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Abstract

We consider team semantics for propositional logic, catig [20]. In team semantics
the truth of a propositional formula is considered isedof valuations, called éeam
rather than in an individual valuation. This offers the poisisy to give meaning to
concepts such as dependence, independence and incluseassftiate with every
formula ¢ based on propositional atoms, ..., p, the set[¢] of teamssatisfied (in
the sense to be defined below) by We define a maximal propositional team logic
in which every set of teams is definable [ for suitable¢. This requires going
beyond the logical operations of classical propositiongld. We exhibit a hierarchy
of logics between the smallest, viz. classical propositidagic, and the maximal
propositional team logic. We characterize these diffelegits in several ways: first
syntactically by their logical operations, and then seicafly by the kind of sets of
teams they are capable of defining. In several importantscageare able to find
complete axiomatizations for these logics.
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1. Introduction

In classical propositional logic the propositional atoseyp,, ..., p,, are given a
truth value 1 or 0 by what is called a valuation and then anpgsdional formulag
can be associated with the $ét of valuations givingp the value 1. This constitutes
a perfect analysis of the circumstances under whidl true. The formulap can

U Some results in this paper were included in the dissertatfidime first author [18], which was supervised
by the second author.

*Corresponding author

Email addressesfan.yang.c@gmail.com (Fan Yang),jouko.vaananen@helsinki.fi (Jouko

Vaananen)

1This paper is partially based on research that was carriethahe Graduate School of Mathematics
and Statistics of the University of Helsinki.

2The research was partially supported by grant 251557 of ttaelémy of Finland.

Preprint submitted to arXiv.org November 29, 2018


http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.03984v2

be presented in so-called Disjunctive Normal Form basedakimg the disjunction
of descriptions of the valuations j@|. Two fundamental results can be proved for
classical propositional logic. The first says tleaeryset of valuations o, ...,p, is
equal to|¢| for some propositional formula. The second fundamental result says that
there is a simpleompleteaxiomatization of those that are valid in the sense tHaf
is the full set of all valuations on the propositional atorasurring ing.

In this paper, which continues [20], we consider a richera®ins calledeam se-
manticsfor propositional logic. In team semantics the truth of apmsitional formula
is evaluated in aetof valuations, called geam rather than in an individual valuation.
This offers the possibility of considerimgobabilitiesof formulas, as in [13], and the
meaning of concepts such despendence, independerawinclusion as in [20]. Itis
the latter possibility that is our focus in this paper.

When propositional formulas are evaluated in a team—i.@t-a-ef valuations, a
whole new landscape opens in front of us. The first obsenvadia numerical explo-

sion: If we haven propositional atoms, there ar& 2aluations, 2" teams, and 3"
sets of teams. For = 3 the third number is about 10 This emphasises the need for
mathematical methods in team semantics. The truth tableadstwhich list all pos-
sibilities is bad enough in ordinary propositional logicit hotally untenable in team
semantics.

In classical propositional logic, we associate with everyrfulag based on propo-
sitional atomsps, .. .,p, the set|¢| of valuationssatisfied by¢. Similarly, in team
semantics we associate with every formilbaased on propositional atoms, ..., p,
the sef[¢] of teamssatisfied (in the sense defined below)hyBy choosing our formu-
las carefully we can expresveryset of teams in the forrfy] for suitableg, but this
requires going beyond the logical operations of classioap@sitional logic. We can
also axiomatize the propositional formulas that\eakd i.e. satisfied by every team.

The rich structure of teams gives rise to a plethora of nevp@sitional connec-
tives. Most importantly, disjunction has several versiome define when a teany
satisfiesp VvV 1) we can either say that this happensifsatisfiesy or it satisfiesy), or
we can say that this happensifis the union of two set¥” andZ such thalt” satisfies
¢ andZ satisfies). If X is a singleton, which corresponds to the classical cassgthe
two disjunctions are equivalent. But for non-singletomtsahere is a big difference.
These distinctions, leading to different variants of faamilogical operations, reveal
a hierarchy of logics between the smallest, viz. classiocap@sitional logic, and the
maximal one capable of defining every set of teams. We cleaiaetthese different
logics in several ways: first syntactically by their logicglerations, and then seman-
tically by the kind of sets of teams they are capable of dafinim several important
cases we are able to find complete axiomatizations for tlvege. |

In our previous paper [20] we considered sets of teams thatavnward closeth
the sense that if a team is in the set, then every subteamhs set, too. Respectively,
the logics studied in_[20] have the property that the setseafms defined by their
formulas are downward closed. We isolated five equivalagitkowith this property,
all based on some aspectagpendencdn these logics every downward closed set of
teams is definable, and the logics have complete axiomiatizatThe axiomatizations
are by no means as simple as typical axiomatizations oficklgzropositional logic,



but have still a certain degree of naturality.

In this paper we consider sets of teams, and related progaaifogics, that are
not downward closed. A property in a sense opposite to dowshelasure is closure
under (set-theoretical) unions. In fact, a set of teamsighath closed downward and
closed under unions is definable in classical proposititogit. So-callednclusion
logic, to be defined below, is an example of a logic in which definabls of teams
are closed under unions. So-callediependence logjalso to be defined below, is
neither downward closed nor closed under unions. Our mstHodot seem to apply
to independence logic, we can merely approximate it froroeend from above with
logics that we understand better.

We do not rule out the possibility that a team is empty. Acaagly we distinguish
whether a set of teams contains the empty team as an elempat.orhe basic de-
pendence, independence and inclusion logics have the EFepty Property i.e. every
definable set of teams contains the empty team. However, ofamyr proofs depend
on the ability to express non-emptiness of a team. For thipgae we introduce a
special atomic formulak the only role of which is to say that the team is nonempty.
We give examples which suggest that is not completely alien to common usage of
language although it seems hopelessly abstract. The uttioth of NE leads to two
versions of each of our propositional logics: one withmatand one withNe. The
latter are calledtrongversions.

In Sectior 2 we define the basic concepts and make some pralyrobservations.
In particular, we define Classical Propositional LoGieL, Propositional Dependence
Logic PD, Propositional Independence Lod#t, Propositional Inclusion LogiPInc,
and Propositional Team LogPRT, as well as the strong version of each. In Sediion 3
we establish basic normal forms and use them to obtain séndaracterizations of
our logics, whether strong or not. In Sect[dn 4 we establ@hmlete axiomatizations
of the strong versions of our logics. Several open problemtisted in the concluding
Sectiorb.

2. Preliminaries

Our propositional team logic follows the pattern set fonttfiost order level byde-
pendence logil7], independence logifg], as well as inclusion and exclusion logics
[6]. The concepts of dependence and independence wereréatioduced in database
theory, starting with[[5]. However, in database theory theus is on dependence and
independence of attributes per se, while we take the deperdad independence as
atomic formulas and use logical operations to build comfdesulas. The benefit of
considering complex formulas is that we can express verghied types of depen-
dence and independence. A good example is the fact thasinaollbgic can express
in finite models exactly all dependencies expressible irdfp@int logic [7].

We follow here the reasoning of Wilfrid Hodges [11, 12] to #féect that a set of
valuations, rather than a single valuation, permits thandation of dependence and
independence. We call such sé&ams Let us now give the formal definition of a
team.



Po PpP1 P2 P3
st 1 1 1 1
s5/1 0 0 O
s3/ 0 1 1 1
s4/ 0 0 0 O
S5 1 1 0 0
S6 0 1 0 1

Table 1: AteamX = {s1,...,s6}

Definition 2.1. Throughout the paper we fix an infinite set Pee{p; | i € N} of
propositional variables. We sometimes u&¢, 7,... to denote arbitrary sequences
of propositional variables. Aaluations on a setN of indices (i.e. a set of natural
numbers) is a function fron¥V to the set 2= {0,1}. A teamX on N is a set of
valuations. AteamX on the sefN of all natural numbers is calledtaam If X is a
team onN andN’ C N, then we writeX | N’ for the set{s | N’ | s € X }.

Table[d shows an example of a tedénconsisting of six valuations. A team can be
viewed as an information state as is don@iquisitive logic[4]. The idea is that there
is one “true” valuatiorv and the valuations in the team are approximations of it as far
as we know. The bigger the team the bigger is our uncertalmyt. On the other
hand, if the team is as small as a singlefer}, we know the valuation, and there is
no uncertainty. This is just one intuition behind the teamazpt. A different intuition
is that the valuations in a team arise from scientific obs@wa. They may arise also
from the organizational structure of a large company, etc.

We call propositional logics that have semantics basedamgpropositional team
logics As the first step, let us examine the usual classical prtpoal logic in the
setting of team semantics.

Definition 2.2. Well-formed formulas otlassical propositional logi¢€CPL) are given
by the following grammar

¢u=pi|pi| LI (@A) ] (9@ ).

Here we use the symba to denote the disjunction &@PL. A well-formed formula
of CPL is said to be dormula in the language dEPL or aclassical formula
Definition 2.3. We define inductively the notion of a classical formglaeingtrue on
ateamX, denoted byX = ¢, as follows:

o X p;iffforall se X,s(i)=1

o X |=—p;iffforall se X,s(i)=0

e XELiff X=0

e X EoNyiff X EgdandX o



e X E ¢®u iff there exist two subteam¥, Z C X with X =Y U Z such that
YE¢andZ v

The following lemma summarizes the main properties of atasformulas. The
reader is referred to [20] for details on other propertiethefteam semantics of classi-
cal formulas.

Lemma 2.4. Classical formulas have theocality Property the Flatness Property
the Downward Closure Propertyhe Union Closure Propertyand theEmpty Team
Propertydefined as follows.

(Locality Property) LetX andY be two teams, and a formula whose propositional
variables are among;,,...,pi,. If X [ {i1,...,in} =Y [ {i1,...,i,}, then

XEo¢ = Yo
(Flateness Property) X = ¢ < Vs € X ({s} = ¢)
(Downward Closure Property) If X ¢ andY C X, thenY | ¢
(Union Closure Property) If X = ¢ forall X € X, thenUX = ¢
(Empty Team Property) 0 |= ¢ always holds

We write ¢(p;, , ..., pi,) if the propositional variables occurring in the formula
are among;,, . ..,p;,. Under the usual single valuation semantics a classicaluts
®(piy,---,pi, ) defines a sefip| = {s € 2V : s |= ¢} of valuations (a team!) otV =
{i1,...,i,}; the same formula under the team semantics defines a set

[6] = {X C2V| X |- ¢}

ofteams onV. Itis well-know thatCPL is expressively completander the usual single
valuation semantics in the sense that every propgrty 2V is definable by a classical
formulag, i.e., X = |¢|. We now define a similar notion epressive completendss
a set of team properties under the team semantics.

Definition 2.5. Let P be a set of team properties i.e. a set of sets of teams. We let
Py={P[N:PeP},whereeaclt | N={X | N: X € P}is ateam property on a
finite set/V of indices. We say that a propositional team lolgicharacterize®, if for

each index seN = {i1,...,in},

Py ={[¢] : ¢(pis,-.--,pi,) is aformulain the language af .

If a logic characterizes a sBtof team properties, then we say that the logiexpres-
sively completéin P).

Below we define some interesting team properties, alredugrant in Lemma2]4:
Definition 2.6. A team propertyP, i.e., a set of teams, is called

o flatif X e P < Vs X({s} €P);



e downwardclosef Y C X e P=—Y € P;
e unionclosedf Y CP— X € P.

It follows from our previous paper [20] that several propiosial logics of depen-
dence PD) (including propositional dependence logic and inquisitiogic) are ex-
pressively complete in the set of nonempty downward closathtproperties. In this
paper we will study logics that are expressively completesich of the team properties
defined above. In particular, we will prove tt@PL is expressively complete in the set
of flat team properties and it is the biggest propositiorattéogic that defines both all
downward closed team properties and all union closed teapepties (Theorelﬁ.l).

