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Abstract. We study the complexity of predicate logics based on teanmaetos. We show
that the satisfiability problems of two-variable indepemtielogic and inclusion logic are both
NEXPTIME-complete. Furthermore, we show that the validity probldiwo-variable depen-
dence logic is undecidable, thereby solving an open probiem the team semantics literature.
We also briefly analyse the complexity of the Bernays-Stihkal-Ramsey prefix classes of de-
pendence logic.

1 Introduction

The satisfiability problem ofwo-variable logicFO? was shown to beVEXPTIME-complete in
[9]. The extension of two-variable logic with counting qtifiers, FOC?, was proved decidable in
[10[21], and it was subsequently shown toMEXP TIME-complete in[[22]. Research on extensions
and variants of two-variable logic is currently very actiRecent research efforts have mainly con-
cerned decidability and complexity issues in restrictiomparticular classes of structures and also
questions related to different built-in features and ofmessthat increase the expressivity of the base
language. Recent articles in the field include for examglg4l, [13], [16], [23], and several others.

In this article we study two-variable fragments of logics&ad oneam semantic§eam seman-
tics was originally conceived in [15] in the contextinflependence friend§F) logic [14]. In [24],
Vaananen introducedependence logjevhich is a novel approach to IF logic based on new atomic
formulas=(z1, ...z, y) Stating that the interpretation of the varialylés functionally determined
by the interpretations of the variables, ..., zy.

After the introduction of dependence logic, research onckbdased on team semantics has
been active. Several different logics with different apations have been suggested. In particular,
team semantics has proved to be a powerful framework foystgdifferent kinds ofdependency
notions Independence logifl1] is a variant of dependence logic that extends first-oloigic by
new atomic formulas, ..., zx L y1, ..., y; with the intuitive meaning that the interpretations of the
variablesry, ..., x) are informationally independent of the interpretationthef variableg, ..., y;.
Inclusion logic[6] extends first-order logic by atomic formulas, ..., zx C 1, ..., yx, Whose intu-
itive meaning is that tuples interpreting the variahtes..., x; are also tuples interpreting, ..., yx.
Currently dependence, independence and inclusion log&sha three most important and most
widely studied systems based on team semantics.

Both dependence logic and independence logic are equigsipeavith existential second-order
logic (see [[24], [11]), and thereby captulP. Curiously, inclusion logic is equiexpressive with
greatest fixed point logi¢see [7]), and thereby characteriZe®n finite ordered models. While the
descriptive complexity of most known logics based on teamassics is understood reasonably
well, the complexity of related satisfiability problems lmaseived somewhat less attention. The sat-
isfiability problem of the two-variable fragment of depende logic andF-logic have been studied
in [18]. It is shown that while the two-variabl&'-logic is undecidable, the corresponding fragment
of dependence logic NEXPTIME-complete.

* Juha Kontinen was supported by grant 292767 of the Acaderfintdnd. Antti Kuusisto was supported by
the ERC grant 647289 “CODA” and the Jenny and Antti Wihuri kaation. Jonni Virtema was supported
by grant 266260 of the Academy of Finland and a grant by thai§inAcademy of Science and Letters.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.5037v2

In this article we establish that the satisfiablity probleshshe two-variable fragments of in-
dependence and inclusion logics are likewdEXPTIME-complete. This result is established via
proving a more general theorem that implies also a rangehef atecidability results for a variety of
team-semantics-based logics with generalized dependenimns. Furthermore, we prove that the
validity problem of two-variable dependence logic is undecidabilis; tesult is the main result of
the paper. The problem has been open for some time in the t@iansics literature and has been
explicitly posed in, e.g.[I5]/[18][25], and elsewhere.

In addition to studying two-variable logics, we study therBeys-Schonfinkel-Ramsey prefix
class, i.e., sentences with the quantifier préfix’*. We show that—as in the case of ordinary
first-order logic—the prefix class*v* of FO(.A) is decidable for any uniformly polynomial time
computable clasgl of generalized dependencies closed under substructueeprdVe inclusion in
2NEXPTIME, and furthermore, for vocabularies of fixed arity, we shg@&XPTIME-completeness.
We also prove a partial converse of the result concerninigsd® (.A) with a decidable prefix class
3*v*, see Theorem22.

2 Preliminaries

The domain of a structur@ is denoted byA. We assume that the reader is familiar with first-
order logicFO. The extension ofFO with counting quantifier&Z? is denoted byFOC. The two-
variable fragment§0? andFOC? are the fragments dfO andFOC with formulas in which only
the variables: andy appear. We let’] denote the fragment of formulas of second-order logic of the
form 3X;...3X}, ¢, where X, ..., X, are relation symbols and a first-order formulaXi (FOC?)

is the extension oFOC? consisting of formulas of the fordX;...3X}, x, where X, ..., X}, are
relation symbols ang a formula ofFOC2.

2.1 Logics based on team semantics

Let Z, denote the set of positive integers, andV&{R, = {v; | ¢« € Z, } be the set of exactly
all first-ordervariable symbolsWe mainly use metavariablasy, z, x1, z2, etc., in order to refer
to variable symbols iVAR. We letz, v, %z, %1, T», etc., denote finite nonempty tuples of variable
symbols, i.e., tuples iVAR"™ for somen € Z,. When we study two-variable logics, we use the
metavariableg andy, and assume they denote distinct variablegAR.

Let D C VAR be afinite, possibly empty set. Léll be a model. We do not allow for models to
have an empty domain, sé # ). A functions : D — A is called amassignmentvith codomain
A fT = (x1,...,2,), we denotes(z1), ..., s(zy)) by s(T). We lets]a/z] denote the variable
assignment with the domaib U { = } and codomaim defined such that[a/z](y) = a if y = =,
andsfa/z](y) = s(y) if y # x. LetT € P(A), whereP denotes the power set operator. We define
s[T/x] = {s[a/x]|a€T}.

Let D C VAR be afinite, possibly empty set of first-order variable syrabbét X be a set of
assignments : D — A. Such a seKX is ateamwith thedomainD andcodomainA. Note that the
empty set is a team, as is the $@t containing only the empty assignment. The tefdpes not
have a unique domain; any finite subseM#R is a domain of). The domain of the teai} is 0.

Let X be a team with the domai® and codomaimd. Let ' C A. We defineX[T/z] =
{sla/x]|a €T, sc X}. LetF: X — P(A)beafunction. Wedefin&[F/z]= |J s[F(s)/z].

seX
LetC C A.WedefineX | C={sec X |s(z) e Cforallz € D }.

