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Abstract

Ajtai’s discovery of VO I/ ontoPHP™" !, where ontoPHP™! is a ©F for-
malization of the statement “there does not exist a bijection between (n + 1)
pigeons and n holes,” was a significant breakthrough in proof complexity, and
there have been many interesting generalizations and variations of this result.

In this paper, we first focus on the following result: for any p > 2,

VO + Countl i injPHPI T,

where Count} denotes a B formalization of the modular counting principle
mod p and injPH P! denotes that of the pigeonhole principle for injections.
We try to make this result uniform for p. We give three types of (first-order and
propositional) formulae which at first glance seem to be generalized versions
of counting principles. In particular, we see two of them, UCPL? and GCP,
actually serve as uniform versions of Count?, (p > 2).

Then we conjecture that

VO L UCPM W injPHPI,

and give a sufficient condition to prove it. To be precise, we define the no-
tions injPHP-tree and k-evaluation using injPH P-tree, which are analogies
of PHP-tree and k-evaluation used in standard proofs of Ajtai’s theorem, and
we show the following: suppose (m,),>1 be a sequence of AC?-Frege proofs
of inj PHP"*1 admitting U CP,i’d as an axiom scheme. Then 7, cannot have
o(n)-evaluation.

On the other hand, we see V? + GCP + injPHP" ! and therefore GC'P
is a generalization of both the modular counting principles and the pigeonhole
principle. Seeing this, we observe that a ¥¥ formalization oddtown,, of odd-
town theorem is also in a similar situation, that is, it is a generalization of the
pigeonhole principle and Count} for p = 2!. We conjecture that

VY + oddtowny, I/ Count?,

for p which is not a power of 2, and give a sufficient condition to prove it.
Roughly saying, the statement is as follows; if V° + oddtowny, + Count®, then
there exists a constant € > 0 such that for each n, we can construct a vector of
n®M) many Fa-polynomials whose violating oddtown condition can be verified
by a Nullstellensatz proof from —Count?. over Fo with degree < O(log(n)).

We lastly see that a condition of similar form but not specifying the partic-
ular field Fy appears when we consider the strength of Fisher’s inequality over
V9. To be concrete, we consider a ©F formalization FIFE,, of Fisher’s inequality,
another generalization of the pigeonhole principle. We conjecture that

VY + FIE I Count?,

for any p > 2, and give a sufficient condition of above form to prove it.
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2 Introduction

Ajtai’s discovery ([I]) of VO I/ ontoPHP™ !, where ontoPH P! is a for-
malization of the statement “there does not exist a bijection between (n + 1)
pigeons and n holes,” was a significant breakthrough in proof complexity. The
technique which was later formalized in [8] as k-evaluation and switching lemma
have been utilized to further works in the area such as the comparison between
various types of counting principles (such as [2] and [3]). In the course of the
works, it turned out that degree lower bounds of Nullstellensatz proofs are es-
sential when one would like to give lower bounds for the lengths of proofs from
constant depth Frege system equipped with {Count} }1<pen (i.e. the modular
counting principle mod p) as an axiom scheme. One of the most important open
problems in the current proof complexity is whether VO(p) + injPHPI! or
not (here, injPH P! denotes the pigeonhole principle for injections). This
problem is interesting because it would deepen our understanding of how hard
it is to count a set (recall that VT'C? + injPHP™ ! and VO(p) F Count?).
Furthermore, if the problem is solved for composite p, it would give us tips to
solve the separation problem AC?(p) versus T'C°. As for this problem, [10]
has made a huge progress. The paper has given good degree lower bounds for
polynomial calculus proofs of injPHP!™ (m > n) which does not depend on
the specific coefficient field.

This paper aims to connect the result of [I0] to a superpolynomial lower
bound for proof length of injPH Pt from AC-Frege system equipped with
Uniform Counting Principle, which can be seen as a uniform version of infinite
formulae {Count®}, ,,, as an axiom scheme. Tackling the issue, we obtain nat-
ural and interesting open problems. We also consider some of them, too. The
detailed content and the organization of the article are as follows.

First, as the preliminary, we define three types of (first-order and proposi-
tional) formulae which at first glance seem to be generalized versions of modular
counting principles (which does not fix the modulus). We name them as:

1. Modular Pigeonhole Principle modP H P™.
2. Uniform Counting Principle UCPL™.
3. Generalized Counting Principle GCP.

Then, we compare the relative strength of these versions over V°, and also
develop some independence results over V°. It immediately turns out that



o VY +ontoPHPF F modPHPI™, and
o VO +modPHP!" + ontoPHPL.

(For the precise meaning of the statements, see section [

Therefore, we see modPHP%™ is actually not appropriate to be called a gen-
eralized version of modular counting principles because it cannot imply them.
On the other hand, we observe that

e For any natural number p > 2, V" + UC’P,i’m F Count?.
o VO4 UCPI™ - ontoPH P!

o VO +GCOPFUCPL™.

e VO 4+ GCPF injPHPM!.

Hence, we see UCPL™ and GCP can be seen as generalizations of counting
principles.

In the latter sections, we tackle natural questions rising from the observations
above.

In section @, we consider the problem: VO + UC’P,i’m F injPHP?1? The
author conjectures V0 + UC’P,i’m I/ injPH P!, and give a sufficient condition
to prove it. We define a suitable analogies of PHP-tree and k-evaluation in
the proof of Ajtai’s theorem given in [7], and show that if a h-evaluation using
inj P H P-trees exists for a Frege proof of inj PH P""1 admitting UC’P,i’m as an
axiom scheme, h cannot be of order o(n). Our main work is the manipulation of
the trees which connect the order of h with the degrees of Nullstellensatz proofs
of it.

In section B we consider a “more natural” combinatorial principle than
GCP such that implies both injPH P! and Count?. for some p. Namely, we
consider the (propositional and first-order) formulae oddtown,, which formalize
the oddtown theorem. We observe:

e VO 4 oddtowny = Count?, for p = 2!
o VO + oddtowny, & injPHP? .

The author conjectures VO + oddtowny, I/ Count?, for any prime p # 2, and give
a sufficient condition to prove it. Roughly saying, the statement is as follows; if
VO + oddtowny, = Count?,, then there exists a constant € > 0 such that for each
n, we can construct a vector of n®1) many Fe-polynomials whose violating
oddtown condition can be verified by a Nullstellensatz proof from —Count!.
with degree < O(log(n)).

In section @ we consider the (propositional and first-order) formulae FIE,
which formalize Fisher’s inequality. We observe

o VY + FIE, FinjPHPM !,
On the other hand, the author conjectures V0 + FIE}, I/ Count?, for any p > 2,

and give a sufficient condition whose form is similar to the previous one to prove
it.



3 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, p and ¢ denote natural numbers. The cardinality of
a finite set S is denoted by #S. We prioritize the readability and often use
natural abbreviations to express logical formulae. We assume that the reader
is familiar with the basics of bounded arithmetics and Frege systems (such as
the concepts treated in [5]). Unless stated otherwise, we follow the convention

of [5].

