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Abstract. Indistinguishability properties are essential in formal verification of cryptographic proto-
cols. They are needed to model anonymity properties, strong versions of confidentiality and resistance
against offline guessing attacks, which can be conveniently modeled using process equivalences. We
present a novel procedure to verify equivalence properties for a bounded number of sessions of cryp-
tographic protocols. As in the applied pi-calculus, our protocol specification language is parametrized
by a first-order sorted term signature and an equational theory which allows formalization of algebraic
properties of cryptographic primitives. Our procedure is able to verify trace equivalence for determi-
nate cryptographic protocols. On determinate protocols, trace equivalence coincides with observational
equivalence which can therefore be automatically verified for such processes. When protocols are not
determinate our procedure can be used for both under- and over-approximations of trace equivalence,
which proved successful on examples. The procedure can handle a large set of cryptographic primitives,
namely those that can be modeled by an optimally reducing convergent rewrite system. The procedure
is based on a fully abstract modelling of the traces of a bounded number of sessions of the protocols
into first-order Horn clauses on which a dedicated resolution procedure is used to decide equivalence
properties. We have shown that our procedure terminates for the class of subterm convergent equational
theories. Moreover, the procedure has been implemented in a prototype tool A-KiSs (Active Knowledge
in Security Protocols) and has been effectively tested on examples. Some of the examples were outside
the scope of existing tools, including checking anonymity of an electronic voting protocol.

1 Introduction

Cryptographic protocols are distributed programs that rely on the use of cryptography to secure electronic
transactions such as those that arise in electronic commerce and wireless communication. They are also being
applied in new domains such as in Internet voting—Ilegally binding political elections in Estonia, Norway
and Switzerland offered the possibility for Internet voting in 2011. This has led to increasing demands on
the complexity of desired security properties, leading to more complex cryptographic protocols. Given the
socio-economic-political consequences and the history of incorrect design of cryptographic protocols, the
need for formal proofs of correctness of protocols is of great importance and has been widely recognized.
Formal reasoning about cryptographic protocols is challenging as one has to reason against all potentially
malicious behavior—all communication between protocol participants is assumed to be under the control of
an adversary.

In order to make the task of formal analysis amenable to automation, usually the assumption of back-box
cryptography and unbounded computational power on the part of the adversary is made. This adversarial
model is often called the Dolev-Yao model as it is derived from the positions that Dolev and Yao took in their
seminal paper [4I]. It has proved extremely successful, and there are several automated tools [I7/9I341/43]
that can automatically check trace-properties such as (weak forms of) confidentiality and authentication.
While these trace-based properties are certainly important, many crucial security properties can only be
expressed in terms of indistinguishability (or equivalence). They include strong flavors of confidentiality
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[18]; resistance to guessing attacks in password based protocols [14]; and anonymity properties in private
authentication [3], electronic voting [39I13], vehicular networks [3536] and RFID protocols [722]. More
generally, indistinguishability allows to model security by the means of ideal systems, which are correct by
construction [4J37]. Indistinguishability properties of cryptographic protocols are naturally modeled by the
means of observational and testing equivalences in cryptographic extensions of process calculi, e.g., the spi
[4] and the applied-pi calculus [2]. While we have good tools for automated verification of trace properties,
the situation is different for indistinguishability properties. This paper is an attempt to address this concern.

State-of-the-art Many results have been obtained in the restricted case of a pure eavesdropper, i.e., a passive
adversary: for static equivalence many decidability results have been shown [1I32[T0] and exact [I5130] and
approximate [19] tools exist for a variety of cryptographic primitives. In the case we consider indistinguisha-
bility in the presence of an active adversary, who can interact in an arbitrary way with honest participants
less results are known. Hiittel [47] showed undecidability of observational equivalence in the spi calculus,
even for the finite control fragment, as well as decidability for the finite, i.e., replication-free, fragment of the
spi calculus. The decidability result however only holds for a fixed set of cryptographic primitives and does
not yield a practical algorithm. Current results [T9/53] allow to approximate observational equivalence for
an unbounded number of sessions. However, this approximation does not suffice to conclude for many appli-
cations, e.g., [39I7]. Our approach overcomes these limitations for some applications in [39]. We still cannot
conclude for the e-passport example in [7], albeit for a different reason: our procedure does not currently
handle else branches in protocols.

Symbolic bisimulations have also been devised for the spi [2T20/54] and applied pi calculus [38/49] to avoid
unbounded branching due to adversary inputs. However, only [38/54] and [21] yield a decision procedure, but
again only approximating observational equivalence. The results of [38] have been further refined to show
a decision procedure on a restricted class of simple processes [33]. In particular they rely on a procedure
deciding the equivalence of constraint systems, introduced by Baudet [14], for the special case of verifying
the existence of guessing attacks. Baudet’s procedure allows arbitrary cryptographic primitives that can be
modeled as a subterm convergent rewrite systems [I]. An alternate procedure achieving the same goal was
proposed by Chevalier and Rusinowitch [26]. However, both procedures are highly non-deterministic and do
not yield a reasonable algorithm which could be implemented. Therefore, Cheval et al. [24] have designed a
new procedure and a prototype tool to decide the equivalence of constraint systems, but only for a fixed set
of primitives. Tools have also been implemented for checking testing equivalence [42], open bisimulation [54]
and trace equivalence [25] for a bounded number of sessions but only a limited set of primitives. One may
note that [25] is the only decision procedure to consider negative tests, i.e., else branches, which are crucial
in several case studies [7/3].

Our contribution In this paper we introduce a new procedure for verifying equivalence properties for processes
specified in a cryptographic process calculus (without replication). The messages in the calculus are modeled
as terms equipped with an equational theory, similar to the applied pi calculus. Our main contributions are
as follows.

— Our procedure checks for two equivalences which over- and under-approximate the standard notion of
trace equivalence =2, for cryptographic protocols: the under-approximation can be used to prove protocols
correct while the over-approximation can be used to rule out incorrect protocols.

— Cortier and Delaune have shown in [33] that observational equivalence coincides with =z; for the class of
determinate processes. They also give a decision procedure for a strict sub-class of determinate processes,
namely, simple processes. We show that the coarser relation coincides with ~;, and thus our procedure
can be used to verify observational equivalence for the whole class of determinate processes.

— A novelty of our procedure is that it is based on a fully abstract modeling of symbolic traces for a bounded
number of sessions in first-order Horn clauses. This is in contrast to the constraint-solving techniques
employed by Tiu et al. [54], Cheval et al. [24125], Baudet [14] and Chevalier et al. [26] for verifying under-
approximations of observational equivalence. Techniques based on Horn clauses have been extensively
used, e.g., by Blanchet [I7], Weidenbach [55] and Goubault [46], in the case of an unbounded number



of sessions. Affeldt and Comon [5] faithfully encode a bounded protocol into Horn clauses with rigid
variables. Of these tools, only Blanchet [I7] can verify an equivalence property, which happens to be
an under-approximation of observational equivalence. Horn clause modeling of an unbounded number of
sessions of security protocols may allow false attacks. On the other hand, we have proven our modeling
of a bounded number of sessions to be precise.

— Our modelling is fully abstract for arbitrary cryptographic primitives that can be modeled as a convergent
rewrite system which has the finite variant property [3144]. This allows us to handle a larger class of
cryptographic primitives than [54I24I25[T4I26/19]. Following our work, the recent work by Santiago et
al. [53] also provides support for rewrite systems which have the finite variant property. They additionally
cover associative-commutative theories, even though their experimental evaluation suggests that these
theories yield frequent non termination problems for the associative-commutative theories. Moreover,
they only provide support for a restricted class of processes. We were also able to show termination of
our procedure for the sub-class of subterm convergent rewrite systems. Please note that static equivalence
is undecidable even for the class of optimally reducing convergent rewrite systems [6]. Optimally reducing
convergent rewrite theories generalize subterm convergent rewrite systems, while maintaining the finite
variant property. Moreover, even though our termination proof does not apply, our tool terminated on
specific protocols whose cryptographic primitives can be modeled as a convergent rewrite theories. These
included the electronic voting protocols by Okamoto [52] and Fujioka et al. [45] which use trapdoor
commitment and blind signature respectively.

— Our procedure is implemented in the AK1Ss (Active Knowledge in Security protocols) prototype tool
and we used it among others to successfully prove anonymity in an electronic voting protocol [45]. For
this electronic voting protocol, this is the first automated proof.

An extended abstract of the paper [23] authored by R. Chadha, S. Kremer and §. Ciobaca appeared
in European Symposium of Programming. In addition to the proofs that were not present in the extended
abstract, this paper also contains the proof of termination for subterm convergent rewrite theories. The proof
of termination is due to V. Cheval.

2 Preliminaries

We recall some standard definitions and establish some notations that we shall be using throughout the
paper.

2.1 Terms

Let F be a signature, i.e., a finite set of function symbols and let ar be a function which assigns to each
function symbol a natural number. Given a function symbol f € F, we say ar(f) € N is the arity of f. A
function symbol of arity 0 is called a constant. Given a set of atoms A and a signature F, we denote by
Tr.4 the set of terms built inductively from A by applying functions symbols in F. Given sets of atoms
Ai, As, ..., Ap, we denote the set Tr u, ,c.4; Y TF A, As,..4,- We assume that we have the following
countably infinite pairwise disjoint sets: a set N of private names, a set M of public names, a set C of public
channel names, a set W of parameters, and a set X of message variables. Intuitively, elements of the set
N represent nonces generated by honest principals of a protocol, elements of M represent nonces available
both to the adversary and to the honest participants and elements of C represent names of public channel
(e.g. the name of a public network). Elements of W are pointers used by the adversary to refer to messages
output by the honest participants in a protocol. We fix an enumeration wi, ws, ... of the elements of W. We
let z,y, z range over X. We also define the following sets.

Definition 1. The set Tr x m,w,x, denoted Terms, is the set of all terms, the set Tr a . am, denoted Messages,
is the set of messages and the set Tr a m.x, denoted SMessages, is the set of symbolic messages.



If ¢ is a term, we denote by wars(t) the set of variables appearing in ¢, by names(t) the set of names
(public or private) appearing in ¢ and st(t) the set of all subterms of t. The functions vars, names and st are
extended as expected to sequences and sets of terms. A position is a string of positive natural numbers and
e denotes the empty string. The set pos(t) of positions of a term ¢ is defined as usual [I1]. If p € pos(t) then
t|p is the subterm of ¢ at position p.

FEzample 1. Consider the signature F = {enc, dec, pair, fst,snd} where ar(enc) = 3, ar(dec) = ar(pair) = 2
and ar(fst) = ar(snd) = 1. The term ¢ = pair(enc(a, k1,71), enc(b, k2,7r2)) models the pair of the encryptions
of public names a and b with keys ki, resp. ko and randomness 1, resp. ro. The set of positions pos(t) =
{¢,1,11,12,13,2,21,22,23} and t. = t, t; = enc(a, k1,71) and ta3 = 7a.

Substitutions A substitution is a partial function o : WU X — Terms. We only consider substitutions which
map elements of W to elements in Messages and elements of X’ to elements of SMessages. The domain of o
shall be denoted by dom(c). For our purposes, we only consider substitutions with finite domains. We let
range(o) = {o(u) € T |u € dom(o)}. If dom(o) = {u1,ug,...,un} and ¢; = o(u;) for each 1 < i < n
then we shall write o as {u; — t1,...,un — t, }. o is said to be ground if range(o) C Messages. The
notation names(c) will denote the set names(range(c)). As usual, a substitution extends homomorphically
to a function apply, : Terms — Terms obtained by “applying” o. Given t € Terms, we denote apply, (t) by
to. If o is a substitution and X C dom(c), we denoted by o[X] the substitution whose domain is restricted
to X. Given two substitutions ¢ and 7, the substitution obtained by composing o and 7, denoted o7, is the
unique substitution such that o7(x) = 7(o(x)).

2.2 Rewriting and unification

Two terms s and ¢ are (syntactically) unifiable if there exists a substitution o such that so = to. We denote
by mgu a function which associates to any two unifiable terms s and ¢ a most general unifier o of s and ¢
such that o = oglvars(s,t)]. It is well known [ITJ12] that for any two unifiable terms s and ¢, there is a most
general unifier, unique up to variable renaming.

A rewrite system R is a set of rewrite rules of the form ¢ — r where £,r € Terms, names(l,r) = 0 and
vars(r) C (£). A term ¢ can be rewritten in one step to u, denoted ¢ —g wu, if there exist a position p € pos(t),
arule £ — r in R and a substitution o such that ¢, = o and u is obtained from ¢ by replacing the subterm
t|, by ro. —% denotes the transitive and reflexive closure of —g. A rewrite system is said to be confluent
if for any t,t1,%2 such that ¢ —% t; and ¢ —{ o there exists u such that ¢t; —§ v and to —§ u. A rewrite
system is said to be terminating if it does not admit any infinite sequence tg —r t1 —r t2 —r .... [t is
said to be convergent if it is both confluent and terminating. In a convergent rewrite system R, for every
term ¢ there is a unique term ¢’ such that ¢ —7}, ¢’ and there is no u such that ¢’ —g u. t’ is said to be the
normal form of t. We denote by ¢} the normal form of the term ¢. Two terms s and ¢ are said to be equal
modulo R, written s =g ¢, if s]g = tlg. Given a substitution ¢ we denote by o] a substitution such that
dom(ol) = dom(o) and for all u € dom (o) ol(u) = o(u)l.

Ezample 2. Continuing Example[l] consider the rewrite system R = {dec(enc(z,y, z),y) — =, fst(pair(z,y)) —
x,snd(pair(z,y)) — y}. The first rewrite rule models that a message can be decrypted, provided decryption
uses the same key (represented by variable y) as encryption. The two last rules model projection of the first
and second component of a pair. Then we have that t = fst(pair(dec(enc(a, k, ), k), b)) —r fst(pair(a, b)) —r

a = t\I/R
We recall the notions of optimally reducing [51] and subterm convergent [I] rewrite systems.

Definition 2. A rewrite system R is said to be optimally reducing if for any ¢ — r € R and any substitution
0 such that all proper subterms of £0 are in normal form, we have that r6 is in normal form.

Definition 3. A rewrite system R is said to be subterm convergent if R is convergent and for each rule
¢ — r € R, we have that either r € st({) or r is a constant.



We immediately note that any subterm convergent rewrite system is also optimally reducing.

Ezample 3. The rewrite system R = {dec(enc(z,y, z),y) — =, fst(pair(z,y)) — x,snd(pair(z,y)) — y} given
in Example 2lis subterm convergent. We shall examples of convergent rewrite systems that are not subterm
convergent when we discuss the case studies on electronic voting in Section

Remark 1. When R is clear from the context or unimportant we will simply drop the subscript R in —r and

I

2.3 The finite variant property

Given a convergent rewrite system, we now define the notion of complete set of variants, which was introduced
by Common-Lundh and Delaune [3I]. Our notion is slightly stronger than the notion defined in [31] and was
first introduced in [44].

Definition 4. A set of substitutions variants(ty, . .., t;) is called a complete set of variants of termsty, ..., t
if for any substitution w there exist o € variants(ty, . ..,tr) and a substitution T such that for all 1 < j <k
we have that wlvars(t;)|} = (ol7)[vars(t;)] and (tjw)l = (tjo)dr.

Intuitively, the set of variants of a term ¢ represents a pre-computation such that any instance of ¢ in
normal form is syntactically equal to an instance of to| for some variant o of ¢, without the need to apply
further rewrite steps. A rewrite system has the finite variant property if for any sequence of terms a finite,
complete set of variants exists.

Ezample 4. Consider the rewrite system introduced in Example 2] and let ¢ = dec(fst(z),y). We have that
variantst = {(}, o1, 02} where () denotes the identity substitution and

o1 = {z — pair(z1,22)}, and
o9 = {x — pair(enc(z1,y, 22), 23) }

Intuitively, the substitution () covers the cases where both the decryption and projection may fail, oy cor-
responds to the situation where the projection succeeds, but decryption may fail, and o9 accounts for the
situations where both projection and encryption succeed. Note that the case where projection fails and
encryption succeeds is not possible.

In [28], Ciobaca presents an algorithm for computing such complete sets of variants which is correct
whenever the rewrite system is optimally reducing [51]. Optimally reducing rewrite systems include subterm
convergent systems [I] (and hence the classical Dolev Yao theories for encryption, signatures and hash
functions), as well as a theory for modeling blind signatures [48]. Moreover, complete sets of variants can be
used to perform unification modulo R [44128].

Definition 5. Given sets of terms {s;}icr and {t;}icr, let X = vars({s;,t;}icr). A set of substitutions

mgug({s; s t;}ier) is called a complete set of unifiers modulo R of the system of equations {s; L ti}ier if
each of the following holds:

1. dom(o) C vars(X) for each o € mgug({s; L ti}tier)
2. s;0 =g t;o for each i € I and for each o € mgug({s; - tibicr)-

3. For any substitution 0 such that s;0 =g t;0 for every i € I, there exists a substitution o € mgug({s; Z
tiYicr) and a substitution T with 0[X] =g (o7)[X].

For singleton systems, we also write mgug(s,t) instead of mgug({s,t}).
For the remaining of the paper, we assume that the rewrite system is convergent and has the finite variant

property.



2.4 Frames, deducibility and static equivalence

Recall that we have fixed an enumeration w1, wa, ... of the elements of the set W. As in [2], we will use the
notion of a frame to represent messages which have been recorded by the attacker.

Definition 6. A frame ¢ is a substitution {wy — t1,...,w, — t,} where t; € Messages (1 <i <n).

Intuitively, w; in a frame points to the the ¢ message recorded by the attacker in a protocol run. Note
that in our definition, every frame with |dom(y)| = n has dom(¢) = {w1,...,wn}. We denote the set of all
frames as Frames. The adversary can use the public names as well as recorded messages to construct new
messages. This is modeled as the deducibility relation.

Definition 7. Any term in Tr amw is said to be a recipe. We say that a message t is deducible from ¢ with
a recipe r (written as ¢ " t) if t € Messages and rp =gr t. We write Recipes for the set Tr -

Intuitively, the recipe r tells how the attacker can construct the messages ¢ from the recorded messages.
Note that the same term ¢ can be constructed using different recipes. A frame ¢’ = {wy — t},...,wy — 1.}
extends a frame ¢ = {wy — t1,...,wy, — tp} if m >n and if ¢, =¢; for all 1 <7 < n. It is easy to see that
if ¢’ extends ¢ and if @ F" ¢ then ¢’ F" ¢.

Ezample 5. Consider the signature F and the rewrite system R in Example[2 Let ¢ = {w; > enc(s, k,7), ws —
k} where s,k,r € N are private names. Then we have that ¢ F9e¢(w1,2) 5 Note that dec(w:, k) ¢ Recipes
as k € N. If we had that s € M we would also have that ¢ F* s reflecting that public names are always
deducible.

We now recall static equivalence of frames [2] to capture indistinguishability of frames. Recall that two
terms can be indistinguishable to an attacker even if the two terms are distinct. For example, 0 encrypted
using a symmetric key unknown to the attacker and 1 encrypted using the same key are indistinguishable
to the attacker. Thus, instead of checking of direct equality between messages, the attacker can perform a
series of tests to distinguish between two frames. This is the intuition behind the following definition:

Definition 8. Let 1,72 € Recipes. A test 71 z ro holds in a frame ¢ (written (11 = r2)p) if @ F™ t and
@ F"2 t for some t, i.e., 11 and ro are recipes for the same term in .

Frames o1 and @9 are statically equivalent (written ¢1 =5 @w2) iff for all ri,r2 € Recipes we have that
(r1 =r2)p1 iff (r1 =r2)p2.

Ezample 6. Let a,b € M and r k, k' € N. We have that {w; — enc(a,k,r),ws — k} %5 {w1 —

enc(b, k,r), w2 — k} because the test (dec(wr,ws) L a) distinguishes the two frames. However, {w; —
enc(a, k,r), we — k'} ~5 {wy — enc(b, k,r),ws — K'}.

3 A cryptographic process calculus

We shall assume that cryptographic protocols are modeled using a simple process calculus which has sim-
ilarities with the applied pi-calculus [2]. The applied pi-calculus has shown to be useful for specifying and
verifying cryptographic protocols; there are tools that automate verification of protocols in this model [17].
We shall further restrict our attention to the finite, i.e., replication-free fragment of applied pi-calculus.
This restriction is important because observational equivalence becomes undecidable with replication [47].
However, even with this restriction, one can model a bounded number of protocol instances.

In this section we define our process calculus. We begin by defining its syntax.



Syntaz Recall that we have fixed a first-order signature F, a set N of private names, M of public names, a
set C of public channel names, a set W of parameters, and a set X of message variables (see Section [2). The
terms of the set 7r ar,m,w,x are also identified modulo a fixed subterm convergent rewrite system R (see
Section [2)).

We model a bounded number of instances of a cryptographic protocol as a finite set of traces. Traces are
defined using sequences of actions generated by the following grammar (note that here in and out are fresh
symbols not occurring in F):

a = in(c, x) receive action
out(c,t) send action
?
[s =t test action
where x € X, s,t € SMessages, ¢ € C. A trace T is a sequence of actions T' = aj.as. . ... an. As usual, a receive

action in(c, z) acts as a binding construct for the variable z. We assume the usual definitions of free and
bound variables for traces. We also assume that each variable is bound at most once. A trace is ground if
it does not contain any free variables. The set of ground traces shall be represented as GndTraces. We also
assume the usual definition of a name occurring in a trace.

A process P is defined to be a set of traces P = {T1,...,T,}. We say that a process is ground if all of its
traces are ground. We identify traces with singleton processes.

Remark 2. Contrary to the applied pi calculus [2] we do not have an v operator for generating new names:
as we only consider a finite number of sessions we can simply use private names in . We have also not
explicitly included the parallel operator | and the choice operator +. One could include these and generate
the corresponding set of traces. Thus, there is no loss in expressivity. However, we note that an explicit
enumeration of the traces can result in an exponential number of traces.

Semantics The semantics of a process is defined using the semantics of its traces. The semantics of a
trace is given in terms of a labeled transition system T. We assume that all interactions between protocol
participants are mediated by the adversary. The labeled transition system records the interaction of the
protocol participants with the adversary. The set of labels of T is defined using the set Recipes. Recall that
the set Recipes is the set Tr a1, (see Section [2)). The set of labels, Labels, is

Labels = {in(c, r), out(c), test | r € Recipes,c € C }.

The labeled transition system T is a subset of (GndTraces x Frames) x Labels x (GndTraces x Frames) and
we shall write (T ¢) EN (T",¢") whenever ((T, @), ¢, (T",¢")) € T. The frame in the transition system is used

to record the messages that the protocol participants have sent in the past. The relation L is defined as
follows:

ekt

in(c,r)

RECEIVE

(in(c, x).T, ) (T{z — t}, )

SEND

out(c)

(OUt(Ca t)Ta 90) (Ta pU {w\dom(ga)H-l = t})

S:Rt

TEST
test

7
(s =1.T,¢) — (T, ¢)

The label in(c, r) indicates a message sent by the adversary over the channel ¢ and r is the recipe that
adversary uses to create this message. The label out(c) indicates a message sent over the public channel ¢
and the transition rule SEND records the message sent in the frame. Finally, the rule TEST is an internal
action.



