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Abstract

Ordering is a well-established concept in mathematics and also plays an important role in many areas
of computer science, where quasi-orderings, most notably well-founded quasi-orderings and well-quasi-
orderings, are of particular interest. This paper deals with quasi-orderings on first-order terms and
introduces a new notion of unification based on a special quasi-order, known as homeomorphic tree
embedding. Historically, the development of unification theory began with the central notion of a most
general unifier based on the subsumption order. A unifier o is most general, if it subsumes any other
unifier 7, that is, if there is a substitution A with v =; oA, where E is an equational theory and = denotes
equality under E. Since there is in general more than one most general unifier for unification problems
under equational theories E, called E-Unification, we have the notion of a complete and minimal set of
unifiers under E for a unification problem I', denoted as ulfXx(T"). This set is still the basic notion
in unification theory today. —But, unfortunately, the subsumption quasi-order is not a well-founded
quasi-order, which is the reason why for certain equational theories there are solvable E-unification
problems, but the set £/ X(I") does not exist. They are called type nullaryin the unification hierarchy.
In order to overcome this problem and also to substantially reduce the number of most general unifiers,
we extended the well-known encompassment order on terms to an encompassment order on substitutions
(modulo E). Unification under the encompassment order is called essential unification and if uld X(T")
exists, then the complete set of essential unifiers el X;(I") is a subset of ul/ Tx(T"). An interesting effect
is that many E-unification problems with an infinite set of most general unifiers (under the subsumption
order) reduce to a problem with only finitely many essential unifiers. Moreover, there are cases of an
equational theory E, for which the complete set of most general unifiers does not exist, the minimal and
complete set of essential unifiers however does exist. Unfortunately again, the encompassment order
is not a well-founded quasi-ordering either, that is, there are still theories with a solvable unification
problem, for which a minimal and complete set of essential unifiers does not exist. This paper deals
with a third approach, namely the extension of the well-known homeomorphic embedding of terms to a
homeomorphic embedding of substitutions (modulo E). We examine the set of most general, minimal, and
complete E-unifiers under the quasi-order of homeomorphic embedment modulo an equational theory E,
called pUX,(I"), and propose an appropriate definitional framework based on the standard notions of
unification theory extended by notions for the tree embedding theorem or Kruskal’s theorem as it is called.
The main results are that for regular theories the minimal and complete set ol % (") always exists. If we
restrict the E-embedding order to pure E-embedding, a well-known technique in logic programming and
term rewriting where the difference between variables is ignored, the set ¢,U X (I") always exists and it is
even finite for any theory E.
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1. Introduction

Ordering is a well-established concept in mathematics and it plays an important role in many
areas of theoretical computer science too. Quasi-orderings (qo) and most notably well-founded
quasi-orderings (wfqo) and well-quasi-orderings (wqo) in particular are of great general interest,
see Kruskal (1972). Probably the most popular application within our own field is the use of quasi-
orders and well-quasi-orders on first-order terms to prove the termination of rewriting rules, see
Dershowitz (1982, 1987) and logic programs see Leuschel (1998, 2002).

In the theory of E-unification of terms based on an alphabet ¥ = Fu X, with signature F and
variables X and an equational theory E, the set /X p(T") denotes the set of all E-unifiers of a
unification problem I'. Of great interest is now to find a complete and minimal subset of U Zg(T"),
denoted as uUd Xg(T"), from which all other E-unifiers can be obtained.

Equality on terms induced by the equational theory E will be denoted as =g and the subsump-
tion order on terms is denoted as <g. So, if there are two unifiers T and o for terms s and t, such
that st =g ¢t and so = to and there is a substitution A, such that T =g o A, then 7 is an instance of
o, or o subsumes v, denoted as o <g t. This led to the notion of a most general E-unifier (mgu),
that is an E-unifier, which is not an instance of any other E-unifier. The set of most general uni-
fiers is denoted as uld Tp(I") and every E-unifier is subsumed by some element of ud Tg(T"),
that is, it can be obtained by instantiation in an automated reasoning process, such as resolu-
tion (Robinson, 1965). Often we shall drop the E from E-unifiers if it is understood from the
context.

To illustrate the role of orderings in E-unification, consider the equational theory A for free
semigroups with the axiom of associativity for terms built over a binary function symbol f with A =
{f(x.f(3,2)) =f(f(x,9),2) }. This is also known as the word (or string) algebra and the notation
is that of words (strings), where we just drop the function symbol f and have concatenation of
symbols.

For example, the string unification problem I'; = {ax =’ xa} has most general unifiers of the
form o, = {x+~ a":n21}. Because the o, are ground substitutions, they are incomparable with
respect to the subsumption order, so uld £4 (') = {0, : n2 1} is an infinite set and therefore I'; is
of unification type infinitary. Furthermore, since the subsumption order is not a well-quasi-order,
there are equational theories such that the set of mgus does not exist, see Baader (1988) and Hoche
(2016).

In order to address these problems, we proposed a generalization of the encompassment of
terms to equational encompassment of substitutions, whereby a term s is encompassed by a term
t, denoted as st t, iff an instance of s, say so, is a subterm of ¢. This allows a decomposition of ¢ in
the following sense: if we denote with ¢’ the replacement of the subterm so of ¢ by a new variable
Z/, then the term t can be written as t = t'{z’ — s}o. Equational encompassment of terms, denoted
as Cg, is then lifted component-wise to substitutions and applied to the set of E-unifiers. We then
introduced the notion of an essential E-unifier by saying that o is E-encompassed by 7, o g 7, iff
each domain variable x of 7 is also a domain variable of 0 and x7 has an instance of xo as a subterm
(modulo E). E-unifiers, which are not encompassed by any other unifier, are then called essential
E-unifiers and the complete set of essential E-unifiers is denoted as eld Tg(I") for a unification
problem I'. If uld £ (T") exists, we have eld Xg(T") € pd (), that is, the encompassment order
generalizes the subsumption order and there are cases where an E-unification problem with an
infinite set of mgus reduces to a finite set of essential unifiers (Hoche and Szabo, 2006; Szabo et al.,
2016). Moreover it can happen that an equational theory E, for which ud/ Zg(I") does not exist,
may have a minimal and complete set of essential unifiers eld X (T").

For example, the unification type of I'; from above changes drastically using the encom-
passment order: the essential unifier o7 = {x+— a} encompasses all the other most general uni-
fiers o, = {x+a"}, n>1, because o1 £4 0y, n> 1. More precisely, the decomposition of a term,
which encompasses another term, as shown above, is also valid for substitutions. In this case,
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encompassment allows the decomposition o, = A,,01, where A, = {x+— a"x}, n20. So the minimal
and complete set of essential unifiers for I'y is eld g(I"1) = {01}, that is, it is unitary instead of
infinitary as it is under the subsumption ordering.

