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Abstract

) The question whether a set of formulaenplies a formulap is fundamental. The present paper studies the complexityecdbove
© implication problem for propositional formulae that arelbfiom a systematically restricted set of Boolean conivest We give
O\l .a complete complexity classification for all sets of Bool&amctions in the meaning of Post's lattice and show thattgication
> problem is dicentily solvable only if the connectives are definable usirgconstantt0, 1} and only one ofA, v, ®}. The problem
(O remains coNP-complete in all other cases. We also congideestriction of” to singletons.
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1. Introduction for SAT. These include, e.g., the equivalence problem [11],

—o o N ) the circuit value problem [12], the quantified Boolean formu
(U - SAT, the satisfiability problem for propositional formujag  |5¢ problem QBF.[12], but also recently questions related to

O the most fundamental a_nd historically first NP-compIetdapro non-classical logics like LTL{1], CTL(|8], or default logi2].
- lem (proven by S. Cookin 1971L[6]). A natural question, poseda, jmportant part of the proof of the classification offdrent
8] by H. Lewis in 1979, is what the sources of hardness in Cook'$ea50ning tasks for default logic in the latter papér [2] thees
~—Theorem are. More precisely, Lewis systematically re®dc jjengification of the coNP-complete and polynomial-timegfr
the language of propositional formulae and determineddh® ¢ ents of thepropositional implication problemThough impli-

AN putational complexity of the satisfiability problem depg®d  4tionis without doubt a very fundamental and natural bl

on the S“Gt ”Of allowed connectives. E.g., if only logical "and ji5 computational complexity has not yet been fully claesifi
o) (A) and “or” (v) are allowed, we deal witmonotone formulae  This is the purpose of the present note.

fpr which thg sgtisfiability _problem obviously ?s easy towsol We study the problem, given a Seof propositional formu-
) (in polynomial time). Lewis proved that SAT is NP-complete |, 14 4 formula, to decide ifg is implied byT. Depend-

P '_ff the negat|on_of implicationx A =y, is an aIIowc_ad CONNEC- ing on the set of allowed connectives in the occurring fomayl
tive or can be simulated by the allowed connectives [7]. Thafq jetermine the computational complexity of this problem a
a logical connectiveé can be simulated by a set of logical €ON- :oNP-completepL-complete, in AC[2], or in ACO. The type
() nectives (in other words: aset of Boolean functicB&rmally ¢ e qyction we use areonstant-depth reductiorj§] and the
. means thaf can be obtained from functions froBiby super- .\ o A® many-one reductionsFor both reductions, AT
= position, i. e., general composition of functions; in oth@rds, ¢, .;\s theo-degree. We also consider the case of the prob-
that f is a member of thelonegenerated byB, in symbols: o, restricted to singleton sel$ the singleton premise impli-

5 L (8 s us o e rean of Postslatce, e A aon . eresingy. e ooty of el
R guage, b @L-complete cases now drops down to the clasS AT all

SA:]—(B)’ the ;at|sf|ab|!|ty groblﬁm forf groaosnm;nal formullas other cases stay the same as for the unrestricted problem. Fi
with connectives restricted to the $20f Boolean functions, is nally, our results give as an easy consequence a refinement of

NP-compIeteff S1 < [BJ; otherwise the problem IS polynomial- iy previous classification of the equivalence probfem

time s_olvable. Note that the 2-ary Boolean functiory forms propositional formulae [11]. While Reith only considerée t

a bas's foiSy. " dichotomy between the coNP-complete and logspace-seivabl
Since then, many problems related to propositional fOrmu(:ases, we show that under constant-depth reductions, 3 com-

lae and Boolean circuits have been studied for restrictesdode plexity degrees occur: coNP-complete, membership if[2C

connectives or gates, and their computational complexty h '

or membership in A&
been classified, depending on a paramBteas just explained P
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ACP, ACY[2], eL, P, and coNP (cf. |9, 14] for background in-

formation).

e fislinearif f =x,0---® X, ®cforaconstant € 0,1
and variablesy, . . ., X,.

AC? forms the class of languages recognizable by a logtime-

uniform Boolean circuits of constant depth and polynonii s

over{A, Vv, =}, where the fan-in of gates of the first two types is

not bounded.