Let X be a team with domai®. Letk € Z., and lety,, ...,y be variable symbols. Assume
that{y,...,yx} C D. We definerel(X, (y1,....yx)) = { (s(1),....s(w)) | s € X }.

Let 7 be a relational vocabulary, i.e., a vocabulary containilgtion symbols only. (In this
article we consider only relational vocabularies.) Thetayrof a logic based on team semantics is
usually given in negation normal form. We shall also folldvistconvention in the current article.
For this reason, we define the syntax of first-order logic devis.

¢ u= R(@)|-R(Z) |21 =22 | ~w1 =22 | (01 V p2) | (p1 Ap2) | Fzp | Vap,



where R € 7. The first four formula formation rules above introdu@est-order literalsto the
language. Below we shall consider logk@(.A4), where the above syntax is extended by clauses of
the typeAq (74, ..., 7y, ). HereAq is (a symbol corresponding to)gneralized atorin A and each

y, is a tuple of variables. Before considering such novel ajdetsis defindax team semanticor
first-order logic.

Definition 1 ([15/24]).Let2( be a model and({ a team with codomair. The satisfaction relation
2A Ex ¢ is defined as follows.

1. If pis afirst-order literal, therRl =x @ iffforall s € X: 2 s =ro ¢. Here =go refers to the
ordinary Tarskian satisfaction relation of first-order limg

.Q['th/)/\@iﬁﬂlix’l/)andﬂ':x@.
. A Ex ¥V giff there exist team¥ and Z such thatX =Y U Z, A =y ¢, and2 =z .

A Ex Y iff A =x(p/q) o for someF: X — (P(A) \ {0}).

Finally, a sentence is true in a model (A |= ¢) if 2 =g ¢.

Proposition 2 ([15,24]).Let+ be a formula of first-order logic. We ha®e =x v iff 2, s Ero ¢
forall s € X.

abrwnN

In this paper we consider first-order logic extended withegalized dependency atoms. Before
formally introducing the notion of a generalized depengeaatom, we recall some particular atoms
familiar from the literature related to team semantics.

Dependence atoms(z1, . .., z,, y), inspired by the slashed quantifiers of Hintikka and Sandu
[14], were introduced by Vaananen [24]. The intuitiveaning of the atom=(z1, ..., z,,y) is that
the value of the variablg depends solely on the values of the variables . . , z,,. The semantics
for dependence atoms is defined as follows:

AEx =(x1,...,2n,y) iff Vs,8" € X 1 if s((z1,...,2,)) =8 ((z1,...,2,)) thens(y) = s'(y).

Dependence logifD) is the extension of first-order logic with dependence atoms

While dependence atoms of dependence logic declare depegsleetween variabldadepen-
dence atomsntroduced by Gradel and Vaananen|[11], do just theosfip; independence atoms are
used to declare independencies between variables. Indepes atom is an atomic formula of the
form (z1,...,21) Lz,
the variables, .. ., z;, the interpretations of the variables, ..., z; are independent of the inter-
pretations of the variableg, ..., ;. The semantics for independence atoms is defined as follows:

A ):X (.%’1, ...,.I'k) L(zl.,...,zt) (yl, ...,yl) iff VS,S/ €eX3s"eX: /\ S(ZZ) = SI(ZZ')
i<t

implies that/\ s"(x;) = s(x;) A /\ s"(zi) = s(z) A /\ s"(yi) = 8 (ys).

i<k i<t i<l

Independence logi@nd) is the extension of first-order logic with independencerato

Galliani [6] introducednclusionandexclusion atomsThe intuitive meaning of the inclusion
atom(xy,...,x,) C (y1,...,yn) is that tuples interpreting the variables. . ., z,, are also tuples
interpretingys, . . ., y». The intuitive meaning of the exclusion atom, ..., z,) | (y1,..-,Yn)
on the other hand is that tuples interpreting the variables ., x,, and the tuples interpreting
Y1, - .-, Yn are distinct. The semantics for inclusion atoms and exotustoms is defined as fol-
lows:

AEx (w1,..,70) C (Y1, ,yn) iff Vs € X 35" € Xt s((x1,...,20)) =8 (Y1, -, Yn)),
A=y (@1, mn) | (Wi, yn) iff Vs, 8" € X is((w1,. .., 20)) # 8 (Y1, -+, Yn))-
The extension of first-order logic with inclusion atoms (ewston atoms) is calleéhclusion logic

(exclusion logiy and denoted bync (Exc). The extension of first-order logic with both inclusion
atoms and exclusion atoms is caliedlusion/exclusion logiand denoted binc/Exc.



2.2 Generalized atoms

In this section we first give the well known definition of gealezed quantifiers (Lindstrom quanti-
fiers [20]). We then show how each generalized quantifierafjigives rise to a generalized atom.
Finally, we discuss on some fundamental properties of dirder logic extended with generalized
atoms. Generalized atoms were first defined in [19].
Let (i1, ..., i,) be a nonempty sequence of positive integers. A generalizaxitifier of the type
(i1, ...,1,) is a clasg of structureg A, By, ..., By,) such that the following conditions hold.
1. A+# 0, andforeachy € {1,...,n}, we haveB; C A%.
2. If (A", By,...,B}) € C and if there is an isomorphisth: A" — A” from (A’, By, ..., B},) to
another structur@A”, BY, ..., BY), then(A”, B}, ..., B!) € C.

Let @Q be a generalized quantifier of the typ, ..., i,,). Let2l be a model with the domaiA.
We defineQ? to be the sef (By, ..., B,) | (A, By, ..., B,) € Q }.

Let n be a positive integer. Lef) be a generalized quantifier of the typs, ..., i,). Extend
the syntax of first-order logic with atomic expressions & thpe Aq (7, ---,¥,,), Where eacly;
is a tuple of variables of lengtly. Let X be a team whose domain contains all variables occur-
ring in the tuplegj,, ..., 7,,. Extend team semantics such that=x Ao (7, ...,7,,) if and only if
(rel(X, Yy )y -y rel( X, yn)) € Q¥. The generalized quantifi€p defines ageneralized atomi, of
the type(iy, ..., in).

