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THE MODAL LOGIC OF REVERSE MATHEMATICS

CARL MUMMERT, ALAEDDINE SAADAOUI, AND SEAN SOVINE

Asstract. The implication relationship between subsystems in Rsevbfathe-
matics has an underlying logic, which can be used to dedutaic@ew Reverse
Mathematics results from existing ones in a routine way. A& techniques of
modal logic to formalize the logic of Reverse Mathematid® ia system that
we name s-logic. We argue that s-logic captures preciselyltiyical” content
of the implication and nonimplication relations betweebststems in Reverse
Mathematics. We present a sound, complete, decidable, @ngact tableau-
style deductive system for s-logic, and explore in detad fragments that are
particularly relevant to Reverse Mathematics practice amwmated theorem
proving of Reverse Mathematics results.

1. INTRODUCTION

Reverse Mathematics is a research area in mathematicalftagising on rela-
tionships between subsystems of second-order arithn@8ti¢lere asubsystenis
simply a consistent theory in the langudgeof second order arithmetic. In a typ-
ical result, a researcher focuses on two subsystisd T, each of which is rich
enough to include a standard base system of axioms. The Qibed research is to
show that the subsysteB impliesthe subsystent (that is, every,-structure that
satisfiesS also satisfieg’) or that the subsyste® does not imply a subsystemn
(there is arL,-structure that satisfieS but does not satisfy). As usual, ifS and
T are subsystems of second order arithmetic, we V@&iteT if every Lo-structure
that satisfiesS also satisfied', andS ¢ T if there is anL,-structure that satisfies
S but does not satisfif. Because the completeness theorem for first-order logic
applies to second-order arithmetic, it would be equivalentrite S = T.

To study the- and¥ relations from a purely logical viewpoint, we will employ
a formalstrict implication symbol 3 and its formal negationg. We consider a
logic, which we calls-logic, whose formulas are of the forrds 3 B andA A B,
whereA andB are formulas of propositional logic. In an intended intetption
of a formula of s-logic, the propositional variables areigrssd to subsystems of
second-order arithmeties is interpreted as, ands is interpreted as. Our goal is
to study the logic of such formulas, giving a sound and cotepgleductive system
and establishing compactness and decidability theorems.
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There has been a significant amount of previous researcheosttist impli-
cation operator;3. This research was initiated by Lewis [5, 6] and continued by
many others including Barcanl[1] and Hacking [4] before beinbsumed into the
general theory of modal logic. The most common contempaspproach, which
we also follow, treat#\ 3 B as an abbreviation for the modal formutéA — B).
We have not found previous research that treats preciselyréigment of modal
logic necessary for Reverse Mathematics, however. We seeested in formulas
of both formsA 3 B andA A B, not only formulas for the first form, as some
authors have been. But we are not interested in formulasmeisted strict impli-
cations, such a#é 3 (B 3 C), as other authors have been. If we interpgeas
+ in a formula of that sort, the inner strict implication must teplaced by a for-
malized provability predicate, and we would arrive at a piwlity logic somewhat
related to the one studied by Solovay [9]. We are interestéglio the logic of the
actual provability relationi, and thus we wish to avoid formulas in which strict
implications and nonimplications are nested.

Although our motivation for studying s-logic comes from Rese Mathematics,
s-logic may also be applied to other areas of mathematica damcrete example,
one could identify propositional variables with propestibat an arbitrary topolog-
ical space may possess, interpgets T to mean that every space with property
S has propertyl', and interpretS & T to mean there is a space with propegy
that does not have properfy. The logic corresponding to this topological inter-
pretation of-3 and A will be the same as the logic for the Reverse Mathematics
interpretation. It is easy to think of additional inter@bns for which the same
logic is obtained.

