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ON THE RIGIDITY OF ARNOUX-RAUZY WORDS

V. BERTHE, S. PUZYNINA

ABSTRACT. An infinite word generated by a substitution is rigid if all the substitutions which fix
this word are powers of the same substitution. Sturmian words as well as characteristic Arnoux-
Rauzy words generated by substitutions are known to be rigid. In the present paper, we prove
that all Arnoux-Rauzy words generated by substitutions are rigid. The proof relies on two main
ingredients: first, the fact that the primitive substitutions that fix an Arnoux-Rauzy word share
a common power, and secondly, the notion of normal form of an episturmian substitution (i.e.,
a substitution that fixes an Arnoux-Rauzy word). The main difficulty is then of a combinatorial
nature and relies on the normalization process when taking powers of episturmian substitutions:
the normal form of a square is not necessarily equal to the square of the normal forms.

1. INTRODUCTION

Rigidity property is an algebraic property of infinite words that are fixed by substitutiond]:
an infinite word generated by a substitution is rigid if all the substitutions which fix this word
are powers of a same substitution. This property extends naturally to sets of substitutions fixing
an infinite word. This is a natural property that occurs for several prominent families of infinite
words. Rigidity has been first considered for the Thue-Morse word in [Pan81] (see also m for
its generalization as Prouhet words), for generalized Fibonacci words in [Pan83|, then for the class
Sturmian words in [S98] together with [RS12] and [RW10] (see also [BESI2]), and lastly for strict
epistandard words in [Kri08|, which also called characteristic Arnoux-Rauzy words. This brief
overview of the literature shows that if there exist numerous results on the two-letter case, the
situation is more contrasted as soon as the size of the alphabet increases. For instance, over a
ternary alphabet, the monoid of morphisms generating a given infinite word by iteration can be
infinitely generated, even when the word is generated by iterating an invertible primitive morphism
(see [DK09, [Kri0g]).

The aim of this paper is to prove rigidity for Arnoux-Rauzy words (see Theorem [3T]). This class
of infinite words, introduced in [AR91], provides a generalization of Sturmian words, the latter
corresponding to the case of a two-letter alphabet. They are defined in combinatorial terms (see
Section 2I)) and belong to the family of infinite words having linear factor complexity, and more
precisely (d—1)n+1 factors of length n for all n, when defined over a d-letter alphabet. They have
been further generalized as episturmian words; see the survey [GJ09]. Despite the fact that they
share many properties of Sturmian words, Arnoux-Rauzy words display a more complex behavior.
For example, while Sturmian words are 1-balanced (i.e., the numbers of occurrences of a letter
in any two factors of the same length differ by at most 1), Arnoux-Rauzy words do not have to
be balanced [BCS13|. Arnoux-Rauzy words also show weaker geometric properties than Sturmian
words [AT01], and their abelian subshifts have much more complicated structure [KPW18]. The
rigidity of the subclass of characteristic Arnoux-Rauzy words has been established in [Kri08]. We
extend this result to any Arnoux-Rauzy word.

Our proof follows the general line of the proofs in [S98] and [RS12] for Sturmian words. How-
ever, the structure of the monoid of epiSturmian substitutions (i.e., the substitutions that fix
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Arnoux-Rauzy words) is more complicated over a larger alphabet; see e.g. [Ric03]. Episturmian
substitutions are described in terms of a normalized directive word [JP02], which itself relies on
the notion of block-equivalence. Our proof first uses the fact that if an Arnoux-Rauzy is fixed
by two primitive substitutions, then these substitutions coincide up to powers (see Theorem 3.2
proved in [BDDT18]). We then go from the existence of a common power to the following prop-
erty (stated in Lemma [BH): let o and 7 be two episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7™, for
n > m > 1; then, there exists an episturmian substitution ¢ such that 7 = ¢ o 9. The main issue
we will have to face comes from the fact that normalization does not behave well with respect to
taking squares and powers: the normalized form of a square of a word in normal form is a priori
not the square of its normal form. This thus requires a careful study of normalization of powers
of normal forms, which is the main step of the proof. This is handled in Sections [ and

Let us sketch the contents of this paper. Basic notions are introduced in Section2l In particular,
we recall the notions of block-equivalence, block-normalization and normal form of an episturmian
substitution. The main statement and the general strategy are discussed in Section Bl The
normalization of powers of normal forms is discussed in details in Section @ by focusing on the
block-normalization of powers and by introducing several types of errors (i.e., factors which are
forbidden in the normal form) that are introduced when taking powers. The proof of the main step
(Lemma B.5]) is handled in Section [l through several decomposition lemmas. We lastly introduce
and discuss in Section [f] the notion of weak rigidity.

2. BASIC NOTIONS

2.1. Words, substitutions and rigidity. Let A be a finite alphabet. We let € denote the empty
word of the free monoid A*, A% the free semigroup and AN the set of infinite words over A. For
any word w in the free monoid A* (endowed with the concatenation as operation), |w| denotes
the length of w, and |w|; stands for the number of occurrences of the letter j in the word w.
A factor of a (finite or infinite) word w is defined as the concatenation of consecutive letters
occurring in w. In other words, the word w is a factor of the finite word w if there exist words
p and s such that w = pus. If p = ¢ (resp., s = €) we say that u is a prefiz (resp., suffiz) of
w. For w = wy---w, € A*, the notation pref,(w) stands for the prefix of length & of w, i.e.,
pref, (w) = wy -+ wg, and the k-th letter of w is denoted by w[k]. For i, j integers with i < j,
the set of integers {i,i + 1,...,j} is denoted as [i,j]. We use the notation wli, j] for the factor
u = w;w;y1 - - - wj of w. The set of integers [¢, j] is then called the support of this occurrence in w of
the factor w;w;41 - - - wj, and w(i, j] = w;w;41 - - - w;. We say that i is an index of an occurrence of
the factor w in w. The notation pref, u stands for the prefix of u of length ¢, i.e. pref, u = u; ---up
. For a letter a, the notation |u|, stands for the number of occurrences of a’s in u. The reversal
(also called mirror image) of a word w = wy - - - w, € A"™ is the word wy, - - - wy.

Let = be an infinite word in AN. A factor w of x is said to be left special if there exist at least
two distinct letters a, b of the alphabet A such that aw and bw are factors of x. The set of factors
of the infinite word z is denoted by L,.

An infinite word = € A" is an Arnouz-Rauzy word if the set of its factors £, is closed under
reversal and for all n it has exactly one left special factor of length n. Arnoux-Rauzy words are also
called strict episturmian words. An infinite word x is an episturmian word if the set of its factors
L, is closed under reversal and for all n it has at most one left special factor of length n. An
Arnoux-Rauzy word is thus an episturmian word, but an episturmian word is not necessarily an
Arnoux-Rauzy word. An episturmian word is called characteristic if all of its left special factors
are prefixes of it. A characteristic Arnoux-Rauzy word is also called a standard episturmian word,
or else epistandard). For more on episturmian words, see the survey [GJ09]. An infinite word
is said to be uniformly recurrent if every factor appears infinitely often and with bounded gaps.
Arnoux-Rauzy words are known to be uniformly recurrent.

A substitution o : A* — A* is a monoid morphism that is assumed to be non-erasing, that is,
the image of every non-empty element is non-empty. If there exists a letter a € A such that the
word o(a) begins with a and if |0™(a)| tends to infinity, then there exists a unique infinite word,
denoted by o“(a), which has all words 0" (a) as prefixes. Such an infinite word is called a fized
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point of the substitution o or a word generated by the substitution o . All the morphisms that are
considered in the present paper are non-erasing and so they are substitutions.

Let o and 7 be two substitutions on A. The substitution 7 is a conjugate of o if there exists
v € A* such that either v7(w) = o(w)v for all w € A*, or 7(w)v = vo(w) for all w € A*.

A substitution o : A* — A* is called primitive if there is a positive integer k such that for all
a,b € A, the letter b appears in o¥(a). If o is a primitive substitution, then there exists a power
o that admits a fixed point, and the set of factors of any fixed point of ¥ is uniformly recurrent
(see for example Proposition 1.2.3 in [Fog02]). Furthermore, all these fixed points have the same
language that we call the language of the substitution.

The stabilizer of an infinite word # € AN, denoted by Stab (), is the monoid of substitutions
o defined on the alphabet A that satisfy o(x) = z. Words that have a cyclic stabilizer are called
rigicﬂ. A word x is thus rigid if there exists a substitution o such that for any substitution 7
such that 7(x) = x, then there exists a non-negative integer n such that 7 = ¢™. In the present
paper, we concentrate on the iterative stabilizer according to the terminology of [Kri08]: we focus
here on substitutions (i.e., non-erasing morphisms) and on infinite words generated by iterating
a substitution. For general results on the possible growth of elements of the stabilizer, we refer
to [DK09] and [DRQ9]. It is shown in particular that polynomial and exponential growth cannot
co-exist in the stabilizer for aperiodic words. We discuss weaker notions of rigidity in Section

2.2. Episturmian substitutions and their normal form. Episturmian substitutions have
been introduced in [JP02] as generalizations to larger alphabets of Sturmian substitutions, which
correspond to the case of the two-letter alphabet. We consider the following substitutions

%(b):{ab ifhta, Ea(b):{ba if b+ a,

a if b =a. a ifb=a,

and the permutation
a—b
Op: b= a
c—cifec#a,b.

The monoid of episturmian substitutions over A is the monoid generated by the permutations
Oap, for a,b € A, together with the set of substitutions v,, ¥,, for a € A. The pure episturmian
substitutions are the substitutions obtained by compositions of elements of the form 1, and ¥,,
for a € A (no permutation is allowed besides the identity). The epistandard substitutions are the
substitutions obtained by compositions of the permutations together with the set of substitutions
Y, (that is, no v, is allowed). We use S4 as a notation for the set of permutations over the
alphabet A.

The monoid of episturmian substitutions has been thoroughly investigated, see e.g. [Ric03]. We
will use in particular the following properties. Note that in both statements below, x is assumed
to contain all the letters of the alphabet on which the substitution o is defined.

Theorem 2.1. [JP02] Theorem 3.13][DJPO1, Theorem 11] Let ¢ be a substitution. If x is an
Arnouz-Rauzy word and o(x) = x, then o is an episturmian substitution.

Episturmian substitutions over the alphabet A4 can be viewed as automorphisms of the free
group generated by the alphabet A. This implies the following property of cancellativity.

Proposition 2.2. [JP02][Ric03, Lemma 7.2] The monoid of episturmian substitutions is left-
cancellative and right-cancellative, i.e., for any episturmian substitutions o,T,p, if coT = 0 o p,
then T =p, and if poo =T1Too, then p=rT.

Episturmian words can be infinitely decomposed over the set of episturmian substitutions with
the decomposition being described in terms of spinned directive words (see [JP02, Theorem 3.10]).
However, an episturmian word can have several decompositions. There is a way to normalize the
directive words of an episturmian word so that any episturmian word can be defined uniquely by

2Note that this notion of rigidity has no relation with the ergodic notion of rigidity.
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its so-called normalized directive word [JP02]. This normalization relies on the notion of block-
equivalence. This leads to the notion of directive words of an episturmian substitution as discussed
in details in [GLRO8]. We use here this normalization in order to produce a unique decomposition
to any episturmian substitution.

We follow the notation of [JP02, [GLROS], [GLR09]. We provide letters with a notion of spin and
introduce for each letter a its spinned version @. The letter @ is considered as having spin 1 while
a is considered as having spin 0. We then consider the new alphabet A = {@ | a € A}. A (finite
or infinite) word over the alphabet AU A is called a spinned word. For w € (AU.A)*, the opposite
of w is the word w obtained from w by exchanging all spins in w. Let w be a spinned word. The
word w is called a spinned version of the the word w’ over the alphabet A obtained by replacing
in w each occurrence of a letter with spin 1 (which thus belongs to .4) by its counterpart with spin
0 in A. For instance, if A = {1,2,3}, then 322 is a spinned word and it is a spinned version of the
word 322. A word in A" is said barred. For a spinned word x we use the notation x = 122 - - -
where = z; or T; when the spins are not explicitly given.

The notion of spin extends to the episturmian substitutions v, and 1, by using the convention
that

Vg =, for all a € A.
If w=wi - wy € (AUA)*, we then define the (pure) substitution t,, with directive word w as

ww:¢w1o"'o"/}wk'

One checks that ¢ = 1,,.
A block-transformation is the replacement in a spinned word of an occurrence of a factor of the
form xvE, where z € A, v € (A\ {z})*, by Tvz or vice-versa. We write it for short

(1) VT — Tox or Tox — avT (z €A, ve (A\{z})".

Two finite spinned words w, w’ are said to be block-equivalent, and we write w = w’, if we can pass
from one to the other by a (possibly empty) chain of block-transformations. The block-equivalence
is an equivalence relation over spinned words, and if w = w’, then w and w’ are spinned versions
of a common word over A.

A finite spinned word w is said to be in normal form if w has no factor in UaeAEJTl*a. By
block-normalization of a spinned word (we also say normalization for short), we mean a succession
of block-transformations that produces its normal form. The interest of this notion comes from
the following theorem.

Theorem 2.3. [GLR09, Theorem 3.1] Let w and w' be two spinned words over AU A. One has
Y = Y if and only if w = w'.

In particular, if

U)al O?/}a2 o "'1/}0.)@ :1/)b1 O1/’b2 O"'q/}bga

where, for all 4,5 with i € {1,--- ,k}, j € {1,---,€}, one has t,, € {Was,Pa, }s U, € {n,, 0y, }
and a;, b; € A, then k = ¢ and a; = b;, for all 3.

Any pure episturmian substitution is known to have a unique directive word which is in normal
form by [GLR09, Lemma 5.3]. Now consider the general case of episturmian substitutions (not only

pure ones, that is, episturmian substitutions that have no permutation in their decomposition).
Let 6 be a permutation on the alphabet A. It is readily verified that for all a € A, one has

(2) 0 0o = Yga) 00, 001y = Vga) 0.

According to this property, if o is an episturmian substitution, then o admits a unique decompo-
sition as 0 = puy, 0 0,, where p,, is a pure episturmian substitution and 6, is a permutation.