A generalized atord is downwards closed for all 2, X andy,, ..., 7, it holds that ifl =x
Aoy, ..., 7)) andY C X, then2 =y A (74, ..., 7). Similarly, a generalized atord, is closed
under substructuref for all 2, X andy,...,7,, it holds that if2 =x Aqg(yy,...,7), A =
A | BandX' := X | B for someB C A, then we havel’ =x: Ag(7y,...,7,). Finally, a
generalized atord, is universe independeiftfor all 2, 98, X andy,, ..., 7,, where bothd and B
are codomains foX,, it holds thatl =x Ag (7, ....7) ifand only if B =x Aq (T, .-, Up)-

Let ¢ be a formula of first-order logic, possibly extended with gietized atoms. The st ()
of free variablesof ¢ is defined in the same way as in first-order logic. Thelsét (7, ..., 7))
of course contains exactly all variable that occur in thdesip,. The satisfiability problem of a
(possibly team-semantics-based) logjitakes as an input a sentencelodnd asks whethéX = ¢
for some mode®l. The validity problem asks, given a sentegcevhether2l |= ¢ for all models.

Letk € Z, and letAq be a generalized atom of the tyfe, ..., i, ), wherei; < k for eachy. Let
©(R1, ..., R,) be a sentence of} (FOC*) with unquantified relation symboR;, ..., R,, of arities
i1,...,1n, respectively. Assume that for all modésand teamsX with codomainA and domain
containing the variables idg (71, ..., T ), we haveldl =x Ag (T4, ..., Ty) iff

(Ql, Ry :=rel(X,71), ..., Ry = rel(X, Tn)) Ero ©(R1, ..., Ry).

Then we say that the atorky, is definable in] (FOCF).

We now show thatfor any generalized atordq, the logicFO(Ag) has the so-called locality
property. We also show that, for a downwards closed atiggmall formulas ofFO(Ag) satisfy the
downwards closure property. These two properties haveaqusly turned out to be very useful in
the study of dependence logic.

Let X be a team with domaifizy, ...,z }, and letV C {z,..., 2, }. We denote byX (V) the
team{s | V' | s € X} with the domainl’. The following proposition shows that the truth of an
FO(Aq)-formula depends only on the interpretations of the vaegliccurring free in the formula.
The proof uses the fact that generalized atoms satisfy #ie ¢y definition. Otherwise the proof is
identical to the corresponding proof given fin [6].

Proposition 3 (Locality). Let Ap be a generalized atom and € FO(Ag) a formula. If V' D
Fr(p), then? |=x ¢ if and only if2 =x(v) .
The next proposition is also very useful. The proof is alnmsihtical to the corresponding proof

for dependence logic, s€e [24]. The additional case forigdimed atoms follows by the assumption
of downwards closure.

Proposition 4 (Downward closure).Let Agp be a downwards closed generalized atom. Suppose
is anFO(Agp)-formula,2( a model, and” C X teams. Thefl =x ¢ impliesA =y .



3 Satisfiability problems of logicsFO?(.A)

In this section we show that for any finite collectiohof X} (FOC?)-definable atomsig,, both
SAT(FO?(A)) and ANSAT(FO?(A)) are NEXPTIME-complete. Our proof relies on a translation
from FO?(A) into X} (FOC?) and the fact that 8r(FOC?) and ANSAT(FOC?) are NEXPTIME-
complete([22].

We start by establishing a more general translation. We ghaivfor everyk > 1 and ev-
ery X1 (FOC*) definable atomd, we haveFO*(Ay) < ¥} (FOCF). Note that strictly speaking
FO*(Ag) uses only one ator, instead of a finite collectiotd of atoms, but our proof below
generalizeslirectly to the case with a finite collection of atoms. The reason fostering a single
atom is simply to keep the notation light.

When considering-variable logic, we le{z1, ..., z; } denote thé: distinct variables used in the
syntax of the logic, and we let!(X) denoterel (X, (21, ..., zx)). The following lemma is possibly
the technically most involved part of our argument in thisten for establishing decidability of
two-variable inclusion and independence logics. The psigriificantly modifies and extends the
argument establishing Lemma 3.3.14/[0ofl[25]. See alsb [18]dreorem 6.2 in [24].

Lemma 5. Assume thak,t > 1. Letr be a relational vocabulary, lek ¢ 7 be ak-ary relation
symbol and letly be aEll(FOC’“)—definabIe atom of typg1, . .., %), wherei; < k for eachj. For
every formulap € FO®(Aq) there exists a sentenge € X} (FOC*)(7 U {R}) such that for every
modell and teamX with codomaind anddom(X) = {z1, ...,z }, we have

Akx e I (Arel(X)) ¢, 1)

where(2, rel(X)) is the expansioil’ of 2 into the vocabulary- U { R} such thatR?’ := rel(X).
Moreovery* is computable fronp in polynomial time.

Proof. Fix k > 1 and theX] (FOC*)-definable atomd. Let (i1, ..., i), wherei; < k for each
J, be the type ofdq. Let pa, (R1,..., Ry) be theX} (FOC*)-sentence that definet,. We will
define a translation

try, : FO*(Ag)(r) — X1(FOC®)(r U{R})

inductively. Below we always assume that the quantifiedieia S andT" are fresh, i.e., they are
assumed not to appear in, (1)) or tri(9). Notice that for everyFO*(Ag)-formula e, we have
tre(p) = 3S;...38,¢ for somek-ary relation variabless; ... S, (n € N) and someFOC"-
formulay’. The translationr,, is defined as follows.

1. If pis afirst-order literal (and thus not a generalized aton@nth
tri(p) = Vo .. Vap(R(z1, . 2) = ).

2. Assume thaty is a generalized atomq (7, . - .,7;), wherey; € {xi,... , x4 for each

j <t LetY andy € FOC*(Ry, ..., R;) be such thap ., = 3Y%. For technical reasons, we
will simulates ;-ary relations by:-ary relations. Define that, for eagh< ¢,

Id; := {(I,m) € N* | y;, andy;,, denote the same variable sympol

wherey;, (y;,,) denotes thé-th (m-th) element ofj;. Now tr4 (i) is defined to be the formula

WETl e 3T‘t( /\ ((Pj-padding A (Pj—identities) A W )a

J<t

where the relation variablé§; and formulasy;.padding, @j-identities @Ndy’ are defined as fol-
lows. Each variabld; is a freshk-ary relation variable. The formulg’ is the conjunction



V" A Nj<: x5, wherey)” andy; are as follows. The conjunet” is obtained from) by replac-
ing each atomic formul®;(z1,...,z;,) by Tj(z1,...,2,,21,...,21). Foreachy < t, x; is
the formula

Var N (3, T Ty Ty o i)
— V%‘Hl Tj(l’h s Ly Ty y ey miHl)),
where in the cas¢ = k the formulasiz; ., T;(x1, ..., zi;, T4y s ooy T4y, ) @Nd
V%‘Hl Tj(:nl, vy Ly Lijyqs _._7%#1)

are replaced b{f’; (1, ..., zx). The formulap.;gentities iS

Vxl...V:L'k<Tj(IL'1,...,$k)*>( /\ (1 = zm) A /\ zl:zm)).