As usual, we shall write (Tp, o) Loty (T, ©n) when (To, vo) 4, (Th, 1) ... Lo, (T, vn) and we say
that ¢1...4, is a run of (Tp, o). We shall write (T, ¢) EN (T",¢") when either (T, ) Lost Ltest, (T, ¢")

and ¢ # test or (T, ) fest?, (T, ¢") and £ = test, where test* denotes an arbitrary number of test actions.

We write (T, ) 22 (T, ¢,) when (T,¢) 2 (T1, 1) 2 ... 2 (Th,0n). If P = {T1,.... T} is a

process, we write (P, ) AN (T',¢') (resp. Livendny (T",¢")) if there exists a trace T € P such that

(T, ) 222 (T7, ') (vesp. (T, ) 22258 (T7, o)),

Process equivalences In this section we will define different flavors of trace equivalence which will be useful
in this paper. We first recall the standard definition of trace equivalence in cryptographic process algebras.

Definition 9 (Trace equivalence). A ground process P is said to be trace-included in a ground process

Q (written P Ty Q) if whenever (P, () ALY (T, ) then there exist T', ¢ such that (Q,0) ALY (T, ¢")

and ¢ =4 ¢'. Two processes P and Q are trace-equivalent (written P ~; Q) if P T Q and Q C; P.

We will also define two other notions of trace equivalence, one coarser and one more fine-grained. The
coarser trace equivalence, which we denote by =2.; is the trace equivalence that can actually be verified by
our procedure.

Definition 10 (Coarse trace equivalence). Given ground processes P and Q, we say that P T Q

if whenever (P,0) EHELN (T, @) and (r1 = r2)p for some recipes r1,79 then there exist T',¢" such that

The following example illustrates the difference between ~; and ~;.

Ezxample 7. Let P and @ be the ground processes defined as follows:

P = {out(c,a).out(c,a) } and
Q@ = {out(c,a).out(c,a), out(c,a).out(c,b) }

Clearly P C.: Q. Observe also that @ C.; P. Indeed, only trivial equalities hold on the frame {w; — a, ws —
b}, and therefore these also hold on {wy — a,ws — a}. Thus, we have that P ~. Q while P %; Q.

We will however show that these two notions coincide for a class of determinate processes. In the context
of the applied pi calculus determinate processes were previously studied by Cortier and Delaune in [33].

Definition 11 (Determinate process). We say that a ground process P is determinate if whenever
fl,...é Zl)"'é7

(P,0) === (T, ¢) and (P,0) === (T",¢') then ¢ =~ ¢'.

Intuitively, determinate processes are processes in which the adversary’s static knowledge at any instance
is completely determined by its past interaction with the protocol participants. The following is immediate
from the definition.

Proposition 1. A ground trace, i.e, a ground process consisting of single trace, is determinate.

As already mentioned above, it was demonstrated in [33] that trace equivalence coincides with obser-
vational equivalence for determinate processes. We show that ~; and =.; also coincide for this class of
processes.

Theorem 1. If P and @ are ground processes then P =~y QQ implies P =~ Q. Furthermore if P and Q) are
determinate, then P ~. Q implies P ~; Q.

Proof. Let P and @ be determinate processes.

(=) Follows immediately from definition of ~; and =.



(<) We need to show that P & @ implies P ~; Q). We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that P =~ Q

and P #; Q. We suppose P [Z; @ (the case of Q [Z; P being symmetric). As P [Z; Q) we have that there

exist £1,...,4,, T, @, such that (P,0) Lol (T, ) and

2. or for all ¢, T” such that (Q,0) Livendn, (T",¢") we have that ¢ %, ¢'.

In the first case we have that P %, @Q, contradicting our hypothesis. In the second case, as ¢ %, ¢', there

exist 7,7’ such that (r = r")¢ and (r # 1')¢’ (or vice-versa, the other case is symmetric). As P C.; Q, we

have that there exist 7", ¢” such that (Q,0) L, (T",¢") and (r = r")¢". As Q is determinate, we

have that ¢’ 4 ¢". This yields a contradiction, as (r # 7')¢" and (r = r")¢” would imply ¢’ % ¢”. O
Additionally, we introduce a more fine-grained notion of trace equivalence, denoted ~ .

Definition 12 (fine-grained trace equivalence). Given ground processes P and Q, we say that P Cp Q
whenever for all trace T € P there exists a trace T’ € Q such that T ~; T'. We say that P ~p Q if P Cp Q
and Q Cg P.

It follows directly from the definition that ~pC~;. The difference between these two relations is illustrated
by the following example.

Ezxample 8. Let P and @ be ground processes defined as follows:

P = { out(c, enc(a, k)).out(c, enc(b, k)).in(c, z).[x = enc(a, k)].out(c, k),
out(c, enc(a, k)).out(c, enc(b, k)).in(c, x).[x = enc(b, k)].out(c, k)}

Q = { out(c, enc(a, k)).out(c, enc(b, k)).in(c, z).[x = enc(dec(x, k), k)].out(c, k)}

where k € N is a private name and a, b are constants. The test x = enc(dec(x, k), k) simply checks whether
x is an encryption with key k. It is not difficult to see that P ~; @ but P %5 Q.

As already mentioned our procedure is able check =2.; which coincides with ~2; when processes are
determinate. In the case where processes are not determinate we can use our procedure to check . and
~ in order to over- and under-approximate ~;. Indeed, as traces are determinate processes a procedure for
checking ~.+ can be used to verify ~.

4 Modeling traces as Horn clauses

Our decision procedure is based on a fully abstract modelling of a trace in first-order Horn clauses. We give
the details of this modelling; we start by giving some definitions that we need for defining the predicates
used in the logic.

Symbolic labels and symbolic runs We define the set of symbolic labels as
SLabels = {in(c, t), out(c), test | t € SMessages,c € C}

and the set of symbolic runs as the set of finite sequences of symbolic labels (see Figure [II). The empty
sequence is denoted by e. Sometimes we simply write (empty space) for e. Intuitively, a symbolic label
stands for a set of possible labels, and a symbolic run stands for a set of possible runs of the protocol.

Symbolic Recipes We assume a set ) of recipe variables disjoint from X. The set of terms T a,w,y shall be
called symbolic recipes and denoted by SRecipes. We use capital letters X,Y, Z to range over ). Intuitively,
a symbolic recipe stands for a set of recipes.

We can extend the definition of substitutions to include variables from Y in its domain. However, we only
consider substitutions that map variables in ) to SRecipes. A ground substitution must map variables in )
to Recipes. The notion of most general unifiers is extended to symbolic recipes as expected.



Predicates The predicates used in our modelling and the semantics of the predicates are given in Figure [1I
The predicates are interpreted over a triple- a trace T, a frame ¢ and a substitution o. We consider four
kinds of predicates, all of which have a symbolic run as an argument. Intuitively, the reachability predicate
rw says that each run represented by w is possible, i.e., does not block due to a test that fails. The intruder
knowledge predicate k,, (R, t) says that whenever a run represented by w happens, the (symbolic) message
t can be constructed by the intruder using the (symbolic) recipe R. The identity predicate i, (R, R’) says
that whenever the (symbolic) run w is executed, the (symbolic) recipes R and R’ are recipes for the same
(symbolic) term. The reachable identity predicate ri,, (R, R’) is a short form for the conjunction of the
predicates r,, and i, (R, R').

Formulas and statements We consider first-order formulas built using the above predicates and the usual
connectives (conjunction, disjunction, negation, implication, existential and universal quantification). As
in the case of predicates, a formula is interpreted over a triple consisting of a trace T, a frame ¢ and a
substitution ¢; and the semantics is defined as expected. For ground formulas we do not need the substitution
o and when a formula f is ground we simply write (T, ¢) = f to denote that this formula holds for (7 ¢).
If moreover, dom(p) = 0, we simply write T |= f for (T,0) E f.

Symbolic Runs (¢ € SLabels):

u,v,w:=c¢€ | L,w

Predicates (w € SRuns, R € SRecipes,t € SMessages):

Fw (Reachability predicate)
kw(R,t) (Intruder knowledge predicate)
iw(R,R') (Identity predicate)

riw (R, R') (Reachable identity predicate)

Semantics (¢; € SLabels, R € SRecipes, t € SMessages, T' € GndTraces,
¢ € Frames, o a ground substitution):

(T, 90,0) | Tyt if (T, 00) =5 (T1,01) =2 ... 2% (Tn, o)
such that ¢;0 =g Lip;—1 for all 1 <i<n

(T, 0,0) = key....en (Ryt)  if when (T, p0) <5 (Th, 1) <2 ... £ (Th, )
such that ¢;oc =r Lipi—1 forall 1 <i<n
then ¢, FE o
(T, 00,0) E iey,....0, (R, R") if there exists ¢ such that
(T, 0,0) = key,....e.. (R, t) and
(T7 ¥o, U) ': kZl »»»»» Ln (R,7 t)

(T7 (po,U) ': rielym,gi (R, R/) if (T7 Lpo,o’) ': rel ,,,,, Ln and (T7 (po,o’) ': iel Ln (R, R/)

,,,,,

Fig. 1: Predicates

We now identify a subset of the formulas, which we shall call statements. Statements will take the form
of Horn clauses, and we shall be mainly concerned with them.

Definition 13. A statement is a Horn clause of the form H < By, ..., B, where:
1. He {rllva-,lk’ kll-----,lk (Rv t)a illy»»»-,lk (Ra R/)a rilly»»»-,lk (Rv R/)}

2. For each 1 <i<n,B; =k, 1, (Xi,t)

for some li,...,l, € Slabels, t € SMessages, R, R’ € SRecipes, j; < k, t1,...,t, € SMessages and
X1,..., X, € Y. Furthermore X1,...,X,, are distinct variables and if H = ke, ¢, (R, t) then vars(t) C
vars(ti, ..., ty).

10




We implicitly assume that in a Horn clause all variables are universally quantified. Hence, all statements
are closed formulas.

4.1 The set of seed statements

As mentioned above, our decision procedure is based on a fully abstract modelling of a trace in first-order
Horn clauses. In this section, given a trace T' we will give a set of statements seed(T") which will serve as a
starting point for the modelling. We shall also establish that the set of statements seed(T') is a sound and
(partially) complete abstraction of the trace T. In order to formally define seed(7T'), we start by fixing some
notational conventions.

Let T'=aj.az..... a, be a ground trace. We assume w.l.o.g. the following naming conventions:

. if a; is a receive action then a; = in(c¢;, x;).

. x; # x; for any i # j.
. if a; is a send action then a; = out(c;, t;).

= W N =

. if a; is a test actions then a; = [s; ~ t;].

Moreover, for each 1 < i <n let ¢; € SLabels be as follows:
in(ci, Il) if a; = in(cl-, Il)

61- = out(ci) if a; = out(cl-, tz) .
test if a; = [Si ; tz]

For each 0 < m < n, let the sets R(m), S(m) and T'(m) respectively denote the indices of the receive actions,
send actions and test actions amongst a1, ..., a,,. Formally,

Rim)={i|1<i<m,a; =in(c;,x;)}

S(m) = {i |1<z<mal—0ut(cl,tz)}_

T(m)={i|1<i<ma;=[si =t:]}
Given a set of public names My C M, the set of seed statements associated to T and My, denoted
seed(T, My), is defined to be the set of statements given in Figure @ If My = M, then seed(T, M) is
said to be the set of seed statements associated to T and in this case we write seed(T) as a shortcut for

seed(T', M).

Remark 3. Please note that while constructing the set of seed statements, we apply the most general unifier
modulo R to all tests. In addition, we also apply finite variants. This allows us to get 7id of rewriting in our
procedure.

We shortly show that the set of seed statements is a sound and (partially) complete modelling of a trace.
However, we need one more definition to state this fact.

Definition 14. Let K be a set of statements. We define H(K) to be the smallest set of ground terms such
that:

f= (H<:Bl,...,Bn) e K
o grounding for f Byo € H(K) e B,o € H(K)
Ho € H(K)
ku(R,t) € H(K)
kuv (R, t) € H(K)
(Equivalently, H(K) is the least Herbrand model of K U {ke, .. 0., (X, 2) < ke, 0, (X, %) }nen.)

SIMPLE CONSEQUENCE

EXTENDK

11



Myorl, . bmorl < {kllo"rlw'wlj—lo"rl(Xj7ijTl’)}jER(’UL)
forall0 <m<n
for all ¢ € mgug({sx = tx}rer(m))
for all 7 € variants(¢10, ..., {nmo)

keyorstmort(Wism) tmoTL) <= {keyory,. e, 10rL (X5, 20T) b e rom)
for all m € S(n)
for all ¢ € mgug({sx = tr}rer(m))
for all 7 € variants(¢10, ..., lmo, tmo)

k(c,c) <
for all public names ¢ € My

kzlwwem (f(Y17 ey Yk)7 f(y17 e 7yk)7—‘|/) <~ {kf1,m,€m (Y37 ij\L)}jE{l ,,,,, k}
forall0 <m<n
for all function symbols f of arity k
for all 7 € variants(f(y1,...,yx)).

Fig. 2: Seed statements

We show that as far as reachability predicates and intruder knowledge predicates are concerned, the set
seed(T) is a complete abstraction of a trace.

Theorem 2. Let T be a ground trace.

— (Soundness.) For any statement f € seed(T) U H(seed(T)), T k= f.
— (Completeness.) If (T,0) Lovolm, (S, ) then:

1. fLigl Lol € H(seed(T)).

2. Zf (@) FE ¢ then klepi_’_”ngw(R, tJ,) S H(Seed(T))

Remark 4. Please note that the set seed(7T') is only partially complete in that we have not shown in Theorem
2 that if o F7 ¢ and ¢ 7 ¢ then iz, p). 1.0, (R, R') € H(seed(T)).

We will shortly show how the completeness of seed(T") can be built upon to achieve a) full abstraction
of the trace T' and b) a procedure for checking equivalences ~.; and ~y.

5 Procedure for deciding trace equivalence

We shall now describe a procedure for deciding trace equivalence. At a high level, this consists of two steps.

1. A saturation procedure which constructs a set of simple statements from the set seed(T) which we will
call solved statements. The saturation procedure ensures that the set of solved statements is a complete
abstraction of 7.

2. Given two processes P and @), we saturate the set of seed statements for traces of P and @) and then use
the solved statements to decide whether P and Q) are trace equivalent.

We shall now give the details of the procedure. We start by the saturation procedure.

5.1 Knowledge bases and saturation

The saturation procedure manipulates a set of statements called a knowledge base:

Definition 15. Given a statement f = H < By, ..., By,

12




fEK, g€ Kaes, f= (H = kuo(X, 1), By, .. .7Bn)

g= (kw(R,t') & Bpia,.. .,Bm) o =mgu(ka(X,t), kn(R, ) t&X
RESOLUTION

K = K @ h where h = ((H¢Bl,...,Bm)a)
fvg € Ksolved:
f= (ku(R7 t) < Bi,..., Bn) g= (ku/,u,(R’7 t) < Bus1, ..., Bm) o = mgu(ka (1), ke (o, 1))

EQUATION
K = K @ h where h = ((iw (R,R) < B, ..., Bm)a)

f19 € Koolved, f= (iu(R, R/) < By, ... ,Bn) g= (ru/y/ < Bn+1,. .., Bm) o = mgu(u, u')

TEST
K = K @ h where h = ((riw (R,R) < By, ..., Bm)a)

Fig. 3: Saturation rules

_____ 0, (X, ;) for some variables x; € X, X; € Y.
— f is said to be well-formed if whenever it is solved and H = ke, ... ¢, (R,t), we have that t ¢ X.

A set of well-formed statements is called a knowledge base. If K is a knowledge base, we define Ksoled =
{f € K| f is solved } to be the knowledge base restricted to the solved statements.

Given an initial knowledge base K, the saturation procedure produces another knowledge base sat(K). The
saturation procedure proceeds as follows. First new statements are generated and then the knowledge base is
updated with the new statements. This two-step process continues until a fixed-point is achieved. We describe
the two steps in the procedure.

Generating new statements Given a knowledge base K, new statements f are generated by applying the
rules in Figure

Update The first step while updating the knowledge base by f is to convert f into a canonical form.

Definition 16. Given a solved deduction statement f, we define the canonical form of f to be the statement
fU obtained by first applying Rule RENAME below as many times as possible and then applying Rule REMOVE
below as many times as possible:

H < ky(X, ), kao (Y, 2), B1,. .., B

RENAME
(H <~ ku(Xv'r)vBla s 7Bn){Y = X}

H < k.(X,2),B1,...,Bn x & vars(H)
H < Bi,...,B,

REMOVE

For any other type of statement f, the canonical form fl is defined to be equal to f.

It is easy to see that any fact f can be converted into a canonical form. After a canonical form has been
obtained, we perform another check before f| can be added to the knowledge base. Intuitively, this check
ensures that we add enough identity predicates in the knowledge base.

Definition 17. The set of consequences of a knowledge base K, denoted conseq(K), is the smallest set
such that

13




AXxioMm

kuo (R, t) < ky(R,t), B1,..., By, € conseq(K)

ku(R,t) < B1,...,B, € K o a substitution
Bio < Ch,...,Cp € conseq(K) ... Byo < Ch,...,Cp € conseq(K)

RES
. kuo (R, t)o < C1,...,Cy, € conseq(K)

Given a knowledge base K and a statement f, the update of K by f, denoted K & f, is defined to be
K U{f|} if the head of f is not of the form k¢, . ¢, (R,t). Otherwise, let

.....

f‘U’:kll ..... Ek(R;t)<:k£1 ..... eil(X17tl)7"'7kel ..... 4; (Xn;tn)

and
if f is solved and for any R’ we have that
KU
4%, key,oon (B1) <= {key, (Xjtj) e, .my} € K’
Kof=< KU{iy, (R R) if f is solved and R’ is such that
= {keye, (X5 6) eqr,ony b Ken e (R 1) <= {key e (X5, 6) e, om b € K
KUu{fi} if f is not solved
where K’ = conseq(Ksolved)-
Please note that update is not a function, namely that there may be several R’,i1,...,17, such that
ey, (R,1) <= key ey (X15t1), ooy key ey, (Xnstn) € conseq(Ksoived). However, we need to compute
only one such R’ i1, ..., 0.

Initial knowledge base One question that naturally arises is what is the initial knowledge base for the
saturation procedure. Given a trace T, the initial knowledge base for the saturation procedure is defined as
follows.

Definition 18. Given a set of statements S, the initial knowledge base associated to S, denoted K;(S), is
defined to be the empty knowledge base updated by the set S, i.e., K;(S) =0 ®yes f. If T is a ground trace,
we write K;(T) for K;(seed(T)).

Please observe that K;(T") depends on the order in which statements in seed(T) are updated. The exact
order, however, is not important and our results shall hold regardless of the order chosen. The saturation
procedure takes K;(T) as an input and produces a knowledge base sat(XK;(7T)). The reason for choosing
K;(T) instead of seed(T) as the starting point of the saturation procedure is that seed(7T") may not be a
knowledge base (recall that a knowledge base is a set of well-formed statements). The set K;(T) is, however,
a knowledge base.

Proposition 2. Given a trace T, the set K;(T) is a knowledge base.

Soundness and completeness of the saturation procedure We shall now show that the set of solved
statements in sat(K;(T)) is a sound and complete abstraction of a trace T. We need one more definition
which extends H(K') and allows us to establish that sat(K;(T")) is a complete abstraction of T.

Definition 19. Let K be a set of statements. We define He(K) to be the smallest set of ground terms such
that H(K) C He(K) and closed under the following rules.

14



iw(Rl, Rg) (S He(K)
REFL - SYM -
Iw(R, R) S HS(K) Iw(RQ, Rl) S HS(K)

iw(Rl,Rg) S He(K) iw(Rl,Rg) S He(K)

T
RAN iw(Rl,Rg) S HS(K)

iw(R17Rll) € He(K)v"' uiw(RnaR;z) € He(K) f € ]:7 ar(f) =n

Cone iRy Ro) J(RL - RL)) € Ho(K)

iw(R,R') € He(K)

E
M TR R € Ho(K)

ko(R,t) € H(K)  iw(R,R) € Ho(K)

EQUATIONAL CONSEQUENCE
ki (R, 1) € He(K)

We have that the set of solved statements produced by the saturation procedure is a sound and complete
abstraction of the trace T.

Theorem 3. Let T be a ground trace and let K = sat(K;(T)).

— (Soundness.) For any f € K UH(K), T = f.

— (Completeness.) If (T, D) Lonbn, (S, ) then

1. MLiol,....Lopl € He(KsoIved)'
2. lf @) FE ¢ then kL1<PJ,,~-~7L7150¢(R7 t\L) S He(KsoIved)-
3 if oFBt and o F® t, then i, gy 1,0 (R R') € He(Keoived)-

.....

Effectiveness of the saturation procedure We have shown that the set of solved statements in sat(K;(T))
form a sound and complete abstraction for the trace T. However, the set sat(K;(T)) may, a priori, not be
computable for several reasons.

— As the set of public names M is infinite, the set seed(7") for a ground trace T is infinite as well.

— For the update rule, we have to check that given a knowledge base K, a term ¢, labels /1, ..., £, indices
1<4y,...10n, < k, variables z1,...,x, € X and recipe variables Xi,..., X, € ), whether
dR. k[l _____ L5 (R, t) = k[l _____ 2, (Xl, :cl), N kgl ,,,,, Li, (Xn, In) S COIlSGq(KSOh,ed).

Furthermore, if the check succeeds then we have to compute one such R.
— The saturation procedure may itself not terminate even if the initial knowledge base is finite.

We will now address each of these three reasons.

First, we show that we only need to consider the saturation of the set K;(seed(T, Mr)) where Mr is
the (finite) set of public names occurring in 7. The set sat(K;(T)) can then be computed from the set
sat(K;(seed(My,T))) by adding the set of clauses Kaqr which is not required for the saturation and is
defined as follows.

Definition 20. Given a set of public names M C M and a set of solved reach statements R we define

Ku,r = {k(m,m) <}men U {i(m,m) <}menU
{riu(m,m) < By,... B, |m € M,r, < By,...B, € R}
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Lemma 1. Let T be a trace and Mr C M be the public names occurring in T'. Then
sat(K;(T)) = sat(K;(seed(M7,T))) U Kpm R
where R is the set of solved reach statements in sat(K;(seed(My,T))).

Since the set K;(seed(T, Mr)) is finite, this means that all intermediate knowledge bases in the saturation
procedure are finite.

Second, we show that the update step can be decided if we only have a finite number of statements in
the knowledge base.

Lemma 2. Given a finite set of solved statements K, term t, labels {1,..., 0, indices 1 < iy,...1, <
k, variables x1,...,x, € X and recipe variables Xi,...,X, € Y, it is decidable if there is an R such
that ke, 0, (R, 1) <= key o (X1, 01), 000 key ey, (X, @) € conseq(Ksoived)- If the answer to the decision

procedure is “Yes”, then we can compute one such R.

