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Abstract. We present a generalization of first-order unification to a
term algebra where variable indexing is part of the object language.
We exploit variable indexing by associating some sequences of variables
(Xo, X1, Xa2,...) with a mapping o whose domain is the variable se-
quence and whose range consist of terms that may contain variables
from the sequence. From a given term ¢, an infinite sequence of terms
may be produced by iterative application of o. Given a unification prob-
lem U and mapping o, the schematic unification problem asks whether
all unification problems U, o(U), o(c(U)), ... are unifiable. We provide
a terminating and sound algorithm. Our algorithm is complete if we fur-
ther restrict ourselves to so-called co-stable problems. We conjecture that
this additional requirement is unnecessary for completeness. Schematic
unification is related to methods of inductive proof transformation by
resolution and inductive reasoning.
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1 Introduction

Consider a sequence of clause sets of the form: C,, = {z < x, maz(z,y) £ zVz <
2, maz(a,y) £ 2Vy < 2PU{f(0) # iV Fy) #iVs(@) Ly | 0> i > n}U{f(2)
OV---V f(z) =n} wheren > 0and x <y =z =y Ve <yl A refutation
of any member of this sequence is (not so easily) handled by modern theorem
provers; however, refutating C,, as a whole and finitely representing the result
is beyond their scope. An important milestone towards developing automated
reasoning methods for such clause sets is the development of unification methods
for schema of terms, a problem we tackle in this paper.

The origin of such clause sets begins with cut-elimination [19] within the
classical sequent calculus. Cut-elimination provides the foundation of automated
reasoning through Herbrand’s Theorem and provides a method for formal proof
analysis [22]. Inversely, methods of cut-elimination based on resolution (CERES)
[5] benefit from the state-of-the-art developments in the field of automated rea-
soning, providing an efficient approach to cut-elimination, and hinting at the
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possibility of a framework for inductive proof analysis [4]. While CERES has
been extended, allowing for simple inductive proof analysis together with an
effective extension of Herbrand’s Theorem [23], the limiting factor is the state-
of-the-art in inductive theorem proving [2I8/TT]. Inductive proof analysis results
in clause sets similar to C,, and requires a form of schematic unification to refute.

The first formal description of schematic unification was presented in [T4/T5],
and a special case was handled in [12]. While the proof-theoretic origins of this
problem are far removed from practice, one can imagine applying this type
of unification within areas concerned with stream reasoning and inductive/co-
inductive types and structures. We present an algorithm for the unifiability of
uniform schematic unification problems (Definition 2]) that is both sound and
terminating and is complete when the unification problem is restricted to being
oo-stable (Definition [I7)). We conjecture that every uniform schematic unification
problem is co-stable.

The paper is as follows: in Section 2] we introduce the basic notation; in
Section [, we introduce the schematic unification problem, in Section ] we in-
troduce O-unification, in Section Bl we discuss properties of @-unification, in
Section [6, we present our algorithm for the unifiability of uniform schematic
unification, and in Section [l we discuss open problems and future work.

1.1 Related work

One notable example of a related investigation is the unification of Primal Gram-
mars [21]. However, unlike the problem investigated in this work, unification of
primal grammars only considers a finite number of existential (unifiable) vari-
ables, which may occur infinitely often in the schematization. Instead, we con-
sider an infinite number of existential variables, each of which may occur only
a finite number of times. This issue extends to P-grammars [1], an extension of
primal grammars.

The Schematic Substitution (Definition [2) is essentially a set of rewrite rules,
and thus, is related to E-unification and narrowing [18]. However, unlike narrow-
ing methods, (i) our term rewriting system is non-terminating (but confluent),
(i1) we apply rewrite rules to variables, not terms, (iii) rule applications may
introduce variables which are not fresh (so-called extra variables) implying that
we would need to consider narrowing over a conditional rewrite system [16]. As
with primal grammars, restricting the variables occurring on the right-hand side
of rewrite rules is essential to the decidability of its unification problem.

Our setting is similar to first-order cyclic term graphs [6]20]. For example,
unification of cyclic term graphs in the nominal setting is presented in [27].
However, we handle variables differently from these earlier investigations. Anti-
unification over first-order cyclic term graphs [7] has also been studied. However,
anti-unification typically introduces variables rather than solving for the appro-
priate substitution [I3]. Thus, the infinite depth of the terms involved plays a
less significant role than it does when unifying such structures. Similarly, there
have been a few investigations into unification of rational trees [I7I25], i.g. infi-
nite trees with a finite number of subtrees. Our problem considers a more general
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class of infinite trees: (i) may contain infinitely many variables, each occurring a
finite number of times, (ii) containing infinitely many subtrees but only finitely
many of them differ modulo variable renaming.

Another related unification problem where decidability is contingent on strict
conditions on variable occurrence is cycle unification [9], unification between
self-referencing Horn clauses. This unification problem is undecidable and thus
differs from our work as we provide a decision procedure.

2 Preliminaries

Let Vsym be a countably infinite set of variable symbols, variables are elements
of V={X;| X € Vsym Ai € N}, X a first-order signature such that each symbol
f € X is associated with an arity n > 0 (symbols with arity 0 are referred to as
constants). By T, we denote the term algebra constructed from V and Y. The
head of a term t € T, denoted head(t), is defined as head(f(t1, -« ,tn)) = f
and head(x) = x for x € V. When dealing with sequences of terms ¢1,- - ,t,, we
abbreviate this sequence as t,,. We will denote variable symbols using uppercase
letters, X,Y, Z X', Y2, Z3, variables using lowercase letters when the index is
not relevant, x,vy, z, ', y?, 23, and using uppercase letters when the index is
relevant X;,Y;, Z;, X}, Y2, Z3 where i € N. Variable symbols are always denoted
using uppercase letters unless otherwise specified. For X; € V, Vo (X;) = {X}
and Vy(X;) = {i}. We extend these functions to ¢ € T as follows: Vsym (f(tm)) =
U™ Veym (t:), Wa(f (T)) = Ui~ Vn(t:). The set of variables occurring in a term
t is denoted by V(¢).

The set of positions of a term t € T, denoted by pos(t), is the set of strings
of finitely many positive integers, defined as pos(z) = {e} and pos(f(t,)) =
{eyUU_ {ip | p € pos(t;) N1 < i < n}, where € denotes the empty string,
f € X has arity n, and « € V. For example, the term at position € of f(z,a) is
itself, and at position 2 is a.

Let p € pos(t), then by ¢|, we denote the term at position p of t. We define
the depth of a term t recursively as follows: dep(x) = 1 where z € V, and
dep(f(t1, -+ ,tn)) = 1 4+ max{dep(t;) | 1 < i < n}. We can use the set of
positions of a term ¢ to construct the subterms of ¢, sub(t) = {t|, | p € pos(t)}.

A substitution is a mapping from V to T such that all but finitely many
variables are mapped to themselves. Lowercase Greek letters are used to denote
them unless otherwise stated. Substitutions are extended to terms in the usual
way using postfix notation, writing to for an instance of a term ¢t under a substi-
tution o. The composition of substitutions o and ¢, written as juxtaposition o,
is the substitution defined as x(c¥) = (zo)¥ for all variables . The domain of a
substitution o, denoted dom(o), is defined as the set of variables {z | xo # z}.
The range of a substitution o, denoted ran(o), is defined as {zxo | z € dom(o)}.

We assume familiarity with the basics of unification theory, see [3]. For ex-
ample, s < t, where s,t € T, denotes a unification equations. We refer to x <t
as a binding if x € V, i.e. x binds to ¢ (also written = — ¢). A unification problem
is a set of unification equations. Given a unification problem U, unif (U) denotes
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the most general unifier (mgu) of U (if it exists) computed by a first-order unifi-
cation algorithm applied to U or L if U is not unifiable (i.g. Martelli-Montanari
algorithm [24], or Robinson [26]).

3 Schematic Unification

In this section, we present the construction of schematic unification problems
through the variable indexing mechanism introduced in the previous section.

Definition 1 (Index Shift). Let t € T and d > 0. Then shq(t) is defined in-
ductively as follows: shq(X;) = Xjta and shq(f(tm)) = f(sha(t1), -+, sha(tm)).

