:= n;
end;
wiiit teelmn(’'FParssimng °,, 1ImputSstrriinng);;
TryyAll IRRuleesFor((Staartt,, 11, |ImputlLength);;
wii it teelnn(NNDeri ivwaiti ioons:M, ' dderiiwatiioon(ss) ffoound foor sstrriimng ),
ImputSStrriinng);;
wi it teelm;
end { FParse };;

praocedures Imit tGxeanmET;; {{ @emmar 44 }
begim
Staartt. = 'S5;;
StoreRulee('SS,, "'LLSR )
StoreRulee('S,, )3



StooreeRulee(LL",, * (( )

StooreeRulee("'LL,, ' )

StooresRulee('RR;,, ")) ")
end;

praoceduree DoParses;
begim
Parsse('(())) )i
Parsse('((((OMMN) "))

end;

begim
NRulees:= 0;
Imit t@&eamer;;
DoParses;
end.

Figure 12.1 A full context-free parser

12.2 THE PROGRAM

As is usual with well-structured Pascal programs, the program of Figure 12.1 can most
easily be read from the end backwards. The body of the program initializes the number
of rules in the grammaXRulees to zero, fills the arrayGeamma by calling Imit tG&icam-

nma and then callDoParses. The elements oGieammar are of the typeRuleeType

and consist of d hskFieeldd of the type SymiiwlTType and aRhsFieeldd which is a
packed array oSymitolTTyjpe. Packed arrays @ymiiolTType useNoSymitol as a filler

and are required to contain at least one filllenit t&ieammar sets theStaartt symbol

and fills the arrayGeammar through successive calls @toreeRulee, which also
increaseNRulees.

In Figure 12.1, the grammar has been built into the program for simplicity; in
practicelmit tGxeammar would read the grammar and c&koreeRulee as needed. The
same technique is used fDoParses: the input strings are part of the program text for
simplicity, whereas they would normally be read in or obtained in some other fashion.
DoParses calls Parse for each input string (which again usMsSymifiol as a filler).
Parsse initializes some variables of the parser, copies the input string to the global vari-
ableImputSsirri ingr and then comes to its main task: callifigyAll IRRuleesiFor , to try
all rules for theStaartt symbol to matchmputSStrriinng from 1 tolmputlLength.

Immediately above the declaration Pdrsse we find the body ofTryyAll IRRulees-

For , which is seen to scan the the grammar for the proper left-hand side and to call
TryyRulee when it has found one.

To understand the workings dtyRulee, we have to consider the parsing stack,
implemented as the arréteack. Its elements correspond to the nodes just on the left
of the dotted line in Figure 6.2 and together they form a list of goals to be achieved for
the completion of the parse tree presently under consideration. Each element (of the

T1f the parser is incorporated in a larger Pascal program, many of the globally defined names
can be made local to the procediarse. Although this technique reduces the danger of con-
fusion between names when there are many levels, we have not done so here since it is artificial
to do so for the top level.



type SteackEleenillype) describes a rule, given by its numbdntiFiecldd) and how
much of its right-hand side has already been matched with the iRhstlsedFiecldd);
furthermore it records where the matched parimputStrriing starts PoslFieeldd),
how much must be matchedgnFiecldd) and how much has already been matched
(ImpUsedFiecldd). An element is stacked by a cdfushStack(mmity pos, lleen),
which records the number, position and length of the goal and setdJsediieeldds to
zero. An element is removed by calliRgppSteack .

Steack contains the active nodes in the parse tree, which is only a fraction of the
nodes of the parse tree as already recognized (Figure 6.2). The left-most derivation of
the parse tree as far as recognized can be found on theRilgeStzack, as an array of
rule numbers. When the parse st&tiack becomes empty, a parsing has been found,
recorded irRuleeSteack .

To prepare the way for a subsequent addition to the parser of a method to
remember known parsings, three hooks have been plcsteattNNewknownGaal ,
RecordlKnownParssimg and KnownGaalSSucceeds, each of which corresponds to a
dummy procedure or function. We shall ignore them until Section 12.3.

We now return toTryyRulee. Ignoring for the moment the testmot lIssTo-
BeAvoidded andnot KKnownGaalSSucceeds, we see that a match of rule numierib
with the input from pos over leen symbols is established as a goal by calling
PushRulee. The goal is then pursued by calling the local procedbo€opOfStaack .

When this call returnsTryyRulee is careful to restore the original situation, to allow
further parsings to be found.

DoTopOfStzack is the most complicated of our system of (mutually recursive)
procedures. It starts by examining the top element on the stack and establishes what the
first symbol in the right-hand side is that has not yet been matdoesS{mit). If this is
NoSymitol , the right-hand side is exhausted and cannot match anything any more. That
is all right, however, if the input has been completely matched too, in which case we
call DoNext@nSteack ; otherwise the goal has failed aboTopOfSteack returns. If the
right-hand side is not exhausted, it is possible that we find a direct match of the termi-
nal in the right-hand side (if there is one) to the terminal in the input. In that case we
record the match in the top element on the stack through a cath@inceTO11) and
call DoTopOfStzack recursively to continue our search.

If there is no direct match, we assume tlasSymibis a non-terminal and use a
call to the local procedurd@nyAl ILLengtrhsiFor to try matches for all appropriate
lengths of segments of the input starting at the first unmatched position. Since we do
not visibly distinguish between a terminal and a non-terminal in our program (one of
the oversimplifications), we cannot prevamyAll ILLengtthsiFor from being called for
a terminal symbol. Since there is no rule for that terminal, the callBygAll IRRulees-

For insideTryAll ILLengtthsiFor will find no match.

The local procedur@nyAll ILLengthhsiFor selects increasingly longer segments of
the input, and call3nyAl IRRuleesiFor for each of them; the latter procedure is already
known.

DoNext@nStzack is called when the goal on top of the stack has been attained.
The top element dBlzack is removed and set aside, to be restored later to allow further
parsings to be found. If this removes the last element from the stack, a parsing has been
found and the corresponding procedure is called. If not, there is more work to do on the
present partial parsing. The successful match is recorded in the element presently on
top of the stack (which ordered the just attained match) through a catha@inceTOS



andDoTopOfsizack is called to continue the search. All procedures take care to restore
the original situation.

The other procedures excefssToBeAvoidded perform simple administrative
tasks only.

Note that besides the parse stack and the rule stack, there is also a search stack.
Whereas the former are explicit, the latter is implicit and is contained in the Pascal
recursion stack and the variabk in incarnations oDoNextnStzack .

12.2.1 Handling left recursion
It has been explained in Section 6.3.1 that a top-down parser will loop on a left-
recursive grammar and that this problem can be avoided by making sure that no goal is
accepted when that same goal is already being pursued. This is achieved by the test
not lissToBeAvoidded in TryyRulee. When a new goal is about to be put on the parse
stack, the functionssToBeAwoidded is called, which runs down the parse stack to see
if the same goal is already active. If it issToBeAvoidded returnstrrwe and the goal is
not tried for the second time.

The program in Figure 12.1 was optimized for brevity and, hopefully, for clarity.
It contains many obvious inefficiencies, the removal of which will, however, make the
program larger and less perspicuous. The reader will notice that the semicolon was
used as a terminator rather than as a separator; the authors find that this leads to a
clearer style.

12.3 PARSING IN POLYNOMIAL TIME

An effective and relatively simple way to avoid exponential time requirement in a
context-free parser is to equip it withveell-formed substring tabjeoften abbreviated

to WFST A WEST is a table that shows all partial parse trees for each substring (seg-
ment) of the input string; it is very similar to the table generated by the CYK algorithm.

It is can be shown that the amount of work needed to construct the table cannot exceed
O(n"”) wheren is the length of the input string arklis the maximum number of
non-terminals in any right-hand side. This takes the exponential sting out of the depth-
first search.

The WFST can be constructed in advance (which is what the CYK algorithm
does), or while parsing proceeds (“on the fly”). We shall do the latter here. Also, rather
than using a WFST as defined above, we shall usecavn-parsing tablewhich shows
the partial parse trees for each combination of a grammar rule and a substring. These
two design decisions have to do with the order in which the relevant information
becomes available in the parser of Figure 12.1.

KnownParssimgType = reecordl StearttA-ieeldd, EEndFieeldd: iimteeger;; eend;

KnownGaalTType =

reecordl
NniiFieeldd: FRuleeNniiiType; APosiFiecldd, LLenFieeldd: iimteeger;;{{ ttthe goal}}
StaarttAParssimglFieeldd: iimteeger;; {{ tteenoraary wvariisablee }

KnownParssimngFieeldd: earrraay [11.. AArrreaySizze] oof K<nownParsimgType;
NKnownParssimgsiFieeldd: iimteeger;;
end;



KnownGaallLisst:: aarrraay [11.. AAnmreaySizze] oof KKnownGualTType;
NKnownGaalss: iimteeger;;

KnownRuleeLisst:: aarrraay [11.. AAmraySizze] cof FRuleeNmilype;
NKnownRulees: iimteeger;;

functiioon KnownGoalNNuter((mmitn  FRuleeNiniiiTyjpe; [pos, |leen: iimteeger))::iimteeger;;
var m: iimteeger;;
begim
KnownGoalNN\uriter::= 0;
foor m:= 1 too NKnownGgalss do
wit tth  KnownGaallLisst{[m] cdo
iff ((mmi=Nmiiieeldd)
and (pos=PoslFiecldd)
and (lleen=LenFiecldd) ttthen
KnownGoalNN\uriter::= n;
end { KnownGaalNN\umiter }};;

proceduree  StearttNNewKnownGaal((mmitn FRuleeNmibType; pos, |leen: iimte=ger));;
begim
NKnownGaalss:= NKnownGuoalss+1;
wit tth  KnownGaall Lisst] [NNKnownGaalss] ddo
begim
Nmiiieeldd:= nmity RPosiFiecldd:= pos; LLenFieeldd:= leen;
StaarttFParssimglFieeldd:= NRuleesSteacked+1;
NKnownParssimgsiFeeldd:= 0;
end;
end { StaarttNNewKnownGaal }};;

praoceduree  RecordiKnownParssinng;
var m, ii:: iimteeger;;
begim
wit thh  Steack[NNSeackEleems]  cdo
begim
n:= KnownGaalN\umniter((N\Nmif-iecldd, APoslFieeldd, LLenFieeldd);;
wit tth  KnownGaallLisst{[m] cdo
begim
NKnownParssimgsiFieeldd:— NKnownParssimgsiFiecldd+1;
wit tth  KnownParssimgFFieeldd[NNKnownParssimgsiFieeldd] dlo
begim
StaarttA-ieeldd:= NKnownRulees+1;
foor ii::= StaarttParssimgFiecldd too NRuleesSteacked do
begim
NKnownRulees:= NKnownRulees+1;
KnownRuleeL isst] [NNKnownRulees]: .= RuleeStzack(ii]];;
end;
EndFiecldd:= NKnownRulees;
end;
end;
end;
end { RRecordKnownParssimng };;

fuunctiicon KnownGoalSSucceeds
(mmitn ARulecNIMBType; pos, |leen: iimteeger)):: HBoolecan;
var m, olddNRuleesSteacked, ii,, jj:: iimteeger;;
begim
n:= KnownGaalN\umiter((mmity gos, |leen);;



iff m = 0 tthen KnownGuoalSSucceeds:—= faalsse elsse
begim
olddNRuleesSteacked:— NRuleesStacked;
wit tth KnownGaallLisst][m] ddo
begim
foor ii::= 1 too NKnownParssimngsFiecldd do
witth KnownParssimgFiecldd[ii]] ddo
begim
foor jj: = StaarttFiecldd too EndFiecldd do
begim
NRuleesStzacked:—= NRuleesSteacked+1;
RulecSteack[NNRulees Steacked]: .=
KnownRuleeLisst[[j]]];;
end;
Advance TOS leen);;
DoTopOfstzack;
Retrraact TTOS leen);;
NRuleesStzacked: = olddNIRuleesStzacked;
end;
end;
KnownGoalSSucceeds:= trrwue;
end;
end { KnownGoalSSucceeds };;

NKnownGaalss:= 0; NNKnownRulees:= 0; {{ iim procedure Parse }
Figure 12.2 Additions for the known-parsing table

Our parser can be equipped with the known-parsing table by incorporating the
declarations of Figure 12.2 in iStarttNNewknownGaeal , RecordiKnownParssimg and
KnownGaalSSucceeds replace the dummy declarations in Figure 12.1, the other
declarations and the initialization statement are to be inserted in the appropriate places.
The thus modified parser will no longer require exponential time (if sufficient memory
is supplied; see the constant declarations).

Returning to the mechanism of the parser, we see that when a new goal is esta-
blished in TryyRulee for which IssToBeAvoidded vyields faalsse, a call is made to
KnownGaalSSucceeds . This function accesses the known-parsing table to find out if
the goal has been pursued before. When called for the very first time, it will yield
faalsse since there are no known parsings yet amod K<nownGoalSSucceeds will
succeed as in the unmodified parser. We enter the block that really tries the rule, pre-
ceded by a call t@tzarttNNewknownGaal . This prepares the table for the recording of
the zero or more parsings that will be found for this new goal.

Goals are recorded in a three-level data structure. The first level is the array
KnownGaallLisst , whose elements are of typgownGaoalTType. A known goal has
three fields describing the rule number, position and length of the goal &mdven-
ParsimgFieeldd, which is an array of elements of typgenownParsimgType and
which forms the second level; it has also a fiSgarttiParssinngFieeldd, which is only
meaningful while the present table entry is being constructed. Each elenteamavum-
ParsimgFiecldd describes a partial parse tree for the described goal. The partial parse
tree is represented as a list of rule numbers, just as the full parse tree. These lists are
stored one after another in the arrEgownRulecLisst , which is the third level; the



beginning and end of each parsing are recorded irStsettH-iecldd and EndFiecldd of
the known parsing.

StaarttNNewKnownGaal records the goal in a new elementKrfownGaallLisst . It
setsStaarttHParssimgFFieeldd to NRuleesSteacked+1, since that is the position iRuleeS-
teack where the first rule number for the present goal will go. When the main mechan-
ism of the parser has found a parsing for the goal oNext@nSteack) it calls
RecordlKnownParsimg, which adds the parsing found iRuleeStaack between
StaarttAParssimgFieeldd and NRuleesStzacked to the present known goal under con-
struction. To this end, it finds the pertinent elemenKmownGaallLisst , adds an ele-
ment to the correspondingnownParssimgFiecldd and copies the parsing to the array
KnownRuleeLisst while recording the begin and end in the elemerKnownParssinmg-

Fieeldd. There is no need to signal the end of the construction of a known goal. Note
that as long as the goal is under construction, it is also on the parse stack; this means
thatlssToBeAvoidded will yield trrwe which in turn guarantees thStzarttNNewnown-

Gmal will not be called again while the known goal is being constructed.

The next time the goal is tried binyRulee, KnownGaalSSucceeds will indeed
succeed: for each of the elements in the pertinEnownParssinngFieeldd, the
corresponding segment &hownRuleeLisst , which contains one partial parse tree, is
copied to theRuleeSteack as if the parsing had been performed normally. The advance
in length is noted anBoTopOESteack is called, again just as in the normal parsing pro-
cess. Upon its return, the original situation is restored, including the valiNR®f
leesStzacked.

It will be obvious that copying a ready-made solution is much faster than recon-
structing that solution. That it makes the difference between exponential and polyno-
mial behaviour is less obvious, but true nevertheless. The unmodified parser tries
41624 rules for the built-in example, the parser with the known-parsing table only 203.
The new parser can be improved considerably in many points, with a corresponding
increase in efficiency; th©(nk*1) dependency remains, though.



13

Annotated bibliography

The purpose of this annotated bibliography is to supply the reader with more material
and with more detail than was possible in the preceding chapters, rather than to just list
the works referenced in the text. The annotations cover a considerable number of sub-
jects that have not been treated in the rest of the book.

The articles and books presented here have been selected for two criteria:
relevancy and accessibility. The notion of relevancy has been interpreted very widely;
parsers are used in an increasing number of applications and relevancy to others is hard
to judge. In practice, entries have only been rejected if they were either too theoretical
or did not supply insight into or understanding of parsing. Accessibility has been taken
to mean ready availability to a researcher who has access to a moderately well-
equipped university or company research library. We expect such a library to hold most
of the prominent computer science journals, but not all or even a major part of the
proceedings of conferences on programming languages and compiler construction, let
alone technical reports from various research institutes all over the world. We have
often been forced to compromise this criterion, to include pertinent material not other-
wise available; for instance, nothing seems to have been published on left-corner pars-
ing in journals. Fortunately, relevant material that was first published in a technical
report or as a PhD thesis was often published later in a prominent journal; in these
cases a reference to the original publication can be found by consulting the journal
paper referenced here. We have kept the references to technical reports to the absolute
minimum. No non-English (that is, no non-English-language) material has been
included. It is our intention that the present collection be complete under the above cri-
teria, but we have no real hope that such perfection has been attained. We shall be
grateful to be pointed to additional references.

The bibliography contains about 400 entries, almost all of them from the Western
world. Some papers from the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe have been included, if
available in translation. Much work on parsing has been done and is still being done in
Japan; it has been sorely underrepresented in this collection, for reasons of accessibil-
ity. Only readily available full material in translation has been included, although much
more is available in the form of abstracts in English.

This annotated bibliography differs in several respects from the habitual literature
list.

o The entries have been grouped into fourteen categories:



13.1  miscellaneous literature (Misc);

13.2 unrestricted PS and CS grammars (PSCS);

13.3  van Wijngaarden grammars and affix grammars (VW);

13.4  general context-free parsers (CF);

13.5 LL parsing (LL);

13.6 LR parsing (LR);

13.7 left-corner parsing (LC);

13.8 precedence and bounded-context parsing (Precedence);

13.9 finite-state automata (FS);

13.10 natural language handling (NatLang);

13.11 error handling (ErrHandl);

13.12 transformations on grammars (Transform);

13.13 general books on parsing (Books);

13.14 some books on computer science (CSBooks).

The nature of publications in parsing is so that the large majority of them can
easily be assigned a single category. Some that span two categories have been
placed in one, with a reference in the other. Publications of a more general nature
have found a place in “Miscellaneous Literature”.

o The entries are annotated. This annotation is not a copy of the abstract provided
with the paper (which generally said something about the results obtained) but is
rather the result of an attempt to summarize the technical content in terms of what
has been explained elsewhere in this book.

o The entries are ordered chronologically rather than alphabetically.

This arrangement has the advantage that it is much more meaningful than a single
alphabetic list, ordered on author names. Each section can be read as the history of
research on that particular aspect of parsing, related material is found closely
together and recent material is easily separated from older publications. A disad-
vantage is that it is now difficult to locate entries by author; to remedy this, an
author index has been supplied. Only a tiny fraction of the entries is referred to in
the previous chapters; these occurrences are also included in the author index.

Terms from computer science have been used more freely in the annotations than in the

rest of the book (an example is “transitive closure”). See, for instance, Sedgewick

[CSBooks 1988] or Smith [CSBooks 1989] for an explanation.

Note that there is a journal callédomputer Languages (Elmsford, Nand one
calledComputer Language (San Francisco, CByth abbreviate t€omput. Lang.the

place name is essential to distinguish between them (although the first originates from

Exeter, Devon, England).

13.1 MISCELLANEOUS LITERATURE

e  Noam Chomsky, “Three models for the description of languag&EE Trans.

Inform. Theory vol. 2, no. 3, p. 113-124, 195 an attempt to delineate the set of
correct English sentences, the author considers three mechanisms. Finite-state automata are rejected on
the grounds that they cannot cope with arbitrary nesting. Phrase structure grammars are considered prob-
ably applicable but declared impractical due to their problems in expressing context conditions. Most of
these problems can be solved if we augment PS grammargraitbformation ruleswhich specify the
rearrangement of parts of the derivation tree.

e  Noam Chomsky, “On certain formal properties of grammardhform. Control



vol. 2, p. 137-167, 1959rhis article discusses what later became known as the Chomsky
hierarchy. Chomsky defines type 1 grammars in the “context-sensitive” way. His motivation for this is
that it permits the construction of a tree as a structural description. Type 2 grammars exolee so
in Chomsky’s system, type 2 grammars are a subset of type 1 grammars.
Next, the so calledounter languageare discussed. A counter language is a language recognized by a
finite automaton, extended with a finite number of counters, each of which can assume infinitely many
values.L;={a"b" |n>0} is a counter language,,={xy|x,y0{a,b}", y is the mirror image ok} is not,
so there are type 2 languages that are not counter languages. The reverse is not investigated.
The Chomsky Normal Form is introduced, but not under that name, and a bit different: Chomsky calls a
type 2 grammaregular if production rules have the formA - a or A - BC, with BZC, and if A - aAR
andA - yAn thena=y andB=n. A grammar isself-embeddingf there is a derivatiorA 5 aAp with oze
andpze. The bulk of the paper is dedicated to the theorem that the extra power of type 2 grammars over
type 3 grammars lies in this self-embedding property.

e J.W. Backus F.L. Bauer, J. Green, C. Katz, J. McCarthy, P. Naur (Ed.), A.J.
Perlis, H. Rutishauser, K. Samelson, B. Vauquois, J.H. Wegstein, A.
van Wijngaarden, M. Woodger, “Report on the algorithmic language ALGOL

60”, Commun. ACMvol. 3, no. 5, p. 299-314, May 1966irst application of a BNF

grammar (for the definition of a programming language). Revised report by the same aGtanstun.
ACM, vol. 6, no. 1, p. 1-17, Jan 1963.

e R.A. Brooker, I.R. MacCallum, D. Morris, J.S. Rohl, “The compiler-compiler”,

Annual Review in Automatic Programmingpl. 3, p. 229-275, 1960 ??3ne of
the first extensive descriptions of a compiler-compiler. Parsing is done by a backtracking non-exhaustive
top-down parser using a transduction-like grammar. This grammar is kept in an integrated form and
modifications can be made to it while parsing.

e Robert W.Floyd, “A descriptive language for symbol manipulationy, ACM
vol. 8, p. 579-584, Oct 196 Driginal paper describing Floyd productions. See Section 9.3.1.

e Robert S.Ledley, James B. Wilson, “Automatic-programming-language transla-
tion through syntactical analysisCommun. ACMvol. 5, no. 3, p. 145-155,
March 1962 An English-to-Korean (!) translation system is described in detail, in which parts

of the Korean translation are stored in attributes in the parse tree, to be reordered and interspersed with

Korean syntactic markers on output. The parser is Irons’ [CF 1961].

e Melvin E. Conway, “Design of a separable transition-diagram compilégm-
mun. ACM vol. 6, no. 7, p. 396-408, July 1968he first to introducecoroutinesand to

apply them to structure a compiler. The parser is Irons’ [CF 1961], made deterministic by a No-Loop

Condition and a No-Backup Condition. It follows transition diagrams rather than grammar rules.

e Robert W.Floyd, “The syntax of programming languages—a survélfEE Trans.
Electronic Comput.vol. EC-13, p. 346-353, 1964arly analysis of the advantages of

and problems with the use of grammars for the specification of programming languages. Contains a

bibliography of almost 100 entries.

e JeromeFeldman, David Gries, “Translator writing systemsCommun. ACM

vol. 11, no. 2, p. 77-113, Feb. 196@8rand summary of the work done on parsers (with
semantic actions) before 1968.

e D.J. Cohen C.C. Gotlieb, “A list structure form of grammars for syntactic
analysis”,Computing Surveysol. 2, no. 1, p. 65-82, 197QF rules are represented as
linked lists of alternatives, which themselves are linked lists of members. The trick is that both lists end
in different null pointers. This representation is very amenable to various backtracking and non-
backtracking top-down and bottom-up parsing methods (by interpreting the grammar). Several practical

parsers are given in flowchart form. An algorithm is given to “invert” a grammar, i.e. the linked lists, to



create a data structure that will efficiently guide a bottom-up parser.

e A. Birman, J.D. Ullman, “Parsing algorithms with backtrackhform. Contro|

vol. 23, no. 1, p. 1-34, 1973viodels classes of recursive descent parsers, capable of
recognizing all deterministic context-free languages and also some non-context-free languages.

e B.W.Kernighan, L.L. Cherry, “A system for typesetting mathematic€pmmun.

ACM, vol. 18, no. 3, p. 151-157, March 197A. good example of the use of an
ambiguous grammar to specify the preferred analysis of special cases.

e A.V. Aho, S.C. Johnson, J.D. Ullman, “Deterministic parsing of ambiguous gram-

mars”, Commun. ACMvol. 18, no. 8, p. 441-452, 1976emonstrates how LL and LR
parsers can be constructed for certain classes of ambiguous grammars, using simple disambiguating
rules, such as operator-precedence.

e JacquesCohen, “Experience with a conversational parser generation system”,

Softw. Pract. Expervol. 5, p. 169-180, 197Realistic description of the construction of
a professional interactive parser generator.

e JayEarley, “Ambiguity and precedence in syntax descriptioAtta Inform, vol.