One intended application of our research is in automatedréine proving of
Reverse Mathematics results. While many Reverse Mathesnegsults require
original arguments, there are other results implicit inlitezature that are obtained
by routine combination of results from several papers. Thaghe volume of re-
search in Reverse Mathematics continues to increase, litectdious to determine
whether a particular question has been implicitly resaledebsite known as the
Reverse Mathematics Zoo, maintained by Damir D. Dzhafazomtains a list of
many Reverse Mathematics results from the literature, aed these to automat-
ically deduce some of the additional Reverse Mathematigslteeimplicit in the
known ones. We hope that a more complete understanding ofherlying logic
will help the development of such systems. The results ofitta section, in par-
ticular, deal with fragments of s-logic that are relevaratitomated analysis of the
Reverse Mathematics literature.

The research presented here was initiated by the third aumtho undergraduate
research project and continued by the second author as &nweabesis. The
first author supervised both of these projects. The first &oorsl authors then
extended the results to their present form.
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2. REVERSE MATHEMATICS, MODAL LOGIC, AND S-LOGIC

In this section, we present and justify the syntax and seinsof s-logic, and
establish a semantic compactness theorem. The syntaxsheigina choice of an
alphabet of propositional variables. In our intended imtetations, each proposi-
tional variable will represent a subsystem of second-oagiéhmetic.

Definition 1. A signaturefor s-logic consists of a infinite (possibly uncountable)
setX of propositional variables along with the non-variable bpts ‘(, *)’, * A’,
IVI’ ‘ﬁ,’ l_|l’ l%!’ and L7€1.

For the remainder of the paper, we will assume that somecpéati signature
has been fixed.

Definition 2 (s-formulas) The propositional formulasare the smallest set of for-
mulas such that:

(1) Each propositional variable is a propositional formula
(2) If Ais a propositional formula, so isA.
(3) If AandB are propositional formulas, so a#A B), (Av B), and A — B).

An s-formulais of the formA =3 B or A 4 B, whereA andB are propositional
formulas. A formula of the formA 3 B is astrict implication while a formula
of the form A A B is astrict nonimplication An s-theoryis an arbitrary set of
s-formulas.

To motivate our choice of semantics, considetasstructureM. If each propo-

sitional variable is associated with a subsystem, we mawy fovaluationwy : ¥ —
{T, F} by puttingwy (X) = T ifand only if M £ X. Of course, ifX + Y, thenM will
satisfyX — Y. But, if X ¥ Y, a particular_, structureM might still satisfyX — Y.
In particular, all the subsystems normally considered iveRee Mathematics are
true in the standard model of second-order arithmetic. hegd, to have valua-
tions that witness the consistency of strict nonimpliaatiove will need to look at
a semantics that uses sets of valuations, which we call Bame

If Mis a set olL,-structures, we may form the associated framg : M € M}.
Under the definitions we will give, this frame will satisfy afformulaA 3 B if
every structure inM satisfiesA — B, and will satisfyA A B if there is a structure
in M that satisfiedA and does not satisfig. Frames of this kind, which are arise
from sets ofL,-structures, are the intended interpretations of s-logic.

Our goal, however, is to reason irlayical manner about the relationships be-
tween subsystems, in a way that is compatible with our lidhileowledge at each
moment of time. At each moment, a researcher knows aboutt@war set of
Lo-structures, but does not know about lajtstructures. Moreover, for eadhy-
structureM that has been studied, the researcher knows the truth waltlés M
of particular subsystems, but does not know the truth vadfiedi subsystems. For
example, there are some subsystems whose consistency peampmblem. 1X
is such a subsystem, the researcher must consider for teeos#dgical analysis
both valuations that makX true and ones which make false, as long as these
valuations are consistent with all other known results sHmalysis leads to a very
general semantics for s-logic, with a constructive charact
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Definition 3 (Valuations and frames)A valuationis a function from the set of
propositional variables to the sg, F}. As usual, each valuation can be extended
uniquely to a valuation that assigns a truth value to eacpqgsitional formula.

A frameis a nonempty set of valuations. A strict implicatién=s B is satisfied
by a frameRif, for every valuationw € R, w(A — B) = T. This is equivalent to:
for everyw € R, eitherw(A) = F or w(B) = T. A strict nonimplicationA A B
is satisfied byR if there is at least one valuatiom € R such thatw(A) = T and
w(B) = F. A frame satisfies an s-theolyif every formula inI' is satisfied by the
frame.