Ezample 1. Let t = f(X1,9(Y3, X4)). Then sho(t) = f(X1,9(Y3, X4)), sha(t) =
f(X3,9(Ys5, X)), and shs(t) = f(Xe,9(Ys, Xo))

Definition 2 (Substitution Schema). Let X" € Vs, be pairwise distinct
and t, € T. Then © = |J;_1{X} — sh;(t;) | j > 0} is a substitution schema
with dom(60) = {X"} and Bo(X") = t; for 1 < i < n. Furthermore, Bo =
Uxcdom(e) Bo(X) is the base of ©, and for X € dom(©),

— Re(X) ={i|z € V(Bo(X)) & Vsym(z) = {X} & Vn(z) = {i}}.
We define the following categories of substitution schema:

— O is simple if for every t € Bo, [Vsym(t) N dom(O)] <1
— O is uniform if (i) it’s simple, and (ii) for X € dom(O), |Re(X)| < 1.
— O is primitive if (i) it’s uniform and (ii) for X € dom(0), Ro(X) C {0,1}.

Given a variable € V and schematic substitution ©, we write z € © (xz ¢ O)
when Vgym (z) = {X} and X € dom(0) (X & dom(0)).

Ezample 2. Consider the following Substitution Schema (bold highlights why
the substitution schema is not simple, uniform, or primitive):

- @1 = {Ll — h(h(XZ,h(Rl+4,XZ)),L1+1) | > O} U {Rz — h(h(h(Rl+2,Xl),
Ri+1) | i > 0} is not simple.

— @2 = {Lz — h(h(Xl,h(Ll+4,Xl)),Ll+1) | i > 0} U {Rz — h(h(Ri+2,Xi),
Rii1) | i > 0} is simple but not uniform.

— @3 = {Lz — h(h(Xl,h(Ll+4,Xl)),Ll+4) | i > 0} U {Rz — h(h(Ri+2,Xi),
R;i2) | i > 0} is uniform but not primitive.
R;) | i > 0} is primitive, i.e. Ro(L) = {1} and Re(R) = {0}.

While uniform substitution schemata seem more expressive than primitive,
the following Theorem shows that uniform substitution schemata can be trans-
formed into primitive substitution schemata.

Theorem 1. Let © be a uniform substitution schema such that |dom(©)| =
n. Then there exists substitutions o1, , 0, and primitive substitution schema
Z such that (i) dom(E) = dom(O) and (ii) for all X € dom(Z), B=(X) =
Bo(X)o1 -+ 0op.
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Proof. To simplify the argumentation below let
NPo ={X | X € dom(O) & Ro(X) ={j} & j > 1}.

If NPo = ), then O is already primitive and o1, - - - 0, are identity substitutions.
Let us assume, for the induction hypothesis, that when |NPg| = m for 0 <m <
n, there exists substitutions o1, - - - o, such that @' is primitive. We show that
this statement holds for [NPg| = m + 1.

Let X € NPg such that Rg(X) = {m} and for all Y € NPg, Ro(Y) = {j}
and m > j. Now for each 0 < k <m and Y € Vyy,,(Bo (X)) such that ¥ # X,
we define

gm(k,Y)={Yirj|j=m-l+(k modm)&I1>0& Y+, € V(Bo)}.

For each g,,(k,Y) we associate an X*Y) ¢ V. such that (i) X®*Y) ¢
Veym(Bo) and (i) X*Y) = X® Y iff p = k' and Y = V.

Now we construct a substitution ¢ as follows: (i) X;4mo = X,y1, (ii) for
every 1 < k < m, Z € Vsym(Be(X)) such that Z # X, and Z;1+y, € gm(k,2)
such that w =m -1+ (k mod m), (Ziyw)o = Xz(-]f-lZ) and (iii) o maps all other
variables to themselves.

Now let © be a substitution schema such that dom(©’) = dom(O) and (ii)
for all X € dom(0’), Bo(X) = Bo(X)o.

Note that |[NPg/| = m and thus by the induction hypothesis there ex-

ists substitutions o1, - - , 0, and primitive substitution schema = such that (7)
dom(Z) = dom(O) and (it) for all X € dom(Z), B=(X) = Bo(X)o1---0op.

Example 3. Consider the following schematic substitution @ =

{Li = f(f(Xi, f(Zisr, F(Bigs, f(Xig1, f(Wigan, Xit1))))), Liva) [ 1 >0} U
Si <= f(f(Bi, f(Wits, Eiy2)), Siva) |1 >0} U
Ri <= f(f(Wi,Wita),Riy7) | 120}

We start by converting R; < f(f(W;, Wita), Ri+7). Observe that g7(0, W) =
{Wi}, g7(3, W) = {Wiys}, g7(4, W) = {W;14, W;111}, and the rest are empty.
Thus, we derive the following substitution

o B R, Wio X Wiy o XEW Wiy XM,
=
Wit '—>Xi(+1 )

Applying o1 to © results in @' =

L S (Xisf (Zigr S Buga S (X, S X)), Lis) [ 2 0 U
Si <= f(f(Eivf(Xi(S)W)inJrQ))vSiqLﬁl) ‘ P> O}U
Ri <= f(f(Xi(QW)aXi(&W))aRiJrl) ‘ ] > O}
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Now we convert S; < f(f(E;, f(XZ-(3’W), Eit2)), Sita). Observe that g4(0,E) =
{Ei}, 943, B) = {Eiss}, 94(2, W) = {Eisa}, 940, XW)) = (X"}, and the
rest are empty. Thus, we derive the following substitution

Sita = Sit1, Ei— Xi(O’E), Eii3— XZ-(&E), Eijo— XZ-(Q’E)v
o2 = @Bw)
X(va) }_> X(07X 3 )

i i

Applying o5 to O results in @ =

Li = f(F (X f(Zin, S, F K, FXEEY X)) L) | 12 0 U
S FEXED Fx BT xEP)) 50 iz o U

K2

R; < f(f(X'(%W)in(&W))vRHl) ‘ (= 0}

K3
Observe that ©" is a primitive schematic substitution.

For the rest of the paper, when considering a uniform substitution schema, we
assume it is primitive. We build substitutions from substitution schema by con-
structing a restriction based on the variables in a given term.

Definition 3 (t-substitution). Let ¢t € T and © a substitution schema. Then
O is a substitution satisfying: for all x € V, if x € V(t) and {x — s} € O, then
xO! = s, otherwise O = z.

Ezample 4. Consider the term ¢t = f(f (L2, Xo), L1) and the substitution schema
0 = {L;, = f(f(Xi,Xi),Liy1) | i > 0}. Note, © is primitive as Rg(L) =
{1}. The t-substitution of © is as follows: O = {L; ~ f(f(X1,X1), L2), Lo
= f(f (X2, X2), Ls)}.

Definition 4 (O-instances). Leti > 0,t € T, and © be a substitution schema.
Then the it" O-instance of t, denoted O(i), is defined inductively as follows:
O'(0) =t and O'(i + 1) = sO° where s = O(7).

Ezample 5. Continuing with Example [l Some ©-instances of f(f (L2, Xo), L1)
are as follows: ©4(0) = f(f(L2,Xo),L1), ©'(1) = f(f(L20%2, Xy), L16%1) =
FUf(f(f(X2, X2), L3), Xo), f(f(X1,X1), L2)). Continuing the process, O!(2)
(X2, X2), f(f (X3, X3), La)), Xo), f(f (X1, X1), f(f (X2, X2), L3))).

Definition 5 (Schematic Unification Problem). Let U be a set of unifica-
tion equations and © substitution schema. Then the pair (U, ©) form a schematic
unification problem, denoted Ug. We refer to Ug as simple, uniform, or primi-
tive if © is simple, uniform, or primitive.

Ezample 6. Continuing with Example @l Uo = {Lo = f(Yo,Yo), f(f (L2, Xo),
Ly) = f(Lo, Y1), f(f(La, Xo), L1) = f(Lo, h(Yp))} is primitive as © is primitive.
Definition 6 (Schematically Unifiable). Let Uo be a schematic unification

problem. Then U is schematically unifiable iff for all i > 0, Uy = {O'(i) =
©°(i) | t = s € U} is unifiable.
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Note that the unifier of a schematic unification problem may have an infinite
domain. Thus, it must be described as a substitution schema. We focus on devel-
oping a procedure for unifiability of wuniform schematic unification problems and
leave a finite representation of the unifier to future work. However, our algorithm
(Algorithm [)) returns the objects required to construct a unifier.

Definition 7 (Schematic Unifier). Let Uo be a schematic unification prob-
lem, = a substitution schema, and o a substitution. Then (Z,0) is a schematic
unifier of Ug if for all t Zsclp,i>0,ve {s,t}, there exists m > i such that
for all k > m, OV(i)p subsumes 5% (k), where p; is the mgu of ©(i) = O (1)
and p={x—t|x g6 & zu; =t}

Ezample 7. Continuing with the substitution schema of example [, consider the
schematic unification problem {Lo = f(Yp,Ys)}. Observe that for all i > 0,
©%(i) = s where s = f(Yy,Yp) and all the instance problems are unifiable,
ie. Lo = f(Yo,Y0), f(f(Xo,X0),L1) = f(Yo,Yy), etc., and thus by Definition B
Lo = f(Yo,Yp) is schematically unifiable. A primitive schematic unifier is ({L; —
f(Lis1, Lita) [ 02 0},{Y0 — Ly, Lo = f(L1, L1)}).