4, p. 183-192, 1975Informal description of how to use precedence information for
disambiguation.

e  Michael Marcotty, Henry F. Ledgard, Gregor V. Bochmann, “A sampler of for-

mal definitions”, Computing Surveysvol. 8, no. 2, p. 191-276, June 1976.
Describes and compares four semantic definition methods: VW grammars, production systems and the
axiomatic approach, Vienna Definition Language, and attribute grammars. No clear winner emerges.

e R.M.Wharton, “Resolution of ambiguity in parsing’Acta Inform, vol. 6, no. 4,

p. 387-395, 1976It is proposed that ambiguity be resolved in a bottom-up parser by 1)
reducing upon a shift/reduce conflict, 2) reducing the shorter right-hand side upon a reduce/reduce con-
flict and 3) reducing the textual first right-hand side upon a reduce/reduce conflict with equal lengths. In
a top-down parser, criteria similar to 2) and 3) are applied to each LL(1) conflict.

e R.B.Hunter, A.D. McGettrick, R. Patel, “LL versus LR parsing with illustrations

from Algol 68", ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 12, no. 6, p. 49-53, June 1977.
Syntax-improved LL(1) (Foster [Transform 1968]) and LR(1) are equally unsuccessful in handling a CF
version of the grammar of Algol 68. After hand adaptation LL(1) has the advantage.

e Niklaus Wirth , “What can we do about the unnecessary diversity of notation for

syntactic definitions?”Commun. ACMvol. 20, no. 11, p. 822-823, Nov 1977.
Introduces Wirth’s notation for extended CF grammars, u§ing}} for repetition,[......]] for optional-
ity, (......)) for grouping and......"" for quoting.

e JacqueLohen, Martin S. Roth, “Analyses of deterministic parsing algorithms”,

Commun. ACMvol. 21, no. 6, p. 448-458, June 19718ves methods to calculate the
average parsing times and their standard deviations from the input grammar, for several parsers. The
resulting formulae are finite series, and are sometimes given in closed form.

e Kuo-ChungTai, “On the implementation of parsing tablesACM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 14, no. 1, p. 100-101, Jan 197%w to implement parsing tables using
hashing.

e PeterDeussen “One abstract accepting algorithm for all kinds of parsers”. In
Automata, languages and programmjngermann A. Maurer (eds.), Lecture
Notes in Computer Science #71, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 203-217, Pa&éhg



is viewed as an abstract search problem, for which a high-level algorithm is given. The selection predi-
cate involved is narrowed down to give known linear parsing methods.

e Robert EndreTarjan, Andrew Chi-Chih Yao, “Storing a sparse tabl€pmmun.

ACM, vol. 22, no. 11, p. 606-611, Nov. 1978vo methods of storing sparse tables are
presented and analysed: trie structure and double displacement.

e HananSamet “A coroutine approach to parsingACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syst.

vol. 2, no. 3, p. 290-306, July 1988ome inputs consist of interleaved chunks of text
conforming to different grammars. An example is programming text interrupted at unpredictable points
by macro-processor directives. This situation can be handled by having separate parsers for each gram-
mar, cooperating in coroutine fashion.

e Anton Nijholt , “Parsing strategies: A concise survey”. Mathematical Founda-
tions of Computer Sciencd. Gruska & M. Chytil (eds.), Lecture Notes in Com-

puter Science #118, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 103-120, 198&.context-free
parser and language field is surveyed in terse prose. Highly informative to the connoisseur.

e EskoUkkonen, “Lower bounds on the size of deterministic parses”Comput.

Syst. Scj.vol. 26, p. 153-170, 1983Vorst-case lower bounds for the parser sizes are given
for the various classes of Lk[ and LRK) parsers fok=0,1 andk=2. All LL( k) lower bounds are poly-
nomial, except the one for full LI(>1), which is exponential; all LR{ bounds are exponential.

e Fernando C.NPereira, David H.D. Warren, “Parsing as deduction”. Broceed-
ings of the 21st Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguyistics

Cambridge, Mass., p. 137-144, 1988e Prolog deduction mechanism is top-down depth-
first. It can be exploited to do parsing, using Definite Clause grammars. Parsing can be done more effi-
ciently with Earley’s technique. The corresponding Earley deduction mechanism is derived and
analysed.

e Anton Nijholt, Deterministic top-down and bottom-up parsing: historical notes

and bibliographiesMathematisch Centrum, Amsterdam, p. 118, 198@r a 1000
references about Lk}, LR(k) and precedence parsing, with short histories and surveys of the three
methods.

e PeterDencker, Karl Durre, Johannes Heuft, “Optimization of parser tables for
portable compilers”’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syswol. 6, no. 4, p. 546-572, Oct

1984.Given annxm parser table, amxm bit table is used to indicate which entries are error
entries; this table is significantly smaller than the original table and the remaining table is now sparse
(typically 90-98% don’t-care entries). The remaining table is compressed row-wise (column-wise) by
setting up an interference graph in which each node corresponds to a row (column) and in which there is
an edge between any two nodes the rows (columns) of which occupy an element in the same position. A
(pseudo-)optimal partitioning is found by a minimal graph-colouring heuristic.

e W.M. Waite, L.R. Carter, “The cost of a generated pars&@vftw. Pract. Expey.

vol. 15, no. 3, p. 221-237, 198%upports with measurements the common belief that
compilers employing generated parsers suffer significant performance degradation with respect to recur-
sive descent compilers. Reasons: interpretation of parse tables versus direct execution, attribute storage
allocation and the mechanism to determine which action(s) to perform. Then, a parser interface is pro-
posed that simplifies integration of the parser; implementation of this interface in assembly language
results in generated parsers that cost the same as recursive descent ones. The paper does not consider
generated recursive descent parsers.

e Gerard D.Finn, “Extended use of null productions in LR(1) parser applications”,

Commun. ACMvol. 28, no. 9, p. 961-972, Sept 19&xtensive account of how to use
an LR parser for conversion purposes. Makes a strong case for the use of parsers for conversion.



Contains a good introduction to parsing.

e Robert Gerardy, “Experimental comparison of some parsing methodsCM
SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 22, no. 8, p. 79-88, Aug 198Experimental time measurements

for recursive descent, operator-precedence and SLR(1) parsing show a ratio of 1 : 4 : 10, in that order.

All parsers were written in Pascal and parsed a mini-Pascal language.

e Michael Share, “Resolving ambiguities in the parsing of translation grammars”,
ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 23, no. 8, p. 103-109, Aug 1988he UNIX LALR

parser generatoyaccis extended to accept LALR conflicts and to produce a parser that requests an

interactive user decision when a conflict occurs while parsing. The system is used in document conver-

sion.

e JosefGrosch, “Generators for high-speed front-ends”. @ompiler Compilers
and High-Speed Compilatiod. Hammer (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-
ence #371, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 81-92, 1989coherent system of lexical

scanner generator, LALR(1) parser generator and LL(1) parser generator, using a uniform input syntax,
is presented. The scanner beats UN&Xby a factor of 5, the LALR parser beatacchy a factor of 2.

e Vance E.Waddle, “Production trees: a compact representation of parsed pro-
grams”, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 12, no. 1, p. 61-83, Jan 1990.
Redundant items are removed from a traditional parse tree through a number of techniques: unit produc-

tions are contracted, terminals symbols are removed, structure information in links is replaced by a rule
number, etc. Each node in the resulting parse tree corresponds to one right-hand side and contains the
rule number and a list of pointer to the nodes for the non-terminals in the right-hand side. A space saving
of a factor 20 is achieved on the average. A grammar form that corresponds more closely to this
representation is defined.

e Frank G.Pagan “Comparative efficiency of general and residual parsefsCM

SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 25, no. 4, p. 59-68, April 199(he switch from table-driven
LL(1) to recursive descent or from table-driven LR(1) to recursive ascent is viewed as an example of
partial computation Underlying theory and examples are given.

e Boris Burshteyn, “On the modification of the formal grammar at parse time”,

ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 25, no. 5, p. 117-123, May 199®odifying the
grammar under control of and utilizing information obtained by the parsing process is proposed as a
means of handling context-sensitivity. For example, the recognition of the declaration of amaaray
could cause the introduction of a new grammar eXpr- aaa[ expr] , (generated from a template), thus
allowing forms likeaaa[33] to be used. With a correction in the same journal, Vol. 25, No. 8, p 6.

13.2 UNRESTRICTED PS AND CS GRAMMARS

This section also covers some other non-context-free grammar types, excluding VW
(two-level) grammars and affix grammars, for which see Section 13.3.

e Alfred V. Aho, “Indexed grammars — an extension of context-free grammars”,
ACM, vol. 15, no. 4, p. 647-671, Oct 1968.anindexed grammareach non-terminal

in a sentential form is followed by zero or more “indices”, which govern which of the alternative$ for

are allowed for this occurrence ofN. The indices propagate according to specific rules.

L(CF) OL(Indexed OL(CS).

e  William A. Woods “Context-sensitive parsingCommun. ACMvol. 13, no. 7, p.

437-445, July 1970The paper presents a canonical form for context-sensitivireg)
derivation trees. Parsing is then performed by an exhaustive guided search over these canonical forms
exclusively. This guarantees that each possible parsing will be found exactly once.



e Jacqued.oeckx, “The parsing for general phrase-structure grammalrsform.

Control, vol. 16, p. 443-464, 1970Qhe paper sketches two non-deterministic parsers for PS
grammars, one top-down, which tries to mimic the production process and one bottom-up, which tries to
find a handle. The instructions of the parsers are derived by listing all possible transitions in the gram-
mar and weeding out by hand those that cannot occur. Trial-and-error methods are discussed to resolve
the non-determinism, but no instruction selection mechanisms are given. Very readable, nice pictures.

e Daniel A. Walters, “Deterministic context-sensitive languages, Parts | & II”,

Inform. Control vol. 17, no. 1, p. 14-61, 197Qhe definition of LRK) grammars is
extended to context-sensitive grammars. Emphasis is more on theoretical properties than on obtaining a
parser.

e Z.J.Ghandour, “Formal systems and analysis of context-sensitive languages”,

Computer J.vol. 15, no. 3, p. 229-237, 1972handour describes a formal production
system that is in some ways similar to but far from identical to a two-level grammar. A hierarchy of 4
classes is defined on these systems, with ClassClass 20 Class 30 Class 4, Class T CS and Class
4 = CF. A parsing algorithm for Class 1 systems is given in fairly great detail.

e N.A. Khabbaz, “Multipass precedence analysisActa Inform, vol. 4, p. 77-85,

1974. A nierarchy of CS grammars is given that can be parsed using multipass precedence
parsing. The parser and the table construction algorithm are given explicitly.

e EberhardBertsch, “Two thoughts on fast recognition of indexed languages”,

Inform. Contro| vol. 29, p. 381-384, 197%roves that parsing with (tree-)unambiguous
indexed grammars is possible@(n?) steps.

e Robert W.Sebesta Neil D. Jones, “Parsers for indexed grammarnsitern. J.
Comput. Inform. Sgi.vol. 7, no. 4, p. 344-359, Dec 1978ery good explanation of
indexed grammars. Three classes of indexed grammars are defined, corresponding to strong-LL, LL and

LR, respectively. It is shown that the flag sets generated by indexed grammars are regular sets.

e C.J.M.Turnbull, E.S. Lee, “Generalized deterministic left to right parsingtta

Inform., vol. 12, p. 187-207, 1979%he LRK) parsing machine is modified so that the
reduce instruction removes the reduced right-hand side from the stack and pushes an arbitrary number of
symbols back into the input stream. (The traditional KR€educe is a special case of this: it pushes the
recognized non-terminal back into the input and immediately shifts it. The technique is similar to that put
forward by Domalki [CF 1968].) The new machine is capable of parsing efficiently a subset of the Type
0 grammarsDRP grammargfor Deterministic Regular Parsable). Membership of this subset is unde-
cidable, but an approximate algorithm can be constructed by extending tlk¢ p&6e table algorithm.

Details are not given, but can be found in a technical report by the first author.

e  Kurt Mehlhorn, “Parsing macro grammars top downiform. Contro| vol. 40,

no. 2, p. 123-143, 197%acro grammarsare defined as follows. The non-terminals in a CF
grammar are given parameters, as if they were routines in a programming language. The values of these
parameters are strings of terminals and non-terminals (the latter with the proper number of parameters).
A parameter can be passed on, possibly concatenated with some terminals and non-terminals, or can be
made part of the sentential form. An algorithm to construct a recursive-descent parser for a macro gram-
mar (if possible) is given.

e G. Barth, “Fast recognition of context-sensitive structure€gmputing vol. 22,

p. 243-256, 1979 recording grammar(an RG) is a CF grammar in which each (numbered)
production rule belongs to one of three classes: normal, recording and directed. During production, nor-
mal rules behave normally and a recording rule records its own occurrence by appending its number to a
string called that-element. When production leaves a “recording” stage, the erd@iement is added to
a set called theQ-component, which collects all contexts created so far. When production enters a
“directed” stage, an element (a context) is retrieved from @heomponent, transferred through a



mappingl and used to direct the choice of production rules until the element is exhausted. The expres-
sive power of RGs is equal to that of Type 0 grammars.

An LL(K) version of RGs can be defined, based onl)kitess of the underlying CF grammar, plus a few
simple restrictions on the mappimgthe resulting property is calleLL(K).

For parsing, an LLK) parse is performed; during “normal” parsing, nothing special is done, during
“recording” parsing the rule numbers are recorded and subsequently addedectimeponent; during
“directed” parsing, which is actually “checking” parsing, the rule numbers are checked for consistency
with the Q-component, using a simple finite transducer. The parser (+ checker) works in linear time.

It is not clear how convenient RLKJ RGs are; neither of the two examples provided to demonstrate the
power of RGs is RLLK).

e G.Sh.Vol'dman, “A parsing algorithm for context-sensitive grammar$’ro-

gram. Comput. Softwvol. 7, p. 302-307, 1981Extends Earley’s algorithm first to
length-increasing phrase structure grammars and then to non-decreasing PS grammars (= CS grammars).
The resulting algorithm has exponential time requirements but is often much better.

e Lawrence A.Harris, “SLR(1) and LALR(1) parsing for unrestricted grammars”,
Acta Inform, vol. 24, p. 191-209, 1987he notion of an LR(0) item can easily be defined

for unrestricted grammars: “For each itém L1 <X, there is a transition oiX to the itemA - 1y Xep,

and ane-transition to any itenXd - «n”, for any symbolX. These items are grouped by subset construc-

tion into the usual states, called hgnesliminary statessince some of them may actually be ineffective.

A GOTO function is also defined. If we can, for a given grammar, calculate the FOLLOW sets of all

left-hand sides (undecidable in the general case), we can apply a variant of the usual SLR(1) test and

construct a parsing table for a parser as described by Turnbull and Lee [PSCS 1979].

To obtain the LALR(1) definition, a look-ahead grammar system is defined that will, for each item in

each state, generate the (unrestricted) language of all continuations after that item. If we can, for a given

grammar, calculate the FIRST sets of all these languages (undecidable in the general case), we can apply

a variant of the usual LALR(1) test and construct a parsing table for a similar parser. If one of the above

constructions succeeds, a linear-time parser is obtained.

The author gives many hand-calculated examples and explores error detection properties. More general

definitions of SLR(1) and LALR(1) are possible, encompassing larger sets of grammars, at the cost of a

still further reduced chance of decidability.

13.3 VAN WIINGAARDEN GRAMMARS AND AFFIX GRAMMARS

Note that van Wijngaarden grammars and two-level grammars are synonyms; affix
grammars are different.

e M. Sintzoff, “Existence of a van Wijngaarden syntax for every recursively enu-
merable set” Annales de la Société Scientifique de Bruxelled. 81, no. I, p.

115-118, 1967A relatively simple proof of the theorem that for every semi-Thue system we
can construct a VW grammar that produces the same set.

e A. van Wijngaarden, B.J. Mailloux, J.E.L. Peck, C.H.A. Koster, M. Sintzoff,
C.H. Lindsey, L.G.L.T. Meertens, R.G. Fisker, “Revised report on the algorithmic
language ALGOL 68”Acta Inform, vol. 5, p. 1-236, 1975/W grammars found their

widest application to date in the definition of ALGOL 68. Section 1.1.3 of the ALGOL 68 Revised

Report contains a very carefully worded description of the two-level mechanism. The report contains

many interesting applications.

e C.H.A. Koster, “Affix grammars”. In ALGOL 68 ImplementatignJ.E.L. Peck

(eds.), North-Holland Publ. Co., Amsterdam, p. 95-109, 1@bhtext conditions are
expressed inside a context-free grammar by introduaifiges which are divided irderivedandinher-
ited and which have to fulfill user-definedrimitive predicates If the affix grammar iswell-formed a
parser for it can be constructed.



e David Crowe, “Generating parsers for affix grammar<ommun. ACMvol. 15,

no. 8, p. 728-734, Aug 1972.bounded-context (Floyd productions) parser is extended with
affix manipulation.

e A. van Wijngaarden, “The generative power of two-level grammars”. Auto-
mata, Languages and Programmingy Loeckx (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer
Science #14, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 9-16, 19THe generative power of VW

grammars is illustrated by creating a VW grammar that simulates a Turing machine; the VW grammar
uses only one metanotion, thus proving that one metanotion suffices.

e Sheila A. Greibach, “Some restrictions orWW-grammars”, Intern. J. Comput.

Inform. Sci, vol. 3, no. 4, p. 289-327, 1974nhe consequences of two easily checkable
restrictions on the form of the rules in a VW grammar are explored in great detail and are found to be
surprising. Although this highly technical paper is not directly concerned with parsing, it is very instruc-
tive in that it shows methods of exploring the field.

e C.H.A. Koster, “Two-level grammars”. InCompiler Construction: An Advanced
Course F.L. Bauer & J. Eickel (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #21,
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 146-156, 1974£asy introduction to two-level (VW)

grammars, starting from one-level VW grammars. Examples of practical handling of context in a VW

grammar.

e P. Deussen “A decidability criterion for van Wijngaarden grammarsActa

Inform., vol. 5, p. 353-375, 1975 e criterion, which is given in detail, can be paraphrased
very roughly as follows: the language generated by a VW grammar is decidable if (but not only if) there
are noe-rules and either there are no free metanotions (occurring on the right-hand side only) or there are
no dummy metanotions (occurring on the left-hand side only).

e David A. Watt, “The parsing problem for affix grammarsActa Inform, vol. 8,

p. 1-20, 1977A technique is described to convert an affix grammar into a CF grammar called a
head grammavhich contains a special kind of non-terminabpy-symbols For the head grammar they
aree-rules, but for the affix grammar they effect affix manipulations on the affix stack. Primitive predi-
cates are alse-rules, but do checks on the affixes. Parsing is done by any CF parser, preferably LR(1).
The affixes are not used to control the parsing but only to declare an input string erroneous: for the tech-
nigue to work, the affix grammar must in effect be an attribute grammar.

e J. CraigCleaveland Robert C. UzgalisGrammars for Programming Languages

Elsevier, New York, p. 154, 1971n spite of its title, the book is a highly readable
explanation of two-level grammars, also known as van Wijngaarden grammars or VW grammars. After
an introductory treatment of formal languages, the Chomsky hierarchy and parse trees, it is shown to
what extent CF languages can be used to define a programming language. These are shown to fail to
define a language completely and the inadequacy of CS grammars is demonstrated. VW grammars are
then explained and the remainder of the book consists of increasingly complex and impressive examples
of what a VW grammar can do. These examples include keeping a name list, doing type checking and
handling block structure in the definition of a programming language. Recommended reading.

e R. Meersman G. Rozenberg, “Two-level meta-controlled substitution gram-

mars”, Acta Inform, vol. 10, p. 323-339, 1978lhe authors prove that the uniform
substitution rule is essential for two-level grammars; without it, they would just generate the CF
languages. This highly technical paper examines a number of variants of the mechanisms involved.

e Lutz Wegner, “Bracketed two-level grammars - a decidable and practical
approach to language definition”. lkutomata, languages and programmijridger-
mann A. Maurer (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #71, Springer-Verlag,
Berlin, p. 668-682, 1979 he metanotions of a VW grammar are partitioned into two blocks,



“synthesized” and “derived”; they are separated in a hyperrule by special markers, “brackets”, and are
treated more or less as attributes. Under reasonable conditions parsability can be obtained. The thus res-
tricted VW grammars are very readable.

e Lutz MichaelWegner, “On parsing two-level grammarsActa Inform, vol. 14,

p. 175-193, 1980The article starts by defining a number of properties a VW grammar may
exhibit; among these are “left(right) bound”, “free of hidden empty notions”, “uniquely assignable” and
“locally unambiguous”. Most of these properties are undecidable, but sub-optimal tests can be devised.
For each VW gramma6,,,, a CFskeleton grammar & is defined by considering all hypernotions in
the VW grammar as non-terminals &y and adding the cross-references of the VW grammar as pro-
duction rules tdGgk. Gk generates a superset®§,y. The cross-reference problem for VW grammars is
unsolvable but again any sub-optimal algorithm (or manual intervention) will do. Parsing is now done by
parsing withGgk and then reconstructing and testing the metanotions. A long list of conditions necessary
for the above to work are given; these conditions are in terms of the properties defined at the beginning.

e Dick Grune, “How to produce all sentences from a two-level grammaémform.

Process. Letf.vol. 19, p. 181-185, Nov 1984l terminal productions are derived
systematically in breadth-first order. The author identifies pitfalls in this process and describes remedies.
A parser is used to identify the hyperrules involved in a given sentential form. This parser is a general
CF recursive descent parser to which a consistency check for the metanotions has been added; it is not
described in detail.

e A.J.Fisher, “Practical LL(1)-based parsing of van Wijngaarden grammahsta

Inform., vol. 21, p. 559-584, 198%:isher's parser is based on the idea that the input string
was generated using only a small, finite, part of the infirsitect grammarthat can be generated from
the VW grammar. The parser tries to reconstruct this part of the strict grammar on the fly while parsing
the input. The actual parsing is done by a top-down interpretative LL(1) parser, callgdrthi@al
parser It is driven by a fragment of the strict grammar and any time the definition of a non-terminal is
found missing by the terminal parser, the latter asks another modulstrittesyntax generatoro try to
construct it from the VW grammar. For this technique to work, the VW grammar has to satisfy three con-
ditions: the defining CF grammar of each hyperrule is unambiguous, there are no free metanotions, and
the skeleton grammar (as defined by Wegner [VW 1980]) is LL(1). The parser system is organized as a
set of concurrent processes (written in occam), with both parsers, all hyperrule matchers and several
other modules as separate processes. The author claims that “this concurrent organization ... is strictly a
property of the algorithm, not of the implementation”, but a sequential, albeit slower, implementation
seems quite possible. The paper gives heuristics for the automatic generation of the cross-reference
needed for the skeleton grammar; gives a method to hagetieral hyperruleshyperrules that fit all
hypernotions, efficiently; and pays much attention to the use of angle brackets in VW grammars.

e Jacquegohen, Timothy J. Hickey, “Parsing and compiling using PrologCM
Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 9, no. 2, p. 125-164, April 198%Bee same paper [CF
1987].