The semantics for s-logic uses all possible frames. Althaing intended in-
terpretation of=3 is +, they difer in important ways when arbitrary frames are
considered. For example, if each propositional varialdenfia fixed alphabet is
associated with a subsystem of second-order arithmeticadgrameR satisfies a
given sefl” of s-formulas on that alphabet, there may not be a sepaftructures
Mwith R = Ry, because there may be relationships between the subsytaims
are not stated i. For example, ifA andB are subsystems such that- B, then
every frame of the forniRy, satisfiesA 3 B; butI" may not contairA 3 B andR
may not satisfy that formula. Similarly, & andB are subsystems such thak B,

a frame of the fornR, will satisfy A A B if and only if there is arL,-structure in
M that satisfiesh and does not satisfig.

These diferences are to be expected. If we translate several Revertbeiviat-
ics results into a set of s-formulas, and then formally dedensequences from
these formulas, we cannot expect to derive all possible Revdathematics re-
sults, but only the ones that can be proven by looking at theddb structure of
formulas, without considering the meanings of the propmsitl variables within
them. In other words, we only expect to formally derive nemfualas that are, in a
sense, routine combinations of existing formulas. Sidyildrwe begin with only
a fixed collection of,-structures M, we cannot expect to use formal methods of
s-logic to derive the existence of a néyrstructure. Thus we expect that, when we
define a deductive system for s-logic, if an s-formAlag B can be derived from
a set of s-formula¥, then among any collection &f structuresM for which Ry
satisfied, at least one of the structures M must satisfyA and not satisfyB.

2.1. Relationship with modal logic. Although the motivation for our semantics
does not directly come from modal logic, our definition of anfre can be viewed
as a slight modification of Kripke semantics in modal logiadgr our semantics,
an s-formulaA 3 B corresponds exactly to the modalA — B), whereog holds
in a frame if and only if¢ holds in all valuations of the frame. However, because
we are not interested in formulas with nested modal opesatee have no need
for an accessibility relation in our definition, and we do rexjuire the full forcing
relation. For readers accustomed to modal logic, our system can bhedias
analogous to a fragment of S5, in that a strict implicatiostact nonimplication
is “visible” from every world (valuation) in the frame.

We could thus employ a general deductive system for modat [@gch as S5)
to study s-logic. There are several disadvantages to thmbaph, which lead us
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to reject it. The first is that we look for a deductive systenpadintensional as-
pects match the intended interpretation more closely. Afpiro S5 may require
significant reinterpretation to be read as a result of reverathematics, but the de-
ductive systems we will present match the intension of ttemithed interpretation,
so that a proof in these systems is easily read as a proof instha style of Re-
verse Mathematics. The second disadvantage is that genedall logic includes
formulas with nested modal operations, sucloé&s — o(=B)). Such formulas
have no place in the intended interpretation, because wetadeterpret-3 as the
actual provability relation, not as a formalized provdbilielation.

2.2. Compactness of s-logic.n the next section we will establish a sound and
complete deductive system for s-logic. As a preliminarybesve first establish a
semantic compactness theorem which will be useful in oer latoofs.

Theorem 4 (Compactness)If every finite subset of an s-theory is satisfiable, then
the entire s-theory is satisfiable.

Proof. The proof uses the so-called “standard interpretation” oflah logic into
first-order logic [[2]. This interpretation converts eacfosnula into a first-order
formula in such a way that an s-theory is satisfiable if angt dithe corresponding
first-order theory is satisfiable. The compactness theomers-fogic then follows
immediately from the compactness theorem for first-ordgiclo O

The proof of the compactness theorem suggests that we dsaltbam a deduc-
tive system for s-logic by interpreting s-logic into firstder logic. The deductive
systems for first-order logic are even farther from the ideghinterpretation of
s-logic, however.

3. TABLEAU SYSTEM

Our first inference system is inspired by the system of Miid}s It is a refuta-
tional system in the unsigned tableau style. One motivdtiothis type of deriva-
tional system is that the proof (refutation) technique elpsnatches the way that a
researcher in Reverse Mathematics might analyze a routimbioation of results.
Moreover, it is known in the automated theorem proving comityuhat software-
generated tableaux can begtively converted into natural-language prose proofs
of their results.