Definition 2.4. The normal decomposition of the episturmian substitution o is defined as the
(unique) decomposition

0’:1/}0.10"'01/}0.71000;
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where the spinned word w, defined as w, = a; - - - a, is in normal form. The spinned word w,, is
called the normalized directive word of o and the permutation 6, is called the normal permutation
of o.

We use the notation
o] =ay---anb,
as a word over the alphabet AU AU S4. We call this word the normal form of o. If o is
pure, then 6, is equal to the identity, denoted as Id. By abuse of notation, when 6, = Id, we
write [o] = @y ---a, for short. If o is epistandard, then all the a;’s are equal to a;. By block-
normalization for an episturmian substitution o = @al 0---0 z/;an 0 0,, it is meant a succession of
block-transformations that produces the normal form of its directive word aj « - + Gy,.

In order to define formally the surjective map between the words on the alphabet AU AU Sy
and corresponding episturmian substitutions, we introduce the morphism g which maps letters to
substitutions with p : a — 1/;a. Moreover, we use the same notation for a permutation considered as
a permutation and as a letter One has o = u([o]). Note also that one has 000, ! = p(w,), where
w, stands for the normalized directive word of o. The length of a spinned word w corresponds to
the usual notion of length over the alphabet A U A. The length of an episturmian substitution is
defined as the length of any of its directive words, denoted as |o|. It is well defined by Theorem
[GLR09, Theorem 3.1] above. We stress the fact that the length of o =1y, 0 -+ 014, 00, is k.

The main issue we will have to face comes from the fact that normalization does not behave
well with respect to taking squares and powers: the normalized form of a square of a spinned
word in normal form is a priori not the square of its normal form. Indeed, consider the spinned
word aa. Its square a@aa is not in normal form because of the occurrence of @a. This issue will
be handled in details in Sections [] and

The following example shows that an Arnoux-Rauzy substitution may involve only one letter
in its normalized directive word. For more on the one-letter case, see Section [£.3]

Example 2.5. Consider the Fibonacci substitution o defined over the two-letter alphabet {a,b}
as 0 : a > ab, b — a. This is the most classical example of a Sturmian substitution, i.e., of a
two-letter Arnoux-Rauzy substitution. Over {a,b}, one has 9, : a — a, b+ ab. Let 0,5 be the
two-letter permutation that exchanges letters, i.e., 84 : @ — b, b — a. One has 0 = 1, 0 0,3, and
its normalized directive word w, is a.

3. MAIN RESULT AND STRATEGY

Let us state and describe the general proof for the main result of this paper. We recall that The-
orem [3.T] extends the result from [Kri08, Theorem 15] which proves rigidity for strict epistandard
words, i.e., characteristic Arnoux-Rauzy words.

Theorem 3.1. Arnoux-Rauzy words are rigid.

The proof of Theorem 3] is based on the following results. We first know from [BDD™ 18| the
following theorem, whose proof relies on the notion of return words. Note that this statement
implies that the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalues of o and 7 are multiplicatively dependent, which is
also a consequence of Cobham’s Theorem [DurlI].

Theorem 3.2. [BDDT18 Theorem 9] Let x be an Arnouz-Rauzy word that is a fized point of
both o and T primitive substitutions. Then there exist i,7 > 1 such that 78 = 7.

We then prove primitivity for the substitutions that fix Arnoux-Rauzy words.

Lemma 3.3. Let x be an Arnouz-Rauzy word over the alphabet A and let o be a substitution such
that o(x) = x, with o not equal to the identity. Then o is primitive.

Proof. The infinite word z is uniformly recurrent due to being an Arnoux-Rauzy word. We now
prove by contradiction that (|6"(a)|), tends to infinity for each letter a € A. Suppose indeed that
for some letter a, the sequence of lengths (|o™(a)|)n does not tend to infinity. With the notation
of Definition 2.4] consider n such that 67 = Id, and take o/ = ¢™. We have 0,, = Id. We also have
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that (|(¢”)¢(a)|)¢ does not tend to infinity. From the normal form of Arnoux-Rauzy substitutions,
one deduces that no power of ¢’ contains some 1), in its normal form, with b # a: otherwise,
applying o’ to a word adds at least one letter for each occurrence of a in the word. This is only

possible when o = ¢ o EJ, but this substitution does not have an infinite fixed point, which
gives us the desired contradiction. We thus deduce from the fact that (Jo™(a)|),, tends to infinity
for each letter a € A together with x being uniformly recurrent that o is primitive from [Quel0]
Proposition 5.5].

O

Next lemma provides a commutation property for substitutions fixing a common Arnoux-Rauzy
word.

Lemma 3.4. Let o and T be two substitutions. If x is an Arnouz-Rauzy word such that o(z) =
T(x) =2, thenToo =0corT.

Proof. Let x be an Arnoux-Rauzy word over the alphabet A such that o(x) = 7(x), with o and
7 being substitutions. According to [DJPOQ1], there exist an Arnoux-Rauzy word y that has the
same language as z, and 7" and ¢’ epistandard substitutions that are conjugate respectively to 7
and o such that o’(y) = 7/(y). By [Kri08 Theorem 15], there exists a substitution g such that
o' = o' and 7' = p°, by using rigidity for fixed point of epistandard substitutions. Then, one has
o'o1’ =1/ 00’ = p**t. This implies by conjugation that |co7(a)| = |roo(a)| for each a € A. Now
since 7 and 7’ are conjugate, we have that |7(a)| and |7/(a)| are of the same length and moreover
are abelian equivalent, i.e., contain the same numbers of occurrences of each letter. So, we have
that |co7(a)| = |Too(a)| for each a € A. Now since o and o’ are conjugate, the images of abelian
equivalent words under o and ¢’ are of the same length (in fact, they are also abelian equivalent),
hence |0 o7(a)| = |Too(a)| for each a € A. We deduce from o o7(z) = Too(z) that coT =700
by considering the respective images of each letter in x and by recalling that all the letters of A
occur in z. (]

We now want to go from the existence of a common power (Theorem [3.2]) to a “prefix property”.
This is the object of next lemma which is the main step in the proof of Theorem [B.Il This is the
analogue of [RS12] Proposition 4.1] which is proved for Sturmian words.

Lemma 3.5. Let o and 7 be two episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7™, form > m > 1.
Then there exists an episturmian substitution o such that T = o o p.

The proof of this lemma is quite involved; we provide it in Section Using this lemma, we
now can prove Theorem [3.11

Proof. Let x be an Arnoux-Rauzy word. Let o, 7 be two substitutions distinct from the identity
such that o(x) = 7(z) = . By Theorem 2] they are both episturmian. By Lemma B3] o and
are primitive. By Lemma [3.4] they commute. By Theorem [B.2] they have a common power, i.e.,
there exist n,m > 1 such that o™ = 7.

We now prove by induction on max(|o|,|7|) that if there exist n,m > 1 such that ¢ = 7™,
then there exist integers k, £ and an episturmian substitution p such that o = o*, 7 = . Note
that this step is the analogue of [RS12, Corollary 4.3] which holds for Sturmian words (i.e., for
the two-letter case).

We have |o| > 1 and || > 1 since they are primitive.

If |o| = |7| =1, then 0 = 7. Indeed, since the lengths are equal to 1, due to Lemma [35] and to
the uniqueness of the normal form, there exist a letter a and permutations 6, and 6. such that o
and 7 are both either of the form ¢ = 1, 06,, T = 1400, or they both involve 1, with both cases
being symmetric. We assume that they both involve ¢,. Now since z = o(z) = 7(z), we have
Ya(0s(x)) = 1a(0-(x)). Notice that the form of the substitution v, implies that if ¢, (w) = ¥, (w')
for some infinite words w and w’, then w = w’ (since 1, only inserts a letter a before each letter
which is not a). So, 0,(z) = 0,(z). Since 0, and 6, are permutations, it follows that 6, = 0.
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Suppose w.l.o.g. that n > m and that the induction property holds for substitutions with
lengths smaller than max(|o|,|7|) which is equal to || (since n|o| = m|r| by the definition of
the length of substitution). By Lemma B.5 there exists an episturmian substitution ¢ such that
T =009 FromTooc =007, we deduce that copooc = cgoocop, and thus poo = cop
by left-cancellativity (see Proposition 222)). If o = Id, then ¢ = 7, which provides the desired
induction property with ¢ = 7. The case where ¢ a permutation is similar to the case where both
substitutions have length 1 above. We now assume |g| > 1, and thus |7| > max(|o], |¢|), which
yields in particular m < n. One has 7™ = ¢ 0 ¢™ = o™, and consequently ¢~ ™ = o™ (again by
left-cancellativity). We now can apply the induction hypothesis to o and p. Hence there exist o
episturmian substitution, k, £ integers such that o = o’*, o = (¢’)?, which also yields 7 = (¢/)¥**.
This ends the induction proof. (I

4. BLOCK-NORMALIZATION OF POWERS

We recall that the normalized form of a square (power) of a spinned word in normal form may
not be equal to the square (power) of its normal form. We study in this section how normalization
behaves with respect to powers ¢™ for an episturmian substitution o.

4.1. First notation. We recall that [¢] = a; - - - @0, is the word over the alphabet AU AU S4
representing ¢ in its normal form as defined in Section From now on we will keep the notation
k for the length of ¢. The normalized directive word of ¢ is w, = a1 ---ar and 6, is the normal
permutation of . We also recall that the letters @; belong to AU A.

Let n be a positive integer. Let us now consider 6. We want to compare the words [o]™ and
[0"]. As mentioned above (see also Example .2 and [4.12)), the word [¢]™ does not have to be the
normal form of ¢™. In order to get the normal form [0"] of o™, we first handle the occurrences
of permutations, which we shift to the end, and secondly, we perform block-transformations. The
latter is the main step that we will have to work out.

To get the normalized form of [0"], we start by shifting the n occurrences of the permutation
0, to the end of the word using the relations (2]). In particular, the normal permutation of o™ is
equal to the n-th power 67 of the normal permutation of . We recall that we use the notation
07 for the letter in bijection with the permutation 6. This gives a word Z,~» over the alphabet
AU AU S 4, which is a priori not the normal form [¢"], defined by

n

Zgn =y a0 (a1) - Og(ag)--- 05 (ay) - - 00 (ap)0?,
with B o B B B
0" = Dy D Do (ar) * Voa () Do (ar) g1 (a0 = ().
One has
0" = u([o™]) = u(Zyn) and [0"] = Zyn.

If n =1, then Z, = [o].

Observe that the values of spins (i.e., the occurrence or not of a bar for a;) are k-periodic in
Zgn (as above, k is the length of o). A factor of length k at an index congruent to 1 modulo & in
Zgn of the form 07 (a1)--- 0% (ar) (i =0,---,n—1) in Z,n is called a k-period of Z,n; it starts at
an index congruent to 1 modulo k in Z,~». We use vertical bars to mark periods, which gives

Zow =y, | O (ar) -+ Op(ar) | -+ | 0 H(ar) - 65 (ar) | 02
Bars are thus located between letters with indices kj and kj + 1. Moreover periods are labeled
with indices j running from 1 to n.

By abuse of notation, a word of the form @b, - - - bya with ¢ = 0 stands for the word @a.

We now consider normalization via block-transformations. If the word Z,» is not the normal
form of ¢, then this means that there are errors, i.e., occurrences of non-normal spinned words
of the form @by - - - bya in Zgn, with the letter a and the letters b;’s in A. We call the errors in Z,n
of this form simple a-errors. More precisely, a simple a-error is an occurrence in Z,» of a factor
of the form

aby - - -b_ga,
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where the block b; - - - by can be empty. The letter a is referred to as the letter of the error.

In order to get the normal form of Z,» (which is also the normal form of ¢™) we will perform
series of block-transformations on Z,». This will be described in detail in Section Section
handles the particular case where the normal form of ¢ admits only one letter. The details of the
process of normalization and more precise statements are provided in Sections [£.4] and

4.2. On the propagation of simple errors. In this section, we describe two successive levels
of block-transformations that will be performed in Z,» in order to get its normal form [¢"], and
we distinguish the types of errors that occur in this process. We assume in all this section that
there exists a simple a-error in Z,n, i.e., an error of the form E(A_’)*a, where A’ = A\ {a}. The
leftmost occurrence of a simple error plays a significant role as stressed by the following lemma,
which basically says that all simple errors in Z,» are defined by the leftmost error:

Lemma 4.1. Let o be an episturmian substitution. We assume that there exists a simple error
i Zyn. The leftmost simple error occurs at the boundary between the first and second periods.
In particular, it contains in its support the integer k = |o|. Let a be the letter of this error. At
the boundaries of the i-th and the i + 1-th periods, one also gets a simple 051 (a)-error in Zgon.
Moreover, the supports simple errors in Zsn are k-periodic, and there is only one possible simple
error at the boundary of two periods.

Proof. Simple errors cannot occur inside the k-periods (blocks of length k& = |o|), since the word
Zsn is a concatenation of words of length k£ in normal form. Due to k-periodicity of bars and
letters (modulo the permutation 6,), simple errors occur with period k. So, the leftmost simple
error occurs at the boundary between the first and second periods. ([l

We will use from now on the following convention for the vertical bars which mark periods in
aby - - - bea: we write aby |- -bya to indicate that the vertical bar which marks periods in Z,» can
be located in this occurrence either after any of the b;’s, or after a.

After correction of the simple errors using block-transformations (), new errors (i.e. fac-
tors in Uge ,46.71*&) might occur. We first give an example that illustrates the first level block-
transformations that has to be performed.

Example 4.2. Let ¢ with normal form
[0] = abacadae

with a, b, ¢, d, e being distinct letters and 0, being the identity.
In order to normalize Z, s with

Z .3 = abacadae | abacadae | abacadae,

one first has to handle the simple a-errors that occur at the boundaries of the periods, i.e., @ela.
The letters of their supports are marked with blue. Their block-normalization gives
Z 43 = abacadae | abacadae | abacadae = abacadae | abacadae | Gbacadae.

We see that, after having normalized the simple errors, new errors (i.e., factors @da and @ba)
occur, which induces a propagation in the block-transformations to be performed; the involved
letters are marked with red:

Zg4s = abacadae|abacadae|abacadae.

After performing the corresponding block-normalization, and by noticing that the letter ¢ with
spin 0 stops the propagation, we get the normal form of o3:

! s = [0°] = abacadae|abacadae|abacadae.