Nevertheless there are still essentially infinitary string unification problems, as the following
example shows. Let I'y = {xby = ayayb} be the string unification problem, which has eUS 4 (1) =
{{x~ab"a,y—b"} :n>0} as its minimal and complete set of essential unifiers. The unifiers are
incomparable with respect to encompassment, because ab"a cannot be a substring of ab™a for
m# n. Furthermore, as the encompassment order on unifying substitutions is not a wqo, unfor-
tunately again, there are theories with a solvable unification problem I, for which el £(T") does
not exist, see Baader (1988), Hoche (2008), and Szabo et al. (2016).

This paper deals with a further generalization, namely the extension of the well-known homeo-
morphic embedding of terms to a homeomorphic embedding modulo E of terms and of substitutions,
called E-embedding of terms or substitutions, respectively.! Informally, the homeomorphic
embedding of terms is understood as follows:

Lets=f(s1,...,sp) and t =f (¢, ...., t, ) be terms, then s is syntactically embedded into ¢, denoted
assdtiff s=t or s<t; for some i or s; < t; for all i. For example, f(x, b) 4f(g(a, x), f(x, b)) and
also f(x,b) <f(f(a,h(x)),f(b,a)) and f(a,x) 4f(g(a, b),x), but f(a,b) £f(g(a,b), x).

The E-embedding order for terms, denoted as <g, will then be extended to an E-embedding
order for substitutions similar to the encompassment order in Szabo et al. (2016). We defineo dg t
iff each domain variable x of 7 is also a domain variable of o and xt homeomorphically E-embeds
xo, thatisif r = {x;~t;} and o = {x;~s;}, 1<i<n, then o <g v iffs; I ;. To illustrate the effect
of this E-embedding order, take I'; from above as an example, where E is the equational theory A
for strings. In this case, aba <4 ab......ba and b4, b.....b, hence with o1 = {x ~ aba, y — b} we have
01 44 0y, for all n> 1. Consequently, oy is the only minimal unifier and the set of embedment free
unifiers for I is AUZ4(T';) = {01} and it is finite. In fact, it can be shown that in general the
theory is unitary instead of infinitary as before.

But in order to generalize the encompassment order for terms to the embedment order for
unification problems, we need a more general notion of embedment. This is achieved by defining
that a term s is instance E-embedded into a term t iff an instance of s, say sA, is E-embedded into ¢,
which we call Ag-embedding. This is denoted as s <g t and E-unifiers, which have no Ag-embedded
unifier, are called free Ag-unifiers. If the set of free Ag-unifiers is complete, then it is denoted as
@UZXE(T) for a unification problem T'.

This paper is organized as follows: The next chapter presents the notions and notation in
unification theory, term rewriting, and automated theorem proving giving it an algebraic flair.
This is then extended to a chapter on quasi-ordering, the basic algebraic notion of this paper.
The third chapter presents the main results on E-unification based on equational homeomorphic
embedding.

2. Notions and Notation

Notation and basic definitions in unification theory are well known (see, e.g., Baader and Nipkow
(1988)) and have found their way into many and diverse academic fields. Most monographs and
textbooks on automated reasoning have sections on unification.

In the following, we unify the various presentations of the necessary concepts for unification
toward a concise notation which serves our purpose and we show how the additional concepts for
ordering E-unifiers based on homeomorphic embedding can be built upon these definitions. The
notion of an algebra given below embraces algebraic structures and the original notions in com-
putational logic, recursive function theory, theory of automata, and automated theorem proving
are compatible and natural applications.
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2.1 Signatures, terms, and term algebras

A signature is a finite set F of function symbols that come with a nonnegative integer #, called
arity, which is assigned to each member f of F. f is an n-ary function symbol. The subset of n-ary
function symbols in F is denoted by F,. An algebra of type F is an ordered pair A= (A, F), where
A is a nonempty set and F is a family of finitary operations on A indexed by the signature F such
that corresponding to each n-ary function symbol f in F,, there is an n-ary operation f4 on A. The
set A is called the carrier of the algebra.

Let X be a set of (distinct) variables. Let F be a signature. The set T(F, X) of (syntactic) terms
of F over X is the smallest set

(i) comprising X and F and

(ii) ift1,...,t, in T(F,X) and f in F,, then f(t1,...,t,) in T(F, X)

The set of variable-free terms are called ground terms. The set of variables occurring in a term
t is denoted by Var(t). The set of subterms of a term f(fy,...,t,) contains the term itself and is
closed recursively by containing f3, . . ., t,,. It is denoted by Sub(¢).

The set of terms can be given an algebraic structure called term algebra as usual.

2.2 Substitutions

A substitution is a (unique) homomorphism in the term algebra generated by a mapping o : X —
T(F, X) from a finite set of variables to terms. Substitutions are generally denoted by small Greek
letters o, B, ¥, 0, etc. and they are represented explicitly as a function by a set of variable bind-
ings 0 ={x1~$1,...,%m > Sm}. Spx denotes the set of all substitutions. The application of the
substitution o to a term ¢, denoted to, is defined by induction on the structure of terms

Si if t =x;
to=1f(to,...,tyo) ift=f(t1,...,tn)
t otherwise

The substitution ¢ = {} with te =t for all terms ¢ in T(F, X) is called the identity. A substitution
o ={x1~S1,..., %~ Sy} has the finite domain:

Dom(o) = {x|xo #x} ={x1,.. ., xm};
The range of the substitution o is the set of terms

Ran(o) = |J {xo}={si,....sw},m <m

xeDom(o)

The set of variables occurring in the range is VRan (o) := Var(Ran(o)) and Var(o) = Dom(o ) U
VRan(o ). The restriction of a substitution o to a set of variables Y € X, denoted by oyy, is the
substitution which is equal to the identity everywhere except over Y nDom(o ), where it is equal
to 0. The composition of two substitutions o and 6 is written o o 6 (to emphasize the composition)
or just as o6. The application is defined by to6 = (0 )6. This is fine if 06 has no contradictory
variable bindings, otherwise there are several solutions proposed in the literature which solve this
problem and preserve functional composition, see, for example, Baader and Nipkow (1988) and
Baader and Snyder (2001).

Relations such as =, >, ... between substitutions sometimes hold only if they are restricted to
a certain set of variables V. A relation R which is restricted to V is denoted as RV, and defined
as 0RY7 <= xoRxt for all x in V. Two substitutions o and @ are equal, denoted o =6 iff
xo =x0 for every variable x; they are equal restricted to V, xo ="x6, iff xo = x6 for all variables
xin V.
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2.3 Congruences and equations

An equivalence relation ® on the underlying set (the carrier) of an algebra of type F is a con-
gruence, if for each n-ary function symbol f in F and elements a;, b; of A, for alliin 1<i<n we
have

a;0b; = fA(ay,. .., a,)Of (by,...,by)

The quotient algebra is the algebra whose carrier are the equivalence classes A/® and whose
operations satisfy

A9(a1]0, ..., an)/®) =fA(ar,. .., a,)/O

We are interested in quotient algebras, where the congruence is defined by a set of equations E,
which is denoted as =g. For a term ¢ in T(F, X) and the congruence E the equivalence class of ¢ is
denoted as [t]g.