The class A€[2] is defined similarly as A& but in addition
to{A, v, =} we also allons-gates of unbounded fan-in.

The classpL is defined as the class of languagesuch that

The clones relevant to this paper are listed in Table 1. Tlie de
nition of all Boolean clones can be found, e. g. Lin [3].

4. The Complexity of the Implication Problem

Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Thaplication

there exists a nondeterministic logspace Turing machiaé th Problemfor B-formulae is defined as

exhibits an odd number of accepting patfisie L for all x.

For the hardness results we usenstant-deptrand AC
many-one reductionslefined as follows:

A languageA is constant-depth reducibl® a languageB
(A <cq B) if there exists a logtime-uniform ACcircuit family
{Chlns0 With {A, v, =}-gates and oracle gates fBisuch that for
all x, Ciy(x) = 1iff xe A[14].

A languageA is AC® many-one reducibléo a languageB
(A <AC° B if there exists a functior that can be computed by
some logtime-uniform A&-circuit family such thak € A
f(x) € B.

For both reductions, the class A@rms the0-degree. Fur-
thermore, it is easy to see that

MOD; :={we {0,1}* I[W1=1 (mod 2},

wherew|; = |{i | 1 <i < n, w, = 1}, is complete for AC[2]
under<.g-reductions.

We assume familiarity with propositional logic. The set bf a
propositional formulae is denoted b, ForI' € £ andy € £,
we writeT | ¢ iff all assignments satisfying all formulaslin
also satisfyp.

3. Boolean Clones

Problem IMP(B)
Instance A setI” of B-formulae and &8-formulae.
Question Doesr [ ¢ hold?

The complexity of the implication problem is classified by
the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Then
the implication problem for propositional B-formula®&)P(B),
is

1. coNRcomplete for A" reductions ifSoo < [B], S10 C [B]
orDz C[B],

2. oL-complete for”"reductions ifL,  [B] C L,

3. in AC%[2] andMOD; <A’ IMP(B) if N, C [B] € N, and

4. in ACP for all other cases.

Remark4.2. ForN, C [B] € N, IMP(B) is AC°[2]-compete un-
der <cg-reductions. However, fogAC"reductions, a complete
problemA would state that any Ag2]-circuit would be equiv-
alent to an AG-computation followed by a single oracle call to
A. To date, there is no such problem known.

We split the proof of Theorem 4.1 into several lemmas.

A propositional formula using only connectives from a finite Lemma4.3. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Then

set B of Boolean functions is called B-formula. The set of
all B-formulae is denoted by’(B). In order to cope with the
infinitely many finite setd of Boolean functions, we require
some algebraic tools to classify the complexity of the inéilyi
many arising reasoning problems.cloneis a setB of Boolean
functions that is closed under superposition, i.RB.contains
all projections and is closed under arbitrary compositidve
denote by B] the smallest clone containirgjand callB abase

IMP(B) is coNPcomplete forsﬁnco-reductions ifSgo C [B] or
S10 C [B].

Proor. Membership in coNP is apparent, because givemd
¢, we just have to check that for all assignmemtto the vari-
ables ofl” andy, eithera (£ T oro E ¢.

The hardness proof is inspired by [11]. Observe that
IMP(B) =¢q IMP(B U {1}) if A € [B], and that IMPB) =cq

for [B]. In [10] Post classified the lattice of all clones and foundMP(BU{0}) if v € [B] (because = ¢ <= ¢pq At Ypg

a finite base for each clone, see Fily. 1. In order to introduee t @ade E ¥ < ¢/ E dpo/n v f wheret, f are new
clones relevant to this paper, we define the following nation variables). It hence sices to show that IMF) is coNP-hard
for n-ary Boolean functions: for Mg = [Spo U {0}] and M1 = [S3p U {1}]. We will show
that IMP(B) is coNP-hard for each bagwith M, C [B]. To
prove this claim, we will provide a reduction from TAGr to
IMP(B), where TAUTynr is the coNP-complete problem to de-
cide, whether a given propositional formula in disjunctig-
mal form is a tautology.