Ezxample 8. For a more complex example, consider the schematic unification
problem Lo = f(Yo, f(Y1,Y0)) where © = {L; = f(f(X, f(Xit1, X)), Liva) |
i > 0}. This problem is also schematically unifiable and a schematic unifier is
({Li = f(Lit1, f(Liv2, Liv1)) | @ > 0}, {Yo = L1, Y1+ Lo, Lo = f(L1, f(La,
L1))}). Observe that the schematic unifier is simple but not primitive.

4 @E-Unification

We now introduce ©@-Unification, which computes the transitive-symmetric clo-
sure of unification problems decompositionally derivable from a set of unification
problems U. Observe that @-Unification keeps, for each variable z, all terms ¢
such that = = ¢ occurs during the unification process; this is necessary as some
variables may occur in both the current instance of a schematic unification prob-
lem as well as future instances and, thus, influence the unifier. Our goal is to
isolate a set of bindings which captures the recursive structure of the sequence
of unification problems.

In essence, our algorithm constructs a set of bindings S such that for all
{z =t} € S, one of the following holds: (i) z € @ (Store, condition 1), (ii)
there exists {y < s} € S such that y,t € V and t = y or = y (Store, condition
2), (iii) there exists {y = s} € S such that = € V(s) (Store, condition 2), or
(iv) there exists z € V(S) and k > 0 such that z € © and = € ©*(k) (Store,
condition 3). A configuration is a pair of sets of the form (S,U)e where S and
U contain unification equations. Given a set U, the initial configuration is of the
form (@,U)o. The rules are presented in Table [l Observe that arbitrary ap-
plication of these inference rules may lead to non-termination as Transitivity
can introduce unification equations that were previously decomposed. To avoid
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Decomposition (S,U U {f(7) = f(Z) e = (S, UU{ri =s: | 1 <i<n}e
Orient-1 (S,U U {r = z})e = (S,U U {z = r})o where z € V, r & V.
Orient-2 (S,UU{y = 2})e = (S, UU{y = 2,2 = y})o where z = y & U and
z,y €V.
Transitive (S, U U {z = r.z = s})o = (S,UU{z = r,z = 5,7 = s})e where
r#s,xeV
Reflexive (S, U U {t = t})o = (S, U)o
Clash (S, U{y = 7})e = L where r,s € V and head(r) # head(s).
Store (S,UU{y = r})o = (SU{y = r},U)e where y € V, and one of the following
conditions holds:

1) yeO®,and if r € V, then r € 6.

2) y & O, and there exists {x = s’} € S such that y € V(s'), 7 = x, or y = z.

3) y € O, and there exists z € V(S) and k > 0 s.t. z € © and y € V(O (k)).

Table 1. Inference Rules of @-unification

State(U, ©) — Creates a state object and a initial configuration (@, U)e.
state.orient! ({S, U)o, s a8 x) — The state object guarentees that s Lzel. Applies
Orient-1 to the unification equation s as x, returns the resulting configuration and
adds z = s to state.changes.

state.orient2({(S,U)e, y = =) — The state object guarentees that y = = € U and
z = y € U. Applies Orient-2 to the unification equation y < xz, returns the
resulting configuration and adds x a8 y to state.changes.
state.decomposition({S,U)e, s =8 t) — The state object guarentees that s Ztel.
Applies Decomposition to the unification equation s < ¢ resulting in the set
of unification equations U’. Applies Reflexitive U’ when applicable resulting in
U". Finally, returns the resulting configuration, extended by U, and adds U” to
state.changes.

state. transitivity ((S,U)e, © = s, x = t) — The state object guarentees that z =
S, T Zteldand s =t ¢ U. Applies Transitivity to the unification equations
r=sand x = t, applies Reflexitive if s = t, returns the resulting configuration
and add s =t to state.changes if s # t.

filter(func, state.changes) — func is a unary function which takes a unification equa-
tion as an argument and returns True or False. Returns the subset of state.changes
for which func returns True.

state.orient! Cond(s = t) — checks if Orient-1 may be applied to s = ¢
state.orient2Cond(s < t) — checks if Orient-2 may be applied to s < ¢
state.decomCond (s < t) — checks if Decomposition may be applied to s <t
state.left VarNewEQCond(s = t) — checks if s € V and s = t ¢ state.varDict][s].
state.storeCond(s < t) — checks if Store may be applied to s Lt
state.store((S,U)e, s = t) — The state object guarentees that s = t € U and
s=t ¢ S. Applies Store to s < ¢ and returns the resulting configuration.

Table 2. Sub-procedures used by Algorithm [I&
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non-termination, @-unification is performed using the procedure outlined in Al-
gorithm [ & Algorithm 21 However, we will avoid using these Algorithm [ &
Algorithm ] within examples and for proofs found in the Section [l as the pro-
cedure requires extensive book-keeping and obfuscates the derivation of a final
configuration.

Algorithm 1: Unification Algorithm for ©-Unification

1 Procedure thUnif (U',O) :
2 state, (S,U)o + State(U',©) // New state object and configuration
3 while update(state) do
4 while s = z < state.orient1.pop() do
5 | (S, U)o « state.orientl ({(S,U)o, s = x)
6 end
7 while f(7) = f(sn) « state.decom.pop() do
8 | (S,Uye + state.decomposition({S,U)e, f(Tn) = f(5n))
9 end
10 while z = y « state.orient2.pop() do
11 | (S, U)o + state.orient2((S, U)o, y = =)
12 end
13 while 7 = s, 2 =t + state.trans.pop() do
14 | (S, U)o « state.transitivity((S,U)e, z = s, © = t)
15 end
16 end
17 while state.Store « filter(state.storeCond, U) # () do
18 while z = t « state.Store.pop() do
19 | (S, U)o + state.store((S, U)o, x = t)
20 end
21 end
22 unif (SUU) // Throws Exception Clash or Cycle
23 return (S,U)e

By (S,U)e =* (S'.U")o, we denote the derivation of the configuration
(§".U"e from (S,U)e applying the inference rules of Table [I] in accordance
with the procedure outlined in Algorithm Il By fing(U), we denote the final
configuration returned by Algorithm [I] when applied to the initial configuration
(0,U)o. The final store is denoted by So(U). If Algorithm [ throws an exception,
then fing(U) = L (Se(UU) = L).

Theorem 2 (Termination). Let U be a finite set of unification problems and
O a schematic substitution. Then, thUnif (U, O) (Algorithm[d) terminates after
finitely many steps.

Proof. Tf an exception is thrown (Line 22 of Algorithm [Il and Line 3 of Algo-
rithm [2]), the procedure terminates. Observe that the inference rules of Table [l
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Algorithm 2: Update Algorithm for ©-Unification

1 Procedure update(state):

2 if clash(state.changes) then

3 | Raise clashException

4 end

5 state.orientl < filter(state.orient! Cond, state.changes)

6 state.decom < filter(state.decomCond, state.changes)

7 state.orient2 « filter(state.orient2Cond, state.changes)

8 forz=te filter (state.left VarNewEQCond, state.changes) do
9 state.trans < | (z = ¢, eq’) for eq' in state.varDict[x] ]

10 state.varDict[x] + state.varDict[x] U {z =t}
11 end
12 state.changes <+ )
13 if state.orientl U state.decom U state.orient2 U state.trans = () then
14 return False
15 end
16 return True

do not introduce fresh variables. Thus, the number of variables remains con-
stant during the application of Algorithm [ to the set of unification equations
U. Also, the set of all subterms of terms contained in U is finite. Thus, for any
variable z € V(U), there is a finite set of unification equations z = ¢ which may
be introduced during the application of Algorithm [I] to /. Thus, at some point,
state.var Dict[z] will contain all possible unification equations and no pairs of
the form (z Lt = s) will be added to state.trans.

Similarly, Decomposition can only be applied finitely many terms as the
maximum term depth is finite. Furthermore, Orient-1 and Orient-2 can only
be applied finitely many times for the same reason as Transitivity; this implies
that after finitely many steps, Algorithm [2] will return False. Observe that the
loop on Lines 17-21 of Algorithm [I] will terminate after finitely many steps as
the number of unification equations in ¢/ is finite and Store removes equations
from U.

