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Abstract

The calculus Alasca extends superposition-based saturation proving with reasoning in
Uninterpreted Functions and Linear Real Arithmetic (Uflra). As efficiency of saturation
algorithms depend on literal selection, simplification, and redundancy elimination, this
paper improves reasoning in Uflra by introducing theory-specific notions and methods
for all of these techniques. The implementation of these methods in the first-order theorem
prover Vampire shows substantial gains in every tested benchmark category, solving a
number of problems previously unsolved by any system.

This paper is the extended version of a paper with the same title which will be published
at LPAR 2026.

1 Introduction

The increasing complexity of modern computing systems requires automated approaches to
ensure functional correctness, reliability and security of such systems [34, 36]. Most of existing
formal methods supporting such automation make use of automated reasoning engines under
the hood. A powerful class of automated reasoners are Atps, which are used to check validity
of logical formulas in extensions of first-order logical theories. Despite significant advances [5,
10, 29], reasoning about the combination of quantifiers (∀, ∃), arithmetic and uninterpreted
functions still poses challenges. This paper addresses this problem and introduces techniques
that vastly improve efficiency of automated reasoning for Uninterpreted Functions and Linear
Real Arithmetic (Uflra). Key to our work is saturation-based first-order theorem proving
using the Abstracting Linear Arithmetic Superposition Calculus (Alasca) [29], an extension of
the superposition calculus [37, 2, 46] used in modern Atps for first-order logic [7, 47, 43, 18, 13].

Alasca extends the superposition calculus by adding dedicated inference rules for arith-
metic. These rules replace the need of axiomatizing theory symbols, such as addition + and
order >, as done by early saturation-based approaches to arithmetic reasoning [40]. The calcu-
lus was shown to outcompete state-of-the-art SMT-solvers and first-order theorem provers [29].
Let us explain the main challenges one faces when applying Alasca, and the saturation al-
gorithm implementing it, to Uflra. Solving these challenges is the main motivation for our
work.
Saturation & Alasca. Given an input problem F , saturation theorem provers first negate
F and clausify the negated input ¬F , obtaining a set of clauses; this set of clauses forms the
initial search space. After that, one repeatedly applies a set of inference rules to clauses in the
search space, adding conclusions of these inferences to the search space. The goal of the proving
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process is to derive the empty clause, denoted as 2 which corresponds to a contradiction. Thus
once 2 is derived, unsatisfiability of the input formula F is established and proving terminates.

Saturation algorithms may build very large search spaces; in practice, often containing
millions of clauses. Thus, methods for making the search space smaller, can vastly improve per-
formance. For handling this issue a number of concepts have been developed for superposition.
Important for our work are literal selection, redundancy and simplification. Literal selection
restricts the number of applicable inferences, and thus limits growth of the search space, redun-
dancy allows for removing unnecessary clauses from the search space, and using simplification
one can replace formulas by simpler ones instead of adding new clauses to the search space.

Even though these techniques have been well-studied in the context of superposition [2, 37,
33, 25, 22, 46], they cannot be straightforwardly used in Alasca. Alasca uses, among other
rules, extensive normalizations, in particular rewriting arithmetic literals to a normal form t⋄0,
where t is an arithmetic term and ⋄ ∈ {≈, ̸≈, >,≥}. These normal forms are required for
Alasca to work in a sound and complete manner, but they interfere with (i) literal selection,
(ii) equality reasoning and rewriting, and (iii) the detection of tautological clauses. Steps (i)-(iii)
are however indispensable to keep proof search tractable. Our paper proposes new solutions for
(i)-(iii), as detailed next.
Enhancing Alasca. Literal Selection guides proof search, by selecting a subset of the literals
of a clause that needs to be considered for making inferences with. In superposition, given a
clause C = L1 ∨ . . . ∨ Ln, a selection function sel determines a subset sel(C) of the negative
literals of C which needs to be considered for inferences. Inference with literals not in sel(C)
can be skipped, thus limiting the growth of the search space without compromising the solver’s
completeness [2]. Due to normalizations like ¬(t > 0) ⇒ −t ≥ 0 negative inequality literals do
not exist in Alasca, which prevents the use of standard literal selection. We address this by
extending literal selection to a wider class of so-called selectable literals (Sect. 5). A peek at our
illustrating example (Ex. 1, Sect. 2) shows how this can tremendously improve proof search:
Given two clauses C =

∨n
i=1 −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 and D = f(x, x) − x ≥ 0, in the standard

Alasca approach of [29] there are n potential inferences resolving D with any of the n different
literals of C. In our proposed advancement of Alasca with literal selection, only one of these
inferences needs to be performed, leading to an exponentially smaller search space.
Demodulation is one of the most widely used simplification rules in superposition [33]. Given an
equality clause l ≈ r where r is simpler than l (r ≺ l), it allows to replace any clause C[l] with
C[r], discarding C[l] from the search space without considering it for any further inferences. In
the presence of arithmetic however, demodulation is less effective because it requires the term l
in C[l] to coincide with l in l ≈ r. This, for example, would prevent p(a+ b) to be rewritten by
b+ a ≈ c into p(c), despite the fact that a+ b and b+ a are semantically equal. One can also
give many other similar examples, for example, rewriting p(a+ b) by a+1 ≈ c into p(b+ c− 1),
provided that b+ c− 1 is smaller than a+ b. Even worse, real-valued equalities are normalized
to the form t ≈ 0 in Alasca, for which applying demodulation mostly fails. We address these
shortcomings by formulating Alasca Demodulation (Dmd), a new variant of demodulation that
works modulo linear arithmetic. Ex. 1 shows how Dmd improves proof search. Given a unit
equality g(x, y)+x−y ≈ 0, the standard demodulation rule would try to rewrite g(x, y)+x−y
into 0, which cannot be done in a clause

∨n
i=1 −f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨ y > 0, as the left-

hand side of the equality does not match any subterm of the clause. Dmd in contrast rewrites
g(x, y) into y − x, and is thus more widely applicable, resulting in more simplifications and an
exponential reduction of the search space size.
Inequality Merging is a new inference rule that removes arithmetical tautologies and simplifies
clauses. In the pure propositional case, tautologies (e.g. L∨¬L∨C) can be detected and deleted
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easily. When dealing with arithmetic, we might face more complex tautologies like a ≥ 0∨−a ̸≈
0, which are harder to discover, and might pollute our search space with unnecessary clauses.
Alasca’s normalizations introduce such tautologies, for example by turning t > 0 ∨ ¬(t > 0)
into t > 0 ∨ −t ≥ 0. To address such and similar issues, we introduce the new inference
rule Inequality Merging (IM), which generalizes the idea of detecting tautologies and allows to
simultaneously perform simplifications like t > 0 ∨ −t ̸≈ 0 ⇒ −t ̸≈ 0. This greatly improves
proof search as it can detect and remove redundant clauses, and also allows to reason about
multiple literals at once (e.g. by processing −t ̸≈ 0), instead of applying inferences to each
individual literal (e.g. t > 0, and −t ̸≈ 0). Ex. 1 shows how IM can drastically shrink proof
length.
Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We show how Literal Selection can be used in Alasca by extending selection to so-called
selectable, and not just negative, literals (Sect. 5). This results in fewer inferences and hence
reduces the size of the search space.

• We introduce Alasca Demodulation (Dmd), which allows one to rewrite clauses by equalities
modulo Linear Real Arithmetic (Lra) (Sect. 4). This drastically improves proof search by
eliminating many inferences that would add new clauses to the search space.

• We introduce a new inference rule, called Inequality Merging (IM), for simplifying clauses with
multiple inequalities containing the same term and removing tautological clauses (Sect. 4).
This speeds up proof search by removing tautologies and by avoiding repetitive work.

• We introduce Alascasel
≺ , an enhanced variant of Alasca, which integrates all of these tech-

niques (Sect. 3.2).

• We implemented our work in the theorem prover Vampire [33] and evaluated it against
existing methods for automating reasoning in Uflra (Sect. 6). Our experiments show the
practical benefits of Alascasel

≺ , solving 84 more problems than state-of-the-art systems in
Uflra reasoning.

Outline. This paper is structured as follows. Sect. 2 gives an example that illustrates the
main new techniques introduced in this paper. Sect. 3 introduces a variant of the original
Alasca [29] which integrates with the methods introduced in the following sections. Sect. 4
introduces our new simplification and redundancy elimination rules, while Sect. 5 shows how
literal selection can be done in Alasca. The implementation of our work is evaluated in Sect. 6,
showing that, our work improves automated reasoning in Uflra. We show that, with the new
extensions, Alasca-based reasoning solves problems that could not be solved before by other
state-of-the-art provers. In Sect. 7 the paper is positioned within relevant related work in
automated reasoning in Uflra, and finally Sect. 8 concludes the paper.

2 Illustrative Example

We showcase our reasoning enhancements upon Alasca via Ex. 1.
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C1: g(x, y) + x− y ≈ 0 input
C2:

∨n
i=1 −f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨ y > 0 input

C3: −f(x, y) + y ≈ 0 ∨ f(x, y)− y > 0 ∨ h(x)− h(y) ̸≈ 0 input
C1

4 : −f(x1, a1) + x1 − y > 0 ∨
∨n

i=2 −f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨ y > 0 Dmd using C1, C2

Ck
4 :

∨k
i=1 −f(xi, ai) + xi − y > 0 ∨

∨n
i=k+1 −f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨ y > 0 Dmd using C1, C

k−1
4

Cn
4 :

∨n
i=1 −f(xi, ai) + xi − y > 0 ∨ y > 0 Dmd using C1, C

n−1
4

C5:
∨n

i=1 −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 VE using Cn
4

C6: f(x, y)− y ≥ 0 ∨ h(x)− h(y) ̸≈ 0 IM using C3

C7: f(x, x)− x ≥ 0 TF using C6

C1
8 :

∨n
i=2 −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 FM using C5, C7

Ck
8 :

∨n
i=k+1 −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 FM using Ck−1

8 , C7

Cn
8 : 2 FM using Cn−1

8 , C7

Figure 1: Proof of unsatisfiability of C from Ex. 1. Inference rules indicated on the side
can be found in Figs. 4 and 5. Normalizations using inference rules NF ∪ Ctd are omitted.

Example 1 (Illustrative Example). Consider the set of clauses C = {C1, C2, C3}

∀x, y.g(x, y) + x− y ≈ 0 C1

∀x1, . . . , xn, y.

n∨
i=1

−f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨ y > 0 C2

∀x, y.− f(x, y) + y ≈ 0 ∨ f(x, y)− y > 0 ∨ h(x)− h(y) ̸≈ 0 C3

where ai are constants, and f, g, h are uninterpreted functions over R.

Our enhanced Alasca easily proves unsatisfiability of C for instances up to n = 50 within 10
seconds, generating only 208 clauses. Yet, Alasca without our extensions times out for n = 3
after 10 seconds, while generating 49508 intermediate clauses. Fig. 1 shows the unsatisfiability
proof of C, using our enhanced Alasca approach. In the sequel, we detail the key steps of
this proof and explain why disabling either of our new enhancements causes Alasca to fail
(dis)proving Ex. 1 for large n.

Enhanced Alasca proof. In the first steps of the proof of Fig. 1, we use our new rule
Alasca Demodulation (Dmd) with the clause C1 to rewrite g(y, x1) ⇒ x1 − y in C2 deriving
C1

4 , and then rewrite the result again by C1 until we arrive at the clause Cn
4 :

∨n
i=1 −f(xi, ai)+

xi − y > 0 ∨ y > 0. Dmd is a simplification rule, which means whenever we use it to rewrite
a clause, the original clause becomes redundant, that is, the original clause can be discarded
from the search space. Cn

4 contains so-called unshielded variable y; a variable that does not
occur under any uninterpreted function. This unshielded variable will be processed by the rule
Variable Elimination (VE)1, turning Cn

4 into the equivalent clause C5 :
∨n

i=1 −f(xi, ai)+xi > 0
by substituting 0 for y.

For the input clause C3, we use our new rule Inequality Merging (IM) to simplify C3 into
the equivalent clause C6 : f(x, y) − y ≥ 0 ∨ h(x) − h(y) ̸≈ 0, and then use the rule Term
Factoring (TF) to derive clause C7 : f(x, x)− x ≥ 0.

1 Inference rules can be found in Fig. 4 (Page 9) and Fig. 5 (Page 12).
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Figure 2: Results of running our enhanced Alasca implementation (see Sect. 6) on Ex. 1
up to n = 50, with a timeout of 10 seconds. Configurations are denoted by the set of
enabled reasoning features, where s means Literal Selection; d means Alasca Demodula-
tion (Dmd), and i means Inequality Merging (IM).

All literals −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 of C5 are selectable2 (see Sect. 5). This means we can
select an arbitrary single literal from C5 to apply inferences with, and do not need to make
inferences with any other literal of C5. We apply Literal Selection choosing the first literal
(sel(C5) = {−f(x1, a1) + x1 > 0}) and use the rule Fourier-Motzkin (FM) to resolve C5 and C7

deriving C1
8 :

∨n
i=2 −f(xi, ai)+xi > 0. Of the result we select the first literal again and resolve

it with C7, until we finally arrive at Cn
8 which is the empty clause 2. This step represents a

contradiction and concludes our proof of unsatisfiability of C. We note that choosing different
literals for selection would lead to deriving 2 in essentially the same way.

Need for Alasca enhancements. Fig. 2 shows the results of running our enhanced
Alasca on Ex. 1. Our evaluation is conducted using our implementation in the Vampire
prover (see Sect. 6). As shown in Fig. 2, we evaluate the impact of Literal Selection (s), Dmd
(d), and IM (i). We evaluate Alasca with all our enhancements enabled ({s, i,d}), as well as
with either of the techniques disabled ({s,d}, {s, i}, {i,d}). We also evaluate Alasca with
all of our improvements disabled (∅). The plot on the left hand side of Fig. 2 indicates the
length of found proofs for each n. The plot on the right hand side of Fig. 2 gives the number
of problems solved by each Alasca enhancement and configuration. Let us now explain why
all three of our new reasoning techniques are necessary to solve Ex. 1 in reasonable time.
Alasca Demodulation (Dmd). If Dmd is disabled (conf. {s, i}), the rewrites obtained using C1

in order to obtain Ck
4 are performed using the standard superposition (Sup), instead of Dmd.

Sup is however a generating, not simplifying, inference rule: it generates and adds clauses to the
search spaces, without checking whether premises become redundant (and could be removed).
For example, when rewriting a clause −f(x1, a1)+g(y, x1) > 0∨−f(x2, a2)+g(y, x2) > 0∨y > 0
to −f(x1, a1) + x1 − y > 0 ∨ −f(x2, a2) + g(y, x2) > 0 ∨ y > 0, the former clause will not be
removed from the search space. Superposition is therefore applied to its second literal and
derives −f(x1, a1)+g(y, x1) > 0 > 0∨−f(x2, a2)+x2−y > 0∨y > 0; both of these clauses can
however be rewritten to the same clause C2

4 . This means, we also obtain the clause C2
4 , but

derive exponentially many unnecessary consequences on the way: for arbitrary n we will derive
2as their only ≺-maximal term f(xi, ai) occurs with a negative sign
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∨
i∈I −f(xi, ai) + g(y, xi) > 0 ∨

∨
j∈I −f(xj , aj) + g(y, xj) > 0 ∨ y > 0 for any I ⊆ {1 . . . n}.