2.4 Ordering

Our main interest in this paper is to investigate if the set of most general, minimal, and complete
unifiers pUX(T") exists under certain conditions and the main technique for showing this result
is based on orderings, in particular on well-quasi-orderings.

Definition 1. A quasi-order (also called a pre-order) is a binary relation that is reflexive and
transitive.

A term t is (syntactically) an instance of a term s, if so =t for some substitution o. We also say

s subsumes t and this relation is a quasi-order. It is called the subsumption order on terms.
A term ¢ (syntactically) encompasses a term s, if an instance of s is a subterm of t. Encompassment
conveys the notion that s appears in ¢ with some context “above” (in tree notation) and a
substitution instance “below.” We say ¢ encompasses s or s is encompassed by t. In particular,
encompassment is called strict encompassment, if so is a proper subterm of t.

A term s is homeomorphically embedded into t iff s can be obtained from t by erasing some
“parts” in t. We usually abbreviate homeomorphical embedding just to embedding. Embedment
conveys the notion that the structure of s and some corresponding symbols appear within f. A
term s is instance-embedded into t, we also say it is A-embedded into ¢, iff an instance of s, that is sA,
is embedded into t. This is the main notion of this paper, which we will generalize to embedment
of substitutions later on.

More formally, we have the following orders on terms:

Definition 2. (syntactic)

(1) Aterm sisasubterm of t if s € Sub(t) and we denote this by s < £. If s is a proper subterm of
t, we write s < £.

(2) A term s subsumes t, denoted s < t, iff there exists a substitution o with so =t

(3) A term s is encompassed by t, denoted s E ¢, iff there exists a substitution o such that so ¢
Sub(?).

(4) A term s is embedded into a term t, denoted s ¢, if s=¢ or s is embedded into an argument
of t or the argument terms of s and t embed, respectively:
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t=f(t,...,ty)andforsomei, 1<i<n:sdt;, or

t=f(t, contn), S=f(s1,. -0 n)

and Vi:s;dt;, 1<i<n.

We denote strictly embedding by s < t if s and t are not equal.

We also say that t embeds s, t > s, and use it either way depending on the context. Embedding is
of practical interest, notably in term rewriting systems and logic programming languages, where
it is used in termination proofs. Sometimes an equivalent definition is used in these fields based
on a reduction system:

Definition 3. For a set of terms T'(F, X), the Embedding Reduction System, R, associated with
the signature F is defined as
Rr = {f(x1,..xy) — x;:n21, feF,C X, fori, 1<i<n}.

The following Proposition states a well-known fact, see, for example, Dershowitz and Jouannaud
(1991) and Baader and Nipkow (1988).

Proposition 4. For terms s, t: t embeds s, ts, iff t —7;—> s.
F

The next definition for embedding involves instances of terms.

Definition 5. A term s is instance-embedded into a term ¢, denoted s € ¢, if there is an instantiating
substitution A for s, such that s is embedded into #: sA < t. We also say that s is A-embedded into t.

Some remarks: embedding implies A-embedding, but A-embedding does not necessarily imply
embedding.

Remark 6. For terms s and t and a substitution A:
if s <t, then s is A-embedded into t, se < ¢, with the empty substitution e.
Otherwise: s <t does not imply s 9 ¢, for example, s=f(a, x) and
t=f(g(a,b), f(b,h(a))) and 1 = {x— a}. We have s <t, because sA <,

butsdtsinces=f(a,x) 4f(g(a,b), f(b,h(a)))=t.

These standard order relations are now extended to equality modulo E for the congruences
induced by the equations in E.

Definition 7. Let E be an equational theory:

(1) A term s is a subterm of t modulo E, denoted s <g t, iff there exists an s’ =g s and a term
t' = t such that s’ <t'. We say s is an E-subterm of t.

(2) A term s subsumes t modulo E, s <g t, iff there exists a substitution o with so =g t. We say s
E-subsumes t.

(3) A term s is encompassed by t modulo E, s Cg t iff there is a substitution o such that so <g t.
We say s is E-encompassed by t.

The subterm and the encompassment order are quasi-orders (reflexive and transitive).
Fortunately, the extension to E-subterm and E-encompassment order preserves transitivity, so they
are quasi-orders too:
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Proposition 8. The E-subterm order, <, is a quasi-order, that is, it is reflexive and transitive

Proof. Reflexivity: for a term ¢ it is obvious, that t <g ¢ .
Transitivity: for terms r, s, t if r <gs, s<gpt =r=<gt.
r<ps==3r' e[r]p,s €[s]g:r <5  and
s<pt== 35" €[s]g, t" €[t]g:s" <t"". Now because
s"" =g s’ we geta new term t’ from ¢’ by replacing s” by s’.
And then we have s <.
That is: ' <5 < ¢’ and transitivity of < yields r' <¢'.
Hence, r=pr’ <t/ =gt =r<gt. O

The important observation for the following is that the term r” in the above proof is not
necessarily a subterm of ¢'. It is a subterm of ¢’ only when ¢ is transformed under = into #'.
This property is not valid for E-embedding and hence transitivity does not hold for this and
other reasons. Thus, we cannot prove its quasi-order property. The reason is that if a term ¢
embeds a term p, then there is not necessarily a ¢’ € [t]g, such that for a given E-variant of
P p e[ple » t' 2 p’. To see this and in order to motivate our Definition 10 below, consider
the usual method to extend a quasi-order (relation) R to “R modulo E;” which is to take the
transitive closure =g oRo = . Originally, we used this idea, where E-embedding is defined as:
topsiff t=gs, or 3t' € [t]g, s €[s]g: ' &s'. The problem is, however, that transitivity, namely:
t>gskpr=t>grdoes not hold in this case. Consider the following example:

Let F={f,g,h,a,b,c} be a signature and E= {f(b,b) =g(c, h(a))}

be an equational theory.

Now consider t =f(g(b,a),f(b,a)) and s=f(b,b) and r = h(a), where

transitivity of bg: t g s>p ¥ = t g r does not hold:

tpsbecause t> s and spr because s=p s’ =g(c,h(a)) > h(a)=r.

But there is no ¢’ € [t]g and no " € [r]g, such that ' > /.

Therefore, we propose an enhanced definition for equational embedding by requiring that if an
embedded term p of a term t E-embeds a term s, then ¢ also E-embeds s. For our contribution,
it is important that this E-embedding, respectively Ap—embedding, enhances the comparison
of objects (i.e. unifying substitutions) and allows us to use the famous tree-embedding theorem
Kruskal (1960). This theorem is valid for first-order terms and can be lifted to substitutions and we
show later on that it holds for E-embeddings as well. E-embedment, respectively Ag—embedment,
is then our fundamental tool in the rest of this paper. In the following definition and for the rest
of this paper note: if two terms are equal under E, then they are embedment equivalent =g too,
because s=p t implies 35’ € [s]g and 3¢’ € [¢t] with s’ =¢" which implies s’ <#' and s'>¢' , hence
s=gt. So we just use =g in the following.

Definition 9. For a term t and an equational theory E:
Let Embg(t) := {p: p=gp’ andp’ dt} be the set of the closure under E of all embedded terms
in f.