13.4 GENERAL CONTEXT-FREE PARSERS

e E.T.Irons, “A syntax-directed compiler for ALGOL 60"Commun. ACMvol. 4,

no. 1, p. 51-55, Jan 1961he first to describe a full parser. It is essentially a full backtracking
recursive descent left-corner parser. The published program is corrected in a Letter to the Editor by B.H.
Mayoh,Commun. ACMvol. 4, no. 6, p. 284, June 1961.

e |tiroo Sakai, “Syntax in universal translation”. IRroceedings 1961 International
Conference on Machine Translation of Languages and Applied Language

Analysis Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, p. 593-608, 1962ing a
formalism that seems equivalent to a CF grammar in Chomsky Normal Form and a parser that is essen-
tially a CYK parser, the author describes a translation mechanism in which the source language sentence



is transformed into a binary tree (by the CYK parser). Each production rule carries a mark telling if the
order of the two constituents should be reversed in the target language. The target language sentence is
then produced by following this new order and by replacing words. A simple Japanese-to-English exam-
ple is provided.

e E.T. Irons, “The structure and use of the syntax directed compiléinual

Review in Automatic Programmingol. 3, p. 207-228, 1962Zxtended version of
Irons [CF 1961].

e E.T.Irons, “An error-correcting parse algorithmGommun. ACMvol. 6, no. 11,

p. 669-673, Nov 1963 ontrary to the title, the most interesting part of this paper is the parser
it describes, which is essentially Earley’s algorithm without look-ahead. The invention of this parser was
prompted by the author’s dissatisfaction with the error detection properties of backtracking parsers. This
one does not backtrack, it keeps all possible parsings in parallel instead. When the set of possible pars-
ings becomes exhausted due to an error in the input, the last non-empty set is analysed for continuations,
both terminal and non-terminal, including all successors and alternatives. Then input symbols are dis-
carded until one is found that is a terminal in the continuation set or the beginning of a non-terminal in
that set. Symbols are then inserted to bridge any possible gap thus created, and parsing continues. Note
that this is essentially Réhrich’s algorithm. The author points out applications for this parser as a pattern
matcher.

e Sheila A.Greibach, “Formal parsing systemsCommun. ACMvol. 7, no. 8, p.
499-504, Aug 1964:A formal parsing systenG=(V,l, T,R) consists of two finite disjoint
vocabulariesY andT, a many-to-many mag, fromV ontoT, and a recursive s& of strings inT called
syntactic sentence classes” (verbatim). This is intended to solve an additional problem in parsing, which
occurs often in natural languages: a symbol found in the input does not always uniquely identify a termi-
nal symbol from the language (for instaneéll (verb) versumill (noun)). On this level, the language is
given as the entire s&, but in practice it is given through a “context-free phrase structure generator”,
i.e. a grammar. To allow parsing, this grammar is brought into what is now known as Greibach Normal
Form: each rule is of the forrd - aY; - - - Y,;,. Now adirected production analyses defined which con-
sists of an unlimited set of pushdown stores and an input stream, the entries of which are sets of terminal
symbols, derived through from the lexical symbols. For each consecutive input entry, the machine
scans the stores for a top non-termié@&br which there is a rul& - aY; - - - Y, with ain the input set.
A new store is filled with a copy of the old store and the s replaced byy, - - - Y,,; if the resulting
store is longer than the input, it is discarded. Stores will contain non-terminals only. For each store that is
empty when the input is exhausted, a parsing has been found. This is in effect non-deterministic top-
down parsing with a one-symbol look-ahead. This is probably the first description of a parser that will
work for any CF grammar.
A large part of the paper is dedicated to undoing the damage done by converting to Greibach Normal
Form.

e T.V. Griffiths , S.R. Petrick, “On the relative efficiencies of context-free grammar

recognizers”,Commun. ACMvol. 8, no. 5, p. 289-300, May 19650 achieve a
unified view of the parsing techniques known at that time, the authors define a non-deterministic two-
stack machine whose only type of instruction is the replacement of two given strings on the tops of both
stacks by two other strings; the machine is started with the input on one stack and the start symbol on the
other and it “recognizes” the input if both stacks get empty simultaneously. For each parsing technique
considered, a simple mapping from the grammar to the machine instructions is given; the techniques
covered are top-down (called top-down), left-corner (called bottom-up) and bottom-up (called direct-
substitution). Next, look-ahead techniques are incorporated to attempt to make the machine deterministic.
The authors identify left-recursion as a trouble-spot. All grammars are required gdrée. The pro-
cedures for the three parsing methods are given in a Letter to the Eddormun. ACMvol. 8, no. 10,

p. 594, Oct 1965.

e  SusumuKuno, “The predictive analyzer and a path elimination technig@sm-
mun. ACM vol. 8, no. 7, p. 453-462, July 196%he author extends hipredictive



analyser(in modern terminology: an exhaustive top-down parser for grammars in Greibach Normal
Form) (see Kuno and Oettinger, reprinted by Grosz, Sparck Jones and Webber [NatLang 1986]) with a
table of well-formed substrings. Through ingenious bit manipulation the table is made to fit in a small
memory. Time gains are considerable (as expected).

e  SusumuKuno, “An augmented predicative analyzer for context-free languages -

its relative efficiency”, Commun. ACMvol. 9, no. 11, p. 810-823, Nov 1966.
Converting a CF grammar to Greibach Normal Form often greatly distorts its structure. To keep track of
the structure, the right-hand side of each rule in the CF grammar is prefixed with a marker, a special
non-terminal which produces A conversion algorithm is described that results in rules of the form
A-M*aBC- -, whereM* is a non-empty sequence of markers. The Kuno predictive analyser (see
Kuno [CF 1965]) is extended with a second stack on which the marker parts of the rules are kept. When a
parsing is found, the marker stack allows easy reconstruction of the parsing according to the original CF
grammar. The parser is compared to two other parsers, using a large number of criteria.

e D.H. Younger, “Recognition of context-free languages in timé&”, Inform. Con-

trol, vol. 10, no. 2, p. 189-208, Feb 196VBoolean recognition matriR is constructed in
a bottom-up fashion, in whicR{[i,l,p] indicates that the segment of the input string starting at position
with lengthl is a production of non-termingl. This matrix can be filled ir0(n®) actions, whera is the
length of the input string. IR[0,n, 0] is set, the whole string is a production of non-terminal 0. Many of
the bits in the matrix can never be used in any actual parsing; these can be removed by doing a top-down
scan starting fronRR[0,n, 0] and removing all bits not reached this way. If the matrix contains integer
rather than Boolean elements, it is easy to fill it with the number of ways a given segment can be pro-
duced by a given non-terminal; this yields the ambiguity rate.

e S.H.Unger, “A global parser for context-free phrase structure grammatsin-

mun. ACM vol. 11, no. 4, p. 240-247, April 1968he Unger parser (as described in
Section 4.1) is extended with a series of tests to avoid partitionings that could never lead to success. For
instance, a section of the input is never matched against a non-terminal if it begins with a token no pro-
duction of the non-terminal could begin with. Several such tests are described and ways are given to
statically derive the necessary information (FIRST sets, LAST sets, EXCLUDE sets) from the grammar.
Although none of this changes the exponential character of the algorithm, the tests do result in a consid-
erable speed-up in practice. (There is an essential correction to one of the flowcharts gdgennirun.
ACM, vol. 11, no. 6, p. 427, June 1968.)

e B.A Chartres, J.J. Florentin, “A universal syntax-directed top-down analyzér”,

ACM, vol. 15, no. 3, p. 447-464, July 1968he non-deterministic two-stack top-down
parser of Griffiths and Petrick [CF 1965] is extended with a third stack and a status variable. One stack
holds the rest of the input, the second holds the prediction that should match that input and the third holds
a tracing of the outline of the production tree constructed so far; when input and prediction stack are
empty, the third stack holds the completed parse tree. This three-stack mechanism can be run both for-
ward and backward; the status variable keeps track of the direction. By properly reacting to the values on
the tops of the stacks and the direction variable, it is possible to make the mechanism perform a full
backtracking exhaustive search. Much work is spent on handling left recursicarates.

e Balint DOmOIki, “A universal compiler system based on production rulddT,

vol. 8, no. 4, p. 262-275, Oct 1968he heart of the compiler system described here is a
production system consisting of an ordered set of production rules, which are the inverses of the gram-
mar rules; note that the notions “left-hand side” (Ihs) and “right-hand side” (rhs) are reversed from their
normal meanings in this abstract. The system attempts to derive the start symbol, by always applying the
first applicable production rule (first in two respects: from the left in the string processed, and in the
ordered set of production rules). This resolves shift/reduce conflicts in favour of reduce, and
reduce/reduce conflicts by length and by the order of the production rules. When a reduction is found, the
Ihs of the reducing rule is offered for semantic processing and the rhs is pushed back into the input
stream, to be reread. Since the length of the rhs is not restricted, the method can handle non-CF gram-
mars.



The so-called “Syntactic Filter” uses a bitvector technique to determine if, and if so which, production
rule is applicable: for every symboin the alphabet, there is a bitvect®fi ], with one bit for each of the
positions in each Ihs; this bit set to 1 if this position contains symbdlhere is also a bitvectdd mark-

ing the first symbol of each Ihs, and a bitvectmarking the last symbol of each lhs. Now, a stack of
bitvectorsQ; is maintained, withQ, =0 andQ; = ((Q;-.>>1) O U) O BJi;], wherei, is thet-th input
symbol.Q; contains the answer to the question whether thejlaginbols received are the firssymbols

of some Ihs, for any lhs and A 1 “walks” through an Ihs part of th® vector, as this Ihs is recognized.

An occurrence of a lhs is found @' OV # 0. After doing a replacemerttjs set backk places, wherd

is the length of the applied lhs, so a stack@fs must be maintained. If sontg =0, we have an error.

An interesting implementation of the Démolki algorithm is given by Hext and Roberts [CF 1970].

e T.Kasami, K. Torii, “A syntax-analysis procedure for unambiguous context-free

grammars”,J. ACM vol. 16, no. 3, p. 423-431, July 1968. rather complicated
presentation of a variant of the CYK algorithm, including the derivation 6{(a2log n) time bound for
unambiguous Chomsky Normal Form grammars.

e J.Earley, “An efficient context-free parsing algorithmCommun. ACMvol. 13,

no. 2, p. 94-102, Feb 1970his famous paper gives an informal description of the Earley
algorithm. The algorithm is compared both theoretically and experimentally with some general search
techniques and with the CYK algorithm. It easily beats the general search techniques. Although the
CYK algorithm has the same worst-case efficiency as Earley’s, it req@@s) on any grammar,
whereas Earley’s requiréd(n?) on unambiguous grammars afqn) on bounded-state grammars. The
algorithm is easily modified to handle Extended CF grammars. (Also reprinted by Grosz, Sparck Jones
and Webber [NatLang 1986])

e J.B.Hext, P.S. Roberts, “Syntax analysis by Domoélki’s algorithri@mputer J.

vol. 13, no. 3, p. 263-271, Aug 19706mélki’s algorithm is a bottom-up parser in which
the item sets are represented as bitvectors. A backtracking version is presented which can handle any
grammar. To reduce the need for backtracking a 1-character look-ahead is introduced and an algorithm
for determining the actions on the look-ahead is given. Since the internal state is recalculated by vector
operations for each input character, the parse table is much smaller than usual and its entries are one bit
each. This, and the fact that it is all bitvector operations, makes the algorithm suitable for implementa-
tion in hardware.

e BernardLang, “Parallel non-deterministic bottom-up parsingfCM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 6, no. 12, p. 56-57, Dec 1971he full breadth-first search of an Earley
parser is limited through the use of weak-precedence relations, in so far as these are unique. Abstract of a
larger technical report.

e F.P.Kaminger, “Generation, recognition and parsing of context-free languages

by means of recursive graphsComputing vol. 11, no. 1, p. 87-96, 197&ormal
description of the use of recursive graphs instead of CF grammars to describe, generate and parse
context-free languages.

e BernardLang, “Deterministic techniques for efficient non-deterministic parsers”.
In Automata, languages and programmjng) Loeckx (eds.), Lecture Notes in
Computer Science #14, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 255-269, 18Xgores the

theoretical properties of doing breadth-first search to resolve the non-determinism in a bottom-up auto-
maton with conflicts. See Tomita [CF 1986] for a practical realization.

e M. Bouckaert, A. Pirotte, M. Snelling, “Efficient parsing algorithms for general
context-free parsers’nform. Sci, vol. 8, no. 1, p. 1-26, Jan 197%he authors
observe that the Predictor in an Earley parser will often predict items that start with symbols that can
never match the first few symbols of the present input; such items will never bear fruit and could as well
be left out. To accomplish this, they extend theymbol reduction look-ahead Earley parser with a
symbol prediction mechanism; this results in very genbtalparsing machines, the properties of which



are studied, in much formal detail. Three important conclusions can be drawn. Values oflarger

than one lose much more on processing than they will normally gain on better prediction and sharper
reduction; such parsers are better only for asymptotically long input strings. The Earley parser without
look-ahead K13) performs better than the parser with 1 symbol look-ahead; Earley’s recommendation to
use always 1 symbol look-ahead is unsound. The best pardéf;is.e. use a one symbol predictive
look-ahead and no reduction look-ahead.

e L. Valiant, “General context-free recognition in less than cubic timle"Comput.

Syst. Scj.vol. 10, p. 308-315, 197%Reduces CYK to bit matrix multiplication and then
applies Strassen*algorithm.

e C.H.A.Koster, “A technique for parsing ambiguous grammars”.Gh4. Jahres-
tagung D. Siefkes (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #26, Springer-

Verlag, New York, p. 233-246, 1975hree recursive-descent parsing techniques are
described: no backtrack, partial backtrack and full backtrack.

e B. Sheil, “Observations on context-free parsin@tatistical Methods in Linguis-

tics, p. 71-109, 1976The author proves that any CF backtracking parser will have polynomial
time requirements if provided withwaell-formed substring tabl@VFST), which holds the well-formed
substrings recognized so far and which is consulted before each attempt to recognize a substring. The
time requirements of the parser @n°*!) wherec is the maximum number of non-terminals in any
right-hand side. A2-form grammaris a CF grammar such that no production rule in the grammar has
more than two non-terminals on the right-hand side; nearly all practical grammars are already 2-form. 2-
form grammars, of which Chomsky Normal Form grammars are a subset, can be pa@ed)in An
algorithm for a dividing top-down parser with a WFST is supplied. Required reading for anybody who
wants to write or use a general CF grammar. Many practical hints and opinions (controversial and other-
wise) are given.

e Susan L.Graham, Michael A. Harrison, “Parsing of general context-free
languages”. InAdvances in Computing, Vol. 1Academic Press, New York, p.
77-185, 1976The 109 page article describes three algorithms in a more or less unified manner:

CYK, Earley’s and Valiant’s. The main body of the paper is concerned with bounds for time and space

requirements. Sharper bounds than usual are derived for special grammars, for instance, for linear gram-

mars.

e JaroslavKréal, “A top-down no backtracking parsing of general context-free
languages”. IlMathematical Foundations of Computer SciengeGruska (eds.),
Lecture Notes in Computer Science #53, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 333-341,

1977.The states of a top-down breadth-first general CF parser are combined whenever possible,
resulting in an Earley-like parser without the bottom-up component.

e G.K. Manacher, “An improved version of the Cocke-Younger-Kasami algo-

rithm”, Comput. Lang. (Elmsford, Nyyol. 3, p. 127-133, 1978&his paper discusses
some modifications to the CYK algorithm that make it more efficient. First, the “length induction” itera-
tion of CYK is replaced by an iteration that combines sets of non-terminals that derive strings of length
j—1 with sets of non-terminals that derive strings of lenigtti—1. Then, the recognition table of CYK is
replaced by three tables of lists, where each table has a list for each non-terminal/number pair. The first
table maps a non-terminal/length pair to a list of positions, indicating where substrings of this length start
that are derived by this non-terminal. The second table maps a non-terminal/position pair to a list of
lengths, indicating the lengths of the substrings starting at this position that are derived by this non-

T Volker Strassen, “Gaussian elimination is not optim&dymerische Mathematikol. 13, p.
354-356, 1969. Shows how to multiply twoec2 matrices using 7 multiplications rather than 8
and extends the principle to larger matrices.



terminal. The third table maps a non-terminal/position pair to a list of lengths, indicating the lengths of
the substrings ending at this position that are derived by this non-terminal. With these modifications a
time boundO(s(n)) is established for unambiguous grammars, wh&re is the number of triplets
(A,i,j) for which the non-terminal derives the substring starting at positiomwith lengthj. This is at
worstO(n?).

e W.L. Ruzzo, “On the complexity of general context-free language parsing and
recognition”. In Automata, Languages and Programmingermann A. Maurer
(eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #71, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 489-
497, 1979This is an extended abstract, summarizing some time requirement results: it is shown

that parsing strings of lengthis only O(log n) harder than just recognizing them. Also, the time to mul-

tiply Vn*vn Boolean matrices is a lower bound on the time needed to recognize all prefixes of a string,

and this, in turn, is a lower bound on the time needed to generate a convenient representation of all parses

of a string (basically the CYK recognition table, but reduced so that a non-terminal only is present in the
recognition table if it can be used to derive the sentence).

e S.L. Graham, M.A. Harrison, W.L. Ruzzo, “An improved context-free recog-

nizer’, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 2, no. 3, p. 415-462, July 1980he
well-formed substring table of the CYK parser is filled with dotted items as in an LR parser rather than
with the usual non-terminals. This allows the number of objects in each table entry to be reduced consid-
erably. Special operators are defined to hagdiend unit rules.
The authors do not employ any look-ahead in their parser; they claim that constructing the recognition
triangle is pretty fast already and that probably more time will be spent in enumerating and analysing the
resulting parse trees. They speed up the latter process by removing all useless entries before starting to
generate parse trees. To this end, a top-down sweep through the triangle is performed, similar to the
scheme to find all parse trees, which just marks all reachable entries without following up any of them
twice. The non-marked entries are then removed (p. 443).
Much attention is paid to efficient implementation, using ingenious data structures.

e A. Bossi N. Cocco, L. Colussi, “A divide-and-conquer approach to general

context-free parsing’inform. Process. Lettvol. 16, no. 4, p. 203-208, May 1983.
The proposed parsing method yields for a stflngvo sets: a set of partial parse trees that may be incom-
plete at their left edge (which then coincides with the left end)ptalledL, and a similar right-edge set
calledR. To parse a string, it is cut in two pieces, each is parsed an® #et of the left-hand piece is
combined with the set of the right-hand piece.

e MasaruTomita, Efficient parsing for natural languageKluwer Academic Pub-
lishers, Boston, p. 201, 1986omita describes an efficient parsing algorithm to be used in a
“natural-language setting”: input strings of some tens of words and considerable but not pathological
ambiguity. The algorithm is essentially LR, starting parallel parses when an ambiguity is found in the
LR-table. Full examples are given of handling ambiguities, lexical elements with multiple meanings and
unknown lexical elements.
The algorithm is compared extensively to Earley’s algorithm by measurement and it is found to be con-
sistently five to ten times faster than the latter, in the domain for which it is intended. Earley’s algorithm
is better in pathological cases; Tomita’s fails on unbounded ambiguity. No time bounds are given expli-
citly, but graphs show a behaviour better tham?®). Bouckaert’s algorithm (Bouckaert, Pirotte and
Snelling [CF 1975]) is shown to be between Earley’s and Tomita’s in speed.
MacLisp programs of the various algorithms are given and the application in the Nishida and Doshita
Machine Translation System is described.

e Eiichi Tanaka, Mitsuru Ikeda, Kimio Ezure, “Direct parsingRatt. Recog.vol.

19, no. 4, p. 315-323, 198&ariants of Unger's and Earley’s parser are compared in a
chromosome recognition situation. The possibility of stopping the Unger parser after the first parsing has
been found is exploited.

e Jacquegohen, Timothy J. Hickey, “Parsing and compiling using PrologCM



Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 9, no. 2, p. 125-164, April 198&everal methods are
given to convert grammar rules into Prolog clauses. In the bottom-up method, aErulE+T
corresponds to a clauseduce([n(t),t(+),n(e) | X],[n(e) | X]) where the parameters represent the stack
before and after the reduction. In the top-down method, a MWile*FT' corresponds to a clause
rule (n(tprime),[t (*),n(f),n(tprime)]). A recursive descent parser is obtained by representing a rule
S- aSbhy the clauses(ASB) :— appendA,SBASB),append S B,SB),a(A),s(S),b(B). which attempts
to cut the input listASBinto three piece#, SandB, which can each be recognized asaaans and ab,
respectively. A fourth type of parser results if ranges in the input list are used as paramEfdrX4)
= link (X1,a,X2),5(X2,X3),link (X3,b,X4) in which link (P,x,Q) describes that the input contains the
tokenx between position® andQ. For each of these methods, ways are given to limit non-determinism
and backtracking, resulting among others in LL(1) parsers.
By supplying additional parameters to clauses, context conditions can be constructed and carried around,
much as in a VW grammar (although this term is not used). It should be noted that the resulting Prolog
programs are actually not parsers at all: they are just logic systems that connect input strings to parsings.
Consequently they can be driven both ways: supply a string and it will produce the parsing; supply a
parsing and it will produce the string; supply nothing and it will produce all strings with their parsings in
the language.
As a separate topic, it is shown that Prolog is an effective language to do grammar manipulation in: cal-
culation of FIRST and FOLLOW sets, etc. As an equally unrelated topic, examples of code generation
in Prolog are shown.

e MasaruTomita, “An efficient augmented-context-free parsing algorithrAtn. J.

Comput. Linguist.vol. 13, no. 1-2, p. 31-46, Jan-June 198@mita’s parser [CF
1986] is extended with Boolean functions for the non-terminals that decide if a proposed reduce is appli-
cable given the context. A method for deriving these functions in Lisp from more abstract specifications
is given.

13.5 LL PARSING

e R. Kurki-Suonio, “On top-to-bottom recognition and left recursionrCommun.

ACM, vol. 9, no. 7, p. 527-528, July 1966ives a good account of Greibach’s algorithm
for the removal of left-recursion from a grammar. The resulting distortion of the parsing process is coun-
tered by leaving €-producing) markers in the grammar at the original ends of the right-hand sides in a
left-recursive rule. This 2-page paper also gives an algorithm for remavimtes. Again, these leave
markers behind, which can interfere with the markers from a possibly subsequent removal of left-
recursion. Rules for solving this interference are given.

e K. Culikll , “Contribution to deterministic top-down analysis of context-free

languages”Kybernetica vol. 5, no. 4, p. 422-431, 1968his paper introducekL(f)
grammars wheréis a function mapping strings of terminals to an arbitrary range, always uniquely deter-
mining a right-hand sid€.is called adistinctive function

e P.M. Lewis I, R.E. Stearns, “Syntax-directed transductiah”’ACM, vol. 15, no.

3, p. 465-488, 196&ithough this article is about transduction, it is often given as a reference
for LL(Kk), because it is one of the first articles discussing theklIpfoperty, and it has an appendix on
the recognition of LLK) languages.

e D. Wood, “The theory of left factored languages, Part Computer J.vol. 12,
no. 4, p. 349-356, 1969. description of a variant of LL(1) grammars and parsing.

e R.Kurki-Suonio, “Notes on top-down language®|T, vol. 9, p. 225-238, 1969.
Gives several variants of the LK) condition. Also demonstrates the existence of ank)lénguage
which is not LLK-1).

e D. Wood, “The theory of left factored languages, Part IComputer J.vol. 13,



no. 1, p. 55-62, 197More results about LL(1) and Lk} grammars, including a recursive-
descent parser in pseudo-Algol 60.

e D.J. Rosenkrantz, R.E. Stearns, “Properties of deterministic top-down gram-

mars”, Inform. Contro| vol. 17, p. 226-256, 1970any formal properties of LLK)
grammars are derived and tests for k] &nd strong-LLK) are given.

e Donald E.Knuth, “Top-down syntax analysis”Acta Inform, vol. 1, p. 79-110,

1971. A Parsing Machine(PM) is defined, which is effectively a set of mutually recursive
Boolean functions which absorb input if they succeed and absorb nothing if they fail. Properties of the
languages accepted by PMs are examined. This leads to CF grammars, dependency graphs, the null string
problem, back-up, LLK), follow-function, LL(1), s-languages and a comparison of top-down versus
bottom-up parsing. The author is one of the few scientists who provide insight in their thinking process.

e Paul W.Abrahams, “A syntax-directed parser for recalcitrant grammaistern.

J. Comput. Math.vol. A3, p. 105-115, 1972.L(1) parsing with conflict resolvers, called
oracles

e M. Griffiths , “LL(1) grammars and analyzers”. I€@ompiler Construction: an
advanced courseF.L. Bauer & J. Eickel (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-

ence #21, Springer-Verlag, New York, p. 57-84, 19&4discussion of the LL(1)
property, including a decision algorithm and the production of an analyser in the form of executable text.
These lecture notes also discuss some grammar transformations, including elimination of left-recursion,
factorization, and substitution. Semantic insertions (or hooks for semantic actions) are also given some
attention.

e T. Komor, “A note on left-factored languagesGomputer J.vol. 17, no. 3, p.

242-244, 1974Points out an error in a paper by Wood on left-factored languages [LL 1970],
and suggests an extension to Fosters SID [Transform 1968] invaivinkes.

e S.Jarzabek, T. Krawczyk, “LL-regular grammars’inform. Process. Lettvol. 4,

no. 2, p. 31-37, 1973%ntroduces LL-regular (LLR) grammars: for every ride- o, | - - - |dp,
a partition R4, - - -,R,) of disjoint regular sets must be given such that the rest of the input sentence is a
member of exactly one of these sets. A parser can then be constructed by creating finite-state automata
for these sets, and letting these finite state automata determine the next prediction.

e A. Nijholt, “On the parsing of LL-regular grammars”. Mathematical Founda-
tions of Computer Sciencé\. Mazurkiewicz (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer

Science #45, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 446-452, 1®&oves a parsing algorithm for
LL-regular grammars with a regular pre-scan from right to left that leaves markers, and a subsequent
scan which consists of an LL(1)-like parser.

e D. Wood, “A bibliography of top-down parsing’ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol.