Fig. 2 shows that proof lengths with this configuration are the same as for {s, i,d} since the
same proofs can be found, but the solver times out for n = 5.
Inequality Merging (IM). If we disable IM (conf. {s,d}), the proof of Fig. 1 can be performed
only up to step C5. However, we cannot use IM on C3 to further derive C6, from which we would
infer C7. Rather, we directly obtain the clause D7 : f(x, x) − x > 0 ∨ −f(x, x) + x ≈ 0 from
C3. When combining D7 with C5 in the same way as with C7 in the proof of Fig. 1, we get
Dk

8 :
∨n

i=k −f(xi, ai)+xi > 0∨
∨k−1

i=1 −f(ai, ai)+ai ≈ 0, arriving at Dn
8 :

∨n
i=1 −f(ai, ai)+ai ≈ 0

instead of the empty clause Cn
8 . Derivation of the empty clause from here comes at a massive

cost in proof length, yielding a timeout after 10 seconds for n = 9 (see Fig. 2). Looking at
the length of proofs (Fig. 2), we also observe an approximately exponential growth of the proof
length in terms of n.
Literal Selection. Disabling literal selection (conf. {i,d}) implies that FM needs to be applied
for every literal of C5 instead of one single selected literal. This gives an exponential blow-up in
search space as we can derive all clauses

∨
i∈I −f(xi, ai) + xi > 0 for I ⊆ {1 . . . n} from C5, C7

and their successors, which yields a timeout for n = 8 (Fig. 2).
In summary, we conclude that the combination of Literal Selection, Alasca Demodulation,

and Inequality Merging is essential for solving Ex. 1.

3 Alasca Revised
In what follows, we use Alasca0 to refer to the calculus Alasca from [29]. This section
introduces Alascasel

≺ , a variant of Alasca0 which allows integrating simplification and selection
techniques we will introduce in the following sections. Changes to the old calculus were made in
order to make the newly introduced simplificaiton rules Inequality Merging (IM), and Alasca
Demodulation (Dmd) compatible with Alascasel

≺
3.

We introduce necessary background and fix notation (Sect. 3.1), before defining the calculus
Alascasel

≺ and introducing conditions required for its parameters ≺, and sel (Sect. 3.2).

3.1 Notation and Background Knowledge
We consider a first-order signature of Uflra, with a single sort4. This sort contains the function
symbol +, the constant 1, the unary predicate symbols (≈ 0), (> 0), (≥ 0), and an infinite set of
unary functions Q called the numeral multiplications, representing multiplications by a constant
factor.

Clauses are multisets of literals L1 ∨ . . . ∨ Ln. We call a clause unit if n = 1. The empty
clause n = 0 is denoted by 2. By F, V, Trm, Lit, and Cls we denote the set of all first-order
function symbols, variables, terms, literals, and clauses respectively. We use gTrm, gLit for the
respective ground (variable-free) subsets.

We say f is uninterpreted if f ̸∈ {+}∪Q and a term t is atomic if it is a variable or its top-
level symbol sym(t) is uninterpreted. In the sequel, let x ∈ V, f ∈ F, k ∈ Q, ⋄ ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈},
s, t ∈ Trm, L ∈ Lit, C ∈ Cls and ≺ be a preorder.

For the sake of readability we sometimes abbreviate numeral terms, e.g. 2 for 2(1). Literals
are considered to be normalized to s ⋄ 0 implicitly. AC are the axioms of associatity and
commutativity of +. We define the function ◦− which negates all the coefficients of a term
(e.g., (a+−2b− c)− = −a+ 2b+ c), and we use ◦+ for the identity function (t+ = t). By ≡T

3For a detailed comparison between Alasca0 and Alascasel
≺ , we refer to Appendix A.

4Our work can be easily extended to additional uninterpreted sorts.
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we denote equivalence modulo T . We write s ◁−T
t (s ◁T t) for s being a (strict) subterm of t

modulo T .
We define ⟨coeff(kt), trm(kt)⟩ = ⟨k, t⟩, and ⟨coeff(t), trm(t)⟩ = ⟨1, t⟩ if sym(t) ̸∈ Q. We call

the multiset {̇ti | i ∈ I }̇ = smnds (
∑

i∈I ti) the summands of
∑

i ti.
We call smnds

≺
(t) the weakly maximal summands of t, defined as smnds

≺
(t) = {̇t0 ∈

smnds (t) |

A

t1 ∈ smnds (t)\{̇t0}̇.trm(t0) ̸≺ trm(t1)}̇, and define the strictly maximal summands
smnds

≺ (up to ≡AC) analogously, but replacing ̸≺ by ̸⪯. We use double underlining to mark
strictly maximal summands of a term (k s≺+t), single underlining for weakly maximal summands
(k s≺+ t), and dots for arbitrary summands (k s + t). That is k s≺+ t represents some term con-
taining a strictly maximal summand s′ with coeff(s′) = k, and trm(s′) = s. We drop the relation
≺ from the notation where there is no ambiguity. We define trms (s) = {̇trm(t) | trin smnds (s)}̇
and define trms≺, trms≺ analogously.

We call a literal t ⋄ 0 stably positive (t ⋄ 0 ∈ Lit+) iff it is an equality, or it is an inequality
and

A

ti ∈ smnds (t).coeff(ti) > 0 & trm(ti) ̸∈ V. We call it stably negative (t ⋄ 0 ∈ Lit−) if it is
a disequality, or it is an inequality and

A

ti ∈ smnds (t).coeff(ti) < 0 & trm(ti) ̸∈ V. We call it
undecided (t ⋄ 0 ∈ Lit?) otherwise.

A selection function sel is a function that maps a clause to a subset of its literals. We define
the leading literals leadLit(C), and leading terms leadsel≺ (C) of C to be leadLitsel≺ (C) = sel(C)

if sel(C) ̸= ∅, and otherwise leadLitsel≺ (C) = ( lit (C) ∩ Lit+) ∪ ( lit (C) ∩ (Lit \ Lit+)). Further
leadsel≺ (C) = {̇

∑
smnds (L) | L ∈ leadLitsel≺ (C)}̇, where lit (C) and lit (C) are the weakly and

strictly maximal literals in C. We leave away ≺ and sel if there is no ambiguity.
We say x is a top level variable of any k x + t. x is shielded in t iff there is a t′ such that

x ◁ t′ ◁− t where sym(t′) is uninterpreted, or unshielded otherwise.
By s[◦] we denote a term (literal, clause) with a single occurrence of a designated variable

◦ ̸∈ V. By s[t] we denote the term obtained from replacing t for ◦. We call s[◦] a term
(literal, clause) context. We call a context C[◦] uninterpreted, iff f(. . . , ◦, . . .) ◁− C[◦] =⇒ f is
an uninterpreted function.

We say ≺ is T -compatible iff s ≡T s′ ≺ t′ ≡T t =⇒ s ≺ t. A simplification ordering modulo
T is a binary relation ≺ on Trm that is closed under ground substitutions and, for gTrm, it is a
T -compatible well-founded monotonic strict partial ordering that is total modulo T and fulfils
the subterm property.

As shown in [32] there is no complete calculus of Uflra wrt. the standard model R.
Therefore in [29] completeness of the original Alasca is shown wrt. to a wider class of models
which are defined by the axiomatisation A given in Fig. 3.

3.2 The Calculus Alascasel
≺

The base inference system of Alascasel
≺ is given in Fig. 4. It lists all its inferences except for

the new simplification rules Alasca Demodulation (Dmd) and Inequality Merging (IM), which
are presented in Fig. 5 and discussed in Sect. 4.

We point out that inferences make use of an ordering ≺, Unification With Abstraction
(Uwa), and a selection function sel. The selection function will be discussed in Sect. 5; thus
for this section it is sufficient to consider a trivial empty selection function ∀C.sel(C) = ∅.

Uwa, as used in side conditions like ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, t), is an alternative to Unification
modulo a background theory – in our case modulo AC – which is defined in terms of an
abstraction oracle ao [8]. It returns ⟨σ, E⟩, a set of literals E and a substitution σ, such that
¬E =⇒ sσ ≡AC tσ, or it returns ⊥ if s, t are not unifiable modulo AC. An example could be

7
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A = Aeq ∪ Aineq

Aineq = {x < y ∧ y < z → x < z}
∪ {x < y → x+ z < y + z}
∪ {x < y ∨ x > y ∨ x ≈ y}
∪ {¬(x < x)}
∪ {x ≤ y ↔ (x < y ∨ x ≈ y)}
∪ {x > 0 → kx > 0 | k ∈ Q, k > 0}
∪ {1 > 0}

AC = {x+ y ≈ y + x}
∪ {x+ (y + z) ≈ (x+ y) + z}

Aeq = AC

∪ {j x + kx ≈ (j + k)x | j, k ∈ Q}
∪ {j(k(x)) ≈ (jk)x | j, k ∈ Q}
∪ {1(x) ≈ x}
∪ {k(x+ y) ≈ kx+ ky | k ∈ Q}
∪ {x+ 0 ≈ x, 0x ≈ 0}

Figure 3: The axiom set A of the Alasca calculus from [29]. All axioms are implicitly
universally quantified. We note that this axiomatisation has both R and Q as models.

applying FM to −g(x, y+ z)+ c > 0 and g(a, b+ c) > 0, resulting in σ = {x 7→ a}, E = {y+ z ̸≈
b+ c}, and thus in the conclusion c > 0 ∨ y + z ̸≈ b+ c. We can read this as “if y + z and b+ c
are equal (unify), then c > 0”. 5

Similarly to literal selection, orderings serve to guide proof search. They help limiting the
number of applicable inferences, by restricting the literals and terms to use for inferences. For
example, the rule FM only resolves maximal terms s (as defined by the syntax k s + t). Thus,
if the ordering asserts that a ≻ b, then a FM inference can be performed with a + b > 0 and
−a > 0, but not with a + b > 0 and −b > 0. We require the term ordering to fulfil Def. 1
and 26, ensuring behaviour analogous to the completeness proof in [29], while making our new
simplification rules compatible with the calculus (see Lem. 1). The concrete orderings used in
our implementation are given in Sect. 3.3.

Definition 1 (Alasca Term Ordering). We say a relation ≺ is an Alasca term ordering iff

1. it is a simplification ordering modulo AC,

2. for any k s + t ∈ gTrm, where s is atomic, we have s ≻ − 1
k t, and

3. for any s ≈ t ∈ AAC
eq , and ground substitution θ we have sθ ≻ tθ, where AAC

eq = Aeq\AC.

Definition 2 (Alasca Ordering). We say ≺ is an Alasca ordering iff for any s, si, t, ti ∈ gTrm

1. ≺ is an Alasca term ordering

2. s ≺ t =⇒ s ⋄ 0 ≺ t ⋄ 0

3. ≺ is closed under ground substitutions, and for gLit it is an AC-compatible well-founded
strict partial ordering that is total modulo AC.

4. s1 ≺ s2 =⇒ j s1 + t ⋄1 0 ≺ k s2 + u ⋄2 0 where ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}

5. ∀i.ti ≺ s =⇒ k1t1 + . . . kntn ⋄1 0 ≺ k s + t ⋄2 0 where ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}
5Appendix B gives the concrete ao we use in our implementation which fulfils the properties required for

abstraction oracles from [8].
6Proof in Appendix C
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Fourier-Motzkin

C1 ∨+j s + t1 ≳1 0 C2 ∨ −k s′ + t2 ≳2 0
(FM)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ kt1 + jt2 > 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• js+ t1 ≳1 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• −ks′ + t2 ≳2 0 ̸≺σ
sel C2

• {>} ⊆ {≳1,≳2} ⊆ {>,≥}
• j, k > 0

Tight Fourier-Motzkin

C1 ∨+j s + t1 ≥ 0 C2 ∨ −k s′ + t2 ≥ 0
(TFM)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ kt1 + jt2 > 0 ∨ −ks′ + t2 ≈ 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• js+ t1 ≥ 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• −ks′ + t2 ≥ 0 ̸≺σ
sel C2

• j, k > 0

Superposition

C1 ∨ k s + t ≈ 0 C2 ∨ L[s′]
(Sup)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ L[− 1
k t])σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• k s + t ≈ 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• (s′)σ ◁− u ∈ lead((L[s′] ∨ C2)σ)
• (k s + t ≈ 0)σ ̸⪰ L[s′]σ
• s is atomic

Inequality Factoring

C ∨+j s + t1 ≳1 0 ∨+k s′ + t2 ≳2 0
(IF)

(C ∨ kt1 − jt2 ≳3 0 ∨+k s′ + t2 ≳2 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• ks′ + t2 ≳2 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ js+ t1 ≳1 0
or js+ t1 ≳1 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ ks′ + t2 ≳2 0
• ≳1,≳2∈ {>,≥}

• ≳3=

{
≥ if ≳1=≥, and ≳2=>

> else
• j, k > 0

Equality Factoring

C ∨ j s + t1 ≈ 0 ∨ k s′ + t2 ≈ 0
(EF)

(C ∨ kt1 − jt2 ̸≈ 0 ∨ js+ t1 ≈ 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• ks′ + t2 ≈ 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ js+ t1 ≈ 0

Term Factoring

L[j s + k s′ + t] ∨ C
(TF)

(L[(j + k)s+ t] ∨ C)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• (j s + k s′ + t)σ ◁− u ∈ lead((L[j s + k s′ + t] ∨ C)σ)

Normalization

�����C ∨ L[t1] (NF)
C ∨ L[t2]

where
• t1 ◁− u ∈ lead(L[t1] ∨ C)

• t1 ≈ t2 ∈


0u ≈ 0, 0 1 + u ≈ u,

j(ku) ≈ (jk)u, 1(u) ≈ u, u, v ∈ Trm

k(u+ v) ≈ ku+ kv, j, k ∈ Q
j u + k u + v ≈ (j + k)u+ v,



Variable Elimination

(((((((((((
C ∨

∨
i∈I(ki x + ti ⋄i 0)

(VE)∧
j∈J(C ∨ Cj)

where
• ∀i.⋄i ∈ {≈, ̸≈, >,≥}
• {Cj | j ∈ J} = Qex(

∨
i∈I(kix+ ti ⋄i 0))

• Qex is the universal quantifier elimination of the vari-
able x, for details of this rule we refer to [29]

• x ∈ V is unshielded in the premise

Abstraction

�����C[k x + t]
(Abs)

C[y] ∨ kx+ t ̸≈ y

where
• x ∈ V
• y is a fresh variable
• C[◦] is an uninterpreted clause context

Contradiction

�����C ∨ q ⋄ 0
(Ctd)

C

where
• q ∈ Q
• ⋄ ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}
• Q ̸|= q ⋄ 0

Figure 4: Inference rules of our revised calculus Alascasel
≺ parametrized by an Alasca-

ordering ≺ (Def. 2) and an Alasca-compatible selection function sel (Def. 6 in Sect. 5).
Notation L ⋄σsel C stands for “Either ∀L′ ∈ C.Lσ ⋄ L′σ and ∅ = sel(Lσ ∨ Cσ), or Lσ ∈
sel(Lσ ∨ Cσ)”. We consider arbitrary C,Ci ∈ Cls, L ∈ Lit, j, k, q ∈ Q, s, s′, si ∈ Trm \
V, t, ti ∈ Trm, ⋄, ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈} ≳,≳i∈ {>,≥}.
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6. k s + t ≈ 0 ≺ j s + u ⋄ 0 where ⋄ ∈ {̸≈, >,≥}

7. |k| s + t ≳1 0 ≺ −|j| s + u ≳2 0 where ≳i∈ {>,≥}

8. k s + t ̸≈ 0 ≺ j s + u ⋄ 0 where ⋄ ∈ {>,≥}

9. t ≥ 0 ≺ t > 0

3.3 The Skeleton Ordering

Our term ordering is inspired by Qkbo from [29], an extension of the Knuth-Bendix Order-
ing (Kbo) [28]. In contrast to Qkbo, our new Alascasel

≺ ordering can not only be parametrized
by a Kbo, but by an arbitrary simplification ordering, (including e.g., Lpo [27]).