It has been shown in [6] that deducibility is undecidable for convergent optimally reducing rewrite systems.
As observed in [I] static equivalence is even harder to decide, as soon as the signature may contain a free
symbol (which does not change the fact that the rewrite system is convergent and optimally reducing).
As our algorithm would allow to decide static equivalence as a particular case we cannot expect a general
termination result. However, we prove that the saturation procedure does terminate for the class of subterm
convergent rewrite systems.

Theorem 4. Let T be a ground trace and S = seed(T'). For a subterm convergent rewrite system the com-
putation of sat(K;(S)) terminates in a finite number of steps.

We remark that the saturation is nevertheless sound and complete for the more general class of convergent
rewrite systems for which the finite variant property holds. Indeed, the procedure may also terminate on
protocols that rely on rewrite systems that are not subterm convergent. This is demonstrated in our case
studies when analysing protocols using blind signatures and trapdoor commitment schemes.

5.2 Algorithm

In this section we describe an algorithm to decide trace inclusion for determinate processes. In we
describe the checks REACHABILITY and IDENTITY which allow us to test whether a trace-represented by the
set K of solved facts in the saturated knowledge base associated to this trace—is included in a determinate
process P.

Theorem 5. Let T be a ground trace, P a ground process and K = (sat(K;(T)))solved- We have that

— if T T P then REACHABILITY (K, P) and IDENTITY(K, P) hold.

— if P is determinate and REACHABILITY (K, P) and IDENTITY(K, P) hold
then T' C.; P.

Note that performing the tests requires deciding if, given ¢, and w, k, (R, t) € H(K) for some recipe R for
a knowledge base K containing only solved statements. It is easy to see that this is equivalent to checking if

(kw (R,t) < ) € conseq(K) and we have already shown that there is an effective procedure for this (which

finds an R if such an R exists).
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REACHABILITY(K, P)

For all ry,. 1, < {kw,(Xi, %)} icqa,....,m} € K do
let ci1,...,cr be fresh public names
such that o :wvars(l1,...,ln) = {c1,...,ck} is a bijection

if for all ¢ s.t. l; = in(t;) we have that kio,. 1, ,0(Ri,tic) € H(K) then

e 3= (L 350 S
check that (P,0) MM (T, ¢)
endif
enddo

IDENTITY (K, P)
For all rill,“,,ln (R, R/) = {kwi (Xhmi)}ie{l """ m} € K do

let ci1,...,cr be fresh public names
such that o :wvars(ly,...,ln) = {c1,...,ck} is a bijection

if for all ¢ s.t. l; = in(t;) we have that kio,. 1, ,0(Ri,tic) € H(K) then

RS if I; € {test,out(c) | c € C}
let M= {in(di7Ri) if |; = in(di7ti)
check that (P,0) ELTEN (T, p) and (Rw = R'w)p
where w = {X; — z;0}
endif
enddo

Fig.4: Tests for checking T C. P

6 Prototype and case studies

6.1 The AKISs prototype

We implemented the procedure for checking equivalence in a prototype, AKISs (Active Knowledge In
Security protocols). AKiSs is written in OCaml and has about 2000 lines of source code, including code
for computing complete sets of finite variants and complete sets of equational unifiers. We used AKIiSs to
verify the equivalences in Examples[dand B Using AKISS we were able to verify strong secrecy for Denning-
Sacco-Blanchet [18] and Needham-Schroeder-Lowe (NSL) [50], resistance to guessing attacks in the EKE
protocol [16], and, more interestingly, anonymity of the FOO [45] and Okamoto [52] electronic voting proto-
cols [ To our knowledge, AKISS is the only tool that can verify FOO and Okamoto completely automatically.
We discuss each of these examples in more details below. In [§] the tool has also been extended to verify a
property called everlasting privacy that appears in electronic voting. Several other protocols were analysed
in this context. AKI1Ss along with all the discussed examples is available on:

http://akiss.gforge.inria.fr

To ease protocol specification, the process calculus syntax used for specifying protocol we allow for an
operator interleave, denoted ||, which models parallel composition of processes and an operator sequence,
denoted ;, for modeling protocols structured in phases. These constructs are merely syntactic sugar and are
defined as follows. Given processes P and ) we define P; (@ as the sequential composition of each trace in P

with each trace in @), i.e.,
PQ={N1T:| Ty € PTy € Q}

5 Please note that as defined in [52], modeling of Okamoto’s protocol requires private channels. As we do not have
private channels in our calculus, we transform the protocol so that every message sent by honest participants on
a private channel is sent encrypted under a key not known to the adversary
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Let € denote the empty sequence, a1, as be actions and T, 77,75 traces. The parallel composition of two
traces is the process defined inductively as

Tle=e|T=T
ar.Ty || az. T = {ay; (T1 || a2.T2), az; (a1. 11 || T2)}

The parallel composition is then naturally lifted to process, i.e. P || Q ={T1 || T2 | T € P,T» € Q}.

The || operator reflects the usual notion of parallel composition in process calculi. One may note that the
number of possible interleavings (and hence generated traces) is exponential. We can however slightly lower
this number due to the fact that test actions are silent, i.e unobservable. We therefore define an optimised
interleaving operator ||, which generates less interleavings. In practice this gain is substantial on several
examples. In the following we let 7 (and decorations of 7) range over test actions, i.e. actions of the form

[s < t] for some terms s,t. @ (and decorations of a) range over input and output actions. The optimized
parallel composition of two traces is the process defined inductively as

T TnlleT=T711...7T0

T T (T o7l . .70/ T"), }

... T o7 ... T =
! " lo 71 m {T{...T{n.a';(Tl...Tn.a.T llo T)

Intuitively we consider sequences of silent actions together with the following visible action as atomic. We

will now show that this is indeed a sound optimization when checking trace equivalence by showing that
Py || Py= Py lo Po.

Proposition 3. Let T1,T5 be two ground traces.

l

(Ty || To) 22225 (T, @) iff (T4 |l To) 22225 (T, )

From this proposition it is easy to conclude that (P || Q) = (P ||, Q).

6.2 Security properties and case studies

We now give more details about our case studies.

Strong flavors of confidentiality The strong secrecy property was introduced by Blanchet in [I8] and we
rephrase it here in our setting. Let P be a protocol with = as the only free variable of P. Then x is said to
be strongly secret if

in(c,z1).in(c, 22).(P{z — z1}) &~ in(c, z1).in(c, z2).(P{x — 22}).

Intuitively, the attacker cannot distinguish the processes using variables z1 and x2 even though it can choose
arbitrary (public) values for these variables. The definition generalizes to multiple variables in the expected
way. We illustrate this property on a Denning-Sacco-Blanchet protocol. Informally, the protocol can be
described as follows.

A — B : aenc(sign(pair(pk(ska), pair(pk(skb, k))), ska), pk(skb))
B — A:enc(z, k)

A sends to B a fresh symmetric session key k together with A’s and B’s public keys. This is signed with A’s
secret key and (asymmetrically) encrypted with B’s public key. Upon receiving this message, B decrypts it,
checks the signature and uses the fresh session key to symmetrically encrypt a secret z. The detailed protocol
model is given in Figure[ll We note that the rewrite system is subterm convergent. We used AKISS to verify
this protocol for strong secrecy of x (with one session of A and B). This protocol is determinate, and hence
we used = to verify that Py ~. P». The verification succeeds as expected.
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Rewrite System:

fst(pair(z,y)) — = adec(aenc(z, pk(y)), ) —x check(sign(z, y), pk(y)) — ok
snd(pair(z,y)) = y dec(enc(z,y),y) — msg(sign(z,y)) = =

Processes:

P; = Setup; (A || Bi) (i €{1,2})
Setup = out(c, pk(skA)).out(c, pk(ekB)).in(c, z1).in(c, z2)
A = out(c, aenc(sign(pair(pk(skA), pair(pk(ekB), k)), skA), pk(ekB)))
B; = in(c, 2).
[check(adec(z, ekB), pk(skA
[fst(msg(adec(z, ekB))) Zp

[fst(snd(msg(adec(z, ek B)))
out(c, enc(z;, snd(snd(msg(ad

)]
pk(ekB)].
(Z ekB))))))

Fig. 5: Formal description of the protocol by Blanchet

A variant of the protocol [I8] consists in letting A also send out a secret y encrypted with k changing
the first message to

A — B : pair(aenc(sign(pair(pk(ska), pair(pk(skb, k))), ska), pk(skb)), enc(y, k))

In this case the protocol does not respect strong secrecy of x,y as, by choosing x1 = y; and xo # yo, the
attacker can distinguish the two situations by testing the equality of the encryptions of z and y. The detailed
model is given in Figure[6l This attack is again found by AKISSs.

Rewrite System:

fst(pair(z,y)) — = adec(aenc(z, pk(y)),y) — = check(sign(z, y), pk(y)) — ok
snd(pair(z,y)) = y dec(enc(z,y),y) — = msg(sign(z,y)) — «

Processes:
Py = Setup; (As | B) (i€ {1,2})
Setup = out(c, pk(skA)).out(c, pk(ekB)).in(c, z1).in(c, z2).in(c, y1).in(c, y2)

A; = out(c, pair(aenc(sign(pair(pk(skA), pair(pk(ekB), k)), skA), pk(ekB))),
enc(y1, k)

oy
|

; = in(c, z).
[check(adec(z, ekB), pk(skA)) ok].
[fst(msg(adec(z, ekB))) = pk(skA)].
[fst(snd(msg(adec(z, ekB)))) L pk(ekB)].
out(c, enc(z, snd(snd(msg(adec(z, ekB))))))

?

Fig. 6: Formal description of the variant protocol by Blanchet

AKISs also verifies strong secrecy of the nonce generated by the responder in the Needham-Schroeder-
Lowe (NSL) [50] protocol. The NSL protocol is a two-way handshake protocol relying only on public encryp-
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tion of fresh nonces and can be informally described as follows.
A — B : aenc(pair(ng, A), pk(skbd))
B — A : aenc(pair(ny, pair(ng, B)), pk(ska))
A — B : aenc(pair(np), pk(skd))

Once again, the modelling of NSL leads to a subterm convergent rewrite system and determinate processes.
We therefore used =2 for our verification. The detailed model is given in Figure[7l

Rewrite System:
fst(pair(z,y)) — = snd(pair(z,y)) = y adec(aenc(z, pk(y), 2),y) = «

Processes:

P; = Setup; (A || B) (te{1,2})
Setup = out(c, pk(skA)).out(c, pk(ekB)).out(c, skD)in(c, z1).in(c, z2)
A = out(c, aenc(pair(na, a), pk(skD),r1)).
in(c, y).[snd(snd(adec(y, skA))) = d].
out(c, aenc(fst(snd(adec(y, skA))), pk(skD), r2))
B; = in(c, z).[snd(adec(z, skB)) = a].
out(c, aenc(pair(fst(adec(z, skB)), pair(z1, b)), pk(skA),r3))

Fig. 7: Formal description of the NSL protocol

This model includes a session of the initiator who is willing to engage with any participant (including the
attacker to allow man-in-the-middle attacks) and a session of B who is willing to engage a session with A.
Note that if B was willing to start a session with an arbitrary initiator the secrecy of n;, would be trivially
broken in a session with the attacker. (In a more complex model one could of course add additional sessions
for B with an arbitrary initiator.) We note that for the verification of NSL, one needs to explicitly model
randomness for asymmetric encryption since the protocol is insecure if deterministic asymmetric encryption
is used. Indeed, as the attacker may choose the value of n;, he could simply recompute the last message and
compare it with the message sent by the initiator.

We also used AKISs to verify the above protocols for real-or-random secrecy. Let P be a protocol and
n € names(P). Then n is said to be real-or-random secret if

P;out(c,n) ~; P;out(c,n’)

where n’ is a fresh name, i.e. a name that does not appear in P. Real-or-random secrecy is particularly useful
to model resistance to offline guessing attacks in password protocols [I4]. Intuitively, an offline guessing
attacks works in two phases. In the first, online phase the attacker interacts with the protocol P in an
arbitrary way. In a second, offline phase the attacker tries all possible passwords against the data recorded
in the first phase. Our property states that the attacker cannot distinguish the case where he tests the real
password (n) from the case where he tests a wrong password (n’). We show that the EKE protocol [16] is
resistant to offline guessing attacks. The protocol can be described informally as follows:

A — B :enc(pk(k)),w)

B — A : enc(aenc(r, pk(k)), w)
A — B :enc(na,r)

B — A : enc((na,nb),r)

A — B :enc(nb,r)

In the first step A generates a new private session key k and sends the corresponding public key pk(k) to B,
encrypted (using symmetric encryption) with the shared password w. Then, B generates a fresh symmetric
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session key r, which he encrypts (using asymmetric encryption) with the previously received public key pk(k).
Finally, he encrypts the resulting ciphertext with the password w and sends the result to A. The last three
steps perform a handshake to avoid replay attacks. Using AKISS we have shown that the protocol resists to
offline guessing attacks on the password w. As EKE is modelled by a subterm convergent rewrite system and
determinate processes, we used the =, relation. The detailed description of our model is given in Figure 8

Rewrite System:
fst(pair(z,y)) = = adec(aenc(z, pk(y), 2),y) = «
snd(pair(z,y)) = y dec(enc(z,y),y) = =

Processes:

P, = (A || B);out(c,w)
P, = (A || B);out(c,w")
A = out(c, enc(pk(k),w)).
in(c, z1).
out(c, enc(ng, adec(dec(z1,w), k))).
in(c, x2).[fst(dec(x2, adec(dec(z1, w), k))) < Nag].
out(c, snd(dec(x2, adec(dec(z1, w), k)))).
B =in(c,y1).
out(c, enc(aenc(r, dec(yr, w), ), w)).
in(c,y2).
out(c, enc(pair(dec(y2,7),ns),7)).

Fig. 8: Formal description of the EKE protocol

Anonymity for electronic voting protocol A voting protocol must respect voter privacy: the adversary should
not be able to learn how each voter voted. AKISS can automatically verify voter privacy in the FOO electronic
voting protocol [45] and the Okamoto protocol [52]. Voter privacy is naturally modeled as an equivalence
property [39/13]: it is not possible to distinguish the situation where honest voter A votes ‘yes’ and honest
B votes ‘no’ from the situation that A votes ‘no’ and B votes ‘yes’. Note that our modeling of the protocols,
that we precise below, is exactly the same as in [39]. We assume that only voters A and B are honest while all
other entities are dishonest. An arbitrary number of dishonest voters are however subsumed by the attacker
and need not be modeled directly.

We now briefly describe the two protocols. The FOO protocol relies on blind signatures and a commitment
function. The rewrite system is specified in Figure We note that the rewrite system is not subterm
convergent, but it is optimally reducing. The protocol consists in 3 phases informally described as follows.

Phase 1:

V — A : sign(blind(commit(v, ), b), skV'))
A — V :sign(blind(commit(v,r),b), skA))
Phase 2 :

V — C: sign(commit(v, 1), skA)

Phase 3 :

V—-C:r

In the first phase the voter V commits to his vote v which he blindly signs and sends to the election
administrator A. A checks eligibility of V and then signs the blinded commitment. Blinding the commitment
ensures that A cannot trace the ballot. V unblinds the signature and obtains a ballot which is signed by A.
In the second phase A submits the signed ballot to a collector C who publishes all the submitted ballots
on a public bulletin board. Finally, in the 3rd phase, V submits the random r which allows to open the
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commitment to C who again publishes this value on the bulletin board. The election can now be tallied by

any observer. The detailed model is given in Figure[d Note that only two honest voters need to be modelled

for showing anonymity. All remaining voters and election authorities are subsumed by the adversary. The

processes AyesBno and Ay, Byes model the situation where these two honest voters have swapped their vote.

The protocols do not lead to determinate processes. Therefore, we proved the relation Ayes Bno ~p AnoByes-
As the processes are not

Rewrite System:
open(commit(z,y),y) = « check(sign(z,y), pk(y)) — x
unblind(sign(blind(z,v), 2),y) — sign(z, 2)

Processes:

Py = Setup; AyesBno
Py, = Setup; AnoByes
Setup = out(c, pk(ska)).out(c, pk(skg))
V-Phasel = out(V,sign(blind(commit(v,7),b), sk)).
in(A, z).[check(z, pk(skA)) < blind(commit(v, ), b)]
V-Phase2 = out(C, unblind(z, b))
V-Phase3 = out(C,r)
AB = (V-Phasel{"* [v," [, /v, [," /2, } |
V-Phasel {vb/ﬂvskB /Skvrb /Tvbb /bvzb /307 })a
(V-Phase2{® /p,** /2 } || V-Phase2{® /p,"* /= });
(V-Phase3{"*/+} || V-Phase3{™/-})

Ayeano = AB{yeS/’Ua7no /’Ub}
AnoByes = AB{no/Ua 7yes /Ub}

Fig. 9: Formal description of the FOO protocol

We will not give a detailed description of the Okamoto protocol and refer the reader to [39]. The protocol
is a variant of the FOO protocol which aims at achieving receipt-freeness. To avoid vote selling a voter should
not be able to provide a receipt of how he voted to a potential coercer. In the FOO protocol this is possible
by sending all private names to a coercer. The main tool to avoid this problem in the Okamoto protocol
is the use of trapdoor commitment functions. These functions allow to change the value of committed vote
using a secret value called the trapdoor. Following [29] we model trapdoor commitment by the following
rewrite system:

open(tdcommit(z, y, 2),y) — « tdcommit(zx, f(z1,y, 2, x), 2) — tdcommit(z1,y, 2)
open(tdcommit(x, y, ), f(x, y, z,21)) = 1 f(x1,f(x,y, z,21), 2, 22) = (2,9, 2, 22)

Intuitively, a trapdoor commitment tdcommit(z,y, z) commits to = using the key y and trapdoor z. The
commitment can be opened using key y to z. However, knowing the trapdoor z one may compute an
altermate key f(z1,y, 2, «) which opens the commitment tdcommit(x, y, z) to x; rather than x. This rewrite
system is again optimally reducing but not subterm convergent and out of the scope of most tools, even in
the simpler case of a passive adversary. The only result we are aware of that can verify this rewrite system
is [29]. As for the FOO protocol we used the relation ~p to prove anonymity.

To our knowledge, no other tool can handle this automatically. We are aware of two other attempts for
verifying the FOO protocol. Using ProVerif [18], Delaune et al. [40], verify a transformation of the protocol.
However, the soundness of this transformation has never been proven. Chothia et al. [27] verify a different
notion of anonymity (also based on process equivalence) using the pCRL tool. However, the attacker they
consider is only an observer that cannot interact with the protocol participants, yielding a finite state system.
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Efficiency On a standard modern laptop, AKISS takes a few seconds to carry out the above verification,
except for the verification of the Okamoto protocol which takes about 30 seconds. Most of the computa-
tional effort goes into the saturation of the traces. Interleaving individual roles of a protocol introduces an
exponential blowup on the number of traces and saturations to perform. However, we believe that we can
scale to larger protocols and more sessions by parallelizing the saturation of these traces (e.g. on clusters of
machines). An implementation performing saturations in parallel is currently in progress.

7 Conclusion

In this paper we present a novel procedure for verifying equivalence properties for a bounded number of
sessions of cryptographic protocols. The procedure has been implemented in a tool which is able to handle
examples which are out of the scope of existing tools.

There are several directions for future work. The implementation of the tool should be optimized and we
plan to analyze more examples coming from electronic voting, RFID protocols and auction protocols which
all have requirements stated in terms of equivalences.

We would also like to extend the procedure to be able to take disequalities into account. On the one
hand, disequalities will allow to verify processes with else branches which are important in a number of
practical examples. On the other hand, characterizing disequalities in our decision procedure would allow to
directly decide trace equivalence based on static equivalence (rather than static inclusion). Another direction
would be to extend the procedure to allow AC operators in order to treat protocols based on exclusive or
Diffie-Hellman exponentiations.
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A Optimally reducing convergent rewrite theories and static equivalence

In this section, we shall sketch the proof of undecidability of static equivalence for equational theories when
the equational theory form an optimally reducing convergent rewrite system. We shall first show that the
deducibility relation is undecidable. Then we can use the results of [I] to conclude that checking static
equivalence is also undecidable.

Lemma 3. Given a signature F, an optimally reducing convergent rewrite system R over F, a frame ¢ that
maps elements of W to elements of Tr ar,m and a term t € Tr ar a1, the problem of checking whether there
exists a recipe v € Tr pm,w such that ¢ F" t is undecidable.

Proof. (Sketch.) We shall reduce the problem of checking whether a 2-counter deterministic Minsky ma-
chine halts on empty inputs to our problem. Recall that a 2-counter Minsky Machine is tuple CM =
(Q’ ds,4f, 61'177,07 5i2nc7 531'zdec7 532'zdec) where

— (@ is a finite set of control states.

— ¢s € @ is the initial state.

— g5 € Q is the final state.

— 8 C Q x Q is the increment of counter i for i = 1, 2.

mc
- & C @ x Q x Q is the conditional jump of counter i for i = 1, 2.

jzdec =
CM is said to be deterministic if from each state g, there is almost transition out of q. The semantics of
CM is defined in terms of a transition system (Conf,(gs,0,0), =) where Conf = @ x N x N is the set of
configurations, (¢s,0,0) is the initial configuration and — is defined as follows:
(¢,4,9) = (¢'yi+1,7) if (¢,4) € &},
q,w q'vi,j+1) if (¢.4') € &,
¢,i,j)  ifi=0and (¢ q
q",i—1,7)if i £0 and (q,¢',q

1

) zdec7
//)

(¢:4,7) —
(g4, 9)
(.9,7)
(¢4, 9)

/\/\/\/\/\/\

%

— . zdec7
q,1,J) = q’,w) if j =0 and (¢,¢',q") € 674, and
(q,m)—> q",i,j —1)if j #0and (¢,¢,¢") € 0740,

A sequence of configurations sy, s1, . . . s is said to be a computation of CM is so = (¢s,0,0) and s; — s;41
fori=0,1,...k—1. A computation sg, s1, ... sk is sad to be a halting computation of CM if sy = (gy,0,0).

The halting problem asks given a 2-counter machine CM if there is a halting computation of CM.

Now, given a deterministic 2-counter CM = (Q, gs, qf, 0},0s 02,0s 6jlzd€c, 5jzdec) we construct F,R, ¢, t as
follows. For each ¢ € @, F will consist of a unary symbol ¢. In addition, F will consist of a 4-ary symbol
h, a 0-ary symbol Z, a unary symbol s and a unary symbol Run. Intuitively a term h(q, z,y,w) will stand
for a configuration of the counter machine CM with ¢ as the control state, x and y as the contents of the
two counters and w some auxiliary information. The term Z will stand for the natural number 0. The term
s(z) will stand for increment of counter x. Finally Run(-) will encode a command to execute one step of the
counter machine.