Let ¢ be a propositional formula in disjunctive normal form
over the propositionX = {xi, ..., X}. Theny = \/L; AT, lij,
wherel;; are literals overX. We take new variable¥ =
{y1, ..., Yk} and replace ip each negative literdl; = —x by y;.

f is c-reproducingf f(c,...,c) = a,ce{0,1}.

f is monotoneif a3 < by,..
f(ag,...,an) < f(by,...,byn).

f is c-separatingf there exists an € {1,..., n} such that
f(a1,...,an) = cimpliesa = ¢, ce {0, 1}.

.,8 < by implies

f is self-dualif f = dual(f), where dualf)(xy,...
=f(=Xg, ..., 2 %n)-

, %) =



Name | Definition Base
BF All Boolean functions {A, =}
Mo {f : f is monotone and 0- and 1-reproduding| {V, A}
Soo | {f : fis O-separating M, {xV(yA 2}
Si0 | {f : fis 1-separatingy M, (XA (YV 2}
D> {f : f is monotone and self-dual {(XAY) V(YA D V(XA 2}
L {f : fislineat {®, 1}
Lo {f : fislinear and O- and 1-reproducing {xoya®z
\Y; {f:f=cov Vi, cxforcef0,1,1<i<n} | {v,0,1)
E {f:f=cA AL cxforce{0,1},1<i<n}| {A 01}
N {f : f depends on at most one variaple {—,0, 1}
N> {f : f is the negation or a projectipn {=}

Table 1: A list of Boolean clones with definitions and bases.

. coNP-complete
O @L-complete

Q macp

Q mace

Figure 1: Post’s lattice. Colors indicate the complexityMP(B), the Implication Problem foB-formulae.



Let ¢’ be the resulting formula. Now defing := AKX, (x v yi)
andy, = ¢’. We claim thatp € TAUTpne &= Y1 E ¥o.

Let us first assume € TAUTpnr and leto: XU'Y — {0, 1}
be an assignment such that= 1. As ¢ is a tautologyg E ¢.

But alsoo k= ¢, as we simply replaced the negated variablesp(xy, . ..

in ¢ by positive ones and’ is monotone. Asr was arbitrarily
chosenyi E v».

For the opposite direction, let ¢ TAUTpne. Then there
exists an assignmeat X — {0, 1} such thatr }£ ¢. We extend
o to an assignment’: X UY — {0,1} by settingo”’(yi) =
1-x fori =1,...,k Thendo’(x) = 0iff o/(y;) = 1, and
consequently”’ simulateso on¢’. As aresulto” t£ ¢’ = .
Yet, eithero’(x) = 1 oro”’(y;) = 1 and thusr’ E yq, yielding
U1 lE Yo O

Lemma4.4. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Then.

IMP(B) is coNP-complete for A" reductions ifD, c [B].

Proor. Again we just have to argue for coNP-hardness o

IMP(B). We give a reduction from TAUgng to IMP(B) for

[B] ¢ D2 by modifying the reduction given in the proof of

Lemmd4.3.

Given a formulap in disjunctive normal form, define the

formulaey, andy, as above. AD, C [B], we know that
gx.y,2 = XAY)VYADV (XAZ € [Bl. Clearly,
g(x.y,0) = xAyandg(x,y, 1) = xvy. Denote by?, i € {1,2},
the formulay; with all occurrences ok A y andx Vv y replaced
with aB-representation aj(x, y, f) andg(x, y, t), resp. The vari-
ablesx andy occur several times ig, hencey? andy might
be exponential in the length @f (recall thaty, is ¢ with all
negative literals replaced by new variables). That thioigtime

case follows from the associativity ofandv: we insert paren-
theses in such a way that we get a tree of logarithmic depth.

We now map a paini, ) to (4}, ¥,) where

vy =gyt f) andys = g(aw . vs. ).t ).

We claim thaiyy g2 & ¢] F .
Let o be an arbitrary assignment for the variableg.imhen
o may be extended t{f, t} in the following ways:

o(t) := ¢, o(f) :=c,ce{0,1): Then bothy] andy’, are equiv-
alent toc.

o(t) := 1,0(f) := 0: In this caseg(?,1,0) = yP A 1 = yy
andg(9(f.¥5.0),1,0) = (Wf AY3) Al =1 Ay,

o(t) :=0,0(f) :=1: In this case,g(¥?,0,1)

dual@:) and g(g(yf,¥5,1),0,1) = (W7 Vv ¥5) v
dual(y1) v dual@?).