We define our new ordering as a comparison function cmp that maps two terms to less,
greater, equivalent, or incomparable. For combining the results of comparison functions, we
introduce the operator ⊕ defined as (equivalent ⊕ y) = y, and (x ⊕ y) = x if x ̸= equivalent.
For any comparison function cmp of a relation ≺, we introduce its multiset extension cmpmul

which corresponds to the comparison function of the multiset extension ≺mul wrt equality up to
AC [37], and cmplex corresponding to the lexicographical extension respectively. We compare
natural numbers cmpN by the < relation, and signs ± ∈ {0,+,−} by the comparison function
cmpsgn of the total ordering 0 ≺ + ≺ −. Rationals j, k are compared by the comparison function

cmpQ(j, k) = cmpsgn(sgn(j), sgn(k))⊕ cmpN(den(j), den(k))⊕ cmpN(num(j), num(k)),

where sgn is the sign, den is the denominator, and num is the enumerator of a number.
Our new Alascasel

≺ ordering (Def. 4 and 5) extends a simplification ordering ≺ for uninter-
preted terms to terms, and literals containing interpreted symbols. In the first steps, the two
terms s, t which should be compared are transformed into terms that do not contain interpreted
symbols using the function skel. Then, skel(s) and skel(t) are compared using the simplification
ordering, and only if that comparison returns equal, we take into account the full terms s, t
with their interpreted content.

Definition 3 (Skeleton). Let ti, t, s ∈ Trm, k ∈ Q, ≺ some preorder, and f an arbitrary
uninterpreted function. We call skel(t) the (uninterpreted) skeleton of t wrt ≺:

skel(f(t1 . . . tn)) = f(skel(t1) . . . skel(tn))

skel(kt) = skel(t)

f(. . . undefined . . .) = undefined

skel(s+ t) =


skel(t) if skel(s) ≺ skel(t)

skel(s) if skel(t) ≺ skel(s)

undefined else

Definition 4 (Skeleton Term Ordering). Let ≺0 be some simplification ordering and s, t be
terms. We define the skeleton extension ≺0

sk of ≺0 for terms to be s ≺0
sk t iff cmpsk(s, t) = less.

Here:

cmpsk(s, t) =

{
cmp≺0

(skel(s), skel(t))⊕ cmpseq(s, t) if skel(s) ̸= undefined ̸= skel(t)

incomparable else

10
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where

cmpseq(s, s) = equivalent (trm1)
cmpseq(s, t) = incomparable if {v ∈ smnds (s) | v ∈ V}

̸= {v ∈ smnds (t) | v ∈ V}
(trm2)

cmpseq(1, t) = less else (trm3)
cmpseq(t, 1) = greater else (trm4)

cmpseq(s1 + s2︸ ︷︷ ︸
s

, t) = cmpseq(s, t1 + t2︸ ︷︷ ︸
t

) = cmpsk
mul( trms (s), trms (t))

⊕ cmpsk
mul( smnds (s), smnds (t))

else (trm5)

cmpseq(js, kt) = cmpseq(s, t)⊕ cmpQ(j, k) else (trm6)
cmpseq(js, t) = cmpseq(s, t)⊕ greater else (trm7)
cmpseq(s, kt) = cmpseq(s, t)⊕ less else (trm8)

cmpseq(f(s1 . . . sn), f(t1 . . . tn)) = cmpseq(s1, t1)⊕ . . .⊕ cmpseq(sn, tn) else (trm9)

Definition 5 (Literal Extension). Let ≺0 be an Alasca term ordering, and L,M ∈ Lit. We
define the literal extension ≺0

lit of ≺0 for literals to be L ≺0
lit M iff cmplit(L,M) = less:

cmplit(s ⋄s 0, t ⋄t 0) = incomparable if smnds (s) ∩V ̸= smnds (t) ∩V (lit0)
cmplit(s ⋄s 0, t ⋄t 0) = cmpat

mul(atmslit(s ⋄s 0), atmslit(t ⋄t 0)) (lit1)
⊕ cmp≺0

(s, t) (lit2)

atmslit(l + r ⋄ 0) = atmslit(l ⋄ 0) ∪ atmslit(r ⋄ 0)
atmslit(0t ⋄ 0) = ∅

atmslit(kt ∼ 0) = {̇⟨t, (∼)⟩}̇ if ∼∈ {≈, ̸≈}

atmslit(kt ≳ 0) = {̇⟨t, (≳)⟩}̇ if k > 0 &≳∈ {>,≥}

atmslit(kt ≳ 0) = {̇⟨t, (≲)⟩}̇ if k < 0 &≳∈ {>,≥}

atmslit(t ⋄ 0) = {̇⟨t, (⋄)⟩}̇

cmpat(⟨s, l⟩, ⟨t,m⟩) = cmp≺0
(s, t)⊕ cmpsym(l,m)

(≈) ≺sym (̸≈) ≺sym (≥) ≺sym (>) ≺sym (≤) ≺sym (<)

Example 2. To illustrate Def. 4 and 5 we give some examples of how literals and terms are
being oriented using the literal extension of the skeleton extension of a Kbo ordering with weight
function w(s) = 1 for every function symbol and every variable using an arbitrary precedence
relation. In what follows f is a function, a is a constant, x, y are variables and ≳,≳′∈ {>,≥}.

−f(x) ≳ 0 ≻ 5f(x) + a ≳′ 0

−f(x) ≈ 0 ≺ 5f(x) + a ≳ 0

f(x) ≳ 0 ≻ f(x) + x ≈ 0

f(x) ≈ 0 ≺ f(x) + x ≈ 0

−f(x) ≈ 0 ≺ f(x) + x ≈ 0

f(x) ̸≈ 0 ≻ −f(x) + x ≈ 0

−f(x) > 0 ≻ −7f(x) ≥ 0

f(x) > 0 ≻ 7f(x) ≥ 0

3f(x) ≻ f(x)

3f(x) ≺ f(x) + 3

3f(x) + 1 ≻ f(x) + 3

x+ y ≺ x+ y + y

x+ 2y ≺ x+ y + y

x+ y incomparable x+ a

f(x) incomparable f(y)

f(x) + f(y) incomparable to any term

11
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4 Simplification and Redundancy in Alasca

Simplification and redundancy elimination are essential techniques for improving reasoning in
saturation-based theorem provers. Redundancy elimination is used to delete redundant clauses
from the search space, while simplification rules are inferences that replace some clause C in the
search space by a set of “simpler” clauses D: by clauses D that make C redundant. The aim of
both of these techniques is to keep the search space small and tractable in order to speed up proof
search. In this section, we introduce our new inferences rules Alasca Demodulation (Dmd)
and Inequality Merging (IM) (Fig. 5), handling redundancy elimination and simplification in
Alascasel

≺ . Dmd is a variant of the demodulation inference rule [33], adjusted for Uflra. IM
is a combination of a simplification rule and a redundancy elimination technique that extends
classical tautology deletion to work when reasoning in Uflra.

Simplification rules must be compatible with the calculus, meaning that newly derived
clauses and side premises make the main premise redundant. Speaking more formally we say a
simplification rule ⟨C1 . . .��Cn, D⟩ is compatible with Alascasel

≺ iff for any ground substitution θ
it is the case that ∀C ′ ∈ Cs.C ′θ ≺ Cnθ and Csθ |= Cnθ where Cs = {C1, . . . , Cn−1, D} \ {⊤}.

Alasca Demodulation (Dmd). In the standard superposition calculus, demodulation is
an inference rule that rewrites clauses by unit equalities s ≈ t, such that the rewritten clause
becomes redundant [33]. For example, the unit equality f(x) ≈ x, where x ∈ V, can be used to
rewrite g(f(a)) > 0 to g(a) > 0. Variants of demodulation are heavily used in proof search, as
evidenced by our experiments: when running Vampire without Alasca enabled on arithmetic
benchmarks forward demodulation (rewriting newly derived clauses by previously derived unit
equalities) is used in 21.16% percent of all proofs, whereas backward demodulation (rewriting
old clauses with newly derived equalities) is used in 5.39%; notably, standard superposition
inferences only occur in 18.55% of all proofs found. Thus proof search in Alascasel

≺ should
clearly benefit from making use of demodulation.

In Alascasel
≺ unit equalities s ≈ t that would usually be used by demodulation, are normal-

ized to s − t ≈ 0, which in general will prevent the application of classic demodulation. Take

Inequality Merging

(((((((((
C ∨ s ⋄1 0 ∨ s′ ⋄2 0 (IM)

C ∨ s ⋄3 0
where

• s ≡AC (s′)±

• ⋄2 ∈ {>,≥} =⇒ ⋄1 ∈ {>,≥}

• ⋄3 =

{
⋄1⊔ ≲ if ± = −, ⋄2 =≳∈ {>,≥}
⋄1 ⊔ ⋄2 else

• L ⊔R = set−1(set(L) ∪ set(R)),
• set(⊤) = Q
• set(⋄) = {q ∈ Q | q ⋄ 0}

for ⋄ ∈ {>,≥, <,≤,≈, ̸≈}
• the conclusion is ⊤ if ⋄3 = ⊤

Alasca Demodulation

k s + t ≈ 0 �
��C[sσ]

(Dmd)
C[− 1

k tσ]

where
• (k s + t ≈ 0)σ ≺ C[sσ]
• ∀t0 ∈ trms (t).t0σ ≺ sσ
• s is atomic
• s ̸∈ V

Figure 5: Simplification rules of Alascasel
≺ . �C denotes C is deleted from the search space.
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for example the unit equality f(x) ≈ x from above. In our signature this literal will only be
present as f(x)− x ≈ 0, which will block the application of demodulation to rewrite the clause
g(f(a)) > 0, as none of the subterms can be matched with f(x)− x.

As a remedy, we introduce our inference rule Alasca Demodulation (Dmd) (Fig. 5). Dmd
differs from standard demodulation: it uses unit equalities k s + t ≈ 0 to perform rewrites
s ⇒ − 1

k t whenever s is the ≺-maximal summand of ks + t, instead of performing rewrites
ks + t ⇒ 0. This also allows not only for rewriting atomic terms, but automatically also
rewriting sums of multiple terms. Consider for example a + b ≈ c, with a ≻ b ≻ c, and the
clause f(a+ b) > 0. The equality will be normalized to a+ b− c ≈ 0 and then Dmd will rewrite
a ⇒ c− b in f(a+ b) > 0, deriving f((c− b) + b) > 0 which is next normalized to f(c) > 0.

To save computation time, Dmd can also be used in a preordered mode: replacing the rule’s
condition ∀t0 ∈ trms (t).t0σ ≺ sσ by ∀t0 ∈ trms (t).t0 ≺ s. The advantage is that this condition
does only depend on the left premise of the rule, thus it can be evaluated once per clause, and
does not have to be evaluated for every pair of clauses the rule could be applied to. Nevertheless,
this change makes Dmd less applicable. Our experiments allow for both of these Dmd variants
(Sect. 6) .

Inequality Merging (IM). The other simplification rule we introduce is Inequality Merg-
ing (IM), as introduced in Fig. 5. IM is inspired by tautology deletions to delete trivially
redundant clauses of the form C ∨ L ∨ ¬L. However, negative inequality literals, like ¬(t > 0),
are normalized in Alasca0 to positive ones −t ≥ 0, and hence tautology deletions cannot be
applied. To overcome this limitation, IM combines any two literals t1 ⋄1 0 and t2 ⋄2 0 that define
a bound on the same term t = t1 = t±2 , by merging them into one equivalent literal t ⋄3 0. For
combining the inequality symbols ⋄1, ⋄2 to get ⋄3, we use a join operation ⊔ defined by semantic
set union of the respective relations.

For example, −a+ b > 0∨ a− b ≈ 0 is rewritten to −a+ b ≥ 0. This merging of inequalities
can detect tautologies, like −t ≥ 0 ∨ t ̸≈ 0 ⇒ ⊤, in which case the clause will be deleted from
the search space.

In order to turn IM into an actual simplification rule, we need to enforce that {̇t1 ⋄1 0, t2 ⋄2
0}̇≻mul{̇t1 ⋄3 0}̇. This is ensured by Alasca Ordering (Def. 2). In order to see this for the sake
of simplicity consider cases where t1 = a is a constant. Cases where ⋄3 = ⊤ do not need to be
considered, as the rule will just delete a tautology without introducing a new clause then. Cases
where ⋄3 ∈ {⋄1, ⋄2} obviously hold as these cases amount to a literal deletion. Otherwise, if
⋄3 ≠≈, then it must be that t2 = ±a, thus {̇a > 0,±a > 0}̇ ≻ {̇a > 0}̇≻mul{̇a ̸≈ 0}̇ by Def. 2.8.
Further, if ⋄3 =≥, then t2 = ±a, thus {̇a > 0,±a ≈ 0}̇ ≻ {̇a > 0}̇≻mul{̇a ≥ 0}̇ by Def. 2.9.

Lemma 1. IM and Dmd are compatible with Alascasel
≺ .7

5 Literal Selection in Alasca

Literal selection is a mechanism to guide proof search: it selects subsets of the literals of a
clause and restricts the application of inferences to only selected literals. This refines the idea
of standard superposition to restrict inferences to only ≺-maximal literals.

Example 3 (Superposition and Maximal Literals). Consider the superposition inference rule
C ∨ s ≈ t,D ∨L[s] ⊢ C ∨D ∨L[t]. Take the set of clauses c ̸≈ b∨ d ≈ c∨ c ≈ a and d ̸≈ c, with
term ordering d ≻ c ≻ b ≻ a. A side condition of superposition ensures that the rule is applied

7Proof in Appendix D
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only when L[s] is maximal wrt ≺, that is L[s] ≻ D. Applied to our clause set, this means we
only apply rewriting d → c, but not rewriting c → a, in d ̸≈ c, deriving only the conclusion
c ̸≈ b ∨ c ≈ a ∨ c ̸≈ c.

The completeness proof of superposition [2] shows that whenever a clause contains at least
one negative literal, we can select some of these negative literals and only make inferences
with these selected literals, skipping all other inferences involving this clause. Based on this
observation any superposition inference that has a side condition of the form “L is maximal in
C” is then replaced by the condition “either L ∈ sel(C), or sel(C) = ∅ and L is maximal in C”.

Example 4 (Superposition and Selection). In Ex. 3, we can select the negative literal c ̸≈ b in
the first clause; that is, sel(c ̸≈ b ∨ d ≈ c ∨ c ≈ a) = {c ̸≈ b}. No inferences can be performed
with the selected literal c ̸≈ b and the other clause d ̸≈ c, thus the set of clauses is saturated
without computing any new inferences.