This example leads us to introduce the following definition.
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Definition 4.3 (Propagated error of the first level). Let A’ = A\ {a}. A maximal factor of the
form

—% — % ——k —*

(3) () a(A) @ -a(A) a(A) - a(A) a = @A))* (@A) )
is called a propagated error of the first level.

By mawimal, it is meant here that its occurrence cannot be extended to the left by @(A’)* or
to the right by (A’)*a. The terminology “first level” in “propagated error of the first level” refers
to the fact that there will be possibly two levels of block-transformations, even though we will not
use a specific terminology for errors involved in the second level.

The following lemma states that the supports of such factors do not intersect from a period
to the next one. The outcome of the block-normalization of all the propagated errors of the first
level is called the first level of block-normalization and it is denoted by Z!... Next lemma shows
that the block-normalization is performed at the boundary of each pair of successive k-periods.

Lemma 4.4. Let o be an episturmian substitution of positive length k such that Z,~ contains a
simple error. We consider an occurrence of a propagated error of the first level which contains k
in its support. Let i stand for the index of its first letter in the word Zsn and let p be such that
p+ k is the index of its last letter. One has p < i.

Proof. In Z,» letters a occur with 0 spin from index k4 1 to k+ p (they are not barred), whereas
all letters a occur with spin 1 from index ¢ + k to 2k, by k-periodicity. Hence if the letter of the
next error is also a, the next propagated error of the first level starts (at ¢ + k) after the previous
one ends (at p+ k). Consider now the case where the letter of the next error is b with b # a. The
letter a has spin 0 at position k 4 p, and a b-error contains only barred letters for letters distinct
from b. So, the next propagated error of the first level also starts at position k& + i > k + p. (|

Consider the leftmost propagated error of the first level. The support of the leftmost propagated
error of the first level in Z,n is the interval [¢, p + k| of integers, with 1 <4 <k, 1 <p < k. There
is also a 6, (a)-propagated error of the first level that starts at index i + k. So, in fact we have
i > 1 and p < k. Similarly, there is also a 6 (a)-propagated error of the first level that starts
at index ¢ + jk, for 0 < j < n — 1. The error is said to contain the position ¢ if the integer ¢
belongs to is support. The initial positions of errors of the first level are ¢ + kj, 0 < j < n — 1,
and their support is [i + kj,p + k(j + 1)], for 0 < j < n — 1. We recall that Z/.. denote the word
obtained after the first level of block-normalizations, i.e., block-transformations performed inside
the supports [¢ + kj,p + k(j + 1)] of the errors of the first level. The exact form of this word is
provided in Lemma T4 in Section [£4]); this section also contains more details on the first level
of block-transformations.

We assume now that o admits at least two distinct letters in its normal form (the one-letter
case is considered in Section [£3). It might occur that Z/. is not in normal form. The second
level of block-normalizations consists in this last round of block-transformations to be performed.
Consider indeed the following example as an illustration.

Example 4.5. Let o with [0] = abca, with a,b, ¢ distinct letters and the normal permutation
0, being equal to the identity. Letters in red below indicate simple errors that occur at the
boundary between two periods (and they coincide with the leftmost propagated errors of the
first level), whereas letters in blue refer to new errors created after performing this first level of
block-transformations on letters in red. One has
0% = Z,s = abca | abca | abca,

Z! s = abca | abca | abca.
We notice that Z/ is not in normal form because of the factor @bca. Lastly we get for the normal
form [03] of o3

[03] = abca | abca | abea.

The following lemma provides a characterization of the case where a second level of block-

transformations has to be performed. We recall that the supports of the propagated errors of the
first level in Z,» are [i + kj,p+kj] for j=1,...,n— 1.
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Lemma 4.6. Let o be an episturmian substitution of positive length which admits at least two
distinct letters in its normal form. Let n > 2. Let a be the letter of the leftmost error in Zgn. The
word Z! . obtained after the first level of block-normalizations is not in normal form if and only if
(1) O5(a) =a and n > 3;
(2) between two consecutive errors propagated errors of the first level in Zyn, one has Zon[p+
kj+1,i+kj—1]=by---bs, forj=1,...,n—2 (with t possibly equal to 0), and the letters
b;’s are distinct from a for all j.

We provide a proof of this lemma in Section

We deduce in particular that all propagated errors of the first level have the same type, in the
sense that, after the first level of block-transformations, if a new simple error is created in the j-th
k-period, with j = 1,...,n — 2, then new simple errors are created in each k-period of index j,
with 7 =1,...,n — 2. This justifies the following definition.

Definition 4.7 (Errors of type I and II). Let Z/.. be the word obtained after performing the first
level of block-transformations. Propagated errors of the first level are said of type I if Z/. is in
normal form, i.e., Z!, = [0"]. They are said of type II otherwise. In other words, all propagated
errors of the first level of the word Z,» are of type II if Z/.. is not in normal form. For sake of
simplicity in the terminology, an error of type I (resp. II) refers to a propagated error of the first

level of type I (resp. II). We also say that Z,» has errors of type I (resp. II).
In particular, Lemma [£.6] implies the following:

Corollary 4.8. If the errors are of type I and 0,(a) = a, then p < i — 1, and there ezists an
occurrence of a letter b# a in [k +p+ 1,k +1i — 1], and thus also in [p+ 1,7 — 1].

We will later prove that Z/.[i+kj] = a and Z,.[p+k+kj] =afor j =0,...k—2 (See Lemma
T4l Assertions [ and ). So, Lemma in fact gives the description of the simple errors that
occur in Z' . when errors are of type II: they are factors of the form @by - - - b;a occurring at positions
[p+Fkj,i+kj] for j =1,...,k—2. These simple errors can also propagate to blocks of a of length
greater than 2 and incuding positions i + kj and p + kj. The second level of block-normalisation
consists in normalizing these errors, after which we obtain he normal form of ¢™. The process of
the second level of block-normalization is described in Lemma .16, Assertion

We now summarize the algorithm described above to get the normal form of [0"] when the
normal form of ¢ admits more than one letter and o is assumed to have at least one simple error.
We first move the permutation to the end. This gives the word Z,~». Simple errors can propagate
when performing block-transformations and we consider propagated errors of the first level; these
are maximal factors of the form E(A_’)*E(A_’)*E- : 'E(.A_/)*CL(.A_/)*CL - ~a(A_’)*a. By lemma (4] their
supports do not overlap. The first level corresponds to the block-normalization of propagated
errors of the first level; it involves each pair of consecutive k-periods of Z,». The word Z,» is
then transformed into a word denoted by Z!.. Propagated errors of the first level are of type I
if, after this first level of block-transformations, the word Z.. is in normal form, i.e., Z/.. = [o"].
If not, then propagated errors of the first level are of type II, and we apply the second level of
block-transformations in order to get the normal form [0"] by replacing in Z/ .. the maximal factors
of the form @by . ..ba¢ by a@g® by - - bra?1a.

We now end this section with a few comments, the notation used in the following sections and
more examples of errors.

Remark 4.9. (1) Consider the leftmost propagated error of the first level in Z,» and let a
be its letter. Then, all propagated errors of the first level are of the same type and there
exists a propagated error of the first level in each pair of consecutive periods of letter
0i-1(a), fori=1,...,n— 1.

(2) We assume that Z,» admits a simple error. Let ¢ stand for the index of the leftmost
propagated error of the first level in Z,~». The prefix of length ¢ — 1 of the normal form
[o] is a prefix of Zyn.

(3) In the full process of block-normalization we only make block-transformations of the form
aby -+ -bsa — aby - - - bsa. Hence, once the spin of a letter b # a is equal to 0 in the full



ON THE RIGIDITY OF ARNOUX-RAUZY WORDS 11

normalization process at some index in the support of this error, it will never change back
to spin 1 at this index.

(4) Let n,m be positive integers, and let o, 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7.
At each index of Zyn and Z.m, we have b for the same b € A but possibly with different
spins.

(5) One has Z,» = [o"].

Notation 4.10. The letter of the leftmost error (if any) is denoted by a. We use the notation k
for the length of o, i for the index of occurrence of the leftmost error in Z,» and k + p for the last
index of the leftmost propagated error of the first level, i.e., [i, k+ p] is the support of the leftmost
maximal factor of the form a(A") a(A) a---a(A) a(A) a---a(A) a.

When working with two episturmian substitutions o and 7, as in Section Bl we use letters with
primes for 7. For instance, in the case where there are errors in both Z,» and Z,=, a stands for
the letter of the leftmost error in 0™ and a’ stands for the letter of the leftmost error in 7.

Example 4.11 (Error of type I with a permutation). Let o with normal form
[0] = cbacbcab 0.,

with a, b, ¢ being distinct letters, and 6, being the permutation 6,. exchanging a and c.
We have

Z s = cbacbcab | abcabach | cbacbcab | 62.
This word contains two propagated errors of the first level; the letters of their supports are

marked with red: the first one is of letter a, and the second one is of letter ¢. Normalizing these
errors, we get the normal form [03] of Z,s

Z! s = [0°] = cbacbeab | abcabach | chacheab | 02.

In this example k = |o| = 8, and the support of the leftmost a-error of type I is [7,9], with
1="T7p=1

Example 4.12 (Error of type II). Let 7 with normal form
[7] = abacadae

with pairwise distinct letters a,b,c,d, e and 6, being the identity. The difference with o with
normal form [0] = abacadae (handled previously in Example 2 is that the letter ¢ occurs with a
spin equal to 1 (i.e., as €). Let us normalize 73. The first level is the same as for o (up to bars on
¢’s). We thus first normalize the blocks @é|a. The letters in the supports of the propagated errors of
the first level are then marked by red; the letter that causes the second level of block-normalization
is marked by blue (before and after normalization):

7,3 = abacadae|abatadae|abacadae.

The first level of block-normalizations produces propagated errors of the first level, which gives as
before:

Z!s = abacadae|abacadae|abacadae.

This creates the a-error aca, and the second level of block-normalizations produces the normal
form [r3] of 73:
]

[7°] = abacadae|abacadae|abacadae.

One has k = 8, 1 = 5, p = 3. We see that the full propagation of the errors during the
normalization process involves letters whose supports form an interval that overlaps all the periods,
namely [i,p + (n — 1)k] = [5,19].
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4.3. The case of a one-letter normal word. We assume that the normalized directive word
of the episturmian substitution o, also assumed to be of positive length, contains only one letter
a, i.e., all its letters are equal to a. We thus have for the normal form of o:

[0] = a*a'd,
for some integers s,t > 0, with s +¢ > 1.

Consider first the case where 6, (a) = a. After applying several times the block-transformation
aa — aa, we get for the normal form of o™, for n > 1:

[c™] = a*"a'"0".
Now consider the case where 6,(a) # a. To get the normal form of [0"] from [0]™, we only have
to move the permutation to the right, using the rule (). So,

t ——t 1, <

0" = 0" | 0,(a)'T, (@) | (02(a)°TE(@) |-+~ | (02 (a))*05 “(a) | 03

4.4. More on the first level of block-transformations. Let o be an episturmian substitution
of positive length k. Lemma .14 below describes the changes of spins performed during the first
level of block-transformations. We recall that an important property is that, in the first level,
propagated errors do not affect each other from one k-period to another, since their supports
do not intersect (see Lemma ). Consequently, if there are no more errors after this first level
of block-normalizations, then the changes in the process of normalization are local within the
intervals [i +kj,p+k(j+1)] ( =0,...,n—2). In particular, for the corresponding substitutions,
one gets
p(pref, 1. ([0"])) = p(pref, 4 ([o]")).

Before stating Lemma [£.14] we first discuss and illustrate a special case of the propagated error
of the first level, namely when it contains a simple error @a (clearly, this is only possible at the
index k, since Z,=[1, k] and Z,n[k + 1,2k] do not have errors inside them). The central part of a
propagated a-error of the first level is then defined as the longest factor of the form @' | a* that
contains k in its support (in particular Z,» (k) =@ and Z,n(k + 1) = a).

Example 4.13. (Error of type I with a central part)

This example illustrates Assertion [6] in Lemma [£.T4

Let o with normal form [0] = a®ba’ca’da®. By considering Z,s, we get errors @a of the first
level. The supports of the propagated errors of the first level are marked in red below:

Zys = a’ba’ca’da’ |a*baca’ da’ | o batea® da’.

During the normalization, first we normalize the central part @*|a®, which gives:

@’|a® — @%alaa® — Gat|ata — adalaaa — a*alaa’ — a®|a>.

Then we treat its propagation to the left (with the error involving d):
a*va’ca’da’|a*va’ca’ da® [a®vadea da® —

a*va’ca’adaa® [a*ba’ca adaa® [a*ba ca’ da®.

Now we treat twice the error @a in the part @’a:

a*va’caa’ daa® [a*ba’caa’ daa® |a* baca da’.

Now we treat the error involving c:

a®va’ aca’daa® [a*bva’ aca’ daa® [a*ba ca’ da®

and finally the part @2a between b and ¢, as well as the part @a? after d, which gives:

[03] = a*baa’ca’da’ala’baa’ ca’da’ala’ba ea’ da®.
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Let us now state Lemma [4.14] which characterizes the word Z/. obtained after the first level
of block-transformations. We assume that Z,» contains a propagated error of the first level and
that the letter of its leftmost one is a, and we use Notation See also Figure [Il below for an
illustration of the case where there is no central part.

Lemma 4.14. Let o be an episturmian substitution of length k > 1.

(1) Any letter b # a occurs as b (i.e., with spin 1) in the support [i,k + p] of the leftmost
propagated error of the first level in Z,n», and as b in the support of the leftmost error in
Z! .

(2) The first letter of the leftmost propagated error of the first level occurs (at index i) as @ in
Zgn, and as a in Z! ..

(3) The last letter of the leftmost error propagated error of the first level occurs (at index k+p)
as a in Zgn, and as @ in Z. ..

(4) The spins of the letter a in the leftmost propagated error of the first level are equal to 1
before index k included and to O after index k in Zn.

(5) If the leftmost propagated error of the first level has no central part, then the spins of all
the occurrences of a in [i,k + p|, except the first and last ones, coincide in Zyn and Z!...