13, no. 2, p. 71-76, Feb 1978&ontains some 90 literature references up to 1978 on
deterministic top-down parsing and related issues.

e J.Lewi, K. de Vlaminck, J. Huens, M. Huybrechts, “The ELL(1) parser generator

and the error-recovery mechanisnfcta Inform, vol. 10, p. 209-228, 197&ee
same paper [ErrHandl 1978].

e V.W. Setzer, “Non-recursive top-down syntax analysisSoftw. Pract. Expey.

vol. 9, no. 1, p. 237-245, 197@ompares recursive and non-recursive implementations of
table-driven top-down parsers. The introduction of actions is facilitated by implementing the driver and
the tables as a loop over a case statement (on the states) over case statements (on the input token).

e  StepharHeilbrunner, “On the definition of ELRK) and ELLK) grammars”Acta



Inform., vol. 11, p. 169-176, 197%omparison and analysis of various definitions of
extended LLK) and extended LR, based on the transformations involved.

e D.R. Milton, L.W. Kirchhoff, B.R. Rowland, “An ALL(1) compiler generator”,

ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 14, no. 8, p. 152-157, Aug 1978resents an LL(1)
parser generator and attribute evaluator which allows LL(1) conflicts to be solved by examining attribute
values; the generated parsers use the error correction algorithm of Fischer, Milton and Quiring [ErrHandl
1980].

e D.A. Poplawski, “On LL-regular grammars”J. Comput. Syst. Scivol. 18, p.

218-227, 197%resents proof that, given a regular partition, it is decidable whether a grammar
is LL-regular with respect to this partition; it is undecidable whether or not such a regular partition exists.
The paper then discusses a two-pass parser; the first pass works from right to left, marking each terminal
with an indication of the partition that the rest of the sentence belongs to. The second pass then uses these
indications for its predictions.

e V.N. Glushkova, “Lexical analysis of LLK) languages”,Program. Comput.

Softw, vol. 5, p. 166-172, 197 %xamines the reduction of Lk{ grammars to simple-LL(1)
grammars by combining terminal symbols into new terminal symbols.

e J. Cohen R. Sitver, D. Auty, “Evaluating and improving recursive descent

parsers” |JEEE Trans. Softw. Engvol. SE-5, no. 5, p. 472-480, Sept 19T@rives
formulas which express the execution time of systematically generated recursive descent parsers, and
uses these formulas to estimate the gain of various optimizations, such as the elimination of some routine
calls and merging of common code.

e S.Sippu, E. Soisalon-Soininen, “On constructing ) (parsers”. InAutomata,
Languages and Programmingdd.A. Maurer (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer
Science #71, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 585-595, 19%7&sents a method for

constructing canonical LI parsers that can be regarded as the dual to th&)ltB¢hnique of items and

viable prefixes. In the LLf) method we have LLK) items and viable suffixes. Like in the LR case, the

LL(K) method also has LA)LL(k) and SLLE) variants; the SLLK) variant coincides with the strong-

LL(K) grammars. Note that, although the S of SLL stands for Simple, this is not the same Simple LL as

the simple LL discussed in chapter 8.

e A. Nijholt, “LL-regular grammars”,Intern. J. Comput. Math.vol. A8, p. 303-

318, 1980.This paper discusses strong-LL-regular grammars, which are a subset of the LL-
regular grammars, exactly as the strongLldrammars are a subset of the k) grammars, and derives
some properties.

e  SeppoSippu, Eljas Soisalon-Soininen, “On LkJ parsing”,Inform. Contro| vol.

53, no. 3, p. 141-164, June 198eoretical background to Sippu and Soisalon-Soininen
[LL 1979].

e K. JohnGough, “A new method of generating LL(1) look-ahead set&CM SIG-
PLAN Notices vol. 20, no. 6, p. 16-19, June 198Bresents an efficient method for

computing the FIRST and FOLLOW sets, using “begun-by”, “precedes”, and “ends” relations.

e Thomas JSager, “A technique for creating small fast compiler front end&CM

SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 20, no. 10, p. 87-94, Oct 1988esents a predictive parser that
has its tables compacted through the use of a minimal perfect hash function, thus making them very
small. An example is given for the Pascal language.

e  Barry Dwyer, “Improving Gough’'s LL(1) look-ahead generatoRCM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 20, no. 11, p. 27-29, Nov 198Befer to Gough [LL 1985]. Improves on
Gough’s algorithm by not computing those FIRST and FOLLOW sets that are not needed for the LL(1)



parser generation.

e David R. Hanson, “Compact recursive-descent parsing of expressioSsftw.

Pract. Exper, vol. 15, no. 12, p. 1205-1212, Dec 198%scusses recursive descent
parsing of expressions by using a precedence table for the operators instead of a parsing routine for each
precedence level. There is for instance only one routine for expressions involving binary operators; the
precedence of the expression to be parsed is a parameter.

e ReinholdHeckmann, “An efficient ELL(1)-parser generator’/Acta Inform, vol.

23, p. 127-148, 1986he problem of parsing with an ELL(1) grammar is reduced to finding
various FIRST and FOLLOW sets. Theorems about these sets are derived and very efficient algorithms
for their calculation are supplied.

e Dick Grune, Ceriel J.H. Jacobs, “A programmer-friendly LL(1) parser genera-
tor”, Softw. Pract. Exper.vol. 18, no. 1, p. 29-38, Jan 1988tesents a practical
ELL(1) parser generator, calldd gen that generates fast error correcting recursive descent parsers. In
addition to the error correctioml genfeatures static as well as dynamic conflict resolvers and a separate
compilation facility. The grammar can be viewed as a program, allowing for a natural positioning of

semantic actions.

e Keiichi Yoshida, Yoshiko Takeuchi, “Some properties of an algorithm for con-
structing LL(1) parsing tables using production indicek”Jnform. Process.vol.
11, no. 4, p. 258-262, 1988resents an LL(1) parse table algorithm that, rather than first
computing FIRST and FOLLOW sets, computes a so-called FIRST-table and FOLLOW-table, which are
indexed by a (non-terminal, symbol) pair, and deliver a grammar rule number.

e H.Dobler, K. Pirklbauer, “Coco-2, — A new compiler compiletACM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 25, no. 5, p. 82-90, May 199@he authors present an integrated system
consisting of a lexical phase using a heavily reduced FS automaton, and a syntactic phase which uses a
table-driven LL(1) parser. Semantic actions are interspersed in the syntactic phase.

13.6 LR PARSING

e D.E.Knuth, “On the translation of languages from left to rightiiform. Control

vol. 8, p. 607-639, 1965rhis is the original paper on LR). It defines the notion as an
abstract property of a grammar and gives two tests forkl.RThe first works by constructing for the
grammar a regular grammar which generates all possible already reduced parts (= stacks) plus their
look-aheads; if this grammar has the property that none of its words is a prefix to another of its words,
the original grammar was LR]. The second consists of implicitly constructing all possible item sets (=
states) and testing for conflicts. Since none of this is intended to yield a reasonable parsing algorithm,
notation and terminology differs from that in later papers on the subject. Several theorems concerning
LR(K) grammars are given and proved.

e AJ. Korenjak, “A practical method for constructing LIRY processors”,Com-

mun. ACM vol. 12, no. 11, p. 613-623, Nov 196%he huge LR(1) parsing table is
partitioned as follows. A non-termindlis chosen judiciously from the grammar, and two grammars are
constructedGg, in which Z is considered to be a terminal symbol, &8¢, which is the grammar foZ
(i.e. which hasZ as the start symbol). If both grammars are LR(1) and moreover a master LR(1) parser
can be constructed that controls the switching back and forth bet@gamdG 4, the parser construction
succeeds (and the original grammar was LR(1) too). The three resulting tables together are much smaller
than the LR(1) table for the original grammar. It is also possible to chose a set of non-terminals
Z, -+ Z, and apply a variant of the above technique.

e David Pager, “A solution to an open problem by Knuthlinform. Contro| vol. 17,
p. 462-473, 197ighly mathematical paper concerning the properties of certain partitions of



the states of an LR(1) parser with a view to reducing the size of the LR automaton.

e H. Langmaack, “Application of regular canonical systems to grammars translat-

able from left to right”,Acta Inform, vol. 1, p. 111-114, 197 Different proof of the
decidability of LRK).

e  Franklin L. DeRemer, “Simple LR() grammars”,Commun. ACMvol. 14, no. 7,

p. 453-460, July 1975LR(K) explained by its inventor. Several suggestions are made on how
to modify the method; use a possibly differdnfor each state; use possibly different lengths for each
look-ahead string. The relation to Korenjak’s approach [LR 1969] is also discussed.

e A.V. Aho, J.D. Ullman, “Optimization of LRK) parsers”,J. Comput. Syst. Sci.

vol. 6, p. 573-602, 1972n algorithm is given to determine which entries in an kRi@ble
can never be accessed; the values of these entries are immaterial (saloaltechre entriey and can be
merged with other values. A second algorithm is given to determine which error entries could be merged
with which reduce entry, with the only result that error detection is postponed. Both algorithms and a
merging technique are used to reduce table size. It is proved that using these algorithms, one can produce
SLR(1) and LALR(2) tables. Itis also proved that SLR(1) is identical to Korenjak’s method [LR 1969]
with all non-terminals selected. See also Soisalon-Soininen [LR 1982].

e David S.Wise, “Generalized overlap resolvable grammars and their parsérs”,
Comput. Syst. S¢ivol. 6, p. 538-572, Dec 1978ee same paper [Precedence 1972)].

e T.Anderson, J. Eve, J.J. Horning, “Efficient LR(1) parser&¢ta Inform, vol. 2,

p. 12-39, 1973Coherent explanation of SLR(1), LALR(1), elimination of unit rules and table
compression, with good advice.

e Karel Culik Il , Rina Cohen, “LR-regular grammars — an extension of K)R(

grammars”,J. Comput. Syst. Scivol. 7, p. 66-96, 1973The input is scanned from
right to left by a FS automaton which records its state at each position. Next this sequence of states is
parsed from left to right using an LR(0) parser. If such a FS automaton and LR(0) parser exist, the gram-
mar is LR-regular. The authors conjecture, however, that it is unsolvable to construct this automaton and
parser. Examples are given of cases in which the problem can be solved.

e A\V. Aho, J.D. Ullman, “A technique for speeding up LUR(parsers”,SIAM J.

Computing vol. 2, no. 2, p. 106-127, June 197%3scribes two detailed techniques to
eliminate unit rules, one by recognizing particular stack configurations and one by merging shifts on
non-terminals (GOTO’s).

e  Shoji Sekimoto, Kuniaki Mukai, Masaru Sudo, “A method of minimizing LK(

parsers”,Systems, Computers and Conjrebl. 4, no. 5, p. 73-80, 1973he states
of an LR(1) parser are grouped into classes by one of several equivalence relations. The parser records
only in which class it is, not in which state. When a reduction is called for, additional computation is
required to determine which reduction. The tables for the class transitions are much smaller than those
for the state transitions.

e JaroslavKral, Jiti Demner, “A note on the number of states of the DeRemer’s

recognizer”,Inform. Process. Lett.vol. 2, p. 22-23, 1973Gives a formula for the
number of states of an SLR(1) parser for an LL(1) grammar.

e A.V. Aho, S.C. Johnson, “LR parsingGomputing Surveyssol. 6, no. 2, p. 99-
124, 1974LR parsing explained in a readable fashion, by the experts. Required reading.

e Matthew M. Geller, Susan L. Graham, Michael A. Harrison, “Production prefix
parsing”. In Automata, languages and programmijngj Loeckx (eds.), Lecture
Notes in Computer Science #14, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 232-241, 19é4.



items in a non-deterministic LR(0|1) automaton are simplified in that ratherAhafiy only (3 (the pro-
duction prefiy is recorded. If the corresponding deterministic automaton is free of conflicts and has no
compound states (that is, each state contains only one production prefix) the gramnpodietion
prefix grammar Table size is proportional to grammar size. Production prefix(1) is between simple pre-
cedence and SLR(1) in power.

e David Pager, “On eliminating unit productions from LR} parsers”. InAutomata,
languages and programming. Loeckx (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-
ence #14, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 242-254, 19i&. unit rules (and only the unit

rules) of the grammar are collected in a directed graph, which is a set of multi-rooted trees (no cycles

allowed). For each leaf, the states of all its predecessors are contracted.

e JJ. Horning, “LR grammars and analyzers”. Ii&ompiler Construction, an
Advanced Coursd-.L. Bauer & J. Eickel (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-
ence #21, Springer-Verlag, New York, p. 85-108, 19i&se lecture notes present a

concise discussion of LIRY grammars and LR(0), SLR(1) (more restrictive adding of reduce entries by

using FOLLOW sets), LALR(1) (using shift entries to determine state after reduce), and LR(1) (adding
look-ahead to items) constructor algorithms. Also some attention is given to the representation of LR
tables, including some compactification techniques.

e Paul Purdom, “The size of LALR(1) parsers”BIT, vol. 14, p. 326-337, 1974.
Experimental size analysis for LALR(1) parsers. Although parser size can be exponential in the grammar
size, it is found in practice to be linear in the grammar size.

e Hans H.Kron, Hans-Jurgen Hoffman, Gerhard Winkler, “On a SkRijased
parser system which accepts non-kRgrammars”. InGl-4. JahrestagungD.
Siefkes (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #26, Springer-Verlag, New
York, p. 214-223, 19750r each inadequate state in an LR(0) automaton, a resolution tree is

constructed of maximum depth If this construction succeeds, the grammar is of tf& R(k) If it

fails, a parser is generated that performs breadth-first search to resolve the remaining inadequacies.

Detailed algorithms are given.

e AJ. Demers “Elimination of single productions and merging of non-terminal
symbols in LR(1) grammars’Comput. Lang. (Elmsford, Nyyol. 1, no. 2, p.
105-119, April 1975.The unit rules are used to define subsets of the non-terminals, the

members of which can be treated as equivalent, similar to Aho and Ullman [LR 1973]. Explicit proofs
are given.

e Harry B.Hunt Ill , Thomas G. Szymanski, Jeffrey D. Ullman, “On the complex-

ity of LR(K) testing”, Commun. ACMvol. 18, no. 12, p. 707-716, Dec 197Bme
bounds as a function of the grammar size are derived for testing many properties of grammars. A practi-
cal result is that both the Lk} and the LRK) properties can be tested @(n**?). These and other
bounds given in the paper are upper bounds, and actual testing is often much faster.

e O.L. Madsen B.B. Kristensen, “LR-parsing of extended context-free grammars”,

Acta Inform, vol. 7, no. 1, p. 61-73, 1976Ghe right parts are allowed to contain choices
{wy] - - - Jw,} and repetitions {a}". In addition to the dotted items in the LR sets, there are alatked
items, which have # rather than a. The# means one of three things: here starts a repetition, one ele-
ment of a repetition has just been recognized or one member of a choice has just been recognized. Upon
reduction, these marked items will tell how to unstack the entire right-hand side.

e R.C.Backhouse “An alternative approach to the improvement of kiRparsers”,

Acta Inform, vol. 6, no. 3, p. 277-296, 1976taditionally, the field of bottom-up parsing
is described in terms of handle-finding automata. The author describes it in terms of left-contexts, in
which aleft-contextis a set of stack configurations of the L ({arser. Other bottom-up techniques are
explained as approximations to these sets.



e Thomas G.Szymanski John H. Williams, “Non-canonical extensions of bottom-

up parsing techniquesSIAM J. Computingvol. 5, no. 2, p. 231-250, June 1976.
Theory of non-canonical versions of several bottom-up parsing techniques, with good informal introduc-
tion.

e Marc L. Joliat, “A simple technique for partial elimination of unit productions
from LR(k) parsers”,IEEE Trans. Comput.vol. C-25, no. 7, p. 763-764, July

1976.A very simple algorithm is given that alters some of the transitions in an LR parse table to
bypass unit rules.

e M.M. Geller, M.A. Harrison, “Characteristic parsing: a framework for producing
compact deterministic parsersJ, Comput. Syst. Scivol. 14, no. 3, p. 265-317,
June 1977Given a deterministic LR(1) automaton, suppose we add some (arbitrary) items to

some states. This will have two effects: the discriminatory power of the automaton will weaken and its

minimum size will decrease (since now some states will coincide). For a large number of grammars
there is acharacteristicitem addition technique that will minimize automaton size while preserving just
enough power. This requires a heavy mathematical apparatus.

e  Matthew M. Geller, Michael A. Harrison, “On LRK) grammars and languages”,

Theoret. Comput. Scivol. 4, p. 245-276, 1977Theoretical groundwork for the
“characteristic parsing technique” of Geller and Harrison [LR June 1977].

e D. Pager, “The lane-tracing algorithm for constructing U (parsers and ways of
enhancing its efficiency’Inform. Sci, vol. 12, p. 19-42, 197 An item A - B-Xyin an

LR parser (called a “configuration” here) has in general two kinds of successors: a set of “immediate

successorsX - «&, and the “transition successoR - 3X.y. An item together with a sequence of its

successive successors is callddree Lanes are used 1) to collect enough look-ahead context to convert

an LR(0) automaton to LALR(1); 2) to determine which LALR(1) states should be split to resolve

remaining LALR(1) conflicts. The required algorithms are of considerable complexity.

e Wilf R. LaLonde, “Regular right part grammars and their parser€gmmun.
ACM, vol. 20, no. 10, p. 731-741, Oct 197ihe notion of regular right part grammars
and its advantages are described in detail. A parser is proposed that dé¢paR{ng to find the right
end of the handle and then, using different parts of the same table, scans the stack backwards using a
look-ahead (to the left!) o symbols to find the left end; this is callddR(m, k) The corresponding
parse table construction algorithm is given by LaLonde [LR 1979].

e David Pager, “A practical general method for constructing LR(arsers”,Acta
Inform., vol. 7, no. 3, p. 249-268, 197When during the construction of an LR(1) parser a
state has to be added, one can consider merging it with an already existing state, if no conflict can arise
from this. The problem is that it is not easy to tell whether conflicts may arise from a certain merge. To
this end, the notionweak compatibilitytandstrong compatibilityare defined. Algorithms for the efficient

construction of conflict-free small full LR(1) parse tables are given.

e D. Pager, “Eliminating unit productions from LR{) parsers”,Acta Inform, vol.
9, p. 31-59, 197 A/ery detailed description of a unit rule elimination algorithm.

e A. Celentang “Incremental LR parsers’Acta Inform, vol. 10, p. 307-321, 1978.
Very clear exposition of how the Ghezzi and Mandrioli algorithm [LR 1979] can be made to work on
parse sequences rather than on parse trees, thus improving efficiency.

e Stephen CJohnson YACC: yet another compiler-compileBell Laboratories,
Murray Hill, New Jersey 07974, p. 34, 1978 spite of its title,yaccis one of the most

widely used parser generators. It generates LALR(1) parsers from a grammar with embedded semantic

actions and features a number of disambiguating and conflict-resolving mechanisms. The generated

parser isin C.



e Akifumi Makinouchi, “On single production elimination in simple LR

environment”,J. Inform. Process.vol. 1, no. 2, p. 76-80, 197&n SLR(1) parser is
extended with the possibility of specifying grammar rules of the ferp€;}A-{C,} - - - -, which can
only be applied when the symbol before theannot produce a member dEf} as its last token, and the
token afterAis not in {C,}. Such rules allow some convenient ambiguities to be resolved without loos-
ing the generative power of the system.

e W.R. LalLonde, “Constructing LR parsers for regular right part grammarstia

Inform., vol. 11, p. 177-193, 197Describes the algorithms for the regular right part
parsing technique explained by LalLonde [LR 1977]. The back scan is performed using soreatled
back tables Compression techniques for these tables are given.

e  StepharHeilbrunner, “On the definition of ELRK) and ELLK) grammars” Acta
Inform.,, vol. 11, p. 169-176, 197%ee same paper [LL 1979].

e Otto Mayer, “On deterministic canonical bottom-up parsindiifform. Control

vol. 43, p. 280-303, 1979 general framework is presented for deterministic canonical
bottom-up parsers, from which well-known parsers arise as special cases.

e Carlo Ghezzi Dino Mandrioli, “Incremental parsing’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang.

Syst, vol. 1, no. 1, p. 58-70, July 197%he authors observe that when a grammar allows
bottom-up parsing using some techniquand is at the same time Ri)(for anyk, then any modification
to the input text can only affect nodes that produce the modified part. By keeping the entire parse tree in
a both left-most and right-most threaded form, these nodes can be located and updated quickly. The case
LR(1) ORL(1) is treated in full.

e Kai Koskimies, Eljas Soisalon-Soininen, “On a method for optimizing LR

parsers”,Intern. J. Comput. Mathvol. A7, p. 287-295, 197Defines criteria under
which Pager’s algorithm for the elimination of unit rules [LR 1977] can be safely applied to SLR(1)
parsers.

e  Kuo-ChungTai, “Noncanonical SLR(1) grammars’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang.

Syst, vol. 1, no. 2, p. 295-320, Oct 1978.survey of non-canonical parsing methods is
given and two non-canonical variants of SLR(1) parsing are described.

e Gerald A.Fisher Jr., Manfred Weber, “LALR(1) parsing for languages without

reserved words’ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 14, no. 11, p. 26-30, Nov 1974.
heuristic is given for designing an LALR(1) programming language without reserved words. First design
the LALR(1) languagevith reserved words, using a non-termiiddlenti iffiieer for the identifiers. Now
allow iddentiiffiieer to also produce all reserved words and modify the grammar (or the language) until
the grammar is LALR(1) again, using feedback from an LALR(1) parser generator.

e Eljas Soisalon-Soininen “On the space-optimizing effect of eliminating single

productions from LR parsersActa Inform, vol. 14, p. 157-174, 198@nprovement
of Pager’s unit rule elimination algorithm [LR 1977].

e Carlo Ghezzi Dino Mandrioli, “Augmenting parsers to support incrementality”,

J. ACM vol. 27, no. 3, p. 564-579, 1980he algorithm of Ghezzi and Mandrioli [LR
1979] is extended to all LR} grammars.

e JacekWitaszek, “The LR(k) parser”. InMathematical Foundations of Computer
Science P. Dembirski (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #88, Springer-

Verlag, New York, p. 686-697, 198@hree size-reducing transformations on kRiables
are defined that leave the LI(property undisturbed. One is similar to minimising a FS automaton, one
removes unused look-ahead and one allows delaying error detection. No full algorithms given, but see
Witaszek [LR 1988].



e Bent Bruun Kristensen, Ole Lehrmann Madsen, “Methods for computing
LALR(K) lookahead”, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 3, no. 1, p. 60-82, Jan

1981.The LALR(K) look-ahead sets are seen as the solution to a set of equations, which are
solved by recursive traversal of the LR(0) automaton. Full algorithms plus proofs are given.

e R.Kemp, “LR(0) grammars generated by LR(0) parseistta Inform, vol. 15, p.

265-280, 1981Theoretical analysis of the set of LR(0) grammars that produce a given LR(0)
parser.

e Theodore PBaker, “Extending look-ahead for LR parsersJ, Comput. Syst. Sg¢i.

vol. 22, no. 2, p. 243-259, 1981 FS automaton is derived from the LR automaton as
follows: upon a reduce té the automaton moves to all states that have an incoming arc mArkétis
automaton is used for analysing the look-ahead as in an LR-regular pantikrand Cohen [LR 1973]).

e StephanHeilbrunner, “A parsing automata approach to LR theoryrheoret.