Selection of negative literals cannot be however easily used in Alascasel
≺ , as negative in-

equalities ¬(s > 0) are normalized to positive ones −s ≥ 0. As such, selecting arbitrary negative
literals in Alascasel

≺ would not work with inequality literals. Our work therefore introduces the
concept of selectable literals (Def. 6), allowing to extend selection functions also to non-negative
literals.

Selection in Superposition. We first explain selection principles in superposition, after
which we detail which inequality literals are selectable in Alascasel

≺ . We illustrate this by
outlining the refutational completeness proof of superposition with selection [2]. Completeness
of (ground) superposition is usually shown by first constructing a model functor IN , which is
a function that maps sets of ground clauses N to candidate models IN . Next, superposition is
proven to be a counterexample-reducing inference system wrt. IN . This means that, for every ≺-
minimal C ∈ N such that IN ̸|= C, there is some superposition inference ι = ⟨C1, . . . , Cn, C,D⟩,
with D ≺ C and ∀i.Ci ≺ C, such that IN ̸|= D; we say that ι reduces the counterexample
C to D. Any inference system that satisfies this property for a well-founded ordering ≺ is
refutationally complete [4].

Consider now some clause C that contains a negative equality C = C ′ ∨ s ̸≈ t. If IN ̸|= C,
then IN ̸|= s ̸≈ t, which is the case iff IN (s) = IN (t). A candidate model IN for superposition
is constructed to be a convergent rewrite system. This means that either s = t, or there must
be some (u → v) ∈ IN such that s or t can be rewritten by u → v. In the former case, C can
be reduced to C ′, while in the latter case, by construction of IN , there must be some clause
C2 = C ′

2∨u ≈ v such that C can be reduced by a superposition inference to C ′∨C ′
2∨(s ̸≈ t)[u/v].

Thus, for any such negative literal s ̸≈ t, the clause can be reduced by some inference rule,
thus we can select this negative literal to be the only one used within an inference. The same
argument is however not applicable for positive literals s ≈ t: they might not be reducible by
any inference when they are so-called productive literals, which are always true (IN |= s ≈ t)
by construction of IN and thus cannot be a counterexample.

Selection in Alascasel
≺ . Even though no completeness proof for Alascasel

≺ is given in this
paper, we motivate the definition of selectable literals by investigating the completeness proof
of Alasca0 from [29]. In Alasca0 equalities are treated almost the same as in superposition,
thus we only pay attention to inequalities here. Inequality literals with a maximal negative
term −ks + t > 0 can never be productive. Consider some clause C = C ′ ∨ −ks + t > 0. If
IN ̸|= C, then one of the following cases occurs: ; (i) if s is strictly maximal and IN (s) ̸= s, then
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s can be reduced by superposition, NF, or TF; (ii) if s is strictly maximal and IN (s) = s, then
IN |= ks− t ≥ 0, which in turn means that there is some s > l ∈ IN such that IN |= kl− t ≥ 0,
and C2 = +js−jl ≳ 0∨C ′

2 ∈ N . In case (ii), we use FM, which reduces C to C ′∨−k(jl)+jt > 0
using C2. In summary, if we select some inequality literal with a negative maximal term, we do
not need to perform any inferences with any other literal. The same idea applies to non-strict
inequalities ≥, and disequalities ̸≈ can be selected for the same reason as in superposition.

Non-Ground Selection in Alascasel
≺ . As selection needs to be lifted to non-ground clauses,

the following two issues need to be considered.
First, there might be multiple maximal terms in an Alasca sum. We can only select

non-ground literals where every ground instance is selectable. Consider for example the literal
−f(x) + g(y) > 0. Such a literal cannot be selected since, depending on the choice of x and y,
either the first or the second summand could be maximal, thus in some instances the maximal
term has a negative summand, while in other instances the maximal term has a positive sign.

The second issue comes from the treatment of top-level variables in Alasca. As inferences
with variables as maximal terms cannot be lifted easily, they will be processed by VE during
proof search. Since inferences with these variables cannot be lifted directly, we cannot select
literals with maximal variables either.

Both of these conditions are fulfilled by stably negative literals Lit−. We thus introduce
selectable literals and Alasca-compatible selection functions to be used in Fig. 4.

Definition 6 (Selectable Literal). A literal L is selectable iff it is stably negative L ∈ Lit−. A
selection function sel is Alasca-compatible if, for any clause C, every L ∈ sel(C) is selectable.

Selection Strategies. The notion of selectable literals does not yield a unique selection
function. Thus as there is no single best selection strategy for how many and/or which selectable
literals should be selected, we implemented the following selection mechanisms:

• total : selecting all literals (including both selectable and non-selectable ones);

• maximal : selecting no literals, thus always using maximal literals only for rule applications;

• random: choosing a random selectable literal;

• best: choosing the “best” selectable literal, where best means it is maximal wrt some measure
≪, as defined in Def. 7;

• lookahead : choosing the selectable literal which unifies with the least number of terms that
are currently present in the search space, adjusting results of [25];

• incomplete: for every strategy which chooses from the set of selectable literals, there is also
an incomplete version that chooses from the set of all literals of the clause instead.

Def. 7 gives the ordering ≪ for the selection strategy best . Using ≪, we select literals
to yield as few rule applications as possible, but, in contrast to lookahead selection, without
looking at the entire search space. The measure ≪ of the selection strategy best is defined
lexicographically in Def. 7, by comparing tuples of multiple values and using the following
functions:

• prob: is a measure that reflects how likely it is for a term to unify with a ground term,
assuming that the probability distribution of terms is P (X = f(t1 . . . tn)) = 1

|F| (P (X =

t1) · . . . · P (X = tn)). As a greater prob will potentially yield more unifiers, we prefer terms
that minimize prob.
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• cnt+: is the number of + symbols occurring in a literal. Due to AC, more occurrences of +
will potentially yield more unifiers, thus we prefer terms that minimize cnt+.

• negEq: is 1, if the literal is a negative equality, and 0 otherwise. The idea of this measure is that
negative equalities are mostly introduced by Uwa, and thus represent unifiability constraints.
It is unclear whether terms with negEq being 0 or 1 should be prefered in general. Thus our
portfolio approach (Sect. 6) uses both these options.

Finally, in every literal t ⋄ 0, only the terms trms (t) are used to compute inferences, and the
rest of the terms of smnds (t) are used only after the maximal ones have been resolved. We
thus first compute the measures m ∈ {cnt+, prob} for the maximal terms mmax, and then for
all terms mall.

Definition 7 (Literal Selection Measure). Our measure ≪ used within the (best) literal selection
mechanism is parametrized by the option ± and defined below:

L1 ≪ L2 ⇐⇒ measure(L1) <
lex measure(L2)

measure(L) = ⟨±negEq(L),−probmax(L),−proball(L),−cnt+
max(L),−cnt+

all(L)⟩

cnt+(t1 + . . .+ tn) = 1 + Σn
i=1cnt+(ti)

cnt+(f(t1 . . . tn)) = Σn
i=1cnt+(ti)

cnt+(x) = 0

prob(t) = ( 1
|F| )

sz(t)−|{v∈V|v ◁−t}|

negEq(t ⋄ 0) =

{
1 if (⋄) = (̸≈)

0 else

mmax(t ⋄ 0) = Σ{̇m(t) | t ∈ trms (t)}̇

mall(t ⋄ 0) = Σ{̇m(t) | t ∈ trms (t)}̇

sz(f(t1 . . . tn)) = 1 + Σn
i=1sz(ti)

sz(t1 + t2) = 1 + sz(t1) + sz(t2)

sz(v) = 1

Delayed VE. The rule Variable Elimination (VE) removes literals kx+ t ⋄ 0, since inferences
involving unshielded variables x cannot be lifted easily. If a clause contains a selected literal,
though there are no inferences involving x, that would need to be lifted. Thus the rule VE needs
to only be applied if there are no selected literals in a clause, and can be skipped if there are
selected ones. We call this skipping of VE inferences using delayed variable elimination, and
implemented an option to enable or disable this behaviour.

6 Implementation and Experiments
Implementation. We implemented8 Alascasel

≺ with all additions described in the paper in
the theorem prover Vampire [7]. Our implementation handles a vast option space of various
literal selection strategies (Sect. 5), enabling/disabling IM (Sect. 4), Dmd (Sect. 4), delayed
variable elimination (Sect. 5), and running Dmd in preordered mode.

To accommodate the many options and strategies in Alascasel
≺ , we created a portfolio of

randomized option combinations. For this we chose a randomized subset B of 50% of our full
benchmark set. Then, the following was repeated: (i) select a timeout within [1, 10] seconds; (ii)
generate 80 random option combinations; (iii) run options on the current set B. We chose the
strategy that solved most problems of B and added it to the portfolio, after which we removed all
solved problems from B. We repeated this process for 12 hours. In our experiments, Alascasel

≺
refers to the resulting portfolio9 setting.

8Available at https://github.com/vprover/vampire/tree/alasca-lpar-2026.
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Figure 7: Number of problems solved
uniquely by each solver.

Benchmarks (#) Alascasel
≺ Alasca0 Cvc5 Z3 Yices SmtRat Vampire iProver SmtItp solved

all (6291) 5799 (19) 5715 (1) 5547 (29) 5537 (2) 5418 (8) 5342 (0) 4953 (0) 4709 (1) 4525 (1) 5882
Lra (1629) 1594 (0) 1571 (0) 1346 (2) 1412 (1) 1611 (8) 1530 (0) 856 (0) 624 (0) 619 (0) 1616
Nra (3814) 3801 (0) 3797 (0) 3803 (0) 3812 (0) 3807 (0) 3812 (0) 3802 (0) 3782 (0) 3718 (0) 3812
Uflra (13) 10 (0) 10 (0) 10 (0) 10 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 10 (0) 10 (0) 10 (0) 10
Triangular (34) 25 (0) 24 (0) 7 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 8 (0) 5 (0) 0 (0) 25
Limit (287) 116 (14) 102 (0) 91 (0) 81 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 82 (0) 82 (0) 0 (0) 116
SH (514) 253 (5) 211 (1) 290 (27) 221 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 195 (0) 206 (1) 178 (1) 303

Figure 8: Number of problems solved by each solver in each problem group. Column 1
lists the names and the number of problems of each group. In columns 2–8, a cell “s (u)”
for a solver and a benchmark group denotes that the solver solved s benchmarks, of which
u benchmarks were uniquely solved by that solver.

Benchmarks. We use the state-of-the-art benchmark set of [29]9. We only consider unsatisfi-
able problems, as these are the only relevant ones for Alascasel

≺ . Our benchmark set is split into
multiple groups, as summarized in Fig. 8 and detailed next: Nra (non-linear real arithmetic),
Lra and Uflra represent the respective SMT-LIB logics [6]; Triangular and Limit contain
mathematical properties from [29]; SH contains Sledgehammer proving problems from [15].

Solvers. We compare Alascasel
≺ against all solvers that entered the Arith division of the

SMT-COMP 2025 system competition10. We also compare Alascasel
≺ to the original calculus

Alasca0 from [29], and Vampire without Alasca enabled.

Benchmarking Setup. Our experiments were conducted on an AMD EPYC 7252 8-Core
Processor with 16 cores and 2 threads per core and a RAM of 125Gi. Benchmarks were run for
120 seconds on 4 cores in parallel.

Results. Experimental results are summarized in Fig. 6–Fig. 7. As evidenced in Fig. 6, our
implementation Alascasel

≺ vastly outperforms all other solvers: already after about 1 second,
Alascasel

≺ solves substantially more benchmarks than all other solvers at that time. Looking
at the raw data reveals that Alascasel

≺ solves 5716 problems within only 4330 milliseconds,
which is more than any other prover solves in the full timeout of 120 seconds. Fig. 8 shows

9Available at https://github.com/vprover/vampire_benchmarks/tree/master/alasca-lpar-2026.
10See https://smt-comp.github.io/2025
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that Alascasel
≺ outperforms Alasca0 by 84 (1.46 %) more solved problems and dominates

Alasca0 in every problem category. Alascasel
≺ also outperforms Vampire in every problem

category. Fig. 7 lists the number of uniquely solved problems by Alascasel
≺ , demonstrating

Alasca-based reasoning solves problems no other solver is able to prove.

7 Related Work

The most prominent approaches for (restrictions of) Uflra are SMT solving [14, 5, 10] and
first-order theorem proving [19, 3, 45, 32, 29].

SMT-based reasoning for Uflra. SMT solvers naturally support reasoning in quantifier-
free Uflra using dedicated decision procedures in linear real arithmetic. As quantified Uflra
is undecidable [32], incomplete quantifier instantiations are used to instantiate universally quan-
tified variables with pragmatically chosen terms, trying to reduce the problem of solving quan-
tified Uflra problems to quantifier-free Uflra instances. Various quantifier instantiation
heuristics emerged, notably E-matching [16] and model-based quantifier instantiation [21]. Fur-
ther, [42, 26] introduce strategies for the order of enumerating all potentially useful instances.
These approaches are restricted to heuristic-driven instantiations, limiting their applicability to
quantified Uflra.

When only considering quantified linear real arithmetic (Lra), quantifier elimination meth-
ods via Fourier–Motzkin elimination [20, 35], conflict resolution [31], Cylindrical Algebraic
Decomposition (Cad) [1, 11], and virtual substitutions [44] have emerged to decide Lra. The
work of [30] combines virtual substitutions with Cooper’s method [12] to create a quantifier
elimination procedure for linear mixed integer-real arithmetic, and hence Lra as well. A re-
lated, model-driven approach for solving Lra problems using quantifier elimination is intro-
duced in [9]. Recently, the approach of [24] introduces the first singly-exponential quantifier
elimination for linear integer arithmetic, improving doubly-exponential complexities known be-
fore; yet, practical use of this computational improvement is not yet evidenced. Alasca [29]
implements a form of quantifier elimination via its Variable Elimination (VE) rule (Fig. 4). Our
enhancements upon Alasca inherit quantifier elimination for Lra, yet extends them with ded-
icated selection and simplification rules for quantified Uflra. As such and in contrast to the
aforementioned techniques, our work enables efficient reasoning with quantifiers, uninterpreted
functions and linear real arithmetic (see Sect. 6).

First-order theorem proving for Uflra. Saturation-based theorem proving using the
superposition calculus [37, 2, 46] is the leading and refutationally complete technology for
automating reasoning in first-order logic with equality. Superposition proving is however noto-
riously bad when faced with interpreted symbols, that is functions or predicates with a fixed-
semantics in a background theory, such as transitive relations or associative and commutative
(AC) functions. This is due to the fact that the naive approach of adding AC or transitivity
axioms to the input problem explicitly leads to an intractable blow-up of the search space [17].
In order to circumvent this, various approaches have been introduced: In [19] the concept of
ground joinability was proposed to skip inferences involving AC axioms. Using the AVATAR
architecture [38] and theory instantiation [41], SMT solving can be used within saturation in
order to reason about subsets of formulas from the search space. SMT solving helps to detect
AC functions in input problems [18], enabling specialized reasoning techniques like ground join-
ability for these functions. Various incomplete simplification rules [39] and guiding proof search
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by clause selection [23] have also been shown to greatly improve practical performance for in-
terpreted problems in first-order theories. Unlike these methods, our work supports arithmetic
reasoning via dedicated inference rules in superposition.