The empty team is a member of any flat team property and of amgmpty down-
ward closed team property. The familiar classical formalad formulas in the lan-
guage ofPD that we studied in our previous paper![20] all have the engdyrt prop-
erty. To define team properties that do not contain the enagiyf we introduce a new
atomNE stating that the team in question is nonempty. To define alser interesting
team properties, we now enrich the language of our logic.

Definition 2.7. Well-formed formulas of thenaximal propositional team logi¢MPT)
are given by the following grammar

¢ u=p; | —pi |NE| L |piy..Dip LDjs---Din | =Digs-- -1 Pir»0;j)
| Digs- s Dif, S Djy - -Din | (0AD) [ (0@ )| (0@ 0) | (9V D)

The formulaaoil cooDip L Djy o Pjs :(pil, ey Di, ,pj) andpil, e Piy, ©Pj P
are called thendependence atorthedependence atoend thanclusion atomrespec-
tively. The connectives, ® andV are called theéensor (disjunction)the nonempty
disjunctionand theBoolean disjunctionrespectively.

Definition 2.8. We define inductively the notion of a formulain the language of
MPT beingtrue on a teamX, denoted byX | ¢. All the cases are identical to those
defined in Definitio 213 and additionally:

X ENEiff X £0

X = piy---pi, L pjy -..pj,, (ffforall s,s" € X, there exists” € X such that

(s"(i1),...,8"(ix)) = (s(i1),...,s(ix))

and
(" (1),---+8"(Gm)) = (' (G1)s- -, 8" (Gim))

o X |==(piy...pi,p;)iffforall s,s" € X,

if (s(i1),...,8(ix)) = (s'(i1),...,8 (ix)), thens(j) = §'(j)

X =iy ---pi, Cpjy---pj, iffforall s € X, there exists’ € X such that

(5(i1),...,s(ix)) = (s'(j1),---,5 (j)



e X Eg®@v iff X =0 orthere are nonempfyy and Z such thatX =Y U Z,
YE¢andZ v

e XEoVyiff XEoporX v

We say that a formula is valid, denoted by= ¢, if X = ¢ holds for all teamsY. We
say that a formula is asemantic consequenoéa setl” of formulas, written™ = ,
if for any teamX, X = ¢ holds for allp € ' implies X |= 4. We also writep |= ¢ for
{6} E . If ¢ =4 andy = ¢, then we say thap andq) aresemantically equivalent
in symbolsg = 1.

LetL; andL, be two propositional team logics. We write < L, if every formula
of L; is semantically equivalent to a formulabf. If L; < L, andL, < L1, then we
write L1 = L, and say that; andL, have thesame expressive power

Let us spend now spend a few moments with the atoms and coresectMPT .

Independence atom

Let us first take a closer look at the independence atoms ksiaening the teanX’
of Tabld 1. It can be verified that the independence atgprh p3 is satisfied byX. One
may think of the teani as given data abouk, p1, p2,p3,.... For examplepg, p1,p2
may be propositional variables which tell whether some esl, V1, V> controlling
gas flow in an industrial process are open (1) or closed (@ paris a propositional
variable indicating whether a warning lamp is on (1) or ot @/e can conclude on the
basis of the team of Tabllé 1 that the lamp is independent ofatve 1. However, the
lamp is not completely independentidf, because it is closed, the lamp is definitely
off. Also, the lamp is not entirely independent of the valge because it is closed,
the lamp is again definitely off.

One way to describe the truth definition &f = p;, ...p;, L pj, ...pj,, is to com-
pare it to Cartesian produck = {p;:i € I} L {p;:i € J}ifand only if

XIUJ=(X[I)x(X[J).

This manifests the similarity between our concept of indej@mce and the concept of
independence of random variables in statistics.

The implication problem of independence atoms (i.e., toblem of asking whether
an independence atom follows from a set of independencesatcen be completely
axiomatized by the axioms below, known in database theoth@&eiger-Paz-Pearl
axioms ([8]):

(i) If £ L, theny L Z.
(i) If ¥ L ¢, thenZ L ¢, wherez'is a subsequence af
(ii) If ¥ L ¢, then@ L ¥, wherei andv are permutations of andy, respectively.

(iv) If £ L §yandZy L Z, thenZ L §7.



While the downward closure property has a profound influemteroperties of
dependence logic as already mentioned, the independeaos atolate this property.
For example, in Tablg 1 in the teai the attributegg andps are independent but in
the subteanY” = {s1, 52, s3} they are not. We will see in the sequel that propositional
independence logic and other propositional team logice lraeompletely different
flavor than propositional logics of dependence.

Nonempty atom

Another formula that violates the downward closure propéestthe very simple
nonempty atonNE which states that the team is nonempty. An easy inductivefpro
shows that thale-free fragment oMPT has the empty team property. But often when
describing properties of teams, we do want to distinguigtveéen the empty team and
the nonempty teams. The atovs is introduced exactly for this purpose.

The symboNE is a logical symbol, on a par with, with no internal structure and
no proposition symbols occurring in it. While is generally conceived of as a symbol
of contradiction, one may ask what is the intuitive meanihge? Does this symbol
occur in natural language or in scientific discourse? Lehirktof a natural language
sentence that has the modality “might”:

| mightcome to the party. Q)

Given a nonempty information state (i.e. a tea¥h)this sentence can be characterized
as “there exists a nonempty substatdén which | indeed come to the party”. This
“might” modality (denoted byv) was considered by Hella and Stumpflin/[10] and its
team semantics is given by the clause

e X Evgiff X =0 orthere exists a nonempty tedmC X such thal” = ¢

The “might” modality can be expressed in terms of the moracbastion of non-
emptiness of a team. For instance, denoting “I come to thig'pay ¢, the formula
V¢ that corresponds t@](1) could also be written using the nqigatom as

LV ((¢ANE)RT).

Contradictions

In the presence of the nonempty at@mentradictionhas two variants: theveak
contradiction_L that is satisfied only by the empty team and sfreng contradiction
L ANEthat is satisfied by no team.

A related logical constant is thaear implication— (introduced by Abramsky
and Vaananen [1]) that has the semantics

o X ¢ —viffforanyteamV,if Y E ¢, thenX UY E ¢

An informal example of linear implication is the followin§upposeX is a two-person
team of musicians. They may say, that if they had a saxophlagyempthey could play
jazz, in symbols

X E “plays saxophone- “plays jazz"

The strong contradiction is easily definable using the linealication:

LANE=T —o L.



Disjunctions

Due to the way we define semantics there are more propoditipesations than
in the case of classical propositional logic. In particutisjunction has three different
incarnations, namelyw, ® andVv. These different forms arise from the difference
between considering individual valuations and sets ofatédns and we stipulate

QR0 =1, @0::Land\/0::J_ANE.

The tensor disjunctio® generalizes the disjunction of classical propositiongido
The semantics ab and other connectives as defined in Definitlonk 2.3 and 2 i8iwk
in the literature (see e.d.,[6]) as thax Semanticén contrast to th&trict Semantigs
An easy inductive proof shows that our logPT has the locality property. On the
contrary, if we replace the clause for tensor disjunctiorin Definition|2.3 by the
corresponding clause under strict semantics (denoted®y

o X E° ¢ ®1) iff there exist twodisjointsubteamd’, Z C X with X =Y U Z such
thatY =° ¢ andZ 5 ¢

the logic does not any more satisfy the local property. Thikdacause, for instance,
for the two valuationsg ands; defined in Tablell, we havso, s1} E° (NEApo) ®
(NEApo) while {so} ~° (NEADo) ® (NEApp), even though{sp | {0},s1 | {O0}} =
{(0,1)} = {so | {O}}. We refer the reader tol[6] for further discussions on the dif
ference between lax and strict semantics.

The nonempty disjunction ® 1) was introduced by Raine Ronnholm. One can
easily verify that® can be defined in terms of the other disjunctions and the nptyem
atom:

p®v =LV ((¢ANE)® (¢ ANE)).

Moreover, it was observed in [10] that in any fragmentH T that has the empty team
property the might modality and the nonempty disjunctiad as inter-definable:

Vo=¢@T and ¢o@¢Y=(oQuU)A(VoR V) 2)

To understand the meaning @f in natural language, let us think of the sentence
(in the context of chess):

Rook or queen was sacrificed in each play. 3)

Itis clear what it means to say that a nonemptyX$etf plays satisfies this, and in each
play in X either rook or queen (or both) was sacrificed. There is atstiference in
saying

Rook or queen was sacrificed and both cases occurred in sayee pl  (4)

In our symbolic language, denoting “Rook was sacrificedtsnd “queen was sacri-
ficed” by v, (@) would be written

XEooy



Table 2: Propositional team logics

Logic Atoms Connectives
Classical propositional logicQPL) Di, Pi, L A®
Strong classical propositional logi€PL ™) Pi, Pi, L, NE AN
Propositional independence logielj Pis ~Pis L, AN
pil .. 'pik 1 pjl .. 'pjm
. . i, i, L, NE
Strong propositional independence lo Pi» 7Pi> 45 N5 A, ®
gprop P RO Piy -+ Piy L Djy -+ D,
Propositional team logidqT) i, " Pi, L N®,V
Strong propositional team logi®T ) i, Pi, L, NE AR,V
Propositional union closed logi€{) i, " Pi, L N®,®
Strong propositional union closed logie™) i, Pi, L, NE N,R,®
. . . . iy iy L
Propositional inclusion logicRInc Pi»™Pis A, ®
P gd:( ) Diy - - - Piy, gpjl---ij
Strong propositional inclusion logi®(nc™) Pi, ~pi, L, NE, AN
Pro e p%"piajﬂ
positional dependence logieLp) N,V
Strong propositional dependence logriX+) Pispis L, A,®,V,—o
:(pll - Piy, apj)

while (4) would be written

X E(@ANE)® (WANE)Or X = o @).

In a sensey ® ¢ is an “honest” disjunction: if the team has anything in it bt then

it is divided betweerp and+ in the non-trivial way that both get a nonempty subteam.
We can think that whoever sayid (4), means that if some plays agtually played,
then in some of them a Rook was sacrificed and in some the QUiegmut it in a more
general context, the formula® ¢ permits a type of “free choice” by having each
disjunct nonvoid. Uttering a disjunction with a void disjtinis not more informative
than simply uttering one of the disjuncts. In this sensentmeempty disjunctiog ® ¥
provides more information than the tensor disjunctian ).

The Boolean disjunctior was calledntuitionistic disjunctiorin our previous pa-
per [20] in the context of propositional logics of dependenia particular, in the pres-
ence of the downward closure property the intuitionistgjiction has thdisjunction
property.

E ¢V implies | ¢ or =1.

However, in the setting d¥IPT this property, reminiscent of constructive logic, for
fails, since, e.g.= L V NE, whereag~ L and}j~= NE.

10
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Figure 1: Expressive power of propositional team logics

We are interested in fragmentsMPT that are expressively complete in some nice
sets of team properties as defined in Definitioth 2.6. The laggsi of these fragments
are determined in terms of which atoms and connective avevall. Tablé R defines
the sets of atoms and connectives of the languages of thg®s.ldNe will study in
this paper the expressive power and the axiomatizationigmobf these logics.

3. Expressive Power and Normal Forms

In this section, we study the expressive power of the prajoosil team logics
defined in Tablé]2 and their normal forms. We will also prove ithter-connections
illustrated in FigurE]l.

To begin with, recall from [20] that for each teakhon a finite setV = {i1,...,i,}
of indices, the classical formula

Ox = @@ A Apit)
seX

(in disjunctive normal form) defines the teashmodulo subteamaherep? := p; and
p{ := —p; for any indexi; that is, for any teany” on N,

Y EOx < YCX. (5)

Using this formula, we can prove the expressive completeoBSPL under the team
semantics as illustrated in Figtme 1.

Theorem 3.1. CPLcharacterizes the set of flat team properties.