Comput. Scj.vol. 15, p. 117-157, 198Parsing is explained in terms @ém grammars
which describe the stack configurations of the parser. The theory is first developed for LR and then
applied uniformly to LL and LC.

e Wilf R. LaLonde, “The construction of stack-controlling LR parsers for regular
right part grammars”’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 3, no. 2, p. 168-206,

April 1981.Traditional LR parsers shift each input token onto the stack; often, this shift could be
replaced by a state transition, indicating that the shift has taken place. Such a parser is stdldd a
controlling LR parserand will do finite-state recognition without stack manipulation whenever possible.
Algorithms for the construction of stack-controlling LR parse tables are given. The paper is complicated
by the fact that the new feature is introduced not in a traditional LR parser, but in an LR parser for regu-
lar right parts (for which see LaLonde [LR 1977]).

e CharlesWetherell, A. Shannon, “LR - automatic parser generator and LR(1)

parser”, IEEE Trans. Softw. Engvol. SE-7, no. 3, p. 274-278, May 198this
short paper discusses a full LR(1) parser generator and parser, written in ANSI 66 Fortran for portability,
and using an algorithm by Pager [LR 1977].

e AugustoCelentang “An LR parsing technique for extended context-free gram-

mars”, Comput. Lang. (Elmsford, NYyol. 6, no. 2, p. 95-107, 198Xhe results of
repetitions or selections are popped off the parsing stack before the entire right-hand side has been recog-
nized. Remarkably, this can be done for any extended LR(1) grammar. Explicit algorithms are given.

e Paul W.Purdom, Cynthia A. Brown, “Parsing extended LI§(grammars”,Acta

Inform., vol. 15, p. 115-127, 198Xn LR state is stacked only at the beginning of a right-
hand side; all other work is done on a global state. At a reduce, the reduced non-terminal is already on
the top of the stack and needs only to be unstacked. This does not work for all extendgdytaRg-
mars, but any extended LK)(can be converted into one for which the method works.

e Takehiro Tokuda, “Eliminating unit reductions from LR{) parsers using

minimum contexts”,Acta Inform, vol. 15, p. 447-470, 198Nery densely written
analysis of algorithms for the elimination of unit rules from a special class okLrsers.

e  Colin Burgess Laurence James, “An indexed bibliography for LR grammars and

parsers”,ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 16, no. 8, p. 14-26, Aug 198Liseful,
detailed and structured bibliography containing around 115 entries.

e David Spector, “Full LR(1) parser generation”ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 16,

no. 8, p. 58-66, Aug 198X heuristic algorithm for enlarging an LR(0) table to full LR(1) is
given and demonstrated on two examples. With letter of correction (vol. 16, no. 11, Nov 1981, p. 2).
See also Ancona, Dodero and Gianuzzi [LR 1982] and Spector [LR 1988].



e M. Ancona, V. Gianuzzi, “A new method for implementing LR tables”,

Inform. Process. Lettvol. 13, no. 4/5, p. 171-176, 198kor each inadequate state
there is a separate automaton handling that inadequacy by doing a look-ahead of one token. If this auto-
maton has inadequate states the process is repeated. A tables construction algorithm is given.

e Eljas Soisalon-Soininen “Inessential error entries and their use in LR parser
optimization”, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 4, no. 2, p. 179-195, April

1982.More sophisticated and general algorithms are given for the techniques described by Aho
and Ullman [LR 1972].

e M. Ancona, G. Dodero, V. Gianuzzi, “Building collections of LR items with

partial expansion of lookahead string&CM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 5, p.

24-28, May 1982In addition to the usual terminals, non-terminals are allowed in the look-
ahead sets, leading to very substantial savings in the number of states. Only if an inadequate state turns
up the non-terminals are developed as far as needed to resolve the inadequacy. The algorithm will also
work reasonably fok >1.

e J.C.H.Park, “A new LALR formalism”, ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 7,

p. 47-61, July 1982Simplified operators corresponding to Predict and Accept are defined
precisely and applied to LR and LALR parser generation. Difficult to read.

e FrankDeRemer, Thomas J. Pennello, “Efficient computation of LALR(1) look-
ahead sets’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syswol. 4, no. 4, p. 615-649, Oct 1982.

The LALR(1) look-ahead sets are calculated by four linear sweeps over the LR(0) automaton, calculating

the sets Direct Read, Read, Follow and Look-Ahead, respectively. 2. An obvious simplification leads to

“Not Quite LALR(1)”, NQLALR(1) and is shown to be inadequate. 3. The debugging of non-LALR(1)

grammars is treated.

e Colin Burgess Laurence James, “A revised index bibliography for LR grammars

and parsers”ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 12, p. 18-26, Dec 1982.
revision of Burgess and James [LR 1981], extending the number of entries to about 160.

e JormaTarhio, “LR parsing of some ambiguous grammarsiiform. Process.

Lett, vol. 14, no. 3, p. 101-103, 198Zhe reduction items in all inadequate states are
collected. The rules in them are extended at the end with “synchronization symbols”, to make the
shift/reduce and reduce/reduce conflicts go away. These synchronization symbols are context-dependent;
for instance each identifier could be followed by a token indicating its type. The synchronization symbols
are inserted in the input stream by the lexical analyser while parsing.

e RakeshAgrawal, Keith D. Detro, “An efficient incremental LR parser for gram-

mars with epsilon productionsActa Inform, vol. 19, no. 4, p. 369-376, 1983.
linear time and space implementation of Celentano’s algorithm [LR 1978] is described, which can also
handleg-rules.

e Takehiro Tokuda, “A fixed-length approach to the design and construction of

bypassed LR parsers”J. Inform. Processvol. 6, no. 1, p. 23-30, 1983he idea
of removing unit reductions is extended to removaigreductions that do not involve semantic actions;
this leads tdbypassed LR(k) parserg-ull algorithms are given. Some of the literature on removing unit
rules is analysed critically.

e DashingYeh, “On incremental shift-reduce parsin@3|T, vol. 23, no. 1, p. 36-48,

1983.The input tokens to an LR parser are stored in a linked list; each node in this list also holds
a pointer to a stack pertinent for the token in the node. These stacks can be merged and are in fact also
stored in the nodes. This arrangement greatly simplifies incremental parsing. Very clear explanation.

e Kenzo Inoue, Fukumi Fujiwara, “On LLCK) parsing method of LR{



grammars”,J. Inform. Process.vol. 6, no. 4, p. 206-217, 1983ssume an LR
grammar. Start parsing using the (full) l)(method, until an LLK) conflict is encountered, say on non-
terminalA. Ais then parsed with the LR method, using the proper predicted look-ahead set. If during
the LR (sub)parsing the number of items narrows down to one, ak)l(k(b-sub)parsing is started; etc.
Full algorithms for all tables are given. LLC means “Least Left Corner”.

e Lothar Schmitz, “On the correct elimination of chain productions from LR

parsers”Intern. J. Comput. Mathvol. 15, no. 2, p. 99-116, 198®igorous proofs of
some claims about unit-free LR)(parsers.

e N.P.Chapman, “LALR(1,1) parser generation for regular right part grammars”,

Acta Inform, vol. 21, p. 29-45, 1984%fficient construction algorithm for LALR(1,1) parse
tables, which find the right end of the handle by traditional LALR(1) parsing and then scan the stack
backwards using a look-ahead of 1 symbol to find the left end.

e Joseph C.HPark, K.M. Choe, C.H. Chang, “A new analysis of LALR formal-

isms”, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 7, no. 1, p. 159-175, Jan 198the
recursive closure operat@LOSUREof Kristensen and Madsen [LR 1981] is abstracted to an iterative
d-operator such thaELOSURE=® . This operator allows the formal derivation of four algorithms for the
construction of LALR look-ahead sets.

e  EskoUkkonen, “Upper bounds on the size of LR parsers”,Inform. Process.

Lett, vol. 20, no. 2, p. 99-105, Feb 1988pper bounds for the number of states of an
LR(K) parser are given for several types of grammars.

e S. Heilbrunner, “Truly prefix-correct chain-free LR(1) parsersActa Inform,

vol. 22, no. 5, p. 499-536, 1983. unit-free LR(1) parser generator algorithm, rigorously
proven correct.

e Fredlves, “Unifying view of recent LALR(1) lookahead set algorithmsACM
SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 21, no. 7, p. 131-135, July 1986common formalism is given

in which the LALR(1) look-ahead set construction algorithms of DeRemer and Pennello [LR 1982],

Park, Choe and Chang [LR 1985] and the author can be expressed. See also Park and Choe [LR 1987].

e Manuel E.Bermudez, Karl M. Schimpf, “A practical arbitrary look-ahead LR
parsing techniqgue”ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 21, no. 7, p. 136-144, July 1986.

To resolve LR(0) conflicts at run time, for each conflict state a FS automaton is developed that will do

arbitrary look-ahead. Grammars for which parsers can be constructed by this technique are called

LAM(m) wherem in some way limits the size of the look-ahead FS automata. It can handle some non-

LR(k) grammars. See also Baker [LR 1981].

e Thomas JPennellg “Very fast LR parsing” ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 21, no.

7, p. 145-151, July 198@he tables and driver of a traditional LALR(1) parser are replaced
by assembler code performing linear search for small fan-out, binary search for medium and a calculated
jump for large fan-out. This modification gained a factor of 6 in speed at the expense of a factor 2 in size.

e |kuo Nakata, Masataka Sassa, “Generation of efficient LALR parsers for regular
right part grammars”Acta Inform, vol. 23, p. 149-162, 1986rhe stack of an
LALR(1) parser is augmented with a set of special markers that indicate the start of a right-hand side;
adding such a marker during the shift is calledst@ck-shift Consequently there can now be a
shift/stack-shift conflict, abbreviated ®tacking conflict The stack-shift is given preference and any

superfluous markers are eliminated during the reduction. Full algorithms are given.

e A.M.M. Al-Hussaini, R.G. Stone, “Yet another storage technique for LR parsing

tables”, Softw. Pract. Exper.vol. 16, no. 4, p. 389-401, 1986xcellent introduction
to LR table compression in general. Thigbmatrix techniquétroduced in this paper partitions the rows



into a number of submatrices, the rows of each of which are similar enough to allow drastic compressing.
The access cost 3(1). A heuristic partitioning algorithm is given.

e MasatakaSassa lkuo Nakata, “A simple realization of LR-parsers for regular
right part grammars”Inform. Process. Lettvol. 24, no. 2, p. 113-120, Jan 1987.

For each item in each state on the parse stack of an LR parser, a counter is kept indicating how many

preceding symbols on the stack are covered by the recognized part in the item. Upon reduction, the

counter of the reducing item tells us how many symbols to unstack. The manipulation rules for the

counters are simple. The counters are stored in short arrays, one array for each state on the stack.

e Joseph C.HPark, Kwang-Moo Choe, “Remarks on recent algorithms for LALR
lookahead sets”’ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 22, no. 4, p. 30-32, April 1987.
Careful analysis of the differences between the algorithms of Park, Choe and Chang [LR 1985] and Ives

[LR 1986]. See also Ives [LR 1987].

e Fredlves, “Response to remarks on recent algorithms for LALR lookahead sets”,
ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 22, no. 8, p. 99-104, 198Remarks by Park and Choe

[LR 1987] are refuted and a new algorithm is presented that is significantly better than that of Park, Choe

and Chang [LR 1985] and that previously presented by Ives [LR 1986].

e Nigel P. Chapman, LR Parsing: Theory and PracticeCambridge University
Press, New York, NY, p. 228, 198Detailed treatment of the title subject. Highly
recommended for anybody who wants to acquire in-depth knowledge about LR parsing. Good on size of

parse tables and attribute grammars.

e Eljas Soisalon-Soininen Jorma Tarhio, “Looping LR parsersinform. Process.

Lett, vol. 26, no. 5, p. 251-253, Jan 198&r some (non-LR) grammars it is true that
there are ways to resolve the conflicts in an LR parser for them that will make the parser loop on some
inputs (executing an endless sequence of reduces). A test is given to detect such grammars.

e JacekWitaszek, “A practical method for finding the optimum postponement

transformation for LRf) parsers”,Inform. Process. Lettvol. 27, no. 2, p. 63-67,

Feb 1988.By allowing the LREK) automaton to postpone error checking, the size of the
automaton can be reduced dramatically. Finding the optimum postponement transformation is, however,
a large combinatorial problem. A good heuristic algorithm for finding a (sub)optimal transformation is
given.

e Dashing Yeh, Uwe Kastens, “Automatic construction of incremental LR(1)

parsers”,ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 23, no. 3, p. 33-42, March 198Betailed
algorithms for an incremental LR(1) parser that allows multiple modificationsamtes.

e Manuel E.Bermudez Karl M. Schimpf, “On the (non-)relationship between
SLR(1) and NQLALR(1) grammars’ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systol. 10, no.
2, p. 338-342, April 1988shows a grammar that is SLR(1) but not NQLALR(1).

e PierpaoloDegang Stefano Mannucci, Bruno Mojana, “Efficient incremental LR
parsing for syntax-directed editorsACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syswol. 10, no. 3,

p. 345-373, July 1988rhe non-terminals of a grammar are partitioned by hand into sets of
“incrementally compatible” non-terminals, meaning that replacement of one non-terminal by an incre-
mentally compatible one is considered a minor structural change. Like in Korenjak’s method [LR 1969],
for a partitioning inn setsn+1 parse tables are constructed, one for each set and one for the grammar that
represents the connection between the sets. The parser user is allowed interactively to move or copy the
string produced by a given non-terminal to a position where an incrementally compatible one is required.
This approach keeps the text (i.e. the program text) reasonably correct most of the time and uses rather
small tables.



e George H.Roberts, “Recursive ascent: an LR analog to recursive desc&€y

SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 23, no. 8, p. 23-29, Aug 198Bach LR state is represented by a
subroutine. The shift is implemented as a subroutine call, the reduction is followed by a subroutine
return possibly preceded by a return stack adjustment. The latter prevents the generation of genuine sub-
routines since it requires explicit return stack manipulation. A small and more or less readable LR(0)
parser is shown, in which conflicts are resolved by means of the order in which certain tests are done,
like in a recursive descent parser.

e F.E.J.Kruseman Aretz, “On a recursive ascent parsettiform. Process. Lett.
vol. 29, no. 4, p. 201-206, Nov 1988ach state in an LR automaton is implemented as a

subroutine. A shift calls that subroutine. A reduceXtis effected as followsX and its lengtin are stored

in global variables; all subroutines are rigged to decrenmesmid return as long as>0, and to call the

proper GOTO state of whenn hits 0. This avoids the explicit stack manipulation of Roberts [LR 1988].

e David Spector, “Efficient full LR(1) parser generation”ACM SIGPLAN Notices

vol. 23, no. 12, p. 143-150, Dec 1988elatively simple method is given for extending an
LR(0) table to full LR(1). The method isolates the inadequate states, constructs the full look-ahead sets
for them and then splits them (and possible predecessor states). The algorithm is described informally.

e Manuel E.Bermudez, George Logothetis, “Simple computation of LALR(1)
look-ahead sets”Inform. Process. Lett.vol. 31, no. 5, p. 233-238, 1989he

original LALR(1) grammar is replaced by a not much bigger grammar that has been made to incorporate

the necessary state splitting through a simple transformation. The SLR(1) automaton of this grammar is

the LALR(1) automaton of the original grammar.

e George H.Roberts, “Another note on recursive ascenthiform. Process. Lett.
vol. 32, no. 5, p. 263-266, 198%he fast parsing methods of Pennello [LR 1986],

Kruseman Aretz [LR 1988] and Roberts are compared. A special-purpose optimizing compiler can select
the appropriate technique for each state.

e JamesKanze, “Handling ambiguous tokens in LR parsersACM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 24, no. 6, p. 49-54, June 198Bmay not always be possible to infer from
the appearance of an input symbol the terminal symbol it corresponds to in the parser. In that case a
default assumption can be made and the error recovery mechanism of the parser can be rigged to try
alternatives. A disadvantage is that an LALR parser may already have made reductions (or a strong-LL
parser may have mademoves) that have ruined the context. An implementation in UNIY&scis
given.

e Daniel J.Salomon Gordon V. Cormack, “Scannerless NSLR(1) parsing of pro-
gramming languages’/ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 24, no. 7, p. 170-178, July
1989.The traditional CF syntax is extended with two rule typas: B, which means that any

sentential form in whichA generates a terminal production Bf(with B regular) is illegal, andA+B,

which means that any sentential form in which terminal production& ahdB are adjacent, is illegal.

The authors show that the addition of these two types of rules allow one to incorporate the lexical phase

of a compiler into the parser. The system uses a non-canonical SLR(1) parser.

e J. Heering, P. Klint, J. Rekers, “Incremental generation of parse/sCM SIG-

PLAN Noticesvol. 24, no. 7, p. 179-191, July 1988.a very unconventional approach
to parser generation, the initial information for an LR(0) parser consists of the grammar only. As parsing
progresses, more and more entries of the LR(0) table (actually a graph) become required and are con-
structed on the fly. LR(0) inadequacies are resolved using Tomita’'s method. All this greatly facilitates
handling (dynamic) changes to the grammar.

e R. Nigel Horspool, “ILALR: an incremental generator of LALR(1) parsers”. In
Compiler Compilers and High-Speed CompilatiddD. Hammer (eds.), Lecture
Notes in Computer Science #371, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 128-136, 1989.



Grammar rules are checked as they are typed in. To this end, LALR(1) parse tables are kept and continu-
ally updated. When the user interactively adds a new rule, the sets FIRST and NULLABLE are recalcu-
lated and algorithms are given to distribute the consequences of possible changes over the LR(0) and
look-ahead sets. Some serious problems are reported and practical solutions are given.

e Daniel J.Salomon Gordon V. Cormack, “Corrections to the paper: Scannerless
NSLR(1) parsing of programming language&CM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 24,

no. 11, p. 80-83, Nov 198More accurate time measurements and corrections to the
algorithms are supplied. See same authors [LR July 1989].

e Stylianos D.Pezaris “Shift-reduce conflicts in LR parsers’/ACM SIGPLAN
Notices vol. 24, no. 11, p. 94-95, Nov 198®is shown that if an LR(1) parser either has

no shift/reduce conflicts or has shift/reduce conflicts that have been decided to be solved by shifting, the

same parsing behaviour can be obtained from the corresponding LR(0) parser (which will have no

reduce/reduce conflicts) in which all shift/reduce conflicts are resolved in favour of the shift. With this

resolution principle, for instance the programming language C can be parsed with an LR(0) parser.

e  GregorSnelting, “How to build LR parsers which accept incomplete inplkCM

SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 25, no. 4, p. 51-58, April 199QVhen an LR parser finds a
premature end-of-file, the incomplete parse tree is completed using some heuristics on the top state of the
stack. The heuristics mainly favour reduction over shift and their application is repeated until the parse
tree is complete or further completion would involve too much guessing. The technique is explained in
the setting of a language-based editor.

e (George H.Roberts, “From recursive ascent to recursive descent: via compiler
optimizations”,ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 25, no. 4, p. 83-89, April 199@hows

a number of code transformations that will turn an LR(1) recursive ascent parser (see Roberts [LR 1988]

and [LR 1989]) for an LL(1) grammar into a recursive descent parser.

13.7 LEFT-CORNER PARSING

This section also covers a number of related techniques: production-chaink)L.LP(
PLR(K), etc.

e D.J. Rosenkrantz, P.M. Lewis Il, “Deterministic left-corner parsing”. IfEEE
Conference Record 11th Annual Symposium on Switching and Automata ,Theory
p. 139-152, 1970an LC(K) parser decides the applicability of a rule when it has seen the initial
non-terminal of the rule if it has one, plus a look-ahead symbols. Identifying the initial non-terminal
is done by bottom-up parsing, the rest of the rule is recognized top-down. A canonical LC pushdown
machine can be constructed in which the essential entries on the pushdown stack are pairs of non-
terminals, one telling what non-terminal has been recognized bottom-up and the other what non-terminal
is predicted top-down. As with LL, there is a difference between LC and strong-LC. There is a simple
algorithm to convert an L& grammar into LLK) form; the resulting grammar may be large, though.

e Y. Eric Cho, “Simple left-corner grammars”. IRroc. Seventh Princeton Confer-

ence on Information Sciences and SysteRranceton, p. 557, 1978C parsing is
simplified by requiring that each right-hand side be recognizable (after LC reduction) by its first two
symbols and by handling left recursion as a special case. The required tables are extremely small.

e David B. Lomet, “Automatic generation of multiple exit parsing subroutines”. In
Automata, languages and programmjrilg Loeckx (eds.), Lecture Notes in Com-
puter Science #14, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 214-231, 18%4oduction chairis a

chain of production stepsy - X101, X1 » X505, -+ X,-1 >t a,, with Xq, - - -, X,-1 hon-terminals and

t aterminal. If the inputis known to derive froiy, and starts with , each production chain frog, to

t is a possible explanation of hatvwas produced. The set of all production chains connectingp t



is called aproduction expressianAn efficient algorithm for the construction and compression of pro-
duction expressions is given. Each production expression is then implemented as a subroutine which con-
tains the production expression as a FS automaton.

e  Michael Hammer, “A new grammatical transformation into Lk)Y form”. In
Proceedings Sixth Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computir&$6-275,
1974 .Each left corner in a left-corner parser is described as a FS automaton and implemented as

a subroutine. Parsing is then performed by recursive descent using these subroutines. The FS automata
can be incorporated into the grammar to yield anK)lgrammar.

e J.Kral, J. Demner, “Parsing as a subtask of compiling”Mathematical Foun-
dations of Computer Sciencé Bewar (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science

#32, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 61-74, 19 &rious considerations that went into the
design of a variant of left-corner parsing, callggmi-top-down

e E. Soisalon-Soininen E. Ukkonen, “A characterization of Lkf grammars”. In
Automata, Languages and Programmji&) Michaelson & R. Milner (eds.), Edin-
burgh University Press, Edinburgh, p. 20-30, 19foduces a subclass of the LH(

grammars called predictive LR((PLR(k)). The deterministic LG{) grammars are strictly included in

this class, and a grammatical transformation is presented to transform &)Rhf(an LL(K) grammar.

PLR() grammars can therefore be parsed with theld)lp@arser of the transformed grammar. A conse-

guence is that the classes of I),(LC(k), and PLRK) languages are identical.

e A. Nijholt, “Simple chain grammars”. IrAutomata, Languages and Program-
ming, A. Salomaa & M. Steinby (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #52,
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 352-364, 197Z. non-terminal X is said to bechain-

independentf all production chains (see Lomet [LC 1974]) of end in a different terminal symbol.

Two symbolsX andY are “mutually chain-independent” if different chains, one starting Withnd the

other withY, end with different symbols. A CF grammar isinple chain grammaif it satisfies the fol-

lowing conditions: (1) all its symbols are chain-independent, (B #aXp andA-aYy, thenX andY

are mutually chain-independent, and (3jif- o andA - a3 thenp=e.

This class of grammars contains the LL(1) grammars witlsautles, and is a subset of the LR(0) gram-

mars. A simple parser for these grammars is presented.

e JaroslavKral, “Almost top-down analysis for generalized L&(grammars”. In
Methods of algorithmic language implementatiénP. Ershov and C.H.A. Koster
(eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #47, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 149-
172, 1977 Very well-argued introduction to semi-top-down parsing; see Kral [LC 1975].

e Jan Pittl, “Exponential optimization for the LLRJ parsing method”. In
Mathematical Foundations of Computer ScienéeGruska (eds.), Lecture Notes

in Computer Science #53, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 435-442, 1th&/automata
by Lomet [LC 1974] are reduced using the “characteristic parsing” technique of Geller and Harrison [LR
1977].

e Alan J.Demers “Generalized left corner parsing”. Fourth ACM Symposium on
Principles of Programming Languages. 170-182, 197 7The right-hand side of each

rule is required to contain a marker. The part on the left of the marker is the left corner; it is recognized

by SLR(1) techniques, the rest by LL(1) techniques. An algorithm is given to determine the first admissi-

ble position in each right-hand side for the marker.

e Eljas Soisalon-Soininen Esko Ukkonen, “A method for transforming grammars

into LL(k) form”, Acta Inform, vol. 12, p. 339-369, 197 restricted class of LR
grammars is defined, the predictive LlkR(or PLR(k) grammars, which can be handled by left-corner
techniques. Like Ld{) grammars, they can be transformed into klgrammars.



e  EskoUkkonen, “A modification of the LRK) method for constructing compact
bottom-up parsers”. IMutomata, Languages and Programmjngermann A.
Maurer (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #71, Springer-Verlag, Berlin,

p. 646-658, 1979An LR(k) parser is extended to do left-corner parsing simultaneously by
compounding the states on the stack. This can be donedak-PLR(k) grammarenly, which, how-
ever, include almost all LR§ grammars. The resulting table is gigantic but highly structured, and can be
condensed considerably.

e Daniel Chester, “A parsing algorithm that extends phrase®m. J. Comput.
Linguist, vol. 6, no. 2, p. 87-96, April-June 1988ee same paper [NatLang 1980].

e JanPittl, “On LLP(k) grammars and languages'heoret. Comput. Scivol. 16,

p. 149-175, 1981See Pittl [LC 1982]. All LRK) languages have an LLB(grammar. LLPK)
lies somewhere between Lik)(and LR).

e JanPittl, “On LLP(K) parsers”J. Comput. Syst. S¢iol. 24, p. 36-68, 1982rhis

paper first presents a non-deterministic parser using a mixed top-down-bottom-up strategy, and then
examines the circumstances under which these parsers are deterministic, resulting in the clask)of LLP(
grammars. The parser does not have the correct-prefix property, as tkeand(LRK) parsers have.

e Yuji Matsumoto, Hozumi Tanaka, Hideki Hirakawa, Hideo Miyoshi, Hideki
Yasukawa, “BUP: a bottom-up parser embedded in Prold¢gw Generation

Computing vol. 1, p. 145-158, 1983A bottom-up parser for natural language text
embedded in Prolog is described, in which each grammar rule corresponds to a Prolog clause. The
parser, which is fact left-corner, can deal with any cycle-free grammar withrntes. The dictionary is
handled separately. Explicit rules are given how to convert a grammar into Prolog clauses. A facility for
remembering previous successes and failures is included. A tracing facility is also described.

e Kenzo Inoue, Fukumi Fujiwara, “On LLCK) parsing method of LR{ gram-
mars”,J. Inform. Processvol. 6, no. 4, p. 206-217, 1988ee same paper [LR 1983].

e SusanHirsh, “P-PATR: a compiler for unification-based grammars”. Niatural
Language Understanding and Logic Programming,MI Dahl & P. Saint-Dizier

(eds.), Elsevier Science Publ., Amsterdam, p. 63-78, 1888corner parsing in
Prolog. How to handle-rules that hide left recursion (remove them by duplicating the rule).