By improving the underlining inference systems of saturation-based provers, the chaining
calculi [3] was proposed for arbitrary transitive relations that bypass the need for a transitivity
axiom. Chaining with AC reasoning is combined in [45], creating a calculus for totally ordered
divisible Abelian groups. Going further, a ground extension of the superposition calculus was
introduced in [32] for Uflra. Fusing ideas of [3, 45, 32], the Alasca calculus has been proposed
in [29] in combination with unification with abstraction (Uwa) [8]. Our work enhances [29] by
improving selection, simplification and redundancy elimination during proof search, improving
automated reasoning in quantified Uflra (see Sect. 6).

8 Conclusions
We introduced the calculus Alascasel

≺ enhancing Alasca0 with Literal Selection and the new
simplification rules Alasca Demodulation and Inequality Merging. We implemented Alascasel

≺
in a standard saturation loop and demonstrated experimentally that our work outperforms the
state-of-the-art. We aim to further improve literal selection by finding an accurate probability
of a term unifying with other terms modulo AC which could be a promising heuristic for literal
selection. We are also interested in instantiations and generalizations modulo AC, increasing
applicability of demodulation.
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A Comparison to original Alasca

For the most part the revised Alascasel
≺ matches the original Alasca0 from [29]. The main

conceptual change in our updated calculus is the following: In Alasca0 reasoning modulo Aeq

(see Fig. 3) is implicitly performed using Uwa. This requires the ordering to be Aeq-compatible,
which leads to breaking the subterm property, which we would like to have in our calculus. We
will describe this issue in more details in Sect. A.1. To resolve this instead of using Uwa for Aeq,
in our updated calculus Alascasel

≺ we use Uwa for the subset AC only and introduce additional
simplifications to cover the rest of the axioms in Aeq \AC (Sect. A.2). This conceptual change
requires us to introduce (i) a different approach to normalization (Sect. A.2.1), which in turn
requires generalizing the rule Term Factoring (TF) and adding a new generating inference rule
Abstraction (Abs); (ii) a new term and literal ordering that is AC-compatible, and possesses the
subterm property modulo AC (Sect. C); and (iii) a new approach to unification with abstraction
(Uwa) so that it works modulo AC (Sect. B).

Before explaining the issues around Alasca0’s ordering in detail, let us go through each of
the rules of Alascasel

≺ (repeated on Page 24) and explain how they relate to Alasca0. If not
stated otherwise the rule is the same in both calculi.

• Fourier-Motzkin (FM) joins inequalities to simulate transitivity. For example it can use
−a+ b > 0 and a+ c ≥ 0 to infer b+ c > 0.

• Tight Fourier-Motzkin (TFM) is a version of FM for non-strict inequalities, that allows for
deriving necessary equalities from them. It can use −a ≥ 0 and a ≥ 0 to infer −a ≈ 0∨0 > 0.

• Superposition (Sup) rewrites clauses using equality literals, similarly to our simplification
rule Dmd (Sect. 4) rule (Sect. 4), but generating additional clauses instead of simplifying
existing ones. With this rule we can derive f(x, y) − g(y, x) ≈ 0, g(a, x) > 0 ⊢ f(x, a) > 0.
This rule is essentially the same as in Alasca0, but using the notation u ∈ lead(. . .), which
more concisely represents multiple side conditions and also makes sure that only selected
literals are rewritten if any are selected. Further the rule does not use the notation ≈̂ from
Alasca0, which is not needed in this paper as we do not consider additional uninterpreted
sorts.

• Inequality Factoring (IF) combines multiple inequality literals in one clause in such a
way that they can properly be used with FM and TFM. For example, we use f(a) + a >
0 ∨ f(a) + b > 0 to derive both f(a) + b > 0 ∨ a− b > 0 and f(a) + a > 0 ∨ b− a > 0.

• Equality Factoring (EF) is similar to IF, but instead of inequalities, it combines multiple
equality literals such that they can properly be used by Sup. It derives, for example, 2f(a) +
a ≈ 0 ∨ 3f(a) + b ≈ 0 ⊢ 3a ̸≈ 2b ∨ 2f(a) + a ≈ 0. This rule is essentially the same as in
Alasca0, but without using the notation ≈̂, which is not needed in this paper as we do not
consider additional uninterpreted sorts.

• Contradiction (Ctd) is used to remove trivially unsatisfiable literals, deriving a > 0∨−5 >
0 ⊢ a > 0.

• Normalization (NF) performs one step of simplifying a literal to a normal form, like 1
2 (6a+

2f(y)) ≈ b+ a+ f(x) ⊢ . . . ⊢ 2a+ b+ f(x) + f(y) ≈ 0. This rule does not exist in Alasca0

as in that calculus normalization is performed implicitly by unifying modulo Aeq.

• Term Factoring (TF) add up unifiable summands in a clause, deriving for example g(2f(x)+
3f(y)) > 0 ⊢ g(5f(x)) > 0. This rule is a generalization of the corresponding rule in Alasca0
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Fourier-Motzkin

C1 ∨+j s + t1 ≳1 0 C2 ∨ −k s′ + t2 ≳2 0
(FM)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ kt1 + jt2 > 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• js+ t1 ≳1 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• −ks′ + t2 ≳2 0 ̸≺σ
sel C2

• {>} ⊆ {≳1,≳2} ⊆ {>,≥}
• j, k > 0

Tight Fourier-Motzkin

C1 ∨+j s + t1 ≥ 0 C2 ∨ −k s′ + t2 ≥ 0
(TFM)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ kt1 + jt2 > 0 ∨ −ks′ + t2 ≈ 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• js+ t1 ≥ 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• −ks′ + t2 ≥ 0 ̸≺σ
sel C2

• j, k > 0

Superposition

C1 ∨ k s + t ≈ 0 C2 ∨ L[s′]
(Sup)

(C1 ∨ C2 ∨ L[− 1
k t])σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• k s + t ≈ 0 ̸⪯σ

sel C1

• (s′)σ ◁− u ∈ lead((L[s′] ∨ C2)σ)
• (k s + t ≈ 0)σ ̸⪰ L[s′]σ
• s is atomic

Inequality Factoring

C ∨+j s + t1 ≳1 0 ∨+k s′ + t2 ≳2 0
(IF)

(C ∨ kt1 − jt2 ≳3 0 ∨+k s′ + t2 ≳2 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• ks′ + t2 ≳2 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ js+ t1 ≳1 0
or js+ t1 ≳1 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ ks′ + t2 ≳2 0
• ≳1,≳2∈ {>,≥}

• ≳3=

{
≥ if ≳1=≥, and ≳2=>

> else
• j, k > 0

Equality Factoring

C ∨ j s + t1 ≈ 0 ∨ k s′ + t2 ≈ 0
(EF)

(C ∨ kt1 − jt2 ̸≈ 0 ∨ js+ t1 ≈ 0)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• ks′ + t2 ≈ 0 ̸≺σ

sel C ∨ js+ t1 ≈ 0

Term Factoring

L[j s + k s′ + t] ∨ C
(TF)

(L[(j + k)s+ t] ∨ C)σ ∨ E

where
• ⟨σ, E⟩ = Uwa(s, s′)
• (j s + k s′ + t)σ ◁− u ∈ lead((L[j s + k s′ + t] ∨ C)σ)

Normalization

�����C ∨ L[t1] (NF)
C ∨ L[t2]

where
• t1 ◁− u ∈ lead(L[t1] ∨ C)

• t1 ≈ t2 ∈


0u ≈ 0, 0 1 + u ≈ u,

j(ku) ≈ (jk)u, 1(u) ≈ u, u, v ∈ Trm

k(u+ v) ≈ ku+ kv, j, k ∈ Q
j u + k u + v ≈ (j + k)u+ v,



Variable Elimination

(((((((((((
C ∨

∨
i∈I(ki x + ti ⋄i 0)

(VE)∧
j∈J(C ∨ Cj)

where
• ∀i.⋄i ∈ {≈, ̸≈, >,≥}
• {Cj | j ∈ J} = Qex(

∨
i∈I(kix+ ti ⋄i 0))

• Qex is the universal quantifier elimination of the vari-
able x, for details of this rule we refer to [29]

• x ∈ V is unshielded in the premise

Abstraction

�����C[k x + t]
(Abs)

C[y] ∨ kx+ t ̸≈ y

where
• x ∈ V
• y is a fresh variable
• C[◦] is an uninterpreted clause context

Contradiction

�����C ∨ q ⋄ 0
(Ctd)

C

where
• q ∈ Q
• ⋄ ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}
• Q ̸|= q ⋄ 0

Figure 9: (Repeated Fig. 4) Inference rules of our revised calculus Alascasel
≺ parametrized

by an Alasca-ordering ≺ (Def. 2) and an Alasca-compatible selection function sel (Def. 6
in Sect. 5). Notation L ⋄σsel C stands for “Either ∀L′ ∈ C.Lσ ⋄ L′σ and ∅ = sel(Lσ ∨ Cσ),
or Lσ ∈ sel(Lσ ∨ Cσ)”. We consider arbitrary C,Ci ∈ Cls, L ∈ Lit, j, k, q ∈ Q, s, s′, si ∈
Trm \V, t, ti ∈ Trm, ⋄, ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈} ≳,≳i∈ {>,≥}.
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as it is also used to add up terms occurring nested in subterms (e.g. g(f(x) + f(y)) > 0 ⊢
g(2f(x)) > 0), and not only on the top level (e.g. f(x) + f(y) > 0 ⊢ 2f(x) > 0) as in
Alasca0. This is needed as in this paper unification is performed modulo AC instead of
modulo Aeq.

• Abstraction (Abs) is needed for cases where normalization cannot be lifted to clauses with
variables properly (see Sect. A.2.1). It derives for example f(3x+a) > 0 ⊢ f(y) > 0∨3x+a ̸≈
y. This rule is not needed in Alasca0 as in that calculus normalization is performed implicitly
by unifying modulo Aeq.

• Variable Elimination (VE) is needed to process so-called unshielded variables, that is
variables which occur only on the top level of a clause and are not shielded under some
uninterpreted function. For this it uses a quantifier elimination procedure. An example is
f(y) + x > 0 ∨ b− x > 0 ∨ c > 0 ⊢ f(y) + b > 0 ∨ c > 0.

A.1 Ordering Issues in Alasca
The clause ordering ≺ of Alasca0 is defined in terms of a term ordering, also referred to as ≺.
As the rules of Alasca0 are formulated modulo Aeq, in order for the calculus to be complete,
its term ordering ≺ needs to be formulated in such a way that any two ground terms s, t that are
equal modulo Aeq are in the same ≺-equivalence class. This leads to the fact that, in contrast to
standard simplification orderings used in superposition [37], the simplification ordering (Qkbo)
used in Alasca0 does not have the subterm property – the property that s ◁ t implies s ≺ t
– but only a weaker form of it. The reason for this is the additional requirement that the
ordering is stable under ground substitutions (s ≺ t implies sθ ≺ tθ), as illustrated by the
following example:

Example 5 (Orderings and Subterms). Consider the terms x and f(x + y). Even though x
is a subterm of f(x+ y), it cannot be the case that x ≺ f(x+ y), as explained next. Consider
the substitution θ = {x 7→ f(f(0)), y 7→ −f(f(0))}. We get xθ = f(f(0)) and f(x + y)θ =
f(f(f(0)) − f(f(0))) ≡Aeq f(0). For these ground terms we have xθ = f(f(0)) ≻ f(0) =
f(x+ y)θ, thus it cannot be the case that x ≺ f(x+ y).

This fact is unfortunate, as we would like to orient equalities f(x + y) ≈ x in order to
use them for our simplification rule Alasca Demodulation (Dmd) (Sect. 4). Therefore, we
introduce changes in Alascasel

≺ such that its term ordering possesses the subterm property
modulo AC.

A.2 Reasoning modulo AC

To achieve a term ordering that allows for simplifications modulo AC, we make the following
main conceptual change in Alascasel

≺ : instead of formulating inference rules modulo Aeq as
in Alasca0, in Alascasel

≺ we formulate them modulo AC only and implement the remaining
axioms AAC

eq = Aeq \AC using dedicated inference rules (TF ∪ NF) instead of handling them
by Uwa.

We therefore introduce normalization rules, that is, inference rules capturing AAC
eq . Further,

as the inference rules Alascasel
≺ are formulated modulo AC instead of Aeq, we adjust the term

ordering ≺ as follows: (i) any two AC-equivalent terms need to be in the same equivalence
class of the ordering; and (ii) the equations from AAC

eq need to be oriented in the right way for
the newly introduced inference rules. Additionally, in order to make our simplifying inference
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Inequality Merging (IM) (Sect. 4) work correctly, our literal ordering is adjusted. Finally, we
also have to adjust Uwa to unify modulo AC, instead of modulo Aeq.

A.2.1 Normalization

Most of the axioms in AAC
eq can be processed in a straight forward manner without the need

for unification. These are all captured by the inference rule Normalization (NF). This rule can
be seen as a specialized Superposition (Sup) rewrite using implicit side premises s ≈ t ∈ AAC

eq .
Therefore it inherits the side condition from Sup, that rewrites need to be only applied to
subterms (s ◁−AC

u) of leading terms of a clause (u ∈ lead(C)).
The only axioms that need special care are {∀x.jx+kx ≈ (j+k)x | j, k ∈ Q}. For these the

rule Term Factoring (TF) is needed in order to unify candidate terms for x. To illustrate this,
consider the clauses −g(2f(a)) > 0 and g(f(x) + f(y)) > 0. TF will derive g(f(y) + f(x)) >
0 ⊢ g(2f(x)) > 0, and then we use FM to derive −g(2f(a)) > 0, g(2f(x)) > 0 ⊢ 0 > 0. This
rule was not required in the original Alasca calculus [29] as such cases would be handled by
Uwa instead: Using FM with Uwa, we would derive −g(2f(a)) > 0, g(f(x) + f(y)) > 0 ⊢ 0 >
0 ∨ f(x) + f(y)− 2f(a) ̸≈ 0, which would then be processed by the rule Term Factoring. The
rule can be seen as a specialized superposition inference as well.

We point out that each of these rules is formulated modulo AC (using the underlining
syntax like k s + t), which means for example that f(0+b) ⇒ f(b), even though (b+0) does not
syntactically occur in the term. When constructing our new Alasca ordering, we will make
sure that, for every ground substitution θ, and rule s ≈ t ∈ AAC

eq we have sθ ≻ tθ (see Alasca
Term Ordering (Def. 1)), in order to ensure that the calculus is complete.

For ground clauses, NF and TF cover all necessary rewrites. However, to lift it to non-
ground clauses, corner-cases arise when clauses containing variables occur. For these cases, we
introduce the new inference rule Abstraction (Abs), as given in Fig. 4.