For convenience, we use a slightlyffdrent set of formulas to label the nodes
of a tableau. We first fix aorld alphabet which is an infinite set of variables that
can be used to symbolize worlds (valuations) in a hypotaktrame.

Definition 5. Let W be a fixed world alphabet. Thableau formulasconsist of
all strict implication and strict nonimplication formulaasnd all expressions of the
form (A, w), whereA is a propositional formula ang € W.

Definition 6. A tableaufor a sefl” of tableau formulas is a finite tréle with each
node labeled by a (possibly infinite) set of tableau formutagsh that the root of

T is labeled withl" and each non-root node is obtained from its parent by one of
the tableau inference rules in Figlile 1. Here, when theAlkeapplied,y must be
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I,(Aw) T, (Bw) I, (-A.w), (=B,w)
v ,(AV B,w) B T, (=(AV B),w)
T, (A, w), (B, w) r,(-Aw) TI,(=Bw)
N TTL(AABW A I, (-(AA B).W)
I,(-Aw) T,(B,w) T, (A w), (-B,w)
- T,(A— B,w) T, (~(A— B),w)
5 L (_'A’l\i\f)A_g ;’(B’W) A L (?Z\X’éﬁg’v) (v new)
I, (Aw) I, (-Aw) _ I, (A w)
c T T, (——A W)

Ficure 1. Tableau-style inference rules

an element otV that is not mentioned in the ancestor nodes of the node where t
rule is being applied. When the ruleis applied,w may be any element a#.

A branch (path) through a tableaudksedif it contains a node for which the
label contains bothA, w) and A, w) for some propositional formula and some
w e W. Atableau is closed if every maximal branch is closed.

Intuitively, the labels on each node of a tableau represssgrdions about a
possible frame. A strict implication is asserted to hold linvaluations of the
frame; a strict nonimplication is asserted to hold in sonmspecified, valuation;
and a tableau formulad( w) asserts tha holds in valuatiorw.

Example 7. The following diagram shows a closed tableau using the walfdta-
betW = {wi}. The root node, at the bottom, is labeled wkhA Y, X 3 A,B 3
Y, A 3 B. Each inference is labeled with the corresponding rule ffégure 1.
For convenience, formulas on a node are not re-written onldélseendants of that
node. The symbap indicates a closed branch.

® ®
A w)  (Bwy) ®
® (=B, wy) (Y, wy)
. (=X, wy) (A, wy)
5 (X, w), (=Y, w1)

XBY,X3AB3YA3B
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The reason that only one symbol is needed in the world alpghiabthis de-
duction is that there is only one nonimplication formuladi$ at the root of the
tableau.

Theorem 8 (Soundness)Suppose that there is a tableau for alset s-formulas
such that every branch dfis closed. Then no frame can sati$fy

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of the tableauhwibe case for
each of the ten tableau rules. For each rule, it can be shawatlgithat if a frame
R satisfies the set of formulas on the bottom of the rule, therfiritme also satisfies
at least one of the sets of formulas on the top of the rule. H=xeh time a new
world variablev is introduced at a particular nodeis interpreted on that node and
all of its descendants as a particular valuatigrin R, andR satisfies A, v) if and
only if w,(A) =T. O

The hypothesis of finiteness in they following theorem is avemience that
will be removed in Theorem 12. For applications to automatedrem proving,
the finite case is of the most interest.

Theorem 9 (Completeness)Suppose thal is a finite set of s-formulas such that
there is no closed tableau fbr Then there is a frame that satisfies

Proof. LetT be a finite set of s-formulas. We begin by forming a finite tabl€
such that, whenever a formulappears on a maximal branch, the corresponding
tableau rule forA is also applied on that branch, and such that for every propos
tional formulaA and world variablevthat appears on a maximal branch, the ftile

is applied to that branch using the formflaand world variablev. Such a tableau
can be made by repeatedly applying tableau rules in a systewsy until the de-
sired conditions are met, and the resulting tableau will fiésfiso long as rul€ is
only applied to a formul& and world variablev that already appear on a branch.