11



Proof. Recall from Definitiod_2J5 that we need to show that for anytdéirdget N =
{i1,...,1,} of indices, every classical formul&(p;,,...,p;, ) defines a flat team prop-
erty, i.e., [¢] is flat, and every flat team properB/C P(2") is definable by some
classical formulas(p;,,...,p, ), i.e., [¢] = P. The former follows from Lemmba d.4.
We now prove the latter. Lé® be a flat team property arfd1 },...,{sx} all singleton
teams inP. PuttingX = {s1,...,sx}, we haveP = [@x], since for any tear’” on NV,

YEOx <= YCXecP < YeP.
O

Clearly, from the above theorem it follows that the standdigjunctive normal
form of CPL under the usual single valuation semantics is also a nownal 6f CPL
under the team semantics. Another immediate corollaryoéitpressive completeness
of CPL is that flatness is equivalent to being classical (up to Elgégjuivalence) in
propositional team logics. Flatness was originally introeld by Hodges|([12]) in the
first order context, and further studied in[17]. In the firsler case all classical first
order formulas have the flatness property but the convensetigue in general. For
example, all sentences have the flatness property for thial treason that their truth is
decided by truth in the singleton teaffi}.

Theorem 3.2. Let ¢ be a formula in the language MPT. The following are equiva-
lent.

(i) ¢ has the flatness property.
(i) ¢ is semantically equivalent to a classical formula.
(i) ¢ has the downward closure property and the union closure gntyp

Proof. The equivalence of (i) and (ii) follows from Theoréml3.1 ahe equivalence
of (i) and (iii) is easy to verify. O

The above theorem has a kind of “Lindstrom Theorem?”, i.e.haracterization
of classical propositional logic, as a consequence. Thgir@i Lindstrom charac-
terization [16] of classical predicate logkO says thafO cannot be extended to a
logic which satisfies the Downward Lowenheim-Skolem Tleaoiand the Compact-
ness Theorem. Our Theorém|3.2 says that classical prapuaitogic cannot be ex-
tended in the context of team semantics to a propositiogid vhich satisfies down-
ward closure and the union closure property.

Recall from [20] thatPD is expressively complete in the set of downward closed
team properties which contain the empty team. Having estad also the expres-
sive completeness @¥PL, we now proceed towards the proof of the other expressive
completeness results illustrated in Figﬂre 1.

A team X on a finite setV is characterized by the classical form@a, modulo
subteamsn the sense ofl {5). We now show that with the nonempty atomthad
nonempty disjunction, a team can be characterized prgcisel
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Lemma 3.3. Let X be a team on a finite sé{ = {41,...,%, } of indices. Define
Ok = @ A Ap" ANE) and ©%F 1= B LY A AP,
seX seX
For any teanmY” on N, we have
() YEO, <— Y=X.
(i) YEOY << Y=XorY =0.

Proof. The direction “=" for both items is obvious. For the directiop==" of item
(i), suppos&” |= ©%. If X =0, then®% = L, hencel’ = 0 = X. Otherwise, for each
s € X there exists a nonempty sgt such that

Y = [ YiandY, £ A Aptin) AnE.
seX

Clearly,Y; = {s} for eachs € X, implyingY = X.
For the direction =" of item (ii), suppos&’” = ©%. If Y = 0, then we are done.
OtherwiseY = X is proved by a similar argument to item (i). O

Theorem 3.4. (i) BothPT* andMPT characterize the set of all team properties, i.e.,
every team property is definable in the logics. In particlRF™ = MPT.

(i) PT characterizes the set of all team properties which contagngmpty team.

(iif) PU characterizes the set of union closed team properties wdtaotain the empty
team.

(iv) PU™ characterizes the set of union closed team properties.

(v) PD characterizes the set of downward closed team propertiéshwdontain the
empty team.

(vi) PD™ characterizes the set of downward closed team properties.

Proof. Let N = {i1,...,i,} be afinite set of indices.

(i) Obviously every formul@(p;,, . ..,p;, ) in the language dT " or MPT defines
a team property oV, i.e., [¢] € P(2"). Conversely, for any team properyC
P(2N), we shall showP = [\/ xcp O%]-

By Lemme{zb(i), for any tearii on NV,

YEV O < 3XeP(Y=X) < Y€P.
XeP

In particular, ifP = 0, then[V x o ©%] = [L ANE] = 0.

(i) Since formulasp(p;, , .. . , pi,, ) in the language dPT have the empty team prop-
erty, we have & [¢] C P(2V). Conversely, for any team propeyC P(2V) with
0 € P, we showP = [V xcp O%]-

13



By Lemmd 3.B(ii), for any tear’ on N,

VE\OY < 3IXePY=X)orY =0 < Y €P.
XeP

(iii) It is easy to show by induction that every formugan the language oPU has
the union closure property and the empty team property. Téjiss a union closed
team property that contains the empty team. Converselyargrunion closed team
propertyP C P(2) with 0 € P, we show thaP = [® xcp O]

If Y € P, then, by Lemmé 3l3(ii) we have = Oy andY = QxpO%. Con-
versely, if Y &= Q@ xp ©%, then for eachX € P there isYx C Y such thaty =
Uxep Yx andYy = ©%. By Lemma 3(ii), we havé’y = 0 or Yx = X for each
X € P. Since 0c P andP is a union closed team property, we conclude tat P.

(iv) Obviously[NE] is a union closed team property. Thus, by item (iii), for gver
formula¢ in the language oPU", [¢] is a union closed team property. Conversely,
for any union closed team propeyC P(2"), we show thaP is definable by some
formulag in the language oPU™.

If P contains the empty team, thén= [® xp ©%] by item (iii). If 0 ¢ P, then it
is easy to verify thaP = [NEAQ xcp O ].

(v) This item is a consequence of resultslin [20]. Note thdPf, propositional
dependence logic and some of its variants (including pricipaal inquisitive logic)
are all shown to be expressively complete in the set of styatmvnward closed team
properties. With a slight abuse of notation, we denote is plaiper byPD any of these
equivalent logics.

(vi) It is easy to show by induction that every formutan the language oPD™
has the downward closure property, tHjg$ is a downward closed team property. Con-
versely, for any downward closed team propéttg P(2"), we show thaP is defin-
able by some formula in the languagerifi*.

If P is a downward closed team property that contains the emptyham by item
(v), we know thatP is definable by some formula in the languagdPaf (thus also in
the language oPD™). If © ¢ P, then sinceP is a downward closed team property, we
must haveP = 0. Clearly,P =0= [T — L], whereT = p;, ® —p;,. O

Results in Theorents 3.1 ahd3.4 are illustrated in Fiﬁhrehla,rwall those expres-
sively complete logics are represented in shaded rectahagiieled with their corre-
sponding characteristic team properties. The loM&T, PT™ andPT do not have
a label in Figuré]l, as they characterize the set of arbitieayn properties (with or
without the empty team). Except for the flat team propertghezharacteristic team
property we study here has two variants. One with the empiy t@ the property and
the other one without this constraint. We have an exprdgsommplete logic with
the empty team property (indicated by a solid rectangle)eamexpressively complete
logic without the empty team property (indicated by a dasieethngle).

We remarked in Sectidd 2 that in any propositional team lagfilh the empty team
property, the nonempty disjunctiod and the might modalityw are inter-definable
(Equation[(2)). Consequently, classical propositiongideextended with the might
modality v has the same expressive powerRid and thereby is also expressively
complete in the set of union closed team properties whicledesnithe empty team.
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Propositional independence lodgit is expressively properly included in the ex-
pressively strongest logieT". In particular, independence atoms are definable in
PT:

pllplk J-pjl"'pjm = \/ O}, (6)
XeXr g

wherel = {is,...,ix}, J ={Jj1,--.,Jm and
Xry={XC{0, 1}/ | X=(X[I)x (X [J)}

The expressive power &l is an open problem.

Another immediate consequence of the expressive complsgeafPT™ in the set
of team properties is that all the possible atoms and allrikances of all the possi-
ble connectives are expressible in the expressively stsiriggicPT+. Consider the
Boolean negation- defined as

o X moiff X o

ClearlyNE =~ 1 and¢ V) =~ (~ ¢pA ~1)). ThusCPL™ extended with the Boolean
negation~ has the same expressive powePds . We will restrict our attention in this
paper to the considerably simpler logical consteminstead of~. Note that from the
equivalence of the two logics, we only derive tleaery instancef ~ ¢ is expressible
in PT™, but Boolean negation turns out to be maiformly definablén PT™ (seel[19]).

From the proofs of Theorelm 3.1 and Theofem 3.4 we obtainastimg disjunctive
normal forms for the logics, as listed in Table 3. 1tis wordkihg note of the many
similarities and at the same time the subtle differencebedgé normal forms.

Normal forms are important in logic in general. Normal forgige a complete
analysis of a formula. Usually the normal form is awkwardyg but to balance
that it is systematic and, ideally, tells exactly under vdhéonditions the formula is
true. In that sense normal forms can be considered alteersgtiproaches to semantics.
The disjunctive normal form—or equivalently the conjumetnormal form—has been
the main tool for understanding propositional logic frone trery beginning. It can
be used, e.g., to prove a Completeness Theorem, as thedfiiggunormal form of a
contradiction is simply the falsum. The conjunctive normal form is extensively used
in computational complexity, e.g. in the famous 3-SAT pesbl A similar normal
form is behind the early results of monadic logic and also oflat logic.

We now prove the results in Figu 1 concerning the comparédhe logics in
terms of their expressive powers. In Figﬁ}e 1, the logicseadan the same rectangle
have the same expressive power. If a line connects two skigio$, then the logick,
positioned above are expressively strictly stronger thardgicslL; positioned below,
i.e.,L1 < Ly. Ifinstead,L; andL, are connected by a double line, then ohly< L,
is known. As discussed already, the lo§i¢™ andMPT are expressively complete
in the set of all team properties, thus they are both the esprely strongest logics.
The logicPT is expressively complete in the set of team properties wbdcttain the
empty set, therefore it has stronger expressive power tihatwo logicsPU and Pl
that characterize certain team properties which contarethpty set. For any other
pair of logics that are linked by a solid line or a double lineFigure[lL, if the one
that is positioned above is an extension of the other, thetvtously has stronger
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Logic Normal Form
PT*, MPT V & G A Ap ANE)
feFr SEXf
s(11) s(in)
PT \/ ®(pill/\"'/\l)in )
fEFSEXf . .
puUt eitherNEA ® ® (pfl(lﬁ N /\pism))
ferexf‘ ‘
or ® @ (pffll) NA-e- /\pi(;n))
fEFSEXf
s(i1) s(in)
PU ®®(pill/\"'/\l?in )
fEFSEXf
s(i1) s(in)
i V & i A Api,™)
fEFSEXf
PD* | either\/ & (i A--Ap ) or T — L
fEFSEXf
CPL ® (pfl(zl) A-e- /\pf,(jn))
SEXf

Table 3: Normal forms of propositional logics of dependeaice independence

expressive power. The logicsPL, PU, PD, Pl andPT that have the empty team
property are strictly weaker than their correspondingds@PL ™", PUT, PD™, PIT
andPTT that do not have the empty team property, respectiilyis strictly stronger
thanCPL because classical formulas always have the flatness pyppiite PD has
formulas that lacks the flatness property (see [20]). Thenglosed logic<CPL ™",
PU and PU" are expressively different from the non-union closed lsdit", PT
andPT™, respectively. For instance, the formulasL p; andpg V p; are not closed
under unions. Similarly, the downward closed logR® andPD™ are expressively
different from the non-downward closed logiesandP1™, respectively. For instance,
the formulapg L p; is not closed downward.

It now remains to prove th&D andPD™ are expressively weaker th&handPI ™,
respectively. This is reduced to showing that dependermresatire expressible il
andPI™. First, note that the independence atamis ¢ are known asinconditionain-
dependence atoms in the literature of independence logiordlitionalindependence
atom [9] is written ag’ L > i/ and its semantics is defined by the clause

© X = piy---Dig Lpg, oy, PPy iff forall s,s' € X with s(k) = s/ (k), there
existss” € X such that
s"(k)=s(k) =s'(F), §"(i)=s() and §"(j)=5(j),
wherei =iy...iq, j = j1...j, andk = k1... k..