Abstraction. The rule Abstraction (Abs) is needed for lifting rewrites of non-trivial sums
k1t1 + . . .+ kntn, where some ti is a variable. To see why this is needed, take for example the
clause f(3x)+f(2x) > 0. Assume we want to lift the rewrite rules j(kt) ⇒ (jk)t, that is, perform
a non-ground inference that covers all ground instances of this rewrite rule. We would then
have to in particular use the rewrite 3(kx) ⇒ (3k)x, for any k ∈ Q, resulting in an infinite set of
successors {f((3q)x)+f(2(qx)) > 0 | q ∈ Q}. Similar issues occur when lifting the other rewrite
rules. In order to resolve such issues, we introduce a new inference rule Abs (see Fig. 4), similar
to the one used in [45], which moves these subterms into new disequality literals where they can
later be processed by the rule Variable Elimination (VE) as in Alasca0. For our example, we
would rewrite the clause to f(y) + f(z) > 0∨ 3x ̸≈ y ∨ 2x ̸≈ z. VE will then produce the clause
to f(y) + f(z) > 0 ∨ 2

3y ̸≈ z, and reasoning will continue with the literal f(y) + f(y) > 0 until
either of the variables y, z becomes unshielded and can be processed by VE. Note, that Abs can
be restricted to uninterpreted contexts C[◦]. This helps avoiding infinite chains of applications
in Abs, where a chain f(3x) > 0 ⇒ f(x1) > 0∨x1 ̸≈ 3x ⇒ f(x1) > 0∨x1 ̸≈ x2 ∨x2 ̸≈ 3x ⇒ . . .
would be possible if we would not restrict applications to uninterpreted contexts.

B Unification With Abstraction
In contrast to the original Alasca0, our updated Alascasel

≺ formulates rules modulo AC
instead of modulo Aeq. Thus, Uwa needs to be updated in order to unify modulo AC as well. As
described in [8], the Uwa algorithm is parametrized by a so-called abstraction oracle: a partial
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function ao that takes two terms s, t and either returns ao(s, t) = ⊥, or ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩.
Both unif and constr are sets of pairs of terms s′ ∼ t′ ∈ unif ∪ constr which signal the Uwa
algorithm that all terms s′,t′ need to unify in order to make s ∼ t equal. More specifically,
our Uwa algorithm will introduce a constraint s′ ̸≈ t′ for pairs in constr, and recurse on all
pairs in unif , processing them in the main loop of the algorithm. If there are multiple different
unifiers for a pair s′ ∼ t′, it must be added to constr, as Uwa can only compute one abstracting
unifier per pair of input terms s, t. If there is at most one unifier for s′ ∼ t′, the pair should
be in constr as this ensures further processing and a more accurate unifier. If ⊥ is returned by
ao this means that the terms s, t are not unifiable, and if ao is undefined then the unification
algorithm should progress unifying by traversing subterms as in normal unification.

Definition 8 (Abstraction Oracle). We define the abstraction oracle (ao) as follows:

ao(s, t) =


undefined if sym(s) ̸= + ̸= sym(t) (ao0)
⊥ if ȧo(s−, t−) = ⊥ (ao1)
⟨∅, {s ∼ t}⟩ if ȧo(s−, t−) = { smnds (s) ∼ smnds (t)} (ao2)
⟨{ΣL ∼ ΣR | L ∼ R ∈ ȧo(s−, t−)}, ∅⟩ else (ao3)

where u− = smnds (u) \ ( smnds (s) ∩ smnds (t))

ȧo(∅, ∅) = ∅ (ȧo1)

ȧo(S, ∅) = ⊥ else (ȧo2)

ȧo({̇x}̇, T ) = ⊥ else if x ◁ t ∈ T (ȧo3)

ȧo({̇x}̇, T ) = {x ∼ T} else (ȧo4)

ȧo(S, T ) = {S=f ∼ T=f | f ∈ match} else if SV = TV = ∅,miss = ∅ (ȧo5)

ȧo(S, T ) = ⊥ else if SV = TV = ∅,miss ̸= ∅ (ȧo6)

ȧo(S, T ) = {S=f ∼ T=f | f ∈ match}
∪ {SV ∪ S∈miss ∼ T∈miss}

else if |S| > 1, |SV| ≥ 1, TV = ∅,A

f.|S=f | ≤ |T=f |, |SV ∪ S∈miss| ≤ |T∈miss|
(ȧo7)

ȧo(S, T ) = ⊥ else if |S| > 1, |SV| ≥ 1, TV = ∅,

E

f.|S=f | > |T=f | (ȧo8)

ȧo(S, T ) = {S ∼ T} else if |S| > 1, |SV| ≥ 1, |T | > 1, |TV| ≥ 1 (ȧo9)

ȧo(S, T ) = ȧo(T, S)

TV = {x | x ∈ V ∩ T} fns(T ) = {f | f(. . .) ∈ T}
T=f = {t ∈ T | sym(t) = f} match = {f ∈ fns(S ∪ T ) | |S=f | = |T=f |}
T∈F = {t ∈ T | sym(t) ∈ F} miss = {f ∈ fns(S ∪ T ) | |S=f | ̸= |T=f |}

Def. 8 introduces the abstraction oracle ao used by Uwa in our revised Alascasel
≺ calculus,

fulfilling the following properties. Before formally proving that it fulfils Lemma 2, let us give
some intuition for the individual steps in the rather lengthy Definition 8.

As we unify modulo AC of +, we want to treat sums as multisets. Thus, we first use
the function smnds to transform the terms s, t into their respective summands. As the terms
s1 + . . .+ u+ . . .+ sn, and t1 + . . .+ u+ . . .+ tm are equal modulo AC iff s1 + . . .+ sn and
t1 + . . . + tm are equal modulo AC, we compute s−, t− cancelling out all common terms in
smnds (s) ∩ smnds (T ).

In (ao2), the main function ȧo is used to implement the abstraction oracle, computing a
set of pairs L ∼ R of multisets L,R of terms or ⊥. The intended meaning of these pairs
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L ∼ R is that when we have
∑

L ≡AC

∑
R for all such pairs L ∼ R, then s ≡AC t. Case

(ao3) is there for preventing infinite loops in the Uwa algorithm by introducing a constraint if
ȧo(s−, t−) = { smnds (s) ∼ smnds (t)}.

The cases (ȧo1) - (ȧo4), are rather straightforward: Case (ȧo1) reflects that two empty sums
are always equal, while case (ȧo2) asserts that an empty sum can never be equal to a non-empty
one. In case (ȧo3), we make sure that a variable x can never unify with a term t that contains
the variable as a strict subterm (x ◁ t), and case (ȧo4) returns the pair {̇x}̇ ∼ T back to the
Uwa algorithm which will make sure that x →

∑
T in the substitution of the final abstracting

unifier.
In the remaining cases some auxiliary definitions are used: X=f is the multiset of all terms

in X that have the top level symbol f . By XV we denote the multiset of all variables in X.
We partition the set of all top level functions into the sets miss and match, match containing all
functions f where the number of terms with top level symbol f in both multisets S, T is equal,
and miss containing all other functions.

The multisets S, T are the arguments of ȧo that represent the summands of s, t used for
ao with duplicates cancelled out. If there are no variables in S, T , then every term S must
unify with exactly one term T with the same top symbol. If this is not possible miss will be
non-empty and the S, T are not unifiable (ȧo6). If miss = ∅, then S, T can unify exactly when
all the sub-sums with matching symbols unify (ȧo5).

If the multiset S contains variables and T does not, then S and T can only unify if all the
subsums with matching symbol counts unify {S=f ∼ T=f | f ∈ match}, while all the summands
with symbols in miss must unify with the variables SV ∪ S∈miss ∼ T∈miss (ȧo7). If any of these
symbols f ∈ miss an occurs in S more often than in T , then two terms can obviously never
unify as T does not contain variables which is asserted by (ȧo8).

In (ȧo9), where both S, T contain variables and other terms, we introduce a constraint
S ∼ T , as in this case multiple different ways of unifying these variables might be possible.

We will now give the intuition of the individual steps in the rather lengthy Definition 8,
before formally proving that it fulfils Lemma 2.

As we unify modulo AC of +, we want to treat sums as multisets. Thus, we first use
the function smnds to transform the terms s, t into their respective summands. As the terms
s1 + . . .+ u+ . . .+ sn, and t1 + . . .+ u+ . . .+ tm are equal modulo AC iff s1 + . . .+ sn and
t1 + . . . + tm are equal modulo AC, we compute s−, t− cancelling out all common terms in
smnds (s) ∩ smnds (T ).

In (ao2), the main function ȧo is used to implement the abstraction oracle, computing a
set of pairs L ∼ R of multisets L,R of terms or ⊥. The intended meaning of these pairs
L ∼ R is that when we have

∑
L ≡AC

∑
R for all such pairs L ∼ R, then s ≡AC t. Case

(ao3) is there for preventing infinite loops in the Uwa algorithm by introducing a constraint if
ȧo(s−, t−) = { smnds (s) ∼ smnds (t)}.

The cases (ȧo1) - (ȧo4), are rather straightforward: Case (ȧo1) reflects that two empty sums
are always equal, while case (ȧo2) asserts that an empty sum can never be equal to a non-empty
one. In case (ȧo3), we make sure that a variable x can never unify with a term t that contains
the variable as a strict subterm (x ◁ t), and case (ȧo4) returns the pair {̇x}̇ ∼ T back to the
Uwa algorithm which will make sure that x →

∑
T in the substitution of the final abstracting

unifier.
In the remaining cases some auxiliary definitions are used: X=f is the multiset of all terms

in X that have the top level symbol f . By XV we denote the multiset of all variables in X.
We partition the set of all top level functions into the sets miss and match, match containing all
functions f where the number of terms with top level symbol f in both multisets S, T is equal,
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and miss containing all other functions.
The multisets S, T are the arguments of ȧo that represent the summands of s, t used for

ao with duplicates cancelled out. If there are no variables in S, T , then every term S must
unify with exactly one term T with the same top symbol. If this is not possible miss will be
non-empty and the S, T are not unifiable (ȧo6). If miss = ∅, then S, T can unify exactly when
all the sub-sums with matching symbols unify (ȧo5).

If the multiset S contains variables and T does not, then S and T can only unify if all the
subsums with matching symbol counts unify {S=f ∼ T=f | f ∈ match}, while all the summands
with symbols in miss must unify with the variables SV ∪ S∈miss ∼ T∈miss (ȧo7). If any of these
symbols f ∈ miss an occurs in S more often than in T , then two terms can obviously never
unify as T does not contain variables which is asserted by (ȧo8).

In (ȧo9), where both S, T contain variables and other terms, we introduce a constraint
S ∼ T , as in this case multiple different ways of unifying these variables might be possible.

Lemma 2 (Abstraction Oracle). ao is AC-sound, AC-minimal, ≺-founded, terminating, and
captures AC for any Alasca-ordering ≺.

Proof. Let us expand the defintions from [8] of the properties in the lemma. For termination
we define the following ordering

s ∼ t ≪ s′ ∼ t′ ⇐⇒ s ≺ s′ & t ⪯ t′ or s ⪯ s′ & t ≺ t′

and consider θ to be a ground substitution.

(P1) AC-sound

{
ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩ ⇒ AC, (unif ∪ constr)≈ |= s ≈ t

ao(s, t) = ⊥ ⇒
A

θ.AC ̸|= (s ≈ t)θ

(P2) AC-minimal ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩ ⇒

A

θ(sθ ≡AC tθ ⇒ AC |= (unif ∪ constr)≈θ)
(P3) ≺-founded ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩ ⇒

A

θ(sθ ≡AC tθ ⇒ (unif ∪ constr) ̸≈θ ⪯ (s ̸≈ t)θ)
(P4) captures AC ao(s, t) = undef ⇏

E

θ(sθ ≡AC tθ) or sym(s) = sym(t) is uninterpreted wrt. AC

(P5) terminating
(

ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩
& s′ ∼ t′ ∈ unif

)
⇒

 s′ ∼ t′ ≪ s ∼ t
or ao(s′, t′) = undef

or s′, t′ are trivially unifiable


We first observe that

(P6) s− ⊆ smnds (s) & t− ⊆ smnds (t)

(P7)

A

s′ ∼ t′ ∈ ȧo(s−, t−).s′ ⊆ s− & t′ ⊆ t−

• P5 terminating: By (ao2) if ao(s, t) = ⟨unif, constr⟩ with unif ̸= ∅ we know that for
every element s′ ∼ t′ ∈ unif we have s′ ∼ t′ ̸= smnds (s) ∼ smnds (t). Thus by P7

and as ≺ is AC-compatible and has the subterm property (Def. 2.1) we know that
s′ ∼ t′ ≪ s ∼ t.

• P3 ≺-founded: Follows from the fact that we only return AC-subterms of the original
terms: For s′ ∼ t′ ∈ ȧo(s, t) we have s′ ⊆ smnds (s), t′ ⊆ smnds (t) by P6 and P7. Thus
by P7 and as ≺ is AC-compatible and has the subterm property (Def. 2.1) we know that∑

s′ ̸≈
∑

t′ ≪ s ̸≈ t.
• P4 captures AC: Obviously satisfied due to (ao0).
• P2 AC-minimality, and P1 AC-soundness: Obviously AC |= (

∑
s− ≈

∑
t− ⇐⇒ s ≈ t).

Thus in the following it is sufficient to show all the equality properties for s−, t−.
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We show this by going through the cases of the definition of ȧo. We sometimes will need
counter-models to show soundness. For this we consider the model IAC

IAC(1) = J1KAC

IAC(k)(JtKAC) = JktKAC

IAC(+)(JsKAC, JtKAC) = Js+ tKAC

IAC(f)(Jt1KAC, . . . , JtnKAC) = Jf(t1, . . . , tn)KAC

IAC(> 0) = IAC(≥ 0) = ∅

Obviously IAC |= AC.
case (ȧo1): This can only be the case if smnds (s) = smnds (t) which means that AC |=
s ≈ t, hence AC-soundness P1holds, and as ȧo(s, t) = ∅ in this case AC-minimality
P2also obviously holds. ⊣

case (ȧo2): In this case t ≡AC s+t, thus obviousl IAC ̸|= s ≈ s+t, hence AC-soundness
P1holds. ⊣

case (ȧo3): In this case obviously s− ◁AC t−, thus IAC(s) ̸= IAC(t), hence AC-
soundness P1holds. ⊣

case (ȧo4): In this case obviously both AC-soundness P1and AC-minimality P2hold,
by just unfolding defintions. ⊣

case (ȧo5): Obviously each of the s′ ∼ t′ ∈ ȧo(s, t) are sub-sums of s ∼ t. And as
miss = ∅ all sub-sums of s, t are covered, thus AC-soundness P1holds.
We show AC-minimality P2contra-positive. Consider an arbitrary ground subsitution
θ. Suppose there is some model I, and some f ∈ match such that I ̸|=

∑
S=fθ ≈∑

T=fθ. This means that there must be some s∗ ∈ S=fθ \ T=fθ t∗ ∈ T=fθ \ S=fθ
such that s∗ ̸≡AC t∗. Thus obviously also IAC ̸|=

∑
S=fθ ≈

∑
T=fθ, thus obviously

also IAC ̸|= sθ ≈ tθ, thus s ̸≡AC t, and thus AC-minimality P2holds. ⊣

case (ȧo6): Let f ∈ miss. This means that

s− ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

+s0

t− ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
m times

+t0

with n ̸= m. And all summands of s0, t0 are non-variables, do not have f as symbol.
Thus obviously IAC ̸|=

∑
s− ≈

∑
t− for any θ, thus AC-soundness P1holds. ⊣

case (ȧo7): Obviously each of the s′ ∼ t′ ∈ ȧo(s, t) are sub-sums of s ∼ t, and all
sub-sums of s, t are covered, thus AC-soundness P1holds.
Consider an arbitrary ground subsitution θ.
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case