The rewrite system R consists of the following rewrite rules:

Run(h(gq, z,y,w))  — h(d,s(z),y,w) if( q) € 0}
Run(h(q,z,y,w)) — h(q 8y ) ) (q, )6 e
Run(h(q, Z,y,w))  — hid Z,yow) i (¢,'q") € 0} dec:
Run(h(g, s(z),y,w)) —>h(tJ’ z,y,w) if (¢, ¢, q”) 651zdec'
Run(h(q,z, Z, w)) = h(d' 2, Z,w) 1f (q, q q ") € 5g2zdec'
Run(h(q,x, s(y), )) — h(ql y LY, W ) if (Q7 q 7q ) 5]221160'

R can be shown to be convergent and optimally reducing. Fix a secret name n € N and let ¢ = { wy
h(gs, Z,Z,n) } and let t be h(qy, Z, Z, n). Now, it can be shown that for each configuration (g, 7, j) of CM there
is a computation so, s1, . . . s such that sx = (g, i, j) iff there is a recipe 7, such that ¢ "¢ h(q, s*(Z), s7(Z),n).
It follows that there is is an recipe r such that ¢ F" ¢ if and only if CM halts.
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It is shown in [I] that given a signature F and a rewrite system R, the problem of checking whether a
term is deducible from a frame can be reduced to the problem of checking of static equivalence of two frames

by just adding one unary function symbol to the signature, while keeping the same equational rewrite system
R over the extended signature. This yields:

Corollary 1. Given a signature F, an optimally reducing convergent rewrite system R over F, frame o1

and varphis that map elements of W to elements of Tr anr,m, the problem of checking whether 1 =~ @2 is
undecidable.
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B Proof of Theorem Soundness and completeness of the set of seed
Statements

We prove soundness (see Lemma H] and Proposition ) and completeness (see Lemma [B) for the set of seed
statements.

Lemma 4 (Soundness of the set of seed statements). Let T be a ground trace. For any statement f
in the set of seed statements seed(T) we have that T |= f.

Proof. We suppose the same naming conventions for T as in the definition of the set of seed statements (see
Section [0]). We prove that for each statement f € seed(T") we have that T' |= f. There are four kinds of
seed statements (see Figure 2]) which we consider one-by-one.

1. Let m be such that 0 < m < n, let o and 7 be substitutions such that o € mgug({sx = t& }rer(m)) and
7 € variants(lyo, ..., 1,0). We show that

f= ((relaw,...,emaw < {kélaw,...,@flaw(Xja%O’Ti)}jepz(m)))

is a statement that is true in 7.
Let w be an arbitrary substitution grounding for f. Assume furthermore that T |= (keyoryst;—10rL (X5, zjoT)))w

for all j € R(m). We show that T |= (re,ory.....0,,0ry)w. In fact we will show a stronger statement. In
particular, we to show that

T E (fyorl,. tyorl)w

for all 0 < p < m. We proceed by induction on p.

Base case: p = 0. We have (rg,ry,....0,0r)w = r. and T |= (re,ory,....0,0ry )w trivially.

_____ fpfldTi)w and we show that T’ ': (rzlm-%m_’[pm-i)w
by case analysis on a,. Before, we do the case analysis, let us first fix some notations.

Let Ty =T and @1 = ¢. As T |= (rg,074,... 0,107} )w, We have that there exist Ly,..., L, 1 such that

B

L;
(T3, 0i) = (Tit1, @it1)

and L;p; =r l;omlw for all 1 < i < p, where T; = (a;..... an){z; = rjoTlw} cr@-1) and where p;
extends ;1 (for all 1 < ¢ < p). We can now do the case analysis.
(a) if a, = out(cp, tp), then £, = out(c,) by definition. Let Tp41 = (apt1.- - .- ap){z; = zj0mlw}jcrp)
and let @, 11 = ©p U{Waom(p,)+1 > tpoTlw}. Let L, = out(c,). By the definition, we have that
Lp
(Tpa Sﬁp) — (Tp+1v <P;D+1)a
which is was we wanted to prove.
(b) if ap = [sp < tp], then ¢, = test. Let Tp11 = (apyi. .- .. an){w; = 2jo0T W} jerp) and let w11 = @,
As o € mgug({sr = tx}rer(m)), we have that s,0 =g t,0 and therefore s,07|w =g t,o07/w. Hence,

test
(Tp: ¢p) == (Tp+1: Pp+1)
as we wanted to prove.

(c) If ap = in(cp, zp), we know that p € R(p). Let Tpy1 = (apt1... .. an){rj = T;07lw}jeRr(p) and let
©Yp+1 = @p. As p € R(p), we have that T' = (ke,ory,....,_1ori (Xp, 2po7]))w (this is an antecendent
of f). Therefore ¢, FXr* x,07|w and, by letting L, = in(c,, z,07)w), we obtain by the definition
of — that

L
(Tpa ©p) —- (Tp-i-la p+1),

which is what we wanted to prove.
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We have shown that T' = (re,ory,....0,071)w-
2. Let m € S(n), 0 € mgug({sx = tr}rer(m)) and 7 € variants(t,,). We show that the statement

holds in T
Let w be a substitution grounding for f. We assume that

T (keyory,...t; 10r (X, 2507]))w

for all j € R(m) and we show that T |= (kg,ory,... £orl (Wsm)), (tmoT) 1))w.

Let T; = (aj..... an){Tj = TjoTW}ieri-1) and @; = Ui<j<|s-1)1w; — to)oTw}, where o(j) =
min{z | |S(x)| = j}, i.e. o(j) denotes the index of the jth send action.

We distinguish two cases:

(a) if there exist Ll,.. .,Lm such that (Tl,(pl) i) (TQ,(/)Q) ﬁ) NN L—m) (Terly(Perl) and Lz<p1 =R

lijorTlw for all 1 < ¢ < m, we have that

Pm(Wis(m)|) = to(s(m))0TW = tmoTwW

and we have that ¢ F¥Istml ¢, 07w and therefore ¢ FIStmI (t,,07)}w which implies that T |=

(kfla'T,L,...,émari(w|5(m)\7thTJ/))w'
(b) otherwise, we trivially have that T = ke, ory,... 0, 0L (W]s(m)|» (Em0T) L)w.

We have shown that T = f.
3. Let ¢ be a public name. T |= (k(c, c) <= ) trivially holds because 0 ¢ c.
4. Let g be a function symbol of arity k and let o € variants(g(z1,...,2x)). We show that the statement

f= (KXt X0, gl m)od) < (KX 20D e ,.n )

is true in T
Let w be an arbitrary substitution grounding for f. We assume that 7' |= k(X;, z;0l)w for all 1 < j <k
and we show that

TE (k(g(X1,..., Xk),9(x1,...,2)0!))w.

We have that
059 20w

for all 1 < j < k by our hypothesis. But this implies
P FICK@nXnw) g o lw, .. apolw) =k g(x1, . .. 2k)0lw

which immediately implies that T = (k(g(X1, ..., Xk),g(z1,...,25)0]))w.
We have shown that T = f.

We have shown for every statement f € seed(T") that T' |= f. O

Proposition 4 (Soundness of H()). Let T be a ground trace and K be a set of statements such that for
all f € K we have that T = f. Then for all f € H(K) we also have that T = f.

Proof. The proof of this proposition is a straightforward induction on the size of the smallest proof of
feH(K).
Base case. The proof of f € H(K) is obtained by applying the rule SIMPLE CONSEQUENCE when n = 0.

We have that f/ = (H < ) € K and f = f'o where o is a substitution grounding for f'. As f' € K, by
hypothesis, T |= f’. Hence, as all variables in f’ are universally quantified, T = f’o.
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Inductive case. We proceed by case distinction on the last rule which has been applied.

— SIMPLE CONSEQUENCE: We have that f/ = (H < B;...B,) € K, o is a substitution grounding for
f!" such that f = Ho and Bjo € H(K) for 1 <i <n. As H < B;...B, € K we have by hypothesis
that T = H < B;...B,, and hence T |= (H < Bj ... B,)o. By induction hypothesis we also have that
T | B;o. Hence, we conclude that T = Ho.

— EXTENDK: We have that k,(R,t) € H(K). By induction hypothesis T |= k. (R, t). It follows from the
semantics of k that T = kyy (R, t).

Lemma 5. Let T and S be traces and let ¢ be a frame. If (T, D) EEEN (S, ) then

(A) TLigl,....Lapl € H(seed(T));
(B) if(p |—R t then kL1</7~|,7-~~;Ln<P~|,(R7 tJ,) S H(seed(T))

Proof. We prove the two statements by induction on n. We assume that the two statements hold for any

index less than n and we prove them for n. As (T, 0) Looln, (S, ), we have that

— there exists w such that (Lipl, ..., Lapl) = (b1,. .., )w,
— spw =R trw for all k € T(n).

We prove each of statements in turn:

(A) As spw =g tpw for all k € T'(n), by the definition of mgug there exists o € mgug({sx L tk Y her(n)) Such
that:
(a) dom(o) C X,
(b) sgo =g tro for all k € T(n) and
(¢) w[X] =r (om)[X] for some substitution =
where X = vars({sk, tx frer(n))-

It follows that (¢4, ..., 0y)wl = (¢1,. .., ¢y)on] for some substitution 7. By the definition of variants((¢1, . . .

there exists 7 € variants((¢1,...,¢,)o) such that (¢1,...,0,)om) = (¢1,...,0,)or)7" for some substitu-
tion 7/. By the definition of seed(T"), we have that

Let 7 be the substitution that extends 7/ by {X; = R;} cr(n) where R; are recipes for z;w.
We have by the induction hypothesis that each antecedent of f7” is in H(seed(T')). Therefore

Myorlr”,. . . Aporlr!” = Vyorlr!,... booTlT’ € H(Seed (T))

(B) By induction on R, we show that:

kLlwi),,,7Ln¢¢(R, RQD\L) S H(seed(T))

(a) If R = ¢ is a public name, and as the statement f = (k(c, c) < ) is in the set of seed state-
ments by definition, we have that k(R, Rol) = k(c,¢) € H(seed(T')) by definition and therefore
KLy, Lnpt (R, Repl) € H(seed(T')) by the EXTENDK rule.

(b) If R = wj, let m be the smallest index such that |[S(m)| = j (i.e. m is the index of the action a,,
that output the content of w;) and let ¢,, be the term such that a,, = out(c,t,,) for some channel

c.
As for item Al we choose o € mgug({sk < tkker(m)) such that (q,..., 0y)wl = (€1,... ly)om)
for some substitution . Let 7 € variants(({1,...,%m,tn)o) and 7/ be substitutions such that

b1yl tm)w = (U1, .o byt )oT LT
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We have by the definition of the seed knowledge base that

For k € R(m) we let Ry be recipes of xxo7]7 =g 2w in the smallest possible prefix of . Let
" = 7 U{X) = Ri}rerm). We have that the antecedents of hr” are in H(seed(T')) by the
induction hypothesis. Therefore

keyorirs,..bmorirr (Wi, tmoT ")
=kerorir o tor iz (W, tmoTT')
=Keywl,... lpmwl (Wi, tmwl) € H(seed(T)).

But (41,. .., 4y)wl isaprefix of w = (41, .., £,)w] and therefore by the EXTENDK rule ko, (w;, tmwl) =
kw(Rj;, Rjpl) € H(seed(T')), which is what we had to prove.

If R= f(Ry,...,Rk), let 7 € variants(f(y1,...,yr)) and 7" be such that Rol = (f(y1,...,ye)7)d7".
By the definition of the seed knowledge base, we have that the statement

g = (kamln (f(Sflv sy Yk)7 f(yh s 7yk)7—\|/) <= {kamln (ijv ij‘l’)}jG{1>»»»-,k}) € seed(T).

Let 7" = wU T U{Y; = Rj}jcq1,...x}- We have that all antecedents of g7 are in H(seed(T")) by
the induction hypothesis. Therefore, the head of g7” is also in H(seed(T)).
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C Soundness and completeness of saturation: Proof of Theorem [3]

C.1 Soundness of saturation

In this section is we prove the soundness part of [Theorem 31 Soundness is an immediate consequence of
Lemma [6] Lemma [8] Lemma [I2] Lemma [0 Lemma [0, Lemma [I1] and Lemma [I3] proved below.

Lemma 6 (Soundness of canonicalization). Let T be a ground trace. If T |= f then T = fl).
Proof. We will show that each canonicalization rule is sound:

1. For the RENAME rule, consider a statement
f = (H = k(X2 Ky, (Y 0), Bus . B
where k <[ and we show that if T = f then T |= g where

9= ((H <k (X2), Br, o B{Y = X}
Let 7 be a grounding substitution for g such that T |= ky, ¢ (X, 2){Y — X}7, Bi{Y — X}7,...,B{Y —
X}r. We show that if T |= f then T = H{Y — X }7.
Let 7/ be a substitution identical to 7, except for 7/(Y) = 7(X). We will show that all the antecedents
in f7' are true in T.
Indeed, k.1, (X, 2)7T" = kiy 4 (X, 2){Y — X }7 holds by hypothesis. As k < land T = ke, .. 4 (X, 2)7,
we also have that T |= k. ¢, (X, 2)7" = ke, 4, (Y, 2)7". Furthermore T = B17' = B1{Y — X}7,...,B, 7' =
B,{Y — X}7 by hypothesis. As T = f, and all antecedents of f7’ are true in T', we obtain that T = H7'.
But Hr' = H{Y — X }7 and therefore we have that T' = H{Y — X }7. As we have chosen 7 arbitrarily,
it follows that T' = g.

2. For the REMOVE rule, consider a solved statement

f= (H ek (X, 2), By, ... ,Bn)

such that the rule RENAME does not apply to f and such that « & vars(H). We show that if T |= f then
T | g where

g= (H<:B1,...,Bn)

Let 7 be an arbitrary substitution such that 7' |= By7,..., B,7. We will show that T'|= H7 and hence
TEg.
Let (T1,¢1) = (T,0). We distinguish between two cases:

(a) If (Th, 1) L, (T2, v2) Lz Lk, (Tk+1, Pr+1) such that L;p; = t;7 for all 1 <4 < k, we consider
the substitution 7’ to be identical to 7 except for 7/(z) = (X7)pp11.
As z & vars(H) and because f is solved and the rule RENAME does not apply, we have that = ¢
vars(Bu, ..., By) and therefore T = B17' = B17,...,B,7 = B,7T.
Furthermore, we have that T |= ky, ¢, (X, )7’ by the definition of k.
As all antecedents of f7’ are true in T and T = f, it follows that T = H7'. But HT = H7' since
x & vars(H) and therefore T |= HT.

(b) Otherwise, we trivially have that T = ky, .4, (X, z)7. We have that all antecedents of f7 are true
in T and therefore, as T = f, it follows that T = Hr.

We have shown that T' |= g, therefore the rule REMOVE is sound.

We have shown that both rules for computing the canonical form are sound and therefore T = f|
whenever T | f. O
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Lemma 7 (Monotonicity of k). Let T be a ground trace. If T = ky(R,t) then T | kyyo (R, 1).
Proof. Immediate by the semantics of k.

Lemma 8 (Soundness of the consequence). Let T be a ground trace and K a knowledge base. If for all
f € K we have that T |= f, then for all f € conseq(K) we have that T | f.

Proof. We show that both inference rules are sound.
For the AXIOM rule, soundness follows immediately from the semantics of k.

For the RES rule, let f = (ku(R,t) = Bl,...,Bn) and g; = (Bl-a . cl,...,cm) for 1 < i < n be

statements such that T |= fand T = ¢; (1 < i < n). We will show that T |= (ku(R, tyo < Cy,...,Cp)
by letting 7 be a substitution such that T = Ci1,...,Cp7 and proving that T = ky(R,t)o7. Indeed, as
TECT...,Chrandas T = g; (1 <i<mn), wehave that T = B;o7 (1 <i <n). But T |= f and therefore
T = ky(R,t)or as well. By monotonicity of k (Lemma [7) we conclude that T' = ky, (R, t)oT.

Lemma 9 (Soundness of the Resolutionsaturation rule). Let T be a ground trace and f, g and h be
defined as in the RESOLUTIONTule. If T |= f and T = g then T |= h.

Proof. We consider the following statements:

f=(H <k 0(X,1),B,.. .,Bn)
g = kgll)m’g; (R, t/) <~ Bn+1, e ,Bm)
h= (H<:B1,...,Bm)a)

with j < i and where o = mgu(kg/1 _____ e (R, 1), ke,
T = h.

Indeed, let 7 be an arbitrary substitution grounding for h and assume that T = Bjor,..., BnoT.
We will show that T = Hor. As T = Bp4107,...,Bpno7 and because T |= g, we have that T |=
mgu(kg/pm)g/j (R,t')or. But mgu(ke,,...er (R,t")oT = ke,,....0;(X,t)oT by choice of o = mgu(mgu(kg/pm)g/j (R,t'), ke, .0, (X, 1).
As j <, it follows by Lemma [Tl that T |= ke, ... ¢, (X, t)o7 as well. As all antecedents of for are true in T
and because T = f, we have that T |= Hor. As 7 was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that T |= h. O

¢, (X,t)). We will show that if T = f and T' |= g then

.....

Lemma 10 (Soundness of the Equation saturation rule). Let T be a ground trace and f, g and h be
defined as in the EQUATIONTule. If T |= f and T |= g then T | h.

Proof. We consider the following statements:

f: ku(th)ﬁBlaan)
qg= k’u."u/(R/’t/)<:Bn+1a""Bm)
h=((iww(R,R) < By,... ,Bm)o)

where o = mgu(ky (R, t), ky (R, ).

We will show that if T |= f and T |= g then T | h. Let 7 be an arbitrary substitution grounding for h.
We assume that T | Byor,...,Bnor and we show that T | iy (R, R )or. As T = Byor,...,Bpot
and because T E f we have that T | ky(R,t)or. But ky(R,t)o7 = ky (R,t)or by choice of o =
megu(ky (R, 1), ky (R, t)) and therefore T' = ky/ (R, t)or. By monotonicity of k (Lemma [7]) we also have that
T = kyo (R, t)or. As T |= Bpy107 ..., Bpot and because T |= g we also obtain that T |= kyy (R, t')oT.
As T = kyror (R, t)or and T |= kyro (R, )07, we have by definition that T |= iy (R, R )oT.

We have shown that the head of h7 is true in T. As 7 was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that h holds in
T. a
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Lemma 11 (Soundness of the Test saturation rule). Let T be a ground trace and f, g, h be statements
as in the TESTsaturation rule. If T = f and T |= g then T = h.

Proof. We consider the following statements:

/= (i(R.R) < By,....B.)
g = \Tur <= Bn-i-lu cee 7Bm>
h = ((fiww(R,R") < By, ... ,Bm)o>
where o = mgu(u, u’)).
Let 7 be an arbitrary substitution grounding for h. We assume that T |= ByioT, ..., B,o7 and we show
that T = riy(R, R')7. Indeed, as T = Byor,...,Byo7 and as T |= f, we have that T |= i, (R, R')oT. As
T E Bp4107,...,Bpor and as T = g, we have that T = ry07.

But ¢ = mgu(u, ') and therefore uor = v'o7. Hence, we immediately obtain T' | fiy. (R, R')oT, which
is what we wanted. As T was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that T = h.

Lemma 12 (Soundness of the update). Let T be a ground trace and K a knowledge base. If for all
f € K we have that T |= f and if T |= g, then for any f € (K & g) we have that T = f.

Proof. It K & g = K U {gll}, we immediately conclude by Lemma Bl Otherwise, it must be that

gl = (Kenyoota (Bo) = ey, (X121 Kyt (X 7))

for some R, t,€1,... ,Lr, i1, .. in, X1,y Xn, Z1,-..,2, and K & g = K U {h}, where

and where
g = (kgl),,,lk (R',t) < Key,otn, (X1, 1), key e, (Xn,xn)) € conseq(Kolved)-

It is sufficient to show that T | h. As Koned € K, it immediately follows that ¢’ € conseq(K) and, by
Lemma [ T k= ¢’. We now show that T = h. Let 7 be an arbitrary substitution grounding for h such that
the antecedents of ht are true in 7. As the antecedents of hT are the same as the antecedents of gl and
those of ¢'7, and as T |= g and T |= ¢’ we have that T |= ke, .. ¢, (R, )7 and T = ke, .. ¢, (R, t)7. But this
immediately implies that T' =i, .. ¢, (R, R')7 (the head of h7). As 7 was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that
Tk h. 0

Lemma 13. Let T be a ground trace and K a knowledge base such that for all f € K we have that T = f.
Then for all H € He(K) we also have that T |= H.

Proof. This result is proved by structural induction on the prooftree witnessing the fact that H € He(K). O
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C.2 Completeness of saturation

In this section we prove the completeness part of [Theorem 3l The first two items of the completeness are
immediate consequences of [Theorem 2] and Lemma 20l proved below. The third item follows from the second
item, direct applications of the definition of H., Corollary [2 (proved below) and applications of the Sym and
TRAN rules.

Proposition 5. Let K be a knowledge base, f = (kuv(R, t) < Cl,...,Cm) a statement such that f €
conseq(K) and 7 a substitution that is grounding for [ such that C;7 € H(K) for all 1 < i < n. Then
kup (R, 0)T € H(K).

Proof. By induction on the proof tree of f € conseq(K).

— If the Ax1om rule was used, we have that C; = k,(R,t) for some i and, by hypothesis, C;7 € H(K).
Using the EXTENDK rule we conclude.

— If the RES rule was used, we have that there exists (ku/ (R',t') < By,.. .,Bn) € K and a substitu-
tion o such that k,(R,t) = ky(R',t')o and B;o < C4,...,Cy, € conseq(K) (1 < i < n). By the
induction hypothesis, we have that B;or € H(K). As (ku/ (R',t') < By, ... ,Bn) € K, it follows that
k' (R, t)oT = ky(R,t)T € H(K). Using the EXTENDK rule we conclude.

Definition 21. When H € H(K) we define S(H, K) to be the size of the smallest proof tree of H € H(K).
Proposition 6. Let K be a knowledge base. If ky(R,t) € He(K) and iy (R, R') € He(K), then k(R 1) €
He(K).
Proof. As ky(R,t) € He(K), it follows that there exist R” such that

ko(R",t) € H(K) (1)

and such that i, (R, R”) € H(K). But iy,(R, R') € Ho(K) and therefore, by the symmetry and transitivity
of iy(-,-), we have that

iw(R", R € He(K). (2)
Using Equations [Il and 2l we immediately obtain by the definition of He that ky,(R',T) € He(K).
Definition 22. We write w C w' whenever w is a prefiz of w': i.e. there exists {1,..., ¢, such that w' =
ly,.... 0y and w="_y,... Ly, for some 0 < m < n.

Proposition 7. Let K be a knowledge base. If ky(R,t) € H(K) (resp. iw(R,S) € H(K)) then there exist
a statement [ = (kw/(R’,t’) <= Bl,...,Bm) € K (resp. f = (iw/(R’,S’) <= Bl,...,Bm) € K)and a
substitution o such that R'c = R, t'c =t (resp. S'c = S), w'oc C w, Bio € H(K) for all1 < i < m and
Zlgigm S(Bio,K) < S(kyw(R, 1), K).

Proof. We prove the proposition by induction on the smallest proof tree of H = k,,(R,t) € H(K) (resp.
H=i,(R,S) € H(K)). We proceed by case distinction on the last proof rule that has been applied.

— SIMPLE CONSEQUENCE: In this case we have that there exist a statement f = (H’ <= By,... ,Bm) e K

and a substitution o such that H'c = H, Bijoc € H(K) forall 1 <i<mand ), ,,, S(Bio,K) +1=
S(ky (R, t')o, K). Hence we directly conclude.