Theorem 3 (Soundness). Let U be a unifiable set of finite unification prob-
lems. Then Se(U) # L.

Proof. Observe that all transformations applied to U by Algorithm [I] are valid
equational transformations.

Theorem 4 (Completeness). Let U be a finite set of unification problems.
Then if So(U) # L, then U is unifiable.

Proof. Tf unif(U) # L, then no Clash was discovered and occurs check did
not fail. Observe that Algorithm [ computes the transitive-symmetric closure
modulo decomposition and will find a Clash if one exists in U.
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An essential observation for the results presented below is as follows:

Proposition 1. Let U be a set of unification equations such that fing(U) =
(S".U"o. Then for allt =sclU/' US', teV.

Proof. Observe that Store adds unification equations to the store if the left side
is a variable. Thus, &’ will only contain unification equations of the required
form. If U’ contained a unification equation ¢ = s such that ¢ & V, then either we
can apply (i) Orient 1, (ii) Decomposition, (iii) Reflexivity, (iv) or Clash.
In any of these cases, the application of the rule contradicts the assumption that
(S",U")o is a final configuration.

Ezample 9. Consider the schematic unification problem U = {Lq = h(Yy, h(Y1,
Yo))} where © = {Ll — h/(h/(XZ7h/(Xz+1,Xl)),Ll+l) | > 0} Computation of
Se(Uy) (See Definition B proceeds as follows: Uy = {h(h(Xo, h(X1, X0)), L1) =
h(Yo, h,( Yl, }/0))} and

(@7“1)8 :>Decomposition ((DJ/{l)@

Where U' = {h(Xo,h( X1,X0)) = Yo, Ly = h(Y1,Yy)}. Next we can apply
Orient 1 to h(Xo, h(X1, Xy )) = Y resulting in

(@,Ul)@ :>Orient 1 (0,“2)@

where U? = {Yy = h(Xo, h(X1, X)), L1 = h(Y1, Yy)}. At this point we apply
Store to the contents of U2

(0,“2)@ :>Store (81, {YO £ h(Xo,h(Xl,Xo))})@ :>Store <S2,®)@

Where S' = {L; = h(Y1,Y0)}, 8% = {Yo = h(Xo, h(X1, X0)), L1 = h(Y1,Y0)}.
No rules are applicable to (S?,0)e and thus fing(U;) = (S?%,0)e and Se(U:) =
{Yo = h(Xo, h(X1, X0)), L1 = h(Y1,Yp)}.

Ezample 10. Continuing with Example[ we compute Sg(Se(U1)OL1(1)) as fol-
lows: Se(U))O% (1) = {Yy = h(Xo, h(X1, X0)), h(h(X1,h(X2, X)), Ls) = h(Y;
,Yo)} and N

((Z), S@(Z/ll)@]“l(l))@ :>Decomp051t10n (@,Z/[l)@

where U = {Yy = h(Xo,h( X1,X0)), Ly = Yo, h(X1,h(X2,X1)) = Vi }. Next
we can apply Orient 2 to Ly = Yj resulting in

(@,Ul)@ jOrient 2 ((D’u2>(_)

where U? = {Yy = h(Xo, h(X1,X0)), h(X1,h(X2,X1)) = Y1, Lo = Yy, Yy =
Ly}. Next we can apply Orient 1 to h(Xy, (X2, X1)) = Y} resulting in

(@,UQ)@ jOrient 1 ((D’u2>(_)
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where U? = {Yy = h(Xo,h(X1,X0)), Y1 = h(X1,h(X2,X1)) , Lo = Yo, Yo =
Lo}, r1 = h(X1, h(X2, X1)). Next we apply Transitivity between Y = Ly and
Yo = h(Xo, h(X1, Xo)) resulting in

(07 U2>@ :>Transitive <@7 U3)@

?

where U? = {Ly = h(Xo, (X1, X0)), Yo = h(Xo,h(X1,X0)), Lo = Yy, Y1 =
h(X1,h(X2,X1)), Yo = Lo}. At this point we apply Store three times re-
sulting in So(Se(U1)0% (1)) = {Yo = Ly, Ly = h(Xo,h(X1,Xo)), Yo =
h(Xo, h(X1, Xo))}-

Using O-unification to compute So(Us) we get {Ly = h(X1,h(X2, X1)),Yy =
Loy, Yo = h(X1,h(X2,X1))} which is equivalent to So(Se ()0 (1)). Fur-
thermore, S@(Z/[g) = {Xl ; h(XQ,h(Xg,XQ)), L3 ; h(Xl,Xo)} Observe that
S@(Z/[g)()’ = S@(Z/ll) where o = {X4 — XQ,Lg — Ll,XQ — H,Xg — Xl,Xl —
Yo }. Essentially, we map Se(Us) to Se(U1) implying that if Se(U;) is unifiable,
then Se(Us) is unifiable. At this point, we can deduce that for all i > 3, So(U;)
is unifiable. This is key to Algorithm [l and Theorem [l & [7

5 Properties of @-Unification

We now present important properties of @-Unification essential to the termina-
tion and correctness of Algorithm [Bl

Definition 8 (Irrelevant Set). Let Uo be a schematic unification problem,
i > 0 such that So(Uy) # L, and fingUy) = (SeU),U)e. Then we define
the i irrelevant set as Z; = {r; <1y | 71 ZrocelU&r ¢ O}. Furthermore, let
of = unif(Z;), that is the unifier derived from T;.

Observe that the definition of irrelevant set avoids equations of the form
Ly = X5; such equations are not members of Sg(US) (Store, condition 2).

Ezample 11. Consider the derivation presented in Example [0l The irrelevant
set computed from Sg(Se(U)OF (1)) is Ty = {Y1 = h(X1,h(X2, X1))}. We
prove below that So(Se(U1)0L1 (1)) = So(U3) (Lemma [2).

Definition 9 (Step Substitution). Let Ug be a schematic unification problem

and i > 0 such that Se(Ul) # L. Then the step substitution is defined as
O} = Uec ©'(1) where C ={z |z €0 & z € V(Se(Up))}-

Ezample 12. Consider the schematic unification problem U

F(Xa, Lo) = f(f(f(Ao, f(Rs, Bo)), Ro), f(So, f(Co, Do)))
with schematic substitution @ =

%Li < f(f(Xi, f(Zig1, f (B, f (X1, f(Bit1, Xi+1))))), Lit1) | i> O}U
Si = f(f(Fy, f(Gi, Hi)), Siv1) | i 20} U
{Ri <= f(f(Ai, Bi), Riy1) | 1 20}
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Observe that Se(Ud) =

{X[4] = f(f(Ao, f(Rs, Bo)), Ro), Lo = f(So, f(Co,Do))}

The step substitution derived from Se(UQ) is

Lo <= f(f(Xo, f(Z1, f(Eo, f(X1, f(B1,X1))))), L1)
Q0 So = f(f(Fo, f (GO,HO)),Sl)
u Ry <= f(f(Ao, Bo), R1)

R3 < f(f(As,B3), Ry)

Using the above definitions, we show that equations in the irrelevant sets, modulo
substitution, remain irrelevant for large instances.

Lemma 1. Let Up be a schematic unification problem, i > 0 s.t. So(Up) # L
and Se(UL™) # L. Then 7,0}, C T;1.

Proof. Let fing(Uy) = (So(Uf),U)e. Observe, for every r € ran(6},),rof =r
as otherwise for some unification equations in Z; we could have applied Store,
condition 3. Furthermore, U5 = U 63,. Using O-unification, we construct the
derivation (0, U5 "o =* ((ZJ UG No =* (SeUy),U"Ye =* (SeUs™),U")e
Note that Z;0;, C U’ and thus, is contained in U” as applying ©}, to Z; does
not change the left side of bindings contained in Z;, i.e. Store does not apply.
ThU.S, IlQZZ/{ g Ii-i—l-

The recursive construction presented in the following Lemma captures what
was discussed in Example [I0] at the end of Section Ml

Lemma 2. Let Ug be a schemqtic unification problem and i > 0 such that
Se(Uy) # L. Then So(Se(Ub)60},) = Se(Us™).

Proof. Let fing(Ub) = {(Se(Ub),U)e. From the construction of U} and UL
there exists a sequence of rules such that (0,U5")e =* (0,U6},)e and Z/l@Z =
7,0}, U Se (U)0;, UNO;, where N = {r < 1y |r1,ro €V &1 €60 &1y & O}
We know L@ZZ C Z;41 and thus it can be ignored. Concerning N, it contains
unification equations which Store, condition I avoids adding to the store. Thus,
after applying 0}, 20}, < y would be removed in favor of y = 26j, which may
already be in Se(Uy)O;,. Thus, NO}, can be ignored as it will only result in
unification equations already in Se(U})O},. Furthermore, (0, So(U5)0: o =*
(SeUS™),U"Yo Thus, Se(Se(Uy)64,) = SeUL™).