As propositional connectives, we use only \/ and —. We assume \/ has
unbounded arity. When the arity is small, we also use V to denote \/. We
define an abbreviation A by

k k
N\ ei=-\ e
=1 =1

When the arity of A is small, we also use A to denote it. We give the operators
\/ and A precedence over V and A as for the order of application.

Example 1. A\, ¢; Vv /\j 1 means (A, pi) V (/\] )j).
We also define an abbreviation — by
(p = 1) :==—p V.

For a set S of propositional variables, an S-formula means a prO]zositiQnal for-
mula whose propositional variables are among S. For a set S = jzl{sf Yier; of

propositional variables where each si is distinct, an S-formula ¢, and a family
{elYier, (7 =1,...,k) of propositional formulae,

lpt /st ok sk

denotes the formula obtained by substituting each <pg for s! simultaneously.
It is well-known that a ©F L£%-formula ¢(z1,..., 2, R1,...,R;) can be
translated into a family {@[n1, ..., 76, m1, ..., M}y, ng.ma,...,men Of propo-

sitional formulae (see Theorem VII 2.3 in [5]).
Now, we define several formulae which express so-called “counting principle.”

Definition 2. For each p > 2, let Count?(n, X) be an £%-formula as follows
(intuitively, it says for n Z 0 (mod p), [n] cannot be p-partitioned):

Count?(n, X) := —pln — —=((Ve € X.(e < (n+ 1)? — Code(e, n))
A(VE € [n].3e e X.k €™ e)
A (Ve,e' € X.=(e Le)))

Here,

e pln is a BF formula expressing p divides n.



e [n] denotes the set {1,...,n}.

e We code a p-subset
e={e1 < <ep}

of [n] by the number

Zei(n +1)P7,

i=1
e Code(e,n) is a natural X-predicate saying “e is a code of p-subset of n.”
e The elementship relation €* is expressed by a natural F-predicate.

o ¢ | ¢ means

e#¢e andene # 10,
and it is also expressed by a natural LF-predicate.

We also define the propositional formula Count?, as in [6]:

Count? :— j(/\ke[n] \/e:keee[n]P Te A /\e,e’G[n]P:eLe/(jre v ﬁre’)) (lf p|n)

" 1 (otherwise)
Here, [n]P denotes the set of all p-subsets of [n], and {7¢}ecppr is a family of
distinct propositional variables.

Convention 3. It is easy to see that we may assume |X| = (n 4+ 1)? in
Count?(n, X) over VY. Furthermore, with suitable identification of proposi-
tional variables, Count?(z, X)[n, (n + 1)?] is equivalent to Count?, over AC°-
Frege system modulo polynomial-sized proofs. Thus we often abuse the notation
and write Count?, for Count? (n, X).

Definition 4. The ©F £2-formula ontoPH P(m,n, R) is a natural expression
of the statement “If m > n, then R does not give a graph of a bijection between
[m] and [n],” in a similar way as Count?(n, X). Similarly, the £ £2-formula
injPHP(m,n, R) is a natural expression of the statement “If m > n, then R
does not give a graph of an injection from [m] to [n].”

We also define the propositional formulae ontoPH P and injPHP," by

“(Nicpm) Viem) Tis AN Nizirepm) Niepny (Trig V 2rirs)
ontoPHP" := A /\je[n] Vie[m] Tij A /\j#,e[n] /\ie[m] (=rij V =rigr))  (if m > n)

1 (otherwise)

and

“(Nicpm) Ve Tis N Nigirepm) Njep) (Crig V —rag)
injPHP" := ANjzir et Niepm) (0rig V —mie)) (if m >n)
1 (otherwise)



With reasons similar to the one stated in Convention [3 we abuse the notations
and use ontoPHP!" to denote ontoPHP(m,n,R) and injPHP!™ to denote
injPHP(m,n, R).

The following are well-known:
Theorem 5 ([I], improved by [8] and [9]).
VY1 ontoPH P .
Here, we adopt the following convention.

Convention 6. For XF-formulae 11, ...,1; and ¢, we write
VOt i g

to express the fact that the theory VO U {WW1; | i € [I]} implies VWi. Here, VW
means the universal closure.

We use different parameters to express concrete z/; and ¢ in order to avoid the
confusion. We also use letters p, g for fixed parameters of formulae (which is
not universally quantified in the theory). For example,

VO Count} i/ Count?,

means
VO 4 Vk, X.Count® (k, X) I/ ¥n, X. Count?(n, X),
while
VO ucpl?
means

VO vl,d,n,R. UCP(l,d,n, R)

(for the definition of UCP.? and UCP(l,d,n, R), see Definition [[3).
In the former example, note that we have used the different variables k,n in
order to avoid confusions on the dependency of variables.

Theorem 7 ([2]). For p,q > 2, V° + Count} F Count? if and only if IN €
N. ¢ |p".

Theorem 8 ([3]). For any p > 2, VO + Count? t/ injPHPM 1.

Also, the following is a corollary of the arguments given in [6]:
Theorem 9 (essentially in [6]). For all p € N, VO 4 injPHPI ! i/ Count?,.
Remark 10. Note that the exact statement Theorem 12.5.7 in [6] shows is

VO + ontoPHPF™ i/ Count?.

However, with a slight change of the argument, it is easy to see that Theorem
actually holds.



From now on, we consider several seemingly generalized versions of Count?,
which does not fix the modulus p, and evaluate their strengths.
Naively, the generalized counting principle should be a statement like: “For
any d > 2 and n € N, if d does not divide n, then n cannot be partitioned
into d-sets.” The following is one of the straightforward formalizations of this
statement:

Definition 11. The ©F £%-formula modPH P(d, m,n, R) is a natural formal-
ization of the statement “If m # n (mod d), then R does not give the graph of
a bijection between [m] and [n].”

We also define the propositional formulae modPH PZ™ as follows:

modPHP&™ .=

same as the case of m > n in the definition of ontoPHP!" (if m Zn (mod d))
1 (otherwise)

With a similar reason as the one given in Convention[3] we abuse the notation
and use modPH P%™ to denote modPH P(d, m,n, R).

Intuitively, modPH P&™ expresses “if n # m (mod d) and m = ds + r
(0 < r < d), then there does not exist a family {S;};cq of d-sets and an r-set
So which give a partition of [n].” However, it does not imply even Count?:

Proposition 12. The following hold:
1. VO + ontoPHPF + mod PHP™.

2. VO + modPHPY™ - ontoPHPF.

In particular, for any p > 2, VO + modPHPg’m t/ Count?.

Proof. As for [l argue in V° as follows: assume m # k (mod d), and R gives
a bijection between [m] and [k]. It easily follows that m # k, and hence R or
R~! violates ontoPH P{™ or ontoPHP¥ .