(6) Otherwise, the leftmost propagated error of the first level contains a central part of the
forma® | at in Zyn with Zyn(k) =@ and Zon(k +1) = a. Let r,q,7",q" be such that the
central part is of the form a” | a? and its normalization is of the form a?a". Then
(a) if the leftmost propagated error of the first level contains only letters a, then v’ = r

and ¢’ = q;

(b) if the leftmost propagated error of the first level contains an occurrence of a letter b
with b # a at an index smaller than k and if it contains only occurrences of the letter
a after index k+ 1, then ' =r+1 and ¢ =q—1;

(c) if the leftmost propagated error of the first level contains an occurrence of a letter ¢
with ¢ # a at an index bigger than k and if it contains only occurrences of the letter
a before index k, thenr' =r—1 and ¢ = q+1;

(d) if the leftmost propagated error of the first level contains an occurrence of a letter b
with b # a at an index smaller than k and an occurrence of a letter € with ¢ # a at
an indez bigger than k, then ' = r and ¢’ = q. Moreover, except for the central part,
for the first and the last occurrences of a, the spins of the occurrences of the letter a
inside the leftmost propagated error of the first level remain unchanged.

(7) The substitution p(pref, ., Z,n) coincides with the substitution u(pref,  , Z,.). In partic-
ular, there exists an episturmian substitution o such that the substitution p(prefy ., Z7.)
s equal to o o p.

(8) Assume that the errors are of type I, i.e. by definition [c™] = Z.... If a letter a changes
its spin in [i + 1, k], then there exists a central part, and its index of occurrence belongs to
the central part. In addition, the changes in the process of normalization are local within
the interval [i + kj,p +k(j +1)] (j = 0,...,n—2). In particular, pu(pref, ,([c"])) =

p(pref, k([0]"))-

Proof. The first part of Assertion () and Assertion (@) follow from the definition of the propagated
error of the first level.

The other assertions are derived from the block-normalization process which works as follows.
First, we consider the case where there is no central part. The block-normalization of

aciy - Clml ce - QC] - .ctmtabl | N bladll .. 'dlsladul .. .dUSua

yields

aciy - clml .. .actl P Ctmtabl | P bladll - dlsladul P dUSua“

Indeed, we first treat the simple error @b; | - - - bja between two consecutive periods by applying
block-normalization. Then, we consecutively treat in the same way the newly occurred errors
GCj1 - - - Cjm, @ to the left, one by one, for j =, ..., j = 1, and also the errors ad; - - - dj:s, a to the
right, for 7/ =1, ..., j/ = u, as in Example The first and last occurrences of @ change their
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7 i k k+p k+i
- a ¢ a da ¢ a
Z.
7 a ¢, a da @ a

F1GURE 1. Hlustration of the transformations performed during the first level of
block-transformations, in the case where there is no central part.

spin once, hence Assertions (@) and (B]). Except for the first and last occurrences of a, letters a
inside the propagated error change their spin twice, and hence remain unchanged. So, we proved
the second part of Assertion (II) and Assertion (&]).

Now, consider the case where there is a central part (Assertion (@])), i.e., we need to normalize

JE— N N JE— 3 -5 7 5
AC11 -+ Clmy * GG -+ Cemy @ | a%dyy - - - dig adyr - - - dys, a,

similarly as in Example L.13]

Case (a) corresponds to ¢ = 0 and r = 0, and using several times @a — a@, the block-
transformations move the bars to the right as follows: a%a”.

Case (b) corresponds to ¢ > 0 and r = 0, and the block-transformations (first inside the central
part, then in the blocks to left of the central part, and then again in the central part moving the
bars to the right) yield

_ —1=r+1
aC11"'Clml"'aCtl"'CtthLq a .

Cases (c) and (d) are proved exactly in the same way. Along the lines, we also proved Assertions
@D, @) and (@) in the case when we have a central part.
For the proof of Assertion (), we use the fact that we can move the permutations via (2.
Assertion (8) is straightforward.
O

The following technical proposition will be used in the proof of Lemma [B7 We state it for
convenience, although it is a direct consequence of Lemma [£.14] Assertion

Proposition 4.15. Let o be an episturmian substitution. We assume that Z,~ contains an a-
error having a central part. Let [i,k + p] stand for the support of its leftmost propagated error of
the first level. Let t be the starting position of the central part (i <t < k) and let q be such that
its ending position is of the form k+ q (with k+q <k +p), i.e.,

Zon[t, k] =@ Zpnlk+1,k+ql =a, Zgn[t—1]#T, Zon[k+q+1]#a.

Let £ be a position in the central part, i.e., t < { < k+q. If [0"][{] = a, then the following
holds:

(1) Ift > i (the leftmost propagated error of the first level does not start with the central part),
then g > £ —t + 1.

(2) If t =i (the leftmost propagated error of the first level starts with the central part), then
q>0—t.

Proof. The first part follows from Lemma [£.14] Assertion[6] Parts 2 and 4. Indeed, one has in the
normal form at least k—t+1 @’s before index k+gq. Since [c"][¢] = a, this gives k+q—£€ > k—t+1,
ie,q>0—t+1.
Similarly, the second part follows from Lemma T4 Assertion [0, Parts 1 and 3.
O
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4.5. More on the second level of block-normalizations. We first give a proof of Lemma [4.0]
stated in Section We then provide an extended version of this lemma, namely Lemma [4.16l

Proof of Lemma[{.0, Suppose that there is a simple error in Z... once we have finished the first
level of block-transformations. Let [, ¢'] be the support of the leftmost occurrence of a simple
error in Z/ . and let b stand for its letter.

We first assume b # a. By k-periodicity, [¢, ¢'] intersects the support [¢, k+p)] of the a-propagated
error we just normalized during the first level of block-transformations. Moreover, [¢,¢'] is not
included in [i, k + p], since there are no errors in Z...[i, k4 p]. Hence k+1 < ¢ < k+ p. But there
are no occurrences of b in Z’..[i, k + p] by Lemma FT4, Assertion [Il since we assumed b # a. We
thus get a contradiction with b # a, and the letter of this simple error is equal to a.

So, the new simple error is of the form @by ...bsa with b; € A\a with ¢t > 0. Since k+1 < /¢ <
k + p, the error contains only two occurrences of @ and is not contained completely in the support
[i, k + p] of the leftmost error of the first level, hence this simple error starts at index k + p (the
last occurrence of @ in the propagated a-error), i.e., £ = p + k. Moreover, the occurrence of a in
it must be at index k + i, i.e., ¢ = k + i (so that Z,n[k 4+ i] =@ and Z_.[k + i] = a). Otherwise
the factor Z,«[i, k + p] could be continued to the right keeping the form (B]) and hence would not
be maximal, and the propagated error of the first level would not actually end at the index k + p.
This implies that 6,(a) = a and n > 3. We then use the k-periodicity for the proof of Assertion
O

Lemma below describes a word Z,» containing errors of type II (see Definition [4.7) and
the action of the second level of block-transformations on Z... According to LemmalL6] all errors
to be normalized have the same letter a (i.e., they are occurrences of non-normal spinned words of
the form @b, - - - bya, with the b;’s being distinct from a and ¢ possibly equal to 0), and between two
consecutive errors of the first level in Z/. (at indices [p+ 1+ jk,i — 1+ jk], with j =1,...n—2),
one has a factor of the form by - - - b; (possibly empty). Whereas the supports of the errors of type
I are disjoint, next lemma shows that an error of type II involves errors whose supports form an
interval that overlaps all the periods. Indeed, we see below that in type II the leftmost propagated
error of the first level that occurs in Z,» error propagates on on all the k-periods of Z,», i.e., on
[i,p+ k(n — 1)] (with Notation T10).

According to Lemma (.6, one has 6,(a) = a, n > 3, and between two consecutive errors
propagated errors of the first level in Z’., one has Z’.[p + kj,i + kj] = aby---ba, for j =
1,...,n— 2, with ¢ possibly equal to 0, with the letters b;’s being distinct from a for all j (here
we also use Lemma .14 Assertions (2) and (3])).

Lemma 4.16. Let o be an episturmian substitution of positive length which admits at least two
distinct letters in its normal form and let n > 3. Assume that the errors in Zsn are of type 11.
Let a be the letter of the leftmost error in Zyn. Let Z!. be the word obtained after the first level
of block-normalizations (as described in Lemmal[{.1]]). Then the following holds:

(1) any occurrence of a letter b, with b # a, has a spin equal to 1 in Zyn;

(2) inside the first period of Zsn, each occurrence of a has spin 0 at indices smaller than or
equal to p and spin 1 after that;

(3) The second level of block-transformations is performed in at most two steps:

e First, we correct the simple errors @by ... bia in Z' .. at indices p+kj,...,i+kj, forj =
1,...,n—2. The factors of the form by ...b; in Z'.. at indices p+kj+1,... i+kj—1,
forj=1,....n—2 become by ...b;.

e Secondly, consider the mazimal factors of the form a® with support [p—s+1+kj, p+kj]
for j =1,...,n —2 (mazimal in the sense that Z'[p — s] # a) and a? with support
[i + kj,i+q— 14 kj] (so that Z'[i + q] # a). They are normalized using block-
transformations aa — aa.

More precisely, the following happens:
— if s = 1, then in the normal form [6"] we have [o"][p + kj| = a, for j =
1,...n —2. Symmetrically, if g =1, then [0"][i + kjl=a for j=1,...n—2.
If s =1 and q = 1, then the second level of block-normalization is over.
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— If s> 1 or g > 1, then we continue the block-normalization as follows:

o if there is a letter ¢ with ¢ # a in Z..[i,k + pl|, then the intervals [p —
s+14+kj+kp+kji+k| and[i+kji+q—1+kj] do not intersect,
forj=1,....n—2. Ifs>1and Z'.[p— s+ 1+ kj,p+ kj] = a’a*
forj=1,...,n—2, then [0"][p— s+ 1+ kj,p+kj] =a' '@t (s> ¢
due to Assertion (3) from Lemma [{-I4). Symmetrically, if ¢ > 1 and
Z i+ ki i+q—14+kjl=a"a?" forj=1,...,n—2, then [0"]|[i+kj, i+
q—1+kjl=a""ta?" " (r >0 due to Lemma[f.13);

o if Z!.[i,k+p] contains only occurrences of a (there is thus a central part),
then Z!.[i + kj,p+ kj + k] = a’@a*P=i =1 (j =1,... . n—2); moreover,
these positions are not changed for j = 1,...n — 3, i.e., [0"]|[i + kj,p +
kj—|—k] — alakerfiflJrl; [U"][i,p+k] — ae+1ak+p7i7£ (] — 0) and [o,n] [i—|—
k(n —3),p+k(n—2)] =a' 1@~ =42 (j=n—-3), ifn > 4.

(4) in [0"], any occurrence of a letter b, with b # a, occurs with spin 0 in [i,p+ k(n—1)], and
with spin 1 in both the prefiz of length i — 1 and the suffix of length k — p;

(5) one has [c"][i]] = a, [0"][k(n — 1) + p] =G;

(6) the spin of a letter a at any index which neither belongs to the central part (if there is a
central part), nor equals i, nor equals p+ (n — 1)k, is the same in Zyn and in [o"].

Proof. Assertion () follows from Lemma[£.6] Assertion (2)) (for indices between p+ kj and i+ kj),
and Lemma T4, Assertion () (for indices between i + kj and p + kj).

Assertion (2]) follows from Lemma [£.T4] Assertion () and the fact that there are no occurrences
of a between indices p and ¢ when we have errors of type II (Lemma .6 Assertion ().

The normalization process described in Assertion (B is a direct result of block-transformations
applied first to the simple errors @b; . ..b.a, and then to the neighbouring factors of the form a*
(if they are of length greater than 1). So, for Assertion (3] we only need to prove that after these
block-transformations the obtained word is in normal form, i.e. does not contain any errors.

Now we proceed as follows. We first prove that the claims of Assertions (@)—(@) hold for the
word obtained after the second level of block-transformations described in Assertion (@B)). Then
we prove Assertion (3) (that there are no errors after these transformations). As a corollary, we’ll
have that after the second level of block-transformations we get the normal form, so the Assertions
@)—@) hold true for normal forms as stated.

Assertion () follows from Assertion (3] for indices between p+kj and i +kj, j=1,...,n—2,
and from Lemma [£T4] Assertion (IJ) for indices in the support of the error of the first level (i.e.,
between i+kj and p+kj+k,j =0,...,n—2). The letters at indices before i and after k(n—1)+p
are not touched by the normalization of the first levels by definition and also by the normalization
described in Assertion (B]), so they stay unchanged (and hence have spin 1 by Assertion ().

Assertion (Bl follows from Lemma T4l Assertions (2) and (@) and k-periodicity, since these
indices are not touched by the block-transformations described in Assertion (3]).

Assertion (@) follows Assertion @) and from Lemma T4, Assertions (&) and (@).

Now we prove that there are no more errors in the obtained word ( Assertion (B)). Suppose
there are errors after the two levels of block-normalizations.

First note that the errors must be of the letter a. Indeed, errors of another letter b # a must
be of the form bey - -- b (say at index j). Due to Assertion (@), we must have either j < i or
j > p+(n—1)k, since only at these indices we can have b for b # a. The second case is impossible
due to absence of letters b of spin 0 after p+ (n — 1)k, and the first case is impossible since the first
letter of spin 0 in the conjectured simple error must be b while it is a at index ¢. So, we indeed
cannot have error of a letter b # a.

Now we are going to prove that we cannot have errors of the letter a either. First note that
there are no errors acy - - - ¢ja for I > 0: indeed, by the previous assertions, series of occurrences
of letters ¢ for ¢ # a can only occur in the first period before index i and in the last period after
index k(n —1) +p.

If such a series occurs in the first period, this means that the simple error @cy - - - Gja either ends
at the position ¢ or is entirely contained in the prefix of length (i — 1) of the word. The first case
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P i k(n—1)+p
’ b a b @ b
= a b a 7

F1GURE 2. Illustration of the transformations performed during the two levels of
block-transformations, in the case where there is no central part.

is impossible since due to Lemma the occurrence of a preceding the position i is at position
p and it has spin 0 by Assertion (Il) and due to the fact that this position is not touched by the
first and second level of transformations, whereas it must be 1 to have an error. The second case
is impossible since we did not touch the prefix of length (¢ — 1) on the first and second level of
block-transformations, so it coincides with the prefix of [¢] which is in normal form and hence
cannot contain errors. For the last period the proof is symmetric.