E

f, t ∈ smnds (
∑

SVθ).f = sym(t) ∈ match: Then

s−θ ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

+s0

t−θ ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
m times

+t0

with n > m, where s0 t0 do not have terms with f as function as symbol. Thus
obviously IAC ̸|=

∑
s−θ ≈

∑
t−θ, hence in this case sθ ̸≡AC tθ. ⊣

case

A

t ∈ smnds (
∑

SVθ).sym(t) ̸∈ match: Again we show AC-minimality P2contra-
positive. Consider some model I such that I ̸|= ȧo(s, t)≈.
case I ̸|=

∑
S=fθ ≈

∑
T=fθ for some f ∈ match : As in the case before this means

that there must be some s∗ ∈ S=fθ \T=fθ t∗ ∈ T=fθ \S=fθ such that s∗ ̸≡AC t∗.
Thus obviously also IAC ̸|=

∑
S=fθ ≈

∑
T=fθ. By the case condition

A

t ∈
smnds (

∑
SVθ).sym(t) ̸∈ match we also know that IAC ̸|= sθ ≈ tθ, thus s ̸≡AC t,

and thus AC-minimality P2holds. ⊣

case I ̸|= (ΣSV +ΣS∈miss)θ︸ ︷︷ ︸
l

≈
∑

T∈miss︸ ︷︷ ︸
r

: As in the case before this means that

there must be some s∗ ∈ smnds (l) \ smnds (r), t∗ ∈ smnds (r) \ smnds (l) such
that s∗ ̸≡AC t∗. Thus obviously also IAC ̸|= l ≈ r. Further by the case conditionA
t ∈ smnds (

∑
SVθ).sym(t) ̸∈ match we also know that IAC ̸|= sθ ≈ tθ, thus

s ̸≡AC t, and thus AC-minimality P2holds. ⊣

case (ȧo8): Consider any θ. Thus we know that

s−θ ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

+s0

t−θ ≡AC f(. . .) + . . .+ f(. . .)︸ ︷︷ ︸
m times

+t0

with n > m, where s0 t0 do not have terms with f as function as symbol. Thus
IAC ̸|= s−θ ≈ t−θ, hence sθ ̸≡AC tθ. ⊣

case (ȧo9): In this case obviously both AC-soundness P1and AC-minimality P2hold,
by just unfolding defintions. ⊣

2
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C Ordering

In Sect. 3 we defined properties (Def. 1, and Def. 2) we require from the ordering ≺ for
Alascasel

≺ . We introduced a concrete orderings used in our implementation in Sect. 3.3. The
main Alasca Ordering used in the calculus is parametrized by an arbitrary Alasca Term
Ordering. It is called the Literal Extension (Def. 5). The Alasca Term Ordering we use as the
parameter for Def. 5 in our implementation is the Skeleton Term Ordering (Def. 4) introduced
in Sect. 3.3. It is in turn parametrized by an arbitrary simplification ordering for which we use
Vampire’s default ordering, determined by the options used to run Vampire.

Before showing that these orderings (Def. 4 and 5) satisfy Def. 2, we give an intution why
these properties are required at all.

C.1 Alasca-Ordering Intuition

In Alascasel
≺ , rewrites t[s] → t[s′] are performed by Superposition-like rewrite rules (Sup, NF,

and TF). These rewrites should result in smaller terms t[s] ≻ t[s′]. At the same time, Alascasel
≺

must be compatible with AC. These properties are reflected in Def. 1

Definition 1 (Alasca Term Ordering; repeated). We say a relation ≺ is an Alasca term
ordering iff

1. it is a simplification ordering modulo AC,

2. for any k s + t ∈ gTrm, where s is atomic, we have s ≻ − 1
k t, and

3. for any s ≈ t ∈ AAC
eq , and ground substitution θ we have sθ ≻ tθ, where AAC

eq = Aeq\AC.

Requirements for the literal ordering mirror properties needed from the ordering of Alasca0

in order to make that calculus complete. Even though we do not proof completeness of
Alascasel

≺ , we believe that these properties are essential for making the calculus work propertly.
Thus we require that literals are ordered by their maximal summands (Def. 2.4, Def. 2.5), equal-
ities are smaller than inequalities and disequalities (Def. 2.6), lower bounds are smaller than
upper bounds (Def. 2.7), and disequalities are smaller than inequalities (Def. 2.8).

In addition to these requirements arising from the completeness proof of Alasca0, they
also ensure that the new simplification rule Inequality Merging (IM) does indeed simplify its
premise; i.e.: that it’s premise is smaller than the conclusion (Def. 2.8).

Definition 2 (Alasca Ordering; repeated). We say ≺ is an Alasca ordering iff for any
s, si, t, ti ∈ gTrm

1. ≺ is an Alasca term ordering

2. s ≺ t =⇒ s ⋄ 0 ≺ t ⋄ 0

3. ≺ is closed under ground substitutions, and for gLit it is an AC-compatible well-founded
strict partial ordering that is total modulo AC.

4. s1 ≺ s2 =⇒ j s1 + t ⋄1 0 ≺ k s2 + u ⋄2 0 where ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}

5. ∀i.ti ≺ s =⇒ k1t1 + . . . kntn ⋄1 0 ≺ k s + t ⋄2 0 where ⋄i ∈ {>,≥,≈, ̸≈}

6. k s + t ≈ 0 ≺ j s + u ⋄ 0 where ⋄ ∈ {̸≈, >,≥}
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7. |k| s + t ≳1 0 ≺ −|j| s + u ≳2 0 where ≳i∈ {>,≥}

8. k s + t ̸≈ 0 ≺ j s + u ⋄ 0 where ⋄ ∈ {>,≥}

9. t ≥ 0 ≺ t > 0

C.2 Alasca-Ordering Proofs
To formally show that Skeleton Term Ordering (Def. 4) indeed fulfils Alasca Term Order-
ing (Def. 1), we first introduce Def. 9, and Lem. 3.

Definition 9 (Ordering Helper). We define

trm∗(t) =

{
trm(t) if trm(t) ̸= t

t else

coeff∗(t) =

{
⟨⟩ if trm(t) = t

⟨coeff(t), k1, . . . , kn⟩ else coeff∗(t) = ⟨k1, . . . , kn⟩

cmplex(⟨s1 . . . sm⟩, ⟨t1 . . . tn⟩) = cmpN(m,n)⊕ cmp(s1, t1)⊕ · · · ⊕ cmp(sn, tn)

(cmp⊕ cmp′)(⟨s, t⟩, ⟨s′, t′⟩) = cmp(s, s′)⊕ cmp(t, t′)

Lemma 3 (Ordering Helper). Let s, t ∈ Trm such that smnds (s) ∩V = smnds (t) ∩V. Then

cmpsk(s, t) = cmpsk
mul( trms (s), trms (t))⊕ cmpsk

mul( smnds (s), smnds (t))

cmpsk(s, t) = (cmpsk ⊕ cmpsk
lex)(⟨trm∗(s), coeff∗(s)⟩, ⟨trm∗(t), coeff∗(t)⟩)

Proof.

• The first equation can be easily seen by unfolding definitions.
• The second equation can be shown by induction along the subterm relation on s, t.

2

Thus now we can show that Skeleton Term Ordering (Def. 4) is indeed an Alasca term
ordering.

Lemma 4 (Skeleton Ordering). The skeleton ordering ≺sk is an Alasca term ordering.

Proof. We use ≺0 for ≺.

1. Let s, t ∈ Trm. We need to show that
(P8) AC-compatible s′ ≡AC s ≺sk t ≡AC t′ =⇒ s′ ≺sk t′

(P9) well-founded T ⊆ Trm =⇒

E

t ∈ T.t is ≺sk-minimal in T
(P10) monotonic s ≺sk t =⇒ u[s] ≺sk u[t]
(P11) irreflexive s ̸≺sk s
(P12) transitive s ≺sk t ≺sk u =⇒ s ≺sk u
(P13) total s ≺sk t or t ≺sk s or s ≡AC t
(P14) subterm property s ◁− t =⇒ s ≺sk t
(P15) closure s ≺sk t =⇒ sσ ≺sk tσ


s, t, s′, t′, u[s] ∈ gTrm
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We proof all these properties by induction on the multiset extension of the subterm
relation modulo AC. We define the function trm∗ as the least fixed point of trm. We
need to show the following

• P8 AC-compatible: We proof this by induction on the subterm ordering of s, s′, t, t′.
Suppose s′ ≡AC s ≺sk t ≡AC t′. Obviously skel(s) = skel(s′), and skel(t) = skel(t′).
case skel(s) ≺0 skel(t): Then obviously skel(s′) ≺0 skel(t′), thus if s ≺sk t. ⊣

case skel(s) = skel(t): Then obviously skel(t′) = skel(s′).
case 1 = s & 1 ̸= t: Then obviously s′ = 1 ≺sk t′ ̸= 1. ⊣

case + ∈ {sym(s), sym(t)} = {sym(s′), sym(t′)}: Then we can use the indu-
tion hypothesis on smnds , trms , of s, s′, t, t′. From s ≺sk t we know that there
can be two cases:
case trms (s) ≺sk trms (t): In which case by induction hypothesis trms (s′) ≺sk

trms (t′). ⊣

case trms (s) ≡AC trms (t) & smnds (s) ≺sk smnds (t): In which case again by
induction hypothesis smnds (s′) ≺sk smnds (t′). ⊣

case ∅ ̸= Q ∩ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the indution hypothesis on
trm∗, of s, s′, t, t′. By Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) we know that there can be two
cases
case trm∗(s) ≺sk trm∗(t): In which case by induction hypothesis we know that
s′ ≺sk t′. ⊣

case trm∗(s) ≡AC trm∗(t) & coeff∗(s)≺sklexcoeff∗(t): Thus as coeff∗(s′) = coeff∗(s),
and coeff∗(t′) = coeff∗(t) we know that s′ ≺sk t′. ⊣

• P13 total modulo AC: We proof this property by induciton on the subterm relation
of s, t. Consider any two terms s, t such that s ̸≡AC t.
case skel(s) ̸= skel(t): By totality of ≺0 we know that s ≺ t or t ≺ s. ⊣

case skel(s) = skel(t):
case s = 1 or t = 1: Then the other term cannot be 1 thus s ≺ t or t ≺ s must

hold. ⊣

case + ∈ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis for terms
in trms , and smnds of s, t.
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case trms (s) ̸≡AC trms (t): Thus by induction hypothesis, and the defintion of
the multiset extension we know that trms (s) ≺ trms (t), or trms (s) ≻ trms (t).
⊣

case trms (s) ≡AC trms (t): Then as
∑

smnds (s) ≡AC s ̸≡AC t
∑

smnds (t).
Thus by induction hypothesis, and the defintion of the multiset extension we
know that smnds (s) ≺ smnds (t), or smnds (s) ≻ smnds (t). ⊣

case ∅ ̸= Q ∩ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis for
trm∗(s), trm∗(t).
case trm∗(s) ̸≡AC trm∗(t): Then by induction hypothesis and Ordering Helper (Def. 9)

we know that s ≺ t or t ≺ s. ⊣

case trm∗(s) ≡AC trm∗(t): Then Ordering Helper (Def. 9) we know that coeff∗(s) ̸=
coeff∗(t). Bay definition of ◦lex we know that it must be the case that s ≺ t,
or t ≺ s. ⊣

case sym(s) = sym(t) = f is uninterpreted : Then we can use the induction
hypothesis for the arguments and compare lexicographically, thus obviously ei-
ther s ≺ t, or t ≺ s. ⊣

• P9 well-founded:
We proof this by induction on the multiset extension of the subterm relation on T .
Consider its subset T1 of all terms in T with ≺0-minimal skel. By well-foundedness
of ≺0 such a set exists, and by totality of ≺0, the skeleton of all these terms must
be equal to a term skel.
case 1 ∈ T1: Then obviously 1 is a minimal element of T1 ⊆ T . ⊣

case

E

t ∈ T1.sym(t) = +: Thus we can use the induction hypothesis on { trms (t), smnds (t) |
t ∈ T1}.
Thus by induction hypothesis there is some set T2 ⊆ T1 where for t′ ∈ T2, trms (t′)
is minimal in T1. Again by induction hypothesis there is some set T3 ⊆ T2 where
for t′ ∈ T3, smnds (t′) is minimal in T2. By Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) and totality
modulo AC P13 we know that any element in T3 ⊂ T , is ≺sk minimal in T . ⊣

case

E

t ∈ T1.sym(t) ∈ Q: Thus we can use the induction hypothesis on {trm∗(t) |
t ∈ T1}.
Let thus by induction hypothesis T2 be the subset of T1 that where trm∗ is ≺-
minimal. Further let T3 be the subset of T2 that where coeff∗ is ≺lex-minimal.

35



Enhancing Alasca through Selection and Simplification Schoisswohl, Kovács, Korovin, and Voronkov

Thus we know that all of the elements in T3 must be AC-equivalent. Therefore by
Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) and totality modulo AC P13 we know that any element
in T3 ⊂ T , is ≺sk minimal in T . ⊣

case

A

t ∈ T1.sym(t) ̸∈ Q ∪+: Then by Skeleton (Def. 3) all terms in T1 must have
the same uninterpreted function f as top symbol. Thus all subterms are compared
lexicographically. We can use the induction hypothesis on the arguments, and as
the lexicographic extension of a well-founded ordering is well-founded we know
there is are minimal subset. ⊣

• P10 monotonic: We show this by induction on the subterm relation of u[◦].
We need to show that s ≺ t =⇒ u[s] ≺ u[t].
Firstly, it is easy to see that if skel(s) ≺ skel(t), then skel(u[s]) ≺ skel(u[t]). Thus
suppose skel(s) = skel(t) = skel. We case split on the context u[◦].
case u[◦] = ◦: Then the property trivally holds. ⊣

case sym(u[◦]) = +: Then by induction hypothesis we have trms (u[s])≺mul trms (u[t]),
thus by (trm5) u[s] ≺ u[t] ⊣

case u[◦] = k(u′[◦]): Then by induction hypothesis we know that u′[s] ≺ u′[t], thus
by thus by (trm6) u[s] ≺ u[t]. ⊣

case u[◦] = f(u1, . . . , un): Then by induction hypothesis we know that ui[◦/s] ≺
ui[◦/t], where ui contains ◦, and equal otherwise. Thus by (trm9) u[s] ≺ u[t]. ⊣

• P11 irreflexive: This follows from irreflexivity of ≺0.