As for @ argue in VY as follows: suppose L > [ and R gives a bijection
between [L] and [I]. Then R violates modPHPlL’L

The last part follows from Theorem [ |

Therefore, modPH P%™ is actually not a generalization of counting princi-
ples over V0.
Next, we consider the following version:

Definition 13. UCP(l,d,n, R) (which stands for Uniform Counting Principle)
is an £% formula defined as follows:

(d > 1A —~djn) — i € [I1.V) € [d].3e € [n].R(,j,e) vV ¥j € [d].—Fe € [n].R(i, j,¢))
(17.7) H [ ]Ve#e E[ ](jR(ivjve)ij(ivjvel))
)

S
AY(i,5) # (i',5') € [I] x [d].Ve € [n].(=R(i, j,e) V ~R(/, j', )
AVe € [n].3(, §) € [I] x [d].R(, j, )



The propositional formula UC P% is defined as follows:

1 d d
- ( /\i:l ((/\j:l \/ee[n] Ti7j;€> \ (/\j:l B \/ee[n] Ti7j;€))
L A /\(i,j)e[l] x[d] /\e;ée/e[n] (TTige V Tijer)
UCP" =9 N NGgyza gnetxia Neepy (e V 7rir gt e)

A Neepmy Vel x(d) Tisse (ifn#0

As in the previous definitions, we abuse the notation and use UCPL9 to express
UCP(l,d,n, R).

Intuitively, UCPL? states “if n # 0 (mod d), then there does not exist a
family {.S;};c) which consists of d-sets and emptysets which give a partition of
[n].” Each variable r; ;. reads “the j-th element of S; is e.”

We observe the following:

Proposition 14. The following hold:
1. For any p > 2, VO + UCP,i’d F Count?.
2. VO 4+ UCPM + ontoPHP™.

Proof. As for [l argue in V° as follows: suppose n # 0 (mod p), and R gives a
p-partition of [n]. Set the family {S, }, e[(n+1)r) by:

g . the set coded by r» (if r € R)
" ) (otherwise)
Then {S;},¢[(n+1)r] indeed violates vcp{mtTr,
As for B argue in VO as follows: suppose m > n and R gives a bijection
between [m] and [n]. Then, {[n]} violates UCPL™. |

Hence, UCP.? is indeed a generalization of counting principles. It is natural
to ask

Question 1. Does the following hold?:
VO L UCPH & injPHPI,

or, at least,
VO 4 ontoPHPM & injPHP .

Seeing theorem [B] the author conjectures the answer to the problems is no.
We tackle this issue in section [l

Here, we consider one more generalization of counting principles (which re-
lates to the above problem):

(mod d), d > 1)

1 (otherwise)



Definition 15. GCP(P,Q1,Q2, R1, Ra, My, M7, Ms) (which stands for Gener-
alized Counting Principle) is a F £%-formula expressing the following state-
ment: bounded sets

P,Q1,Q2, R1, Ro, Mo, My, Mo
cannot satisfy the conjunction of following properties:
1. My codes a bijection between (P x Q1) U Ry and (P x Q2) U Rs.

2. M is an injection from R; to Rs such that some element a € Ry is out of
its range.

3. M5 is an injection from Rs to P such that some element b € P is out of
its range.

Remark 16. We can consider the propositional translation of GC'P as well as
the previous examples U CPf;d, Count? | etc. However, we do not write it down
here because we do not use it this time.

It is easy to see that:
Proposition 17. 1. VO + GCP+UCPL4.
2. VY +GCPt\injPHPL.

Proof. Work in V° + GCP.
We first prove UCPL?. Suppose n # 0 (mod d), and {S;};cy is a family
consisting of d-sets and emptysets, and [n] = I—lie[l] Si. Set

Q:={iell]|S:#0}.

Then the partition gives a bijection between [n] and @ x [d] U 0.

On the other hand, since n # 0 (mod d), we can write n = ds + r where
1 <r < d. This gives a natural bijection between [n] and [d] x [s] U [r].

Using XF-COMP (cf. Definition V.1.2 in [f]), it is straightforward to con-
struct proper injections from ) to [r] and from [r] to [d]. Thus GCP is violated,
a contradiction.

We next prove injPHP™ . Suppose R gives an injection from [n + 1] to
[n]. Then, there is a natural bijection between [n] and [n+1] x [1]U([n] \ranR).

On the other hand, there is a natural bijection between [n] and [n+1]x 0U[n].

It is easy to construct proper injections from [n]\ ran R to [n], and from [n]
to [n 4+ 1]. Thus GCP is violated, a contradiction. |

It is natural to ask:
Question 2. 1. Does the following hold?: V° + UCP,i’d FGCP.

2. Is there any other combinatorial principle than GC'P which also implies
inj PH P and some of Count??



On question [ the author conjectures the answer is no (since GC'P implies
inj PHP ).

As for question 2l we consider oddtown theorem in section

In the analysis of this paper, Nullstellensatz proofs (which is written shortly
as “NS-proofs”) play an essential role in the arguments. We set up our termi-
nology on N .S-proofs and end this section.

Definition 18. Let R be a commutative ring, and F be a set of multivariate
R-polynomials. For multivariate R-polynomials g1, g2 and hy (f € F), {hs}ser
is a NS-proof of g1 = g2 from F if and only if

g1 — g2 = thf-

feF

Especially, for a € R\ {0}, a NS-proof of a = 0 from F is called a NS-refutation
of F.

The degree of an NS-proof {hs}se 7 is defined by maxscr deg(hys). Here, we
adopt the convention; deg0 := —oc.

4 On Question I

On question Il the author conjectures the following:

Conjecture 1.
Fo+UCPY oy inj PHPHY.

Here, for a family {a;} ien of propositional formulae, I + oy is the fragment
of Frege system allowing the formulae with depth < ¢ only and admitting {c;};
as an axiom scheme. Furthermore, P b, (n) ¢n means each ¢, has a poly(n)-
sized P-proof.

If this conjecture is true, then it follows that V0 + UCP,i’d t/ inj PH P+
by the witnessing theorem and the translation theorem.

In this section, we give a sufficient condition to prove this conjecture. Our
strategy is to adapt the proof technique of Ajtai’s theorem to the situation. We
define injPH P-tree, and a k-evaluation using injPH P-tree, and show that a
Frege-proof of injPH P! admitting UCP,i"d as an axiom scheme cannot have
o(n)-evaluation. Taking the contraposition, we obtain our sufficient condition.

We begin with the following notion:

Definition 19. Let D and R be disjoint sets. A partial injection from D to R
is a set p which satisfies the following:

1. Each z € p is either a 2-set having one element from D and one element
from R, or a singleton contained in R (in the former case, if x = {4, j}
where i € D and j € R, then we use a tuple (i,j) to denote z, In the
latter case, if x = {j} where j € R, then we use 1-tuple (j) to denote x).



2. Each pair x # 2’ € p are disjoint.

The 2-sets in a partial injection p gives a partial bijection from D to R. We
denote it by py;j. Also, we set psing == p \ Pbij-

We define v(p) := U, ¢, ®, dom(p) := v(p) N D, and ran(p) := v(p) N R.

For two partial injections p and 7 from D to R,

1. p||7 if and only if p U 7 is again a partial injection.

2. p L 7 if and only if p||T does not hold. In other words, there exist x € p
and y € 7 such that  # y and x Ny # (.

3. 0oTr:=0cUT.

In the following, if there is no problem, we identify domains having the same
size n, and denote them D,,. Similarly, we identify ranges R having the same
size n, and denote them R,,. We also assume that for every pair m and n, D,,
and R, are mutually disjoint.