Asys E ¥ iff Yy E Y1 Ay and dualf,) = dualfy:) v dual@?)
is a tautology, we concludethat = v < ¢ E ¢,. Hence,
TAUTone <AC° IMP(B) via the reductionp — (4, ). O

Proor. Observe thaF E « iff F U {a & t,t} is inconsistent.
Let F’ denoteF U {a & t, t} rewritten such that for alp € F’,
© = CoBC1X1®- - ‘DCrXn, Wherecy, ..., ¢, € {0, 1} (F’ is logspace
constructible, since; = 1 iff (X, ..., %i-1,0, Xi41, ... Xn) #
,%i-1, 1, Xi+1,. .. Xn)). F’ can now be transformed into
a system of linear equatiosvia

CoBCIX @ ®ChXn > Co+CiXp + -+ ChXa =1 (mod 2)

Clearly, the resulting system of linear equations has atisolu

iff F’ is consistent. The equations are furthermore defined over
the field Z, and can thence be solved using the Gaussian al-
gorithm. And solving a system of linear equations o%er

is eL-complete undexA " reductions: let MOD-GARdenote

the problem to decide wether a given directed acyclic gkaph
with nodess andt has an odd number of distinct paths lead-
ing from sto t. Buntrock et al. give an N&reduction from
MOD-GAP; to the problem whether a given matrix ov&y is
tnonsingular [4]. The given reduction is actually anA@any-

one reduction. Finally recall that a matrix is nonsignufattie
corresponding system of linear equations has only theatrivi
solution, hence the claim follows. O

Lemma4.6. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functionsN C
[B] < N thenIMP(B) is contained inAC%[2] and MOD, <A’
IMP(B).

Proor. LetB be a finite set of Boolean functions such tNatc
[B] € N. Lety be aB-formula andl’ be a set oB-formulae,
both over the set of propositiofigy, . . ., X,}.

We will argue on membership in AQ2] first. For all f € [B],
f is equivalent to some literal or a constant. ILLedenote this
set of literals, i.e.L := {lj | Ay € T': |; = ¢}, wherel; = x or
li = =x for 1 <i < n. Lis easily computable frorhi using an
AC? circuits with oracle gates for MOD It holds that

ey /\Iilztp = 3L'§L:¢E/\|i.
liel lielr

It hence remains to compute an equivalent formula of the form
Aner i frome and test whethdr’” C L. Itis easy to see that the
former task can be performed in AR], while the latter merely
requires AC. Concluding, IMPB) € AC?[2].

For MOD, <A¢" IMP(B), we claim that, fox = X, -+ X, €
{0,1}", x e MOD, iff t g =0=%2... —|x“(—|'[), where-! := - and
-0 :=id.

First observe that E —*-*2... =% (=t) iff for all assign-
mentso of t to {0, 1}, o E t implies thato- | =*1=*2 ... =% (=t).
Now, if o(t) := 0 thent E =%=%...=2%(=t) is always true,
whereas, ifo(t) = 1 thent  -%-"2...%(=t) if 1 E
-*-%...-%0. Hence, the claim applies and it follows that
MOD; <¢q IMP(B). O

As an immediate consequence of the above Lemma, we ob-
tain the following Corollary.

Lemma4.5. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. ThenCorollary 4.7. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Then

IMP(B) is @L-complete for<AC"-reductions ifL, < [B] C L.

IMP(B) is AC°[2]-complete forg-reductions ifN, < [B] € N.



Lemma4.8. Let B be afinite set of Boolean functions such thatHere the subformula@ e (P, ¢ix and ¢, P, ¢/ are
[B] ¢V or [B] € E. ThenIMP(B) is in AC°. over disjoints sets of variables. But still, both subforeibire
satisfiable using an appropriate completiomrofConsequently,
o will also satisfyy—a contradiction t@ % .