— EXTENDK: In this case H = ky,(R,t) and we have that w = uv for some u,v and k,(R,t) € H(K).
By induction hypothesis, we have that there exists f = ky (R/,t') < Bi,..., By € K and o such that
Ro=R,to =t,u'oCu, Bjoe H(K) forall 1 <i<mand} ., S(Bio,K) < Sky(R,t),K).
As u C w, we also have that /o T w. Moreover, S(ky(R,t) € H(K)) = S(ky(R,t) € H(K)) + 1
> Y ciem S(Bio, K) which allows us to conclude.
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Lemma 14. Let K be a saturated knowledge base and f € K be a statement
f= (H<:Bl,...,Bn)

where H is either i, (R, R'), riy (R, R') orry. If o is a substitution grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksolved)
for all 1 < i <n then we have that
Ho € H(Ksolved)-

Proof. We prove the lemma for the case where H = i,,(R, R’). The proof for the two other cases is similar.
Let G = Zie{l VVVVV n} S(B;0, Ksolved). We prove the lemma by induction on G. If f is a solved statement, the
conclusion is immediate by the definition of .

Otherwise, if f is not a solved statement, there exists some B; (1 < j < n) such that B; = ky, (X}, ;)
and tj g X.

As Bjo € H(Ksoived), it follows by Proposition [7l that w; = u;v; for some u;,v; and that there exists

g = (ku; (R;; t;) ~ Bn+17 R Bm) S Ksolved

and a substitution o’ grounding for g such that By1107,..., Bno' € H(Ksolved), R}U/ = Xjo, tz»a’ = tjo,
wjo' = ujo and S(Bjo) =143 (i1, my S(Bio”).

As w = o Uo’ is a unifier of H = ky (R}, t}) and ky, (X}, t;), it follows that the two terms are unifi-
able. Let 7 = mgu(H, ky, (X},t;)) denote their most general unifier. As K is saturated, it follows that the
REsoLUTIONsaturation rule was applied to f and g and therefore the resulting equational statement

h = (iw(R,R’) . Bl,...,Bj_l,Bj+1,...,Bm)T eK

must be in K (by the update function, equational statements are added to the knowledge base).
As w is a unifier of H and B; and as 7 = mgu(H, ky, (Xj,t;)), it follows that there exists w’ such that
w = 7w’. We have that w’ is a substitution grounding for h, that

BiTw/ eH (Ksolved)

forie{l,....j—1,j+1,...,m}tand that }>,ce; 1, SBiTwW)=G—1.
Therefore we can apply the induction hypothesis to & and w’ and conclude.

Lemma 15. Let K be a saturated knowledge base. If ry, € H(Ksowed), 1w (R, R') € H(Ksolved) and v’ C u,
then riy (R, R') € H(Ksolved)-

Proof. As r, € H(Ksolved), there exists a solved statement f = (rv < Bi,..., Bn> € Keolved and a substitu-
tion o grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksolved) for all 1 <4 < n and such that u = vo.

Asiy (R, R') € H(Ksoved), there exists by Proposition[fa solved statement g = (iw (T,T") < Bnt1,-- -, Bm)
and a substitution 7 grounding for g such that B;7 € H(Ksoned) for all n +1 < ¢ < m and such that
vJduw Jwr, R=T7 and R =T'r.

As vo = w J wr, it follows that v = vovy such that vy and w are unifiable (o U 7 is such a unifier). Let
w = mgu(vg, w) and let w be such that c UT =wo .

As the knowledge base is saturated, the TESTsaturation rule must have fired for f and g and therefore
K must have been updated by h where

h= ((riv(T, T') < By, ..., Bm)w).

But as h is not a deduction fact, the update must have simply added h to K and therefore h € K.

We have that Bwnm = B;jo € H(Ksoved) for all 1 < i < n and that Bwr = B;7 € H(Ksoved) for
all n +1 < i < m. By applying Lemma [I4] to the statement h and the substitution m, we obtain that
riy (T, T"wr = riy (R, R') € H(Ksolved)- O
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Lemma 16. Let K be a saturated knowledge base. If ki (R,t) € H(Ksolved) and kyy(R',t) € H(Ksolved) then
iw(R, R') € H(Ksolved) for some w C uv.

Proof. Let w = ¢1,...,0; and v = ly1,...,0. As ky(R,t) € H(Ksolved), it follows by Proposition [7 that
there exist
f = (kw(Sa S) ~ Bh ceey Bn) S Ksolved

and a substitution o grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksoved) (1 < i < n) and ky(S, s)o = ky (R, t) for
some 1’ C u a prefix of u.
Similarly, as ky, (R, t) € H(Ksolved), it follows that there exist

f/ = (kw/(s/u 3/) = Bi, . ,B;n) € Ksolved

and a substitution ¢’ grounding for f’ such that Bjo € H(Ksoed) (1 <7 < m) and kg (S', )0’ = ky (R, 1)
for u” C uv a prefix of uv.

We have that wo C u, which trivially implies wo C uv. We also have w'o’ € uv. Let w = £3,..., £, and
w' = ¢,..., ¢ and let r = max{p, q}. We have that (¢1,...,¢ )0 = (¢{,...,£])0’".

We have that cUc” is a unifier of kg, ¢ (-, ) and kg g (-, 8"), it follows that 7 = mgu(k
exists. As K is saturated, it follows that the equational fact

..... o (58), ker e (587))

.....

......
resulting from applying the EQUATIONsaturation rule to f and f’ is in K.

As o U ¢’ is a unifier of kg/l)m’g:_(_,s) and kg/ll)m’g:_/(_, s') and as 7 = mgu(kgzl)m’g/r(_, s), kg/117...)g/r/(_, s')), it
follows that there exists w such that ¢ U o’ = Tw.

We have that w is grounding for h and that Bitw, ..., Bytw, BiTw, ..., Bl 7w € H(Ksoved). Therefore,
we have by Lemma [I4] that

g0 (8,8 Tw =lipg. 0 o(R, R') € H(Kohed)-
As (¢],...,0 )0 is a prefix of uv we conclude.

Corollary 2. Let K be a saturated knowledge base. If ky (R, t) € H(Ksolved) and kyy (R, t) € H(Ksolved) then
iu'u (R, R/) S He(Ksolved)-

Proof. The corollary follows from Lemma [I6] by the EXTEND rule of the definition of He.

Lemma 17. Let K be a saturated knowledge base, let
f=(ku(R,t) < By,.... By)

be a statement such that fl € Keowed and let o be a substitution grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksolved)
for all 1 <i <mn. Then we have that

(kw (Rv t))g € He(Ksolved)-

Proof. We prove this by induction on the number of canonicalization steps.
If f is already in canonical form, then the conclusion is immediately true by definition of H. Otherwise,
there must be a canonicalization rule which can be applied to f. We distinguish between two cases:

1. If the RENAME canonicalization rule can be applied, then f must be of the form:

f= (kw(R,t) . ku(X,a:),kuv(Y,a:),Bg,...,Bn).
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Let us consider the statement f’ obtained by applying RENAME to f:

f = (kw(R, t) < ku(X, z), By, . ..Bn){Y — XY

By the definition of a statement, Y has at most one occurence in By, ..., B, and therefore we have that
(Bl, Bg, R Bn){Y — X} = (Bl, Bg, ceey Bn) Therefore (Bl, Bg, e Bn){Y — X}O’ = (Bl, Bg, ceey Bn)O'
We can therefore apply the induction hypothesis on f’ and o to obtain that

kw (R, t){Y — X}O' S He(Ksolved)- (3)
But k. (X, z)o € H(Ksolved) and ky, (Y, )0 € H(Ksolved)- By Lemma 2 we have that
o (X, V)0 € He(Keolved)- (4)

From Equation 3] and Equation 4] and as uv is a prefix of w by the definition of a statement, we conclude
by Proposition [ that
kw (R; t)O' S 7_[e(I(solved)-

2. If the REMOVE canonicalization rule can be applied, then f must be of the form:

f= (kw(R,t) . ku(X,x),Bg,...,Bn).
Let f’ be the statement obtained from f by applying REMOVE . We have that
f = (kw(R,t) = BQ,...,BH).
By applying the induction hypothesis on f’ and o, we immediately obtain our conclusion:

kw(R; t)O' S 7_[e(I(solved)-
Lemma 18. Let K be a saturated knowledge base, let

f= (kw(R,t)<:Bl,...,Bn)

be a statement such that f{ = (kw(R’,t) < (4, .. .,Cm) for some R',C4,...,Cp, and let R" be a recipe

such that
g=(ko(R",t) = C,. .., Cm) € conseq(Ksolved)

and such that
h= (iw(R”,R’) =0, Cm) € Keoped-

Let o be a substitution grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksolved) for all 1 < i < n. Then we have that
(kw (Rv t))a € He(Ksolved)-

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the number of steps to reach the canonical form.
If f is already in canonical form we have that Bi,..., B, = Ci,...,Cy, and, by applying Proposition [
to g and o, we have that
Kuw (R/, t)U S H(Ksolved)-

Furthermore, as h € Kqoed and as all antecedents Byo, ..., B,o = Cio,...,Cpo of ho are in H(Ksolved), We
have that
iw(RH, RI)O' S H(Ksolved)-

It immediately follows that
kw (RN, t)U S He (Ksolved)a

which is what we had the prove.
Otherwise, there must be a canonicalization rule which can be applied to f. We distinguish between two
cases:
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1. If the RENAME canonicalization rule can be applied, then f must be of the form:
§ = (ku(R,t) = Ku(X,2) koY 2), By, .., By ).
Let us consider the statement f’ obtained by applying RENAME to f:

f= (kw(R, t) < ku (X, z), Bs,. ..Bn){Y o XY

By the definition of a statement, Y has at most one occurence in By, ..., B, and therefore we have that
(Bl,Bg, .. Bn){y — X} = (Bl, Bg, Ceey Bn) Therefore (Bl, B3, . Bn){y — X}O’ = (Bl, Bg, Ceey Bn)O'
We can therefore apply the induction hypothesis on f’ and o to obtain that

kw (R, t){Y — X}O' S He(Ksolved)- (5)
But ky (X, z)0 € H(Ksolved) and ky, (Y, 2)o € H(Ksolved). By Lemma 2l we have that
iuv(X, Y)O' S H(Ksolved)' (6)

From Equation Bl and Equation[6land as uv is a prefix of w by the definition of a statement, we conclude
by Proposition [ that
kw (R; t)O' S 7_[e(I(solved)-

2. If the REMOVE canonicalization rule can be applied, then f must be of the form:
f= (kw(R,t) = ku(X,:c),Bg,...,Bn).
Let f’ be the statement obtained from f by applying REMOVE . We have that
= (kw(R,t) . Bg,...,Bn).
By applying the induction hypothesis on f’ and o, we immediately obtain our conclusion:
ku (R, t)o € He(Ksolved)-
Lemma 19. Let K be a saturated knowledge base, let f € K be a statement
f = (ku(R.t) < By,.... By)
and let o be a substitution grounding for f such that B;o € H(Ksoved) for all 1 < i < n. Then we have that
(kw(R,t))o € He(Ksolved)-

Proof. Let G = Zz‘e{l,...,n} S(B;0, Keoived).- We prove the lemma by induction on G.
If f is a solved statement, the conclusion is trivial by the definitions of H, He.
Otherwise, there exists some B; = ky,; (Xj,t;) (with 1 < j < n) such that t; € X.
As Bjo € H(Ksoived), we have by Proposition [7l that there exist

g= (ku/ (R/, t/) ~ Bi, o ,B;n) S Ksolveda

a substitution ¢’ grounding for g such that Bio’,..., B, 0’ € H(Ksolved), ku (R, t')0’ = ky (X}, t;)o for some
prefix u C w; of w; and S(B;0, Keolved) > Zie{l VVVVV m} S(Bic’, Ksolved)-
As 0 U0’ is a unifier of k,(X},t;) and k,/ (R, "), it follows that 7 = mgu(k, (X, t;), ke (R',t')) exists.
Let o U ¢’ must be an instance of the most general unifier, let w be a substitution such that o U ¢’ = Tw.
As K is saturated, it follows that the RESOLUTIONsaturation rule was applied to f and g. Let h be the
resulting statement:

h= (kw(R,t) . Bl,...,Bj,l,BjH,...,Bn,Bg,...,B;n)T.

We distinguish two cases:
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1.

2.

if h is not solved we have that h € K by the update function (as K is saturated).
We can therefore apply the induction hypothesis on h and on the substitution w to immediately conclude.
if h is solved, we distinguish two cases:

(a) either hl} € K, in which case we conclude by applying Lemma [I7 to h and w.
(b) or h = (kw(R”,t) =a,.. .,ck) and

h = (kw(R’", t)y<=Cy,. .., Ck) € conseq(Kolved)

and
B = (iw(RW, R/’) <= (Cq,..., Ok) € Ksolved

for some R’ in which case we conclude by applying Lemma I8

Proposition 8. If k,(R,t) € He(K) then kyy(R,t) € He(K).

Proof. As ky(R,t) € He(K), it follows that k,(R',t) € H(K) and i,(R', R) € He(K) for some R'. By the
EXTENDK rule, we have that k,,(R’,t) € H(K) and by the EXTEND rule, we have that i, (R, R) € He(K).
We conclude by rule EQUATIONAL CONSEQUENCE that ky, (R, ) € He(K), which is what we had to show.

Lemma 20. Let S be a set of seed statements and let K be the saturation of the knowledge base obtained
by updating the empty knowledge base by each statement in S. Then H(S) C He(Ksolved)

Proof. Let H € H(S). We will prove by induction on the proof tree of H € H(S) that each node of the tree
is in He(Ksolved). We proceed by case distinction on the last rule that has been applied to derive H.

1.

2.

EXTENDK: we have that H = k., (R, t) and k,(R,t) € H(S) for some prefix u of w, in which case by the
induction hypothesis we have that k, (R, t) € He(Ksolved) and we conclude by Proposition Bl
SiMPLE CONSEQUENCE: there is a statement

f:(H’<:Bi,...,B;) €S

and a substitution o grounding for f such that H = H'c and Blo € H(S).
By the induction hypothesis, we have that Bio € He(Ksolved). W.l.0.g. assume that B} = K (X, t). As
Blo € He(Ksolved), we have by definition of He that there exist R} such that

kw;a(Rgv tig) S H(Ksolved)v (7)

iwéU(Rgﬂ XiU) S He(Ksolved) (8)

forall 1 <i<n.
But wjo is a prefix of w, where w is such that H = predicate,,(...) with predicate € {r,k}. Note that as
S is a set of seed statements, predicate & {i,ri}. By applying the EXTEND rule to Equation (§]), we obtain

Iw(RészU) S 7_[e(Ssolved)- (9)
Let o’ be the substitution defined to be o except that it maps X; to R} for all 1 <i <mn.

We will show that H'o’ € He(Ksolved). As K was updated by f, there are three cases:

(a) if f € K, we conclude by Lemma [I9 or Lemma [[4] (depending on the predicate). Moreover, when
predicate = r, we use the fact that H(Ksoved) € He(Ksolved)-

(b) if fJ € K and f ¢ K, in which case f must be a solved deduction statement. In this case, by
Lemma [[7] we obtain that H'c’ € He(Ksolved)-
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(c) if fU = (kw(R, t)y<=Ch,.. ey Cm> and there exists R’ such that

(kw (R, t) <= Cy,. .., C’m) € conseq(Ksolved)

and such that
(iw(R, R)<Cy,..., Cm) € Keoned-

In this case, we have that H'¢’ € He(Ksolved) by Lemma I8

We have shown that H'c’ € He(Ksowed). We distinguish several cases depending on predicate:
— predicate = r: In such a case, we have that H'0c’ = H'c = H and we easily conclude.
— predicate = k: In such a case, we have that H'o’ = k. (S0’,tc’). Relying on Equation [@ and ap-
plying the rules CoNnG and REFL, we deduce that: i,,(So, S0") € He(Ksolved)- Since ki, (So’,to’) €ps
He(Ksolved) and to = to’, using Proposition B we conclude that ke, (So,to) €g He(Ksolved)-
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D Effectiveness of the procedure

D.1 Proof of Lemma [1
We let = denote the saturation relation. We let == denote the reflexive closure of =.

Lemma 21. Let K be a knowledge base and Mo C M a set of public names such that names(K) N Mgy =
0. Let K1 C Kmy.r where R is the set of solved reach statements in K. If h is a statement such that
names(h) N Mo =0, then

(KWK)®h=(K®h)WK;.

Proof. If h is not solved or if it is not a deduction statement, we have that (KWK;)dh = (KWK,)U{h} =
(KU{h})WK; = (K ®h)WK;. If his a solved deduction statement, let

which case

1. either ke, .. ¢ (R, 1) < k[l_’__”gil(Xl,{El), cooskey 0 (X, xn) & conseq((K W Kq)soved) for any R, in

(KWyKy)oh=(KWK)U{hl}=(KU{hl}) W K.

It follows that ke, . ¢ (R',t) < key,..05, (X1,21), s key oy, (X, @) & conseq(Ksoned) for any R
either (since K C K W K3). Therefore K @ h = K U {hl} and we immediately conclude by replacing
K U{hl} by K @ h in the equation above.

2. or kghm)gk (R/, t) = kghm’gil (Xl, .’L‘l), ey kghm)g

case, (K WK)@®h=(KWK;)U{f} where

(Xn, Tn) € conseq((K W K1 )solved) for some R’. In this

in

f= (iel,...,ek(RaR') = {key,, (X5, 25) beqn, n})}-

To conclude we show the following claim.

If names(t) N Moy = () and

Ek (Rla t) <: kll,...,eil (Xla Il); MR kll,...,ein (Xn7 xn) 6 ConseQ((K H-J Kl)solved)

.....

then

ey, (R ) <= key o (X1,21), - key ey, (X, ) € conseq(Ksoved)

in

To proof this claim we proceed by induction on the size of the proof tree of

kghm)gk (R/, t) = kgl)m’gil (Xl, .’L‘l), ey kéh...,&n (Xn, xn) S conseq((K (] Kl)solved)-

Base case: we need to consider two cases according to which rule has been applied.

— Ax1oM: the rule does not depend on the knowledge base and we trivially conclude.
— RES: we have that n =0, i.e., H < € (KUK )solved and Ho = kg, .. ¢, (R, t). As names(t)N Mo =0
we have that H < € Kqoved- Hence, ke, . o, (R, 1) € conseq(Ksolved)-
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Inductive case: We suppose that the proof ends with an application of the RES rule. We have that
H < Biy,...,Byn € (KU Ki)solved, Bio < key, 0, (X1,21),. .., key,.o0, (X, @) € conseq((K W
Kl)solved) and Ho = kgl ,,,,, [k(R/,t). Let H = ku(S,t/) and Bi = kul(}/nyz) As Ho = k[l_’___ygk(R/,t)
and names(t) N My = (), by inspection of the statements in K, it must be that H < By,..., B, €
Koolved- Moreover, as t'c = t we have by hypothesis that o N My = () and hence t' N My = 0. As
y; € vars(t') we have that y;o0 N My = () and we can apply our induction hypothesis to conclude that
Bio < key,..0;, (X1,21), -+, key,.. 0, (X, @) € conseq(Ksoned) for 1 < i < n. Hence, as

H <:Bl,...,Bm S Ksolved

in

and
BiU <= kgl)m’gil (Xl,.%'l), Ceey kghm 0.

Wip

(Xnu xn) S Conseq(KsoIved)
for 1 <4 < n we conclude that ke, ¢ (R',t) € conseq(K).

Lemma 22. Let K be a knowledge base and My C M a set of public names such that names(K)N Mgy = 0.
Let K1 € K, ,r where R is the set of solved reach statements in K. If

KWK, = K"

then K" = K'W Ko with K =~ K', Ko C K, r where R’ is the set of solved reach statements in K’ and
names(K") N Mg = 0.

Proof. We perform a case distinction depending on which saturation rule triggered:

1. if rule RESOLUTION triggered, we will show that f,g € K.
Indeed, no statement (k(m,m) = ) € Kj can play the role of g in the RESOLUTION saturation rule
since ¢ = m must unify with ¢ ¢ X. Therefore ¢ must be m, but m & names(K) by hypothesis and
therefore ¢ cannot be m.
No statement in Kj can play the role of f in the RESOLUTION saturation rule since they have no
antecedents.
Therefore f,g € K and names(h) ¢ Mg. We choose K’ = K @ h, K5 = K; and we conclude by
Lemma 211

2. if rule EQUATION triggered, we distinguish three cases:

(a) if a statement (k(m,m) = ) € K plays the role of f in the EQUATION saturation rule, we have

that ¢ = m. As ¢’ unifies with m, we have that either ' = m or that ¢’ is a variable. The second
case is not possible since g must be well-formed. Therefore t' = m. As m ¢ names(K) by hypothesis
it follows that g € K7 and therefore g = k(m, m). Therefore the resulting statement is i(m, m). We
choose Ky = K1 U {i(m,m)}, K’ = K to conclude.

(b) if a statement (k(m,m) < ) € K plays the role of g, the reasoning is analogous to the case above

(c) otherwise f,g € K. Therefore names(h)NMgy = 0. We choose K’ = K @& h and K5 = K; to conclude.
3. if rule TEST triggered, we distinguish two cases:

a) if (1(m,m) < | € Ky plays the role o then g =r, < By1,...,B, € K. We choose = an
()'f('(,))Kplyhlff,hg Bi,...,B, € K. We choose K’ = K and

Ky = K1 U{riy(m,m) < By,...B,} to conclude.
(b) otherwise f € K. The statement g must also be in K since g is a reachability statement and K7 does
not contain reachability statements. We choose K/ = K & h and K5 = K; to conclude.

From the above lemma we can immediately conclude that if Mo = M \ names(K) and
K U {k(m,m)}mem, =" K’

and K’ is saturated, then

K :>* K/I
with K" saturated and K’ = K” U K, g where R is the set of solved reach statements in K”. This
means that there is no need to keep track of all (an infinite number of) names during the saturation process.
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D.2 Proof of Lemma
Proof. The definition of conseq(K) yields a direct recursive algorithm which moreover computes R:

— (Axiom) Check whether ¢t = z; for 1 < j < n. If this is the case return (yes, X;).
— (Res) Otherwise, guess a (solved) statement ky(R',t") < ky, (Y1,91), .- ku, (Y, yx) € K and compute
0. (R, t) = ky (R, t")o. Check recursively whether

.....

IR ku, (Riyyi)o <= ke, e (X1,21), - key ey, (X, 2n) € conseq(K)

for 1 <4 < k. In that case return (yes, R'[Y; — R;]1<i<n). Otherwise return no.
Termination is ensured because the size of ¢ when checking whether
vty (X1,m1), 00 key e, (X, 2n) € conseq(K)

strictly decreases in each recursive call. Indeed, when k,(R',t") < ky, (Y1,91), .. - ku, (Yi, yx) € K we have
that ¢ ¢ X because it is well-formed and y; € vars(t’) by definition of a statement. Hence, |y;0| < |t'o| = |¢].