(I,m)€eld; I,m>i;

The formulay;.pqdding iS the formula

V.. .ka<(R($1, R me].Tj@j,xmj, e ,xm].))
A (ﬂxijj@j,xmj, oy Ty) = 32 R (2, ,xk))),

wherez; is the tuple of variablesifw;, . . . , zx) but not inyj, andm; < kisthe smallest integer
such that the variable,,,; does not occur in the tuplj;-; in the case that such variable does not
exist the formulay/z,,; T @j, Ty Tmy) @NA3xy, T @j, Ty, .., Tm;) are replaced by
T; @j)-

3. Assume thatry (¢) = 351 ... 3S,¢" andtr,(9) = 3Ty ... 31,9, wherey’ andy’ areFOCF-
formulas. Furthermore, assume that the relation variables . S,,, 11, . . ., Ty, are all distinct.
(@) If pis of the form(y Vv ), thentry(p) is defined to be the formula

353738, ... 38,31, ... 3T, (Vxl Y (R(zl, )
& (S(ar,. .. zp) VT, ... ,xk))) A (S/R) A ﬂ’(T/R)),
wherey’(S/R) denotes the formula obtained from by replacing occurrences & by S,
and analogously fof’ (T'/ R).
(b) If ¢ = (¥ A D), thentry(p) is the formuladS; ... 39,37y ... 3T, (¥ A V).

4. If ¢ is of the form3z;¢p andtry(v) = 35;...35,¢’, wherey’ is an FOCk-formula, then
tri () is the formula

3535, ...3S, (\m1 Vo (GriR(x, . ax) © 3xiS(ar, .. w) A w’(S/R)) .

5. If ¢ is of the formVx;¢ andtry(¢) = 351 ...3S,¢', wherey’ is an FOCk-formula, then
tri () is defined to be the formula

3535, ...3S, (Vm .. .ka((R(xl, cony k) = Vo S(x, .. ,ack))
A(S(21,. .. 2x) = Jai Ry, . .. ,xk))) Aq/)’(S/R)).

A straightforward induction orp shows that for every modél and every team with codomai#
such thatlom(X) = {z1,...,z;}, A Ex ¢iff (A, rel(X)) = tri(ep).

Theorem 6. For everyk > 1 and for every} (FOC*)-definable atomi, it holds thatFO* (Ag) <
Y1(FOC), i.e., for every sentence 610" (Ag), there exists an equivalent sentencegldf FOCF).



Proof. Let 7 be a relational vocabulary, > 1, andAg a X} (FOC*)-definable atom. Lep be an
FO*(Ag)(r)-sentence ang* = 3R, ... 3R,y the related”} (FOC*)(r U { R})-sentence given by
Lemmd’5. The following conditions are equivalent.

1 A E .
2. A E=x ¢ for some nonempty tea such thatlom(X) = {x1,...,zx}.

. (2, rel(X)) k= ¢* for some nonempty tea such thatlom(X) = {1, ..., z}.
4. (A, R) = 3Ry ... 3R, (31 ... JzpR(w1, ..., xx) A ) for someR C A*.
5.2 =3R3R; ... Ean(Ezrl oo 3zpR(x, ... k) /\1/))

w

The equivalence df]1 arid 2 follows from Propositidn 3 and #w thatFr(p) = (. By Lemma
[, conditiond’? anf]3 are equivalent. The equivalende of pfudlows from the fact thap* =
3R, ...3R,%. The condition§X arlg 5 clearly equivalent.

Theorem 7. Let Ag be aX{ (FOC?)-definable generalized atom. Then the probl&@ms(FO?(Ag))
andFINSAT (FO?(Ag)) are NEXPTIME-complete.

Proof. Since the translatiop — ¢* is computable in polynomial time and (finite) satisfiability
of ¥}(FOC?) can be checked iNEXPTIME [22], we conclude that both 8 (FO*(Ag)) and
FINSAT(FO*(Ap)) are in NEXPTIME. On the other hand, sindéD® < FO?*(Ag) by Proposi-
tion[2, and since both & (FO?) and ANSAT(FO?) are NEXPTIME-hard [9], it follows that both
SAT(FO?(Ag)) and also FNSAT(FO?(Ag)) are as well.

The result of Theorem] 7 can be directly generalized to canfieite collectionsA of generalized
atoms. The proof of the following theorem is practically #zene as that of Theordm 7.

Theorem 8. Let A be a finite collection ofV] (FOC?)-definable generalized atoms. The satisfiabil-
ity and the finite satisfiability problems 6102(A) are NEXPTIME-complete.

We shall next make use of Theoré&in 8 in order to show that th&fishility and the finite sat-
isfiability problems of two-variable fragments of dependeiogic, inclusion logic, exclusion logic
and independence logic aEXPTIME-complete. The result for two-variable dependence logic
was already established in_|18]. Note that when regardeceasrglized atoms, each of the de-
pendency notions above correspond to a collection of gépedaatoms; for example the atomic
formulas=(z, y) and=(x, y, ) refer to two different atoms, one of tyfe) and the other of type
(3). However, in order to capture the two-variable fragmentfdiese logics, we only need a finite
number of generalized atoms for each logic, as we shall seed&finep.onst = I='zR(z),
Pdep = vxﬂﬁlyR(ac, y)1 Pinc = VxVy(R(x,y) - S(x,y)), Pexc = vay(R(ma y) -
ﬁS(xv y))a Pind ‘= vay((ﬂyR(I, y) A EmR(Iv y)) - R(J}, y))

The formulaspconst, Pdep: Pines Pexe @NAp;,q define the generalized atoms,,,s; of type (1),
Agep Of type (2), Aine Of type(2,2), A.,c Of type(2,2), andA,,q of type(2), respectively.

Theorem 9. The satisfiability and finite satisfiability problems of tintvariable fragments of de-
pendence logic, inclusion logic, exclusion logic, inctugiexclusion logic, and independence logic
are all NEXPTIME-complete.