Definition 20. For each m > n, M]" denotes the set of all partial injections
from D,, to R,.

Definition 21. Let D and R be disjoint finite sets. injPH P-tree over (D, R)
is a vertex-labelled and edge-labelled rooted tree defined inductively as follows:

1. The tree whose only vertex is its root and has no labels is an inj P H P-tree
over (D, R).

2. If the root is labelled by “i —?” having |R| children and each of its edges
corresponding to each label “(i,j)” (j € R), and the subtree which the
child under the edge labelled by “(i,j)” induces is an injPH P-tree over
(D\{i}, R\ {j}), then the whole labelled tree is again an injPH P-tree
over (D, R).

3. If the root is labelled by “? +— j” having (|D| + 1) children and each
of its edges corresponding to each label “(i,7)” (i € D) and “(j),” and
the subtree which the child under the edge indexed by (i,j) induces is
an injPH P-tree over (D \ {i}, R\ {j}) while the subtree which the the
child under the edge labelled by “(j)” induces is an injP H P-tree over
(D, R\ {j}), then the whole tree is again an injPH P-tree over (D, R).

For an injPH P-tree T, we denote the height (the maximum number of edges
in its branches) of T by height(T) and the set of its branches by br(T).

The pair (T, L: br(T) — S) is called a labelled injPH P-tree with label set S.
For each label s € S, we set brg(T) := L™1(s).

Convention 22. When T is an injPH P-tree over (D, R), each branch b €
br(T) naturally gives a partial injection, which is the collection of labels of
edges contained in b. We often abuse the notation and use b to denote the
partial injection given by b.

10



Definition 23. Let p € M (m > n). Let T be an inj P H P-tree over (D,,, R;,)
with height < n — #p. We define the restriction T? as the injPH P-tree over
(D, \ dom(p), Ry, \ ran(p)) obtained from T by deleting the edges with label
incompatible with p, contracting the edges whose label are contained in p (we
leave the label of the child), and taking the connected component including the
root of the tree.

Remark 24. Note that the condition height(T) < n—+p is necessary to obtain
an tnjPH P-tree.

Definition 25. Let p € M (m > n). For {r;}icD,. jcr,-propositional for-
mula ¢ (by a natural identification of variables, we regard each variable r;; is
utilized to construct the propositional formula injPHP]"), we define the re-
striction ¢f by applying ¢ the following partial assignment: for each i € [m]
and j € [n],

1 (if (i,J) € p)
rij = 40 (if {(@.7)} L o)
Tij (otherwise)

For a set I' of {r;; }iep,,.jer,-propositional formulae, define
I7:={y”|pel}
Also, for 7 € M such that 7||p, we set
™i=7\p
Example 26. Let p € M™ (m > n). Then, by suitable change of variables,

(inj PH P[™)? is equivalent to ianHPi_#i:s?;gp) (over AC-Frege system, mod

poly(m,n)-sized proofs).

Definition 27. Let m > n. Let T be an injPH P-tree over (D,,, R,,) with
height h. Given a set S C br(T) and a family (T})pepr (1) of injPH P-trees
where each Ty, is over (D,, \ dom(b), R, \ ran(b)) with height < n — h, we define
the concanated tree

Ty T,

bes

as follows: for each b € S, concatenate T, under b in T identifying the leaf of b
and the root of T}, (and leaving the label of the root of Tp).
For two injPH P-trees T and U over (D,,, R,,) satisfying

height(T) 4 height(U) < n,
we define
T+U:=Tx Y U

bebr(T)

11



Definition 28. Let I' be a subformula closed set of {r;;}iep,,. jer,-formulae
(m >mn). A k-evaluation (using injPHP-trees) of ' is a map

T:pel —T,

satisfying the following:

1.

o

2
3.
4. T,

Each Ty, is a labelled injPH P-tree over (D,,, R,,) with label set {0,1}.

. Tp is the inj PH P-tree with height 0, whose only branch is labeled by 0.

Ty is the inj P H P-tree with height 0, whose only branch is labeled by 1.

v.; is the inj P H P-tree over (D, R,) with height 1, whose label of the
root is i =7 and bri(T},;) = {(i, )}

1., =T, that is, T-, is obtained from T, by flipping the labels 0 and 1.

Ty, , ¢: (where each ¢; does not begin from V) represents ;¢ br1(T,,).
Here, we say a {0, 1}-labelled inj P H P-tree T represents a set F of partial
injections if and only if the following hold:

(a) For each b € bri(T), there exists a o € F such that o C b.

(b) For each b € bro(T), every o € F satisfies o L b.

Example 29. Given a list F = {oy,...,0n}, where o1,...,0y are partial
injections from D to R, we define the {0, 1}-labelled injPH P-tree Tr over
(D, R) inductively as follows:

1.
2.
3.

If F is empty, T := Ty.
If some o; is an empty map, T := 1.

Otherwise, find the first o; # (). Let v; be the index. Ask where to go for
each v € v(o,,). Let T be the obtained injPH P-tree.

For each branch b € br(T'), consider F* below:
F¥:={o? | o;||b}.

Construct Tpe over (D \ dom(b), R \ ran(b)) inductively, and set

Tp:=Tx Y Tp.
bebr(T)

Tr clearly represents F' (we regard F' as a set here).

Example 30. If an injPH P-tree T over (D,,, R,) (m > n) represents F, p €
M and height(T') < n—#p, then T? represents F*. Indeed, for b* € bri(T7),
where b € brq(T'), there exists o € F such that ¢ C b. Hence of|p and it gives
of € FP, of C b”. On the other hand, for b” € bro(T?), each o € F satisfies
o L b. Therefore, for all o such that o||p, o L b holds.
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Proposition 31. Let T. be a k-evaluation of a subfomula-closed set ' of
{rijYiep,, jer,-formulae (m > n), p € M, k <n — #p.
Consider
U, = (T,)".

Here, the right-hand side means the following: let T, = (S, L), where
L: br(S)— {0,1}.

Then
(T@)p = (Svap)v

where L? is the labelling induced by L and p.

Then U, is an inj P H P-tree over (D,, \ dom(p), R,, \ ran(p)), which can be
regarded as (D, — 4 dom(p)> Bon—# ran(p))-

In particular, we can regard U. as a k-evaluation of I'” of {r;; }iep
formulae.

m—# dom(p)JERn _# ran(p)”

Proof. Clear. |

Theorem 32. Let f: N — N be a function satisfying n < f(n) < n°®,
Suppose (7, )n>1 be a sequence of Frege-proofs such that 7, proves ianHP,{(n)
using UCP,i’d as an axiom scheme.

Then there cannot be a sequence (T™),,>1 satisfying the following: each T™
is an o(n)-evaluation using inj P H P-trees over (Dj(y,), Ry) of 'y, where T', is
the set of all subformulae appearing in 7.

Proof. Suppose otherwise. There exist o(n)-evaluations 7" of I';,. Fix a large
enough n, and we suppress the superscript n of 7", and denote it simply by 7.
For ¢ € I',,, define

T = ¢:ebri(T,) =br(T,).