If there is no closed tableau fél;, then in particulaiT does not close, so there
is at least one maximal bran@hin T which is not closed. Then, for every world
variablev that appears 0B, we define a valuation,. For each propositional letter
X that appears o, the terminal node oB contains eitherX, v) or (=X, V), by
construction. BecausB is not closed, only one of these cases can occur. We let
wy(X) = T in the former case, and,(X) = F in the latter. LeR be the frame that
contains the valuations, for all world variablesy that appear oiB.

It can then be shown directly by induction from the terminadl@ of B back to
the root thatR satisfies the bottom set of formulas in each tableau rulewaat
used to form the brancB. ThusR satisfies the set of tableau formulas at the root
of B, soR satisfied". O

The notation from the next definition will be used to simplifie statements of
several theorems.

Definition 10. The strict negationof a s-formulag¢, denoted—¢, is defined by
cases—(A 3 B)isA A B,and-(A A B)isA 3 B.
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Unlike the negation symboth, which is part of the language of propositional
logic, strict negation is strictly a notation in the metajaage; the symbol’ is
never part of an s-formula. The key property is that a frantisfsgs an s-formula
Aif and only if the frame does not satisfyA.

We now turn to the issue of characterizing logical consegeém s-logic.

Definition 11. An s-formulaA is a strict consequencef an s-theoryl if every
frame that satisfieE satisfiesA.

Theorem 12. An s-formulaA is a strict consequence of an s-thedrif and only
if there is a closed tableau foru {—A}.

Proof. If there is a closed tableau fot{—A} then, by the soundness theorem, there
is no frame that satisfidsu {—A}, and thus every frame that satisflesatisfiesA.

For the converse, suppose that every frame that satisBasisfiesA. Then no
frame satisfie§” U {—A}. By the compactness theorem, this means that there is a
finite subset of I' U {—A} that is not satisfied by any frame. By the completeness
theorem, there is a closed tableaufofThis tableau becomes also a closed tableau
for I' U {—A} if label on the root of the tableau is changed franto I" U {—A}, with
similar changes to the remaining nodes. O

Example 13. In light of Lemmal12, the closed tableau in Examlple 7 shows tha
A A B s a strict consequence ¢K B Y, X 3 A, B 3 Y}, and also shows that
X 3 Y is a strict consequence ¢K 3 A/A 3 B,B 3 Y}. In contrast, neither

B 3 C norB A C is a strict consequence A 3 B, A 3 C}.

Theorem 14 (Decidability of s-logic) Let V be the set of paird( A) wherel is
a finite s-theoryg is an s-formula, ane is a strict consequence bf Then, under
a standard Godel numbering of formulas and finite sets ohditas, the seYV is
computable.

Proof. Given (T, ¢), we may &ectively form a finite tableald for I' U {—¢}, as in
the proof of Theorem]9. If this tableau is closed, theis a strict consequence
of I'. If T is not closed then, again as in the proof of Theofém B, not a strict
conseguence df. O

4. TWO FRAGMENTS

In this section, we consider two fragments of s-logic thatafrparticular inter-
est in the practice of Reverse Mathematics, and give shaorthatural deductive
systems for these fragments.

Definition 15. Suppose that a set of propositional variables has been fixed.

e ¥ consists of all s-formulas of the formé-3 Y andX A Y, whereX and
Y are individual propositional variables.

e F5 consists of all s-formulas of the formds-3 Y andA A Y, whereAis a
nonempty conjunction of propositional variables afid a single proposi-
tional variable.
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Fragmentf; corresponds, in a sense, to the pure implicational and ruitaa
tional part of s-logic, in which all propositional conne&ts have been removed.
Fragmentf, is motivated by results in Reverse Mathematics such as dwdm
thatRT3 is equivalent tcSRT3 + COH [3]. It is known thatRT3 implies bothCOH
andSRT3, and their conjunction implieRT5, but neithetCOH nor SRT3 implies
RT%. These facts can be expressed via the following s-theafgin

{SRTZACOH 3 RT3, RT5-3SRT5, RT3 -3 COH,
SRT5 4 RT3, COH A RT3}.