Thusyp Ey < ¢ =y and, similar to the proof of Lemma
[4.8, it follows thaty = v iff ¢ = ¢/ forall 0 < i < n. There
co=¢(0,...,0)and

Proor. We prove the claim forf§] € V only. The caseB] c E
follows analogously.

Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions such tha} £ V.
Let T be a finite set oB-formulae and letp be aB-formula
such thafl” and¢ only use the variableg,, ..., x,. Letyp =
CoV CiX1 V - -+ V CpXy With constants; € {0,1}forO <i < n. ¢ =¢(0,...,0,1,0,...,0)@co, 1 <i <n.
Equally, every formula fron is equivalent to an expression of T
the formcy v Cix1 vV --- v X With ¢ € {0,1}. Then,I ¢ iff
eitherco = 1 or there exists a formula= c; Ve X V-V Xy
fromTI suchthat! < ¢ forallO<i<n.

The value ofcy can be determined by evaluatiggp, . . ., 0).
Furthermore, for ki <n,c = 0iff cg = 0 and

The values of the’'s can be determined analogously. Bs
formula evaluation is equivalent to MQOL13], IMP’(B) €
ACO[2].

Finally, to prove MOD <AC” IMP’(B) for L, C [B], let x €
{0, 1}* be an instance of MOP We mapx to (t, ), wherey
¢(,...,0,1,0,...,0)=0. is defined as the image afunder the subsitutioh defined as

\‘T_’I" h(Oy) :=tet® h(y), h(ly) :=te f @ h(y), andh(e) := f with ¢

denoting the empty word. Then
The values of the cdicients of formulae il can be computed g P

analogously. Thus IMAR) can be computed in constant depth XeMOD; = ¢y =t = (t,h(x) € IMP'(B),
using oracle gates f@-formula evaluation. A8-formula eval- X¢MOD, = ¢y =f = (ty) ¢ IMP'(B).
. . ] 0
uatllon is in NLOGTIME [13] and NLOGTIMEC AC®, the Whence, MOD s{;COIMP’(B) for Ly C [B]. 0
claim follows. O

Let EQ@B) denote the equivalence problem fBfformulae.
5. The Complexity of the Singleton Premise Implication ~ Obviously, (. ¢) € EQ(B) iff (¢, ¢) € IMP’(B) and ¢.¢) €
Problem IMP’(B). As AC®, AC[2] and coNP are all closed under inter-
o _ . setion, we obtain as an immediate corollary a finer classifica
Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Ti&ngleton than the one given by Reith [11]. He establishes a dichotomy

Premise Implication Problerfor B-formulae is defined as between coNP-hardness and membership in £. We split the sec-
Problem  IMP’(B) ond case into two complexity degrees.
Instance  Two B-formulaey andy. Corollary 5.2. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. Then
Question Doesy = ¢ hold? EQ(B) is coNRcomplete for g-reductions ifSop € [B], S10 C

Theorem 5.1. Let B be a finite set of Boolean functions. ThenlB) ©" D2 € [Bl; ABCO[Z]-compIete for<qg-reductions ifN2 <
IMP/(B) c ACO[z] and MOD2 SAC0 IMP/(B) if L, C [B] cL, [B] CN, and inAC" for all other cases.

and equivalent tdMP(B), otherwise.
6. Conclusion
Proor. ForSgo C [B], S10 € [B], andD, C [B], observe that the

proofs of LemmaZl13 and Lemrfia%.4 actually establish coNP- In this paper we provided a complete classification of the
hardness of IMRB). Analogously, folN, < [B], MOD, <AC°  complexity of the implication problem, IMB), and the single-
IMP’(B) follows from the same reduction given in the proof of ton premise implication problem, IMgB)—fundamental prob-
Lemma4.b. For] C V and [B] C E, we have IMP(B) <A¢  lems in the area of propositional logic. Though INB) is a re-
IMP(B) € AC®. It thus remains to show that IMB) € AC[2] stricted version of IMRB), the simplification amounts to a dif-
for [B] C L, and that MODR <AC° IMP’(B) for L, < [B]. ference forL, € [B] < L only: IMP'(B) is AC°[2]-complete un-
Let (p,4) be a pair of B-formulae over the variables der constant-depthreductions, whereas IB)R¢ eL-complete
{X1, ..., %}. As [B] C L, ¢ andy are equivalent to expressions Under AC many-one reductions and thus strictly harder. For all