The following is the crucial definition in this paper:

Definition 10. (E-embedding) A term t E-embeds a term s, denoted t >, if s=g t, or there are
terms ¢’ =g t and s’ =g s and there is an embedded term p € Embg(#’) such that p>s:

s=gtor

t>
SES {EIt’é [t]g,s" €[s]g and 3p e Embg(t") : p> s’

Note that if p=+ and t>ps then 3t €[t]g, s’ €[s]g: t'>s" is just a special case of the above
definition for t > s.
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In order to show that t >g s, we can use an E-embedding-chain of the following form:
t=pt|>ty=pti>t3=pti> ... >l =ps
where > denotes strict embedding as in Definition 2. We abbreviate this chain as ¢ »;s, n> 1.
Note that this embedding chain has the typical regular structure where =g and > alternate. The ¢;
may be an embedded term as denoted by p in the second line of Definition 10.

Lemma 11. Let s, t be terms, t E-embeds s, t > s, iff
t =g s, or there exists a strictly descending chain of the form:
t=pt| >ty =gty >t3 =gty >....> 1, =ps, abbreviated as t »}. .

Proof. The first case in Definition 10 is obvious and we show the existence of the E-embedding
chain by induction:

t »1. s: by Definition 10 3¢] € [t]g, 35" € [s]g and Ip e Embg(t') : p> §'.

Hence, t =g t] >s' =gs.

t »2*1s: thatis t »% t, and t, »}. s. By induction hypothesis, we have the chain

t=pt|>ty=pts>...>tyand t, »pswith t, =gt} > t,41, where t,41 =5,

So the whole E-embedding-chain is the following:

t=pt] >t =pth> 13 =F . >ty =gt > tye1 =E S O

The next definition extends instance-embedding to instance embedding modulo an equational
theory E.

Definition 12. (instance E-embedding) A term s is instance-embedded modulo E into t, denoted
s<gt, if an instance of s is E-embedded into t, that is sA dg t for a substitution A. We say s is
Ag-embedded into t.

The relation E-embedding is recursively defined in Definition 10 and it can be computed using
Proposition 4 as follows:

Proposition 13. For a set of terms T(F, X) and an equational theory E the
E-embedding Rewrite System, &, is defined as Ep := (—>:73F g,
Then for terms s, t: t bg s iff 3t" € [t]g, 35" € [s]g: ' —>¢, 5.

That is: there is a finite chain of the form:

o, % o, % * *
t—pt — Rt —El — Ry — R —ES.

Proof. Follows from Lemma 11 by replacing =g by its equivalent rewrite system —pand g by
its reduction system — 7. 0

With Definition 10 and Lemma 11, we obtain our first main result:
Theorem 14. The E-embedment order > is a quasi-order on terms.

Proof. Letr,s,t be terms and let E be an equational theory.
reflexivity: Because terms embed themselves.
transitivity: tDpsbpr == (D1,
By Definition 10 and Lemma 11, we have ¢ »}' sand s »%; 7
thatis t =g t] >ty =g t) > t3 = t§....... > t, =g s and
S=ES| > Sy =F $h > 53 =E Sernenne. >S,=gt.
But since t,, =g s we have the correct chain
t=pt| >ty =pth >3 =F 3. Dty =E S| D $2 =F S5 > $3 =F S§eeunnee. DS, =pr

Hence, t »}*" r, which means t bg . L]
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The negation of E-subsumption and E-encompassment is obvious: s £ t iff there exists no sub-
stitution o with so =g t and s % t iff there is no substitution o such that so <g t. But the notions
“not embedded” and “incomparable” with respect to <g should be made more explicit.

Definition 15. (not embedded modulo E)

(1) A term sis not embedded modulo E into a term ¢, s 4 ¢, iff for every element s’ of the class
[s]E there exists no element ¢’ of the class [t]g such that s’ 9g t'.

(2) Terms s and t are incomparable with respect to < iff s 4g t and ¢ 4 s.

(3) Terms s and t are incomparable with respect to < iff there exist no substitutions A, and A,
with sA; Sgtand tA, <gs.

We shall lift these orderings modulo E on terms now component-wise to orderings on substi-
tutions in the sense that for all variables in the domain of the substitution we require that the
corresponding images fulfill the order relation modulo E.

Definition 16. (ordering modulo E for substitutions restricted to a set of variables)
In the following, let o, T be substitutions with Dom (o) = Dom(7) 2 V, where V is some set of
variables.

(1) A substitution o is a sub-substitution modulo E of T restricted to V, denoted as o sg T, if for
all x in V, xo is a subterm of xt modulo E, that is xo <g xT.

(2) A substitution o E-subsumes a substitution 7 restricted to V, denoted as o 31‘5/ 7, if there
exists a substitution A such that oA =} 7. The relation <! is called the E-subsumption order
for substitutions restricted to V.
We denote E-subsumption equivalence as o ~f, t,if o <} tandt <} o.

(3) A substitution o is E-encompassed by T restricted to V, denoted o =Y, 7, if there exists A,
such that (o'A) restricted to V is a sub-substitution of T modulo E, oA < 7.
We denote E-encompassment equivalence as o ~f T ifo = tandt ), o.

(4) A substitution o is E-embedded into a substitution t restricted to V, denoted as o ﬂ,‘{ T, iff
for all x in V we have xo 51}‘5’ XT.

(5) A substitution o is Ag-embedded into a substitution t restricted to V, denoted as o s}‘; T, iff
there is a substitution A, such that Vx e V': x(o 1) is E-embedded into xt.

The encompassment and embedment order on terms are well known as quasi-orderings, but
the modulo E extension to substitutions requires verification.

Theorem 17. The E-encompassment order is a quasi-order on substitutions.

Proof. This is an improved version of the proof published before in Szabo et al. (2016) and even
earlier in Hoche and Szabo (2006).
reflexivity: ¢ £ o by Definition 16 .3 means o A 5}‘3/ o, setting A to the

substitution identity ¢ we have o =g g0 =0.
v

transitivity: o € T and T =f ¥ implies o = ¥, where by definition we have
Dom(o ) =Dom(t) =Dom(4 ), so by Definition 16. 3.:
oA Sg T
v
f)\,z ﬁE df
and by composition with X, from the right

14 14 |4
O‘)\.l)\.ziE T)\ZSE lﬁ=>O‘EE v
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Theorem 18. The E-embedment order is a quasi-order on substitutions.

Proof. Let o, 7,y be substitutions and V := Dom(o ) = Dom(7) = Dom(v).

reflexivity: o <) o since xo embeds itself for all x in V.

transitivity: we show: o <) T <y ¥ implies o 9f ¥

By Definition 16.(4) : For o 51}5/ T we have Vxe V: xo dp xT

and for t 51}3/ Y we have Vxe V: xt dp xf.

Now Vx e V: xo <g xt and xt Jg x are assertions on terms,

so using Theorem 14 we have Vx e V: xo g xr

and then by Definition 16.(4) we have o slg . ]

The following lemma asserts that if a term s (a substitution o) is embedded into a term t
(a substitution 7) then their instances are embedded too, that is, the relation < is right composable
with substitutions.