There are two important corollaries of Lemma

Corollary 1. Let Uo be a schematic unification problem and i > 0 such that
Se(Us) = 0. Then for all j > i, Se(Ud) = 0.

Corollary 2. Let Uo be a schematic unification problem and i > 0 such that
Se(Uy) = L. Then for all j > i, So(UL) =
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5.1 Bounding Term Depth

The recursive application of ©-unification to a schematic unification problem Ug
greatly simplifies the computation of Sg(Ug) for i > 0; we only need to consider
bindings which are relevant to larger instances. In addition, we can bound the
depth of terms that occur in a normalimalized form of Se(U).

Definition 10 (©-normalization). Let © be a schematic substitution and r €
T. We define the @-normalization of the term r, abbreviated r To, inductively
as follows: (i) if r € V thenr To=r, (ii) if there exists d,k > 0 and L € dom(O)
such that r = OLa(k) | then r to= Lq, (iil) otherwise, if r = f(r1,...,7,) for
feXx thenr = f(r1te,...,mn To).

Ezample 13. Consider © = {L; — h(h(X;, h(X;t1,Li+1)), X;)} and the term
r = h(Xo,h(Xl,h(h(Xl,h(XQ,LQ)),Xl))). Then r T@: h,(Xo,h(Xl,Ll)) as
rl22 = h(h(X1, h(Xa2, L2)), X1) = ©%1(1).

Definition 11 (Normalized Store). Let Ug be a schematic unification prob-
lem and i > 0. Then Se(Uj) = {x =tte|z =t € So(U})}.

By considering Se(Uf,) rather than Se(Uy) we can bound the size of terms

occurring in Se(U}). To simplify the following discussion, consider a set of uni-
fication equations . Now, let terms(U) = {r; | i € {1,2} & r1 = 1o € U},
dbo(U) = max{dep(t) | t € terms(U)} when U # (), and dbe(U) = 0 otherwise.

Lemma 3. Let Ug be a schematic unification problem such that © is primitive
and i > 0 such that Se(Uy) # L . Then dbeo(Se(Uy)) < dbe(USOY)).

Proof. When i = 0, dbo(Se(Ud)) < dbe(UL6Y,) follows from termination of
O-unification (Theorem [) and Definition [l We now assume, as our induction
hypothesis, that dbe (Se(Uy)) < dbe(USOY) holds up to some i and show that it
also holds for i+1. Now consider dbe (Se (U,)6;,) < dbe(US65,6;,) derived from
the induction hypothesis. From Theorem B we derive dbe(Se(Se(Uy)6;,)) <
dbe(Se (U)6;,). Now, we normalize both sides of the inequality, resulting in
dbe(Se(Se(Uy)6;,)) < dbe(US65,6;, To). Observe that normalization results
in the following inequality dbe(Se(Se(UE)6},)) < dbe(US6OY,). Using transi-
tivity and dbe(Se(Us™")) = dbe(Se(Se(Uy)6i,)), derived from Lemma B we

derive the following inequality, dbe(Se(Us ™)) < dbe(USOY).

Lemma 4. Let Ug be a schematic unification problem such that © is primitive.
Then for alli > 0 and for anyr € terms(Se(U})), there existst € terms(UQOY)),
t' € sub(t), and k > 0 such that r = shy(t').

Proof. The rules of Table [I] do not substitute into variables; thus, the term
structure is preserved up to the shifting of indices.
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5.2 Bounding Variables Count

In addition to bounding the term depth of terms occurring in Mé, for large

enough i, we can bound the number of fresh variables occurring in L{(SH), but
not ¢. We conjecture that there is a bound on the number of variables that remain
relevant to a given instance Uy If our conjectured bound is correct and we are
considering a large enough ¢, then for all uniform schematic unification prob-
lems, there is a finite bound on the number of distinct variables in Se(Ug).
To aid our presentation of the results in this section, we introduce the fol-
lowing functions: mazl(©,U) = max {max{i | i € Vn(t)} | t € terms(U)}, and
minl (©,U) = min {min{i | ¢ € Vn(t)} | t € terms(U)} where U is a set of uni-
fication equations and © is a schematic unification.

Lemma 5. Let Ug be a primitive schematic unification problem. Then for all
i > mazl (0,U$6y), VU™ — [VUL)| < [Veym(Bo) \ dom(0)].

Proof. If |Vsym (USOY)| = 0, then V(UL) = () for all i > 0 and the bound trivially
holds. We assume for the induction hypothesis that for i > mazl(6,US6Y),
VUS| — VUS| < [Vsym(Be) \ dom(6)| and show that this statement also
holds for 7 + 1. In other words, at most, one fresh variable per variable symbol.
Observe that V(UL) = (V(UL)\P)UV(Q) where P = {z |z € © & x € V(UE,)}
and Q = {sh;(Be(X)) | X; € P}. Thus, any variable occurring in U5 but not
in U¢ where introduced by Q, i.e. at least one variable per symbol in Vs, (Be).
Now let ni,n2,7,k > 0 such that j < k, shyp,(r1), shn,(r2) € Q, X; €
V(8hn, (1)), Xk € V(8hn,(r2)), and X, X & V(UL). Observe that X ¢ dom(O)
as we assume that © is primitive, i.e. for all X € dom(0), Ro(X) C {0,1}.
Observe that there exists minl (0,US60Y) < m1 < ma < mazl(0,UL6OY)
such that j =i+ my and k = i + ma, e.g. mg =13 + 13 where [y € {j | z €
V(ran(0Y)) & Vn(z) = {j}& Veym(z) = {X}} and Io = {j | z € dom(0)) &
X € Voym (20Y)) & Vn(z) = {j}}. Essentially, l5 is an index of a variable symbol
from dom(©) occurring in U4 and [; is an index of an occurrence of a variable
with variable symbol X in the substitution 98{. Together, they define the initial

shifting of variables with the symbol X. This implies that X; € L{g(mrml),
contradicting our assumption that X; & V(UY) as V(L{g(mrml)) CV(Up).

Lemma [ implies that, for large enough 4, the instance problems are well-
behaved regarding variable introduction.

Definition 12 (Future Relevant). LetUg be a schematic unification problem,
i >0, So(Uy) # L. Then x € V(So(UE)), such that z € O, is future relevant
if (i) for some y € dom(6},), Vn(z) > Vn(y) and (ii) X € Vsym(Bo(Y)) where
Veym(y) = {Y'}. We denote the future relevant set of Se(Ug) as F*.

Ezample 14. Consider Example [0l Then F? = {X3} in Sg(U3).

Definition 13 (Irrelevant Variables). Let Uo be a schematic unification
problem, i > 0, SoUy) # L. Then TV = {z |z € V(i) & v ¢ O & v ¢
V(Se(Us))}-
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Definition 14 (EQ). Let Ueo be a schematic unification problem, i > 0, So(Ug)
# 1, and x € V(Se(UL)). Then BEQY = {z} U{y |z =y,y = x € So(Ub)}.

We use the equivalence classes to define a simplifying substitution, which is
used to define a bound on the variables in Sg (1) for large enough 4.

Definition 15 (Simplifying Substitution). Let Ug be a schematic unifica-
tion problem, i > 0 s.t. So(Uy) # L. Then EQ; C V(Se(Uy)) s.t. for all
x € V(SeUy)), x € EQ, iff (i) for ally € EQ,, EQY N EQY =0, (ii) for all
y € BQY, Va(w) = Va(y). Let 07 % = {y = o | v #y & x € BEQ; & y € BQF}.

The simplifying substitution and the irrelevant variables capture all variables
not relevant to So(Ug). We define a ratio between the variables in the store of
past instances and variables in the store of the current instance. Past refers
instances prior to max{mazl(0,U365)) , dbo(US6},)}, denoted stab(Uo).

Definition 16 (Stability). Let Uo be a primitive schematic unification prob-
lem and i = stab(Uo), j > i. We refer to UL, as stable if So(UL) = L or
stab(Uoe,j) < 1 where

V(Se (U)o — IV
stab(Ug, j) = min | (M JQ)| 12/ 0<k<i
V(Se UE)o?) - |TY|

Stability is based on the following observation: For every ¢ € Bg, if there exist
positions p,q € pos(t) and i,k > 0 such that ¢[, = X; and t|; = X4, then
shi(t)|p = Xitr, 1.g. variables with large indices occur at the position of variables
with lower indices in the shifted term. At instance stab(Uo ), all variables occuring
in UZ 6}, which could shift positions have shifted positions. For large input terms,
we have to wait until the terms have been totally decomposed, hence dbe (US6Y,).