Surveying the Reverse Mathematics literature shows thabstl all published re-
sults on implications or nonimplications between subsystean be translated into
s-theories i>. Itis thus worthwhile to consider abbreviated sets of iafee rules
that are sound and complete 6t and#>.

We will state sound and complete deductive systems for thiagenents. Such
systems are particularly useful in automated theorem pgofdr enumerating the
consequences of a given s-theory. We begin ith For notational convenience,
if A andB are conjunctions of variables, we may wreA B for the conjunction
obtained by inserting. betweenA andB.

Definition 16. The deductive system fof, consists of four inference rules (1),
(W), (HS), and (N). Intuitively, rule (W) allows for weakerg of hypotheses and
rule (HS) is a version of the hypothetical syllogism.

I: For any propositional variabl¥, deduceX -3 X.
W: FromA 3, deduceB 3 Y, whereB is any conjunction such that
every conjunct oA is also a conjunct oB.
HS: FromX A B-=3Y andA 3 X, deduceAA B 3Y.
N: FromA A X, AAZ 3 X, andA 3 Y for each conjuncly of B,
deduceB A Z.

Each of these rules is a schen®&:and B may be replaced by arbitrary conjunc-
tions of propositional variables, whilg, Y, andZ may be replaced by arbitrary
propositional variables. In rule (HS), the conjuncti®may be empty.

It is straightforward to verify that the rules are sound: ffame satisfie§’, and
¢ is derivable fronT with the rules, then the frame satisfisWe next verify that
these rules give a complete deductive systeny¥for

Theorem 17(Completeness fof,). Suppose thdt is a consistent set of s-formulas
in 2, ¢ is an s-formula inf>, and every frame that satisfi€ssatisfiesp. Then
there is a derivation ap from I using the rules in Definition 16.

Proof. Working towards a contradiction, we assume there is no aoiv of ¢
from I' with the stated rules. Because the rules are sound, we mayagaume
thatI" is closed under the rules agdz I'. The proof has two cases, depending on
whetherg is a strict implication or a strict nonimplication.

Case 1:¢ is of the formC 3 Z, whereC is a honempty conjunction. It fices
to construct a valuationic that satisfied” and does not satisfy. To this end, we
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define a valuation
T ifC3Xer,

X) =
we(X) {F ifC3Xer.

We must verify thaivg satisfies every strict implicatiod; A --- AUg 3 VinT.
To do so, suppose thaic(U;) = T for all i < k. Then, for each < k, we have
thatC 3 U; e I'. Now, by applying rules (HS) and (W) repeatedly, we may deriv
C 3 V. For example, we may first deriv@ A Uz A --- A Ug 3 V via rule (HS),
then derive

U ACAUzA---AU3V
via rule (W), then derive

CACAUzA---AU3V

via rule (HS), and continue in this way until at the end we e 3 V by
rule (W). Thuswc satisfies every strict implication in.

It remains to verify thatve does not satisfy. For each conjuncY of C, we
may deriveC 3 Y by rules (I) and (W), and thuac(Y) = T. However, because
¢ ¢ T, we havewc(Z) = F. Thuswc is a valuation that satisfids but does not
satisfyp = C 3 Z. This completes the first case, because we may adjeito any
frame satisfyind to yield a larger frame that does not satify {¢}.

Case 2:¢ is of the formC A& Z, whereC is a nonempty conjunction. We will
build a frame that satisfies and which contains no valuation satisfyi@yA Z.

It is suficient to show that for each strict nonimplicati@h A Y in I" there is a
valuationw satisfying the strict implications df in whichw(D) = T, w(Y) = F,
and eithew(C) = F orw(Z) = T. We may then take one such valuation for each
strict nonimplication ifl" to construct a frame satisfyirigbut note.