Then we can show the following claims analogously with Lemma 15.1.7 and
Lemma 15.1.6 in [7]:

Claim 33. If ¢ is derived from 4, ...,%, € m, by a Frege rule in m,, and
Vi € [k].T = v, then T |= o.

Claim 34. bry(T, ) = 0. In particular, T (£ ianHP,{(").

injPHPI™
Also, the following fact is useful:
Claim 35.

L
Tk Nei=Vicqh.TkEe.

i=1

13



Proof of the claim. The hypothesis means

L
T ': - \/ ﬁ(pl,
=1
that is,

b'f‘o (TvL: ) = bT(TvL:

1 P 1 _‘Wi)'

Therefore, for each b € br(Tv_Lzlﬁ%) and d € bri(T-,,), b L d holds. Now,
assume some bro(T,,,) is nonempty, and dp be one of its elements. Since

#dy < o(n) and height(TviL:1 —p;) So(n),

such that b||d, which is a contradiction.
]

there exists a branch b € br(T\,2 )

Therefore, there exists an instance
l,d
I =UCP Wije/Tijel

such that T = I. Hence, k # 0 (mod d). By restricting the formulae and T’
by some p € bro(T7), we obtain the proof £ of (injPHPI1)? and the o(n)-
evaluation 7% of I'? (note that #p < o(n), hence T” is well-defined). Therefore,
we may assume that bro(T7) = br(Ty).

Let

Sije =Ty, ;.5
Se =TV ciera Yidee:
Sij = T\/CG[k] Yige

P =TV~ Veep vise:

N = TVjG[d] Ve Yise?

Ui i= T Ve = Veew 5.0V 0 Vijer Veep Yise)
(i €lll,j €ld],e k)

Since bro(Tr) = br(T7), we observe the following facts:

1. Foreach e € [k], T = S, that is, for all b € br(S.) is an extension of some
b e b’f‘(Si7j)e).

2. For each e € [k] and (i,7) # (i',j") € [I] x [d], every pair of branches
b e bri(Sije) and b’ € bri(Sy jr o) satisfies b L b'.

3. For each e # ¢’ € [k] and (4,7) € [I] x [d], each b € br1(S;,j.) and V' €
br1(S;,j,er) satisfies b L V.

14



4. For each i € [l], T = U;, that is, every b € br(U;) is an extension of some
b € bri(Pf) or some b’ € bri(Nf). In the former case, b is incompatible
with every 0" € [, bro(5:,7). In the latter case, b is incompatible with
every b” € (J; . br1(Si,j,c). Therefore, the two cases are mutually disjoint.
Indeed, if b satisfies the both cases, then take b’ € br(S; ;) such that b||b’
(which exists since #b and height(S; ;) are both o(n)). It follows that
b € bri(S;,;), and therefore b’ is an extension of some b € |J, br1(S; j.),
which contradicts the observation of the latter case.

With the observations above, we construct labeled inj P H P-trees (X;, 7))l x [d]
and (Y)eepr as follows

e We define Y, for fixed e first. Consider S.. By observation Il and 2] each
b € br(Se) has a unique (ip,jp) € [I] X [d] such that b is an extension of
some b’ € bry(S;, j,.e). Consider the tree

Se * Z (Uib * Sibﬁjb)b
bebr(S.)

(here, we have concatenated the trees ignoring their labels).
Label each branch extending b € br(S.) with (ip,jp,e). Let Y. be the
obtained labelled injP H P-tree. Note that height(Y,) is still o(n).

e Next, we define X ; for fixed ¢, j. Consider U;. Let B C br(U;) be the set
of all b € br(U;) satistying the former case of observation @l Consider the

tree X;; := U; * >, c 5S¢, Bach branch be br(X; ;) satisfies one of the
following;:
1. bebr(Uy)\ B.
2. Otherwise, we can decompose b = bs® (b € B, s € br(S;,;)). Since b
is an extension of some O’ € bry(PfF), bry (ng) = br(ng). Therefore,

by observation B} each s” € br(S? ;) has a unique ej € [k] such that b
extends some b € br1(Si jie; )-

Let B be the all branches of )?” satisfying the second item. We define

Xi)j = X@j * Z(Seg)b-
beB

~

We label each branch b € br(X; ;) as follows, and define X; ; to be the
obtained labeled inj P H P-tree.

1. If b € br(U;) \ B, then label it with the symbol L.

2. Otherwise, there exists a unique b € B such that b C b. Label the
branch b with (i, j, e3).

By observation [ we see that (X ;)icq,jefq) and (Ye)eex) satisfy the follow-
ing:

15



e For each (4,7), e, br; j ey (Xij) = bri jey(Ye) (as sets of partial injections).
e For each ibr  (X;1) =---=br (X;q).

Now, we consider Nullstellensatz refutations over the ring Z; of the following
system, which we call —inj* PHPM (M and m are general numbers satisfying
M > m):

}; — i (1)
vijrige (i € [M],j # ' € [ml]), (2)
vz (i #i € [M],j € [m]), (3)

inj -1 (Z S [M]), (4)

M
> mij+u;—1 (j€[m)) (5)
=1

(x;; and u; are distinct indeterminates).
By the properties of (X ;)iep,jefq) and (Ye)ee[r), the following holds:

Z Z HCa:Z Z zg (mod d).

(i,9) €[] x[d] a€br(X;,;) e€lk] pebr(Ye)

(Here, for a partial injection p, z, := ([T, nyep,.; To.n) [ inyep,in, Un))-
It is easy to see that for any injPH P-tree T over (D, Ryy), EaebT(T) To =

1 has an N S-refutation from —inj* PHPM with degree < height(T). Hence, we
ey
o(n). Applying the substitution u; := 1—Y"", z;;, we obtain a N S-refutaion of
ﬁianHng;Z;i?pc;m(p) over Zg4 such that the degree is o(n) (Here, —~injPHPM
denotes the system of polynomials given by (@), @), ().

By Chinese remainder theorem, Z; can be written as a direct product of

some finite fields. Projecting the N S-refutation to an appropriate component,
pf () —# dom(p)
n—# ran(p)
degree o(n). Recall #p < o(n). This contradicts the linear degree lower bound
with respect to m of PC-proofs of injPHPM given in [I0]. Note that the
coefficient of the lower bound given in [10] does not depend on the specific

field. ]

obtain a NS-refutaion of —inj over Zg such that the degree is

we obtain a N S-refutation of —injPH over a finite field with

Setting f(n) := n+1 and taking the contraposition of Theorem [32] we obtain
a sufficient condition for Conjecture [T}

Corollary 36. Assume Fc—i—UCP,i’d Fpoly(n) inj PHP"1 is witnessed by AC°-
proofs (7, )n>1. Suppose there are partial injections (py,)n>1 satisfying

e For each n, p, € M?+1
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e n— #ran(p,) = 0o (n — 00).

e There exist o(n — # ran(py,))-evaluations (7"),>1 of I'?, where I',, is the
all subformulae appearing in 7,.

Then we obtain a contradiction.