D.3 Termination of the saturation

Throughout this section we suppose that all statements have distinct variables. This can be supposed w.l.o.g.
because all variables are universally quantified.

Basic properties
Lemma 23. Let K be a knowledge base. We have:

1. for all substitutions o, for all f € conseq(K), fo € conseq(K)
2. for all (ku(R, t) < Bl,...,Bn) € conseq(K), for all symbolic run v, (kuv(R, t) < Bl,...,Bn) €
conseq(K)
3. for all (H < Kuyoy (R1,81)5 -+ s Ky v, (R tn)) € conseq(K), for all predicates ky, (S1,71), - - -, Ky, (Sks Tk )
if foralli € {1,...,n}, (kui (Ri, ti) < Ky (S1,71)5 -+ + s Kay, (Sk,s rk)) € conseq(K) then (H < ky, (S1,71), - -+, Kuwy, (Sks rk))‘

Proof. We prove the three properties separately.
Property (I): We prove the property by induction on the length of the derivation of f € conseq(K).

Base case, size of the derivation is 1: We have

— either f = (H < ky(R,t), By, .. .,Bm) which implies that fo = (Ha < kuo(Ro,to), Byo,. .. ,Bma)
and so fo € conseq(K) by rule AXIOM.

—or f = Hy < Bi,...,Bp,) for some (k,(R,t) < ) € K and substitution 7. Since fo = (Hyo «
Byo,... ,Bma), we directly have that fo € conseq(K) by rule REs.

Inductive step, size of the derivation bigger than 1: We have that f = (kuv(R, )y < Ch,. .., C’m) for some
(ku(R,t) < By,.. .,Bn) € K and substitution 7 such that for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, (Bl-*y < (1, .. .,C’m) €
conseq(K). By induction hypothesis, we deduce that for all i € {1,...,n}, (Bi*ya < Cyo,..., C’ma) €
conseq(K). Hence we can apply the rule RES which allows us to conclude that fo € conseq(K).

Property (2): Let v be a symbolic run and f = (ku(R, t) < By,..., Bn). We proceed by case distinction
on the last rule applied in the derivation of f € conseq(K).
Rule Ax10M: There exist two symbolic runs uy,us such that f = (kuyu,(R,t) < ku, (R,t),B1,...,Bn)
which trivially implies that (ku,u,v(R,t) < ku, (R,t), B1,...,By,) € conseq(K).
Rule REs: There exist two symbolic runs uy, us, a substitution v and g = (kul (R, M) < C,..., Cm) eK
such that ke,u, (R, ')y = ku(R,t) and for all i € {1,...,m}, (C;y < By,...,B,) € conseq(K). But the
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variables of g being distinct from the one of f, we can assume w.l.o.g that the variables of g are distinct from
the one of v. Hence vy = v which allows us to deduce that (ku,u,o(R',t')y < Bi,...,By) € conseq(K).

Property (B]): We do a proof by induction on the length of the derivation of f = (H <= kuv, (R1,t1), - - -, Kupo, (Bnstn)) €
conseq(K).

Base case, size of the derivation is 1: In such a case, one of the following cases holds:

— Case f = (km,(R,t) < ky(R,t), By, .. .,Bn,l): By hypothesis, we know that there exists v’ C u such
that (ke (R,t) < kuw,(S1,71), ..., kw,(Sk,7%)) € conseq(K). Thanks to the second property of this
lemma, we can deduce that (kuy(R,t) < ku, (S1,71), ..., ku, (Sk,7%)) € conseq(K). Hence the result
holds.

— Case H = kyy(R,t)y for some (ku(R, t) < ) € K and substitution v: We can apply the rule REs with

different hypotheses, that is (kyy (R, t)vkw, (S1,71), - -, Kuy, (Sk, 7)) € conseq(K).

Inductive step, size of the derivation bigger than 1: In such a case, we have that H = ky, (R, t)y for some

(ku(R,t) <= By,...,By,) € K and substitution ~ such that for alli € {1,...,n}, (Biy < kuv, (Rl, t1), s Kupon (R, tn)) €
conseq(K). By inductive hypothesis, we deduce that for alli € {1, . ,n}, ( i <= K, (51, 7"1) <y ke, (Sk, rk)) €
conseq(K). Hence by application of rule RES, we can conclude that kuv (R, 1)y <= kuy (S1,71), - -+, Ku (Sk, 7)) €
conseq(K) .

In the following we will caracterize the shape of the knowledge base built by applying saturation rules.

Definition 23. We say that a symbolic run £y ...L, is initial if for all i € {1,...,n}, {; = out(c;) or
l; = in(c;, x;) with x; € X. Moreover, for all i,j € {1,...,n}, i # j implies vars({; ) ﬁ vars(¢;) = 0.

Definition 24. Let f = (kw(R7 t) < By,..., Bn) be a statement. We say that f satisfies origination when-
ever there exists u,v such that w = uv and

— v is initial and for all x € vars(v), x & vars(u) and for all ky,(X,7) € {B1,...,Bn}, © & vars(r);
— for all x € vars(u), there exists ky(X,r) € {Bu,..., By} such that © € vars(r) and x & vars(w).

Given a clause [ with a knowledge predicate as head, we denote by inst(f) = u and init(f) = v, where u is
chosen to be mazimal (in size). We say that a knowledge base satisfies origination when all its clauses with
a knowledge predicate as head satisfy origination.

We first prove that any set of seed statements satisfies origination.

Lemma 24. Let T be a ground trace of size n and Mg a set of public names. The set seed(T, M) satisfies
origination.

Proof. Let us use the notations of Section Bl Among seed(T, M), there are three kinds of horn clauses
with a knowledge predicate as head:

—h = (keyoriobmort (WS tm0TL) = {Keyory. 6, 10r (X5, 2071 Y jer(m)) Where m € S(n), o €
mgug({sx = tk}trer(m)) and 7 € variants((10,...,4,0,tm0). By definition of R(m), we deduce that

for all © € vars(¢107l,...,lnoTl), there exists j € R(m) such that x € vars(z;o71)). Moreover, if we
consider jo the smallest j such that « € vars(xj,07]), we obtain that « & vars(fr07l,...,4;,—107]). We
can conclude that h satisfies origination with inst(f) = ¢107),...,lno7l and init(f) = e.

— h = (k(c,c) < ) with ¢ € M. In such a case, we trivially have that h satisfies origination with inst(f) = ¢
and init(f) =e.

—h = (key,oostrn (FV1, o Y0), f(ys - yi) L) = {keyen (Vi y; T Y jequ, k) ) where m € {0,...,n}, f
is a symbol function of arity k& and 7 € Variants(f(yl, ..., Yk)). Since £q,..., L, is initial, we directly
have that h satisfies origination with inst(h) = ¢ and init(h) = {1, ..., ly,. O

Moreover origination is preserved by application of the resolution rule.
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Lemma 25. Let K be a knowledge base satisfying origination. Let f € K and g € Keoived and let K’ be the
knowledge base obtained by applying the rule RESOLUTION on f and g. We have that K' satisfies origination.

Proof. On the one hand, if the head of f is not an intruder knowledge predicate then the result trivially
holds since in such a case, K’ is K added with a clause whose head is not an intruder knowledge predicate.
On the other hand, let us consider f with an intruder knowledge predicate as head. Since we apply the rule
RESOLUTION on f and g, we know that:

— = (H < ke(X,1),B1,...,By)
— g = (ko(R',#") < Bpi1,..., Bm)
— 0 = mgu(ky (X, 1), ke (R, t))

~ h=(H< Bi,...,Bp)0
K=Kah

We now show that h satisfies origination with inst(h) = inst(f)@ if inst(g)6# T inst(f)6, otherwise inst(h) =
inst(g)f. Moreover, init(h) is such that inst(f)init(f)0 = inst(h)init(h).

— Let us focus on the unification of « with w. We know that w = inst(g)init(g). Moreover, u C inst( f)init(f)
and so inst(g)init(¢)d C inst(h)init(h) where init(h) is a suffix of init(f)6. Since init(g) and init(f) are both
initial, we have w.l.o.g. that init(h) is a suffix of init(f) (typically, we assume that the variables of init(g) are
in dom(0)). Since init(f) is initial then so is init(h). Lastly, since the variables of init(f) were not occurring
in inst(f) nor in the rest of the clause f, and since the variables of init(h) do not appear in the image
of 6, we deduce that for all x € vars(init(h)), x & vars(inst(h)) and for all ks(Y,p) € {B10,..., B0},
x & vars(p).

— Let © € wars(inst(h)). There exists y € wvars(inst(f),inst(g)) and = € wvars(yf) (note that y might
be z). If y € wars(inst(f)) then we deduce that there exists ks(Y,p) € {kuv(X,t),B1,..., By} such
that y € wvars(p) and y & wvars(s). Moreover, if y € wars(inst(g)) then we deduce that there exists
ke(Y,p) € {Bnt1;.-.,Bm} such that y € wvars(p) and y ¢ vars(s). Hence, there exists ks(Y,p) €
{kuv(X,t), B1,...,Bn} such that y € vars(p) and y ¢ vars(s). W.l.o.g. let us assume that there is
no other variable z and ko (Y',p") € {kuw(X,t), B1,...,Bn} such that z € vars(z0), z € vars(p’),
z & vars(s') and s’ C s. Hence y € vars(p) and y & vars(s) imply that « € vars(pf) and z & vars(sf).
If ks (Y,p) € {B1,..., By} then the result holds. Hence it remains to consider the case where ks(Y,p) =
kyp(X,t). In such a case, x € vars(tf) and x ¢ vars(uv). But we know that = € vars(tf) implies that
there exists kg (Y',p’) € {Bn+1, ..., Bm} such that z € vars(p'6). Moreover, we know that uf = wf and
by definition of clause, s'0 C wf. Hence we can deduce that x ¢ vars(s'6) and so the result holds.

Finally, we easily see that obtaining the canonical form of h preserves the origination property and conclude
that K’ satisfies origination.

In the following we say that S is a set of seed statements if S = seed(()T') for some ground trace T'.
The following corollary is a direct consequence of Lemmas 24] and Moreover. we say that K is built
from S if all the clauses of K can be obtained by applying saturation rules from Figure B to K;(5).

Corollary 3. Let S be a set of seed statements and K a knowledge base built form S. K satisfies origination.

Initial substitution We first introduce a few notations.

— Given a satement f = (ku(R,t) < By,..., By), we denote by w(f) the symbolic run w.

— Given a set of seed statements S, we denote by IPC(S) the subset of S corresponding to the protocol
clauses and the public name clauses.

— Given a symbolic run w and an integer n, we denote by w|,, the symbolic run prefix of w of size n.

Definition 25. Let S be a set of seed statements. We define an initial substitution and initial subterms
respectively as a pair (w,c) and a set stzs(S, o) such that:
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— w 18 an nitial symbolic run; and

— f1,... fn €IPC(S),Vie {1,...,n}, w(fi)] < |w|; and

o =mgu({(wlw(s),Wf1);-- 5 (Wl w(fa))} UT); and
TgSt(fla"'vfn)XSt(fla" fn)7 and

vars(img(o)) Nwvars(w) = 0.

- StIS(Sa U) = St(f17 RS f’n) U UfeS,vars(f):@ St(f)

We denote by ZS(S) the set of all initial substitutions for S.

We note that in the definition of stzs(S, o) the clauses fi,..., f,, are uniquely identified by the domain
of o as we suppose that all clauses have distinct variables. Moreover, adding all ground clauses to stzs(.S, o)
guarantees that stzs(S, o) is uniquely defined.

Definition 26. Let S be a set seed statement, (w,o0) € ZS(S) and v a substitution. We say that (w,o) is
mazimal for v in S if for all (w,0") € IS(S), for all substitution ~', such that woy = wo'~y' there exists 0
such that o = o’0.

Lemma 26. Let S be a set of seed statements and (w,0) € ZS(S). For all t € st(img(0)), there exists
u € stzs(S,0) such that uo = t.

Proof. By definition of ZS(S), we have that

o = mgu({(wljw(s), W(f1)); -5 (Wlw(pa) Ww(fa)) U T)

with f1,... fn € IPC(S), T Cst(f1,..., fn)Xst(f1,..., fn) and vars(img(c))Nvars(w) = 0. Let i € {1,...,n}
such that for all j € {1,...,n}, [w(fi)| > |w(f;)|. We deduce that

o = oo mgu({(W(fi)lw(ro) s W())i -5 (W) g W)} UT)

where dom(o()) C wvars(w) and img(o) C st(f;). This allows us to conclude that ¢ = o} mgu(Uy) with
Uo Cst(f1,-.s fn)ob X st(f1,..., fn)ol, and for all ¢ € st(img (o)), t € st(f;) and to| = t.

It remains to prove that for all U and o', if mgu(U) exists and for all ¢ € st(img(c’)), there ex-
ists u € st(f1,...,fn) such that ue’ = ¢t and U C st(f1,..., fn)o" x st(f1,..., fn)o’, then for all t €
st(img (o’ mgu(U))), there exists u € st(f1,..., fn) such that uo’ mgu(U) = t.

We prove this result by induction on m(U) defined as follows:

m(U) = (lvars(U)|, {{[t2] + [t2| [ (t2,t2) € U}})

Base case m(U) = (0,0): In such a case, U = ). Thus we have that mgu(U) = Id and so the result trivially
hold since, by hypothesis, we have for all ¢ € st(img(c’)), there exists u € st(f1,..., fn) such that ue’ = t.

Inductive step: Otherwise, since mgu(U) exists, we have that either (a) U = {f(u1,...,uUm), f(v1,...,0m)}U
U or (b) U={z,u}ul".

In case (a), mgu(U) = mgu(U") with U” = {(ug,v1);...; (Um,vm)} UU'. But U C st(fi,..., fn)o’ X
st(f1,..., fn)o’ implies that U” C st(fy,..., fn)o' xst(fi1,..., fn)o’. Moreover, m(U) > m(U") hence we can
apply our inductive hypothesis on U” and ¢’. Since mgu(U) = mgu(U"), the result holds.

In case (b), 0’ mgu(U) = 0’0" mgu(U'c"”) with 0" = {& — u}. Let t € st(img(o’c")), we have that either
there exists v € st(img(c’)) such that t = vo” or else t € st(u).

If the first case, we know by hypothesis on ¢’ that there exists v’ € st(f1,..., fn) such that v'¢’ = v
hence v'o’c” =1t.

In the later case, we know that u € st(f1,..., fn)o’ hence t € st(f1,..., fn)o’. Thus either there exists
t' € st(fi1,..., fn) such that t = t'0’ or ¢t € st(img(c’)). Once again by hypothesis on o', we deduce that
in both cases, there exists ¢’ € st(f1,..., fn) such that ¢ = t'0’. Moreover, mgu(U) exists also implies that
x ¢ st(u) and so x ¢ st(t). Therefore, to” =t which allows us to deduce that t = t'o’0”.

With the fact that mgu(U) > mgu(U ‘o', we satisfy all the conditions to apply our 1nductive hypothesis
on U'c” and ¢’¢”, and so the result holds.
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Corollary 4. Let S be a set of seed statements and (w,0) € IS(S). For allv € stzs(S,0), for allt € st(vo),
there exists u € stzs(S,0) such that uoc =t.

Lemma 27. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a knowledge base built from S. Let (w, o), (w,0’) €
IS8(K). Let v,7 be two substitutions. If woy = wo'y' then there exists o’ ,7", a,a’ such that (w,0") €
IS(K), wo"y" = woy, o’ = oa and 0" = o’a’. Moreover, for all x € dom(v"), either x € dom(y) and
xy" =xy or x € dom(y') and xvy" = zv'.

Proof. By definition, (w,o), (w,o’) € ZS(K) implies that there exist fi,... fn,91,.-.,9m € IPC(S), T C
st(f1,. -y fn) Xst(f1,..., fn) and R Cst(g1,...,9m) X st(g1,-..,gm) such that

—Vie{l,...;n}|w(fi)| < |w|

—Vie{l,...,m}, |w(g)| <|w|

— o = mgu((w|jwi) Wf1); -5 (Wlw(g) W) ); T)
— o' = mgu((w|jw(g,)) W(91)); - 5 (W]jw(gn)> W(gm)): R)

We know that all clauses have distinct variables but some clauses used to generate o may have been used to
generated o’. Hence let us define F, E, G the following sets:

- F={filie{l,...;,n}and Vj € {1,...,m}, fi # g;}
- G={gjlie{l,....om}and Vie {1,....,n}, fi # g;}
- E={filie{l,...,n}and 3j € {1,...,m}, fi = g;}

Since woy = wo’y’, we have that for all f € E, w(f)oy = w(f)o’'y’. Moreover, for all f € E, t € st(f),
vars(t) C wvars(w(f)) hence toy = to’y'. Hence, let us build 6 such that for all f € E, Qlvars(f)] =
oylvars(f)]; for all f € F, Olvars(f)] = oy[vars(f)]; and for all g € G, O[vars(g)] = o’y [vars(g)]. In such a
case, we deduce that:

—forallie {1,...,n}, (W0 = w(fi)0
— forall j € {1,...,m}, (w|jw(g,) 0 = w(g:)0
— for all (u,v) € TUR, ubl = ve.

Therefore, there exists ¢ such that:

(s W) - -5 (Wlwp s W) );
0" =mgu | (Wlw(g)»W(91)); -5 (Wlw(gn)s W(gm));

Hence (w,0”) € IZS(K). Moreover, since 6 is also a unifier, there exists 4" such that § = ¢”+” hence
wo”' v = wony.
By definition of a most general unifier, we also have that 0" = o mgu(Uze dom (o) {20, 20" 0}) = 0’ mgu(Uzc gom (o) {z0’, 200’
Hence we deduce the existence of a,a’ such that ¢/ = oo and ¢” = ¢’a’. Moreover, let us consider the
variables in the image of ¢”. We know that 0" = o mgu(Uzedom (o) {z0, v0’'0}). We can split dom(o’) into

two sets of variables depending if they are also in dom(o) or not. Hence, we deduce that:

o = mgu(umedom(a")\ dom(o’){xu :EO—IO—}; Umedom(o/)ﬂdom(o){xo—a JIU/U})

By definition, for all x € dom(c”), vars(zo’'c) C range(c)Urange(o’) hence vars(zo’c) C dom(y)U dom ().
Moreover, for all z € dom(o), vars(zo) C dom(y). Lastly, if € dom(c’) \ dom(o) then we deduce that
x € dom(c”) and so = & range(c”). Since the most general unifier preserves the variables, we can conclude
that range(o”) C dom () U dom(v').

Let us now determine zv” for all x € dom(y’). We know that wo”y" = woy = wo'y’. Moreover,
0" = oca = o’a’. Hence, we deduce that woay” = wo+y which implies that for all z € dom(y), zvy = xay”.
If + € dom(«) then we deduce that z ¢ dom(y”). Hence if x € dom(y”) N dom(y) then xa = = and so

a7y = 7", Similarly, we have that x € dom(y") N dom(v'), xy' = xv".
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Lemma 28. Let S be a set of seed statements and (w,0) € ZS(K). Let v be a substitution and u,v €
Usestrs (s,0) St(to) such that wy = vy. There exists o', o, such that (w,0”") € IS(K), o' = oa, oy = o'/,
ua = va and v = y[dom(~")].

Proof. By definition, (w,0) € ZS(K) implies that there exist fi,...fn, € IPC(S), T C st(fi,..., fn) X
st(f1,..., fn) such that

Ve {1, nh w(f)] < |wl
— o =mgu((W|jw(s,) W(f1)); -5 (Whw(p)s W) T)

But by Corollary [ w,v € UtestIS(S,o) st(to) implies that there exists u’,v’ € stzs(S, o) such that u = o
and v = v'o. Since uy = vy, we deduce that ((wljw(s), W(f1));- -5 (Wljw(p), W(fn)); T (u',0")) are unifiable
by o7. Let us define ¢’ such that o' = mgu((w|jw(s,), W(f1)); - ; (Wljw(s,) 1 W(fn)); Ts (u',0")). Tt implies
that there exist 4" such that oy = ¢’+’. Moreover, by definition of a most general unifier, we have that
o' = omgu(u'o,v’'c). Hence we deduce that there exists @ = mgu(u'c,v'o) such that o/ = oa. Moreover,
vars(u’,v") C range(o) = dom(y) hence since a most general unifier preserves the variables, we deduce that
range(c’) C dom(~y). Consider = € dom(v'). We know that za = z since dom(v’) = range(c’). Moreover, we
trivially have that « ¢ dom(o). Therefore, since oy = cay’, we deduce that xy = 7',

Corollary 5. Let S be a set of seed statements. Let (w,0) € ZS(S) and let v be a substitution such that
dom(v) C vars(wo). There exists o’,v', a such that:

— (w,0") € ZS8(S) and is mazimal for v' in S; and
— o' = o« and wo'y = wovy; and

— dom (') = vars(wo’) and ' = vy[dom(v)]; and
— for all u,v € stzs(S,0), wy = vy implies u = v.

Characterisation of the form of a knowledge base

Definition 27. Let S be a set of statements and K be a knowledge base built from S. Let f = (kw(R, t) <
kuy (X1,t1), - -+, K, (Xn, tn)) € K. Consider the initial substitution (woy,o0) € ZS(S) such that dom(v) =
vars(woog), w = wooey and (wo,o0) is mazimal for v in K. We say that a term u is well-formed in f if
there exist uy, ..., Uy € stzs(S,00), i1,...,ix € {1,...,n} and a context C built only of function symbols
such that:

— forallje{l,....k}, t;; € X; and
—u=Cltiyy- - tiy, U100, - - -, Um007]; and
— for all position p of C, there exists T such that (kw(T,ulp) < ku, (X1,t1), .. -, kuw, (X5, tn)) € conseq(Ksolved)-

Definition 28. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a knowledge base built from S. We say that K
is well formed if for all f = (ke (R,t) < kuy (X1,t1),- - - kw, (Xn,tn)) € K, there exists (wo,00) € ZS(K)
and a substitution v such that dom(vy) = vars(woog) and the following properties hold:

1. (wo,00) is mazximal for v in K.

2. w= woooY

3. for all x € dom(7y) ~\ vars(wo), vars(xy) C vars(ti,...,tn).

4. for all x € dom(y) Nwars(wy), vy € X, xy € vars(t,t1,...,tn) and x7y occurs only once in w.

5. for allz € dom(v), xy & X implies that there exists T such that (ku (T, 27) < Ku, (X1,t1), - -, kuw, (Xn,tn)) €
ConseQ(Ksolved) .

6. one of the two following properties holds:
a) there exists u € stzs(S,00) such that t = uooy and for all v € {t1,...,tn}, v is well formed in f.

b) there exist u and T such that t € st(u), (kuw(T,u) < kuw, (X1,t1), ..., ke, (Xn,tn)) € conseq(Ksoived)
and for all x € dom(y) \ vars(wp), xy € X implies xy € {t1,...,tn}.
7. if f € Keolved then one of the two following properties holds:
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a) there exists u € stzs(S,00) such that t = uoyy and uog & X.
b) dom(vy) = vars(wg) and t = f(t1,...,t,) for some function symbol f and w = w; (1 <i < n).