13.8 PRECEDENCE AND BOUNDED-CONTEXT PARSING

e Harold Wolpe, “Algorithm for analyzing logical statements to produce a truth

function table”, Commun. ACMvol. 1, no. 3, p. 4-13, March 1958he paper
describes an algorithm to convert a Boolean expression into a decision table. The expression is first fully
parenthesized through a number of substitution rules that represent the priorities of the operators. Parsing
is then done by counting parentheses. Further steps construct a decision table.

e J.H.Wegstein “From formulas to computer-oriented languag€gmmun. ACM

vol. 2, no. 3, p. 6-8, March 1959 program that converts from arithmetic expressions to
three-address code is given as a one-page flowchart. The parser is basically operator-precedence, with
built-in precedences.

e Robert W.Floyd, “Syntactic analysis and operator precedende’ACM, vol. 10,

no. 3, p. 316-333, July 196&perator-precedence explained and applied to an Algol 60
compiler.

e J. Eickel, M. Paul, F.L. Bauer, K. Samelson, “A syntax-controlled generator of



formal language processor€Zommun. ACMvol. 6, no. 8, p. 451-455, Aug 1963.
In this early paper, the authors develop and describe what is basically a (2,1) bounded-context parser.
Reduction rules have to have the folin— V or R —« ST. Such a grammar is called &tlanguageit is
“unique” if the parse tables can be constructed without conflict. The terminology in the paper differs con-
siderably from today’s.

e Robert W.Floyd, “Bounded context syntax analysisCommun. ACMvol. 7, no.

2, p. 62-67, Feb 1964ror each right-hand sid® in the grammar, enough context is
constructed (by hand) so that whenis found in a sentential form in the right context in a bottom-up
parser, it can safely be assumed to be the handle.

e Niklaus Wirth , Helmut Weber, “EULER - A generalization of ALGOL and its
formal definition, Part 1/2”",Commun. ACMvol. 9, no. 1/2, p. 13-25/89-99,

Jan/Feb 1966Detailed description of simple and extended precedence. A table generation
algorithm is given. Part 2 contains the complete precedence table plus functions for the language
EULER.

e David F. Martin, “Boolean matrix methods for the detection of simple pre-

cedence grammarsGommun. ACMvol. 11, no. 10, p. 685-687, Oct 1968nding
the simple-precedence relations is explained as matrix operations on matrices derived trivially from the
grammar.

e James RBell, “A new method for determining linear precedence functions for

precedence grammarsCommun. ACMvol. 12, no. 10, p. 567-569, Oct 1968he
precedence relations are used to set up a connectivity matrix. Take the transitive closure and count 1's in
each row. Check for correctness of the result.

e Alain Colmerauer, “Total precedence relationsJ, ACM vol. 17, no. 1, p. 14-30,

Jan 1970The non-terminal resulting from a reduction is not put on the stack but pushed back
into the input stream; this leaves room for more reductions on the stack. This causes precedence relations
that differ considerably from simple precedence.

e A. Learner, A.L. Lim, “A note on transforming grammars to Wirth-Weber pre-

cedence form”,Computer J. vol. 13, p. 142-144, 1970an algorithm is given to
transform any CF grammar to simple precedence form (with possible duplicate right-hand sides).

e Jacqued.oeckx, “An algorithm for the construction of bounded-context parsers”,

Commun. ACMvol. 13, no. 5, p. 297-307, May 1978y systematically generating all
BC states the parser may encounter.

e J.Ichbiah, S. Morse, “A technique for generating almost optimal Floyd-Evans
productions of precedence grammarSgmmun. ACMvol. 13, no. 8, p. 501-508,
Aug 1970.The notion of “weak precedence” is defined in the introduction. The body of the

article is concerned with efficiently producing good Floyd-Evans productions from a given weak pre-
cedence grammar.

e A\. Aho, P.J. Denning, J.D. Ullman, “Weak and mixed strategy precedence

parsing”, J. ACM vol. 19, no. 2, p. 225-243, April 1972Zhe theory behind and a
comparison of various bottom-up (shift/reduce) parsing algorithms.

e  Shoji Sekimoto, “Extended right precedence grammars and analyzing technique
for them”, Inform. Process. Japamwol. 12, p. 21-25, 1972n the presence of two rules

A - aXp andB - B, weak precedence requires that there be no precedence relation bétveeerB.

This requirement is replaced by a more lenient (but more complicated) one, resultightiprecedence

and is further relaxed textended right precedence



e David F.Martin , “A Boolean matrix method for the computation of linear pre-

cedence functions'Commun. ACMvol. 15, no. 6, p. 448-454, June 19T{tailed
description of a variant of Bell's method [Precedence 1969].

e A.V. Aho, J.D. Ullman, “Linear precedence functions for weak precedence gram-
mars”, Intern. J. Comput. Math.vol. A3, p. 149-155, 1972The entries in a
precedence table have four values=<> and blank. Since precedence functions can only represent three
relations:<, = and >, the blank is sacrificed, to the detriment of error detection. A weak precedence
table holds only three kinds of entries; > and blank, which can be mapped orto> and=. The result-
ing matrix will normally not allow precedence functions, but it will if a number of e are sacrificed.
An algorithm is given to (heuristically) determine the minimal set'sfto sacrifice; unfortunately this is

done by calling upon a heuristic algorithm for partitioning graphs.

e J.McAfee, L. Presser, “An algorithm for the design of simple precedence gram-

mars”,J. ACM, vol. 19, no. 3, p. 385-395, July 1974h algorithm to construct for any
CF grammar a grammar with conflict-free simple-precedence relations that generates the same language
(with possible duplicate right-hand sides, though).

e David Crowe, “Generating parsers for affix grammar<ommun. ACMvol. 15,
no. 8, p. 728-734, Aug 1973ee same paper [VW 1972].

e David S.Wise, “Generalized overlap resolvable grammars and their parsérs”,

Comput. Syst. Scivol. 6, p. 538-572, Dec 1972 CF grammar isGeneralized
Overlap-Resolvabl§GOR) if the handle in a bottom-up parser can be found deterministically by identi-
fying the right-hand side on the top of the stack, preceded on the stack by a token from a set of admissi-
ble left-context tokens and by requiring that the next input token belong to a set of admissible right-
context tokens. A grammar ®verlap-Resolvabl€OR) if it is GOR ande-free. These grammars are
between mixed-strategy precedence and SLR(1) in power. A very efficient and flexible implementation
using Démolki's technique is described.

e RainerZimmer, “Soft precedence”)nform. Process. Lett.vol. 1, p. 108-110,

1972.A grammar with a conflict-free precedence table in which not all right-hand sides are
different, causes reduce conflicts. For each reduce conflict a simple pattern is constructed which resolves
the conflict by checking the parse stack. If for each reduce conflict such a pattern exists, the grammar is
soft precedenceA matrix algorithm to find the patterns if they exist is given.

e A\V. Aho, J.D. Ullman, “Error detection in precedence parseidath. Syst.

Theory vol. 7, no. 2, p. 97-113, 1973he full precedence matrix is split into two copies,
one used to decide between shifts and reduces, which costamnand blank, and the other to determine
the left end of the handle which contains'<amd blank. The techniques of Aho and Uliman [Precedence
1972] are now applied to both matrices.

e James NGray, Michael A. Harrison, “Canonical precedence schemd@sACM
vol. 20, no. 2, p. 214-234, April 1973he theory behind precedence parsing.

e G. Terrine, “Coordinate grammars and parser€pmputer J.vol. 16, p. 232-

244, 1973 A bounded-context parser is made to stack dotted items rather than terminals and
non-terminals. This makes it stronger than bounded-context but still weaker than LR.

e M.D. Mickunas, V.B. Schneider, “A parser-generating system for constructing

compressed compilersCommun. ACMvol. 16, no. 11, p. 669-676, Nov 1973.
Describes a bounded-context parser with transduction facilities. Includes a compression algorithm for
BC tables.

e  Susan LGraham, “On bounded right context languages and grammeB$AM J.
Computingvol. 3, no. 3, p. 224-254, Sept 197heory of same.



e J.H. Williams, “Bounded-context parsable grammargiform. Contro| vol. 28,

no. 4, p. 314-334, Aug 197%.more general non-canonical form of bounded-context, called
bounded-context parsablés defined which allows, among others, the parsing in linear time of some
non-deterministic languages. Although a parser could be constructed, it would not be practical.

e M.R. Levy, “Complete operator precedencédiform. Process. Lettvol. 4, no. 2,
p. 38-40, Nov 1975stablishes conditions under which operator-precedence works properly.

e D.S. Henderson M.R. Levy, “An extended operator precedence parsing algo-

rithm”, Computer J.vol. 19, no. 3, p. 229-233, 1976he relation < is split into gand
<,. a<;b means thah may occur next td, a<,b means that a non-terminal has to occur between them.
Likewise for =and->. This isextended operator-precedence

e M.S. Krishnamurthy , H.R. Ramesha Chandra, “A note on precedence func-

tions”, Inform. Process. Lett.vol. 4, no. 4, p. 99-100, Jan 197@oves for some
simple-precedence tables that no grammars for them exist.

e R.K. Shyamasundar “A note on linear precedence functionsiform. Process.

Lett, vol. 5, no. 3, p. 81, 1976Comments on Krishnamurthy and Ramesha Chandra
[Precedence 1976].

e M.H. Williams, “Complete operator precedence conditionkiform. Process.

Lett, vol. 6, no. 2, p. 60-62, April 197 Revision of the criteria of Levy [Precedence
1975].

e EberhardBertsch, “The storage requirement in precedence parsi@gmmun.

ACM, vol. 20, no. 3, p. 192-194, March 197%&uppose for a given grammar there exists a
precedence matrix but the precedence functibasd g do not exists. There always exist sets of pre-
cedence function§ andg; such that for two symbola andb, comparison of ;) (a) andgq ) (b) yields
the precedence relation betwegandb, wherec andd are selection functions which select theandg;
to be compared. An algorithm is given to construct such a system of functions.

e R.K. Shyamasundar “Precedence parsing using Domolki's algorithriritern. J.

Comput. Math. vol. A6, p. 105-114, 1977Démélki's algorithm can find a reducible
right-hand-side efficiently but cannot know if it is a handle. Precedence parsing can find the handle
easily but has trouble determining which right-hand side it is. Together they are a perfect match.

e |.H. Sudborough “A note on weak operator precedence grammarggrm. Pro-

cess. Letf.vol. 7, no. 5, p. 213-218, 197Bitroducesveak operator-precedenaad states
that L (SP)=L (WP) and L (SP)OL (WOP)OL (OP), where SP is simple precedenc&yVP is weak pre-
cedence WOP is weak operator-precedence a@iP is operator-precedence, ahdX) is the set of
languages generatable Kygrammars.

e R.K. Shyamasundar “Precedence-regular grammarsitern. J. Comput. Math.

vol. A7, p. 173-186, 1979Characterization of the class of grammars for which the
Shyamasundar/Démélki technique (Shyamasundar [Precedence 1977]) works. Note that whereas in LL-
and LR-regular it is the rest of the input that is analysed by a FS automaton to resolve a conflict, in
precedence-regular it is the stack that is analysed by a Domélki-like automaton.

e Peter Ruzicka, “Validity test for Floyd's operator precedence parsing algo-
rithms”. In Mathematical Foundations of Computer ScienteBewar (eds.), Lec-

ture Notes in Computer Science #74, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 415-424, 1979.
Additions to the criteria by Levy [Precedence 1975].

e M.H. Williams, “Conditions for extended operator precedence parsi@ym-
puter J, vol. 22, no. 2, p. 164-168, 197%ighter analysis of extended operator-precedence



than Henderson and Levy [Precedence 1976].

e  Amiram Yehudai, “A new definition for simple precedence grammarBIT, vol.

19, p. 282-284, 197% weaker definition of simple precedence is given, which is then shown
to define the same class.

e K.R. Moll, “Left context precedence grammar#cta Inform, vol. 14, p. 317-

335, 1980Elaborate and definitely non-trivial refinement of the notion of precedence, to achieve
the viable-prefix property.

e Wilf R. LaLonde, Jim des Rivieres, “Handling operator precedence in arithmetic
expressions with tree transformation&CM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 3, no.

1, p. 83-103, Jan 198Mlgorithms that will restructure the parse tree when the operator
precedences are modified. The algorithm is also used to do parsing: first produce a parse tree in standard
form and then add the precedence information.

e David A. Workman, “SR(s,k) parsers: A class of shift-reduce bounded-context

parsers”J. Comput. Syst. Sgvol. 22, no. 1, p. 178-197, 1981he look-back over all
combinations ofm symbols on the stack in B@(n) parsers is replaced by an LiR)-like automaton,
resulting in an SRf,n) parser, if possible. The paper is mainly concerned with theoretical properties of
SR grammars and parsers.

e M.H. Williams, “A systematic test for extended operator precedenbd@grm.

Process. Lett.vol. 13, no. 4-5, p. 187-190, End 1981he criteria of Williams
[Precedence 1979] in algorithmic form.

e M.C. Er, “A note on computing precedence function€pmputer J.vol. 25, no.
3, p. 397-398, 198Ry determining longest paths in a digraph.

e Junichi Aoe, Yoneo Yamamoto, Ryosaku Shimada, “A practical method for
reducing weak precedence parset€EE Trans. Softw. Engvol. SE-9, no. 1, p.
25-30, Jan 1983when a weak-precedence parser finds aetation and starts a reduce

sequence, the sequence stops wherisamet; all intermediate relations are required to héo>continue

the sequence. The authors modify the parser to continue the sequence anyway<ustiloand; the

intermediate relations are never tested and their values are immaterial. This is exploited to reduce the

parse table.

e  Piotr Wyrostek, “On the ‘correct prefix property’ in precedence parsetafprm.

Process. Letf. vol. 17, no. 3, p. 161-165, Oct 198Fxtremely complicated
transformation of precedence grammars to mixed-strategy grammars which have, for some parsers, the
correct-prefix property. With an erratum inform. Process. Lettvol. 19, no. 2, p. 111, Aug 1984.

e  Piotr Wyrostek, “Precedence technique is not worse than SLR(AEta Inform,

vol. 23, p. 361-392, 1986The thesis in the title is proved by giving an algorithm that
transforms an SLR(1) grammar into a (1,1)-mixed-strategy precedence grammar with the viable-prefix
property (see also Graham [Precedence 1974]). The resulting precedence table is often smaller than the
SLR(1) table.

e R. Nigel Horspool, Michael R. Levy, “Correctness of an extended operator-
precedence parsing algorithmtfform. Process. Lettvol. 24, no. 4, p. 265-273,

March 1987 Establishes conditions under which extended operator-precedence (see Henderson
and Levy [Precedence 1976]) works properly.



13.9 FINITE-STATE AUTOMATA

e M.O. Rabin, D. Scott, “Finite automata and their decision problem8M J.

Research and Developmenbl. 3, p. 114-125, April 195 finite-state automaton is
considered as the definition of the set of strings it accepts. Many fundamental properties of FS automata
are exposed and proved. The very useful subset construction algorithm can be found in Definition 11.

e Ken Thompson, “Regular expression search algorithn€pommun. ACMvol. 11,

no. 6, p. 419-422, June 1968ne regular expression is turned into a transition diagram,
which is then interpreted in parallel. Remarkably, each step generates (IBM 7094) machine code to exe-
cute the next step.

e Walter L. Johnson James S. Porter, Stephanie |. Ackley, Douglas T. Ross,
“Automatic generation of efficient lexical processors using finite state tech-

niques”,Commun. ACMvol. 11, no. 12, p. 805-813, Dec 196&mantic actions are
attached to some rules of a FS grammar. A variant of the subset construction is described that requires
the unique determination of the states in which a semantic action is required.

e Franklin L. DeRemer, “Lexical analysis”. In Compiler Construction: An
Advanced Coursd-.L. Bauer & J. Eickel (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-
ence #21, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 109-120, 197 45eneral introduction to lexical

analysers, hand-written and generated. 2. Simplification of the LR parser generator algorithm for the

case of non-self-embedding CF grammars (which is possible since the latter in fact generate a regular
language).

e Alfred V. Aho, Margaret J. Corasick, “Efficient string matching: an aid to biblio-

graphic search”’Commun. ACMvol. 18, no. 6, p. 333-340, June 197%5given
string embedded in a longer text is found by a very efficient FS automaton derived from that string.

e M.E. Lesk, E. Schmidt, “Lex — a lexical analyzer generator”. UNIX Manuals

Bell Laboratories, Murray Hill, New Jersey, p. 13, 197%e regular grammar is
specified as a list of regular expressions, each associated with a semantic action, which can access the
segment of the input that matches the expression. Substantial look-ahead is performed if netegsary.
a well-known and often-used lexical-analyser generator.

e D. Langendoen “Finite-state parsing of phrase-structure languagesiguistic
Inquiry, vol. 6, no. 4, p. 533-554, 1975ee same author [NatLang 1975].

e Roman Krzemieh, Andrzej tukasiewicz, “Automatic generation of lexical
analyzers in a compiler-compilerinform. Process. Lett.vol. 4, no. 6, p. 165-
168, March 1976A grammar is quasi-regular if it does not feature nested recursion;

consequently it generates a regular language. An algorithm is given that identifies all quasi-regular
subgrammars in a CF grammar, thus identifying the “lexical part” of the grammar.

e Thomas JOstrand, Marvin C. Paull, Elaine J. Weyuker, “Parsing regular gram-
mars with finite lookahead”Acta Inform, vol. 16, p. 125-138, 198 very regular

(Type 3) language can be recognized by a finite-state automaton without look-ahead, but such a device is

not sufficient to do parsing. For parsing, look-ahead is needed; if a regular grammar needs a look-ahead

of k tokens, it is called~L(k). FS grammars are either R)( FL(c) or ambiguous; a decision algorithm

is described, which also determines the valuk, af appropriate.

A simple parsing algorithm is a FS automaton gouverned by a look-up table for each state, mapping

look-aheads to new states. A second algorithm avoids these large tables by constructing the relevant

look-ahead sets on the fly.

e V.P.Heuring, “The automatic generation of fast lexical analysefStftw. Pract.
Exper, vol. 16, no. 9, p. 801-808, 1986he lexical analyser is not based directly on a FS



automaton but has a number of built-in analysers for, edgntifier, integer, string, which can be
parametrized. The lexical analyser is about 6 times faster than WX

e Douglas W.Jones “How (not) to code a finite-state machineACM SIGPLAN

Notices vol. 23, no. 8, p. 19-22, Aug 1988mall, well-structured and efficient code can
be generated for a FS machine by deriving a single deterministic regular expression from the FS machine
and implementing this expression directly usinlgile andrepeat constructions.

e DuaneSzafron, Randy Ng, “LexAGen: an interactive incremental scanner gen-

erator”, Softw. Pract. Exper.vol. 20, no. 5, p. 459-483, May 199@xtensive
description of an interactive generator for lexical analysers, in Smalltalk-80.

13.10 NATURAL LANGUAGE HANDLING

e Hamish P.Dewar, Paul Bratley, James P. Thorne, “A program for the syntactic
analysis of English sentenceCommun. ACMvol. 12, no. 8, p. 476-479, 1969.

The authors argue that the English language can be described by a regular grammar: most rules are regu-

lar already and the others describe concatenations of regular sublanguages. The finite-state parser used

constructs the state subsets on the fly, to avoid large tables. Features (attributes) are used to check con-

sistency and to weed out the state subsets.

e W.A. Woods “Transition networks for natural language€pommun. ACMvol.

13, no. 10, p. 591-606, Oct 1978 recursive-descent parser guided by transition networks
rather than by grammar rules.

e D. Langendoen “Finite-state parsing of phrase-structure languagesiguistic

Inquiry, vol. 6, no. 4, p. 533-554, 197A.subset of the CF grammars that produces regular
(FS) languages is analysed and an algorithm is given to produce a FS parser for any grammar belonging
to this subset. Much attention is paid to the linguistic applicability of such grammars. We advice the
reader of this paper to make a list of the abbreviations used in it, to assist in reading.

e  William A. Woods “Cascaded ATN grammarsAm. J. Comput. Linguistvol. 6,

no. 1, p. 1-12, Jan-March 198the grammar (of a natural language) is decomposed into a
number of grammars, which are theascadegdthat is, the parser for gramm&y, obtains as input the
linearized parse tree produced by the parserGgr,. Each grammar can then represent a linguistic
hypothesis. An efficient implementation is given.

e Daniel Chester, “A parsing algorithm that extends phrase®m. J. Comput.

Linguist, vol. 6, no. 2, p. 87-96, April-June 198@variant of a backtracking left-corner
parser is described that is particularly convenient for handling continuing phrases like: “the cat that
caught the rat that stole the cheese”.

e Harry Tennant, Natural language processindetrocelli Books, Inc., Princeton,

N.J., p. 276, 1981Easy-going introduction to natural language processing; covers syntax,
semantics, knowledge representation and dialog with many amusing examples. With glossary.

e Philips J. Hayes George V. Mouradian, “Flexible parsingAm. J. Comput.

Linguist, vol. 7, no. 4, p. 232-242, Oct-Dec 1984 directional breadth-first bottom-up
parser yields some sets of partial parse trees for segments of the input text. Then several heuristics are
used to combine these into a “top-level hypothesis”. The purpose is to be able to parse fragmented or
ungrammatical natural language input.

e UrsulaKlenk, “Microcomputers in linguistic data processing: Context-free pars-

ing”, Microprocess. Microprogramyol. 9, no. 5, p. 281-284, May 1982hows the
feasibility of the implementation of four general CF parsers on a very small (48 kbytes) PC: breadth-first



top-down, backtracking top-down, bottom-up and Earley’s algorithm.

e K. Sparck Jones Y. Wilks, Automatic natural language parsingllis Horwood

Ltd., Chicester, p. 208, 1988&ighteen short chapters on the application of parsing in NL
processing, using CF grammars, Augmented Transition Networks, transducers, Generalized Phrase
Structure Grammars and otherwise. Many literature references.

e MargaretKing (Ed.), Parsing Natural LanguageAcademic Press, London/New

York, p. 308, 1983A compilation of twelve tutorials on aspects of parsing in a linguistic
setting. Very readable.

e Stuart M.Shieber, “Direct parsing of ID/LP grammars’L.inguistics and Philoso-

phy, vol. 7, p. 135-154, 1984n this very readable paper, the Earley parsing technique is
extended in a straightforward way to ID/LP grammars (Gazdar et al. [NatLang 1985]). Practical algo-
rithms are given.

e Gerald Gazdar, Ewan Klein, Geoffrey Pullum, lvan Sagseneralized phrase

structure grammayr Basil Blackwell Publisher, Ltd., Oxford, UK, p. 276, 1985.
The phrase structure of natural languages is more easily and compactly describe®eserglized
Phrase Structure Grammar@&PSGs) odimmediate Dominance/Linear Precedence gramn(dgLP
grammars) than using conventional CF grammars. Theoretical foundations of these grammars are given
and the results are used extensively in linguistic syntactic theory. GPSGs are not to be confused with
general phrase structure grammars, aka Chomsky Type O grammars, which are called “unrestricted”
phrase structure grammars in this book.
The difference between GPSGs, ID/LP grammars and CF grammars is explained clearly. A GPSG is a
CF grammar, the non-terminals of which are not unstructured names but stdatafeswith their
values; such compound non-terminals are catiagories An example of a feature NOQUN which can
have the values or - ; <NQUN/+> will be a constituent of the categories “noun phrase”, “noun”, “noun
subject”, etc.
ID/LP grammars differ from GPSGs in that the right-hand sides of production rules consist of multisets
of categories rather than of ordered sequences. Thus, production rules (Immediate Dominance rules)
define vertical order in the production tree only. Horizontal order in each node is restricted through (but
not necessarily completely defined by) Linear Precedence rules. Each LP rule is considered to apply to
every node; this is called tHexhaustive Constant Partial Ordering property

e Mary DeeHarris, Natural Language Processindgreston Publ. Comp, Prentice

Hall, Reston, Virg., p. 368, 198%. good and slow-paced introduction to natural language
processing, with a clear algorithmic view. Lexical analysis including look-up algorithms, phrase struc-
ture grammars (actually context-free) and semantic networks are explained and much attention is paid to
attaching semantics to the structures obtained.

e VeronicaDahl, Patrick Saint-Dizier,Natural language understanding and logic

programming Elsevier Science Publ., Amsterdam, p. 243, 1$8benteen papers on
the application of various grammar types to natural languages.

e GlennBlank, “A new kind of finite-state automaton: Register vector grammar”.
In Ninth International Conference on Atrtificial Intelligenc®CLA, p. 749-756,

Aug 1985.In FS grammars, emphasis is on the states: for each state it is specified which tokens
it accepts and to which new state each token leadsRegister-Vector grammaréRV grammars)
emphasis is on the tokens: for each token it is specified which state it maps onto which new state(s). The
mapping is done through a special kind of function, as follows. The state is a (global) vector (array) of
registers (features, attributes). Each register caarber off. For each token there is a condition vector
with elements which can ben, off or mask(= ignore); if the condition matches the state, the token is
allowed. For each token there is a result vector with elements which can, loéf or mask(= copy); if
the token is applied, the result-vector elements specify how to construct the neve-staiees are incor-
porated by having tokens (callddbel§ which havee for their representation. Termination has to be



programmed as a separate register.