Proof. We establish polynomial time translatioB$ — FO*({ Aconst; Adep}), Inc? — FO*(Ajne),
Exc? — FO*(Acze), Inc/Exc® — FO*(Aine, Acze), andind® — FO?({Aconst, Adep, Aina}) that
preserve equivalence. The result then follows from The@eamd the fact that the generalised atoms
Aconsts Adeps Acxey Aine, Aina are allX (FOC?)-definable.

Notice first that in dependence atoms, repetition of vaeislsln always be avoided. The atom
=(Z,y) is equivalent to the ators=(z’,y), wherez’ is obtained fromz by simply removing
the repetition of variables. Furthermore ifoccurs in the tuple;, then=(z,y) is equivalent to
y = y. Thus we may assume that in formulas of two-variable depsseléogic, only depen-
dence atoms=(z), =(y), =(z,y), and=(y, =) may occur. Clearly=(x) is equivalent to the gen-
eralized atomA..,s:(z), while =(z,y) is equivalent to the generalized atafy.,(z,y). Since



Aconst and Age,, are X1 (FOC?)-definable atoms, by Theordrh 8,A1S(F02({Awnst,Adep})) and
FINSAT (FO* ({ Aconst, Adep})) are NEXPTIME-complete. Thus both & (D?) and ANSAT(D?)
are as well.

It is straightforward to show that in two-variable inclusitogic, only inclusion atoms of type
(y1,y2) C (z1,22), whereyy,y2, 21,22 € {z,y}, are needed. For example, the inclusion atom
x C y can be replaced by the equivalent inclusion atamz) C (y,y), and the inclusion atoms
(z,y,2) C (x,y,y) and(x,y,y) C (y,z,x) can be replaced by the equivalent atomic formulas
x = yand(z,y) C (y,z), respectively. Thus we may assume that in formulas of twialte
inclusion logic, only inclusion atoms of typ@,y2) C (z1,22) may occur; inclusion atoms of
other kinds can easily be eliminated in polynomial time.a@e(y1, y2) C (21, 22) is equivalent to
the generalized atom; .. ((y1,y2), (21, 22)). SinceA;,. is a X{ (FOC?)-definable atom, it follows
from Theorenil that &r(FO?(A;,.)) and ANSAT(FO?(A;,.)) are NEXPTIME-complete. Thus
SAT (Inc?) and ANSAT (Inc?) are as well.

Using analogous argumentation, it is straightforward towvslthat in two-variable exclusion
logic, only exclusion atoms of typ@,y2) | (21, 22), whereys, ys, 21,20 € {x,y}, are needed.
Clearly (y1,y2) | (21,22) is equivalent to the generalized atOA}xc((yl,yg), (21,2,’2)). Since
Aeze is a X}H(FOC?)-definable atom, it follows from Theoref 7 that botat$FO*(A...)) and
FINSAT (FO*(A...)) are NEXPTIME-complete. Thus 8r(Exc?) and ANSAT (Exc?) are as well.
Similarly it follows that S\T(Inc/Exc”) and ANSAT (Inc/Exc”) are NEXPTIME-complete.

Likewise, it is easy to show that in the formulas of two-vat@independence logic, only re-
stricted versions of independence atoms are needed. Biiserthat we may always assume that in
independence atomsl;z, repetition of variables does not occur in any of the tuplggandz. By
the semantics of independence atoms, it is also easy to ¢hatkhe atom¥ Lz andz LT are
always equivalent. Furthermore, it is clear that the ordeadables in the tuples, 7, andz makes
no difference. Notice then that each of the following atomghie variables:, y is equivalent to the
formuladz z = «:

0127y, Tlyy, olez, xl.y, zl.(z,y), ylyy, zlyy, yly(z,y).

Notice also the following equivalences:

(T, y)Le(z,y) =ylay, yle(z,y) =yley, (2,y)Ly(z,y) =2l
zly(z,y) =clyz, zl(z,y)=zlz, yl(z,y) =yly.

Thus we may assume that only the independence atamsy_ Ly, z Ly, (z,y)L(z,y), zL,z, and
yL.y occur in the formulas of two-variable independence logics ktraightforward to check that
the following equivalences between independence atomgameralized atoms hold:

zlw = Aconst (l’), yLy = Aconst (y)7 wLy = Aind((ma y))a
(EC, y)l(l’, y) = Aconst(x) A ACONSt(y)7 :EJ*y:E = Adep(ya LC), yJ*ly = Adep(wa y)

SinceAconst, Adep, aNdA;,q are all ¥{ (FOC?)-definable atoms, it follows from Theordm 8 that
SAT(FO? ({ Aconsts Adeps Aina})) and ANSAT (FO* ({ Aconst, Adep, Aina})) areNEXPTIME-complete.
Thus S\T(Ind?) and AN SAT (Ind?) are as well.

4 Undecidability via non-tiling

In this section we introduce structures and methods thatiater employ to prove undecidability
of the validity problem of two-variable dependence logiariBusly, all attempts (by us or known
to us) to use the standarff{-complete) tiling problem for the undecidability proof leefailed; we
will instead use theX?-complete) non-tiling problem in our arguments below.

The gridis the structure = (N2, V, H), whereV' = {((i,j), (i, +1)) € N> x N? | 4, j € N}
andH = {((i,4),(i +1,j)) € N> x N? | i,j € N}. A functiont : 4 — N is called atile
type Define the seTILES := {P; | ¢ is a tile typa of unary relation symbols. The unary relation



symbols in the seTTLES are callediles. The numbet(0) is thetop colour, ¢(1) theright colour,
t(2) thebottom colourandt(3) theleft colourof P,.

Let T be a finite nonempty set of tiles and and H binary relation symbols. We say that a
structuredl = (A, V, H) is T-tilable, if there exists an expansion 2fto the vocabularf H, V'} U
{ P, | P, € T } such that the following conditions hold for all v € A.

1. The pointu belongs to the extension of exactly one symBpin T'.
2. If uHv, P;(u) and Ps(v), then the right colour of?; is the same as the left colour 6.
3. If uVw, P;(u) and Ps(v), then the top colour of; is the same as the bottom colour/f.

We will next define theiling problemand thenon-tiling problem Let 7 denote the set of finite,
nonempty subsets GFILES. We defineT := {T € F | &isT-tilable} and7’ := {T € F |
& is notT-tilable}. Thetiling problem (non-tiling problermesp.) is the membership problem of the
setT (T, resp.) with the input seF.

Theorem 10 ([2]).The tiling problem ig79-complete.