Note that when f € Kgoed, Property 7.a (resp. 7.b) implies Property 6.a (resp. 6.b).
Lemma 29. Let S be a set of seed statements. K;(S) is well formed.

Proof. Let us use the notations of Section Il Let S = seed(T’, M) and f = (ku(R,t) <= ku, (X1,t1), ..., ku, (Xn,tn)) €
K;(S). We distinguish two cases according to whether f € IPC(S) or not.

f € IPC(S) In this case, there exists an initial wy such that oo = mgu(wp,w) exists, and w = wyoy.
Moreover, (wg,00) € ZS(S) and st(f) C stzs(S, 0g). Taking « to be the identity substitution, we have that
w = woogy. Moreover, w = woo implies that (wp,ocq) is maximal for v in S. Properties 3, 4 and 5 are
trivially satisfied since 7 is the identity substitution. Property 6.a also holds by choosing u = ¢. Indeed, since
st(f) C stzs(S, 0¢) we have that t € stzs(S, 0g). Moreover as dom(og) C vars(wg) and vars(wg)Nvars(t) = ()
we have that ¢t = tog = togy. For the same reason, we directly have that ¢1,...,t, are well formed in f.
Lastly, if f is solved, we have by definition of a knowledge base that ¢ & X.

f € IPC(S) In this case, we know that w is initial and vars(t,t1,...,t,) N vars(w) = (. Defining oy to
be the identity substitution, there exists an initial wy and a variable renaming v from vars(wp) to vars(w)
such that (wo,00) € ZS(S) and w = wyy = wpop7y. Property 3 trivially holds since dom(y) \ vars(wo) = 0.
Property 4 also directly holds since vars(t,ty,...,t,) Nwvars(w) = ) and w is initial. Property 5 holds since
for all x € dom(y), vy € X. As we focus on subterm convergent rewriting system, we know that either f
is not solved and there exists ¢ € {1,...,n} such that ¢ € st(¢;) or else f is solved and ¢t = f(ty,...,t,) for
some function symbol f. Thus Property 6.b holds respectively with u = ¢; or v = t. Lastly, when f is solved,
we already showed that ¢t = f(¢1,...,¢,) and therefore Property 7.b holds.

Lemma 30. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Let
(wo, 00) € ZS(S) and let v be a substitution such that dom(y) = vars(wooo) and (wo, 0g) is mazimal for v in
S. Assume that (kwogw(R, ) < kg (R1,61), - oy Ka,, (Rn,tn)) € conseq(Ksoed). There exist uy, ..., Uy €
stzs(S,0), i1,...,ix € {1,...,n} and a context C built only on function symbols such that:

—u=Cltiy,. .., ti, U100, - - -, Um007]; and
— forallie {1,...,m}, u;o0 € X; and
— for all p position of C, there exists T such that (kwo,m(T7 ulp) <= Kuy (R1,t1), - -« s Koy, (B, tn)) € conseq(Ksolved)-

Proof. We proceed by induction on the size N of the derivation of f = (kwyoy (R, 1) < ku, (R1,t1), ., kuw, (R, tn)) €
conseq(Ksolved)-

Base case N = 0: either there exists i € {1,...,n} such that u = ¢; (rule AX10M) and we trivially conclude
choosing C' = _ or there exists (kw (R, ) <« ) € Ksolved and a substitution « such that wa C woogy, u =t/
and R = R'a. In fact vars(#’) = 0. But K is well formed and in particular, Properties 1,2 and 7.a hold.
Hence there exist o(,7" and a term wug € st(S, () such that (wy, o) € ZS(S), whopy = w, ugoyy’ =t and
ugo( ¢ X for some wjwy = w.

Let us define § such that dom(d) = vars(w() U dom(v'), d[vars(wy)] = ooy[vars(wy)] and d[dom(v")] =
~'a[dom(v')]. In such a case, we deduce that woo(d = weogpy. But (w, o) is maximal for v in K hence there
exists 0 such that og = (0. Therefore, we have that ugooy = upoyfy and upog ¢ X. But weoyd = woo0y
and vars(upoy) C vars(wgo(y) hence we deduce that ugo(0y = ugo(d and so ugoey = ueo)y' o = u.

Inductive step N > 0: there exists g = (kw(R’,t’) < By,.. .,Bm) € Koed and a substitution a such
that wa C wooy, u = t‘a, R = R'a and for all i € {1,...,m}, (Bl-a = kwl(Rl,tl),...,kwn(Rn,tn)) €
conseq(Koned). Since K is well formed there exist o), such that (w(,o() € ZS(K), wioyy = w with
wwy = wo. Moreover, either Property 7.a holds and so there exists ug € stzs(S, o)) such that ugoyy’ =t/
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and ugo(, € X or else Property 7.b holds and so dom (") = vars(wg) and ¢ = f(y1, ..., ym) for some function
symbol f where for all i € {1,...,m}, y; is the variable of B;.
In the case Property 7.a holds, we do the same reasoning as in the base case of the induction which

allows us to conclude. Let us focus on the case where Property 7.b holds. Since for all i € {1,...,m},
(Bioz < kyy (R1,t1), -+, ke, (Rn,tn)) € conseq(Koed), by induction hypothesis, we deduce that for all
i€ {1,...,m}, there exist ut,... ,ujn € stzs(S,00), ji,... ,j,ii € {1,...,n} and C; built only on function
symbol such that:

-y = Ci[t_ji'; . 7tj;ii ,uiooy, ..., ul o07]; and

— forall £ € {1,...,m'}, uboo & X; and
— for all p position of C;, there exist T; such that (kwyoey (R}, yictlp) < kuw, (R1,t1), ... ku, (Rn,tn)) €
ConseQ(Ksolved)

This allows us to first deduce that ¢« = u has the expected form with a context f(Cy,...,C,,). Secondly,
by combining our induction hypotheses, we conclude that for all p position of f(C1, ..., Cy,), there exists T”
such that (kueooy (17, ulp) < kuwy (R1:t1), - - -, ke, (Rn, tn)) € conseq(Ksowed)-

Lemma 31. Let S be a set of seed statements and K a well formed knowledge base built from S. Consider
f €K and g € Ksoned such that:

= f = (kR t) < ki, (X1,10), sk, (X t)) ; and
- 9= (kw’(Rlat/) ~ kw{ (Xiux/l)v A kw;n(X;nVT;n))’ and

— there exists u = wy such that = mgu(k, (X1,t1), ke (R, t)).

Let b = (ko(R,t) < Kuy(Xo,t2),. .o ku, (Xn, ), ket (X1, 20), s ker (X7, 20,))0. We have that K' =
K @& h is well formed.

Proof. We only focus on the case where K @& h # K otherwise the result trivially holds. According to
Definition 28 to show that K’ is well formed, we only need to prove some properties on h. Since K is well
formed, we deduce that there exists (wg, 09) € ZS(K) and a substitution « such that dom(y) = vars(wyoo)
and the following properties hold:

f.1) (wo, 0p) is maximal for v in K.

£.2) w = wyoopy.

£.3) for all z € dom(y) \ vars(wp), vars(zy) C vars(t, ..., tn).

f.4) for all z € dom(vy) Nwvars(wo), x7y € vars(t,t1,...,t,) and x7y occurs only once in w.

£5) forallz € dom(y), xy € X implies that there exists 7' such that (ke (T, 27) < kuw, (X1,t1), - - - kuw, (X5, tn)) €
conseq(Ksolved)-

£.6) one of the two following properties holds:
a) there exists u € stzs(5, 09) such that ¢ = uogy and for all v € {t1,...,t,}, v is well formed in f.

b) there exist u and T such that ¢ € st(u), (ke (T, u) < ke, (X1,t1), -, Kw, (Xn,tn)) € conseq(Ksolved)
and for all z € dom(v) \ vars(wo), xy € X implies z7y € {t1,...,tn}.

Moreover, we also deduce that there exists (wj, o) € ZS(K) and a substitution 4’ such that dom(y’) =
vars(wy, o) and the following properties hold:

g.1) w{ C wy and (w, 0}) is maximal for v in K.

g.2) w' = whoyy'.

g.3) for all x € dom (') \ vars(wy(), vars(zy") C vars(zl, ..., x},).

g.4) for all z € dom (') Nwars(wg), xy & vars(t',t},...,t,) and z7y occurs only once in w'.
g-5)

forallz € dom(y'), 27/ ¢ X implies that there exists T such that (ke (T, 27") <= ket (X1, 1), - - - kur, (X),, 20,

conseq(Ksolved)-
g.6) one of the two following properties holds:
a) there exists u € stzs(S, 0()) such that ¢’ = uoyy’ and uoj ¢ X.
b) dom(v') = vars(wy), t' = f(z,...,2},) for some function symbol f and w’ = w} (1 <i < m)

? m
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Since (w(, 0() € ZS(K) and wj C wg (Prop. g.1), we deduce that (wp,0() € ZS(K). Since w(, C wy, there
exists w{ such that wg = wjw]. Let us define §’ such that dom(d') = dom(v") U vars(w(), 6'[dom(y")] =
~'8[dom(~")] and & [vars(w()] = ooyO[vars(wy)]. Moreover, let us denote § = v0[dom(7y)]. We know that
0 = mgu(ky(X1,t1), ke (R, ")) with v © w; hence uf = w'6 which implies, by Prop. g.2 and f.2, that
whooyd = whoyy' 0 = wiold’. Moreover, since dom(o() Nvars(wy) = B, we have w(o(d’ = wjjd’ = w{oob.
Hence, we can conclude that woogy0 = w(ojd’.

By Lemma 27 there exist o, 7{, «, &’ such that (wo,0() € IS(K), woo(v" = weod = woo'd’, of =
oo = oy and for all z € dom(y"), either € dom(d) and zv" = 20 or z € dom(d') and zv" = zd'.

" "

Moreover, by Corollary Bl there exists o()’, 7", &’ such that the following properties hold:

(wo,0(") € ZS(K) and is maximal for 4" in K.

8.2) oy’ = oja’ hence o’ = oy’ = gjd’a”.

woo' " = wooy" = woopd = wood’.

"

dom(~"") = vars(wooy’) and v = ~"[dom(+"")]. Hence, for all z € dom(y""), either x € dom(d) and
xy" = xd or x € dom (') and xy"" = xd’.

s.5) for all u,v € stzs(S, "), ue”'y"" = vo"'4"" implies that uo” = vo'”.

Let us now prove the different properties required for h with (wo,0(’) € ZS(K) and v"'. We already
proved that (wo,o()’) is maximal for v in K (Property s.1). Moreover, we know that w = wgopy hence wf =
wooyd = woood = wooy'y" (Property s.3). Let us denote Side = ku,o(X2,120), . .., ku, 0 (Xn, tn0), kuwio (X1, 10), ... kuy (A

and let us denote Tg = {t20,...,t,0,210,... 2, 0}. It remains to prove the following properties:

h.3) for all z € dom(~"") \ vars(wp), vars(zy"") C vars(Tg).

h.4) for all z € dom(~"") N wvars(wp), 7" is a variable that occurs only once in h.

h5) for all z € dom(y"”), zy" ¢ X implies that there exists T such that (kwe(T,zv") < Side) €
conseq(Ksolved)-

h.6) one of the two following properties holds:
a) there exists u € stzs(S, (") such that t6 = uo{’+"" and for all v € T, v is well formed in h.
b) there exist u and T such that t0 € st(u), (kwe(T, u) < Side) € conseq(Koned) and for all x €

dom(~"") \ vars(wp), zv"" € X implies 7" € Tp.
h.7) if h is solved then there exists u € stzs(S, o’) such that t0 = uoy’~"" and uoy’ ¢ X.

Before proving properties h.3-h.7 we will show two other useful properties.

Sub-property 1: Assume that Property f.6.a is satisfied. For all © € dom(0), if 0 ¢ X then one of the
following property holds:

— there exists u € stzs(S, o) such that uo(’ ¢ X and z8 = uo(’'~v".
— z0 is well formed for h.

To prove this sub-property, we do an induction on the size of |z6| with x € dom(6). Let us assume that
x0 & X. We need to consider 6, that is § = mgu(kwéaw(Xl,tl), Kuws ot (R',t")). By the properties of the
most general unifier, we deduce that one of the following property holds:

1. there exists r € st(w{oo) such that r ¢ X and ry0 = z0:
Therefore, there exists u € stzs(S, 09) such that uoyyd = 6. But u € stzs(S, 0p) implies u € stzs(S, o))
and by Property s.3, woo('y"" = woood. Thus, x6 = uo()'~"".
2. there exists r € st(w(og) such that r ¢ X and '8 = z0:
Using the same reasoning as above, we deduce that there exists u € stzs(S,o(’) such that 26 = uo()'~"".
3. there exists y € dom(v) and r € st(yy) such that r§ = 20 and yy & X:
By Property £.5, we know that there exists T such that ky(T,y7) < kuw, (X1,t1), ..., ku, (Xn,tn)) €
conseq(Klved). But by Lemma B0 there exist uq,...,ur € stzs(S,00), t1,...,%¢ € {1,...,n} and a
context C built on function symbols such that yy = C[t;,,. .., ti,, u1007, . . ., urooy] and for all position
p in C, there exists T such that (kw(T, Ylp) < kuy (X1,1)5 - Kuy (Xn,tn)) € conseq(Kolved). By

52



Property f.6.a we have that for all j € {1,...,£}, t;, is well formed in f. This allows us to deduce that
yy is also well formed in f. In particular, there exist uf, ..., u}, € stzs(S,00), #},...,ip € {1,...,n} and
a context C” such that yy = C'[ty, ... st uhooy, ..., uo07]. W.lo.g., we can assume that there exists
a position p of C such that r = y~|, (otherwise we refer to previous cases). With the fact that yy is well
formed in f, it allows us to deduce that r is well formed in f. Furthermore, by applying our induction
hypothesis on each t;, ..., L, and by application of Lemma 23] we deduce that r0 = 26 is well formed
in h.

4. there exist y € dom(v') and r € st(yy’) such that 7 = 20 and yy' &€ X:
This case is similar to Case 3. In fact by Property g.5, we know that there exists T such that k. (T, yy) <
kwt (X1, 20), ... kwy (X}, 2),)) € conseq(Ksoved). But by Lemma B0l and the fact that all z},..., ],
are variables, we obtain that y+ is well formed in g. Then we apply the same reasoning as Case 3.

5. there exists r € st(t1) such that rf = 260 with r ¢ X
Since Property f.6.a holds, we know that ¢; is well formed in f. Hence we can apply the same reasoning
as in Case 3 (we had yvy well formed in f and r € st(y7y)).

6. there exists r € st(¢’) such that 70 = 20 with r ¢ X
If Property g.6.a holds then we have that r € st(uo(y’) for some u € stzs(S,o()) such that uoyy’ = t'.
In such a case, either there exists 1’ € st(wjo(,) such that ' ¢ X and 1’7" = r or else there exists
y € dom(') such that r € st(yy') and yy' ¢ X. We can respectively apply the same reasoning applied
in Case 2 and 4.

If Property g.6.b holds then ¢t = f(¢y, ..., t,) for some function symbol f. By considering C' = f(_,...,_), we
also have that for all position p of C, there exists T" such that ky/ (T, #'|p) <= ko (X1, 21), .-+, kur (X7, 27,)-

Thus, t’ is well formed in g. Hence we can apply the same reasoning as in Case 3 (we had yvy well formed
in f and r € st(yy)).

Sub-property 2: Assume that Properties h.5 and h.6.b are satisfied and h is solved. Let v and T such that
(kwgotry (T, u) < B) € conseq(Ksolved)- Let v € st(u). If there is not T” such that (kyyoyy (T, v) < B) €

conseq(Koved) then there exists vy € stzs(S,0(’) such that v = voo(’y" and voo’ & X. We prove this

sub-property by induction on |ul:

Base case |u| = 1: In such a case, by Lemma [30, we deduce that either u € T or there exists r € stzs(S, a(’)
such that ro’y"” = w and rof’ ¢ X. But v € st(u) and |u| = 1 imply that v = u. Thus, v € Tp is in
contradiction with the fact that there is not 7" such that (kwogénvm (T,v) < B) € conseq(Kyoved). Hence

ro'y" =w and rof’ ¢ X which means that the result holds.

Inductive Step |u| > 1 : By Lemma [30] we deduce that there exists uy,...,u; € stzs(S,0(’), v1,...,vs € Tp
and a context C built only on function symbols such that:

—u=Clv,...,v,ur0{'y", ... ugof’y"]; and
— forall j € {1,...,k}, ujoy’ ¢ X; and
— for all p position of C, there exists T" such that (kwogn/,ym (T,ulp) < B) € conseq(Ksolved)-

But £ is solved meaning that Tp C X. But v € st(u) and there is not 7" such that (ke (T, v) <

B) € conseq(Kolved). Hence we deduce that there exists ¢ €€ {1,...,k} such that v is a strict subterm

of w04’y In such a case, either there exists r € stzs(S,0(’) such that roy’ € st(v;o(’), rog’v"” = v and

roy’ & X, or else there exists y € dom(y") such that v € st(yy”’). In the first case, the result directly

holds. In the later case, Property h.6.b and v € st(yy"”) indicates that if yy/ € X then v € Tp which

is in contradiction with the fact that there is not 7’ such that (kwogg/,ym (T,v) < B) € conseq(Kolved)-

Therefore, we deduce that yy”" ¢ X hence by Property h.5, we deduce that there exists 7" such that
"

(kwgotrry (T, yy"") <= B) € conseq(Ksoved)- But uiof’ € X implies that [yy"| < [u]. Hence by application
of our inductive hypothesis on yy"”/, we conclude that the result holds.

Now that we proved the sub-properties we need, we will prove Properties h.3 to h.7.
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Property h.3 Let © € dom(y"") ~\ vars(wp). By Property s.4, we know that either « € dom(d) and 2y =
or x € dom(d’") and zv" = xd’. But vars(wj) C vars(wp) hence we can apply Properties £.3, g.3, and so
we obtain that vars(zy"') C Tp U {t10}. Since t10 = t'0 with vars(t') C {z},...,z],} we conclude that
vars(zy"") C Ts. Therefore Property h.3 holds.

Properties h.4 and h.5 Let € dom(~""). Once again by Property s.4, We know that either x € dom(§) and

xy" =xd or x € dom(0") and xy"" = xd’.

— Assume first that @ € dom(6") and so " = x¢’. In such a case, either = € dom(y') or else = € vars(wy).
We know that for all dom (") N dom(o}’) = 0. But o) = opaa’. Hence dom(y"") N dom(co) = 0.
Therefore, if © € vars(w() then & € vars(wg) and so z € vars(wgog) = dom(y). It allows us to deduce
that © € dom(y) Nwars(wg) ~ dom(op). By hypothesis on f, we can deduce that x is a variable that
occurs only once in f. In particular, 2y does not occur in ky, (X1,%1) which implies that « & vars(6).
Hence we can conclude that v = z+"" is a variable that occurs only once in h.

Let us now consider the case x € dom(y'). In such a case, x§’ = zv'6. Once again, we need to distinguish
wether x € vars(wj) or not. The case & € vars(wy) implies € vars(wo) and since = ¢ dom(o(’), which
means ¢ ¢ dom(oy), we deduce that x € dom(y) N vars(wp). Thus by hypothesis f.4, we deduce that z~y
is a variable of w that occurs only once in f. Thus, we deduce that either 7’0 = z or else zv0 = xv’.
Moreover, since zy (resp. x7') is only occurring once in f (resp. g), we can conclude that zv"”' is a
variable that occurs only once in h.

It remains to consider the case where & ¢ vars(w}). In such a case, if 7y’ € X then by Corollary B]
there exists ¢ € {1,...,m} such that 2’ = 2. Otherwise, when v ¢ X, by Property g.5, we deduce
that there exists 7 such that (k. (T,z7) < kwt (X1, 1), .. kwr (X}, 7,)). Therefore, in both cases,
we deduce that there exists T such that (ks (T, 27') < ko (X1, 21),... ke, (X},,},)). By Lemma 23]
and since zv"" = 27’6, we conclude that (kwg(T, ") < B) € conseq(Ksolved)-

This allows us to conclude that when € dom(d’), Properties h.4 and h.5 hold.

— Assume now that z € dom(d) and so zy"" = x6 = xv0. Let first assume that = € vars(wo) ~\ dom(o{’).
In such a case, using similar reasoning as above, we deduce that zv"" is a variable that occurs only once
in h, proving Property h.4. Secondly, assume that v ¢ X. In such a case, we do a case analysis on
whether xv € X or not:

Case vy € X: In such a case, by Property f.5, we know that there exist Ry such that (kw(Ro, xy) <
Ky (X1,81),5 - -+ ko, (X tn)) € conseq(Kolved ). Hence, by relying on Lemma[23] we deduce that (kwg(ROG, xy") <=
B) € conseq(Ksolved)-

Case xy € X: Since xy" ¢ X, we deduce that v € dom(0). Let us first assume that Property f.6.a is
satisfied. In such a case, by Sub-property 1, one of the following properties holds:

e there exists u € stzs(S, 0f’) such that uoj)’ ¢ X and xv0 = uo{’~"": This case is in fact impossible.

Indeed, we already know that x = xo(’ hence zv0 = zo('y"" = uo(/’y""". Therefore by Property s.5,

we deduce that = zo(’ = uo{’ which is a contradiction with uoy’ & X.
e 276 is well formed in h: By definition of 278 being well formed, we deduce that (kue(T, 27" <

B) € conseq(Kolved)

Let us now assume that Property f.6.b is satisfied. In such a case, we know that zv € {t,...,t,}. Hence,
we trivially deduce that (kwg (T, wyl) < B) € conseq(Ksolved )-

Property h.6 We know that either Property f.6.a or £.6.b holds. Let us assume that Property f.6.a holds. In
such a case, we know that there exits u € stzs(S, 09) such that t = uopy and for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, t; is well
"

formed in f. But by Property s.2, u € stzs(S, 0¢) implies that u € stzs(S, o(’). Moreover, by Property s.3,
we deduce that uogy0 = uo(’y".
Let © € {z1,...,xm} U{te,...,tn} N X. If z & dom(f) then z € Ty and trivially well formed in h.

If x € dom(#) then by Sub-property 1 and the fact that 20 € Tp, we deduce that 26 is well formed in
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h. Let v € {ta,...,t,} ~ X. By Property f.6.a, we deduce that v is well formed in f that is there exist
Uiy ..., u € stzs(S,00), i1,...,i¢ € {1,...,n} and a context C' built on symbol functions such that v =
Cltiys-- -, ti,, w1007, - . ., ugogy), for allj €{l,..., 4}, t;; € X and for all position p of C, there exists T" such
that (k (T, ulp) < kuy (X1,t1), -+, ko, (Xins tn )) € conseq Keolved)- Thus, v = C[t;,0, ..., t;,0,ur0y'v", ..
By applying Sub-Property 1 on each ti;0, j € {1,...,£}, we can conclude that vf is well formed in h and so
Property h.6.a holds.