Lemma 19. Let s, t be terms and let 0,7, and A be a substitution. Then
(1) For all A, if s<t, then sh < tA
(2) For all A, if s <g t, then sk < tA
(3) Forall ), ifo g T, then o A Jg TA

Proof. (1) s<timplies s <tA :
By Definition 2.(4), we have three cases:
(i) s =t is trivial.
(ii) Let t =f(t1,. .., t,) and s 9¢; for some j < n.
Now tA =f(t1,...,ta)k=f(t1},..., ty)). Since t; is smaller than ¢ we
obtain by an inductive argument that s <#;A. Hence, sA <tA .
(iii) Let s=f(s1,...,8q) and t =f(t1,. .., ty) with sy <7, ..., sy ty.
We have sA =f(s1A,..., s,A) and f(#1A, . . . t,1) = th and again by an inductive
argument, we obtain s;A < t;A for 1 <i<n.
Hence, sA S tA .
(2) This is shown using the >g-chain of Lemma 11 ¢ »nE s,

that is, there is a bg-chain t =g f; > t] =gt > ........ >t =ES.
Applying assertion (1) of this lemma to every element of the chain yields:
t=pty =>tA=phA, t; D] == HAD t[A, eeeeesy By = S = 1} L =E SA.

Combining these into one chain yields: tA =g tjA > HiA =g tHA D> .....tyA =g sA.

Hence, tA >E sA, resp. sA g tA.

(3) By Definition 16.(4) o dg 7: Yx € Dom(o ) = Dom(1) : xo <p xt and since

these are terms, we have with 19(2) that Yx € Dom(o ) =Dom(7) : x0 A <g xTA

and thus oA dg TA. OJ

The next theorem shows that instance E-embedding is also a quasi-order on first-order terms.
Theorem 20. The Ag-embedment order >g is a quasi-order on terms.

Proof. Letr,s,t be terms:
reflexivity: is obvious because every term A-embeds itself.
transitivity: we show t 2 s 2 r implies t 2g r.
By Definition 12, we have:
szprimplies 3o :sbpro and t 2 s implies 37 : £ B sT.
Furthermore with Lemma 20 and Theorem 14:
sbpro = dm:sw»pro and t>psT = In:t »gsT.
By Lemma 19 » is substitution-composable from the right, hence we have

m L1 . n m
st »gro T, which implies t »g st »proT .
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—+
Using the transitivity of bg we get: ¢ "VE rot and hence t > r(ot),
thatis t>gr. O

Using Theorem 20, we can now show that instance E-embedding of terms lifted to substitutions
is also a quasi-order:

Theorem 21. The Ag-embedment order 2 is a quasi-order on substitutions.

Proof. reflexivity: is a trivial consequence with the identity substitution ¢: o€ 2g o
transitivity: T 2po 2p o implies T 2g 0
By Definition 16.(5), we have: o g o implies 3 : 0 b o) and t 2 o implies
36 : T dp 08. Hence, by Lemma 19.(3) on the components of o and o
we have 08 b 0(A8), which implies by definition 7 > o. O

The following definition lists some well-known notions (see Kruskal (1960) and Nash-Williams
(1963)) on quasi-orderings, which we shall use later on.

Definition 22. Let < be a quasi-ordering on a set S, then:

(1) An infinite sequence of elements of S, aj, az, as, ... is called a <—chain if a; < a;y; forall i > 1.
The sequence ay, az, as, ... is said to contain a chain if it has a subsequence that is a chain.

(2) The infinite sequence ay, az, as, ... is called an anti-chain if neither a; <a; nor a; < a;, for all
1<i<j.

(3) The quasi-ordering < is well-founded (wfo) if it contains no infinite strictly descending
<-chain; that is, there is no infinite sequence ay, a3, as, ... of elements of S such that a; > a;4,
for every iin N.

(4) A well-quasi-ordering on S (wqo), <, is a quasi-ordering which is well-founded and it has
no infinite anti-chains in S with respect to <.

Lemma 23. Let E be an equational theory and let t| 2p t; 2f t3 2 ... be an infinitely descending
2g-chain of terms t;,1<i. Then there exists an infinitely descending >g-chain of instances of t;
with corresponding instantiating substitutions o;: t| ®f t,02 PE t303 g t404 DF ..., where the o; are
composed from the oy, for 1 <k <i.

Proof. By Definition 12, we have t; 2 th == 3Ly : 1] g hAy
and tp 2pt3 == A3 : [, DR f3A3.
With Lemma 19.(2), we get t24; B t3dshy. Hence, t; Bg thhy g t3A34,.
Now we have the following induction hypotheses: with o, := A, and for n>2
HW2EL 2Et32E... 2t = AN 1 HH PE LA PEBASAY PE . DE L A A1 An2. A2
For more readability, let us use the following notation:
(*1) 01 = €,07 = Ay, 03 = A3k, thatis: o; == Ajoj_1,i>2.
Now by induction.
n=2:1 2gt) == I, : ) g X, and using (*1) we have: f; b o
n— n+ 1: by induction hypotheses there exist substitutions A,, 13, ..., A,
such that t; >g oy DE t303 D ... BE t,0,, Where 0} := Ajoj_1,i>2,
as notated in (*1).
Now at the tail of the chain, we have t,, 2 t,41 and by Definition 12 there is a
substitution A, 1, such that t, >g t,,41A,.1. Moreover with Lemma 19.(2) :
tn0y DF th1An+100, and using notation (*1): t,0y, BE ty410441.
Hence in the limit we obtain t; >g 0, >E t303 D ... . O

The following Tree Theorem was first proposed as a hypothesis by A. Vazsonyi and proved
by Kruskal (1960, 1972), and later with a more elegant proof by Nash-Williams (1963). It states
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that the set of finite trees over a well-quasi-ordered set of labels is itself well-quasi-ordered under
homeomorphic embedding. Kruskal uses a notation, where T(Y) denotes the collection of all
(structured) trees over an alphabet Y.

Theorem 24. The Tree Theorem.
If Y is well-quasi-ordered, then T(Y) is well-quasi-ordered too.

The following theorem is a consequence of the tree theorem for the set of first-order terms
T(F, X), built over a finite signature F and a finite set of variable symbols X. Hereby, we refer
to the work of Gallier (1991), whose terminology we like to use. He proves that “Given a finite
alphabet ¥ =Fu X which is well quasi ordered then & is also a well quasi order on T(F, X)”
and the next theorem is a generalization to “modulo E.” In the following, we assume that X is
well-quasi-ordered.

Theorem 25. Let E be an equational theory. The E-embedding quasi-order >g is a well-quasi-order
on the set of terms built over a finite alphabet ¥ =F U X.

Proof. (i) b is well founded.

If not, then there exists an infinite strictly descending >f —chain over a finite alphabet: t; >g
I DE I3 DE ...