Definition 17 (oco-Stability). Let Uo be a primitive schematic unification
problem. Then Ug is co-stable if for all j > stab(Ue), Se(UL) is stable.

Theorem 5. Let Ug be a uniform schematic unification problem and oco-stable,
Jj > stab(Ue), and i > 0 is the index of the instance that minimizes stab(Ueg, 7).

Then if for all k >0, So(UE) # L then [V(SoUb))or?| < [V(Se U)ot ®|.

Proof. Observe that the index that minimizes stab(Ug, j) is the same for all
j > stab(Ue). By Theorem [I] we can transform Ue into a primitive schematic
unification problem. When j = i, the statement trivially holds. Let us assume
that the statement holds for j, for the induction hypothesis and show that it

—— T, —
holds for j + 1. Tf [V(Se(Ug "))o(%,)| < V(Se(t}))a}?], then the state-
ment follows by transitivity with the induction hypothesis. If |V(Se (U}))o EQ| <
[V(Se (U ]H))) (J+1)| then we prove the statement as follows: By Lemma []

There are |Voym(Bo) \ dom(©)| variables occuring in L{(@]H) which did not
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occur in Z/{é. Because Z/{((_)j ) and Z/{é are stable we can derive the following:

IZY 1l = (G =) - [Vaym(Be) \ dom(©)[ + 2| (1)
IZY > (j =i = 1) [Vaym(Be) \ dom(©)[ + [} (2)
21| = [Vaym(Be) \ dom(0)] + |Z} | ®3)

Substracting Line (2) from (1) and adding |IJV| to both sides results in Line (3),

. . i1 YR
which entails [V(So(Us ™)a (3| < V(S )|,
Conjecture 1. All uniform schematic unification problems are co-stable.

If there exists a uniform schematic unification problem which is not oo-stable,
for large i, So(U%) will contain chains of bindings z' = t1,...,2" = t, where
ti,.ootn €V, 2UTD € V(1) for 0 < j < n, z' is relevant to computing
Se (Z/{SH)), and some variables in V(¢,) are not. Thus variables introduced by
L{gk where 0 < k < ¢ may be relevant to L{g+l). While there are unification

problems producing binding chains, such as {f(f(f(f(a, Xo),Yo), Zo), Wo) =
FWo, f(Zo, f(Yo, f(Xo,a))))}, the binding chain produced is inversely ordered
to what we describe above. With shifting (Definition [I]), the construction of such

examples is highly non-trivial; we conjecture that none exist.

6 Unifiability of Uniform Schematic Unification Problems

Our algorithm accepts input that is potentially not oo-stable and throws an
exception if stability is violated; uSchUnif (V=) returns L in such cases. The

subprocedures of Algorithm [Bl are defined in Table [Bl

Theorem 6 (Termination). Let Uo be a uniform schematic unification prob-
lem. Then uSchUnif (Ug) terminates.

Proof. We assume that Ug is co-stable. If not, then for i > stab(Uo), Line 13 of
Algorithm [3] will throw an exception, and the procedure will terminate. Concern-
ing Lines 3 & 7, we show that @-unification terminates in Theorem 2l By our
assumption that Ug is co-stable and Lemma[3} 4] &[Bl we show that there exists is
a finite set of sets of bindings B such that for all i > stab(Ue), Se (Ug)UiEQ €B
modulo variable renaming (Definition [I]). Thus, by the infinitary pigeonhole

principle, there exists stab(Uo) < i < j such that S@(Ué)U-EQ = S@(Mé)on,

modulo variable renaming, and are disjoint (Line 16 of Algorithm [)). Thus, if

no exception is thrown, Line 17 is always reached.

Theorem 7 (Soundness). Let Ug be a uniform schematic unification problem.
If uSchUnif Ue) # L, then for all i > 0, U} is unifiable.

Proof. Let us consider U3. Observe that Line 3 of Algorithm [ applies ©-
unification to Ug. Given that O-unification is sound (Theorem [ we can con-
clude that if thUnif (UQ) = L then uSchUnif (Uo) = L (contrapositive).
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Algorithm 3: Unification Algorithm for Uniform Schematic Unification
1 Algorithm uSchUnif (V=) :

2 Uo < makePrimitive(V=)
3 (Se (UY),UoYe « thUnif (U, O) // Throws Exception
4 Oy + stepSubs(Se(UQ),O)
5 s, Ty < stab(Uo) , irr(Se (US),Us)
6 for i + 1 to co by 1 do
7 (Se(Ub), U)o + thUnif (Se US04, 0) // Throus Ex.
8 Ti  Ti1)05 D Uirr(Se (Ud), Us)
9 cycle(Z;, 0) // Throws Exception
10 P9 F  computeEqFr(Se (Ub), 6)
11 6y, + stepSubs(Se(Ub),O)
12 if i > s then
13 stability(i7s7ué7an7Ii) // Throws Exception
14 for j<~ 0toi—1by I do
15 p + checkForMap(F*, Se(Ub)o P, F7, S@(Llé)an, o)
16 if 41 A varDisjoint(Se(Ub)o?, Se(UL)o?,©) then
17 return p, Se(Uy), oF¢, Se(UL), qu Zi
18 end
19 end
20 end
21 end

For the step case, we assume that for all ¢ > 0, if uSchUnif (Ug) # L, then

U is unifiable, and show that if uSchUnif Uo) # L, then U5 is unifiable.
Observe that, by the construction of Ug and UG, if thUnif (UE) = L then
thUnif (U5T) = L (Corollary B]). In this case, the Theorem trivially follows.
We now consider the case where thUnif (US) # L and thUnif U5™) = L. We
assume that uSchUnif (Ue) # L and reach a contradiction.

let us assume that wSchUnif(Uo) terminates with a cycle between U2 and
Ug for 0 < m < n. Now, we need to consider two cases:

— i+ 1 < n: Observe that thUnif (U}, 0) = (Se(Us), SeUy) UTZ; U N)e
where N is as defined in the proof of Lemma 2] and can be ignored. Thus,
thUnif US™) = L due to thUnif (Se(Us)05,0) = L or cyclic(Z11),O)
throwing an exception where Z(;; ) is built from the final configuration of
thUnif (Se(Uy)60;,, ©) and I;. Either case contradicts uSchUnif (Uo) # L.

—n<i+1:Notethati=m-+k-(n—m)+jforsomek>1and0<j<
n —m. By Algorithm [3] we know that there is a mapping from the variables

of Se (Z/{é)oiEQ to Se (U(@mﬂ))ogﬁrj). Furthermore, Line 16 of Algorithm [3

ensures that S@(U}_))Uf ? and S@(U(E)mﬂ ))Ugrgrj) are variable disjoint and

none of the variables occuring in Sg (L{émﬂ ))agnQﬂ) are future relevant to

So (L{é)alE Q. this avoids the possibility of unchecked variable cycles. From
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— makePrimitive(Vz=)- The input Vz is a uniform schematic unification problem. The
procedure transforms = into a primitive schematic substitution © using the susti-
tution o = 0102...0, where |dom(Z)| =n and 01,09, .. .,0, are the substitution
computed using Theorem [l Let 0’ = {z > t | z0 =t & Veym(x) N dom(Z) = 0},
i.g. 0 without domain bindings. Finally we compute substitution & = Vo’ and
return Ue.

— thUnif (U, ©)- The input is a set of unification equations U and a schematic substi-
tuion . The procedure applies O-unification (Section M) to the initial configura-
tion (@,U)e computing fing(U) = (S,U)e. If during the computation of fing(U)
a clash is detected, the procedure throws an exception. Additionally, unif (U) is
computed. If a cycle is detected, the procedure throws an exception. Otherwise
fing(U) is returned.

— stepSub(U, ©)- The input is a set of unification equations U and a schematic sub-
stituion @. The procedure computes the object presented in Definition

— 4rr(S,U)- The input is the store S and active set U produced by O-unification
(Section [)). The procedure returns a set of bindings Z (Definition [§]). Line 8 of
Algorithm [B] computes the subsequent irrelevant set using Lemma, [Tl

— cycle(U,©)- The input is a set of bindings I/ and a schematic substitution ©. We
Check if U fails occurs check as follows: Let Imax (U, ©0) = max{Vn(z) |z =t €
UY, RU.0)={r|z=tcU AreV({t)Ar € O}, Ruin(U',0) = min{Vy(r) |
r € RU,0)}, Vyap(U',0) = Iazx(U',0) — Rinin(U',0) + 1, chco(U',0) = U,
and chcoU',i+ 1) = U (U,cc ©") where U™ = chco(U', i), and C = R(U",O).
An exception is thrown if unif (chco (U, Vyap(U,O)) = L an exception is thrown.
Essentially we are checking for occurs checks in the Irrelevant set.