RV grammars are claimed to be compact and efficient for describing the FS component of natural
languages. Examples are given. Embedding is handled by having a finite number of levels inside the
state.

e Barbara JGrosz, Karen Sparck Jones, Bonnie Lynn WebliReadings in natural
language processindgviorgan Kaufmann Publishers, Inc., Los Altos, Ca. 94022, p.

664, 1986. Selected papers on NL processing, covering syntactic models, semantic
interpretation, discourse interpretation, language action and intention, NL generation and actual systems.

e Walter Goshawke lan D.K. Kelly, J. David Wigg,Computer translation of
natural language Sigma Press, Wilslow, UK, p. 275, 198he book consists of three
parts. 1) Overview of progress in Machine Translation. 2) Description of the intermediate code SLUNT
(Spoken Languages Universal Numeric Translation), a stylized numeric language-independent vehicle
for semantics. 3) The International Communicator System, a set of programs to manipulate SLUNT

structures.

e LeonardBolc (Ed.), Natural language parsing systemSpringer-Verlag, Berlin,

p. 367, 1987 A collection of recent papers on parsing in a natural language environment.
Among the subjects are Earley and CYK parsers, assigning probabilities to ambiguous parsings, error
recovery and, of course, attaching semantics to parsings.

e Jonathan HReed “An efficient context-free parsing algorithm based on register
vector grammars”. InThird Annual IEEE Conference on Expert Systems in
Governmentp. 34-40, 1987The principles of RV grammars (Blank [NatLang 1985]) are

applied to CF grammars by having a separate RV grammar for each syntactic category, each allowing the

names of syntactic categories as tokens. The Earley parsing algorithm is then adapted to handle these

grammars. Measurements indicate that the parser is 1 to 3 times faster on small grammars and 5 to 10

times on large grammars.

e V. Dahl, P. Saint-Dizier,Natural language understanding and logic program-

ming, I, Elsevier Science Publ., Amsterdam, p. 345, 198ghteen papers and two
panel sessions on programs for natural language understanding, mostly in Prolog.

e Glenn D.Blank, “A finite and real-time processor for natural languag€gm-

mun. ACM vol. 32, no. 10, p. 1174-1189, Oct 198%:veral aspects of the register-
vector grammars of Blank [NatLang 1985] are treated and extended: notation, center-embedding (3 lev-
els), non-determinism through boundary-backtracking, efficient implementation.

13.11 ERROR HANDLING

e W.B. Smith, “Error detection in formal languageslJ, Comput. Syst. Sciol. 4,

p. 385-405, Oct 197O formal paper that examines properties of recognizers that determine
whether the number of substitution errors that has occurred is bounded by some function. Different
language classes and different levels of numbers of errors are examined. It appears that there is little
difference between languages under a constant maximum number of errors and under a constant max-
imum number of errors per block.

e J.E.LaFrance, “Optimization of error-recovery in syntax-directed parsing algo-
rithms”, ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 5, no. 12, p. 2-17, Dec 1978oyd productions

are divided into groups, and each production in a group is tried in order. If all productions of a group

fail, error recovery takes place, depending on the type(s) of the rules in the group. Apart from local

corrections, in some cases all possible productions are traced three symbols ahead. The result is com-

pared with the next four input symbols, using a set of twenty patterns, each pattern modeling a particular

kind of error. If this fails, a FOLLOW-set recovery technique is applied. The implications of



implementing this error recovery technigue in a backtracking recursive descent parser are discussed.

e AV. Aho, T.G. Peterson, “A minimum-distance error-correcting parser for

context-free languagesSIAM J. Computingvol. 1, no. 4, p. 305-312, 1972.CF
grammar is extended with error productions so that it will prodtiethis is effected by replacing each
occurrence of a terminal in a rule by a non-terminal that produces said terminal “with O errors” and any
amount of garbage, includirgg “with 1 or more errors”. The items in an Earley parser are extended with
a count, indicating how many errors were needed to create the item. An item with errokdsatded
only if no similar item with a lower error count is present already.

e C.J. Burgess “Compile-time error diagnostics in syntax-directed compilers”,

Computer J. vol. 15, no. 4, p. 302-307, 197Zhis paper attempts to define error
diagnostics formally by incorporating them as error productions in the grammar, and examines the extent
to which the positioning of these productions and messages in the grammar can be done automatically.
For left-factored grammars it appears to be easy.

e E.G.James D.P. Partridge, “Adaptive correction of program statemen@im-

mun. ACMvol. 16, no. 1, p. 27-37, Jan 197%3scusses an error correction technique that
uses artificial intelligence and approximate pattern matching techniques, basing corrections on built-in
statistics, which are adapted continuously.

e R.W. Conway, T.R. Wilcox, “Design and implementation of a diagnostic com-

piler for PL/I", Commun. ACMvol. 16, no. 3, p. 169-179, 1973®escribes a
diagnostic PL/C compiler, using a systematic method for finding places where repair is required, but the
repair strategy for each of these places is chosen by the implementor. The parser uses a separable transi-
tion diagram technique (see Conway [Misc 1963]). The error messages detail the error found and the
repair chosen.

e G.Lyon, “Syntax-directed least-errors analysis for context-free languages: a prac-

tical approach”,Commun. ACMvol. 17, no. 1, p. 3-14, Jan 197discusses a least-
errors analyser, based on Earley’s parser without look-ahead. The Earley items are extended with an
error count, and the parser is started with items for the start of each rule, in each state set. Earley’s
scanner is extended as follows: for all items with the dot in front of a terminal, the item is added to the
same state set with an incremented error count and the dot after the terminal (this represents an insertion
of the terminal); if the terminal is not equal to the input symbol associated with the state set, add the item
to the next state set with an incremented error count and the dot after the terminal (this represents a
replacement); add the item as it is to the next state set, with an incremented error count (this represents a
deletion). The completer does its work as in the Earley parser, but also updates error counts. Items with
the lowest error counts are processed first, and when a state set contains an item, the same item is only
added if it has a lower error count.

e R.A. Wagner, “Ordern correction for regular languagesGCommun. ACMvol.

17, no. 5, p. 265-268, May 197#resents an @f algorithm which, given a string and a
finite-state automaton, can correct the string to an acceptable one with a minimum number of edit opera-
tions.

e C.Ghezzi “LL(1) grammars supporting an efficient error handlingfiform. Pro-

cess. Lett.vol. 3, no. 6, p. 174-176, July 197Baced with an erroneous token in an
environment where empty productions can occur, a strong-LL(1) parser will often do somees
before reporting the error; this makes subsequent error recovery more difficult. This undesirable
behaviour can be avoided by splitting each rule into a number of copies, one for each set of tokens it may
be followed by. An efficient algorithm for this transformation on the grammar is supplied. The resulting
grammar is of typeCRLL(1)

e Susan L.Graham, Steven P. Rhodes, “Practical syntactic error recoveBgm-
mun. ACM vol. 18, no. 11, p. 639-650, Nov 1978ee Section 10.6.1 for a discussion of



this error recovery method.

e J.-P.Lévy, “Automatic correction of syntax errors in programming languages”,
Acta Inform, vol. 4, p. 271-292, 197%hen a bottom-up parser encounters an error, part

of the stack is pushed back into the input stream (for instance, uh&baon tokeris on the top of the

stack). Starting from the new state now uncovered on the stack, all possible parsings of the input allow-

ing at mosm errors are constructed, using breadth-first search and Lyon’s scheme [ErrHandl 1974], until

all parsers are in the same state or all parsers need to assumid & error. In the latter case the input

is rejected, otherwise one parse is chosen and parsing continues.

e S.Feyock P. Lazarus, “Syntax-directed correction of syntax erragsftw. Pract.
Exper, vol. 6, no. 2, p. 207-219, 1978Vhen an error is detected, the following error

correction strategy is applied:

1. A set of correction strings is generated (delete current symbol, insert symbol, replace symboal,
interchange with next symbol).

2.  This setis filtered (correction syntactically and semantically acceptable?).

3. If there is more than one element left, use a heuristic to determine the "best" one. If only one is
left, this is the one. If none are left, back-up one input symbol, and go back to step 1.

e David Gries, “Error recovery and correction”. IrCompiler Construction, an
Advanced Course, Second EditiénL. Bauer & J. Eickel (eds.), Springer-Verlag,

New York, p. 627-638, 1976dostly an annotated bibliography containing some 35 entries,
not all on error handling.

e J. Ciesinger, “Generating error recovery in a compiler generating system”. In
Gl-4 Fachtagung tber Programmiersprache.-J. Schneider & M. Nagl (eds.),
Lecture Notes in Computer Science #34, Springer-Verlag, New York, p. 185-193,
1976.Proposes an error recovery method using pairs of elements of the alphabet, called “braces”,

which are used to select part of the input that contains the error and select a goal (non-terminal) to which

this part must be reduced. Some conditions are derived which must be fulfilled by the braces, and it is
shown that the braces can be computed automatically, at parser generation time.

e K.S. Fu, “Error-correcting parsing for syntactic pattern recognition”. Data
Structure, Computer Graphics and Pattern Recognjti@nKlinger et al. (eds.),
Academic Press, New York, p. 449-492, 19Biécusses the least-errors analyser of Aho

and Peterson [ErrHandl 1972] in the context of stochastic grammars. Least-errors then becomes max-
imum likelihood. Many examples are given.

e S.Y.Lu, K.S. Fu, “Stochastic error-correcting syntax analysis for recognition of

noisy patterns”JEEE Trans. Comput.vol. 26, no. 12, p. 1268-1276, 1977his
paper models deletion, insertion, and replacement errors into a stochastic disformation model: each error
has a probability associated with it. Then, the model is incorporated into the stochastic context-free
grammar, and an Earley parser is modified to look for the most likely error correction. This proves to be
inefficient, so a sequential classification algorithm (SCA) is used. This SCA uses a stopping rule that
tells when it has seen enough terminals to make a decision. The authors are interested in pattern recogni-
tion rather than in parse trees.

e GeorgePoonen “Error recovery for LRK) parsers”. Ininf. Process. 7/Bruce
Gilchrist (eds.), IFIP, North Holland Publ. Co., Amsterdam, p. 529-533, Aug
1977 .A special token, ERRORMARK, is added to the grammar, to represent any incorrect stretch

of input. When encountering an error in an LR(1) parser, scan the stack for states having a shift on

ERRORMARK, collect all shift tokens of these states into an acceptable-set, skip the input until an

acceptable token is found and unstack until the corresponding accepting state is uncovered.

e Jean E.Musinski, “Lookahead recall error recovery for LALR parser&CM
SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 12, no. 10, p. 48-60, Oct 1973hows how the error recovery of



a specific LALR(1) parser can be improved by what amounts to the restricted decomposition of symbols
on the stack, to increase the acceptable set.

e E.-W. Dieterich, “Parsing and syntactic error recovery for context-free grammars
by means of coarse structures”. Adutomata, Languages and Programmiriy
Salomaa & M. Steinby (eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #52, Springer-
Verlag, Berlin, p. 492-503, 197 Proposes a two-level parsing process that separates the

coarse structures from the rest of the grammar. These coarse structures consist of characteristic brackets,
for instancebegin andend. Error recovery can then also be applied to these two levels.

e S.Sippu, E. Soisalon-Soininen, “On defining error recovery in context-free pars-
ing”. In Automata, Languages and Programmjng. Salomaa & M. Steinby
(eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science #52, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, p. 492-

503, 1977 .Uses a grammatical transformation that leads to an LR grammar that incorporate
certain replacement, deletion, or insertion errors.

e  CharlesWetherell, “Why automatic error correctors failComput. Lang. (EIms-

ford, NY) vol. 2, p. 179-186, 1977Shows that there is no hope of building efficient
automatic syntactic error correctors which can handle large classes of errors perfectly. The author argues
that parser writers should instead study the error patterns and work for efficient correction of common
errors. Language designers must concentrate on ways to make languages less susceptible to common
errors.

e D.A. Turner, “Error diagnosis and recovery in one pass compilelrsform. Pro-

cess. Lett.vol. 6, p. 113-115, 197 Proposes an extremely simple(minded) error recovery
method for recursive descent parsers: when an error occurs, the parser enters a recovering state. While in
this recovering state, error messages are inhibited. Apart from that, the parser proceeds until it requires a
definite symbol. Then, symbols are skipped until this symbol is found or the end of the input is reached.
Because this method can result in a lot of skipping, some fine-tuning can be applied.

e Thomas JPennellg Frank DeRemer, “A forward move algorithm for LR error
recovery”. In Fifth Annual ACM Symposium on Principles of Programming

Languages p. 241-254, Jan 1978efer to Graham and Rhodes [ErrHandl 1975].
Backward moves are found to be detrimental to error recovery. The extent of the forward move is deter-
mined as follows. At the error, an LALR(1) parser is started in a state incluglingossible items. The
thus extended automaton is run until it wants to reduce past the error detection point. The resulting right
context is used in error correction. An algorithm for the construction of a reasonably sized extended
LALR(1) table is given.

e  Kuo-ChungTai, “Syntactic error correction in programming language&EE

Trans. Softw. Engvol. SE-4, no. 5, p. 414-425, 197&esents a technique for syntactic
error correction calleghattern mapping Patterns model the editing of the input string at the error detec-
tion point. These patterns are constructed by the parser developer. The patterns are sorted by a criterion
called theminimum distance correction with k correct look-ahead symtmtsl whenever correction is
required, the first matching pattern is used. If no such pattern is found, error correction fails and another
error recovery method must be applied.

e M. Dennis Mickunas, John A. Modry, “Automatic error recovery for LR

parsers”,Commun. ACMvol. 21, no. 6, p. 459-465, June 197%Bhen an error is
encountered, a set of provisional parsings of the beginning of the rest of the input (soewalbiehsa-
tions) are constructed: for each state a parsing is attempted and those that survive according to certain
criteria are accepted. This yields a set of target states. Now the stack is “frayed” by partly or completely
undoing any reduces; this yields a set of source states. Attempts are made to connect a source state to a
target state by inserting or deleting tokens. Careful rules are given.

e J.Lewi, K. de Vlaminck, J. Huens, M. Huybrechts, “The ELL(1) parser generator



and the error-recovery mechanismActa Inform, vol. 10, p. 209-228, 1978.
Presents a detailed recursive descent parser generation scheme for ELL(1) grammars, and also presents
an error recovery method based on so-calsgthichronization tripleta,b,A). a is a terminal from
FIRST(A), b is a terminal from LASTA). The parser operates either in parsing mode or in error mode.

It starts in parsing mode, and proceeds until an error occurs. Then, in error mode, symbols are skipped
until either an end-markeb is found wherea is the last encountered corresponding begin-marker, in
which case parsing mode resumes, or a begin-makgrfound, in which casé\ is invoked in parsing

mode. As soon aé is accepted, error-mode is resumed. The success of the method depends on careful
selection of synchronization triplets.

e G. David Ripley, “A simple recovery-only procedure for simple precedence

parsers”,Commun. ACMvol. 21, no. 11, p. 928-930, Nov 1978/hen an error
(character-pair, reduction or stackability) is encountered, the error is reported and the contents of the
stack are replaced by the one error sym®®] which has the relation < to all other symbols. Then the
parser is restarted. Subsequent attempts to reduce across the error symbol just result in a reduction to the
error symbol; no semantic routine is called.

e JoachimCiesinger, “A bibliography of error-handling” ACM SIGPLAN Notices
vol. 14, no. 1, p. 16-26, Jan 1978ound 90 literature references from 1963-1978.

e C.N. Fischer, K.-C. Tai, D.R. Milton, “Immediate error correction in strong

LL(1) parsers”,Inform. Process. Lett.vol. 8, no. 5, p. 261-266, June 197A.
strong-LL(1) parser will sometimes perform some incorrect parsing actions, connecteghmittthes,
when confronted with an erroneous input symbol, before signalling an error; this impedes subsequent
error correction. A subset of the LL(1) grammars is defined, rib#able LL(1) grammarsin which
rules can only produce directly, not indirectly. A special routine, called before eamatch is done,
hunts down the stack to see if the input symbol will be matched or predicted by something deeper on the
stack; if not, an error is signalled immediately. An algorithm to convert any strong-LL(1) grammar into a
non-nullable strong-LL(1) grammar is given. (See also Mauney and Fischer [ErrHand| 1981]).

e Susan L.Graham, Charles B. Haley, William N. Joy, “Practical LR error

recovery”, ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 14, no. 8, p. 168-175, Aug 1979
considerable number of techniques is integrated. First-level error recovery does forward-move, restrict-
ing the possibilities to one correction only, using a cost function. The backward move is controlled by
error tokens in the grammar. The second level does panic mode error recovery using “beacon tokens”;
disaster is prevented by dividing the grammar into sections (like “declarations” or “statement”), which
the error recovery will not leave.

e Ajit B. Pai, Richard B. Kieburtz, “Global context recovery: a new strategy for
syntactic error recovery by table-driven parse SCM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syst.
vol. 2, no. 1, p. 18-41, Jan 198@fiducial symbol is a terminal symbol that has the property
that if it occurs on the top of the stack of an LL(1) parser, it will to a large degree determine the rest of
the stack. Two more explicit definitions are given, the most practical being: a terminal symbol that
occurs only once in the grammar, in a rule for a non-terminal that occurs only once in the grammar, etc.
Now, if an error occurs that cannot be repaired locally, the input is discarded until a fiducial sgmbol
appears. Then the stack is popped untdr a non-terminaN that produceg, appears. In the latter care
is “developed” untilz appears. Parsing can now continue. If the stack gets empty in this process, the start
symbol is pushed anew; it will produee
The paper starts with a very readable introduction to error recovery and a good local error correction
algorithm.

e T.Krawczyk, “Error correction by mutational grammardhform. Process. Lett.

vol. 11, no. 1, p. 9-15, 198@iscusses an error correction method that automatically extends
a grammar by adding certain mutations of grammar rules, so that input with separator and parenthesis
errors can be corrected, while retaining the kRframmar class. The parser delivers the parsing in the
form of a list of grammar rules used; the mutated rules in this list are replaced by their originals.



e StevenPemberton, “Comments on an error-recovery scheme by Hartmann”,

Softw. Pract. Exper.vol. 10, no. 3, p. 231-240, 198@rror recovery in a recursive
descent parser is done by passing to each parsing routine a set of “acceptable” symbols. Upon encounter-
ing an error, the parsing routine will insert any directly required terminals and then skip input until an
acceptable symbol is found. Rules are given and refined on what should be in the acceptable set for cer-
tain constructs in the grammar.

e JohanneRdhrich, “Methods for the automatic construction of error correcting
parsers”,Acta Inform, vol. 13, no. 2, p. 115-139, Feb 198fke Section 10.7.3 for a
discussion of this error recovery method. The paper also discusses implementation of this method in

LL(K) and LR() parsers, using so-callatbterministic continuable stack automata

e  SeppoSippu, Eljas Soisalon-Soininen, “A scheme for W (parsing with error
recovery, Part I: LR) parsing/Part Il: Error recovery/Part Ill: Error correction”,
Intern. J. Comput. Math.vol. A8, p. 27-42/107-119/189-206, 1980.thorough

mathematical theory of non-deterministic and deterministick)fke parsers (which subsumes SIKR(

and LALR(K)) is given. These parsers are then extended with error productions such that all errors that

are at leask tokens apart are corrected. It should be noted that the resulting parsers are almost certainly

non-deterministic.

e C.N. Fischer, D.R. Milton, S.B. Quiring, “Efficient LL(1) error correction and

recovery using only insertionsActa Inform, vol. 13, no. 2, p. 141-154, 1988ee
Section 10.7.4 for a discussion of this error recovery method.

e Kuo-ChungTai, “Predictors of context-free grammarsSJAM J. Computingvol.

9, no. 3, p. 653-664, Aug 198Author’s abstract: "Apredictor of a context-free grammag
is a substring of a sentence inG) which determines unambiguously the contents of the parse stack
immediately before (in top-down parsing) or after (in bottom-up parsing) symbols of the predictor are
processed. Two types of predictors are defined, one for bottom-up parsers, one for top-down parsers.
Algorithms for finding predictors are given and the possible applications of predictors are discussed.”
Predictors are a great help in error recovery.

e C.N. Fischer, J. Mauney, “On the role of error productions in syntactic error
correction”, Comput. Lang. (Elmsford, NYyol. 5, p. 131-139, 198CPresents a
number of examples in a Pascal parser illustrating the use of error productions in cases where an
automatic error corrector would not find the right continuation. Error productions can be added to the

grammar regardless of the error corrector.

e JonMauney, Charles N. Fischer, “An improvement to immediate error detection

in strong LL(1) parsers”|nform. Process. Lettvol. 12, no. 5, p. 211-212, 1981.
The technique of Fischer, Tai and Milton [ErrHandl 1979] is extended to all LL(1) grammars by having
the special routine which is called before gmatch is done do conversion to non-nullable on the fly.
Linear time dependency is preserved by setting a flag when the test succeeds, clearing it when a symbol
is matched and by not performing the test if the flag is set: this way the test will be done at most once for
each symbol.

e Stuart O.Anderson, Roland C. Backhouse, “Locally least-cost error recovery in
Earley’s algorithm”, ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systol. 3, no. 3, p. 318-347, July

1981.Parsing and error recovery are unified so that error-free parsing is zero-cost error recovery.
The information already present in the Earley items is utilized cleverly to determine possible continua-
tions. From these and from the input, the locally least-cost error recovery can be calculated, albeit at
considerable expense. Detailed algorithms are given.

e Rodney W.Topor, “A note on error recovery in recursive descent parsehkCM

SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 2, p. 37-40, Feb 198Rollowset error recovery is
implemented in a recursive-descent parser by having one parse-and-error-recovery routine which is



passed the actual routine for a rule, its FIRST set and its FOLLOWS set. This reduces the size of the
parser considerably and prevents clerical errors in hand-written parsers. Also see subsequent letter by
C.B. Boyd, vol. 17, no. 8, p. 101-103.

e Michael G.Burke, Gerald A. Fisher, “A practical method for syntactic error diag-

nosis and repair’ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 6, p. 67-78, June 19&e
Burke and Fisher [ErrHandl 1987].

e Jon Mauney, Charles N. Fischer, “A forward-move algorithm for LL and LR

parsers” ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 17, no. 6, p. 79-87, June 198%on finding
an error, a Graham, Harrison and Ruzzo general CF parser [CF 1980] is started to do a forward move
analysis using cost functions. The general CF parser is run over a restricted piece of the input, allowing
regional least-cost error correctian

e F.Jalili, J.H. Gallier, “Building friendly parsers”. 18th Annual ACM Symposium

on Principles of Programming LanguagesCM, New York, p. 196-206, 1982n
interactive LALR(1) parser is described that uses forward move error recovery to better prompt the user
with possible corrections. The interactions of the interactive parsing and the forward move algorithm are
described in fairly great detail.

e S.0.Anderson, R.C. Backhouse, “An alternative implementation of an insertion-

only recovery technique”Acta Inform, vol. 18, p. 289-298, 1982rgues that the
FMQ error corrector of Fischer, Milton and Quiring [ErrHandl 1980] does not have to compute a com-
plete insertion. It is sufficient to compute the first symboMit= ww, - - - wj, is an optimal insertion for
the errora following prefix u, thenw, - - - w,, is an optimal insertion for the errarfollowing prefix uw; .
Also, immediate error detection is not necessary. Instead, the error corrector is called for every symbol,
and returns an empty insertion if the symbol is correct.

e S.0.Anderson, R.C. Backhouse, E.H. Bugge, C.P. Stirling, “An assessment of

locally least-cost error recoveryComputer J.vol. 26, no. 1, p. 15-24, 1983.
Locally least-cost error recovery consists of a mechanism for editing the next input symbol at least cost,
where the cost of each edit operation is determined by the parser developer. The method is compared to
Wirth's followset method (see Stirling [ErrHandl 1985]) and compares favorably.

e  SeppoSippu, Eljas Soisalon-Soininen, “A syntax-error-handling technique and its
experimental analysis’/ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systwol. 5, no. 4, p. 656-679,
Oct 1983 Phrase level error recovery replaces thenoplements from the stack and the next

input tokens by a single non-terminal such that parsing can continue. The authors explore various search

sequences to determine the valuesroindn. Local error recovery can be incorporated by introducing

for each terminat a new production rulderrmt --> Emgty t, and having a production rulemutyy

-> ¢. This allows both the correction of a phrase=(,m=0) to Term t (i.e. insertion oft ) and of a

phrase f,m) to Emptyy (i.e. deletion of f,m)). Experimental results are given.

e K. Hammond, V.J. Rayward-Smith, “A survey on syntactic error recovery and

repair’, Comput. Lang. (Elmsford, NYyol. 9, no. 1, p. 51-68, 1984ivides the

error recovery schemes into three classes:

1. local recovery schemes, such as “panic mode”, the followset method, the FMQ method (see
Fischer, Milton and Quiring [ErrHandl 1980]), LaFrance’s pattern matching method (see LaFrance
[ErrHandl 1970]), and Backhouse’s locally least-cost method (see Backhouse et al. [ErrHandl
1983));

2. regional error recovery schemes, such as forward/backward move (see for instance Graham and
Rodhes [ErrHandl 1975]); and

3.  global error recovery schemes, such as global minimum distance error recovery (see for instance
Aho and Peterson [ErrHandl 1972] and Lyon [ErrHandl 1974]), and mutational grammars (see for
instance Krawczyk [ErrHandl 1980]).