It remains to prove that we cannot have errors aa. Note that we can only have such errors at
positions p — s + kj and ¢ + ¢ — 1 + kj, since at other positions we are inside normalized parts:
either after first level of normalization (between p — s+ kj and i + ¢ — 1 + k(j + 1)) or after
second level of normalization described in Assertion ([B) (between p+ ¢ — 1+ kj and i — s + kj)
or inside prefixes or suffixes of [o] (before i and after p+ k(n —1)). And we cannot have errors aa
at positions p — s + kj and i + ¢ — 1 + kj, since we defined s and ¢ such that Z/.[p+ kj — s] # a,
and Z!.[i + kj + q] # a. We remark that we use the fact that we have at least two letters in the
normal form (also when we define the maximal intervals of the form a: when there are at least two
letters, then their lengths are smaller than k, otherwise if there is only one letter, they appear to
be one interval covering the whole word), this is why this case is considered separately in Section
43

So, we proved that after the second level of block-transformations we have normalized form,
hence Assertions (@)—(@]) hold for normal forms.

Figure [2] corresponds to the case where there is no central part.

O

The interval [i,p + k(n — 1)] is called the support of the full propagated error. Next examples
illustrate Lemma

Example 4.17. (Error of type II: first case of normalisation from Lemma [4.76], Asser-
tion (3)), i.e. there is a letter d with d # a in Z’.[i, k + p])
Let o be a substitution with normal form

[0] = a®bcad

with a, b, ¢, d distinct letters and 6, being the identity. The letters of the supports of the propagated
errors of the first level errors are marked by red; this coincides with the central part; letters in
blue indicate letters that are involved in the second level of block-normalizations. One has

2,1 = a¥bead|a*Fead| o bead|a bead.

The first level of block-normalizations (which deals with the red part) yields:

7!+ = a®becad|a*abcad|a*abcad|a’abcad.

And we create another error @bca (involved letters are marked by red below), and treating it
we get:

7!+ = a*bcad|a*abcad|a® abcad|a*abcad.
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In this example there are no errors in the series of a’s, so we got the normal form on the previous
step:

[0%] = a®bead|abcad|a®bead|a*abead.

Example 4.18. (Error of type II: second case of normalisation from Lemma [4.76)
Assertion (@), i.e. Z/.[i,k + p] contains only occurrences of a) Consider now n = 4 in the
previous example. We thus consider ¢ with normal form

[0] = a®bca®
with a, b, ¢ distinct letters and 6, being the identity. The letters of the supports of the propagated

errors of the first level errors are first marked by red; this coincides with the central part; letters
in blue indicate letters that are involved in the second level of block-normalizations. One has

2,1 = a¥bca®|a*bea® | aFia® | abea.
The first level of block-normalizations (which deals with the red part) yields:

/
o4

And we create as before errors abca; treating them as in the previous example we get:

= a%bead[@®bead[@®bea’ [a®bead.

a®bea®|[a*abcaa’®|@? abcaa® [@®bea’.
So here it remains to correct errors @a in the series of a (their supports are depicted in red
below):

[01] = a®bea®|aabea?alaa’bea’alabea® = a>bea®|aa?bea’®|@bea’ala*bea’.

4.6. More about normal forms. In the proof of Lemma [3.5] we will use the following technical
general proposition about normal forms. It is used in particular in the proof of Lemma [5.11]

Proposition 4.19. Let o and 7 be episturmian substitutions. We assume that o™ = 7™ for n,m
positive integers. We assume that Zsn and Z;m both contain errors and that both leftmost errors
are of the same letter a. We also assume that all the errors are of letter a in Zsn and Z,m, i.e.,
0s(a) = a and 0,(a) = a.
(1) If one has |pref,(Zyn)|o = | prefy(Z:m)|q for some positive integer £, then the substitutions
wu(pref,(Zon)) and p(pref,(Z,m)) are equal.
(2) If, for some index U, Zgn|l] = Zym[l] = b for some letter b # a, then p(prefi(Zon)) =
w(pref,(Zym)) and also, by left-cancellativity, p(prefe—1(Zyn)) = p(pref,_1(Zm)).
(3) If, for some index £, Zyn[l] = b and Z,m[l] = b for some letter b # a, then | pref(Zn)|q =
|pref (Zzm)la + 1 and |pref,(Zyn)[a = | pref,(Zrm )|z — 1.

Proof. First observe that [¢"] = [r™]. The proof of Assertion () is by induction on ¢. Suppose
that for each ¢/ < £ the statement holds. The induction property clearly holds for £ = 1.

Note first that | pref,(Zyn )|, = |pref,(Z;m)|q, implies that |pref,(Z,n)|z = |pref,(Z;m )|z, by
Assertion (@) in Remark

We first assume that at index £ in Zy», the letter is some b with b # a. At index £ in Z m,
one has the same letter b (possibly with a different spin), by Assertion (@) in Remark If the
occurrences at index £ of the letter b in Z,n (¢) and Z,m (£) have the same spin, the proof follows
from the fact that the episturmian monoid is left-cancellative (see Proposition[Z2]), by considering
the prefix of length ¢ — 1 together with the induction hypothesis for £ — 1. And they cannot have
different spins, since otherwise during the normalization of the one with b we must apply a rule
involving this position, which changes the number of a’s in the prefix, and we can do it only once
by Assertion ([B]) of Remark [£9l Since [0"] = [t™], this is not possible.

We now assume that Z,»[¢] = @ (and hence Z,~[{] is equal to a or @ by the above). As above, if
Zgn[l] and Z,m [¢] have the same spin, the proof follows by left-cancellativity and from the induction
hypothesis for ¢ = ¢ — 1. So, we have to consider the case where in one of the representations we
have a, and in the other one @. Without loss of generality, assume that Z,n[(] = a and Z;=[(] = G.
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o If, for some ¢’ < ¢, |prefy (Zon)|a = |prefy(Zrm)|o and |pref, (Zyo)lg = |prefy (Zrm)la,
then we are done by induction and left-cancellativity.

e So, it remains to consider the case where, for each length ¢/ < ¢, we have | pref, (Zon )|, #
| prefy (Z;/)|q. Since Zon[l] = a and Z.m[¢] =@, then | pref, (Z,n)|q < |pref, (Z;)|, and
| prefy (Zon)|g > |prefy (Zrm)|g, for all 1 < ¢/ < 4.

In particular, for ¢/ = 1 this means that Z,»(1) = @ and Z,m (1) = a. Since [o"] = [T™]
and the only modifications during normalization are of the form ab; - - - bsa — aby - - - bsa
(see Assertion ([B) of Remark [9), we have [0"][1] = [7™][1] = a. Now, to convert the
first symbol @ in Z,» to a during the full process of block-normalization from Z,» to [o"],
we need to have a prefix of the form a{¢|c € A}*a of length at most ¢ (¢ # a). Indeed,
consider the first occurrence of a in Z,~». Before it, we cannot have an occurrence of a
letter b with b # a with spin 0, since it would block the prefix for the modifications that
have to be done (by Assertion () of Remark[£]), contradicting the existence of a as a first
letter for [0"]. Hence there is a propagated a-error of the first level starting at index 1 in
Zsn and with support included in [1,¢]. By normalizing this error, we obtain that the first
letter of the word Z/. is a, and again by left-cancellativity applied to u(Z.n) = u(Zrm)
for the prefix of length 1 (which is @) and by induction hypothesis for ¢/ = ¢ — 1. This
ends the proof of Assertion ().

We now prove Assertion (2)). Assume first that both Z,m and Z,~» have b at the position ¢. The
normalization is conducted independently before and after index ¢. Assume now that both Z,m
and Z,» have b at the position £. Then, during the normalization, it can only change to b once
and in both Z,» and Z,~». As a result of application of the rule which involves ¢, the number of
a’s in the prefix increases by 1, and no other rules change the number of a’s in this prefix. So, by
Assertion [T} the prefixes correspond to equal substitutions.

For Assertion (@), it is enough to notice that the only rule changing the number of a’s and @’s
in the prefix of length ¢ is the one changing the spin of the occurrence of b at the position ¢ to b,
which changes the numbers of a’s and @’s in the prefix by 1. O

The following proposition is a generalization of Proposition [£.19 when the errors inside Z,» or
Z:m do not have possibly the same letter.

Proposition 4.20. We assume that Zsn and Z.m both contain errors and that both leftmost
errors have the same letter a. Let [i,k + p] and [i', k' 4+ p'] stand for the respective supports of the
leftmost errors (|o| =k and |7| = k’). All the assertions of Proposition [{-19 also hold if

(1) 6,(a) #a and 0-(a) = a and £ < k + 1,
(2) or (symmetrically) if 0,(a) # a and 0,(a) =a and £ < k' + ¢,
(3) or (both) if ©,(a) # a and 0-(a) # a and £ < min(k + i, k" +14').

Proof. The proof basically repeats the proof of Proposition 419 (and the assertions of Remark
also hold for the index ¢ in the indicated prefix). O
5. DECOMPOSITION LEMMAS AND PROOF OF LEMMA [B5]

The aim of this section is to prove Lemma[3.5] We use Notation .10l We assume that ¢™ = 7™,
with n > m > 1. Observe that

[0"] =[], Zgn =[o"] = [1"] = Zrm.

We want to prove that there exists an episturmian substitution ¢ such that 7 = o o p. The letter
k stands for the length |o| of o and k' stands for the length |7| of 7. One has

kn =k'm, K > k.

The proof of Lemma [BH]is given in Section [5.1] and relies on a succession of lemmas stated and
proved in Section The following remark will be used at several places in the proof.

Remark 5.1. We recall from Section that [0] = w0, , where w, is the normalized directive
word of o. If the normalized directive word w, of ¢ is a prefix of the normalized directive word
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w, of 7, then there exists an episturmian substitution g such that 7 = ¢ o . Indeed, one inserts
61 inside w, as follows. Let w’ be such that w, = w,w’. One has

pw(w,) = p(web,0,  w').

5.1. Proof of Lemma We first can restrict ourselves to the case where m > 2. Indeed, if
m = 1, then ¢ = 7 implies the existence of an episturmian substitution g such that 7 = o o g,
namely o = 0" 1.

We then remark that it is enough to consider the case when at least one of Z,» or Z,m has
an error. Indeed, otherwise, one has Z,» = [¢"] and Z,m = [r™]. Since [¢"] = [r™], this gives
Zgn = Zym. This implies that [o] and [7] coincide up to the permutations 6, and 6, since they
are both prefixes of Z,n = Z.m. We then can move 0, inside p(Z;=) in such a way that 7 = oo p.

So, we now assume that n > m > 2 and at least one of Z,» or Z,= has an error. Here we
provide the list of lemmas treating all the cases needed for the proof of Lemma The precise
statements and proofs are provided in the next section.

e Lemma [5.2 states that if Z,» or Z,» has an error, then so does the other one.

e Lemma handles the case where the left propagated errors start at the same index
(1 =1").

e Lemmal5.4 handles the case where errors occur in both Z,» and Z,= with different letters
(a # d).

e Lemma [5.5] handles the case where o and 7 have the same length.

e Lemma 5.7 handles the case where Z,» and Z,~ both have an error with the same letter,
with both being of type I.

o Lemma (.9 handles the case where where Z,~» and Z,» both have an error with the same
letter, with both being of type II.

e Lemmal 5. I handles the case where Z,~» and Z,;= both have an error with the same letter,
but with different types.

e Lastly, Lemma [5.T2] handles the case where one of the substitutions o and 7 admits only
one letter in its normal form.

5.2. Decomposition lemmas. We now state and prove the lemmas that are used in the proof
of Lemma All lemmas stated in this section, except Lemma involve substitutions that
admit at least two distinct letters in their normalized directive sequence. The statements and
proof rely on Notation

Lemma 5.2. Let 0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7, for n,m > 2, with o
and 7 both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. If one of the two words
Zgn or Zrm has an error, then the other one also has an error.

Proof. We assume w.l.o.g. that Z.m has an error. We work by contradiction and we assume that
Z,n has no error. Let us show that [7™]? # [72™] by proving that at index k’(m — 1) + i’ (which
belongs to the last period of 7™) the letter has spin 1 in [7] and spin 0 in [72™]. Indeed, one has
i > p’ by Lemma 4 and thus k'(m — 1)+ > k'(m — 1) +p’. Hence, if the error is of type I, this
comes from Assertion (2 of Lemma [L.14] together with k-periodicity; otherwise, if the error is of
type I, since ¢’ > p/, then k' (m—1)+4' > k'(m—1)+p; the suffix of support [k’ (m—1)+p'—1, k'm)|
is not changed by normalization from Z,m to [0™], hence Z,m (K (m—1)+4") = [v™](K'(m—1)+1')
and it has spin 1 by Assertion (@) of Lemma 14l However, [¢"] = [r™] and [0?"] = [r?™]. Since
Z,n contains no error, the words made of the spins are the same for [¢2"] and for [0"]?, which
yields a contradiction with the words made of the spins for [7™]? and [r?™] which are not the
same. (]

Lemma 5.3. Let 0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7, with n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form and with Zsn or Z;m
both having an error. If both leftmost errors start at the same index (i =1i'), then there exists an
episturmian substitution o such that T = o o g.
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Proof. The normal form [o] deprived from its last permutation letter 6, (i.e., the normalized
directive word w, ), is a prefix of Z,» by definition (by Remark Q). It is also a prefix of Z.m.
Indeed, we have the same spins in Z,» and Z,m before the beginning i of the leftmost error. By
Lemma [£14] between ¢ and k, all the spins are equal to 1 in Z,», and similarly between ¢ and &’
(we have i’ = i), all the spins are equal to 1 in Z,m. This implies that w, is a prefix of Z,. The
desired conclusion comes from Remark 5.1 (|

Lemma 5.4. Let 0 and T be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 1, for n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normalized directive sequences. We
assume that Zsn and Zym both contain errors and that the leftmost errors have different letters.
Then there exists an episturmian substitution o such that T = o o g.