In our setting conditional independence atoms are exfnledsiterms of unconditional
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ones: " “)
F Ly, 5= Q@ (05, A AP A E L)),
se2¢
whereC = {i1,...,i.}. As observed already inl[9] in the context of first-order igi
dependence atoms are definable in terms of conditional erdmce atoms:

=(7,pi) = pi Lz pi.

Putting these altogether, we conclude that dependencesaaexpressible iRl and
PI™. This completes the proof of the inter-relationships sht'lwlﬁigureD..

4. Axiomatizations

In this section, we study the axiomatization problem of siional team logics.
For a set ofx propositional variables, there are in totdl 2eams. Therefore proposi-
tional team logics are clearlyecidable A concrete axiomatization for propositional
logics of dependence can be foundlin/[20]. In this sectiongive natural deduction
systems and prove the Completeness Theorem for the I18Fi¢cs CPL* andPI™.
Among the propositional team logics we have defined, thesehar logics that have
the nonempty atornE but not the nonempty disjunctia® in their languages. The ax-
iomatization problem for the other logics, especially prsifional independence logic
Pl, is open.

4.1. Consequence relation and compactness

We will define natural deduction systems for the proposéldaam logicsPT™,
CPL* andPI™. For each of these logids and its deduction system, its associated
(syntactic) consequence relatienC P(Frm| ) x Frm is defined a§ . ¢ if and only
if ¢ € T, or there is aerivation(defined as usual) in the given deduction system with
the conclusionp and the hypotheses from If no confusion arises, we write simply
I - ¢. We will prove that each of the syntactic consequence mlati, is sound and
(strongly) complete, that i$;, equals the semantic consequence reldtiotefined in
Sectior 2.

Before we give the axiomatization, let us study the (semsantsyntactic) conse-
quence relation of propositional team logics on the abstexel. First of all, in the
team semantics setting, it is sufficient to only considefithitary consequence relation
(i.e., consequence relations on the Cartesian produceddehof all finite subsets of
Frm_ andFrm_), because propositional team logics logics@mpact

Theorem 4.1(Compactness Theorenfjor any sef” U{¢} of formulas in the language
of a propositional team logic, if = ¢, then there exists a finite sy C I such that

Mo = o.

Proof. This proof uses the same argument as that of the proof of tmep@ctness
Theorem of propositional inquisitive logic in [2]. We givepeoof sketch for the benefit
of the reader. Lef = {0, | k € N}. For eachk € N, definey, =01 A--- A . It

is sufficient to show that, |= ¢ for somek € N. Towards a contradiction, assume
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otherwise. Then for each € N, the sett;, = {X C 2" : X = v, andX £ ¢} is
nonempty, wheré/,, consists of all indices of all propositional variables atimg in
i ande. PutT = {0} U,y X%- Define a relationr< onT" by putting

e < X foral X eT;
e X <Yiff Y [domX)=X.

Itis not hard to see thdfl", <) is a finitely branching infinite tree. By Konig's Lemma,
the tree has an infinite bran¢X;, | k € N), whereX, € X} for eachk € N. Putting
V' = Ugen Vi, this infinite branch determines a teaxnC 2" in such a way thaf |
Vi = X, for eachk € N. Clearly, X [~ ¢ andX =~ for eachk € N. These contradict

M=o O

One other issue that requires special attentiosuisstitution A substitution of a
propositional logicl is a functions : Prop— Form_ from the set Prop of all propo-
sitional variables to the set Fornof all well-formed formulas ofL.. We say that a
(syntactic) consequence relatibn is structuralif | is closed under uniform substi-
tution, i.e., ifl k| ¢, then{o () | v € '} FL o(¢) holds for all substitutions of L. The
(sound and complete syntactic) consequence relatioMPadt, PT, PTH, PD, PD',
Pl andPI* are not structural. For instance, we have, semantically,

Pi @ p; = pi andp; ® p; = ps,

whereas
=(pi) @ =(pi) = =(pi), (i Lpi)® (pi Lpi) =i L ps,

(pi V=pi) @ (pi V —pi) I (pi V —pi) and(p; V —pi) ® (pi V —pi) = (pi V —pi).

As a consequence, the sound and complete deduction sysidmesdiven for these
logics will notadmit theSubstitution Rule

(Pigs---Pin)
(0 (piy)/Piys- -0 (Pin)/Pin)

The well-formed formulas of the propositional team logiesaonsider in this paper
are assumed to be megation normal fornrand we do not allow arbitrary formulas to
occur in a dependence or independence atom. Strings of riime-fo, <5J_ 1/7 :(ﬁ,w)
and%g ﬁare not necessary well-formed formulas of our logics. Tfugesthe notion
of substitution is actually not even well-defined in our kkgyi This, however, will not
affect the axiomatization to be presented in this section. tl@ other hand, in this
section we do aim for a further understanding of substitigim propositional team
logics. For this purpose, we shall first make sense of thenatf substitution in our
logics. There are in general two ways out: either to expaadahguages of the logics
so as to allow more well-formed formulas, or to restrict taege of a substitution to a
subset of Form We will take both approaches at the same time. We call a isuiti@b
o such thatr(p) is a classical formula for ajl a classical substitutionWe will restrict
ourselves to classical substitutions only and will expamel language of our logics
so as to include every substitution instarde) of a formulag to be a well-formed

Sub
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formula. The reason for making these restrictions is twhf@onceptually, we do not
have a good intuition of the intended semantics of the foasu{¢ ® 1) and—(¢ V1)

or of the dependence and independence atpms), =(¢, ) and¢ C + with arbitrary
arguments. Technically, arbitrary substitutions are oynteresting, as the logics are
not closed under uniform substitution.

It was shown inl[2] and [14] that the consequence relatiorfthefextended) propo-
sitional logics of dependence are closed under flat subietiti (i.e., substitutions
such thaiz(p) has the flatness property for any propositional variableUsing the
method in [[14], we will now show that the consequence retetiof (the extensions
of) propositional team logics are closed under classichstutions. Since formulas
that have the flatness property are essentially classicaiuias (Theorer@.Z) and
propositional logics of dependence are sublogicM&fT, our result here in a sense
generalizes those inl[2] and [14].

Since the maximal logiéMPT contains all of the atoms and connectives of its
sublogics, we will only give the proof foMPT. The same result for all the other
logics can be proved in the same way. Let us now expand theizeyegofMPT and
include strings of the formsa, T, & L 8, =(&, 8) andd C S as well-formed formulas,
wherea, 8, d andﬁ are classical formulas or sequences of classical formlarote
the extended logi®IPT.

SinceMPT is already expressively complete in the set of team pragse(fihe-
orem@(i)), its extensioMPT will have the same expressive powerMBPT. We
now define the semantics MPT. Given sequences$= «; ... andE: B1...0 of
classical formulas, we define an equivalence relaﬂ@(ﬂg) on the set of all valuations
as follows:

™~ (a.5) s iff vie{l,... k}({s}Ea <= {5} EB).

We write ~ 5 for ~(

a,a)
Definition 4.2. The team semantics of well-formed formulasMfPT is defined in-

ductively in the same way as in Definitions]2.3 and 2.8 andtautilly we have the
following extra clauses:

o X =-aiff {s} FaforallseX.
e X =T always holds.

X =a L Giffforall s,s' € X, there exists” € X such that ~g s” ands’ ~5
1

S .

e X E=(a,p)iffforall s,s' € X,if s~z thens~gz .

e X Eacfiffforall s e X,there exists’ € X such thats ~(a.3) s

The above definition deserves some comments. In the literatulogics of de-
pendence and independence, negation is usually treatgdymtiactically That is, a
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negated classical formutap is defined to have the same semantics as the unique for-
mula¢™ in negation normal fornobtained by exhaustively applying the De Morgan’s
laws and some other syntactic rewrite rules:

p~ = P T = 1 (¢/\¢)N = ¢N®¢N (7)
(=p)~ = p 17 = T (P@Y)~ = ¢~ AY~

A routine inductive proof shows thaia = o™ for all classical formulasy (see [14]
for the proof), i.e., our negation as defined in Definifiod doincides with the above
syntactic negation when applied to classical formulass &l$o worth noting that our
negation corresponds to the defined conneectiyén Hodges|[11, 12].

The extended inclusion atolC ﬁ is also studied in [10] in the context of modal
inclusion logic. There itis shown that the usual modal lagitended with the extended
inclusion atoms has the same expressive power as the usdal fagic extended with
the might modality. Given this result, it is natural to castjee that classical proposi-
tional logic extended with the extended inclusion atomsthasame expressive power
as classical propositional logic extended with the mightladiby, which is expressively
complete in the set of union closed team properties whichatothe empty team, as
remarked after Theorelm B.4.

If ais a classical formula and is a classical substitution, theri«) is still a clas-
sical formula. In particular, given any classical subsiitn, the substitution instance
of an extended dependence and independence atom is a weéddormula of the
extended logidVIPT. Having the notion of classical substitution well-define®PT,
we will now prove that the consequence relationMPT is closed under classical
substitutions, namely the following theorem holds.

Theorem 4.3. Let " U {¢} be a set of formulas in the language MfPT, and o a
classical substitution. If =1, then{c(y) | y €} = o (¥).

Note that this theorem also implies that the consequenatarlofMPT is closed
under those classical substitutionsuch thatr(¢) is always a well-formed formula
of MPT, given that¢ is. In this sense Theorem 4.3 also clarifies the behavior of
substitutions in the original logi®IPT .

For the proof of Theorem 4.3, we first establish a lemma. Fgnatuations and
any substitutionr, define a valuation,, as

{1 i) o)
=15 it (o)

For any teamX, we write X, = {s, | s € X }.

Lemma 4.4. For any formulagp in the language oIIPT and any classical substitution
o, we have

XEo(e) < X, o

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction an The casep = {NE, L, T} is trivial.
Casep = p. Sinceo(p) has the flatness property, we have

Xo(p) <= Vse X({s} Fo(p) < Vso € Xo({so} Fp) <= X5 [=p.
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Casep =a L 3, wherea andj3 are sequences of classical formulas. To show the
direction =", assumeX = o(a@) L (). For anys,, s, € X,, we haves,s’' € X

and there is” € X such that ~, ) s” ands’ ~o(d) s”. By the induction hypothesis,

we haves, ~g s, ands;, ~z sy, as required. The other directior=="is proved
symmetrically.

The case® = =(a,3) and¢ = & C 3 whereo?,ﬁ,ﬁ are (sequences of) classical
formulas, are proved analogously.

Casep = 1) ® x. For the direction =", assumingX = o(¢) ® o(x), if X =0,
thenX, =0 =y ® . If X # 0, then there are nonempty séfsZ C X such that
X=YUZandY Eo(¢) andZ = o(x). SinceY,UZ, = X, andY,,Z, # 0, we
obtain X, = ¢ ® x by the induction hypothesis. The other directiea=" is proved
symmetrically.

The casep = ) ® x is proved analogously. The casgs= —«a for « classical,
¢ =1 Ay andg =V x follow readily from the induction hypothesis. O

Now, we give the proof of Theoreln 4.3.
Proof of Theorerh 4l3If I E 1, then for any teank,

XEo(p)forallpel = X, =¢forallp el (by Lemmmﬁl)
= X, Fv¢ (bythe assumption)
— X = o() (by Lemmad 4l

Hence{o(7) |y €T} = o(¥). O

4.2. PTH

The reminder of this section is devoted to the study of theraatization of propo-
sitional team logics. To begin with, in this subsection, vedite a natural deduction
system of propositional team logi®T™), an expressively strongest logic, and prove
the Soundness and Completeness Theorems for it.

We first present our natural deduction system. We adopt standard conventions
of natural deduction systems. For example, the leRdmwith or without subscripts)
in the following definition stand for an arbitrary derivatigwith or without extra as-
sumptions). As emphasized in the previous section, thieesysloesnot have the
Substitution Rule and its associated consequence relagpnis not structural. Ax-
ioms and rules of the system presented using concrete fasnsukch ag; shouldnot
be read as schemata. Only the metalanguage symbaglsandy stand for arbitrary
formulas.