• P12 transitive: We proof this by induction on the subterm relation of s, t, u. Suppose
s < t < u.
case skel(s) = skel(t) ̸= skel(u) or skel(s) ̸= skel(t) = skel(u): Then obviously s ≺
u, by the skeleton comparison case. ⊣

case skel(s) ̸= skel(t) ̸= skel(u): Then obviously s ≺ u, by the skeleton comparison
case, and transitivity of ≺0. ⊣

case skel(s) = skel(t) = skel(u):
case + ∈ {sym(s), sym(t), sym(u)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis

for terms in trms , and smnds of s, t, u. We implicitly use the lemma Ordering
Helper (Lem. 3) here.
case trms (s) ≺ trms (t) ≡AC trms (u) or trms (s) ≡AC trms (t) ≺ trms (u): Then

obviously by AC-compability P8 we know that s ≺ u. ⊣

case trms (s) ≺ trms (t) ≺ trms (u): Then by transitivity of the multiset exten-
sion s ≺ u. ⊣
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case trms (s) ≡AC trms (t) ≡AC trms (u): Then we know that smnds (s) ≺ smnds (t) ≺
smnds (t). Then by transitivity of the multiset extension s ≺ u. ⊣

case ∅ ̸= Q ∩ {sym(s), sym(t), sym(v)}: Thus we can use the induction hypoth-
esis on {trm∗(s), trm∗(t), trm∗(u)}. We implicitly use the lemma Ordering Helper (Lem. 3)
here.
case trm∗(s) ≺ trm∗(t) ≡AC trm∗(u) or trm∗(s) ≡AC trm∗(t) ≺ trm∗(u): Then

obviously by AC-compability P8 and Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) know that
s ≺ u. ⊣

case trm∗(s) ≺ trm∗(t) ≺ trm∗(u): Then induction hypothesis and Ordering Helper (Lem. 3)
know that s ≺ u. ⊣

case trm∗(s) ≡AC trm∗(t) ≡AC trm∗(u) = u0: Then by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3)
we know that coeff∗(s) ≺ coeff∗(t) ≺ coeff∗(u), thus obviously by the defini-
tion of ◦lex we know that s ≺ u. ⊣

case sym(s) = sym(t) = sym(v) = f is uninterpreted : That means that the
argumens are lexicographically compared, which means transitivity follows from
the induciton hypothesis. ⊣

• P14 fulfils the subterm property: We proof this by induction on the subterm relation
of s, t. Consider some term s ◁ t.
case skel(s) ̸= skel(t): Then it must be the case that skel(s) ◁ skel(t), thus by the

subterm property of ≺0 we know that s ≺ t. ⊣

case skel(s) = skel(t):
case s = 1: Then t cannot be 1 as s is a strict subterm, thus s ≺ t. ⊣

case + ∈ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis for terms
in trms , and smnds of s, t.
As s ◁ t we know that every element in trms (s) must be a suberm or equal to a
term in trms (t). Same for smnds . If all in trms are equal, then there must be
more elements in trms (t) thus s ≺ t. Similarly for smnds .
Otherwise there must be at least one element in smnds or trms that is a strict
subterm, thus by the induction hypothesis s ≺ t. ⊣

case ∅ ̸= Q ∩ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis for
{trm∗(s), trm∗(t)}.
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case trm∗(s) ̸= trm∗(t): Then it must be the case that trm∗(s) ◁ trm∗(t), thus
by induction hypothesis and Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) we know that s ≺ t. ⊣

case trm∗(s) = trm∗(t) = t0: Then as s ◁ t it must be the case that coeff∗(s) =
⟨k1 . . . kn⟩, and coeff∗(t) = ⟨j1 . . . jm, k1 . . . kn⟩ with m > 0, thus by Ordering
Helper (Lem. 3) we know that s ≺ t. ⊣

case sym(s) = sym(t) = f is uninterpreted : Then we know that s must be
a strict subterm of some argument of t, thus by the induction hypothesis and
lexicographic comparison we know that s ≺ t. ⊣

• P15 ≺ is closed under ground substitutions: Consider s ≺ t, and any θ. We proof
the property by induction on the subterm relation modulo AC on s, t.
case skel(s) ≺ skel(t): Then by ≺0 being closed under ground substitutions, we

know that sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case skel(s) = skel(t): Then it must be that case that skel(sθ) = skel(tθ).
case s = 1: Then t cannot contain a variable as skel(s) = skel(t), thus obviously
sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case + ∈ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis for terms
in trms , and smnds of s, t.
case trms (s) ≺ trms (t):

We know that trms (t) ̸= ∅.
case

E

x ∈ V ∩ smnds (s): Then by (trm2) we know that x ∈ smnds (t).
case s = x: Thus we know that trms (s) = {̇x}̇, and trms (t) = {̇x}̇ ∪
trms (t′) with trms (t′) ̸= ∅. Therefore trms (sθ) = trms (xθ) ≺ trms (xθ)∪
trms (t′θ) = trms (tθ). Thus by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case s ̸= x: We define s′ =
∑

( smnds (s)\{x}) and t′ =
∑

( smnds (t)\{x}).
We can use the induction hypothesis on s′θ ≺ t′θ. Further by Ordering
Helper (Lem. 3) there are two cases
case trms (s′θ) ≺ trms (t′θ): In this case obviously trms (sθ) = trms (s′θ)∪
trms (xθ) ≺ trms (t′θ)∪ trms (xθ) = trms (tθ). Thus sθ ≺ tθ by Ordering
Helper (Lem. 3). ⊣

case trms (s′θ) ≡AC trms (t′θ) & smnds (s′θ) ≺ smnds (t′θ): In this case
obviously trms (sθ) = trms (s′θ)∪ trms (xθ) ≡AC trms (t′θ)∪ trms (xθ) =
trms (tθ), and smnds (sθ) = smnds (s′θ) ∪ smnds (xθ) ≺ smnds (t′θ) ∪
smnds (xθ) = smnds (tθ). Thus sθ ≺ tθ by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3). ⊣
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else :
Thus we know that t = k t0 + t′.
case

E

t′0 ∈ trms (s).t0 ≡AC t′0: Then s = j t′0+s′, and trms (s′) ≺ trms (t′),
hence s′θ ≺ t′θ, thus by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) there are two cases
case trms (s′θ) ≺ trms (t′θ): Then obviously trms (s) = trms (s′θ)∪ trms (t0θ) ≺
trms (t′θ) ∪ trms (t0θ) = trms (tθ), thus by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3)
sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case trms (s′θ) ≡AC trms (t′θ) & smnds (s′θ) ≺ smnds (t′θ): Then obviously
trms (s) = trms (s′θ)∪ trms (t0θ) ≡AC trms (t′θ)∪ trms (t0θ) = trms (tθ),
and smnds (s) = smnds (s′θ)∪ smnds (t0θ) ≺ smnds (t′θ)∪ smnds (t0θ) =
smnds (tθ), thus by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case

A

t′0 ∈ trms (s).t0 ̸≡AC t′0: Then there must be some terms {s0, . . . , sn},
such that ∀i.si ≺ t0, and s = k0 s0 + . . . + kn sn + s′. And trms (s′) ⪯
trms (t′), thus by induction hypothesis trms (s′θ) ≺ trms (t′θ).
By the definition of trms it is easy to see that for every s∗i ∈ trms (siθ)
there is some t∗0 ∈ trms (t0θ) such that s∗i ≺ t∗0. Thus we know that
trms (sθ) ≺ trms (tθ). ⊣

case trms (s) ≡AC trms (t) & smnds (s) ≺ trms (t): Can be done analogously
to the previous case.

case ∅ ̸= Q ∩ {sym(s), sym(t)}: Then we can use the induction hypothesis on
trm∗(s) trm∗(t). Then by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) there are two cases
case trm∗(s) ≺ trm∗(t): Then by induction hypothesis trm∗(s)θ ≺ trm∗(s)θ.

case trm∗(sθ) ̸= trm∗(sθ): Then trm∗(s) must be a variable x. Thus by clo-
sure under ground subsitutions of trm∗(t) and the subterm property P14 we
know that x ◁ trm∗(t).
case trm∗(tθ) ̸= trm∗(tθ): Then t must also be the variable x, so we have
trm∗(sθ) = trm∗(tθ), but as trm∗(s)θ ≺ trm∗(t)θ we know by Ordering
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Helper (Lem. 3) that coeff∗(tθ) ≺ coeff∗(sθ), thus sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case trm∗(tθ) = trm∗(tθ): Then obviously trm(sθ) = xθ ≺ trm(tθ), thus by
the subterm property P14 we know that sθ ≺ tθ. ⊣

case trm∗(sθ) = trm∗(sθ):
case trm∗(tθ) ̸= trm∗(tθ): Then trm∗(t) must be a variable x. Thus by

closure under ground subsitutions of trm∗(t) and the subterm property
P14 we know that it cannot be the case that trm∗(s) ≺ x. Thus this case
is not possible. ⊥

case trm∗(tθ) = trm∗(tθ): Then obviously trm∗(sθ) ≺ trm∗(tθ). ⊣

case trm∗(s) ≡AC trm∗(t) & coeff∗(s)≺lexcoeff∗(t): Then obviously also trm∗(sθ) ≡AC

trm∗(tθ), and coeff∗(sθ)≺lexcoeff∗(tθ), thus by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) sθ ≺
tθ. ⊣

case sym(s) = sym(t) = f is uninterpreted : In this case the property holds
by induction hypothesis. ⊣

2. for ground k s + t with atomic s we have s ≻sk − 1
k t by Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) (trm5)

and (trm7).

3. Taking Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) into account it is easy to see that

• jx+ kx ≈ (j + k)x is oriented correctly due to trms in (trm5).
• j(kx) ≈ (jk)x is oriented correctly due to (trm6), and (trm8).
• k(x+y) ≈ kx+ky is oriented correctly due to the comparison using trms in (trm5).
• 0x ≈ 0 is oriented correctly due to (trm3).
• x+ 0 ≈ x is oriented correctly due to (trm5).
• 1x ≈ x is oriented correctly due to (trm7).

2

Lemma 5 (Literal Extension). The literal extension ≺lit is an Alasca ordering.
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Proof.

(1) This obviously holds as ≺lit extends ≺sk.
(2) Suppose s ≺ t. By Ordering Helper (Lem. 3) we know that there are two cases

case trms (s) ≺ trms (t): Obviously then also atmslit(s ⋄ 0) ≺ atmslit(t ⋄ 0). ⊣

case trms (s) ≡AC trms (t) & smnds (s) ≺ smnds (t): Obviously then also atmslit(s⋄0) ≡AC

atmslit(t ⋄ 0). Further from smnds (s) ≺ smnds (t) it is easy to see that we get
atmslit(s ⋄ 0) ⪯ atmslit(t ⋄ 0). If atmslit(s ⋄ 0) ≺ atmslit(t ⋄ 0), then the property holds.
If atmslit(s ⋄ 0) ≡AC atmslit(t ⋄ 0), then s ⋄ 0 ≺ t ⋄ 0 by definition. ⊣

(3) This can be easily shown from the respective properties of ≺sk.
(4) This follows from the definition of (lit1).
(5) This obviously holds by (lit1).
(6), (7), (8), (9) These all hold by (lit1), and the definition of ≺sym.

2

D Simplification and Redundancy Proofs
Lemma 6 (Inequality Merging). IM is compatible with Alascasel

≺ .

Proof. Consider any ι ∈ IM. Then

(((((((((
C ∨ s ⋄1 0 ∨ s′ ⋄2 0ι =

C ∨ s ⋄3 0

where
• s ≡AC (s′)±

• ⋄2 ∈ {>,≥} =⇒ ⋄1 ∈ {>,≥}

• ⋄3 =

{
⋄1⊔ ≲ if ± = −, ⋄2 =≳∈ {>,≥}
⋄1 ⊔ ⋄2 else

• L ⊔R = set−1(set(L) ∪ set(R)),

• set(⊤) = Q
• set(⋄) = {q ∈ Q | q ⋄ 0}

for ⋄ ∈ {>,≥, <,≤,≈, ̸≈}
• the conclusion is ⊤ if ⋄3 = ⊤

case (⋄1) = (⋄2):
case (±) = (+): Then ⋄3 = ⋄1 and s′ ⋄2 0 ≡AC s ⋄1 0 = s ⋄3 0. Thus the conclusion is

equivalent and by definition of the multiset ordering it is smaller. ⊣

case (±) = (−):
case ⋄1 = ⋄2 ∈ {(≈), (̸≈)}: Then ⋄3 = ⋄1 and s′ ⋄2 0 ≡A s ⋄1 0 = s ⋄3 0. Thus the

conclusion is equivalent and by definition of the multiset ordering it is smaller. ⊣

case (⋄1) = (⋄2) = (>): Then ⋄3 = ̸≈, and thus (s′ > 0 ∨ s > 0) ≡A s ̸≈ 0 where
s− ≡AC s′. Thus the conclusion is equivalent and by Alasca Ordering (Def. 2.8) it is
smaller. ⊣
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case (⋄1) = (⋄2) = (≥): Then ⋄3 = ⊤, and obviously ∅ |=A (s′ ≥ 0 ∨ s ≥ 0) where
s′ ≡AC s−. Thus the conclusion is entailed by the empty set. ⊣

case (⋄1) ̸= (⋄2):
case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {>,≥}:

case (±) = (+): Then ⋄3 = ≥ obviously the conclusion entails the premise, and it is
smaller by the definition of the multiset ordering. ⊣

case (±) = (−): Then ⋄3 = ⊤, and obviously ∅ |=A (s′ > 0 ∨ s ≥ 0) where s′ ≡AC s−.
Thus the conclusion is entailed by the empty set. ⊣

case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {>, ̸≈}: Then ⋄3 = ̸≈, and obviously the conclusion entails the premise as
∅ |=A x ̸≈ 0 ↔ (x ̸≈ 0∨x > 0), and it is smaller by the definition of the multiset ordering.
⊣

case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {>,≈}: Then by the side condition of the rule ⋄1 = > and ⋄2 = ≈. Thus
⋄3 = ≥, and obviously conclusion is equivalent to the premise as ∅ |=A x ≥ 0 ↔ (x > 0 ≈
x ≈ 0), and it is smaller by Alasca Ordering (Def. 2.9). ⊣

case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {≥, ̸≈}: Then ⋄3 = ⊤, and obviously the premise is an A-tautology as ∅ |=A
x ≥ 0 ∨ x ̸= 0, and Cs from the definition of compatible is the empty set. ⊣

case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {≥,≈}: Then by the side condition of the rule ⋄1 =≥ and ⋄2 =≈. Thus
⋄3 =≥, and obviously conclusion is equivalent to the premise as ∅ |=A x ≥ 0 ↔ (x ≥ 0 ≈
x ≈ 0), and it is smaller by the definition of the multiset ordering. ⊣

case ⋄1, ⋄2 ∈ {̸≈,≈}: Then ⋄3 = ⊤, and obviously the premise is an A-tautology as ∅ |=A
x ̸≈ 0 ∨ x ≈ 0, and Cs from the definition of compatible is the empty set. ⊣

2

Lemma 7 (Alasca-Demodulation). Dmd is compatible with Alascasel
≺ .

Proof. For an inference ι =
C1,��C2

D
we define sprem(ι) = C1, mprem(ι) = C2, and

concl(ι) = D. Consider any ι ∈ Dmd. Then
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k s + t ≈ 0 �
��C[sσ]

ι =
C[− 1

k tσ]

where
• (k s + t ≈ 0)σ ≺ C[sσ]

• ∀t0 ∈ trms (t).t0σ ≺ sσ

• s is atomic

• s ̸∈ V

Obviously the left premise sprem(ι) and the conclusion concl(ι) imply the right premise
mprem(ι).

Let θ be some grounding substitution. By the side condition

A

t0 ∈ trms t.t0σ ≺ sσ, and
Alasca Ordering (Def. 2.3) we know that

A

t0 ∈ trms t.t0σθ ≺ sσθ. Thus Alasca Term
Ordering (Def. 1.2) we know that − 1

k tσθ ≺ sσθ. Therefore further by Alasca Term Ordering
(Def. 1.1) and Alasca Ordering (Def. 2.2) we know that C[− 1

k t]θ ≺ C[sσ]θ. 2
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