Proof. Let a be the letter of the leftmost error in Z,» for o and let a’ be the letter of the leftmost
error for 7. We assume a # a’. We recall that since n > m, then k¥’ > k. Consider three cases

according to the types of errors.
!

e Assume first that the errors are of type I for both substitutions. One thus has Z.. =
[¢"] = [7™] = ZLn, by Assertion ([B) from Lemma [£T4l The support [i’, k" + p'] of the
leftmost propagated error in Z,= cannot contain k + p. Indeed, at position k + p, one has
ain Z.. = [t™] by Assertion [)) (¢’ # a), and @ in [0"] by Assertion ([B]). Similarly, the
support [i, k 4 p] of the leftmost propagated error in Z,» cannot contain &’ + p’. Since
k' > k > i, this implies k' + p’ > ¢, and thus &' +p’ > k+ p, and i’ > k + p from what
precedes. Hence the leftmost propagated error of the first level in Z,.m starts strictly after
k +p. In particular k +p < k" and pref, , , Z;m = pref, [r]. Moreover, the prefix of
length k + p in Z,;= is not modified by block-normalization since k + p < i’. This yields
pref, ,, Z-m = pref, [t™] = pref;, [0"] = pref, , Z,». By Assertion (), there exists
an episturmian substitution ¢; such that u(pref;  ,[0"]) = o 0 g1. Since k +p < &, there
exists an episturmian substitution g such that 7 = u(pref, ., Zrm) o g2, which gives the
existence of an episturmian substitution g such that 7 =0 o p.

e The case where the errors are of type II for both substitutions is impossible. Let us prove
it by contradiction and consider the indices in Z/. and Z.,. where the errors end, namely
k(n—1)+pand k' (m—1)+p’, respectively, by LemmalLT6 Note that a # o’ implies that
k(n—1)4+p#k'(m —1)+p'. Suppose that k(n —1) +p > k'(m — 1) + p’. By Assertion
@) from Lemma [LT0] the letter at index k'(m — 1) + p in [7™] is a’. Since a’ # a and
since k'(m — 1) + p is inside the error for o, it occurs with spin 1 in [¢”] by Assertion (),
and we get the desired contradiction from [0"] = [7™]. The same reasoning applies if the
error in 7 ends later than in o.

e Now, suppose that errors are of different types . Assume first that Z,» admits errors
of type I. We have Z,(i) = @ and [Z,(i)] = a, as it is the first letter of the error, and
Zs(k +p) = a and [Z,(k + p)] = @. By Assertion @] of Lemma and since a # d,
k + p cannot belong to the support [i/,p" + k'(m — 1)] of the full propagated error in Z,,
so either k +p < i, or k+p > k' (m — 1) + 4. In the first case we have a contradiction
with the same assertion at position ¢ < k+p < ¢’. In the second case we can take squares
02" and 72" (or bigger powers), so that the inequality does not hold with 2m instead of
m. The case when Z,= admits errors of type I is symmetric.

O

Lemma 5.5. Let 0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7, for n,m > 2, with o
and 7 both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. If both substitutions have
the same length, then there exists an episturmian substitution o such that T = oo o (and o is a
permutation,).

Proof. First note that since |o| = |7|, then n = m. We also note that in the case of equal lengths,
we must have, for each letter b occurring in Z,, that it also occurs in Z, at the same positions,
and moreover 0, (b) = 0,(b). Otherwise, in the normal form we have different letters in the second
period at a same position in [0"] and in [7"].
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By Lemma 52l Z,» and Z.~» both have an error. We distinguish two cases according to the
fact that they start at the same position, or not.

e Let us assume that the leftmost errors in Z,» and Z,» start at the same position, i.e.,
i = ¢'. Lemma together with |o| = |7| imply that there exists a permutation g such
that 7 =00 p.

e Assume now that Z,» and Z,» are such that their leftmost errors start at different posi-
tions, i.e., 1 # i’. We are going to prove that this case is impossible.

We assume i’ < ¢ w.l.o.g. This implies that Z,» and Z,» coincide before i’ (i.e., in
[1,7 — 1]), because nothing changes here during the normalization. Let ¢ be the first
non-barred letter. The letter of the error in Z, is the first non-barred letter in the second
period, which is 0-(c). The same argument applies for o, so the letters of the leftmost
errors coincide in both substitutions.

Now consider two further cases.

— We assume 6,(a) = a (hence by the above 6(a) = a).

Since all the errors are a-errors, the respective total numbers of occurrences of a’s and
@’s do not change during the normalization. Hence they are equal in both Z;» and
Z.m, and since |o| = |7|, they are also equal in the first period, i.e., | pref,, Zon|, =
| pref), Z;n|,. Note that we use the fact that all errors are a-errors in Z,». We
recall that Z,» and Z,;» coincide before i’ (i.e., in [1,4" — 1]), and in [i, k] (this is
due to the structure of errors: all the letters there have spin 1). In Z,«, all the
letters have spin 1 also between i’ and i. After normalization we have ["][i'] = a,
so we must have Z,»[i'] = a (since i’ < 4, i.e., in Z,n, the position ¢’ is before the
occurrences of the errors, so it does not change during normalization). So, we have
| pref, Zon|q > | prefy, Z:n|q, a contradiction.

— We now assume 0,(a) # a (and hence 0;(a) # a). In particular, we have no type II
error by Lemma in Z,» and in Z,», and the letter of the error changes in every
period. Consider the position ¢’. As in the previous case, we have Z,.[i'] = a (since
i’ < i), and thus, in the last period, this gives Z,n[k(n —1) +1i'] = 077 1(a). We have
Zon[k(n—=1)41] = [Zm][k(n—1)+i] = 62 (a) (since k(n—1)+i' > k(n—1)+p’, we
are after the end of the last error in Z» and we use Assertion (6l from Lemma [.T0]).

So, we must have [Z,n][k(n — 1) +1i'] = 627 (a), while Z,n (k(n —1) +i') = 02 (a).
This implies that during the normalization for o™, the letter at index k(n—1)+4" had
to change its spin. This can happen only if this position is inside the error between
the (n — 1)-th and the n-th periods for o™, and only if this letter is the letter of the
error. But the letter of the error is §772(a), and we are in the case 6,(a) # a, which
yields the desired contradiction.

O

In the proof of the next lemma (namely Lemma [B.7) we will use several times the following
argument.

Claim 5.6. Let o0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that ™ = 7™, for n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We assume that both
substitutions contain an error with the same letter error a (with possibly different types of errors).
Let the first propagated error of the first level in Z,m start before the end of the first period in
Zgn, i.e., i < k. Then, either there is no central part in Z.m, or, for any i’ <t < k, the position
t is not in the central part of the propagated error of the first level in Z;m. In particular, there
exists a letter b # a (that occurs as b) in [i', k'] in Zm.

Proof. We assume that there exists a central part in Z;m. Assume by contradiction that the
position ¢, with i <t < k, is in the central part of Z,m. Clearly, we have @’s at positions t,..., &/,
since we are in the central part of Z,m. Consider the largest position j < ¢t with an occurrence of
b for b # a (such an occurrence exists since o contains letters distinct from a by assumption).
We now look at the last periods in Z,» and Z,=, by exploiting k-periodicity and k’-periodicity,
respectively. For Z,» we get that Z,»[k(n — 1) + j,kn] = Va'---a', where b/ # o'; in fact,
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o/ = 07'(a) and b’ = 07'(b). On the other hand, Z.m[k'(m — 1) + j, k'm] = b"a” - - - a”, where
b" # a"; in fact, @ = 0™ 1(a) and b = 6™~ 1(b). Moreover, one has a” = a’ (by looking at the
last letter).
Now consider the position k(n — 1) 4+ j in Z;m. We have k(n — 1) +j > k'(m — 1) + j, since
k < k" and kn = k'm. Therefore, we have Z,m[k(n—1)+ j] = a” = a’, but since the letters in Z,m
and Z,» at the same positions coincide (up to spins), we have Z,m[k(n —1)+j] = b = 071(b) #
a’ = 67" 1(a), a contradiction.
This implies that there cannot be only a’s in [i’, k], otherwise ¢’ would be in the central part.
O

Lemma 5.7. Let 0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = ™, for n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We suppose that o and
T have the same letter a for their leftmost error and that the a-error is of type I for both. Then,
there exists an episturmian substitution o such that T = oo .

Proof. According to Notation LT0] the intervals of propagated errors are [i +kj, p+k(j+1)], with
j<n-—1.

If i = ¢, the desired conclusion comes from Lemma If K+ p < i/, we denormalize T to
find the normal form. Indeed, the process of normalization of the prefix of length k + p for o is
independent of the rest of the word. One has k + p # 7’ (hence k + p > ¢’) since otherwise, in the
normalized form, we would have a at i’ in [7™]. On the other hand, it is a final position for an
error, hence we would have @ at k + p in [0"].

We thus assume k + p > ¢’ and i # i and we distinguish the three following cases, namely
v <i,i<i' <k and k<i <k+p.

Case 1. We first assume that i’ < i. One has Z,;»[i] = @, since we have i’ < i < k' (indeed
i <k < k') and due to Assertion @) of Lemma[LI4l Moreover, [7™][i] = [¢"][i] = a (by Assertion
@) of Lemma HT4] since i is the index of the first letter of an error in Z,»). Since at index 4
the letter a has different spins in Z;m and [r™] and ¢ € [’ + 1, k'], then there is an a-central part
@' | a’ in Z;m, and the index i belongs to it by Assertion (f]) of Lemma T4l But, due to Claim
applied to t = ¢, this is impossible. We thus reach a contradiction.

Case 2. We now assume that ¢ < i’ < k. At index 7', we are in the central part of Z,». Indeed,
we use an argument symmetric to the one used in the previous case: Z,»(i') = @ and [¢"][i'] = a.
There thus exists a central part in Z,». Let s > 0 be such that the central part in Z,» starts at
1" —s;onehasi <i —s <.

The strategy is to use Proposition 419 Assertion[Il To compare the numbers of a’s in prefixes
of the same length of Z,» and Z.m, we first split the prefixes of length k into four parts, namely
1,i—1], [¢,¢' —s—1], [i' —s,i’ — 1], and [¢/, k]. The numbers of a’s in the first part [1,7— 1] (before
the beginning of errors) and in the fourth parts [i’, k] (made of @’s since ¢’ is in the central part of
Zgn) coincide. In the third part, we have Zyn[i’ — s, — 1] =@°, Z,m[i’ — s5,i' — 1] = a® (one has
[c™][i" — s, — 1] = a® by Lemma [LT4] and this part is unchanged in the normalization of Z,m).
Hence |Z,n[i' — 8,']|a = 0 and |Z;m[i’ — s,4]|a = s.

For the second part, we distinguish the two cases i < i — s and i =4’ — s.

e We first handle the case ¢ < i’ —s. We will apply Proposition .19} Assertion () to prefixes
of length k + s + 1.

In the second part [i,i" — s — 1] (which is outside of the central part), the only index
of occurrence of the letter a where Z,» and Z,m differ is ¢ by Assertion (@) of Lemma
EI& Z,-[i] =a and Z,w[i] = a. By summing up, this gives from above | pref; (Z,n )|, —
| pref (Zrm)|e = —s — 1.

We now apply Assertion () of Proposition to f =4 and t =i’ — s. Let r stand
for the number of @’s after k 4+ 1. One has r > i — (i’ — s) + 1, i.e., r > s + 1. This gives
s+ 1 occurrences of @’s in Z,m starting from index k + 1.

Note that k' > k+ s+ 1. Otherwise, k' < k+ s+ 1 implies that % is in the central part
of Z.m, yielding a contradiction with Claim
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It remains to compare the parts [k +1,k+ s+ 1]. We have Z,n[k+1,k+s+1] = a**1,
Zomlk+1,k+s+1] =aL

Summing up, we have equal numbers of a’s in the prefixes of length k+ s+ 1, and hence
they are equal as substitutions by Assertion 1 of Proposition .20

So, we can denormalize the prefix of length k + s+ 1 in Z;» and find Z, as a prefix of
7. Indeed, the substitution which corresponds to pref; , ., Z;m= equals to the substitution
which corresponds to pref; | Zo». There exists h such that p(pref, ,, | Zon) =0co0h =
oo p(Zonlk+1--k+s]). And p(prefy, 1 Zym) is a prefix of 7 (k' > k 4+ s+ 1).

e We now assume ¢ =i’ — s. One has from above | pref, (Zyn )|, — | pref,(Zon)|a = —s.

We now apply Assertion (2)) of Proposition @I5lto [ =4’ and ¢ = i’ — s. Let r stand for
the number of @’s after k4 1. One has r > i — (i’ — s), i.e., 7 > s. Hence there are at least
s occurrences of the letter a in Z,» starting from index k£ 4 1. This gives s occurrences
of @s in Z;m starting from index k + 1 (k' > k + s + 1 from above). Hence, we have
Zonlk+1,k+ 5] = a®, Zym[k+1,k+ s] =a@°. Summing up, we have equal numbers of a’s
in the prefixes of length k + s, and hence they are equal as substitutions by Assertion (1)
of Proposition .20

Case 3. We now assume that k < i’ < k + p. We distinguish two cases, whether i’ belongs to
the central part of Z,~» or not.

Case 3.1. Let us assume that ¢’ is not in the central part of . We will show that we can
denormalize the prefix of length i’ of Z,;m to find o. To do this, we count the numbers of occurrences
of a and @ in the prefix of length ', show that they are the same and apply Proposition [4.20

Consider the largest index ¢ of occurrence of a letter distinct from a before the position #'; let
b stand for this letter. Since k¥ < i’ by the conditions of Case 3 and since 4’ is not in the central
part of o, we have k < ¢ < i’.

Since t is inside the error in Z,n, we have Z,»(t) = b and [0"][t] = b by Lemma [L14] Assertion
(@. Moreover, since t < ', we have [7™][t] = Z;m=[t], and thus Z;=[t] = b by [¢"] = [7™]. So,
applying Part 3 of Proposition 220, we get | pref,(Zyn)|q = | pref,(Zrm )|, — 1.

Now in the part [t + 1,4’ — 1] (which might as well be empty) we have a’s in Z,» (since we are
in the second part of the error with k& < t), as well as in the normal form (as occurrences of a
which are neither central, nor initial, nor final, according to Lemma F.T4), so the same is true for
Z.m (we are before the beginning ¢ of the leftmost error, so everything there coincides with the
normal form).

Finally, since k < i’ < k + p is in the second part of the error, by Assertion () of Lemma T4
we get Z,n[i'] = a. We also have Z,.n[i'] =@ (as the first letter of an error by Assertion (2))).