Definition 4.5 (A natural deduction system &T™).

AXIOMS

Atomic excluded middle NE introduction

. EM -
Di ® i 0 L VNE NEI
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RULES

Conjunction introduction

Conjunction elimination

Dy D> D D
¢ (0 PAY PAY
_ —F— AE ——— AE
dAY A ¢ (4
Boolean disjunction introduction Boolean disjunctiomghation
b b N
¢ v R R
Vi VI v
VY oV XX g

Tensor disjunction weak introduction

D

¢ -
PYYT (x) ®I

(¥) whenever) dose not containE

Tensor disjuncticeakening

D
¢

Y W

Tensor disjunction weak elimination

[¢]  [¥]
Do D, Dy
PR aa o (+) QE-

(*) whenever is a classical formula
and the undischarged assumptions in
the derivationd), and D, contain
classical formulas only

Tensor disjunctioraksubstitution

(]
Dq Do
POY X (+) @Sub™

PR x

(x) whenever the undischarged
assumptions in the derivatidn,
contain classical formulas only
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Commutative and associative laws for tensor disjunction
D D
PRY 9@ (V@ Xx)
Com® ——————— Ass®
YR (p@v)®x
Contradiction introduction Contradiction elimination
D D
Di A p; PR L
n 1l 3 1E
Strongex falso Strong contradiction contraction
D D
L ANE ex falsot ¢ ® (L ANE)
¢ L ANE
Strong contradiction introduction
D
s(i1) . s(in) s(i1) . s(in)
Q ;M A Ap) ™ ANE) ) A ( Q) (05, A+ Ap; ™ ANE)
seX seYy
LANE ()0l
(*) wheneverX andY are distinct teams ofi1, ..., i, }
Distributive laws
D
D NEAR) ¢
¢ YV x) = Dstr NEA®
Dstr®@ Vv
(6@%)V (6@ x) V. Qens)
0AJCI i€

The above deduction system consists of two axioms and figetnof rules. The
atomic excluded middle axiofaMg is notan axiom schema. Especially, as discussed
in the previous section, the substitution instances-pf are not necessarily well-
formed formulas oPT*. The conjunctiom and the Boolean disjunction have the
usual introduction and elimination rules. The usual corative law, associative law
and distributive laws for the two connectives can be deraaslly in the system. Over
classical formulas the tensor disjunction admits the ukuedduction Rule and Elimi-
nation Rule. The rules for the tensor disjunctiomver non-classical formulas deserve
more comments. The Introduction Rufd™ is not in general sound in casedoes
not have the empty team property. For instance we kid¢ep @ NE. But the weaken-
ing rule W is indeed sound and we will apply this rule later on in our ctetgness
proof. The elimination rulexE™ is not in general sound in caseis non-classical.
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For instance, we have ® —p; = p; V —p;, even ifp; = p; V —p; and—p; = p; V —p;.

The rules®E~ and ®Sub™ have some side conditions concerning the undischarged
assumptions in the sub-derivations. To see why theseatstis are necessary, note,
for example, that for the rul@E~ we have

(NEAP) ® (NEA=D),p@—p - L,

even if(NEAp) ® (NEA—p),p = L and(NEAp) ® (NEA—p),—p = L
and for the rulexSub™ we have

NE j£ NE®Q(NEAL), evenif NE[=NE®L andNE, L = NEAL

In the absence of the usual (Strong) Introduction Rule amdightion Rule forp, we
added the (weak) substitution, commutative and assoeiaties for® to the system.
We also include some of the distributive laws that invofén our system, and we
derive the other sound distributive laws in the next lemmfze Uisual distributive laws
that are not listed here are not sound in our system. |See 2@jdunterexamples
already in the logi®D. The nonempty atomE, the weak and strong negatioh énd
L ANE) have self-explanatory characterization rules in ouresyst

Lemma 4.6. The following are derivable in the natural deduction syste#ilRT":
(i) Weak ex falsoex falso™): If ¢ does not containeg, then | F ¢.

(i) The usual commutative law, associative law and distrileukaw for conjunction
and Boolean disjunction

(i) Distributive laws:

(@) ¢ (VAX)F (@) A(¢®x) (Dstre A)
(b) oV (W @x)F (V)@ (dVx) (Dstrv®)
(©) (P@Y)V(e@x)F ¢@(PV X) (Dstre Ve)
(d) If «is a classical formula, then

-(aAY)@(aAx)Fan(P@x) (DstrARA)
—aN(WRx)F (aAY)® (aAx) (DstrAR)

Proof. The rules in (ii) are derived as usual. The items (a)-(c) &edtleDstr* A ® in
(iif) are not hard to derive (or see the proof of Lemma 4.6 @]]2We will only derive
the other rules.
Forex falso™, assuming thad does not containg, we have the following deriva-
tion
1

I~
1l®e
P 1E
For Dstr vV ®, we have the following derivation
[¢]
= QW
ek - [Y®x] -
(b\/(ib@x) (¢\/,¢1)®(¢\/X) VI, ®Sub (¢V¢)®(¢VX) z:g,_@sub
(PVY)@(oVX)
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Next, we prove the Soundness Theorem for our deductionrayste

Theorem 4.7(Soundness Theoremljor any set” U {¢} of formulas in the language
of PTT, we have - ¢ =T = ¢.

Proof. We show thaf” = ¢ holds for each derivatio® = {4;,...,d;} with the con-
clusiong and the hypotheses In

If D is a singleton, the € ' or ¢ = p; ® —p; or ¢ = L V NE. In the first case,
obviously{¢} = ¢. The last two cases are also easy because the two formulas are
clearly valid.

The induction steps for the rules 1-4, 6, 9-12, 14 and theibligtve rulesDstr ® v
andDstr® V@ are easy to verify. We only check the induction step for theptules.

®17: Assume thaD is a derivation folll - ¢. We show thafl = ¢ ® ¢ whenever
1 is does not contaiNE. SupposeX |= 6 for all € M. By the induction hypothesis,
we havell E ¢, thus X = ¢ follows. Now, sincey does not contaime, an easy
inductive proof shows it has the empty team property, 0é= 4. Hence we obtain
DU X E ¢®1 as required.

®E™: Assume thatDg, D1 and D, are derivations foflg - ¢ ® ¢, M1,¢ - a and
M2, F «, respectively. Assume thatis a classical formula and, and, contain
classical formulas only. We show thBiy,M1,M; | « follows from the induction
hypothesidly = ¢ ® v, M1,¢ E « andMy,v¢ | «. SupposeX = 6 for all 6 € MU
My UM,. Then we haveX = ¢ ® ¢, which means that there exist Z C X such that
X=YUZ Y E¢andZ |=. Forallg € MUy, sinced is a classical formula,
by Lemmad_ 24 we know thathas the downward closure property. It then follows that
Y =6 forall §; € M1 andZ |= 0, for all 6, € My. ThusY |« andZ = «. Sincea
is a classical formula, by Lemnha 2.4 we know thahas the union closure property,
which yields thatX E a.

®Sub™: Assume thatD; and D, are derivations fofl; - ¢ ® ¥ andMy, 9 F ¥,
respectively andl, contains classical formulas only. We show thit M, = ¢ ® x
follows from the induction hypothesi3; |= ¢ ® ¢ andly, 1 = x. SupposeX = 6 for
all ¢ € My UM,. By the induction hypothesis, we ha¥e = ¢ ® ¢, which means there
existY,Z C X suchthatX =Y UZ,Y = ¢ andZ = 1. For alld € TNy, sinced is a
classical formula, by Lemnia 2.4 we know titahas the downward closure property.
ThusZ = 6. It then follows from the induction hypothesis thdt= y. Hence we
concludeYUZ =X = o ®x.

0l: It suffices to show that ifX andY are distinct teams ORis,...,i,}, then
Z = 0% N3, for all teamsZ. In view of the locality property, we may assume tiat
is a team on{iy,...,i,}. By Lemmd33B, ifZ £ 0% AO}, thenX = Z =Y, which
contradicts the assumption.

Dstr* A®: It suffices to show thap A (¥ @ x) = (¢ AY) ® (¢ A x), wheneverp
does not containE. SupposeX = oA (P ® x). ThenX = ¢, Y =1 andZ |= x for
some team¥, Z C X with YU Z = X. Since¢ does not contaiNE, an easy inductive
proof shows thap has the downward closure property. TRU$= ¢ andZ = ¢. Hence

Y EoAYandZ = oA x, implying X = (9 A) @ (9 Ax).
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Dstr NE A®: It suffices to show that i\ = NEAQ),.; ¢; for some teanX, then
X E ®,c;(NEA®;) for some nonempty C I. The assumption implies thaf # 0
and there exist team¥; C X for eachi € I such thatJ,.; X; = X andX; |= ¢;. Let
J C I be the set of indices € I such thatX; # 0. SinceX # 0, we must have that
J # 0. HenceX; = NEAg; for eachi € J andX = @,c;(NEAS;). O

We now proceed to prove the main result of this section, thmeteness Theo-
rem for our system. Our argument is similar to that of the pafdhe Completeness
Theorem for propositional logics of dependence in [20]. Tdeder may compare this
proof with Section 4.2 in [20]. To begin with, below we willgre a crucial lemma
that is very similar to Lemma 3.2 in [20].

Lemma 4.8. For any finite nonempty collections of teafis, | f € F'}, {Y, | g € G}
on some fixed domain, the following are equivalent:

CRVACHSRVACH

feF geG
(b) foreachf € F', we haveX; =Y, for somey € G.
Proof. (a)=-(b): For eachf € F, by Lemmd3.B, we hav&; = O’;(f, thusX; =
\/feFeg(f, which by (a) implies thal\; =V c¢ Oy, thus, there existg; € G such
thatX, = @*{ng. Hence we obtain by Lemnia 8.3 th& =Y.

(b)=(a): SupposeX is anyn-team satisfyingX =\ ;e ej;(f. ThenX E ej;(f
for somef € F, which by Lemma 313 and (b) means théit= X; =Y, for some
gy € G. By Lemmd3.BY,, |= @*gf, thusX e*ygf, therebyX |=V @y . O

Another crucial step for the completeness proof is to eisfalbhat every formula
is provably equivalent in the deduction system to a formnlthe disjunctive normal
form shown in Tablél3. Let us now state this as a lemma.

Lemma 4.9. Every formulag(p;,,...,p;, ) in the language oPT" is provably equiv-
alent to a formula in the normal form

\/ ©%,. where @, = & (" A+ Apl) AnE), ®)
feF SGXf

F is afinite set of indices and eacty; is a team onV = {i1,...,i,}.

We write ¢ I+ + and say that and) areprovably equivalenif both ¢ - ¢) and
¥ F ¢. The detailed proof of the above lemma will be postponed. Big give the
proof of the Completeness Theorem for the system.

Theorem 4.10(Completeness Theoremlror any formulasp and+ in the language
of PTT, we have) = ¢ = v I ¢. In particular, = ¢ =+ ¢.

Proof. Suppose) = ¢, wherep = ¢(pi,, ..., pi,) andy =¥ (piy, . .., pi, ). BY Lemma4.b,

we have
o \/ Ok, and ¢ - \/ ©y, 9)
feF geq
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for some finite set{ X, | f € F} and{Y, | g € G} of teams on{i4,...,i,}. The
Soundness Theorem implies that

\V ey, Ve, (10)

feF geG

If F=0,theng 4~ L ANE. We obtaing - 1 by ex falso™. If G =0, theny -
L ANE. In view of (I0), we must havé’ = 0 as well andp - L A NE. Hence¢ F .

If F,G # 0, then by Lemm&4l8, for eache F' we haveX; = Yy, for some
gy € G. Thus, byVvl we derive@% X; FVgea O*g for eachf € F. An application of

VE givesV/ e O%, - Ve 5, , therebys - o, =

Theorem 4.11(Strong Completeness Theorenior any setl” U{¢} of formulas in
the language oPT™, we havd = ¢ = T - ¢.