From this chain, we obtain the (sub-) sequence s1, s, 53, .... where each s; corresponds to some
tj with s; =g tj.

Then by the tree embedding theorem, there are indices i < j such that ¢; < ¢; .

(see Gallier (1991) for this formulation).

But #; 9¢; implies in particular #; 9 t; and hence contradicts that there is a

strictly descending >g —chain.

(ii) There are no infinite anti-chains with respect to .

The argument is in the same spirit by contradiction, reducing > to . O

Theorem 26. Let E be an equational theory. The Lp_embedding quasi-order <g is a well-quasi-
order on the set of terms built over a finite alphabet ¥ = Fu X.

Proof. Similar to Theorem 25.° O

E-unification of first-order terms is based on an infinite set of variable symbols and it is well
known that the embedding order of terms with an infinite set of variable symbols is not a well-
quasi-order, since we have the anti-chain x;, x, x3, ..... Of course the same is the case then for
embedment modulo E.

But well foundedness of the syntactic embedding ordering is valid, since the number of symbols
decreases in a strictly descending syntactic > —chain. This well-known fact is stated in the next
proposition.

Proposition 27. In a strictly descending > —chain the number of occurrences of symbols decreases.

Our interest in this paper is the extension to equational theories. But with an infinite set of vari-
ables Proposition 27 is not applicable, since in an infinite strictly decreasing >g-chain the number
of occurrences of symbols could increase. So one would conjecture that the E-embedding order is
not a well-founded order (WFO). Unfortunately, we have yet no proof either way.

For an infinite set of variable symbols, we have to look for appropriate constraints on the equa-
tional theory E and a possible candidate is that for a term ¢ the total number of variable symbols
in [t]g is finite. This is achieved by requiring that every axiom /=7 in E has the property, that
Var(l) = Var(r), a class of theories called regular theories.

Lemma 28. Let E= {Iy =r,l =12,... [, =1} be a regular equational theory, that is for each i€
{1,...,n}:Var(l;) = Var(r;). For any term t € T(F, X), the total number of variable symbols in the
equational class [t]g is finite.
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Proof. Consider t’ € [t]g and a number 1 2 1 of rewrite steps t—pt.
Then for every rewrite step: t; —._,,. tiy1 OF t; —> ., tit1
there is a substitution A; such that [;1; (or r;A;) is a subterm of t;,
lix <t (or ;A <t) and t;1 is the result of replacing ;A by r;A (or r;A by [;A).
But since Var(l;) = Var(r;) this cannot introduce new variables in t;,1 and
hence Var(t') ¢ Var(t). 0O

Well foundedness of E-embedding is now an easy consequence.

Theorem 29. Let E be a regular equational theory. E-embedding > is a well-founded quasi-order
on the set of terms.

Proof. If not, then there exists an infinite strictly descending >g-chain
L1 DEHL DEL..DELDE ...
With Definition 10 and Lemma 11, this chain has the form:
t =gt 2}5 ty=pt) ffg t3 =g t] :'31'5 t4..... which consists of E-variants of embedded
terms. Now with Lemma 28 and W := Var(t;) U Vg we have,
that for all terms f, which appear in the chain: Var(t) c W.
But then all elements of the chain and its E-equivalents are built over a finite
alphabet. Hence by Theorem 25, the >g ordering is well founded. O

The next theorem is similar and shows that Ag-embedding preserves well foundedness.

Theorem 30. Let E be a regular equational theory. A\g—embedding >, is a well-founded quasi-order
on the set of terms.

Proof. If not, then there is an infinite strictly descending >g-chain
11 >Ebh >E13... DE L >E ...
By Lemma 23, there exists a corresponding infinite strictly descending
>g-chain ) bg t)0y b 1303 DE £404 DE ... contradicting Theorem 29.

3. Ordering E-unifiers under homeomorphic embedding

We shall now look at unification under Ag-embedding, which is our main interest in this paper,
and we start with a recapitulation of the standard notions of E-unification.

3.1 E-Unification

Let E be an equational theory and let F be the signature of the term algebra. An E-unification
problem is a finite set of equations

? ?
F:{Sl =pl,....Sn=f tn}
Let V denote the set of variables in I", V = Var(I"). An E-unifier for I is a substitution o such that
s10 =g 10,...,8,0 =g t,O

The set of all E-unifiers of I is denoted UZg(T"). A complete set of E-unifiers dd Tg(T") for I is
a set of E-unifiers, such that for every E-unifier 7 there exists o € &/ Xg(T") with o <}/ 7. The set
uUZg(T) is called a minimal complete set of E-unifiers for I', if it is complete and for all distinct
elements o and o’ in uU S(T) if o <) o/ then o =} o’

When a minimal complete set of E-unifiers of a unification problem I' exists, it is unique up to
E-subsumption equivalence ~y . Minimal complete sets of E-unifiers need not always exist, and

if they do, they might be singular, finite, or infinite. Since minimal complete sets of E-unifiers
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are isomorphic whenever they exist, they can be used to classify theories with respect to their
corresponding unification problem. This leads naturally to the concept of a unification hierarchy,
see Siekmann (1989), Knight (1989), Gallier (1991), Baader and Siekmann (1994), and Baader
and Snyder (2001) for the standard surveys on this aspect.

A unification problem I' is

o nullary, if " is unifiable, but the minimal complete set of E-unifiers does not exist.

o unitary, if it is not nullary and the minimal complete set of E-unifiers for I" is of cardinality
less than or equal to 1.

o finitary, if it is not nullary and the minimal complete set of E-unifiers is always finite.

o infinitary, if it is not nullary and the minimal complete set of E-unifiers is infinite.

An equational theory E is

o unitary, if all unification problems for E are unitary

o finitary, if all unification problems are finitary.

o infinitary, if there is at least one infinitary unification problem and all unification problems
have minimal complete sets of E-unifiers.

o If there exists a solvable unification problem I' not having a minimal complete set of
E-unifiers, then the equational theory E is nullary or of type zero.

3.2 E-Unifiers ordered by homeomorphic embedding

The essential problem in unification theory is to determine the relationship between the solutions
of term equations. In other words: what is the structure of the solution space?

In the case of syntactic unification, the structural relationship between the unifiers is based on
the fact that terms form a lattice under the subsumption order, that is, there is a least upper bound
and a max lower bound. Hence, if a unification problem is solvable, then there is a single most
general unifier. But for unification under an equational theory the answer is not as easy, because:

- the complete set of most general unifiers is mostly infinite

— the complete set of most general unifiers may not even exist for a solvable E-unification prob-

lem.
So the search for an order relation better than subsumption comes naturally. Our first idea was
based on the observation that certain solutions contain the instances of other solutions as a
sub-structure. We captured this idea technically with the encompassment order on terms and sub-
stitutions, which led to the notion of an E-essential unifier*. Sub-structure means, in this case, that
a unifying substitution encompasses other unifiers and hence they need not necessarily be part
of the new set that represents all solutions. Unfortunately, the encompassment order is not a wqo
either and hence there are equational theories for which there are solvable E-unification problems,
but the minimal and complete set of essential E-unifiers does not exist, so they are E-nullary w.r.t.
encompassment (Baader, 1988; Hoche, 2016; Szabo et al., 2016).