Summing up, we get equal numbers of occurrences of a’s in the prefixes of length ¢’ of Z,» and
Zgn. So, by Proposition .20, Part 1, they are equal as permutations, and we can denormalise the
prefix of length i’ of Z, to find Z, as a prefix of 7.

Case 3.2. We now assume that ¢’ is in the central part of Z,». Let s (with s > 1 and i < k—s)
be the length of the longest suffix of Z, filled with @’s. We have k —s+1 <k <i' <k +p.

One has Zgn[k + 1,7) = a' =%, Zm (') = @, [r™][i'] = [0"][i'] = a, and Zyn[i’] = a. At index k
in Zyn, one has @ (by Assertion (2)) of Lemma I T4)). In Z;m, from index k — s+ 1 to ¢/ — 1, one
has only a’s; otherwise it would create an error and we also use that i’ was not the beginning of
the error.

Similarly as in the previous case, to compare the numbers of a’s in prefixes of the same length,
we split the prefixes of length 4’ into four parts, namely [1,i—1], [i,k—s], [k —s+ 1, k], [k+1,4].
For the first part [1,7 — 1], one has the same number of a’s in Z,» and Z,m (by being before
the errors). For [k — s + 1,k], one has |Z,n(k — s + 1,k)|o — |Zrm(k — s+ 1,k)|o = —s. For
[k + 1,7 — 1], we have only a’s for both; moreover, Z,m (i) = @ and Z,n=[i'] = a. This yields
| Zgn (k41,1 )|a = | Zrm (k +1,4")]s = +1.

For the second part, we distinguish the two cases ¢ < k — s and i = k — s + 1. Note that the
case i = k — s is impossible. Indeed, if the error starts before the index k —s+1 (i <k — s+ 1),
we have Z,[k — s] = b for some b # a).
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e We assume ¢ < k — s.

In the second part [i, k — s], the only index of occurrence of the letter a where Z,» and
Z,m differ is ¢ with Z,» (i) = @. By summing up, this gives from above |pref; (Z,n)|q —
pref, (Z;m)|a = —s.

We apply Proposition .15 to ¢ =i’ and t = k — s + 1. We recall that r stands for the
number of a’s after k + 1 in Z,». This gives r > i’ — (k — s + 1) + 1. Hence one has at
least s a’s after i’ + 1 (included). This gives |pref;  (Zon)|a = prefy  (Z7m)|a-

e We now assume s = k — i + 1. Applying Proposition .15 one has at least s — 1 a’s after
i’ +1 (included). This gives |pref; . (Zon)|a = | prefy o 1(Zrm)la-
O

We will make use of the following observation:

Claim 5.8. Let o and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7™, with n > m > 2, with ¢
and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We assume that Z,~ and
Z.m have an error with the same letter a for their leftmost error. If errors are of type II in Z m,
then 0,(a) = a. Similarly, if errors are of type II in Zyn, then 0-(a) = a.

Proof. We assume that errors are of type Il in Z,m. In particular, this yields m > 3 by Assertion
(@ of Lemma So, one has n > 3. Assume that 6,(a) # a. Then errors in Z,» are of type
I (by Assertion (1) of Lemma [A6). Now, consider the index 2k + p. It is the end of the error
in the third period in Z,n, so one has the letter 6,(a). It has spin 1 after normalization in [0"]
by Assertion @) of Lemma T4l Due to Assertion [{l) of Lemma [£T6] this can only happen if
2k+pée[i,m(k'—1)+p]. H2k+p>m(k — 1)+ p', we then can take squares Z 2m and Z,2n
to yield a contradiction by having m large enough. If 2k + p < ', consider the position k + 4 (and
thus k + 4 < ¢'). We have Z,[k 4 i] = 0,(a) (as it is the first letter of a propagated error of the
first level). After normalization, we have [¢"][k + ] = 0,(a). And in the normalized form [r™],
for letters which are not equal to a, occurrences with spin 0 can only be inside the error (due to
Assertion (2)) of Lemma [£T6]). We reach a contradiction in both cases.

We assume now that the error is of type II in Z,m. By considering squares, i.e., ?” and 7™,
we can assume m > 3 and the proof works as above. O

The following lemmas treat the case analogous to Lemma [5.7] for the case when both errors are
of type II (Lemma [59) or not (Lemma [G5TT)).

Lemma 5.9. Let 0 and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o = 7", with n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We suppose that o and T
have the same letter a for their leftmost error, and that errors are of type II for both substitutions.
Then, there exists an episturmian substitution o such that T = o o g.

Proof. Since the errors are of type II, it means that for each letter b # a each occurrence of b
in both Z,m and in Z,» has spin 1 by Assertion () of Lemma After normalization, each
such occurrence inside the support of the full propagated error goes from spin 1 to spin 0, and
outside the full propagated error, it keeps spin 1 by Lemma[£16l This means that each occurrence
of b should be either inside both supports of full propagated errors, or outside both. So, both
errors start with the same block of a’s. Now notice that since we have only block-transformations
of letter a, the proportion of ¢ and @ must be the same in both [o] and [7], hence ¢ < ¢ (by
Assertion (2) of Lemma [4.16). Now since [0 (i')]=[7"(i")] = a, the spin of i’ must change during
the normalization of Z,, which means that it is in the central part of Z,, i.e., Z,[i', k] =a---@.
Now the indices in [i’, k] cannot belong to the central part of Z, (by Claim b6, so there exists a
letter b # a and an index ¢ of occurrence of b, with k < ¢ < k’, which is in fact b in both Z, and
Z;. So, by Assertion (2 of Proposition [4.19] the substitutions corresponding to the prefixes of Z,
and Z, of length £ are equal. It follows that we can denormalize the prefix of Z; of length ¢ (which
is also a prefix of [7]), introducing 7 as a composition of ¢ and an episturmian substitution. [

Claim 5.10. Let o and T be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7™, for n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We assume that all the
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errors in o™ and ™™ are of letter a, and let i and j be integers with ik # jk', i <n and j < m. Let
M = min(ik, jk') and N = max(ik,jk'). Then there exists a letter b # a that occurs in [M, N],
and a letter ¢ # a (which can be the same as b) that occurs in [M + 1, N + 1].

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Claim O

Lemma 5.11. Let o and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that o™ = 7™, for n > m > 2, with
o and T both admitting at least two distinct letters in their normal form. We suppose that o and
T have the same letter a for their leftmost error, with different types of errors. Then, there exists
an episturmian substitution o such that T = o o p.

Proof. By Lemma [5.4] the letters of the leftmost errors in Z, and Z, are the same; let a stand
for this letter. Note that Claim 5.8 implies that 6,(a) = 0,(a) = a.

We now prove that the case where Z,» has errors of type I and Z,= has errors of type II cannot
hold. Since in 7 we have errors of type II, we have m > 3 (by Assertion (Il of Lemma 6] and
hence n > 4 (since n > m). Now consider parts outside the support of the errors of type I in Zyn
(i.e., at positions k¢ +p+1,... .kl +k+i—1for £ = 1,...,n — 2). In particular, this means
that p <1+ 2 (we have p < i by definition, and p = i + 1 means an error of type II). Since errors
are of type I, each part corresponding to a value of ¢ should contain b for some b # a (b could be
different in different parts due to the permutation 6,). Let k + ¢ stand for the index of such an
occurrence in the second period (hence p < t < i), i.e., Zyn (k +t) = b. Since the spin is the same
in all the periods of o, and at least one of them is covered by the support of the full progagated
error in Z,m (m > 3 and n > 4), [0"][k +¢] = b (by Lemma 16| Assertion (). This implies
Zgn|k+1t] = b (since the spin is not changed after normalization outside the supports of the errors
of type I). By k-periodicity, this implies that in the first period in Z,n, one has Z,n[t] = b. We
also have [0"][t] = b. Due to the structure of the error of type II, all the occurrences of the b’s
have spin 1 in Z;m (by Assertion (Il) of Lemma HT6]), and in [7™] all the occurrences of the b’s
are inside the error (by Assertion (@l of Lemma [T6)); outside nothing changes, so they keep their
spin equal to 1. One thus has i < t and k(n—1)+t < k’(m — 1) +p’, which implies t —k < p’ — k'
since kn = k'm. However, t > i’ together with ¢/ > p’ implies ¢t > p’. The inequality k—¢ > k' —p/
implies k& > k', which contradicts k' > k.

We thus assume that Z,» has errors of type II, and Z.~ has errors of type I. Symmetrically to the
above arguments, we get that each occurrence of b at a position ¢ in Zym, with ¥'l+p’ < t < k'l+7,
l=0,...,m—1, must be an occurrence of b and hence must be inside the type II error in Z,n.
These considerations work for m > 2, and to make them work in the case m = 2, it is enough to
take squares of Z,» and Z,m. For each such ¢ with p’ < t < ', one has t > i (by considering the
first period) and k' —t > k — p (by considering the last period). But, contrary to the previous
case, this does not complete the proof. In particular, ¢ > ¢ implies ¢’ > i, as well as k' > i+ k —p.

We now distinguish two cases, namely ¢ < ¢’ < k and i’ > k.

Case 1. We first assume that ¢ < ¢’ < k.

By Claim [5.6] there exists an occurrence ¢ in [i’ 4+ 1, k'] of a letter different from a, say b. One
has Z,;m(t) = b= Zyn(t). We then use Proposition ZI9 for ¢ — 1.

Let us prove that t > k. The position ¢’ belongs to the central part of Z,». Indeed, Z,;= (i') =@
and [Z;m][i'] = a by Assertion (2)) of Lemma [I4 But Z,=(i') = @ since i’ < k together with
Assertion (@) of Lemma[L14l The position ¢’ belongs to the support of the leftmost error of Z,n,
so by Lemma there can be a change in the spin only if i’ in the central part of the error in
Zgn, 80 we have Zyn[i', k] =@---a@ and Zyn(k+1) = a. This corresponds to Z,;m[i’, k+1]=a---a
since k + 1 < k' by Assertion (@) of Lemma [L.T41 Hence t > k. Now we use Proposition for
t — 1. This gives pref, ; Z,» = pref,_; Z;m and so we can denormalize pref, ; Z,m to find [o].

Case 2. We assume now i’ > k. We distinguish two cases according to the occurence or not of
a letter b # a in [’ + 1, k]

- Assume that there exists an index s, with i’ < s <k’ + 1, such that Z;m[s] = b for some
b # a. Clearly, we then have Z,m[s] = b by Assertion (Il) of Lemma T4 and Z,n[s] = b
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(by Assertion () of Lemma [.16). By Proposition [.19] the prefixes of Z;m and Zy» of
length s correspond to the same substitution and also for s — 1. Hence, pref, ; Z;m can
be denormalized to find Z, as a prefix of 7 since s > k (see Remark [5.1]).

- Assume now that Zm[i', k' + 1] =a---a, Z;m[k' + 1] = a. First, we deduce from Claim
that there is an index s, with jk < s < ¢/, with j being the largest integer such
that jk < k’, such that Zyn[s] = b for some b # a. We use M = jk and N = k' with
[jk+ 1,4 — 1]. Consider indeed an occurrence of a period of Z,» containing the position
i'. Tt contains an occurrence of b for some b # a and it is in fact an occurrence of b (by
Assertion () of Lemma [L.16]). Note also that we must have such an occurrence before #’.

Now let us choose the largest such occurrence s, with jk < s < 4’, such that Z,«[s] = b
for some b # a. One has Z;m[s] = b. Indeed, since s < ', we have Z;m[s] = [7™][s].
Moreover, since s in the support of the error of the second level of Z,» (by Assertion ()
of Lemma[&T6), we have Z,n[s] = b (by Assertion (1) of Lemma[I6). Now, by Assertion
@) of Proposition 19 we have

| pref (Zon)|a = | pref(Zem)|a + 1.

Observe that we have Zym[s,i'] = ba’ ~5~1a (the letters are a’s, the spins cannot alternate
from 1 to 0, and by definition of a propagated error of the first level the spin at index
i’ — 1 equals 0).

Let us assume that Zyn[s + 1] = a. Then Zymls,i'| = Z.[s,7'] = ba’ ~5~'a, which
we can denormalize to bEai/_s_l(E)k/_i/. Now we can apply Proposition to Z,n and
baa! —*1(@)¥ " Z m-1 for the index s + 1. With the denormalization we did before, we
get that we can denormalize the prefix of length i’ of Z to find o.

We now conclude the proof by showing that the case Z,»(s + 1) = @ is impossible. In
this case s + 1 belongs to the end of some copy of Z, (in the beginning of the propagated
error of the first level), ie., s+ 1 € [kj +4,k(j + 1)]. We recall that s +1 <’ and ¢’ > k.

First suppose that (j + 1)k # k’. By Claim 510, we have an occurrence of ¢ (¢ # a) at
some position ¢ between i’ and the end of the copy of Z,. Take the smallest such ¢. Then,
the desired contradiction comes from

| Zonls+ 1t —=1|a — [Zem(s + 1t —1)], > 1.

Indeed, Zyn[s+1,t —1] =a*"! and [r™][i'] = a (LemmaTI4). In [o"], since errors are
of type II and since b and @ become respectively b and ¢, one gets one a and one loses one
a.

Now assume k' = (j + 1)k. We show that this case is not possible. We consider the
position k(n — 1 — j) + s which corresponds to s in the last period of Z,». One has
[0"|[k(n —1—5) + 8] = Zyn[k(n — 1 —j) + 5] = bsince k(n — 1 —j) + 5> k(n — 1) + p.
One has [7™][k(n—1—3)+s] = Zym[k(n —1— j) + s] = b since b has spin 0 and does not
change its spin during the normalization (b # a). Hence, the desired contradiction.

O

We now consider the one-letter case described in Section [£.3]

Lemma 5.12. Let o and 7 be episturmian substitutions such that c™ = 7™, withn > m > 2. We
assume that either o, or T, or both contain only one letter in its normal form. Then there exists
an episturmian substitution o such that T = o o p.

Proof. We distinguish two cases according to the substitution whose normal form contains only
one letter (the case where both words contain only one letter is treated inside Case 1).

Case 1. Assume first that o contains only one letter in its normal form. We have [o] = a*a‘0,,
with s,¢ >0, s +¢ > 1 (see Section E.3]).