Proof. By Theorent 4.10 and the Compactness Theorem (Theorém 4.1). O
We end this section by supplying the proof of Lenima 4.9.

Proof of Lemmé 4l9Note that in the statement of the lemma we have fixed a set
{piy,...,pi, } Of variables. These variables all occur in the formbla (8)anmal form,

but not necessarily all of them actually occur in the formp(g,, , ..., p;,, ). In orderto
take care of this subtle point we first prove the followingitia

Claim. If {i1,...,im} C {Jj1,...,Jx}, then any formula)(p;, , . ..,p,, ) in the normal
form is provably equivalent to a formup;, ,...,p;, ) in the normal form.

Proof of the claimWithout loss of generality we may assume that {j1,...,jx} =
{i1, -y m,bm+1,- - -0k } andk > m. By the assumption, we have

Y (Pigs- s Pimm) = \/ ® S(Zl A- /\ps(zm/\NE)

fEF s€Xy

whereF is a finite set of indices, and eadfy is a team o/ = {i1,...,iy,}. Let

O(Diys---+Diy,) \/ \/ ® pfl(” ...... pf}i“‘) ANE).

feEF yc2K s€Y
Y M=X;

The following derivation proveg - ):

WV V Qe™A..p Ane)
fEF yC2K seY
YIM=X

@ VvV V ®(pfl(i1)/\ ...... pf(n JANE) (AE,®Sub™)
fEF yC2K s€Y
YIM=X

3V Q @™ A ap™) Ang) (VE)

feF SGXf
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Converselyy) + 6 is proved by the following derivation:

(1) \/ ® pfl(” A---ApffjWANE)

fEF s€Xy
(2) (pimﬂ ® ﬁpimH) ASERVA (plk ® _'pik) (EMo, Al)
3 & 2m) A ApHER))(2) Dstr A ®)

te2K\M it k
(4) ( \/ ® s ’LJ_ A- /\pf(’tm)/\NE)) /\( ® (pl(z,,f;l)/\ A t(zk)))
fEFSGXf tEZK\]W
((2).(3). A1) | | |
® V Q (i rrmi alven @ i n-npi)))
ferseXy teaK\M
(Dstr* A ®)
© V& (pi A anima Q@i A ap ane))
fEFsEXf O%ZQZK\J‘/I Py

(DstrNEA®,®Sub™)
m Ve V (pfl(”)A AP AR pz;zlfl)/\---/\pf-izk)/\NE))

ferseXy 07éZC2K\M tezZ
® V & V. & pfl(” A- ApS(Z"L)Apl(ZTl“)A /\pt(”‘)ANE)
feF seXy 07gzg2N\AI tez
(Dstr*A®)
s(d s(im) 5 t(im+1) t(ix)
@V V & & pzll A- /\pl( Ap, " /\"'/\piik ANE)
fEF G Xf—Zs€Xf teG(s)
wherez = {Z C2K\M | 7 £ 0} (Dstr® V)
) VvV Q@™ A 5" ANE) (since donix) = M)
fEF yC2K seY
YIM=Xy

We now prove Lemma 4.9 by induction @ftp;, , ..., pi, )
Cased(piy;---,pi,) = Pi,- We prove thap;, 4~ LV (p;, ANE). Forp;, - LV
(pi, ANE), we have the following derivation:

(1) Diy,

(2) LVNE (NEI)

(3)  (pi, AL)V (pi, ANE)  ((1), (2),Al, Dstr)
(4) LV (pi, ANE) (AE)

Conversely, forl V (p;, ANE) I p;, , we have the following derivation

(1) LV (pi, ANE)
(2) pi, Vi, (ex falso™, AE)

By the Claim, the formula;, is provably equivalentto a formutdp;,,...,p;, ) in the
normal form.
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Casep(piy ;- - -, pin) = i), Similar to the above case.

Casep(pi,, - .-, pi, ) = NE. Note thaiNE is a formula with no propositional variable,
but for the sake of the inductive proof, we need to prove teetdm forNE viewed as
NE(psy,--.,Pi, ). @ formula whose propositional variables are ampgg...,p;,,. By
the claim, it suffices to derive the normal form foe when it is viewed asiE(p;, ). We
prove thatNe - 0, where

0 := (piy ANE) V (=pi; ANE) V ((pi; ANE) ® (=piy ANE)).
ForNE F 6, we have the following derivation:
(1) NE
(2) NE/\(pi1 ® ﬁpil) (EMo, /\|)
(3)  (piy ANE)V (—pi; ANE) V ((pi, ANE) ® (—pi; ANE))  (Dstr NEA®)

For the other directiofl - NE, we have the following derivation:

(1) (pil A NE) \ (_‘pil A NE) Vv (pil A NE) ® (_‘pil A NE))

(2) (pil ANE)V (jpil ANE) V (pil ® ﬁpil) N NE) (Dstr*A®A)
(3) NEVNEVNE (AE)

(4) NE (VE)

Casep(piy ;.- -, pi,) = L. Trivially L 4~ 0= L.

Casep(piy,---+Pin) = Y (Pigs---+Pin) V X(Digs-- -, Di,, ). By the induction hypothe-
sis, we have
¢ -\/ O, andy - \V Ok, (11)
fer geG
where eachX s, X, C 2V. Then it follows from the rules’E and V! that

pVx -\ 0%, v\ Ok,
feF geG

If ¥ 4 L ANE (i.e., F = 0), then we obtain further byx falso™, VE and VI that
YV XTI Vea G)}g. Similarly for the case; -+ L ANE.

Casep(piys-- -, Din) = U(Pigs-- -+ Pin) @ X(Piys-- -+ Pin ). By the induction hypothe-
sis, we have (11). If) 4+ L ANE (i.e., F' = 0), then we derive) @ y - LANE=\/0
by (OCtr) and fx falso™). Similarly for the case 4+ L ANE (i.e.,G = 0).

Now, assumé’, GG # 0. We show that) ® x 4+ 6, where

0:=\/ \ Ok, ux,-

fEF geG
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For the direction) ® x - 6, we have the following derivation:
(1) vox
@ (Vex)e(Ve,)
feF geG

3V \/(e}f@@e}g) (Dstr V)
feF gelG

@V Vo, (9E, @Sub)
fEF geG

The other directio - ¢ ®  is proved similarly usinggW andDstr ® V.

Cased(piy;---sPin) = V(Piy»- - Pin ) AX(Dis, - - -, Di,, ). By the induction hypothe-
sis, we have (11). i) 4~ 1 ANE (i.e., F = 0), then we derive) A x = L ANE=\/0
by (AE) and gx falso™). Similarly for the case - L ANE (i.e.,G = 0).

Now, assumé’, G # 0. We show that) A x -+ 6, where

0:=\/ Ok, and{X; | fe F}N{X,|ge G} ={X,|hec H}.
heH

Fori A x F 6, we have the following derivation:
(1) YAax

@ (You)e(y o)
@ V V(e nex,)

feEF geG
@ (V (exnei))v( V(oK nek,))
(f,9)€EFxG (f,9)EFXG
Xf;éXg Xf:Xg
(5) (LANE)V (@}f/\@}g) )
(f,9)EFXG
Xf:Xg
© \V (oxnrex,) (0E)
(f,9)EFxG
Xf:Xg
7V ex, (AE,VE)
heH
For the other directiofl - ¢ A x, we have the following derivation:
1)V ok,
heH
@ (Vox)r(Vex) n
heH heH
(3) (\/e}f)A(\/e}g) (VI, H C F,G)
fer geG
(4) vAx
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4.3.CPL"

In the crucial step of our proof of the Completeness Theo@®RT™" in the previ-
ous section, we transform a formula into its disjunctivemakform\/ ;. @}‘(f. Each

disjunct@}f is a formula in the language &PL*. CPL™ is the fragment oPT™
that does not have the Boolean disjunctiom the language. Apparently, the disjunc-
tive normal form, whose main connective is the Boolean disfion, does not apply
to CPL*. However, as the Boolean disjunction distributes overradl dther connec-
tives, one can in a sense view the $@*Xf | f € F'} of formulas as aveaknormal

form for formulas in the language @PL". On the basis of this observation, we will
axiomatizeCPL™ in this section.

We will define a natural deduction system®PL™ in which every formulap is
essentiallyprovably equivalent to its disjunctive normal foify.. e}f. In particular,
we will be able toessentiallyderive the provable equivalence between the nonempty
atomNE and its disjunctive normal forny,_.y-<,~ ©3. The behavior of the usual
Introduction Rule and Elimination Rule of the Boolean dijtion\ (VI andVE) will
be simulated by two Strong Elimination Rulé&stg andSE,) that do not involvey.

To define the Strong Elimination Rules, we will need to speaiparticular occur-
rence of a subformula inside a formula. For this purpose deetify a formula in the
language ofCPL™ with a finite string of symbols. A propositional variableand the
nonempty atonNE are symbols and the other symbols are, —. Starting from the
leftmost symbol, we number each symbol in a formula with atp@sinteger, as in the
following example:

NE ® ( = pr A NE )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

If the mth symbol of a formula starts a string> which is a subformula o, we denote
the subformuldy, m],, or simply[y, m]. We will sometimes refer to an occurrence of
a formulay inside a subformula of ¢. In this case we will without loss of generality
use the same counting for the subformla We write ¢(3/[«, m]) for the formula
obtained fromy by replacing the occurrence of the subformjadam| by 5. For ex-
ample, for the formula = NE®(—p1 ANE), the second occurrence of the nonempty
atomnE is denoted byNE, 7], and the same notation also designates the occurrence of
NE inside the subformulap; ® NE. The notationp(v/|NE, 7]) designates the formula
NE®(—p1AY).

Below we present the natural deduction syster@Bf. *.

Definition 4.12 (A natural deduction system GfPL™).

AXIOM

Atomic excluded middle

—— EM
Pi ® Tp; 0
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RULES

All of the rules in Definitior] 4 that do not involve Booleaisjdinction, i.e., the
rulesAl, AE, @17, @W, QE~, @Sub™, Com ®, Ass ®, LI, LE, ex falso™, Ol,
OCtr, Dstr* A®.

Strong elimination rules

[¢(©3, /[NE,m])] [¢(©3, /[NE,m])]

Do D1 Dy,

é 0 0
9

SEq
where{Y7,...,Y;} is the set of all nonempty teams on a Agbf indices

[p(v A L/[,m])] [o(x» ANE /[3p,m])]

Do Dy Dy

é 0 0
0

SE,

All rules that do not involve the Boolean disjunctionin the natural deduction
system ofPT+ (Definition) are included in the above system. Thus allisés in
Lemmd 4.5 that do not involve are also derivable in the above system.

Let us ponder why we define the Strong Elimination Rules the tivay are in our
system in the absence of the Boolean disjunctiormhe idea of the elimination rules
for the conjunction is simply that if we have inferred\ ), we can infer botky andq).
The elimination rule for disjunction in classical logic sat if we havep V¢ and we
can derived separately from both andy then we havé. In both cases the elimination
rule builds into the syntax of the proof the semantics of tigedal operation. This is
roughly the general idea of natural deduction, due to Gent¥¢e followed the same
line of thinking when we introduce our rules for Boolean disjtionV in the system
for PT*. Now, we moved to the weak logicPL™ which does not have Boolean
disjunction in the language. But still, the nonempty atogris semantically equivalent
to the formula\/lee’;i (in the language oPT™"), where{Y1,...,Y;} is the set of all
nonempty teams on a sét of indices. To derive a formulé from NE given some
assumptions, iPT™ in the presence of the Boolean disjunction we could buildhep t
following derivation:

Do (03] (63, ]
NE D, Dy
Viii 05, 0 .. 0
0

Evidently such a derivation can be simulated in our dedonctigstem ofCPL ™ using
the ruleSE;. More generally, a formulg whosenth symbol iSNE is semantically
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equivalent to the formula( f:1®§,i/[NE,m]) (in the language oPT™), which, as
v distributes over all connectives, is semantically eqeinato\/%_; $(©53 /[NE,m]).
In the same way, to derive a formulafrom ¢ given some assumptions, it suffices to
derived from eachy(©5, /[NE,m]). This is exactly what the Strong Elimination Rule
SE; characterizes. Analogously, the rdE, characterizes the equivalence between a
formulag andé(w A (L V NE) /[0, m]).