— computeEqFr(S, ©)- The input is a set of bindings S and a schematic substitution
©. The procedure computes a substitution o presented in Definition and the
future relevant variables (Definition [12]).

— stability (i, s,U, 0, T)- Takes as input i, s € N, variable mapping o, and set of bind-
ings U, Z. Checks if ¢ > s and if this is the case, the procedure checks if U, o,
and Z are stable with respect to the problem with index minimizing stab(Ue, 1)
(Definition [I6). If the stability fails, an exception is thrown.

— checkForMap(F1,Uv, F2,Uz,0) - Takes as input sets of variables Fi and Fa, set
of bindings U1, U2, and a schematic substitution @. The procedure searches for
a mapping p from V(U1) to V(Uz) such that (i) if z € dom(u) and = € Fi then
zp € Fa, (1) Vsym(T) = Veym(zp), (1) if x € V(Ur1) N V(Us), the z = zp , and
(iv) Urp = Us. If such a mapping p exists, return u, otherwise None.

— wvarDisjoint(F1,Ur, F2,Uz,0) - Takes as input sets of variables Fy and Fa, set
of bindings U1, Uz, and a schematic substitution ©. The procedure checks if (i)
V(U) NV U2) N (F1UF) =0 and (i5) Fi1 N Fa = ) return True otherwise False.

Table 3. Subprocedures of Algorithm [3
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this observation we can deduce that there is a mapping from irr(Se (Ug),U;)

to irr(Se (Z/{gnﬂ )),Z/{(m+j)) as the same bindings will be irrelevant modulo
variable renaming.
As the output of Algorithm [3] defines a cycle, the above deduction im-

EQ

plies that a mapping from the variables of S@(Zjlgﬂ))a(iﬂ) to the vari-

ables of S@(L{ém+j+1))ag,?+j+1) exists, thus equating the two unification

problems. However, thUm'f(SQ(Z/l((_)mﬂﬂ))@l(/{mﬂﬂ),@) # 1 as we know
uSchUnif (Ue) terminated with a cycle. Thus, if thUnif (US5™") = L, then

cyclic(Z(; 41y, ©) must throw an exception. However, as with the it" case there
is a mapping from irr(Se (u(g”),u(iﬂ)) to irr(Se (u(@m”“)),u(mHH))

as the same bindings are introduced modulo variable renaming. Thus, if
cyclic(Z(;41y,0) throws an exception, then cyclic(Z(y4j4+1),©) must also
throw an exception contradicting our assumption that uSchUnif (Uo) # L.
Thus, we have derived that if 5 7" is not unifiable and uSchUnif (Uo) = L,
the contrapositive of the induction hypothesis.

Theorem 8 (Completeness). Let Ug be an co-stable uniform schematic uni-
fication problem. If for all i > 0, UY, is unifiable, then uSchUnif (Ue) # L.

Proof. Follows from the proofs of Theorem [@l & [71

Congecture 2 (Completeness). Let Uo be a uniform schematic unification prob-
lem. If for all i > 0, U, is unifiable, then uSchUnif (Ue) # L.

If Conjecture[lis correct, then Line 13 of Algorithm [Bnever throws an exception.
Thus, completeness is an immediate consequence. Concerning the complexity of
Algorithm Bl observe that Line 15 is essentially a subsumption check (an NP-
complete problem). Thus, Algorithm [3 has an exponential running time.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we present schematic unification problems, a generalization of
first-order unification allowing variables to be associated with a recursive defi-
nition. We define a well-behaved fragment and present a sound and terminat-
ing algorithm. The algorithm is complete under the additional restriction that
the schematic unification problem is co-stable. We conjecture that all uniform
schematic unification problems are oo-stable. Future work includes addressing
the open conjecture, generalizing these results to simple schematic unification
problems and possibly problems with mutually recursive schematic substitu-
tions. Currently, the algorithm produces the objects necessary for constructing
a schematic unifier. We plan to address the construction of the unifier in the near
future. Also, we plan to investigate how one could integrate such unification into
a resolution calculus, likely a calculus similar to the one presented in [I5]. This
type of unification is essential to developing a cyclic resolution calculus for in-
expressive theories of arithmetic [T028].
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A Discussion of Implementation

An implementation of the algorithm presented in this paper may be found in the
repository |github.com/Ermine516/Schematic-Unification. The implementation
contains a test suite of 35 problems and an additional 3 problems that are non-
uniform (Examples/simple).

B Example Run

Consider the Schematic unification problem

Ue = {f(Xu,Lo) = f(f(Y3,Y3), f(Yo, f(Y1,Y0)))}

where schematic substitution is as follows:

O ={Li = f(f(Xitv1, f(Zi, f(Xiv1, f(Xi, f(Ziy1,X3))))), Lita) | @ > 0}

and stab(Uo) = 8. In each subsection below, we present the objects produced
by each step of Algorithm [B

B.1 i=0

— VUR)| — ldom(og )| —1TY'| = 5
— Iy is empty
FO ={X4}

— Se(UD) is as follows
Xy = f(Ys,Y3)
EQ

— 0y ¢ is identity substitution
— O0) ={Lo— f(f(Xq, f(Zo, f(X1, f(Xo, f(Z1,X0))))), L1)}

B.2 i=1

= VUS)| — ldom(0y?)| —|ZY| = 9
— Se(U}) is as follows

Yo = f(X1, f(Zo, (X1, f(Xo. f(Z1, X0)))))
Xa = f(Ys,Y3)
Ly = [(¥1,Yp)

— 1 is empty

- F'={X4, 71, X1}

olEQ is identity substitution

= 04 ={Li— f(f(Xa, f(Z1, (X2, (X1, f(Z2,X1))))), L2)}


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-54458-7_17
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-54458-7\_17
https://github.com/Ermine516/Schematic-Unification
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B.3 i=2
— VUB)| - |dom(oy )| - Z¥| = 7
— Se(U2) is as follows

Yo % (X1, f(Zo, (X1, f(Xo, f(Z1,X0)))))
Yo = Lo

Xy = f(¥3,Y3)

Lo = (X1, f(Zo, [(X1, [(Xo, f(Z1,X0)))))

— 75 is as follows

(V£ 1, £, £ (X, (X0, £ (20, X)) }

- F?={X4}

- 02E @ is identity substitution

— 6% ={La— f(f( X3, [(Z2, [ (X3, [(X2, f(Z3,X2))))), Ls)}

B.4 i=3
— [VUZ)| - |dom(o5?)| — [Z¥] = 10
— Se(UP) is as follows
X1 = [(Xs, f(Za, f( X3, f(X2, f(Z3, X2)))))
Xy = f(Y3,Y3)
Ly = f(Zo, f(X1, f(Xo, f(Z1, X0))))

— 73 is as follows

1,07 U {Yo = F(f( X3, [(Za, f( X3, [(Xa, £(Z3,X2))))), L3)}

- F? ={Xy, X3, 73}
— ai;E Qg identity substitution
- 82[ = {L3 = f(f(X4a f(Z37f(X4a f(X3a f(Z47X3)))))’L4)}

B.5 i=4
— VU)| - |dom (o5 ?)| - |ZV] = 10
— Se(Uy) is as follows
X1 = (X3, [(Z2, [(X3, f(Xa2, f(Z3, X2)))))
Xy = f(¥s,Y3)
Ly = (X1, f(Xo, f(Z1, X0)))

— T, is as follows
7565 U { 20 2 J(Xa. [(Zs. F(Xa, (X3, (20, X)) |

- F* ={X4}
- on is identity substitution
= O ={La [(f(Xs5, f(Za, f( X5, [(Xa, [(Z5,X4))))), L5)}
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B.6 i=5

— PU)| — dom(o5?)| —|TY| = 5
— Se(UD) is as follows

Ls = f(Xo, f(Z1, Xo))

Zs = Zs
Zs = Z3
X5 = X5
X35 = X5
— 75 is as follows
Xl % f(X37 f(227f(X37 f(X27 f(Z37X2)))))
Xl = f(X57 f(Z47f(X57 f(X47 f(Z57X4)))))
o) Xa = F(05,Y5)
HOUY X, L (v va)
X=X,
Xy = X,
— F® ={X5,Z5}

— 0'5EQ = {Z3 — Z5,X3 — X5}
— 60}, ={Ls — f(f(Xe, f(Zs, f(Xe, f(X5, f(Zs,X5))))), Le)}