The non-tiling problemis the complement of the tiling problem. Thus the followirgralary fol-
lows.

Corollary 11. The non-tiling problem iso?-complete.
The proof of the following lemma is straightforward.

Lemma 12. There is a computable function associating each inpub the non-tiling problem
with anFO?-sentenceyr of the vocabulary := {H, V'} U T such that for every structur# of the
vocabulary{ H, V'}, the structureX is notT'-tilable iff for every expansiof* of 2 to the vocabulary
7, it holds thatdl* = ¢r.

Definition 13. Letr = {V, H} be a vocabulary wher® and H are binary relation symbols. Let
A = (A4,V, H) be ar-structure. We say tha is gridlike if the below conditions hold.

1. The extension df in 2 is serial (i.e.Vz € AJy € As.t.V(x,y)).
2. The extension df in 2l is serial (i.e..Vx € AJy € As.t. H(x,y)).
3. Ifa,b,c, v, € Aaresuchthal’(a,b), H(b,c), H(a,b'),andV (¥, '), thenc = ¢.

Note that it follows from the above definition that in gricdiktructures, for every poiat there
exist pointsh, ¢ andd such thatd (a, b), V (a, ¢), V (b, d), andH (c, d).

Letr be the vocabulary of gridlike structures alidP, (), C unary relation symbols. We say that
atU{U, P, Q,C}-structured is striped and gridlikef the 7-reduct ofl is gridlike, the extensions
of P and@ in 2( aredistinctsingleton sets, the extensionidfin 2 is the union of the extensions of
P and@, and®l has the following property (intuitivelg’ creates stripes ifl):

(H(a,b) = (C(a) & C(b))) and(V(a,b) = (C(a) < ~C(b))). (2)
The following lemma can be now proven by a simple inductipiarent.

Lemma 14. If 2 is striped and gridlike, then there exists a homomorphismfthe grid intal.

Lemma 15. LetT be an input to the non-tiling problem. The grid is n@htilable iff (the {H,V}-
reduct of) every striped gridlike structure is n@itilable.

Proof. The direction from left to right follows from Lemniall4 in aaightforward way. The con-
verse holds since the grid is 4hl,V }-reduct of a striped gridlike structure.



5 The validity problem of D? is undecidable

In this section we give a reduction from the non-tiling pexblto the validity problem ob?.

Letr = {V, H,C,U, P,Q} be the vocabulary of striped gridlike structures. We wilfidefine
a formulay,,on—gria 0f D? such that2l is not striped and gridlike ifRl = ©non—gria. We first
notice that the first two conditions of Definitin]13 are easydeal with. Definep,on— seriar 1=
F2Vy-V (z,y) V FxVy—H (z,y). The third condition of Definition 13 is nontrivial. In the loe¥
construction, we will use the predicatBsQ, U for counting (only). We will first show how to force
the extensions of and@ to be distinct singletons and the extensiortofo be the union of” and
Q. The next formulae will be used for dealing with the casesraliigisdoes nohold.

Pron—singleton (X ) 1= Vo= X (z) V Fz3y (X (z) A X (y) A -z = y)
Pnon—distinct (X7 Y) = HJI(X(.I‘) A\ Y(I‘))
Grnon—union(X,Y, Z) = a (X(x) A (Y () V —|Z(:r))) v Ez(ﬂX(z) A(Y () v Z(@))

<P| U|#2 ‘= Pnon—singleton (P> V Pnon—singleton (Q) V Pnon—distinct (Pv Q)
4 (pnon—union(Ua Pa Q)

It is easy to check that the-models2l such thatl = ¢y, are exactly those models where the
extensions of” and( are distinct singletons and the extensiortofs the union of the extensions
of P and@ (and thus the cardinality of the extension(ofs 2).

We will now show how to enforce Equatioll (2). The formulg,, —siripes below takes care of
the cases whergl(2) doest hold. Define

Pron—strpes = Foy((H(w.y) A (C(a) & ~Cw)) ) v (V(@.9) A (C(x) & Cw)))).

We are now ready to show how to deal with models that violagddhkt condition of Definitiof 13.
To understand the intended meaning of the following formassume that the extensionidfis of
size two and that the condition given by Equatigh (2) holdsteNalso that fronl(2) it follows that if
such points: andc’ exist that violate the last condition of Definitibnl13, theandc’ agree about,
i.e., we have’(c) iff C(c). We first deal with the case whe€§c) andC(¢’) both hold. We denote
BY ©non—c+—join the following formula (whose meaning is fully explained iretproof of Lemma

[16):

Vw(ﬁU(:L’) v Hy(C(y) AN=(y,x) A Eac(:(:c,y) A ((:(:L') A H(:L’,y)) \Yi (:(ac) A V(:L’,y)))

A3y (=) A (Vg 2) v H(y,2) A=C())) ) ).

To deal with the case whereC(c) and—-C(c’), we define the formulg,,,,,_ ¢ _ ;o Which is
obtained fromy,,,— c+_j0in DY Simultaneously replacing eadi(x) and C(y) by -C(z) and
—-C(y), respectively. Finally, we define that,on—join = @non—c+—join V Pron—c——join and
Pnon—grid ‘= Pnon—serial \ PlU#2 \ $Pnon—stripes \ Pnon—join -

Lemma 16. LetT = {V, H,C, U, P,Q} be the vocabulary of striped gridlike structures. Rebe

a 7-structure such that the extensioniofis of cardinality2. Assume the conditiof®) holds. Then
A = @non—join iff the last condition of Definition_13 fails i#A.

Proof. From [2) it follows that if such: andc’” exist in2l that violate the last condition of Definition
[13, thenc andc’ agree orC. We will show that

A = Qron—c+—join iff the last condition of Def 113 fails i for somec, ¢’ s.t.C(c) & C(¢). (3)

The analogous argument fr,,,,_ - _j,:, and the case whereC'(c) and—C(c’) hold is similar.
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Below we denote by (x1, v1), ..., (zk,v)} the variable assignment that mapsto v; for each
i. Letu, v’ be the elements that are in the extensiofyah 2. We thus havel = ¢,,,,,— o+ —jou, iff

2 x, 3y(C) A =(,2) A (=) A ((=(2) A Hiz,y)
V (=(2) A V(@,9))) A3y (=) A (V(y,2) v H(y,2) A =C(1))) ),

whereX; = {{(z,u)}, {(z,u')}}. Now, recalling that dependence logic has the downwards clo
sure property (cf. propositidd 4), we observe that the athmlds if and only if there exiadistinct
(distinctness being due to the ateaty, )) pointse, ¢’ in the extension of” such that