Remark 37. The condition above is an analogue of the switching lemma used
in a standard proof of Ajtai’s theorem (see Lemma 15.2.2 and the section 15.7
in [7] for reference and the historical remarks). It seems the proof of that this
condition holds is beyond the current proof techniques. The difficulty is relevant
to that of the famous open problem; does VO I~ inj PH P2" hold?

5 On the strength of oddtown theorem

Oddtown theorem is a combinatorial principle stating that there cannot be
(n + 1)-orthogonal normal vectors in F%. In other words, (regarding each v €
F% as the characteristic vector of a subset S C [n]) there cannot be a family
(Si)icint1) satisfying the following:

e Each S; has an odd cardinality.
e Each S; NSy (i < ') has an even cardinality.

Historically, oddtown theorem and Fisher’s inequality (introduced in Section [])
have been candidates for statements which are easy to prove in extended Frege
system but not in Frege system ([4]). However, we still do not know the exact
strengths of the principles.

In this section, we prove that a natural formalization of oddtown theorem
over V0 is stronger than several combinatorial principles related to counting.

Definition 38. Define the ©F £2-formula oddtown(n, P,Q, R, S) as follows:

—[Vi € [n+1]).Vj € [n].(S(i,5) « Q(i,5) V Ie € [n]%.(j € e A P(i,e))
AV € [n+1].35 € [n].Q(3, )
AV € [n+ 1Y) # j' € [n].(-Q(, ) V ~Q(i, j"))
AVYi € [n+1].Vj € [n].Ve € [n)?(j € e = =Q(i,) V =P(i,e))
AYi€n+1]Ve#e €n*(ene #0 — —P(i,e) vV =P(i,e))
AYi < i € [n+ 1Y) € [n].(S(i,j) AS(,7) « Je € n]*(j € e A R(i,4',€)))
AVi<i' € n+1]Ve#e €nfr(ene # 0 — =R(i,i,e)V-R(i,i,¢€))]
Intuitively, S above gives sets S; := {j € [n] | S(i,7)}, P gives a 2-partition

of each S; leaving one element, which is specified by @), and R gives a 2-partition
of each S; N Sy (i < /).
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Definition 39. Define the propositional formula oddtown,, as follows:

1 (n=0)
all /\ie[n+1] /\je[n] (=si5 V qij V ve;jeee[n]2 Die)
A Niepnrt) Njemy (8is V 7i5)
A Niems1) Njem) Ne:jeeenz(8ii V —pie)
A /\ie[nJrl] \/je[n] dij
A Niemsn Nj<jrem) (065 V ~4i50)
A /\ie[nJrl] /\je[n] /\e:jGeG[nP(ﬁQij V “Die)
A Niens1) Nederenyz(TPie V —pier)
A /\i<z"e[n+1 /\je[n] (ﬁsij VsV \/e:jeee[n]2 Tiire)
A /\i<i’€[n+1 /\je[n] /\e:jeee[n]2(5ij V i)
A Niciems1) Njem) Nesjeeemyz (875 V Tiive)
ANiciremnn) Nelerepmpz(Trize V mize)]  (n 2 1)

oddtown, :=

By a reason similar to that of Convention[3] we abuse the notation and write
oddtown,, to express oddtown(n, P,Q, R, S), too.

Now, we first show that oddtown;, above implies (over V°) both inj PH P" 1
and Count?.

Proposition 40. 1. V% + oddtowny, - injPH P+,
2. VO + oddtowny, = Count?.

Proof. We first prove [l Argue in V°. We prove the contraposition. Suppose
there exists an injection f: [n + 1] — [n]. Define

Si={f(@)}

Then it violates oddtown,,.
We next prove Argue in V9. We prove the contraposition. Suppose
[2n 4 1] is partitioned by 2-sets. Let R be the 2-partition. Then setting

Si = {[2n+ 1]}iciont2)

we can easily violate oddtownay 2 (since [2n+ 1] N [2n 4 1] can be 2-paritioned
by R while [2n + 1]\ {2n + 1} has a natural 2-partition). |

Remark 41. Observing the proof above, one may think that we might obtain
another interesting formalization of oddtown theorem imposing {S;}icn41] to
be a family of distinct sets. Let oddtown’ be this version. Actually, we can show
the following;:

1. VY + oddtowny, & oddtown!,.

2. VY + oddtown), + Counts = oddtown.,.
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3. VO + oddtown), - Count?.
Hence, oddtown,, and oddtown!, have the same strength over V.

The proof of the remark. The item [is clear.

We show the item 2l Work in VO + oddtown), + Count?. Assume {S;}7*}
(where S; C [n]) violates oddtown,,. Since each S; NS (i < i') is 2-partitioned,
it follows that S; # Sy. Indeed, if S; = S; =: S, then both S and S\ {so}
(so € S) is 2-partitioned by the hypothesis. Consider a straightforward bijection

2n = 1] = ([n]\ S) U ([n] \ S)USU(S\ {s0})-

The right-hand side gives a natural 2-partition using those of S and S\ {s¢},
and it induces a 2-partition of the left-hand side, which violates Count3, ;.
Hence, it follows that each S; is distinct. However, it contradicts oddtown!,.
This shows the item 2

Lastly, we show the item Bl Argue in V°. Assume R is a 2-partition of
[2n + 1]. Note that R has a natural linear ordering induced by that of whole
numbers. Define {S,;}2"2 as follows: it is easy to see that R has at least four
elements. Take distinct r1,79,73 € R. For each ¢ = 1,...,2n 4+ 1, take the
unique j such that {i,j} € R. Then,

Casel. If i < j, set S; := [2n+ 1]\ {4, }.

Case2. If i > j, set S; := [2n+ 1]\ ({¢,7} U s;), where s; is the successor of {i,j}
in R. If there is none (i.e. {i,j} = max R), let s; be min R.

Furthermore, we define Sap42 := [2n+ 1]\ (11 Ura Urs).

Now, we see that {.S; foQ violates oddtowna, 2. Indeed, each S; is distinct,

we can take natural 2-partitions leaving one element for each S;, and we can
obtain 2-partitions for each S;NS; (i < j) removing at most five elements from
R. |

By theorem Bl and [0 we obtain
Corollary 42.
Vo4 ianHP,erl t oddtown,,,
VY + Counti I/ oddtown,,.
This rases the following natural problems:

Question 3. 1. VOt i?”LjPHP,iH'1 + Count? + oddtown,,? How about VO +
GCP F oddtown,,?

2. VO + oddtowny, = Count?, for which p?

The author cannot answer these questions for now. However, we tackle the
item [2] in the rest of this section.
From Proposition [40] and Theorem [7], it is easy to see:
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Corollary 43. If p is a power of 2, VY + oddtowny, - Count?.

The author conjectures that the converse of this corollary holds. Further-
more, the author conjectures the following:

Conjecture 2. For each d € N and a prime p # 2,
Fyq + oddtowny 1/ poryn)y Count.

Using Theorem [Tl it is easy to see that Conjecture 2limplies the converse of
Corollary @3l We give a sufficient condition to prove Conjecture

Theorem 44. Let p € N be a prime other than 2. Suppose

Fy + oddtowny, Fpopy(n) Count?.