This paper is based on the observation that certain solutions embed the instances of other solu-
tions in the sense of the homeomorphic tree embedding theorem or Kruskal’s theorem. That is,
the components of a unifying substitution embed the components of another unifying substitu-
tion. This then leads to the notion of free (instance embedment-) E-unifiers, free Ag-unifiers, where
these free Ag-unifiers are the candidates of our new minimal and complete set of unifiers, which
we name o UXp(I).

Definition 31. Let E be an equational theory, I be a solvable E-unification problem, and U Xg(I")
be the set of all E-unifiers for I". If an E-unifier o in UXg(I") does not have any Ag-embedded
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unifier, then o is called a free Ag-unifier. If the set of free Ag-unifiers is complete, it will be denoted
as U Xp(I).

Since homeomorphic embedding is not a well-quasi-order on the set of terms with infinitely
many variable symbols, we cannot use Theorem 25. But for all practical purposes it may be pos-
sible for an automated deduction system to set a limit to the number of new variables and the
theorem may still be useful in that case.

Nevertheless, the infinite sequence of variables X1, x2, x3, ... is normally used as a case in point
that we have an anti-chain and hence Kruskal’s theorem cannot be applied. But for the instance
embedding order 2 this is not the case: For example, x; instance embeds x; with the instantiating
substitution A = {x; = x1}. So there is the open problem whether or not the Ag-embedding is a
well-quasi-order. Unfortunately, currently we have neither a counter example nor a proof — so we
state it here as an:

Open problem: Is the >g-order a WQO even for an infinite number of variables?

For the rest of the paper, we shall also employ a standard technique used in the quest for termi-
nation proofs in logic programming Leuschel (1998, 2002) as well as termination of term rewriting
systems Dershowitz and Jouannaud (1990), namely to disregard the name of a variable and sim-
ply treat all variables as the same. In other words, the unification procedure processes them as if
they were embedment equivalent. This observation leads to the notion of pure embedding, which
we abbreviate to w-embedding in the following and denote it as t >" s. As before, we generalize
embedding to pure instance embedding or A -embedding by saying a term s is A" -embedded into
a term t, if it is A-embedded and in addition all variables are embedding equivalent. It is defined
(almost identical to Definition 2.(4), Definition 5 and 10) as follows:

Definition 32. (Pure embedding, m—embedding)

(1) A term t w-embeds a term s if:

s=tors,teXor
t"s <= {t=f(t1,..., t) and for somei, 1 <i<n, t;>" s, or

t=f(t1, ...ty), s=f(s1,...5n) and Vi: ;7 s;, 1<i<n.

(2) Atermsis instance mw-embedded (A" -embedded) into a term ¢, denoted s €7 ¢, if there is an
instantiating substitution A such that s\ is 7 -embedded into #: sA < t. We also say that s is
AT -embedded into .

(3) A term t mg-embeds a term s modulo E, denoted ¢ >% s, if s and ¢ are variables, or s=g t, or
there is a term s’ =g s and a term ¢’ =g t and there is an embedded term p in Embg (') such
that p>™ 5. More precisely:

e {S:Et, ors,teXor
Pps —

3t" e [t]g,s" € [s]p and Ip e Embg(t'):pp™ s
(4) Similar to Definition 10 and Definition 12, we define that a term s is instance 7 -embedded
modulo E (A} -embedded) into a term ¢, s < £

(5) A substitution o is w-embedded into a substitution t for a set of variables V, denoted as
o <V 1,iff V¢ Dom(o ) and Vx € V: xo is 7 —embedded into x.
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(6) A substitution o is instance w—embedded modulo E (A}, -embedded) into a substitution t

for a set of variables V, denoted as o éj\;’E 7, iff VEDom(o ) and there is a substitution 2,
such that Vx e V:x(o 1) is m-embedded into xt.

mg-embedding and A% -embedding are special cases of E-embedding and Ag-embedding, so we
can use Theorem 25 using the fact that we now have only one variable (see also Leuschel (1998)):

Corollary 33. mg-embedding and A -embedding are well-quasi-orders on the set of terms.

In order to show the results below, we recall some well-known notions originally found in
Higman (1952) and Nash-Williams (1963) and others, but now restricted to first-order terms
(Gallier, 1991). Moreover, we define that a list of terms [; = (s1, 52, 53, ..., ) is Ag-embedded (is A -
embedded) into a list of terms I = (t1, £, t3, ..., ), 1 > 1, if there is an instantiating substitution o,
such that [;o is E-embedded into [,. That is every component s;o of the list [; is E-embedded into
the component ¢; of the list [, for 1 <i<n.

In the following proofs, we use two standard notions:

Definition 34. (good and bad sequences)

(1) A sequence of terms f1, t5, t3, ..... is called good, if there are indices i, j, and i <j: t; 9 t; oth-
erwise it is called bad. A well-quasi-ordering (wqo) is a quasi-ordering over which every
infinite sequence is good.

(2) Letly := (s1,52,53, ..5n), b == (t1, t2, 13, ...ty ) be lists of terms (of equal length). Then [; is
embedded into L, [; <, iff s; < t;, 1 <i<n.

Since a substitution is in fact a list of terms labeled with a variable, we have:

Lemma 35. Let T(F,X) be a well-quasi-ordered set of terms with respect to term-embedding <.
Then every infinite sequence of terms t1, ty, t3, .... has an infinite ascending sub-sequence, (d-chain),

Proof. See the proof in, for example, Nash-Williams (1963) and Gallier (1991) O

This lemma can now be extended to equational embedding:

Corollary 36. Let T(F, X) be a well-quasi-ordered set of terms and E an equational theory. Then
every infinite sequence of terms t1, by, t3, .... has an infinite ascending sub-sequence, (dg-chain), t| <g

Proof. See Gallier (1991) where this is proved in a more general setting. O

Lemma 37. Let T(F,X) be a well founded, resp. a well-quasi-ordered set of terms with respect
to embedding. Then the set of finite lists of terms T(F,X)® is also well founded, resp. well-quasi-
ordered.

Proof. See the proof in Nash-Williams (1963), Gallier (1991), and Singh et al. (2013). O

The following lemma lifts the previous results from terms to substitutions and note we have
only a finite set of variables, since the terms are wqo:

Lemma 38. Let T(F,X), where X is finite, be a well-quasi-ordered set of terms with respect to
E-embedding, then the set of substitutions Sk x is also well-quasi-ordered.

Proof. A substitution can be seen as a list of terms, so by induction on the size of the associated
lists.
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n=1:If T(F, X) is wqo, then for every infinite sequence of substitutions

with a single component o1 = {x > s1},02 ={x > s },03={x > 53}, ...

the associated sequence of lists is Iy, L, ..., lj>... where I; = (s;),i> 1

and the corresponding infinite sequence is sy, 57, 53, ....