The paper summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of each method.



e  Michael Spenke Heinz Mihlenbein, Monika Mevenkamp, Friedemann Mattern,
Christian Beilken, “A language-independent error recovery method for LL(1)

parsers”,Softw. Pract. Expervol. 14, no. 11, p. 1095-1107, Nov 198%esents an
error recovery method using deletions and insertions. The choice between different possible corrections
is made by comparing the cost of the insertion with the reliability of the symbol. A correction is plausible
if the reliability of the first non-skipped symbol is larger than the insert-cost of the insertion. The correc-
tion is selected among the plausible corrections, such that the fewest symbols are skipped. Reliability
and insert-cost of each symbol are tunable.

e Colin P.Stirling, “Follow set error recovery”’softw. Pract. Expervol. 15, no. 3,

p. 239-257, March 198Mescribes the followset technique for error recovery: at all times
there is a set of symbols that depends on the parse stack and that will not be skipped, cétibalibet
When an error occurs, symbols are skipped until one is found that is a member of this set. Then, symbols
are inserted and/or the parser state is adapted until this symbol is legal. In fact there is a family of error
recovery (correction) methods that differ in the way the followset is determined. The paper compares
several of these methods.

e PydaSrisuresh, Michael J. Eager, “A portable syntactic error recovery scheme
for LR(1) parsers”. InProc. 1985 ACM Comput. Sc. Conidv.D. Dominick (eds.),

ACM, New Orleans, p. 390-399, March 198Bresents a detailed account of the
implementation of an error recovery scheme that works at four levels, each one of a more global nature.
The first and the second level are local, attempting to recover from the error by editing the symbol in
front of the error detection point and the error symbol itself. The third level uses error tokens, and the
last level is panic mode.

e HelmutRichter, “Noncorrecting syntax error recoveryACM Trans. Prog. Lang.

Syst, vol. 7, no. 3, p. 478-489, July 1988¢ce Section 10.8 for a discussion of this method.
The errors can be pinpointed better by parsing backwards from the error detection point, using a reverse
grammar until again an error is found. The actual error must be in the indicated interval. Bounded-
context grammars are conjectured to yield deterministic suffix-grammars.

e Kwang-Moo Choe, Chun-Hyon Chang, “Efficient computation of the locally
least-cost insertion string for the LR error repairiform. Process. Lettvol. 23,

no. 6, p. 311-316, 198&efer to Anderson, Backhouse, Bugge and Stirling [ErrHand!| 1983]
for locally least-cost error correction. The paper presents an efficient implementation in LR parsers,
using a formalism described by Park, Choe and Chang [LR 1985].

e Tudor Balanescy Serban Gavrila Marian Gheorghe, Radu Nicolescu, Liviu
Sofonea, “On Hartman’s error recovery schem&CM SIGPLAN Noticesvol.

21, no. 12, p. 80-86, Dec 198#ore and tighter acceptable-sets for more grammar
constructions; see Pemberton [ErrHandl 1980].

e Michael G.Burke, Gerald A. Fisher, “A practical method for LL and LR syntac-
tic error diagnosis and recoveryACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syswol. 9, no. 2, p.

164-197, April 1987Traditional error recovery assumes that all tokens up to the error symbol
are correct. The article investigates the option of allowing earlier tokens to be modified. To this end,
parsing is done with two parsers, one of which is a number of tokens ahead of the other. The first parser
does no actions and keeps enough administration to be rolled back, and the second performs the semantic
actions; the first parser will modify the input stream or stack so that the second parser will never see an
error. This device is combined with three error repair strategies: single token recovery, scope recovery
and secondary recovery. In single token recovery, the parser is rolled back and single tokens are deleted,
inserted or replaced by tokens specified by the parser writer. In scope recovery, closers as specified by
the parser writer are inserted before the error symbol. In secondary recovery, sequences of tokens
around the error symbol are discarded. In each case, a recovery is accepted if it allows the parser to
advance a specified number of tokens beyond the error symbol. It is reported that this techniques



corrects three quarters of the normal errors in Pascal programs in the same way as a knowledgeable
human would. The effects of fine-tuning are discussed.

e JonMauney, Charles N. Fischer, “Determining the extent of lookahead in syntac-
tic error repair’”,ACM Trans. Prog. Lang. Systvol. 10, no. 3, p. 456-469, July

1988.A correction of an error can be validated by trying it and parsing on until a symbol is found
with the so-called Moderate Phrase Level Uniqueness. Once such a symbol is found, all minimal correc-
tions of the error are equivalent in the sense that after this MPLU symbol, the acceptable suffixes will be
identical. Measurements indicate that in Pascal the distance between two such symbols is fairly short,
for the most part.

e Gordon V. Cormack, “An LR substring parser for noncorrecting syntax error

recovery”,ACM SIGPLAN Noticesvol. 24, no. 7, p. 161-169, July 198%esents a
method to produce an LR parser for the substrings of a language described by a bounded-context(1,1)
grammar, thereby confirming Richter’s [ErrHandl 1985] conjecture that this can be done for BC gram-
mars. The resulting parser is about twice as large as an ordinary LR parser.

13.12 TRANSFORMATIONS ON GRAMMARS

e J.M.Foster, “A syntax-improving program”Computer J.vol. 11, no. 1, p. 31-34,

May 1968.The parser generator SID (Syntax Improving Device) attempts to remove LL(1)
conflicts by eliminating left-recursion, and then left-factoring, combined with inline substitution. If this
succeeds, SID generates a parser in machine language.

e Kenichi Taniguchi, Tadao Kasami, “Reduction of context-free grammars”,

Inform. Control| vol. 17, p. 92-108, 197@onsiders algorithms to reduce or minimize the
number of non-terminals in a grammar.

e M.D. Mickunas, R.L. Lancaster, V.B. Schneider, “Transforming ldRgrammars
to LR(1), SLR(1) and (1,1) bounded right-context grammads”ACM, vol. 23,

no. 3, p. 511-533, July 1976he required look-ahead d¢ tokens is reduced t&-1 by
incorporating the first token of the look-ahead into the non-terminal; this requires considerable care. The
process can be repeated uktill for all LR(k) grammars and even unki=0 for some grammars.

e D.J. Rosenkrantz, H.B. Hunt, “Efficient algorithms for automatic construction
and compactification of parsing grammar&CM Trans. Prog. Lang. Syswol. 9,

no. 4, p. 543-566, Oct 198Kany grammar types are defined by the absence of certain
conflicts: LL(1), LR(1), operator-precedence, etc. A simple algorithm is given to modify a given gram-
mar to avoid such conflicts. Modification is restricted to the merging of non-terminals and possibly the
merging of terminals; semantic ambiguity thus introduced will have to be cleared up by later inspection.
Proofs of correctness and applicability of the algorithm are given. The maximal merging of terminals
while avoiding conflicts is also used to reduce grammar size.

13.13 GENERAL BOOKS ON PARSING

e Peter Zilanylngerman, A Syntax-Oriented TranslatprAcademic Press, New

York, p. 132, 1966.Readable and realistic (for that time) advice for DIY compiler
construction, in archaic terminology. Uses a backtracking LC parser improved by FIRST sets.

e  William M. McKeeman, James J. Horning, David B. Wortma#,Compiler Gen-

erator, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., p. 527, 19%&hod explanation of
precedence and mixed-strategy parsing. Full application to the XPL compiler.

e Alfred V. Aho, Jeffrey D. Ullman, The Theory of Parsing, Translation and



Compiling, Volume [: ParsingPrentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., p. 542,

1972.The book describes the parts of formal languages and automata theory relevant to parsing in
a strict mathematical fashion. Since much of the pertinent theory of parsing had already been developed
in 1972, the book is still reasonably up to date and is a veritable trove of definitions, theorems, lemmata
and proofs.
The required mathematical apparatus is first introduced, followed by a survey of compiler construction
and by properties of formal languages. The rest of the book confines itself to CF and regular languages.
General parsing methods are treated in full: backtracking top-down and bottom-up, CYK and Earley.
Directional non-backtracking methods are explained in detail, including generfd), ILG(k) and LR),
precedence parsing and various other approaches. A last chapter treats several non-grammatical methods
for language specification and parsing.
Many practical matters concerning parser construction are treated in volume II, where the theoretical
aspects of practical parser construction are covered; recursive descent is not mentioned, though.

e  Frederick W.Weingarten, Translation of Computer Languagédolden-Day, San

Francisco, Calif., p. 180, 197Bescribes some parsing techniques in an clear and easy style.
The coverage of subjects is rather eclectic. A full backtracking top-down parserffee non-left-
recursive grammars and a full backtracking bottom-up parsee-foee grammars are described. The
author does not explicitly forbid-rules, but his internal representation of grammar rules cannot represent
them. The Earley parser is described well, with an elaborate example. For linear-time parsers, bounded-
context and precedence are treated; a table-construction algorithm is given for precedence but not for
bounded-context. LR{ is vaguely mentioned, LI not at all. Good additional reading. Contains many
algorithms and flowcharts similar to Cohen and Gotlieb [Misc 1970].

e R.C.Gonzales M.G. ThomasonSyntactic Pattern RecognitipAddison-Wesley,

Reading, Mass., p. 283, 1978his book provides numerous examples of syntactic
descriptions of objects not normally considered subject to a syntax. Examples range from simple seg-
mented closed curves, trees and shapes of letters, via bubble chamber events, electronic networks, and
structural formulas of rubber molecules to snow flakes, ECGs, and fingerprints. Special attention is paid
to grammars for non-linear objects, for instance web grammars, plex grammars and shape grammars. A
considerable amount of formal language theory is covered. All serious parsing is done using the CYK
algorithm; Earley, LLK) and LRK) are not mentioned. Operator-precedence, simple precedence and fin-
ite automata are occasionally used. The authors are wrong in claiming that an all-empty row in the CYK
recognition matrix signals an error in the input.

Interesting chapters abostochastic grammars.e. grammars with probabilities attached to the produc-

tion rules, and abougrammatical inferencei.e. methods to derive a reasonable grammar that will pro-

duce all sentences in a representativeRsefind will not produce the sentences in a counterexample set
R™.

e John E. Hopcroft, Jeffrey D. Ullman, Introduction to Automata Theory,

Languages, and ComputatipAddison-Wesley, Reading, Massachussetts, p. 418,

1979. A must for readers interested in formal language theory and computational
(im)possibilities.

e Roland C.Backhouse Syntax of Programming LanguageRrentice Hall, Lon-

don, p. 290, 1979Grammars are considered in depth, as far as they are relevant to
programming languages. FS automata and the parsing techniques LL and LR are treated in detail, and
supported by lots of well-explained math. Often complete and efficient algorithms are given in Pascal.
Much attention is paid to error recovery and repair, especially to least-cost repairs and locally optimal
repairs. Definitely recommended for further reading.

e A.J.T. Davie, R. Morisson,Recursive Descent Compilingllis Horwood Ltd.,

Chichester, p. 195, 198Well-balanced description of the design considerations that go into a
recursive descent compiler; uses the St. Andrews University S-algol compiler as a running example.

e V.J.Rayward-Smith, A First Course in Formal LanguageBlackwell Scientific,



Oxford, p. 123, 1983very useful intermediate between Révész [Books 1985] and Hopcroft
and Uliman [Books 1979]. Quite readable (the subject permitting); simple examples; broad coverage. No
treatment of LALR, no bibliography.

e Gyodrgy E.Révész Introduction to Formal LanguageMcGraw-Hill, Singapore,

p. 199, 1985This nifty little book contains many results and elementary proofs of formal
languages, without being “difficult”. It gives a description of the ins and outs of the Chomsky hierarchy,
automata, decidability and complexity of context-free language recognition, includingatdest CF
language Parsing is discussed, with descriptions of the Earley k) bfid LRE) algorithms, each in a
few pages.

e  William A. Barrett, Rodney M. Bates, David A. Gustafson, John D. Couobim-
piler Construction: Theory and Practice&cience Research Associates, Chicago,

p. 504, 1986A considerable part (about 50%) of the book is concerned with parsing; formal
language theory, finite-state automata, top-down en bottom-up parsing and error recovery are covered in
very readable chapters. Only those theorems are treated that relate directly to actual parsing; proofs are
quite understandable. The book ends with an annotated bibliography of almost 200 entries, on parsing
and other aspects of compiler construction.

e A.V. Aho, R. Sethi, J.D. UllmanCompilers: Principles, Techniques and Tqols

Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass., p. 796, 198 “Red Dragon Book”. Excellent,
UNIX-oriented treatment of compiler construction. Even treatment of the various aspects.

e Anton Nijholt , Computers and Languages: Theory and Practgaidies in Com-
puter Science and Atrtificial Intelligence, 4, North-Holland, Amsterdam, p. 482,

1988. Treats in narrative form computers, natural and computer languages, and artificial
intelligence, their essentials, history and interrelationships; for the sophisticated layperson. The account
is interspersed with highly critical assessments of the influence of the military on computers and artificial
intelligence. Much global information, little technical detail; treats parsing in breadth but not in depth.

13.14 SOME BOOKS ON COMPUTER SCIENCE

e David Harel, Algorithms: The Spirit of ComputingAddison-Wesley, Reading,

Mass, p. 425, 198 &xcellent introduction to the fundamentals of computer science for the
sophisticated reader.

e RobertSedgewick Algorithms Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass., p. 657, 1988.
Comprehensive, understandable treatment of many algorithms, beautifully done.

e Jeffrey D.Smith, Design and Analysis of Algorithm&®WS-Kent Publ. Comp.,

Boston, p. 447, 198%o00d introductory book, treating list handling, searching, breadth-first
and depth-first search, dynamic programming, etc., etc.
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program Unger(input, output); { Unger parser in Pascal }

const

NoSymbol = "

MaxRules = 10;

MaxRhsLength = 10;

MaxInputLength = 10;

ArraySize = 1000; { for all stacks and lists }
type

var

SymbolType = char;
RuleNmbType = integer;

RhsType = packed array [1..MaxRhsLength] of SymbolType;
InputStringType = packed array [1..MaxInputLength] of SymbolType;

RuleType = record LhsField: SymbolType; RhsField: RhsType; end;

StackElemType =
record
NmbField: RuleNmbType; RhsUsedField: integer; { the rule }
PosField, LenField, InpUsedField: integer; { the substring }
end;

InputString: InputStringType;
InputLength: integer;

Grammar: array [1..MaxRules] of RuleType;
NRules: integer;
Start: SymbolType;

Stack: array [1..ArraySize] of StackElemType;
NStackElems: integer;

RuleStack: array [1..ArraySize] of RuleNmbType;
NRulesStacked: integer;
NDerivations: integer;

{ RULE ADMINISTRATION }

procedure StoreRule(lhs: SymbolType; rhs: RhsType);

begin

NRules:= NRules+1;

with Grammar[NRules] do

begin LhsField:= lhs; RhsField:= rhs; end;
end { StoreRule };

procedure WriteRhs(rhs: RhsType);

var n: integer;
begin
for n:= 1 to MaxRhsLength do
if rhs[n] <> NoSymbol then write(rhs[n]);
end { WriteRhs };

procedure WriteRule(nmb: RuleNmbType);



begin
with Grammar[nmb] do

begin
write(LhsField, * -> "");
WriteRhs(RhsField);
write(""");

end;

end { WriteRule };

procedure PushRule(n: RuleNmbType);
begin

NRulesStacked:= NRulesStacked+1;

RuleStack[NRulesStacked]:= n;

end;

procedure PopRule;
begin NRulesStacked:= NRulesStacked-1; end;

procedure ParsingFound;

var r: integer;

begin
NDerivations:= NDerivations+l;
for r:= 1 to NRulesStacked do
begin WriteRule(RuleStack[r]); writeln; end;
writeln;

end { ParsingFound };

{ HANDLING OF KNOWN PARSINGS }
procedure StartNewKnownGoal(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer);
begin end;

procedure RecordKnownParsing;
begin end;

{ PARSING STACK HANDLING }
procedure PushStack(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer);
begin
NStackElems:= NStackElems+1;
with Stack[NStackElems] do

begin

NmbField:= nmb; RhsUsedField:= 0;

PosField:= pos; LenField:= len; InpUsedField:= 0;
end;

end { PushStack };

procedure PopStack;
begin NStackElems:= NStackElems-1; end;

function IsToBeAvoided(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer): Boolean;
var i: integer;
begin
IsToBeAvoided:= false;
for 1:= 1 to NStackElems do
with Stack[i] do
if (NmbField=nmb)
and (PosField=pos)



and (LenField=len) then
IsToBeAvoided:= true;
end { IsToBeAvoided };

procedure AdvanceTOS(len: integer);

begin
with Stack[NStackElems] do
begin
RhsUsedField:= RhsUsedField+1;
InpUsedField:= InpUsedField+len;
end;

end { AdvanceTOS };

procedure RetractTOS(len: integer);

begin
with Stack[NStackElems] do
begin
RhsUsedField:= RhsUsedField-1;
InpUsedField:=InpUsedField-1len;
end;

end { RetractTOS };

{ THE AUTOMATON }
procedure TryAllRulesFor(lhs: SymbolType; pos, len: integer);
var nmb: RuleNmbType;

procedure DoTopOfStack;
var tosSymb: SymbolType; { active symbol on top of Stack }

procedure DoNextOnStack;
var sv: StackElemType;
begin { the non-terminal on top of Stack was recognized }
RecordKnownParsing;
{ save top of Stack }
sv:= Stack[NStackElems]; NStackElems:= NStackElems-1;
if (NStackElems = 0) then ParsingFound else
begin
AdvanceTOS(sv.LenField);
DoTopOfStack;
RetractTOS(sv.LenField);
end;
{ restore top of Stack }
NStackElems:= NStackElems+1; Stack[NStackElems]:= sv;
end { DoNextOnStack };

procedure TryAllLengthsFor
(Ihs: SymbolType; pos, maxlen: integer);
var len: integer;
begin
for len:= 0 to maxlen do
TryAllRulesFor(lhs, pos, len);
end { TryAllLengthsFor };

begin { DoTopOfStack }
with Stack[NStackElems] do
begin



tosSymb:= Grammar[NmbField].RhsField[RhsUsedField+1];

if tosSymb = NoSymbol then
begin
if (InpUsedField = LenField) then DoNextOnStack;
end
else if (InpUsedField < LenField) and
(tosSymb = InputString[PosField+InpUsedField])
then
begin { 1 symbol was recognized }
AdvanceT0S(1);
DoTopOfStack;
RetractTO0S(1);
end
else TryAllLengthsFor(tosSymb, PosField+InpUsedField,
LenField-InpUsedField);
end;
end { DoTopOfStack };

function KnownGoalSucceeds
(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer): Boolean;
begin KnownGoalSucceeds:= false; end;

procedure TryRule(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer);
begin
if not IsToBeAvoided(nmb, pos, len) then
if not KnownGoalSucceeds(nmb, pos, len) then
begin
PushStack(nmb, pos, len);
StartNewKnownGoal (nmb, pos, len);
write("Trying rule "); WriteRule(nmb);
writeln(® at pos ", pos:0, " for length ", len:0);
PushRule(nmb);
DoTopOfStack;
PopRule;
PopStack;
end;
end { TryRule };

begin { TryAllRulesFor }
for nmb:= 1 to NRules do
if Grammar[nmb].LhsField = lhs then
TryRule(nmb, pos, len);
end { TryAllRulesFor };

procedure Parse(inp: InputStringType);
var n: integer;
begin
NStackElems:= 0; NRulesStacked:= 0; NDerivations:= 0;
InputLength:= 0;
for n:= 1 to MaxInputLength do
begin
InputString[n]:= inp[n];
if inp[n] <> NoSymbol then InputLength:= n;
end;
writeln("Parsing ", InputString);



TryAllRulesFor(Start, 1, InputlLength);

writeIn(NDerivations:0, " derivation(s) found for string °,

InputString);
writeln;
end { Parse };

procedure InitGrammar;

begin
Start:= "S";
StoreRule("S*, "LSR
StoreRule("S", -
StoreRule("L", "(
StoreRule("L", *©
StoreRule("R", *)

end;

procedure DoParses;

begin
Parse("()) ");
Parse("((O)))) )

end;

begin
NRules:= 0;
InitGrammar;
DoParses;
end.

L]
o o/ o/ o
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{ Grammar 4 }



KnownParsingType = record StartField, EndField: integer; end;

KnownGoalType =

record
NmbField: RuleNmbType; PosField, LenField: integer;{ the goal}
StartParsingField: integer; { temporary variable }

KnownParsingField: array [1..ArraySize] of KnownParsingType;
NKnownParsingsField: integer;
end;

KnownGoalList: array [1..ArraySize] of KnownGoalType;
NKnownGoals: integer;

KnownRuleList: array [1..ArraySize] of RuleNmbType;
NKnownRules: integer;

function KnownGoalNumber(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer):integer;
var n: integer;
begin
KnownGoalNumber:= 0;
for n:= 1 to NKnownGoals do
with KnownGoalList[n] do
if (nmb=NmbField)
and (pos=PosField)
and (len=LenField) then
KnownGoalNumber:= n;
end { KnownGoalNumber };

procedure StartNewKnownGoal(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer);
begin
NKnownGoals:= NKnownGoals+1;
with KnownGoalList[NKnownGoals] do
begin
NmbField:= nmb; PosField:= pos; LenField:= len;
StartParsingField:= NRulesStacked+1;
NKnownParsingsField:= 0;
end;
end { StartNewKnownGoal };

procedure RecordKnownParsing;
var n, i: integer;
begin
with Stack[NStackElems] do
begin
n:= KnownGoalNumber(NmbField, PosField, LenField);
with KnownGoalList[n] do
begin
NKnownParsingsField:= NKnownParsingsField+1;
with KnownParsingField[NKnownParsingsField] do
begin
StartField:= NKnownRules+1;
for i:= StartParsingField to NRulesStacked do
begin
NKnownRules:= NKnownRules+1;
KnownRuleList[NKnownRules]:= RuleStack[i];
end;



EndField:= NKnownRules;
end;
end;
end;
end { RecordKnownParsing };

function KnownGoalSucceeds
(nmb: RuleNmbType; pos, len: integer): Boolean;
var n, oldNRulesStacked, i, j: integer;
begin
n:= KnownGoalNumber(nmb, pos, len);
if n = 0 then KnownGoalSucceeds:= false else
begin
oldNRulesStacked:= NRulesStacked;
with KnownGoalList[n] do
begin
for i:= 1 to NKnownParsingsField do
with KnownParsingField[i] do

begin
for j:= StartField to EndField do
begin
NRulesStacked:= NRulesStacked+1;
RuleStack[NRulesStacked]:=
KnownRuleList[j];
end;
AdvanceTOS(len);
DoTopOfStack;
RetractTOS(len);
NRulesStacked:= oldNRulesStacked;
end;
end;
KnownGoalSucceeds:= true;
end;
end { KnownGoalSucceeds };
NKnownGoals:= 0; NKnownRules:= 0; { 1n procedure Parse