We now prove the Soundness Theorem for the deduction sydt@Rlo*.

Theorem 4.13(Soundness Theoremiffor any sef” U{¢} of formulas in the language
of CPL™, we havd +¢ =T | ¢.

Proof. We show that for each derivatian with the conclusiorny and the hypotheses
in ™ we havel” = ¢. We only verify the cases where the Strong Elimination Rales
applied. The other cases follow from the Soundness TheaseRilt".

SE1: Putg; = ¢(O3, /[NE,m]) for eachi € {1,...,k}. Assume thaDo, Dy, ..., Dy
are derivations foflg F ¢, Mq,¢5 -6, ..., M, ¢} - 0, respectively. We show that
Mo,My1,...,My = 6 follows from the induction hypothesiSg |= ¢, M1,¢; =0, ...,
M, ¢ = 0. This is reduced to showing that= ¢; Vv ---V ¢ by induction on the
subformulas) of ¢.

Casey = NE. By the locality propertyX = NE <= X | N = NE for any team
X. Now, since{Yq,..., Y} is the set of all nonempty teams &f we haveX | N |=
NE < X | N |05, forsomei € {1,...,k}. HENCeNE = O3, V-V O3, .

If ¢ is p; or —p;, theny; =« for eachi € {1,...,k} andy =17 V- Ve; holds
trivially.

If v = 6 ® x and without loss of generality we assume that the occurrehtiee
NE is in the subformuld. Then by the induction hypothesis we have- 6; Vv -V 0;.
Thusf @ x = (0;V--- Vo) @xE01@x) V- V(0 @X).

The casa) = 0 A x is proved similarly.

SEz: Put¢’ = ¢(¢ ANE /[1p,m]) ande* = ¢(1p A L/[1p,m]). Assume thaDo, Dy
andD; are derivations foflg - ¢, M1, ¢% - 6 andly, ¢* F 0, respectively. We show
thatMg,M,M> = 6 follows from the induction hypothesiSg |= ¢, M1,¢" =6 and
M2, ¢* = 0. This is reduced to showing that= ¢* \ ¢* by induction on the subfor-
mulas) of ¢.

If ¢ is an atom and # [+),m], thend =6 = §* andd |= 6% v 6* holds trivially.

If 6 =[¢,m], thend* =36 ANE andé* =JA L. Sincel= NEV_L, we haved |=
OAN(NEVL)E (JANE)V(OAL).

The induction steps are proved analogously toSEgcase. O

In the remainder of this section we prove the CompletenessfBm for our sys-
tem. This proof is similar to the completeness proofR@ that we gave in[20]. The
reader may compare this section with Section 4.3 in [20]. NVpeving the Com-
pleteness Theorem for the deduction syster®P®f, we transformed a formula into
its disjunctive normal form. Here i@PL™ we follow essentially the same idea. But
in the absence of the Boolean disjunction we will not be ablexpress the relevant
disjunctive normal form in the logic. Instead, we work witietweak normal form (i.e.,
the set of all disjuncts of a disjunctive normal form) and liehavior of the (strong)
normal form can be simulated by using the Strong EliminaRotesSE; andSE,. The
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disjuncts of the disjunctive normal of a formula (or elenssntthe weak normal form)
can be obtained from what we catfong realizationsOur strong realizations are ana-
logues of “resolutions” in 3], and they are more complexttigwveak) realizations”
we defined inl[20]. These strong realizations will play a @bmle in our argument.
Let us now define this notion formally.

Leta € {p;,—p;,NE, L } be an atom an@ C 2" a team on a seV of indices such
thatY = a. A strong realizationw. of « overY is defined as

Y
ay = 0y.

Let o = ([ag,m1], ..., [a.,m.]) be a sequence of some of the occurrences of atoms
in a formulag in the language o€EPL ™. A strongly realizing sequence gfovero

is a sequenc® = (Y1,...,Y.) such that; = «; for eachi € {1,...,c}. We call the
formula¢g, defined as follows atrong realization of) overo:

(bzle.,...,YC) = ¢((a1)§,1/[041,m1], ERRE) (aC);c/[acva])'

Let O be the sequence of all occurrences of all atomg.irA strongly realizing se-
quence ofp overO is called amaximal strongly realizing sequenca strong realiza-
tion ¢ overO is called astrong realizatiorof ¢.

For example, consider the formufa= NE®(—p1 ANE). Let Y7 andY> be two
nonempty teams anl = {(1,0)} ateam or{1}. Overo = ([NE, 7]) the sequencéy7)
is a strongly realizing sequence ¢fand the formulaNE ®(—p; A NE;I) is a strong
realization of¢. Both NEy, ®((—p1) ANEy,) andNEj, @((—p1)’ ANEy, ) are strong
realizations ofp. Note that a formula always has at least one atom, so its naxim
strongly realizing sequence is always a nonempty sequence.

We now prove that every formula is semantically equivalentite Boolean dis-
junction of all of its strong realizations over an arbitragquence of some occurrences
of atoms. In the proof of our main theorem (Theotem 14.20) veecaly interested in
strong realizations over maximal strongly realizing setp#s, but the lemmas leading
to this theorem will be stated in their most general forms.

Lemma 4.14. Let ¢ be a formula in the language GfPL ™ andA the set of its strongly
realizing sequences over a sequenc&heng = \/ 0o
Qe

Proof. Let N be the set of indices of propositional variables occurring.i\We prove
the lemma by induction on the subformutasf ¢.

Base casey is an atom. If the occurrence @f is not listed ino, thenyg = v
forall Q € A andy = /o 1§ holds trivially. Otherwise, the occurrenge= [¢, m;]
is in o and the sey) = {Y; | (Y1,...,Y,) € A} consists of all teams ofV that satisfy
. For any teamX on N, by Lemmd 48 we hav& 1) <= X e «— X =
Vyey 0y <= X = Vacn g

The induction case = 6 @ y follows from the induction hypothesis and the fact
thatfAF A'andBEB'|— A BE A'®@B andthatd® (BVC) = (A® B)V
(A® Q) for all formulasA, B,C. Analogously for the case¢ = 6 A x. O

We will show that in our system one derives essentially thevedence between a
formula ¢ and the Boolean disjunctiofig s ¢g Of its strong realizations over some
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sequence of occurrences of atoms. We first prove the direttiat ¢ follows from
Vaen 0§ Thisis simulated in our system by the derivation that easbl@an disjunct
¢ implies ¢.

Lemma 4.15. If Q is a strongly realizing sequence of a formulaver a sequence of
some occurrences of atomsgnthengg - ¢.

Proof. Let N = {i1,...,i,} be the set of indices of propositional variables occurring
in ¢. We derive the lemma by induction on the subformutasf ¢.
The induction step is left to the reader. We only check thécbesse when) is

an atom. If the occurrence gf is not listed ino, thenyg = ¢ and the statment holds
trivially. Now, assume otherwise. Theif, = ©% andX is a team onV that satisfies
Y. If =1, thenX =0 and®y = L. Thusyg F L holds trivially. If ¢» = p;, and
X =0, then©p = L I p;, follows fromex falso™. If X # 0, then we have(i;) =1
for all s € X and we derivé®% + p; as follows:

(1) ®(pj(11) /\"'/\pj(z,k;l) Apiy Apf}izml) A"'Apf,(f”) ANE)

1 k +1

seX
3 Qi (AE,®Sub™)
seX
(4) i, (®E7)
The case) = —p;, is prove analogously. i = NE, thenX # 0 and@% - NE is derived
by a similar argument. O

Next, we turn to prove that the Boolean disjunctigg ., ¢g, of the strong real-
izations of some formula over some sequenceof occurrences of atoms follows
essentially fromp. Following the idea we used when we defined the Strong Elimina
tion Rules, we simulate the derivation by proving in our systhat a formuld follows
from ¢, given that) follows from eachpg. We prove this in steps. First of all, ifis
a sequence of one occurrence of the nonempty aterthen the statement follows by
applying theSE; rule. We now generalize this result and show that the statehwds
if o is a sequence of one occurrence of any atom.

Lemma 4.16.1f 6 - 0, theng(5 /[, m]) F ¢(8/[1p,m]).

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the subformuyfasf ¢.

If x is an atom and; # [¢),m], thenx(&/[v,m]) = x = x(8/[+,m]) and trivially
X(6/[¢,m]) B x(0/[%,m]).

If x = [io,m], thenx(3/[»,m]) = & and x(8/[h,m]) = 6. Thusx(8/[w,m])
x(0/[1,m]) follows directly from the assumption.

Supposey = xo ® x1. Without loss of generality we may assume that the occur-
rence of the formula is in the subformula. By the induction hypothesis we have
x0(0/[,m]) F xo0(8/[¢,m]). An application of the rule@Sub™ yieldsxo(d/[¢,m]) @

X1+ xo(0/[v,m]) ® xa.
The casey = xo A x1 is prove analogously by applyinge andAl. O

Lemma 4.17. Let [«,m] be an occurrence of an atom in a formulaand ) the set
of all teams onN = {i,...,i,} that satisfya. For any setl” U {6} of formulas, if
M¢3 Fgforall Y € Y, thenl, ¢t 6.
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Proof. If « is the nonempty atomE, then the statement follows fro6Eq. If a = L,
theny = {0}, ©y = L and¢y = ¢. Thus the statement holds trivially. The nontrivial
case is whem is p;, or —p;, . We only give the proof for the case= p;, . The case
a = —p;,, is proved similarly.

In view of SE», to showl™, ¢ - 6 it suffices to show thdt, ¢(p;, ANE /[p;, ,m]) -6
andl, ¢(p;, A L/[pi.,m]) 6. To show the latter, first note that by the assumption
we havel™, ¢(04/[pi,,m]) 0, i.e.,[,¢(L/[p;, ,m]) 6. It then suffices to check that
¢(pi, AL/ [piy,,m]) F é(L/[psy,,m]). But this follows from Lemmhb 4.16, as byE we
havep; A LF L.

To show the former, in view &8E; it suffices to derivé', ¢(p;, AO% /[ps, ., m]) F 6
for all nonempty team& on IV \ {i, }. By the ruleDstr* A®, we havep;, AO% O3,
whereY C 2V is defined as

Y={s:N—=2|s|N\{ir} € X ands(iy) =1}.

It then follows from Lemma 4.16 that(p;, A O%/[pi.,m]) F ¢(O% /[piy,m]). On
the other hand, clearly € ) and the assumptions implies tHai (03, /[p;, ,m|) + 6.
Hence we obtailt, ¢(p;, A ©% /[pi,,m]) - 0, as desired. O

Now we are ready to prove the full statement for an arbitraguence of occur-
rences of atoms.

Lemma 4.18. Let A be the set of all strongly realizing sequences ofver a sequence
o of some occurrences of atoms in a formglaLet” be a set of formulas. For any
formulad, if [, 95 -0 forall Q € A, thenl, ¢ 6.

Proof. Let o = ([ag,m4], ..., [a,m.]). By the assumption, for any; that satisfies
a1 we have
rvgb((al);/l/[alvml]v (az)}z/[az,mz], R (ac)}c/[acvmc]) -0

forall (Y1,X5,...,X.) €\

Then we conclude by Lemnha 4|17 thawpg, - 6 for all Q € A1, whereA is the set of
all strongly realizing sequences @ver a sequencg = ([az,m2), ..., [ae,mc]).
By repeating this argumenttimes, we obtaif, ¢ - 6 in the end. O

For the sake of the proof of the Completeness Theorem, wetodedher trans-
form each strong realizatiogy, into a formula® | in the normal form. To simplify
notations, we writed; for the formula_L ANE and viewO as a void team. Note that
Oy # 6= L.