B.7 i=6

— VUE)| ~ |dom(og )| — T3] = 8
— Se(Uy) is as follows

Lo = f(Z1,Xo)

Xo : f(Xe, f(Zs, f(Xe, f(X5, f(Zs, X5))))
Z3 = Zs

Zs = Zs

X5 = X3

X3 = X5

— g is as follows
7560},

Fb = {XG,ZG}
— O'GEQ = {Zg l—>Z5,X3 |—>X5}
05 =A{Le — f(f (X7, f(Zs, [(X7, f(Xe, f(Z7,X5))))): L7)}

25
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B.8 i=7

= VUE)| —~ |dom(o7 )| — Z¥| = 7

— Se(Uf) is as fo

— 7T is as follows

T60f, U{ 71 £ £, f(Zo, £(Xr, F(Xo, f(Z2, X)) }

- Py

llows

Ly : f(Xe, f(Zs, f( X6, f(X5, f(Z6,X5))))
Xo = Ly
Zs = Zs
Zs = Zs
X5 = X5
X5 = X5

— 07% ={Zs > Z5, X3 X5}
= Of ={L7— f(f(Xs, f(Zq, f(Xs, [ (X7, [(Zs, X7))))), Ls)}

B.9 i=8

— [VWUB)| — |dom(og?)| — |T¥| = 10
— Se(UP) is as follows

— g is as follows
1-79; U {

- Fg - {X87Z8}

Ls = f(Zs, [(Xe, [(X5, f(Zs, X5))))

Xo = f(Xs, [ (Zr, [(Xs, [ (X7, [(Zs, X7))))
Z3 : Z5

Zs = Zs

X5 < X

X5 < X5

Xo = [(Xe, f(Zs, [ (X6, f (X5, f(Z6, X5))))

Xo = [(f(Xs, f(Zr, f(Xs, f (X7, f(Zs, X7))))), Ls)

— UfQ ={Z3— Z5, X3 — X5}
— Oy ={Ls — f(f(Xo, [(Zs, [(Xo, f(Xs, f(Z9, X3))))), Lo)}

}
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B.10 i=9
— VUY)| ~ |dom(og?)| —|1Z¥'| = 5
— stab(Ue,9) = .5
— Se(UD) is as follows

Ly = f(Xe, f(X5, f(Z6, X5)))
Xo = f(Xs, f(Z1, f(Xs, f(X7, f(Zs, X7)))))
X5 = X5
X3 = X5
— Ty is as follows
Zs = Zs
s = 75
Zs % f(Xo, f(Zs, f(Xo, f(Xs, f(Zo, X5)))))
Zs = f(Xo, f(Zs, [(Xo, [(Xs, f(Zy,X3)))))

T365 U

- ={}
— O'QEQ = {Xg — X5}
— 6}, ={Lo — f(f(X10, f(Zo, f(X10, f(Xo, f(Z10,X0))))), L10)}

B.11 i=10
= VUE)| — |dom(o1?)| I TH| = 5
— stab(Up,11) = .5
— Se(UY’) is as follows

Lo % f(Xs, f(Zs, X5))
X5 = X3
X3 ; X5
Xg ; XlO
ZlO < Z8
X10 < X8
Zg ; ZlO
— Zyp is as follows
Zg é Z7
X = f(Xu0, f(Zs, f(X10, f(Xo, (Z10, X0))))
To09 U ?; B ig
Z7 ; Z9
X Z f(Xg,f(Z7,f(X8,f(X77f(ZS’X7)))))

— F1°={Xy9, Z10}
- Uﬁ)Q ={X3 — X5, Xg — X10,Zs — Zio}
= 6} = {Lio = f(f(X11, f(Zr0, F( X1, f(Xn0, f(Z11, X10))))), L11)}



28 D. M. Cerna

B.12 i=11
— VU — |dom(o7?)| - ITH] = 6
— stab(Uo,11) = .6
— Se(Uy') is as follows

L = f(Zs, X5)

X3 = f(Xu1, f(Zro, f(Xa1, (X0, f(Z11, X10)))))
X5 % f(Xa1, f(Z1o, f(X11, f(Xa0, f(Z11, X10)))))
X5 = X3

X3 = X5

Xs = X1o

Zo = Zs

X10 = X3

Zs = Zvo

— 741 is as follows
T106};
- F; ={X11,Z11}
— ob® = {X3 = X5, Xs > X10, Zs > Z10}
— O ={Lu — f(f(X12, [(Z11, f(Xa2, f(X11, f(Z12, X11))))), L12)}

B.13 i=12

— VUE)| — |dom(o13°)| - |Th| = 6
— stab(Up,12) = .6
— Se(UL?) is as follows

X5 = Lia
X3 = L12
Ly = = f(X11, £ (Zao, f(X11, f(Xn0, f(Z11, X10)))))
X3 = f(X11, f(Zro, f(X11, f(X10, f(Z11, X10)))))
X5 : f(Xa, f(Zho, f(Xa1, f( X0, f(Z11, X00)))))
X5 = X3
X3 = X5
Xs = X1o
Zho = Zs
X10 = Xs
Zs = Zio

— 712 is as follows

116y U {ZG = (X2, f(Z11, f(Xa2, f(X11, [(Z12, X11))))) }

- F12 {}
— 0' —{X3|—>X5,Xg|—>X10,Zg)—>Z10}
@512 ={Li2 = f(f(Xu3, f(Z12, f(Xu3, f(Xa2, f(Z13, X12))))), L13)}
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B.14 i=13
— VUE)| — |dom(o73?)| = [Ty] = 8
— stab(Ue,13) = .8
— So(UE?) is as follows

Lis = f(Zho, (X1, f(X10, f(Z11, X10))))

Xs = X10

Zo = Zs

X10 = X3

Zs = Z1o

Xu1 = f(Xuz, f(Zra, f(Xas, [(Xi2, f(Z13, X12)))))

— 13 is as follows

X3 é f(Xa1, f(Zo, f(X11, f(Xi0, f(Z11, X10)))))

X5 é f(Xa1, f(Zro, f(Xa1, f(Xi0, f(Z11, X10)))))

12 X5 = X3

11291/{ U X éXt—)

Xs ; f(f(Xa2, f(Z11, f(Xa2, f(X11, f(Z12, X11))))), L12)
X3 = f(f (X2, f(Z11, f(Xa2, f(Xa1, f(Z12, X11))))), L12)

- F1B ={Xy3,Z13}
- UlEBQ ={Xg— Xy0,Zs — Z10}
= 0 ={Lis— f(f( X1, [(Z13, [ (X1, [(X13, [(Z14,X13))))), L14)}

B.15 i=14
— VUEH| = |dom(ori?)| - [ZH| = 7
— stab(Uo,14) = .7
— So(UE!) is as follows

Ly = f(Xu1, f(X10, f(Z11, X10)))

Xs = X10

X10 = X3

Xu1 = f(Xas, f(Zra, f(Xas, f(Xa2, f(Z13, X12)))))

— 744 is as follows

Z3 %Zlo
o Z10 f Zg
PO 202 F (X, [ (Zas, § (X, f (K, [ (Zas, X13))))
Zho = f(Xua, f(Zs, f(X1a, f(Xas, F(Z14, X13)))))
=)

— O'ﬂQ = {Xg — XlO}
= Ot = {Lu— [(f(X15, [(Z1a, [(X15, [ (X14, [(Z15, X14))))), L15) }
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B.16 i=15

— VUS|~ |dom(o15?)| - [TH] = 5
— stab(Uo,15) = .5
— Se(UY) is as follows

Lis = f(X10, f(Z11, X10))
Xs = X10
X0 = X3
X153 = X135
X135 = X13
Zhs = Z3
Zhs = Zs

— 745 is as follows

Xu1 = f(Xas, f(Zra, f(Xas, f(Xa2, f(Z13, X12)))))
Zi4 = Zho
X1 = f(Xis, f(Zra, [(Xas, (X4, f(Z15, X14)))))
Zi2 = Zna
Xi2 = Xua
X1 = Xio

7146} U

— FY% ={Xy5, Z15}

o1 = {Xg = X10, X13 = X15, Z13 — Z15}

— 0 ={Lis = f(f(Xu6, [ (Z15, f(Xq6, f(X15, F(Z16, X15))))), L16) }
— Se(UE) is as follows

{L15 = f(X10, f(Z11, X10)) }

— Se(U3) is as follows
{L5 = f(X07f(Z17X0))}

= p={X10 = X5, Z11 = Z1, L15 > L5}

At this point the algorithm terminates.
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