We now distinguish two further cases according to the fact that 6,(a) = a or not.
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e Assume first that 6,(a) = a. One has [0"] = a*"@"0”. We have only letters @’s in [0"],
so in [r™] as well. It follows that 6,(a) = a, [r] = a*'@" 6, for some integers s',¢' > 0,
s+t >1,and [r™] = as/mat,mt?:.”. Hence s'm = sn, tm = tn, and since n > m, we
have s < s/, and ¢’ < t. Applying several times the block-transformation a@ — @a, we can
denormalize 7, which gives [r] = a*a‘a® ~*a" %0, and we conclude as in Remark [5.1] by
inserting 61

e Now consider the case where 0, (a) # a. One has

S,
(0" = '@ | (6:(@))Fr(@) | (62(@)FZ@) |-+ ] (637" (@)'05 " (a) |03

If |7| = |o| (and hence m = n), inspection of the first period of [¢"] = [r™] yields
that [r] also contains only a’s. Similarly, inspection of the second period of [7™] yields
0-(a) = 0,(a) # a, etc. So, [r]™ is of the same form as [0]™ up to the permutations,
[7] = a®*@'0,, and we have 7 = 0 0 o with o = 0160,.

Assume now || # |o|. If 7 also contains only one letter in its normal form, we conclude
as above in the case where 0,(a) = a. We thus assume now that [r] contains at least two
distinct letters. If Z, = contains no error, or if its leftmost error starts at after the index
k = |o]| (i.e., i’ > k), then w, is a prefix of w,, and we conclude by Remark Bl So, it
remains to consider the case where there is an error in Z,» which starts at ¢’ < k; the
letter of this error is thus a. Let us prove that we reach a contradiction. The letter at the
ending position k' + p’ of the first propagated error (in Z...) must also be a. Hence, the
leftmost error in Z... (with support [/, k' + p']) must contain all the b’s (with b = 6,(a))
from the second period of o™ (i.e., with support [k + 1,2k]). After normalization, the
letters b’s have spin 0 (by Lemma .14 and 4.1, since b # a. This implies that ¢ = 0.
All letters thus have spin 0 in 7™]; however, the last letter of a leftmost error must have
spin 1 in its normalized form (at index k'’ + p’ by Lemma .14 for an error of type I and
at index k'(m — 1) 4+ p’ for an error of type II by Lemma [16), which yields the desired
contradiction.

Case 2. Now assume that 7 contains only one letter in its normal form. Since |o| < |7|, o
contains only one letter in its normal form. Indeed, the condition [¢"] = [r™] guarantees we have
the same letters probably with different spins at the same positions inside both [¢] and [7]. The
case where [o] contains only letter has already been treated in Case 1, which ends the proof. O

6. MORE ON RIGIDITY

Rigidity is based here on the study of the set of of substitutions having a same fixed point u. In
this section, we first discuss further relevant variations of the notion of rigidity, and then provide
an example illustrating the notion of a weak rigidity.

We recall first that a shift is a closed shift-invariant set of infinite words of some AY, where
A is a finite alphabet. Here the set A" is endowed with the product topology of the discrete
topology on each copy of A and the shift map S is defined by S ((zn)nen) = (Tnt1)nen. Given
a primitive substitution o, the subshift X, generated by o is the set of infinite words having the
same language as any infinite word fixed by some positive power of o (they all have the same
language by primitivity). We can consider the rigidity of an infinite word u, of a subshift X, or
else of a primitive substitution ¢ by considering the following sets:

Stab (o) = {7 | 7 is a primitive substitution with X, = X, },
Stab (X) = {7 | 7 is a primitive substitution with X, = X},
Stab (u) = {7 | T is a substitution with 7(u) = u},
and by asking whether their stabilizer is cyclic, i.e., they are generated by a single element. We
have focused so far on Stab (u).
More precisely, consider the stabilizer of a shift X. We will restrict to the minimal case for ease

of simplicity, that is, all infinite words in X have the same set of factors. The primitive stabilizer of
a shift X is the set of all primitive substitutions o defined on the alphabet A that satisfy X, = X.
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In other words, these are the primitive substitutions whose language coincides with the language
of X. The subshift X is said rigid if its stabilizer is cyclic.

Now consider weak reagidity. A shift, an infinite word, or a substitution is said weakly rigid if
for any two substitutions o, 7 in its stabilizer, o* ~ p™ for some positive integers k, m, for some
given equivalence relation.

Several equivalence relations can be considered for weak rigidity. We can consider weak rigidity
where the equivalence relation relies on the equality, on the operation w — W (the operation
w — W means that we replace 0 by 1 and 1 by 0), or else on conjugacy. (We recall that two
substitutions o and 7 over the same alphabet are conjugate (o ~ 7) if there exists a word w such
that wo(x) = 7(z)w for every letter x.) We can also ask whether two substitutions o, 7 have a
common power (i.e., there exist m,n such that ¢™ = 7™) or whether there are each power of a
common substitution (i.e., there exist k, ¢ and g such that o = 0¥, 7 = o).

Consider as an illustration the Sturmian case for two-letter alphabets; see e.g. [BFES12]. Let u be
the Fibonacci word generated by the Fibonacci substitution o: 0 — 01,1 +— 0. One has Stab (u) #
Stab (o). Consider indeed the conjugate 7 of the Fibonacci substitution, i.e., 7: 0 — 10, 1 — 0.
One has 7 ¢ Stab (u), but 7 € Stab (0), and Stab () = {¢™} and Stab (¢) = {p | In p ~ o"}.

We now detail an example of an infinite word u, obtained as a fixed point of a two-letter
substitution ¢, which displays some rigidity involving the equivalence relation w + w, in the
sense that Stab (u) contains only powers and products of the two substitutions ¢ and 7, with

7(0) = o(1) and o(1) = 7(0).
Theorem 6.1. Consider the following substitutions over the alphabet {0,1}
o: 0~ 01, 1~ 100110, 7: 0+~ 011001, 1~ 10.

Let u be the fized point of o starting with 0, i.e., w = 0°°(0). Let Stab(u) be the stabilizer of the
word u. We have o
Stab(u) = {o*, 77, 07%, 76" | 4,4, k, £ € N}.

To prove Theorem [6.I, we make use of several auxiliary lemmas.
Lemma 6.2. In u, the factors 00 and 11 occur only at even indices.
Lemma 6.3. Each factor v of u of length at least 5 contains a factor aa, where a is a letter.
Lemma 6.4. For each ¢ € S,,, the lengths |¢(0)|, |p(1)| are even.
Proof. Suppose first that |©(0)| is odd, i.e., |¢(0)] = 2k + 1 for some integer k. Then

u=¢0)e(L)e(1)e0) -
Let |p(1)] = m. If |¢(0)] > 3, then ¢(0) starts with 011 and we find an occurrence of 11 at

position 2k + 1 + 2m + 2, which is odd; a contradiction with Lemma If |¢(0)] < 3, then
©(0) = 0. Hence ¢(1) must begin with 11. We have

(0110) = 0p(1)¢(1)0,
which means that ¢(1) ends with 1; otherwise we have an occurrence of 00 at index 2m + 1. But
in this case we have an occurrence of 111 at index m + 1, which is not possible since 111 cannot
be a factor of u. We thus have proved that |¢(0)] is even; let p be such that |¢(0)| = 2p.
Now suppose [p(1)] is odd, i.e., |¢(1)] = 2¢ + 1 for some integer £.

o If |©(1)] > 5, then consider the prefix ¢(0)p(1)p(1) of u. Since ¢(1) contains a factor
aa and it is of odd length, it follows that the prefix contains aa at an odd position; a
contradiction.

o If |o(1)] = 3, i.e., p(1) = abe for some a,b,c € {0,1}, then consider the prefix ¢(0)abcabce
of u. Considering factors at odd positions 2p + 1, 2p + 3 and 2p + 5, we get that a # b,
¢ # a, b # ¢, which is not possible over a two-letter alphabet.

o If |p(1)] =1, i.e., p(1) = a for some a € {0,1}, then consider the prefix ¢(0)aa of u. The
factor aa of u is at odd position 2p + 1, which is not possible by Lemma [6.2}

O
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Let A =01, and B = 10. Let v’ be the word over {A, B} defined as v = ¢ (u'), where
Wi A 01, B s 10.

(Since this does not cause any confusion, we use the same notation for the letters A, B and for their
“value” in {0, 1}, i.e., A =01, B = 10. The same holds for the letters C' and D defined below.)
Let C' = 0110, D = 1001. It is not hard to see that u is a concatenation of blocks C' and D. Indeed,
by Lemma [6.2 u is a concatenation of blocks 01 and 10, and since o(u) = u, we have that o(u)
is a concatenation of blocks o(0)o(1) = CC = 01100110 and o(1)c(0) = DD = 10011001. This
also implies that u’ consists of blocks ABAB and BABA. We now define the following recurrence
relations:

Ty=C
Tn = nflTnflTnflTnflv

where C' = D, D = C. We recall that the operation v — 7 means that we replace 0 by 1 and 1 by
0. We then define the word u” over {C, D} as v’ = lim,, o0 Ty-

Lemma 6.5. One has u = po(u”) where o is the morphism from {C, D}* to {0,1}* defined by
0:C 0110, D — 1001.

Proof. The proof works by induction. One has
0(01) = Q(TOTQ), 0(10) = Q(T()To),

a"*2(01) = ¢""(01100110) = ¢"*(01)™ " (10)0™ T (01)0" 1 (10) =

o(TnTn)o(TnTn) o(T0 1) o(TnTn) = o(Tn41Tn+1)-
The same holds similarly for (10). So, we proved that arbitrarily long prefixes of u and o(u")
coincide, which completes the proof. (Il

Claim 6.6. One has u” = p>(C), where p is the substitution over {C,D} defined as p : C —
CCDD,D — DDCC.

Proof. We prove by induction on n that T,, = p"(C), T,, = p™(D). Indeed, Ty = CCDD = u(C),
Ty = DDCC = u(D). Now

Tpi1 = T T T T, = " (C)p™ (C)p™ (D)p™ (D) = p*(CCDD) = " (C).
The case of T),41 is handled similarly. O

We use the following notation when “desubstituting”. For w word over {C, D}, o~ (w) stands
for the word over {0,1} that satisfies w = g(p~!(w)). The same holds for 1)~!, by noticing that
the desubstitution is unique in both cases.

Lemma 6.7. If u has a prefiz of the form vv, then there exists i such that |vv| =2 - 4%,

Proof. Suppose first that v is divisible by 4. Then the prefix vv corresponds to a square v'v’ =
0 1(w)o~t(v) in w”. If |¢'| is divisible by 4, we continue to desubstitute and find a smaller square
01 (v") o~ (v"); we continue desubstituting until we find a square vovg of length not divisible by 4.
If |vg| = 1, the lemma is proved; otherwise consider the following cases on the length of vy mod 4,
for which we reach a contradiction. This will prove that |vg| = 1.

e Assume that |vg| = 4k + 1 (k > 0) or |vg| = 4k + 3. If vg ends with C, then it ends
with either DCCC' or with DC' (from the structure of the word given by Claim [6:6]). The
second copy of vy starts with CCD, therefore we have an occurrence of DC3D or DC®D
in ", which is not possible. If vy ends with D, the proof is symmetric.

e Assume that |vg] = 4k + 2. For k = 0 and k = 1 we clearly do not have squares. For
k > 1, the first occurrence of vy contains D*, and in u” the factor D* can occur only at
positions of the form 8m — 1. Then in the second copy of vy the copy of the factor D4
occurs at positions of the form 8¢+ 1 or 8¢ + 5, which is not possible in u”.
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Now consider the case where v is not divisible by 4.

o If |u] =4k + 1 (k > 0) or |vg| = 4k + 3, then v contains an occurrence of 11 or 00; hence
its second copy occurs at an odd position, which is not possible by Lemma [6.21

e If |v| = 4k + 2, then the contradiction comes from considering an occurrence of BB in u’:
it can only occur at an even position, and the second copy of v provides an occurrence at
an odd position.

O
Corollary 6.8. Let ¢ € Stab(u). We have ¢(01) = o(T,,T,,) for some n, and ©(10) = o(T,,T},).

Proof. The prefix 01100110 is a square prefix of u, so ¢(01100110) is also a square prefix of u, and
its length is thus of the form 2 - 4¢ by Lemma[6 This means that ¢(01) has length 2 - 4°~! which
in turn means exactly ¢(01) = o(T,,T,) for n =i — 2. O

/

Lemma 6.9. For each ¢ € Stab(u), there exist ©' and ¢" such that one has either ¢ = co¢', or

p=To¢".

Proof. One has p(u) = u. Suppose that |¢(0)| < |¢(1)] (the other case will be handled analogously
|o(0)] > |¢(1)]). The word u' (with u = 9(u’))) consists of blocks ABAB and BABA. Since |p(0)]
and |p(1)| are even (by Lemma [6.4]), we have that 1 ~1(¢(0)) consists of A’s and B’s, as well as
¥~ 1(p(1)). Since each block ABAB and BABA is a concatenation of A and BAB, we get a natural
factorization in these blocks. Now if this factorization is a refining of the one with ¥ ~1((0)) and
1~ 1(p(1)), then the lemma is proved.

If not, then we have some position of factorization of the form 4k + 2, 3 or 4, and in addition
¥~ 1(p(1)) contains BB, since the length of (1) is bigger than the length of ¢(0) (all the short
substitutions can be checked with an exhaustive search).

Now consider the prefix 1~ ((0)¢(1)) of u’, whose length is of the form 2 - 4™ by Corollary
6.8 If the length of 1y~ 1((0)) is divisible by 4, then all the positions of 1/ ~(¢(0)) and ¥ ~1(p(1))
are equivalent to 1 modulo 4. So, the length of ¥~1(¢(0)) is of the form 4/ + 1, 2 or 3 for some
¢, and so is ¥~ 1(¢(1)). Consider the factor ¥ ~!(p(1)p(1)) of u'. Consider an occurrence of BB
in the first copy of 9~ 1(¢(1)), which can only be at a position of the form 4m in u/. Then the
occurrence of BB in the second copy cannot be of the form 4m/. O

The proof of Theorem follows from Lemma with the observation that o(01) = 7(01),
0(10) = 7(10), and hence c oo =g o7, Too = 7 o7 (by checking it directly on letters).
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