Now because s1, s, 53, ... is good, that is there exists an i, j, i <j: s; <p 5

the sequence Iy, I, I3, ... is also good. Consequently, o1, 02, 03, .... is good.

n —n + 1: By induction hypothesis o1, 07, 03, ....

with o; = {x1 = sj1, X2 = Si2, ... Xy = Sin } has the associated sequences of lists

I, by oo By with 1 = (si1, $i2, ., Sin ) Which is good and therefore

01,072, 03, .... is also good.

Now Lemma 35 can be used, which says that there exists an infinite ascending

E-embedding sub-chain I} g I} 9 I < ...<p ] Qg .. where I = (s}, S}y, . S7,)-

Looking now for lists with size n + 1 we have a similar list but with

llg = (51,‘,1’ 51{2,,..., Sty Siyeq)» i 2 1 and its ascending <p-subchain

ll <E 12 <E l3 <E ...

Now because T(F, X) is a wqo set w.r.t. E-embedding, the corresponding infinite sequence con-
sisting of the 7+ 1’th members, s}, | 55,15 ...» Si,,,.1> ... must be good; therefore, there are indices
i',j  such that s}, | < S]{’rH—l which implies I}, = (s}, %55 .. Sty 1) <E l](, = (s]{,l, s](,z, s s]{,nﬂ ), hence
11,15, 15, ...is good. So if we assume that I}, 15, I3, ... is bad then 01, 0, 03, .... is also bad, but the infi-
nite subsequence I, I, I's, ... is good; therefore, I;, I, I3, ... must also be good from which follows
that 01, 02, 03, ..... is also good. Hence, Sk x is a well-quasi-ordered set. O

The proofs for our various E-embeddings on substitutions are almost identical to those in
Lemma 38; hence, we collect them in one lemma:

Lemma 39. Let T(F,X), where X is finite, be a well-quasi-ordered set of terms with respect to
Ap-embedding, wg-embedding and A -embedding then the set of substitutions Sgx is also a well-
quasi-ordered set with respect to these embeddings.

The results so far, namely the (homeomorphic) embedding of first-order terms and sub-
stitutions extended to various equational embeddings, namely E-embedding (dg), instance E-
embedding (<g), pure E-embedding (<% ), and pure instance E-embedding (<}) can now be used
to show the following properties for the set of E-unifiers, more importantly for the set of minimal
E-unifiers, which is of course our main interest.

Theorem 40. Let T(EX) be the set of first-order terms and E a regular equational theory. Then
for a solvable E-unification problem I, the set of free Ap-unifiers, o U Xp(I") always exists and it is
minimal and complete (but not necessarily finite).

Proof. T(EX) is a well-founded quasi-order with respect to instance E-embedding as a conse-
quence of Theorem 30 and Lemma 37. O

Definition 41. An E-unification problem I'g is bounded if there is a number N such that UXg(I")
uses at most N variables. A theory E is bounded if every E-unification problem I'g is bounded.

If the alphabet is finite and T'g is bounded, we have the following stronger result’:

Theorem 42. Let T(E, X) be the set of first-order terms built over a finite alphabet ¥ = Fu X and
let E be an equational theory. Then for a solvable bounded E-unification problem I', the set of free
Ag-unifiers, U Xg(I), always exists, it is minimal, complete, and finite.

Proof. A consequence of the tree embedding theorem extended to equational instance embedding.
O
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For our final result, let us say a purified E-unification problem is a problem where we define all
variables as embedment equivalent. Let ¢, UXE(I") be the corresponding complete set of pure
and free Ag-unifiers, then:

Theorem 43. Let T(E X) be the set of first-order terms and let E be an equational theory, then
for a solvable E-unification problem I” the set of pure and free Ag-unifiers, o UXp(I") exists, it is
minimal, complete, and finite.

4. Conclusion and Future Work

This paper sets forth an abstract setting for equational unification problems, where we redefine
the notion of the set of most general unifiers. We now have:

“Unification based on E-subsumption”
“Unification based on E-encompassment”
“Unification based on E-embedding”

where each approach is a generalization of the previous one. For terms s, t, and an instantiating
substitution A, this can be illustrated for the syntactic case as:

» t 25, that is t instance embeds s, is defined using
homeomorphic embedding b:

sSA=t, or
t=f(t,. .. ty), i€{l,,n}: t;>sA
t=f(t1, cootn), SA=f(51,..8n)

and Vi: t;j>s;, 1<i<n

t2s <— dA:

» t3s, that is t encompasses s, is defined by deleting the third line of the previous defini-
tion:

sA=t, or

t3s < JA:
* {t:f(tl,...,t,,),ie{l,....,n}:ti;ls)»

» t >, that is t subsumes s, is defined by deleting the second line of
the previous definition:

I>s < Jh:s=tA

Extending this to E-unification, we have the three notions: pUXE(I"), the standard notion
today, essential unification eUXg(I"), and finally ¢ U Xg(I") under homeomorphic embedding
as presented in this paper. In a sequel to this paper, we will show how to compute the set
@UZXg(I) and its closure and whether it can be used in an inference system like resolution.

Using this general framework, the next tasks are then to look again at the standard unification
problems like associativity, commutativity, or idempotency and their combination as well as on
the wealth of results about other algebras, in order to see what the potential practical (and theoret-
ical) gains are. A first investigation into these practical problems has been made within the logic
programming paradigm (Alpuente et al., 2018)°. As in the 1970s, when we started unification the-
ory with a table listing the now standard unification problems in one column and in the adjacent
column the type within the unification hierarchy, we could now have a similar table, but with an
additional column for the type of eUXg(I") and o UXp(I").
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Secondly, there is far more theoretical work needed to better understand the actual structure
of and relationship between these unification settings and also how this work relates to simi-
lar results obtained within different theoretical settings, like those of Cabrer and Metcalfe (2014,
2015). Moreover how to relate all this to the wealth of theoretical results obtained by Ghilardi
(1997) and his students (see, e.g., Ghilardi (2018)) and by Franz Baader (see, e.g., Baader and
Ghilardi (2011)).
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Notes

1 This notion is also used with a slightly different definition in Alpuente et al. (2016).

2 Signs and notation are still not uniform in all related fields; our notation is used more often in the field of automated
theorem proving and unification theory, whereas term rewriting systems usually prefer notational conventions as proposed
in Dershowitz and Jouannaud (1990) and Dershowitz and Jouannaud (1991).

3 As one reviewer remarked, we could argue more abstractly that any quasi-order that extends a well-quasi-order is a well-
quasi-order too Gallier (1991). Now, E-embedding and Ag—embedding are quasi-orderings by Theorem 14 and Theorem 20
and =g is a quasi-order, hence follows the result of Theorem 25 and Theorem 26, but we feel an explicit proof shows the idea
much better.

4 A general introduction to essential unification is presented in Szabo et al. (2016)

5 The notion of boundedness actually implies a finite alphabet, but unfortunately some unification problems require the use
of infinitely many fresh variables.

6 These works have been brought to our attention, once our paper was finished and submitted, a possible cross fertilization
and comparison warrants certainly more research.
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