Lemma 4.19. LetA be the set of all maximal strongly realizing sequences ofratita
é(piy,---.piy) in the language o€EPL .

(i) For eachQ € A, we haveps - G)ﬁ(Q for some teanXq on N = {i1,...,i,} OF
Xo =0.

(i) LetAo={QeA|Xq#0}. We havep = Vgcp, Ok,

36



Proof. (i) We prove the lemma by induction on the subformulasf ¢. If ¢ is an atom,
theny§ = ©%_ for some teanXq on N that satisfies) and trivially ¢¢, - O,
If ¥ =0 ® x, then by the induction hypothesis, we have

dg I+ @}Q andyg I+ @’{/Q, (12)

By @Sub™ we havedg @ xg - ©%, ® 65, . It then suffices to show th@y  ®
03, - ©7 for some tean¥ on V.

If Xq =0, then takingZ = 0, we derive@; - 05 O, by ex falso™ and0Ctr.
The casé&’n = 0 is proved similarly. IfXq,Yq # 0, then by@W and®E ™, we derive
0%, ® 0Oy, I O% Ly,

If 4» = 6 A x, then the induction hypothesis impliés{12). ByandAE we have
dq A\ xg 1 O, A Oy, . Itthen suffices to show th@y | A O} - O7 for some team
ZonN.

If Xo =0, then takingZ = 0, we derive®; - ©5 A O3 by ex falso™ and AE.
The cas&’p = 0 is proved similarly. IfXq = Yq # 0, then byAE andAl, we derive
O, NOy,, - O%, . If Xq,Yo # 0andXgq # Yo, then we derivéd; +- O A O
by ex falso™ andOl.

(ii) It follows from the item (i), the Soundness Theorem aneimmal 4.14 that
¢ =Vaen 9o = Vaen OX,- If Ao # 0, then the statement clearly follows,@§V ¢ =
(L A NE) V¢ =9 for all formulasy. If Ag = 0, thenggy = L ANE for eachQ € A.
Thuse = Vaep 06 = Vaen(LANE) = LANE= V0. O

Finally, let us give the proof of the (Strong) Completeneksdrem.

Theorem 4.20(Strong Completeness Theorentor any setl” U{¢} of formulas in
the language o€EPL*, we havd = ¢ = T+ ¢.

Proof. By the Compactness Theorem (Theo@ 4.1), we may assunie ithatfinite

set. Lety = AT'. Suppose) |= ¢, wherep = ¢(piy ,...,pi,) andy =¥ (piy, ..., piy, )-
By Lemmd4.IP and the Soundness Theorem, we have

6=\ Ox = V & = (13)

Qelg Yeny
where

(i) A, N\ are the sets of all strongly realizing sequences ahd, respectively and
eachXq andYy are teams 0Riq, ..., i, };

(i) ¢ O, andyy - 05 forall Q e AandYe N’
(i) No={QeAN|Xq#0}andAy={Ye N |Yy#0}.

If Ao,Ap # 0, then for anyQ € A, by Lemma4.B there existé € A\’ such that
Xo = Yy. We then have

¢q b Ok, = Ok, vk v

37



by (ii) and Lemma 4.15. Finally, we obtaifi- v by Lemma_4.18.

If Ao =0, then for eaclf2 € A we havep§, 4= ©f = L ANE. Then byex falso* we
derive¢g ¢ andg - 1 follows from Lemmad 4.18 again. Ky =0, them) = \/ 0=
L ANE. Butin view of (13), we must also have= | ANE and/Ag = 0. This then
reduces to the previous case. O

4.4. PI*, PInc™ and other extensions @PL*

The argument in the previous section can also be applieditonatize proposi-
tional team logics obtained by adding new atoms with the gngam property to
the language oEPL ™. Throughout the section, we writefor an arbitrary such logic.
Strong propositional independence logit {) and strong propositional inclusion logic
(PInc™) are two such logics. In this section, we will show how to galiee this
method to axiomatizk, andPI* andPInc in particular.

What was crucial in the axiomatization 6PL* was the notion of &trong real-
izationof a formula. This notion can be generalized to richer laggsasuch aB1™
andPInct. A strong realizationai, of an atoma (such as independence atom and
inclusion atom) over a tear¥i that satisfiesy is defined asy;, := ©3j.. A strongly
realizing sequence of a formufaover a sequenceof some occurrences of atomsgn
and astrong realizatior(overo) are defined the same way as in the loQRL ", except
that there may be more atoms in a richer language.

Our natural deduction system bfconsists of all of the axioms and the rules from
the system ofCPL™ (Definition ), together with the Introduction Rule arn t
Elimination Rule ¢l andSE,, presented below) that characterize the equivalence be-
tween an arbitrary new atom and the Boolean disjunctioyiy- ©3. of its strong real-
izations.

Definition 4.21 (A natural deduction system &f.

AXIOM

Atomic excluded middle

EMpg

Pi @i

38



RULES

Al of the rules from Definition 4.12, together with the folling two rules for
each new atom in L:

Atom « introduction

D
Oy

o ol

whereY is a team on a sé¥ of indices that satisfiesd

Strong elimination rule foe

[¢(©3, /[, m])] [¢(©3, /[c;m])]
Do D1 Dy,
¢ 0 0
0

SE,

where{Y1,...,Y; } is the set of all teams on a skt of indices that satisfy

Next, we prove the Soundness Theorem and the (Strong) Ctanpks Theorem
for the system.

Theorem 4.22(Soundness Theoremffor any sef” U{¢} of formulas in the language
ofL,we havd ¢ =T E ¢.

Proof. We show that for each derivatian with the conclusiory and the hypotheses
in ™ we havel” = ¢. We only verify the cases when the rulelsandSE,, are applied.

al: Assume thaD is a derivation fof1 - ©3. whereY is a team onV that satisfies
the atomn.. We show thafl |= « follows from the induction hypothesis = ©3.. This
is reduced to showin@3- = «. For any teanX such thatX = ©3,, by Lemm we
haveX =Y. ThusX [ « follows from the assumption.

SE,: Put¢; = gb(e*yi/[a,m]) foreachi € {1,...,k}. Assume thaDy, Dy, ..., Dy
are derivations foflg F ¢, Mq,¢; F 6, ..., M, ¢} - 0, respectively. We show that
Mo,My1,...,My = 6 follows from the induction hypothesiSg |= ¢, M1,¢; =0, ...,
My, ¢y = 0. This is reduced to showing that= ¢ Vv - -- V ¢;. by induction ong. If ¢
is the atonn, then the statement follows from Leminal4.8 and the choiche¥}'s.
The other cases are left to the reader. O

30n the surface this looks like a confusion between syntax samantics. However, it is as in the
Conjunction Introduction Rule “From and+ we infer ¢ Av”. On the basic level the rules establish a
connection between logical operations and their intendednimg. We could replace here the assumption
“Y satisfies the atom” by explicitly listing teams onV that satisfyw, but that would be more cumbersome.
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Theorem 4.23(Strong Completeness Theorentor any formulag and any sef of
formulas in the language a&f, we havd” = ¢ = ' F ¢.

Proof. The theorem is proved by a similar argument to that of the fpoddrheo-
rem[4.2D. Especially, all the lemmas leading to Theodreml 4&20be easily gener-
alized to the case df. In particular, in the proof of the lemma that corresponds to
Lemma 4.15, ifyy is a new atomy, thenyyg, ¢ follows from al. When proving the
lemma that corresponds to Lemma4.17, one apfkeswhena is a new atom. [

Instantiating the new atomsin the deduction system of Definitign 4]21 by inde-
pendence atoms or inclusion atoms, we obtain sound andg@i@complete deduction
systems oPI1™ andPInc*. We end this section with a demonstration of the natural
deduction system d?I*. Below we derive the Geiger-Paz-Pearl’s axioms [8]. To sim-
plify notation, we writelndl for the Independence Atom Introduction Rule &g
for the Independence Atom Elimination Rule.

Example 4.24.Let ¥ = p;, - piy., ¥ = Dj, Py, ANAZ = py, ---py,. The following
Geiger-Paz-Pearl’s axioms are derivable in the naturalciémh system oPI+:

) ZLybyLlZ

(i) £ Ly +FZ1y, wherezis asubsequence &f

(i) ¥ Ly +a L7, whereiis a permutation of andd is a permutation of;.
(ivy ZL1yg, Ty L2 -7 1Ly7

Proof. We are going to use the Independence Atom Introduction Rudlea lot here.
Therefore the proofs below seem entirely semantical. Hewewe have built the
meaning of the independence atom into the tod#, so it is only natural that we refer
to this meaning in the proofs. This is more complicated buiprinciple, analogous
to the way we often use in elementary logic the meaning of "amdl “or” when we
prove e.g. distributivity laws using just the Eliminatiowl@ and Introduction Rule for
A andv.

PutkK = {i1,...,ix}, M = {j1,...,jm} @andN = {ly,..., 1, }.

(i) By SEjng, it suffices to show that for any teathon KU M suchthal” = Z L ¢
we have®;. + ¢ L Z. But this follows fromindl, asY = ¢ L Z also holds.

(ii) By SEing, it suffices to show that for any teal on K UM UN such that
Y =& L ywe haveOy. - 7 L i, whereZ is a subsequence af In view of Indl, this
is reduced to showin = 2z’ L . But this is obvious.

(iii) By SEjng, it suffices to show that for any teathon K UM suchthal” =7 L i
we have®y, - 4 L U, whered = p;, ---p;, is a permutation of andv = py,, - - P,
is a permutation ofj. In view of Indl this is reduced to showinyf |= @ L ¥, which
follows from thatY =& L 3.

(iv) We will show that(Z L §) A (Zy L 2) - & L 2. By SEjg, it suffices to show
that for any teandl on K UM UN such thatX =% 1 ¢, we have®i A (Z7 L 2) -2 L
iZ. Butthis, bySE.q, is further reduced to showing that for any te&hon K UM U N
such thal” = Zy L Z, we havedi, A O}, -7 L 7.

Now, if X # Y, then byOl andex falso™, we derived A©; - L ANEF 7 L §7.
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If X =Y, then®% = ©5.. By Indl, it suffices to showX = Z L ¢Z. For any
51,82 € X, sinceX = Z L ¢, there existss € X such thats; (Z) = s3(Z) andsz(y) =
s3(7). ButasX = 2y L Z, there existssy € X such thatsa(Z)sa(y) = s3(Z)s3(¥)
ands4(2) = s2(2). We then conclude thay (%) = s3(Z) = s1(&) andsa(7)s4(2) =
s3(¥)s2(2) = s2(7)s2(2). HenceX = & L 4z and this completes the proof. O

5. Concluding remarks

In our previous workl[20] we have identified classical praposal logic, and sev-
eral versions of propositional dependence logic. We pralenl expressive complete-
ness in downward closed team propeties, and gave severple@mxiomatizations of
such logics. In this paper, we have studied propositiorsahtéogics more generally,
recognising that there is a whole hierarchy of them. We hatabdéished the results in
FigureD. concerning the expressive power of these logicger8eexpressively com-
plete logics are identified. For example, we have proved Bt is expressively
complete in the set of union closed team properties. We aswetl normal forms for
many of the logics. Some of the logics we considered haveriyeteam property,
and some do not. We axiomatized the logie{, CPL™, PI™ andPInc™) without
the empty team property, but the concrete axiomatizatidalof is left for future re-
search. As is reflected by the sophisticated Strong Elintind®ules we gave in this
paper, propositional logics of independence are morecatiithan propositional logics
of dependence. In particular, we feel that we have not yét tuiderstood the notion
of independence, and neither a characterization of exipeggswer nor a complete ax-
iomatization is given foPl here. Nevertheless, it is our hope that the results obtained
concerning logics arourfdl will set the stage for further research in this field and lead
to a better understanding Bf, propositional independence logic, itself.
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