We thus fix a strict nonimplicatioD & Y inT'. If there is any valuation satisfy-
ing T' in whichw(D) = T, w(Y) = F, andw(C) = F, we are done. Therefore, we
may safely assume that, for each conjudobf C, every valuationw that satisfies
I' and hasv(D) = T andw(Y) = F will have w(U) = T. We claim that, under this
assumption, we have th& 3 U is inT. To see this, consider the valuatiom,
defined in the same way ag from Case 1. We have thaip satisfies every strict
implication inT" and, for each variablX, wp(X) = T ifand only if D 3 XisinT.
Becausd A YisinT, andl is consistentD 3 Y is notinI’, sowp(Y) = F. Thus,
under our most assumptiowp(U) must be true, which means tHat3 U isinT.

Now, consider the valuatiowp,z. We havewp,z(Z) = T andwp,z(D) = T.

It follows from the previous paragraph thap,z(C) = T as well. There are two
subcases. Subcaseup,z(Y) = F. In this casewp,z satisfiesD A Y but does
not satisfyC A Z (because is true) and we are done. Subcaseng;,z(Y) = T.
In this subcase, we have tHatA Z 3 Yis inI'. Because we also hai& A Z €T
andD 3 U e T for every conjunclU of C, we may apply rule (N) to show that
C A ZisinT, which is a contradiction. m]

Corollary 18. If T is a consistent s-theory ifi; and¢ is in 5 theng is a strict
consequence df if and only if ¢ can be derived fronr using the rules of Defini-

tion[18.
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We now turn to fragmerif;. The inference rules for this fragment are simplified
versions of the rules faf,. Because hypotheses of s-formulasfinare simply
propositional variables, the weakening rule (W) is no lanugcessary.

Definition 19. The deductive system fof; consists of the following three rules
(N, (HS), and (N):

I: For any propositional variabl¥, deduceX 3 X.
HS: FromX 3 Y andY 3 Z, deduceX 3 Z.
N: FromX AY, X 3W,andZ 3 Y, deduceVN A Z.
In each of these rule$Y, X, Y, andZ may be replaced with arbitrary propositional
variables.

It is straightforward to verify that these rules are sounlde Tompletness proof
is parallel to the one faf>.

Theorem 20(Completeness fof1). Suppose thdt is a consistent set of s-formulas
in F1, ¢ is an s-formula inF1, and every frame that satisfi€ssatisfiesp. Then
there is a derivation ap from I using the rules in Definition 19.

Proof. The proof is parallel to the proof of Theorém| 17. As before asgume that
I' is closed under the deduction rules and I'. The proof again divides into two
cases. The first case, wherns a strict implication, is extremely similar to the first
case of Theorem 17.

For the second case, it isflaient to show that whenevaV A Z ¢ T" and
X AY €T, there is a valuation satisfying all strict implicationslipand satisfying
X AY,inwhichWis false orZ is true. We may assume without loss of generality
that every valuation that satisfies the strict implicationiS and also satisfies 8 Y
must satisfyW. Then, defining the valuatiowy as in Case 1 of Theoremll7, we
see thatvy(W) = T, and thusX 3 WisinT.

Now consider the following valuation:

T ifX3UelorZz3UeT,
F otherwise.

wyx z(U) = {

We first verify thatwy z satisfies each strict implicatidd 3 V inT". If wxz(U) =
T, then eitherX 3 U e T orZ 3 U e I'. Then, becausE is closed under rule
(HS), we haveX 3V orZ 3 VisinT, respectively. Thusixz(U — V) =T, as
desired. Hencevx 7 satisfies all strict implications if.

Now we havewy z(X) = T, wxz(Z) = T, andwx z(W) = T becauseX 3 W eT.
If wxz(Y) = F then we are done. We show that this must happen by assuming tha
wxz(Y) = T. TheneitherX 3 Y el orZ 3Y eTI. The former is impossible
becauseX A Y € I andT is consistent. ThuZ 3 Y € I'. But we also have
XAYeTandX 3 W eT, sowe may derivéV 8 Z € T by rule (N). Thisis a
contradiction. Subcase fix z(Y) = F. Thenwyz is the desired valuation. O

Corollary 21. If T is a consistent s-theory ifi; and¢ is in 1 theng is a strict
consequence df if and only if ¢ can be derived fronr using the rules of Defini-

tion[19.
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