of the formy = Co®C1 X1 ®- - - BCnXn ANAY = CHBC) X1 @ - -DC)Xn, other clones, both problems are equally hard. o
wherec, ¢ € {0,1) for 1 < i < n. It holds thaty k& y iff Due to the close relationship between the |mpl_|cat|0n a_nd
X = (Co®CIX @ @ CaXn) A (LD CL®CXe & -+ B ChXn) iS the equivalence problem, we were also able to slightly refine
unsatisfiable. Assume thatz ¢ and tha is unsatisfiable. We the classification of the complexity of the equivalence jpeob
construct an assignmestsuch thatr [ y. Letl := {iy,...,i,} ~ givenin [11].

denote those indices ifi, ..., n} satisfyingc; = ¢/ fori € I.

Defineo(x) := 0fori e . Asgp # ¢, the sefl :={1,...,n}\ I References

H T A~ — — ¢ =
is nonempty and foralle I, ¢ = 1 G = 0. Hence, there [1] M. Bauland, T. Schneider, H. Schnoor, I. Schnoor, and slliver. The

is a partitionP; W P, = | such that complexity of generalized satisfiability for linear tempblogic. InPro-
ceedings of the Foundations of Software Science and Cotignutatruc-
ocExy = ocE(C® @ ax)A(ls c6 @ @ C/%). tures volume 4423 ol ecture Notes in Computer Sciengages 48—62.

ieP; icP, Springer, 2007.



(2]

(3]

(4

(5]
(6]

(7]
(8]

[9

—

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

(14]

O. Beyersdaif, A. Meier, M. Thomas, and H. Vollmer. The complexity
of reasoning for fragments of default logidCM Computing Research
Repository arXiv:0808.3884v3 [cs.CC], 2008.

E. Bohler, N. Creignou, S. Reith, and H. Volimer. Playiwith Boolean
blocks, part I: Post's lattice with applications to compitextheory.
SIGACT News34(4):38-52, 2003.

G. Buntrock, C. Damm, U. Hertrampf, and C. Meinel. Sturet and
importance of logspace MOD-classedlathematical Systems Theory
25:223-237, 1992.

A. K. Chandra, L. Stockmeyer, and U. Vishkin. Constarpttiereducibil-
ity. SIAM Journal on Computingl3:423-439, 1984.

S. A. Cook. Characterizations of pushdown machines imseof time-
bounded computersJournal of the Association for Computing Machin-
ery, 18:4-18, 1971.

H. Lewis. Satisfiability problems for propositional cali. Mathematical
Systems Theorit3:45-53, 1979.

A. Meier, M. Mundhenk, M. Thomas, and H. Vollmer. The colewty
of satisfiability for fragments of CTL and CTL In Proceedings 2nd
Workshop on Reachbility ProblemElectronic Notes in Computer Sci-
ence, 2008. To appear.

C. H. PapadimitriouComputational ComplexityAddison-Wesley, Read-
ing, MA, 1994.

E. Post. The two-valued iterative systems of matherahtogic. Annals
of Mathematical Studie$:1-122, 1941.

S. Reith. On the complexity of some equivalence prolsiéan proposi-
tional calculi. InProceedings 28th International Symposium on Mathe-
matical Foundations of Computer Scienpages 632—641, 2003.

S. Reith and K. W. Wagner. The complexity of problems rkdi by sub-
classes of boolean functions. Proceedings Mathematical Foundation of
Informatics (MFI99) pages 141-156. World Science Publishing, 2005.
H. Schnoor. The complexity of the Boolean formula vajp@blem.
Technical report, Theoretical Computer Science, Uniteisdi Hannover,
2005.

H. Vollmer. Introduction to Circuit Complexity — A Uniform Approach
Texts in Theoretical Computer Science. Springer VerlagliBeéleidel-
berg, 1999.



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Boolean Clones
	The Complexity of the Implication Problem
	The Complexity of the Singleton Premise Implication Problem
	Conclusion