Then there exists a constant € > 0 such that for large enough n # 0 (mod p),
there exists m € N and a family (fij)icim+1],je[m] of F2-polynomials such that:

1. m< nOW
2. For each i € [m + 1], there exists a N S-proof over Fy of
Z fij+1=0

J€[m]

from —Count?. with degree < O(log(n)) (here, we round n° to the nearest
integer which is not a multiple of p).

3. For each i # i’ € [m + 1], there exists a N.S-proof over Fy of
Z fijfi; =0
j€[m]

from =Count?. with degree < O(log(n)).

ne

Here, ~Counth, (where M # 0 (mod p)) means the following system of poly-
nomials:

E Te — 1, Teer, xi — X
e:jeec[M]p

(j € [M],e, e’ € [M]P,e L €)

Hence, if we can prove that such € does not exist, then the Conjecture [ is
true.

Proof. We assume the basics of p-trees and partial p-partitions (see section 15.5
in [7] for reference), and we also use the notations br(7T), T |= ¢, T'* 3 .o T
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etc. as the straightforward analogous meanings to the ones given in section [l
In this proof, we assume p = 3 for readability. Let proofs (m,,)nen Witness

F; + oddtowny, -

poly(n) Count?.

Let '), be the all subformulae appearing in m,. Apply the switching lemma for
3-trees, and obtain a restriction p leaving n® elements of the universe [n] such
that there exists an O(logn)-evaluation T of T'”. Recall that this evaluation
is sound for Frege rules in m,, and (Count?)?, which can be identified with
Count?., satisfies T [ (Count3)?. Tt follows that some instance

nes
I := oddtown,, [0/ Sij, Tij | Qij Pie/Die, Yiire [ Tiire)

satisfies T' |~ I. Restricting O(log(n))-elements more if necessary, we may
assume that actually bro(T7) = br(T;) holds.
Clearly, m < n°M. Fori € [m + 1] and j € [m],

fij = E Te.
ecbry (Taij)

We prove that these polynomials satisfy the required properties.
First, for ¢ < ', we construct an N S-proof of Z;nzl fij firj = 0 over Fy from the
system —Count}. For each j € [m], construct U} (j € [m]) as follows:

Uh=Toy % Y. (To,x >, (T,

biT‘l(Tg”) b’ ebry (Tai/j)
where

Tiir j = T_\Uijv_‘gi’jvve:]‘eeehn]z Yiire-

Now, define U; (j € [m]) as follows:

e Consider each branch r € br(Uj) of the form r = b(b')*d"" | where

be le(Tg”),bl (S le(Tgi ),d S bT‘(Ti7i/)j).

'
Let S} be the set of all branches of U} of the above form. Since d||bb’ and

T | —oij V-0 V \/ Yiire,

e:jeec[m]?

T |= e V iirer (Ve Le)
There is a unique e, € [m]? such that

— j €ep, and

— d is an extension of some d’ € bri(Ty,, ).
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Let j, ; be the element of e, other than j (that is, e, = {j,j;.;})-

iil ey iilen

2._ g7l
We define Us := U; * Eres; (Tgi]}j VS Tgi,jq,wvﬂ/, L

Let S7 C br(U?) be the set of all branches extending some element of S}.

e For each

u=rs"€8; (reSjse br(TUij;jvﬁw " Tgi,j;jvﬁw o))

Y
Let J,, ; = Jr ;-
o Weset Uj:=U? Y, (U7 )™
J u,J

For each j € [m], let B; C br(U;) be the set of branches extending some
element of S’JZ. Under ~Count?., we see the equation

ne

Z Lo = fijfi/j

acB;

has an NS-proof over Fy with degree < O(log(n)). Therefore, we obtain an
N S-proof of

2D wa= ) fulws

jE[m] a€B; JE€[m]

over Fy with degree < O(log(n)). The left-hand side is actually 0 by the follow-
ing reasoning. Let b = uv" € Bj, where u € S7 and v € br(U3, ). Let 1 :=J ;.

It is easy to see that v € S?, and b € B;. Decomposing b = cd®, where ¢ € S
and d € Sy, we obtain J;; = j. This argument gives a natural 2-partition
of the disjoint union L]
injections.

Lastly, we prove that E;nzl fij = 1 has an N S-proof from =Count?. with degree
< O(log(n)). For j € [m], let

Vj= Ta'ij * Z (Ti,j)b'

bebri (T, ;)

ietm] Bj, pairing the branches giving the same partial

where T; j := TﬂdijVTijV\/e;jEee[n]z Pie"
Let B; be the set of branches b € br(B;) extending some b’ € bri(7,,;). Since

Tl -1 V-pie (j€een?) and
T ': Pje V TPie! (6 1 6/),
each b € Bj satisfies exactly one of the following:

1. b is an extension of some V' € bry(T7,)).
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2. There exists a unique e € [m]? (j € e) such that b is an extension of some
b € bri(T,,,).

Define Ry as follows:

1. If the condition [l is satisfied,
Ry =T+ To,,v-r;s
where T; := ij S
2. If the condition 2is satisfied, and {j, '} := e, then

Rb = Tgij’v_‘@ie * (‘/J, * TUij\/ﬂ%’ic)'

Consider

Wj = ‘/J * Z (Rb)b.
bGBj

Let C; be the set of all branches r € br(W;) of the form r = bd®, where b € B;).
The equation

> a=fi

reCj

has a N S-proof over Fy from —=Count3. with degree < O(log(n)).

Now, we define ); as follows: since
T ': \/Tl'j and T ': Tij V Tigt

J
we see each branch b € br(7T;) has the unique j, such that b is an extension of
b € bri(T:,. ). We set

b
Qi ="T;x* Z (To'ijb\/“'rijb * (To'ijb *Tidb))b'
bebr(Ty)

We already know that there exists a IN.S-proof of Zﬂebr(Qi)xﬁ = 1 from
-Count?. with degree < O(log(n)). Observing

ZZ‘TT+ Z x5 =0, (6)
j rec; Bebr(Q;)

we obtain a IV.S-proof of ZT:1 fij = 1 from ~Count?. with degree < O(log(n)).
The observation follows from a 2-partition of (||; C;) Ubr(Q;) similar to the one

appearing in the proof of item 3. To be concrete, consider the following labeling
of r = bd® € C; (where b € B;):

e If b satisfies the condition [Ilin the definition of W}, label it by {j}.
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e If b satisfies the condition 2lin the definition of W;, and {j, j'} := e, label
b by e.

In order to make W fully labeled, we label each b € br(W;) \ C; by a symbol
L. Then we obtain:

e For each j 7 j', bry; iy (W) = brij i (Wyr).
o Ljepm brjy (W) = br(Qi).

These give the equation (@). [ |

6 On the strength of Fisher’s inequality

When we discuss whether the condition given in Theorem HE4] actually holds
or not, it is natural to also consider the K-analogue of the condition, where K is
an arbitrary field other than Fo. The next combinatoial principle (see Remark
for the informal meaning) relates to a condition which has a similar form to
the analogue.