A, Fo(=(,9) A (=) A Hzy) V (=@) AV ()
ATy (=) A (Viy.2) v H(y,2)) A =C()) )

whereX, = {{(z,u), (y,0)}, {(z,v), (y, ) }}. The above holds if and only if there exist distinct
pointsb, b’ of A such thatH (b, ¢) andV (V', ¢’) (or V (b, ¢) and H (v, ¢’) in which case the argument
is analogous) and

Akx, (=w) A (V(y,2) vV H(y,z)) A=C(y))),

whereXs; = {{(z,b), (y,¢)}, {(z,V'), (y,¢')}}. The above holds if and only if there exists a point
a in 2 such that-C(a), (V(a,b) or H(a,b)) and (/(a,b’) or H(a,b")). SinceC(c) andC(c’) hold,

it follows from the assumption thdfl(2) holds th@tb) and—-C(b’). Now since also-C(a) holds,

it follows again from[2) tha¥/(a,b) and H(a, ). When all of the above is combined, we obtain
(3). The analogous condition wher&'(c) and—-C(c’) is proved similarly. Since{2) holds féx,
any pointsc and¢’ of 2l that violate the last condition of Definitidn113, must agreeCd Thus the
lemma holds.

The next lemma follows from Lemniall6 together with the obstons made earlier in this
section.

Lemma 17. LetT = {V, H,C, U, P,Q} be the vocabulary of striped gridlike structures anddet
be ar-model. Therlis striped and gridlike ifRl = @,on—grid-

Theorem 18. The validity problem foD? is undecidable (more preciseli;?-hard).

Proof. We give a computable reduction from the non-tiling problenthe validity problem oD?2.
Since the former iso-complete (Corollar{11), we obtaihi?-hardness for the latter.

If T is an input to the non-tiling problem, them: denotes th&0?-sentence given by Lemma
12 andy,on— 7—titing == (Pnon—gria V 7). Let T be as defined in Lemnmiall7. Lét » denote

the class of all- U T-structures and Ie(f:’T be the class of exactly all expansions of striped

—gridlike
gridlike structures to the vocabularyu T'.

Let T" be an input to the non-tiling problem. We will show that thé&gs non-T-tilable iff the
D2-sentencgpnon,T,tilmg is valid. By definition,pnon— 7 titing iS valid iff A = ©non—gria V
o7 holds for eveny2l € C, 1. Sincep,on—griq and e are sentences, the right-hand side of this
equivalence is equivalent to the claim that

VA e CT7T 2 A ': Pnon—grid orl ': PT- (4)
By LemmadVB* = ¢non—gria holds for everyr-reduct®* of 8 € C, r that is not striped and

gridlike. Hence for every € C, r such that ther-reduct®B* of ‘B is not striped and gridlike, it
holds that = vnon—gria- Thus [4) is equivalent to the claim that

AR C;—;7;7'idlike A ': Pnon—grid orA ': ©oT. (5)
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Now letB be an arbitrary striped and gridlikestructure. By LemmB173 F~ ©non—gria- ThUS
B* = ©non—gria fOr every expansio®3* of B to the vocabulary UT'. From this it follows that((5)
is equivalent to the claim that

valecr” A = or. (6)

s—gridlike

Thus, by LemmB12[(6) holds if and only if every striped gkidistructure is noriF-tilable. Finally,
from Lemmd_T5 it follows that this is equivalent to the claimatthe grid is noriF-tilable.

6 Satisfiability of 3*v*-formulas

In this section we consider the complexity of satisfiabifity sentences of dependence logic and
its variants in the prefix class*v*. For first-order logic, the satisfiability and finite satibiléy
problems of the prefix clas$Vv* are known to bedVEXPTIME-complete. The results hold for both
the case with equality and the case without equality,See [3]

Let A be a collection of generalized atoms. We denotedby*[.A] the class of sentences of
FO(A) of the form3xq - - - 3z, Vyo - - - Vym8, whered is a quantifier-free formula whose general-
ized atoms are ind. It is worth noting that, depending on the séf the expressive power and
complexity of sentences ii*v*[.A] can vary considerably even whehis finite and contains only
computationally non-complex atoms. For example, thereakeersal sentences of dependence logic
that define NP-complete problems[17]. Furthermore, evenyesice of inclusion logic is equivalent
to a sentence with a prefix of the foratv! [12] implying that the satisfiability problem of the
F*v*-fragment of inclusion logic is undecidable.

Recall that we say that a formufais closed under substructuré@dor all 2( and X it holds that
if A Ex @, A :=2] BandX’' := X | BforsomeB C A, thenwe hav@l’ Ex/ .

Lemma 19. Let A be a collection of generalized atoms that are closed undestsuctures. Then
the following conditions hold.

1. Suppose € FO|A] is of the formVy - - - Vy,,,8, whered is quantifier-free. Thew is closed
under substructures.

2. Lety € 3*V*[A] be a sentence. Thenifis satisfiable has a model with at mostaz{1, k}
elements, wherk refers to the number of existentially quantified variablegi

Proof. We will first prove claim[(1). Suppose that:= Vyq - - - Vy,,0. We will first show the claim
for quantifier-free formulas, i.e., we will show that for al®(, X, 2(’, andX’ such tha®l’ :=2( | B
andX’ := X | B forsomeB C A, the following implication holds.

Ql):XG:QI’ ):X’ 0. (7)

The claim obviously holds # is a first-order literal. 19 is a generalized atom from, then the claim
holds by assumption. The cage= v A 1, follows immediately from the induction hypothesis.
Let us then assume th@t= 1)1 V 2. Sincel =x 6, there are sef§ andZ such that U Z = X,

A =y 1 and2l =z 9. By the induction hypothesis, we ha =y ¢ and?l’ =2/ 15, where
Y':=Y | BandZ’ := Z | B. SinceY’ U Z’' = X, it follows that2l' =x- 6.

We will now show that the claim also holds fer Suppose thal |=x ¢. Then, by the truth
definition, A = x14/yo)-[4/y,.] 0- USINg [T), we have@l’ = (x4 /yo].--[4/y.])1 B 0. ILiS €asy to check
that (X[A/yo] - [A/ym]) | B = (X | B)[B/yol -+ [B/ym]- Hence we havel’ =x .