Assume now that Property f.6.b holds. First, there exists u and 7" such that ¢ € st(u) and (ky(T,u) <

u 0,///,_)///

Ky (X1,1)5 -+ s ke, (X, tn)) € conseq(Kolved). Therefore, we directly have by Lemma[23]that (kwg (TO,ul) <

B) € conseq(Kgoved)- Second, let © € dom (") \ vars(wg) such that zv"” € X. We know that either
" = av0 or xv" = x+'0 (Property s.4). If " = xv0 (resp zv'6) then it implies that zy € X
(resp. zv' € X). But by Property f.6.b (resp. Property g.6), we deduce that zv € {to,...,t,} (resp.
xy € {x},...,z,,}) hence so zv" € Tg.

Property h.7 Suppose hll is solved. With h{l being solved and K’ = K & h # K, we deduce that there is no
T such that (kwg (T,t0) < B) € conseq(Ksoed). If Property h.6.a holds then there exits u € stzs(S,0())
such that t0 = uo{’y""". Thus, we only need to show that uo(’ ¢ X. We show it by contradiction: uoj)’ € X
implies that uo{’ € dom(y""). But if uoy’~"" € X then td = ua’” "€ Tp, and if t0 = uo('y" ¢ X, Property
h.5 holds. Therefore we deduce that there exists T such that (kw9 (T,t0) < B) S conseq(Kso|ved) which is
a contradiction with our hypothesis. Therefore, when Property h.6.a holds, Property h.7.a holds.

Let us now focus on the case where Property h.6.b holds which implies that there exists v and T such
that t0 € | (u) and (kwe (T,u) < B) € conseq(Koned). Therefore, by applying Sub-property 2, we deduce
that there exists vy € stzs(S,0(’) such that t0 = voo('y" and voo’ ¢ X. Hence we can conclude that
Property h.7 holds.

Combining Lemmas 29 and B1] we obtain the following corollary
Corollary 6. Let S be a set of seed statements and K a knowledge based built from S. K is well-formed.

The measures

Definition 29. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Let
N = |st(IPC(S))|. Let f = (kw(R,t) <= By,...,By) € K. Let (wo,00) € ZS(K) and v be a substitution such
that dom(vy) = vars(wooo), (wo,00) is mazimal for v in K and w = wgogy. (Ezistence of (wo,o0) and 7 is
guaranteed since K is well formed). We define the measure

me(f,K)=N — |{u € stzs(S,00) | ET.(kw(T, uooy) < Bi, ... ,Bn) € conseq(Ksoh,ed)H

Lemma 32. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Consider
f € KN Kgped and g € Keolved such that:

— [ = (kw(R, 1) < ke, (X1, 11), . .,kwn(Xn,t )); and
— g = (ka (B, 1) <= kot (X1, 20), ... Kuy (X1, 20,)) 5 and

m?) m

— there exists u C wy such that § = mgu(k (X1,t1), ke (R, 1)).

Let h = (ku(R,t) < kuy (Xa,12), - K, (Xns ), Kt (XT,20), -kt (X, 20,))0. We have that me (h, K) <
min(me(f, K),me(g, K)). Then we have that

— fordl f' € K, me(f, K ®h) <me(f,K)
— if his solved and K ® h # K then mc(h, K ® h) < min(mc(f, K), mc(g, K))

Proof. Since K is well formed, we know that there exist wg, 09, o{j, v, 7" such that (wo, 09), (wo, () € ZS(K)
and:

— (wo, 00) (resp. (wo,0y)) is maximal for v (resp. v”) in K
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— dom(7y) = vars(wgop) and dom(y") = vars(weoy))
i

— w = wpooy and wh = wooyy".
Since (wo, 0y ) is maximal for 4", we deduce that there exists « such that of = oga. Therefore, we deduce
that v8[dom ()] = ay”[dom(v)].

Let u € ZS8(S,00) and T such that (kw(T, uooy) < ke, (X1,t1), .-+ K, (Xn,tn)) € conseq(Kolved)-

Since o] = goa, we deduce that u € ZS(S, ofy). Moreover, by Lemma23] (ko (T, uooy) < kuw, (X1,t1), - .. ku, (Xn, tn)) €
conseq(Koved) implies that (kwg(T, u00Y0) < Kuyo(Xa,t20), ... Ky, 0(Xn, tn), kwig(X{ ,210), -k 0(X,, x;nG)) €
conseq(Ksoved)- But uogy = uogay” = uo{~". Hence, we can conclude that mg(h, K) < me(f, K). By ap-

plying similar reasoning, we deduce that mg(h, K) < me(g, K). Therefore, we conclude that me(h, K) <
min(mc(f, K)? mc(97 K))

Let f' € K. By definition of conseq, we directly have that conseq(Ksoned) € conseq((K @ h)solved)-
Therefore, we deduce that mo(f', K @ h) < mo(f', K).

Moreover, if / is solved and K @h # K then there is no T such that (ke (T t) < kuw, (X2,22), . . ., Ku, (Xn, tn), ket (X],21), ..
conseq(Koved). Since K is well formed, we know that there exists ug € ZS(S, o(’) such that t0 = ugo(y'~".
Therefore, we deduce that ug ¢ {u € stzs(S,00)|3R s.t. (kw (R, uo0y) < kuy (X1, 1), ku, (X0, tn)) €
conseq(Ksoved) }- It implies that mea(h, K & h) < mo(f, K @ h). By using a similar reasoning, we deduce
that mg(h, K @ h) < me(g, K @ h) and so we can conclude that ma(h, K & h) < min(mg(f, K), mc(g, K)).

Definition 30. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Let
f € K~ Keoved and g1, ..., gn € Keolved- We denote by Sres(f, [g1, - - -, gn]) the set of clauses such that for all
h € Sgres(f,[g1,---,9n]), there exist clauses hg, ..., h, such that hg = f, h = h,, and for alli € {1,...,n},
h; is the result of an application of the rule RESOLUTION on h;—1 and g;.

Moreover we define the measure

mA(Ku fu [glu' .. 7971]) = |SRES(f7 [gla-' 7971]) N K|

Corollary 7. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Let
f €K~ Kolved- Let g1, .., 9n € Ksowved- For all h € Srps(f, [g1,---,9n]), for all f' € K,

— mg(h, K & h) < min(me(f, K), me (g1, K), ..., me(gn, K))
- me(f, K& h) <me(f',K)
— if h is solved and K ® h # K then mo(h, K ® h) < min(me(f, K), mc(g1, K), ..., mc(gn, K))

Lemma 33. Let S be a set of seed statements and K a well formed knowledge base built from S. For all
f € K, there exists N € N such that for all M > N, for all g1, ..., 9m € Ksolved, Sres(f, [g1,---,9m]) = 0.

Proof. For all f = (H < ku, (X1,t1), ..., ku, (Xn,tn)) € K, we define the multiset
m(f) = H{lwil, [t:]) | i € {1,...,n}}}

Consider now g € Kgolveq such that:

— 9= (ka (R, ') < kot (X1, 20), - Kay (X, 20,));
— tl g X and
— there exists u C wy such that 8 = mgu(k, (X1,t1), ke (R, t')).

Let b = (H < kuy (X2,t2), sk (Xons ) kg (X0 20), s Ky, (X, 0,)) 6.

We know that K is well formed. In particular, there exist (wp,09) € ZS(K) and a substitution 7 such

that dom(y) = vars(weog) and w’' = woogy. Moreover, either (a) t' = f(z},...,z,,) for some function symbol

fand w' =w] =...=w),; or else (b) there exists u € stzs(S, 0g) such that ¢’ = uogy. But u € stzs(S, 0o)
implies that vars(ucg) C vars(wgog). Therefore, vars(t') C vars(woogy) = vars(w’) and so by Corollary Bl
we deduce that for all s € {1,...,m}, |w}| < |w’|.

In case (a), since t; ¢ X, we deduce that for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, t;6 = t; and for all j € {1,...,m},
|z;0| < [t16|. Therefore, whether it is Case (a) or (b), m(h) is the multi set m(f) where we replace the
element (w1, [t1]) by several elements (Jw'6)|, |z;0]), i € {1,...,m} strictly smaller than (|w1], [t1]). We can
conclude that m(h) < m(f) and so the result holds.
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Definition 31. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. We
denote by mp(K) the following multiset:

f S Kl(S) AN K’L(S)SOWEdv
giy---,9n € Ksolved;
SRES(f7 [glu oo 7971]) 75 @

We use the natural ordering on multiset with the lexicographic ordering for the elements of mp(K).

(min(mc(f, K),me¢(q1, K),..., mc(gn,K)),>
mA(Kv fv [gla s ;gn])

Lemma 34. Let S be a set of seed statements and K be a well formed knowledge base built from S. Let
f € Ki(S)NK;(S)solved- Let g1, -+, gn € Keoved- Let b € Sres(f, [91, -+, gn]) such that h & K and K®h # K.
We have that mp(K & h) < mp(K).

Proof. Let f' € K;(S) ~ K;(S)solved and g1, ..., g, € Ksoed such that Sres(f/,[g],---,90]) # 0. By Corol-
lary [ we know that me(f/, K&h) < meo(f', K)and for alli € {1,...,m}, ma(g;, Kdh) < me(gi, K). More-
over by definition, we trivially have that ma(K @ h, f',[g1,-.-,90]) < ma(K, f',[g1,-..,9.,]). Since h € K,
h € Sgus(f, [g1,---,9n]) and h € K®h, we also deduce that m4(K®h, f, (g1, ..., 9n]) < ma(K, f,[91,-- -, gnl])-

Let us first consider the case where h is not solved. In such a case, Keolved = (K @ h)solved- Moreover, we
just showed that:

— min(me(f', K ®h),mec(9}, KD h),....,mc(g,,, KD h))
< min(mC(flaK)umC(glvi)v'-me(g;an)); and
mA(K®h7f/7 [gia"'vg;n]) < mA(va/v [gia"'vg;n]); and
min(me(f, K @ h),mc(g1, K @ h),...,mc(gn, K ®h))

< min(me(f, K),me(g1, K),...,mc(gn, K)); and
mA(K®hva [glu---agn]) < mA(K7f7 [glu~--ugn]])'

This allows us to deduce that mp(K @ h) < mp(K).

In the case where h is solved, we need to consider more elements for mp(K @ h) since (K @ h)solved =
Keoved U {h}. By Corollary [1l m¢c(h, K ® h) < min(me(f, K),mc(g1,K),...,mc(gn, K)). Therefore, for
all f” € K;(S) N K;(S)solved, for all g{,..., g1 € Keolvea U {h}, if h € {g7,...,9}} then min(mc(f", K @
h),mc(g!,K®h),...,mc(gy, K ®h)) < min(mc(f, K),mc(g1,K),...,mc(gn, K)). Hence, mp(K & h) is
the multiset mp(K) where we replaced at least one element, i.e.,

(min(mc(f, K)v mC(gla K)a ceey mc(gnv K))v mA(Ka fa [917 s 7971]]))
by several strictly smaller elements:

- (mln(mc(fvK®h)5mc(glaK®h)v .,mc(gn,KGBh)),mA(K@h,f, [glv'- 7971]))
— (min(mg(f", K@®h),meg(g!, K®h),...,mc(g), K®h)),ma(KDh, f’,[g),...,g"])) for all f” € K;(S)~
1 k 1 n
K;(S)solved and for all g7, ..., gl € Ksowved U {h} such that h € {¢7,..., g/}

This allows us to conclude that mp(K @ h) < mp(K).

Theorem 4. Let T be a ground trace and S = seed(T). For a subterm convergent rewrite system the com-
putation of sat(K;(S)) terminates in a finite number of steps.

Proof. We have by Corollary [l that sat(K;(S)) is well-formed. Hence, by Lemma [33] the number of elements
in mp(K) is finite. Moreover, by Lemma B4 mp strictly decreases when applying rule RESOLUTION on
a statement with a knowledge predicate as head. Moreover, by Corollary [6] and Lemma the measure
on the resulting knowledge base also contains a finite number of elements. Hence, the RESOLUTION rule
only generates a finite number of statements in sat(K;(S)) with a knowledge predicate as head. As a direct
consequence the rule EQUATION also generates a finite number of statements. Lastly, by Lemma B3 we
can deduce that RESOLUTION and TEST generate only a finite number of statements, whatever the head
predicate.
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E Proof of the algorithm

In order to prove Theorem [bl we need the following technical lemmas.

Lemma 35. Let T be a trace and let K be a saturated knowledge base associated toT. Then for any statement
f € K, we have that:

.....

.....

Proof. The seed knowledge base satisfies the above properties and they are preserved by canonicalization,
update and saturation.

Lemma 36. Let Ty be a trace, oo = () the empty frame, and {c1,...,cr} names such that ¢; & names(Tp)
foralll1 <i<k.

If
(To, ¥0) =2 (Th, 1) SN (Ths ¢n)

and V1 <i<k

— either ¢; € names(Lq,...,Ly)
— 0T Piga(er)—1 Y t; for some t; where ida(c;) = min{j | ¢; € names(L;)}

then
(T07 <P0) g (T17T7 <P17T) L—gl’> ce Ln:ﬂ.> (TnTra @nﬂ-)v

where ' = {c; = Ri}icqr,..ky ond © = {ci = ti}icqu,..., k} -

Proof. By induction on n, the same operational steps will take place with the new labels.

Lemma 37. Let T be a trace, let {c1,...,cx} be public names not appearing in T and let 7 : {c1,...,cp} —
Messages and ' : {c1,...,cx} — Recipes be mappings from names to terms. If T = ky(R,t) and T =
kur (e, e;m) then T |= kyr (R7 7).

Proof. By induction on R.

Lemma 38. Let T be a trace and ¢ a frame such that (T, @) = (T',¢") and such that

1. either M = L,
2. or L =1n(d,R) and M = in(d, R') such that (R = R)y.

Then we have that (T, @) 2 (T, ¢").

Proof. If M = L then the result is obvious. Otherwise, R and R’ are recipes for the same term in ¢ and
therefore the transition still holds. a

Theorem 5. Let T be a ground trace, P a ground process and K = (sat(K;(T)))solved- We have that

— if T T P then REACHABILITY (K, P) and IDENTITY(K, P) hold.
— if P is determinate and REACHABILITY (K, P) and IDENTITY (K, P) hold
then T C.; P.

Proof. We first prove that if any of the tests fail then T'[Z P.
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.....

1. either (P, () === (T", ) for all T', p. However, by [Theorem 3 (soundness of K), we have that
My,...,M,

there exists T”, " such that (T,0) ———= (T",¢"). Hence, T £ P.

however that that there exists T", ¢ such that (T, 0) M M, (T, ¢") and (Rm = R'm)¢"”. Hence,

Ty P.

Next, we prove that if T'[Z P, then at least one test fails. We assume by contradiction that T' IZ P, that
all tests pass and we derive a contradiction. As T' [Z P, it follows that there exist L1, ..., L,, @ such that

— either (T, 0) 222 (77, ) and VS € P, §', 4. (S, 0) £ (87 4p).
— or, (T,0) 2222 (77, o) and (R = R')p and VS € P, §',4 if (S,0) Z22E% (87 4)) then (R # R')i.

Let n be the smallest index such that one of the above holds. We then have that:

L L Ly Ln
(T,@) — (Tlawl) o (Tnfla@nfl) — (Tm‘Pn)

and for all R, R’ and %, such that 1 <i <n —1 and(R = R')y; there exists S € P such that

(S,0) =5 (S1,91) 22 ... 25 (S, ),
and (R = R’)y; and

1. either for all U € P,V we have (U, 0) 22258 (, )
2. or there exist recipes R, R’ such that for all U € P,V such that (U, () ELEILY (V, ) we have (R # R')v.

We consider each of these two cases separately:
1. As (T,0) EAELIN (T, ¢n), we have by [Theorem 3] (completeness) that rr, ... L.onl € He(K). By the
definition of H., we have that it contains no reachability statements in addition to those in . Therefore

substitution 7 grounding for f such that I;7 = L;p,] (for all 1 <¢ < n) and such that ke, (X;7,2;7) €
H(K).

Let ¢1,...,cx be fresh public names and let o : vars(ly,...,l,) — {c1,...,cx} be a bijection. For all
1 < j < k we have that (k(cj, ¢j) <= ) € K;(T). By definition of H we have that ky,,(X;0’, z;0) € H(K)
for all 1 <i < m where dom(c’) = {X1,..., X} and ¢/(X;) = z;0 for all 1 <i < m.

Instantiating f with o Uo’, we obtain that r;,,,. 1., € H(K). By[Theorem 3| (soundness), it follows that
T k= r,0,..1,0- Therefore, there exist recipes R} (for all 1 < ¢ < n such that [; = in(d;,t;)) such that
T & kiyo,...1: 10 (RL, tio). By [Theorem 3 (completeness) and definition of H. there exist recipes R; such
that kllgp“)liflg(Ri, tiU) € ’H(K)

Let M; = 1; if I; € {test,out(c) | ¢ € C} and let M; = in(d;, R;) if l; = in(d;,t;) for all 1 <7 < n. As
REACHABILITY (K, P) holds there exists S, € P such that, if we let ¢{ = (), we have

(Shy ) 22 (S7,004) 22 ... 2 (5 ).
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Let i be such that I; = in(d;, ;). Applying Lemma B3l to f we have that for all € wvars(t;) there
exists w; such that |w;| < i and x = z;. We already have that ke,,(X;7,2;7) € H(K) by choice
of f and of 7. By [Theorem 3| (soundness), we obtain that T |= ky,,(X;7,2;7). Hence, as |w;| < i,
T Kiyr,. iy (X7, 257).

Let 7 : {c1,...,ck} — Messages and 7’ : {c1,...,cx} — Recipes be two mappings such that 7(¢;) = x;7
and 7'(¢;) = X7 when o(z;) = ¢. As X;7 = qn’, ;7 = gm and LT,...,li1T = hom, ..., li_iom
therefore we have that T |= ki or,...1;_,on (a7, ). We already established that ki o, 1, 1U(Rz,t o) €
#(K). By [Theorem 3 (soundness) we have that T = ki,o....1,_,o(Rs, tio). We apply Lemma BT to obtain
that T = kiyon,... 1; qor (Rim  tiom). But tiom = t;7 and 110'7T Ji—wom = U17,...,l;_17 and therefore
we have that T' = ki, 7. 1, - (R, ¢;7). From Lemma [30] we obtain that

(Sh, ) = (Sym, om) 2RI (S, ) 2255 2T (6 1 g ).

We will show by induction on n that
(Som, Pom) L (Sym, i) Ly In (S, ).

We assume by the induction hypothesis that

(Shm, o) 2> (S, i) 22 ... == (S)_ym, Pl _y)

and we show that

(Si_ym, Pi_ym) =5 (St i),

We will show that L; and M;x’ satisfy the conditions of Lemma [B8 which allows us to conclude. Indeed,
either L; = M;n’ (in the case of a test or out action), or L; = in(d;, R)) and M;n" = in(d;, R;7’") (in
the case of a in action). In the second case, we need to show that (R;n’ = RY)¢; _1. By the definition
of =, we have that T = ki, .1, 1T(R” ;7). We have previously shown that T = ki, r ., - (R, 8;7)
and therefore T' |= iy, r,... 1, ,+(Rim, R}), or, equivalently, (R;7" = R)p;_1. By the hypothesis, we have
that there exists S € P such that
L L Li_
(57@)5 (Sl7wl)$ :1> (Si—l7wi—l)7

and (R;7" = RY)y;_1. By determinacy of P it follows that ;17 ~4 ¥ ;7 and therefore (R;n’ =
R )l_, as well. As the hypothesis of Lemma [38] are satisfied, we can conclude.

We have shown that (S}, 0) SN (S),,4!), therefore obtaining a contradiction. Hence Item 1 cannot
hold.

a contradiction. Since P is determinate, we can fix one such U.
As (T,0) ELISELLN (T, ¢n) and (R =g R')py,, by completeness, we have that iz, e, ... Lo, (R, R') €
(K)

He(K). Note, we also have that (R #g R')iy. From the fact that iz, e, ... .0, (R, R') € He(K) and
(R #g R')Yu, we can show that

— there exist recipes @, Q" and k < n such that ir e, .. 1.0.0(Q, Q") € H(K) but (Q #r Q" )Yu.
We fix recipes @, Q' such that they satisfy the above condition and such that the sum of the sizes of the

recipes @Q and @’ is the smallest one.
AS rLyontsLognl € H(K), we have by Lemma [I5 that riz, e, . 1,0, (Q, Q) € H(K). Therefore there
exists a statement

£ = (it ot (P P) = (b (Xi 2 Yie1,my ) € K

and a substitution 7 grounding for f such that ky,(X;7,2;7) € H(K) (for all 1 <i <m), l17,...,l,7 =

Liondy ..., Lupnl, P =Q and P't = Q'. We make the following observations:

(a) Note first that neither P nor P’ are recipe variables. This can be shown by proving that none of the
symbolic recipes in a head of a statement in K can be a recipe variable. The latter can be shown by
a straightforward induction the number of steps used in the saturation procedure.
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(b) This implies that if recipe variables X; and X; for 1 < ,j < m belong to the union of subterms of
P and of P’, then the sum of sizes of X;7 and X7 is less than the sum of the sizes of P7 = @ and
Pr=qQ'.

(c) If &; = x; for 1 < 4,j < m then, by Lemma [I6, we have that i;,,,|,. . Ly, (XiT, X;7) € H(K) for
some k < n and hence (X;7 =g X;7)¢r. If & < n we must have that (X;7 =g X;7)¢y as we would
otherwise contradict minimality of n. If k = n, by our construction of @ and Q" and observation (b)
above, if recipe variables X; and X; belong to the union of subterms of P and of P’, then we must
have (X;7 =g X;7)¢y. Otherwise we would contradict minimality of @, Q’.

(d) For each 1 < i < m, consider the set comp; = {j|z; = z; and X; is a subterm of P or P’ }. Con-
sider the map least : {1 <i<m} — {1 <i <m} defined as follows. least(i) = z, where r is the
least element of the set comp; if comp; is nonempty and is the least element of the set { j|z; = z; }
otherwise.

Let 79 be the substitution such that for 70(X;) = 7(Xjeqst(y) for 1 <i <m, and 1o(z) = 7(x) for all
message variables. By observation (c) above, we have that
— (Pt =g P79)yu and hence (Q =g P1o)vy.
- (PIT =F P/To)’lbU and hence (QI =F P/To)’QZJU.
- (PTO =F PITQ)gDn.
We proceed exactly as for Item 1 and show that there exists S, € P such that

(S5, ) = (Shm, or) = (Sim, Pim) 22 ... L8 (S w, ¢lm)

where 7(c) = 7(z) if o(c) = x. Let 7'(¢;) = 10(X;) if o(e;) = 2.

Furthermore, as IDENTITY (K, P) holds it follows that (Pw = P'w)y!,, where w = {X; — z;0}. As the
equational theory is stable by substitution of terms for names, we have that (Pwrn’ =g P'wn’)i) 7. But
Pwrn’ =g P1y and P'wn’ = P'1y, which means that (Prg =g P'79)y,, 7. Now, thanks to determinacy,
we have that (P79 =g P’'19)Yu. By observation (d) above, we get (Q =g Q')¢y, thus obtaining a
contradiction.

As both cases yield a contradiction, it follows that if T IZ P then REACHABILITY (K, P) or IDENTITY (K, P)
fail.
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