Let us then provEl2. Assumeis a sentence of the forfwg - - - 32, Vo - - - Vi, 0, Whered is
quantifier-free, and that there is a structdreuch tha®l = . Hence there exists functiod#$ such
that2 E=x Vyo - - - Vym0, whereX = {Q}[Fo/xo] - - - [Fr/zn]. Let s be some assignment i¥. Let
range(s) denote the set of elemeritsuch thats(z) = b for some variable: in the domain of. If
range(s) # 0 defineB := range(s), and ifrange(s) = 0 (i.e.,s = 0), defineB = {b}, whereb
is an arbitrary element idl. By claim (1), the formularyy - - - Vy,,,0 is closed under substructures.
Thus2l | B E=x18 Yyo - - - Vymb. Thus it follows thatl [ B |= ¢.
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A generalized atoml, is said to bgpolynomial time computabiéthe question whethelf =x
Ao (Y4, ...,7,) holds can be decided in time polynomial in the siz&€@ind X . A class of atomsA
is said to beauniformly polynomial time computabiiethere exists a polynomial functiofi: N — N
such that for every atomi € A it holds that the question wheth#ir=x Ao (7, ...,7,,) holds can
be decided in tim¢ (|2| + | X| + [Aq ¥y, ... ¥,)| ) . Note that every finite class of polynomial time
computable atoms is also uniformly polynomial time complga

The following theorem now follows from Lemnfia]19. We will malise of the recent result of
Gradel showing that for a uniformly polynomial time comalie collection4 of atoms, the model
checking problem foFO(.A)-formulas is InNEXPTIME [8].

Theorem 20. Let Ag be a generalized atom that is closed under substructurespatghomial
time computable. The8AT (3*V*[Ag]) and FINSAT (3*V*[Ag]) are in 2NEXPTIME. If T is a vo-
cabulary consisting of relation symbols of arity at mést: € Z., thenSAT(3*V*[Ag](7)) and
FINSAT (3*V*[Ag](7)) are NEXPTIME-complete.

Proof. Note first that the lower bounds follow from the fact that b8gT (3*v*) and AN SAT (3*V*)
are alreadyNEXPTIME-complete. It hence suffices to show containment@ MEXPTIME and
NEXPTIME, respectively.

Letp € 3*V*[Ag]. By Lemmd 19 is satisfiable if and only if it has a model of cardinality at
most|y|. We can decide satisfiability @f as follows: non-deterministically guess a structdref
cardinality at mosty| and accept ifRl = . By the result of Gradel ir_[8], the question whether
2 = ¢ can be checked non-deterministically in exponential tinita waput 2( and. Assume first
that the maximum arity of relation symbols that may occupiis not a fixed constant. Relation
symbols of arity at mogtp| may occur inp. Thus the size of thbinary encoding of a modél of ¢
such thatd < |¢| is worst case exponential with respect¢d. If, on the other hand, the maximum
arity of relation symbols that can occurnis a fixed constant, then the size of the encoding ¢
just worst case polynomial with respect|tg. Therefore it follows that our algorithm for checking
satisfiability ofy is in NEXPTIME in the case of fixed arity vocabularies an@iNEXPTIMEin the
general case. The corresponding results for the finitefisdtiéty problem follow by the observation
that3*v*[Aq] has the finite model property, Leming 19.

Corollary 21. Let A be a uniformly polynomial time computable class of geneealiatoms that
are closed under substructures. Thesr (3*v*[A]) and FINSAT (3*V*[A]) are in2NEXPTIME. If
7 is a vocabulary consisting of relation symbols of arity atstig k& € Z., thenSAT (3F*V*[A](7))
andFINSAT (3*V*[A] (7)) are NEXPTIME-complete.

In the following sense Theorem120 is optimal: there existslgrpmial time computable general-
ized atomA, such that &T(33V[Ag]) and ANSAT (3*V[A]) are undecidable. This already holds
for vocabularies with at least one binary relation symbal arcountably infinite set of unary rela-
tion symbols. Letps_ine := Va1 ... Va5 (R(z1,...,25) — S(21,...25)), and letd;_,. be the
related generalized atom of the ty@ie 5), i.e., A5 .. is the5-ary inclusion atom interpreted as a
generalized atom. Clearlyf5 _;,,. is computable in polynomial time.

Theorem 22. Let 7 be a vocabulary consisting of one binary relation symbol armbuntably infi-
nite set of unary relation symbols. Then b&#hT (33V[ A5 _inc] (7)) and FINSAT (F3V[A5_inc] (1))
are undecidable.

Proof. It well known that for the Kahr class (i.e., the prefix cl&s/ of FO with vocabularyr) the
satisfiability and the finite satisfiability problems are aodlable (see, e.gl.l[3]). From the proof of
[12, Theorem 5] it follows that there exists a polynomialgitnanslationp +— * from the Kahr
class intoFV[A5_in.](7) such thatl =x ¢ < A =x ¢* holds for every modell and teamX
with codomainA. Thus T (FV[A5_..](7)) and ANSAT(FV[A5_i..](7)) are undecidable.

It is easy to see that dependence atoms viewed as generaiorad are closed under substruc-
tures because they are both downwards closed and univeleggeindent. Likewise, it is straightfor-
ward to check that the class of dependence atoms is unifgraiyypomial time computable. Hence
we obtain the following corollary.
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Corollary 23. Both the satisfiability and the finite satisfiability problefor the 3*v*-sentences
of dependence logic are BNEXPTIME. If T is a vocabulary consisting of relation symbols of
arity at mostk, then the satisfiability and the finite satisfiability protoig for the3*v*-sentences of
dependence logic over the vocabulargre NEXPTIME-complete.

7 Conclusion

We have tied some loose ends concerning the complexity digate logics based on team seman-
tics. Using a general approach, we have shown that the ahtlgfi and the finite satisfiability prob-
lems of the two-variable fragments of inclusion logic, eibn logic, inclusion/exclusion logic, and
independence logic are MEXPTIME-complete. Additionally, we have shown that the satisfigbil
and the finite satisfiability problems of the prefix cla8¥* of dependence logic af8EXPTIME-
complete for any vocabulary of bounded arity, an@ MEXPTIME in the general case. The general
approach we have employed of course also implies a rangéef msults on team-semantics-based
logics. Finally, we have proved that the validity problemwb-variable dependence logic is unde-
cidable, thereby answering an open problem from the lieeain team semantics.

This article clears path to a more comprehensive classditaf the decidability and complexity
of different fragments of logics with generalized atoms tean semantics. In the future, we aim to
identify further interesting related systems with a debldaatisfiability problem.
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