Definition 45. We define the $F £% formula FIE(n, S, R) as follows:

FIE(n,S,R) =
Vi € [n+1]35 € [n]S(i,5)

AViy <iig € [n+1]3j € [n]((S(i1,J) A =S(iz, 5)) V (25(i1, 5) A S(i2,5)))

AYiy <ig € [n+ 1)Vi} < iy € [n+1]Vj € [n](=S(i1,7) V =S (i2,J) V 3j" € [n|R(i1, 02,17, 15, 7,75))

AVip < ig € [n+ 1Vi] < ih € [n+ 1)Vj" € [n](=S(ih, j) V =S(ih,5) V 3j € [n|R(i1, 12,4}, 15,5,5"))

AViy < ig € [n+ 1Vi} < iy € [n+1]Vj, 5" € [n](=R(i1, 2, 1},15, j, j') V S(i1, )

AViy <ig € [n+ 1)Vi) < iy € [n+1]Vj, 5" € [n](=R(i1,12,4, 15, j,5") V S(iz, j))

AViy <'ig € [n+ 1)Vi) < iy € [n+ 1]V4, 5" € [n](=R(i1,i2,1,,15,7,7") V S(i}, 7))

AViy < ig € [n+ 1Vi} < ih € [n+1]Vj, 5" € [n](=R(i1, iz, 1},15, j, j') V S(i5, §'))

AViy < ig € [n+ 1]Vi] < ih € [n+ 1)Vj € [n]Vj' # j” € [n](=R(i1, 2,41, 15, 4,7 ) V = R(i1, 2,41, 15, 3,7"))
AViy < iy € [n+1)Vi} <ib € [n+ 1Y) € [n]Vj # j € [n](~R(ix, i2, 1}, 15, j, §') V ~R(i, 2, 81, 8%, 5, 57))]
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Furthermore, we define the propositional formula FIE,, as follows:

FIE, :==( \ '/ si

i€[n+1] j€[n]

ANV (g Asing) V (Ssig A siag)

11<i2€[n+1] j€[n]

A /\ /\ /\ (78025 V 28155 V \/ “712)11)12)

i1 <iz€[n-+1] i, <iy[n-+1] j€ln] J'€ln)
A /\ /\ /\ S, J _‘Sz g V \/ 11712)11)12
i1 <iz€[n-+1] i} <iyEn-+1] /€[] i€l

A

>

Z1 ;712;711;712 V;
A Si1j)

i1 <iz€[n+1] i} <is €[n+1] 5,5’ €[n]

11,12,11,12€[n+1] v
AAN sia;)

i1 <ip€[n+1] i} <if €[n+1] 5,5’ €[n]

A

>

A

>

i1 ;712;711;712
/\ /\ (= v siggr)

i1 <ip€[n+1] i} <if €[n+1] 4,5’ €[n]

2
2

11;712;7/1;7/2
/\ (=3 Visigjr)
2
2

’
’

A

>

i1<iz€[n+1] i} <ih€[n+1] j,j' €[n]

A
Z1;712;7/1712 Z1;712;7/1712
/\ /\ /\ (=7 Vg e )

i1 <iz€ln+1] i <iy€[n+1] j€[n] ' #" €[n]

7/1712711;7/2 7/1712711712
A /\ /\ (_‘TJ J’ Vo ,rj,j’ ))

i <ig€[n+1] i) <iz€[n+1] i’ €[n] j£5¢€[n]

A

>

Remark 46. The above formulae are formalizations of Fisher’s inequality:
there does not exist a family {S;};c[,+1) satisfying the following:

e For each i, ) # S; C [n].
e For each i1 < 12, Sil # Si2.
e For each i1 <ig and i} <5, #(Si, NS,) = #(Sy N Sy).

In the definition of FIE(n,S, R), S intuitively gives a family {S;};c[n41], and
R gives a family of bijections

{‘Rihi%il)i2 : Sil N Si2 - 51,1 N Silz}i1<i2&i/1<il2'
It is easy to see that FIE, is a generalization of the pigeonhole principle.
Proposition 47. V°? + FIEy, - inj PHP"*!. Hence, for each p > 2,

VO + Count} i/ FIE,.
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Proof. Argue in VY. Suppose f is an injection from [n + 1] to [n]. We set
S; :={f(@)} (i € [n+1]). Then, S; is distinct and S; N'S; = O for every i < j.
Hence, FIFE, is violated.

The latter part follows immediately by Theorem |

It is natural to ask the following;:
Question 4. Which p satisfies VO + FIE}, = Count??

We conjecture that there is no such p. The next theorem gives a criterion of
proving this conjecture.

Theorem 48. Let K be a field. Suppose Fy + FIFEy Fpo1(n) Countl. Then
there exists a constant € > 0 such that for large enough n £ 0 (mod p), there ex-

ists m € N and families (fij)icim+1],je[m]s (@ij)icim+1],je[m] A (biirj)i<ir e [m41],j€[m]
of K-polynomials satisfying the following:
1. m< nfM),

2. For each iy < iz € [m+ 1] and i} < i5 € [m + 1], there exists a NS-proof
of

m m
> ik = fuifu
=1 =1

from —Count?. over K with degree < O(log(n)) (note that we round n*
to the nearest integer which is not a multiple of p).

3. For i € [m + 1], there exists a NS-proof of
ai;(1— fi;) =0
from —=Count! . over K with degree < O(log(n)).
4. For i € [m + 1], there exists a N S-proof of

m
E Qi = 1
Jj=1

from —=Count? . over K with degree < O(log(n)).
5. For i < i € [m+ 1] and j € [m], there exists a N.S-proof of
bii/jfijfi’j =0 and b“/J(l — fzg)(l — fi/j) =0

from —=Count!. over K with degree < O(log(n)).

6. For each i < i’ € [m + 1], there exists a N.S-proof of
St
j=1
from —=Count!. over K with degree < O(log(n)).
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Proof. For readability, we assume p = 3. Assume proofs (7, )necn witness

F,+ FIE; Fpoly(n) C’ountf’l.

Let T',, be the set of subformulae of 7,,. Apply the switching lemma for 3-tree,
and obtain a constant € > 0 and a restriction p, leaving n® elements of the
universe [n] such that there exists an O(logn)-evaluation T™ of T'Y. We fix a
large enough n # 0 (mod p), and suppress scripts n of T", p,, etc. (Count3)r
(which can be identified with Count3.) satisfies T' £ (Count?)?Soundness gives
that some instance

Ly Ly
L 11,2257 5% 11,522,272
I .= FIEm[O'ij/Sij,(pj)j, ! Q/T‘j)j, B 2]

satisfies T' }= I. With an additional restriction, we may assume that

bTo(T]) = bT(T[).

We obtain the following
L Let T; :=Ty _ o, Since

T): \/ Uij,

JE[m]

each b € br(T;) has at least one j, € [m] and b’ € br1(Ty,,;,) such that
b C b. We relabel each branch b € br(T;) with (j,) and obtain a labelled
inj PH P-tree T;.

2. Let Ty iy := TV, 1, (0A=015) V(01 A0y ) SiDCE
T\ (i A=) V (=0i; Adinj)),
jelm]
each b € br(T}, ;,) has at least one j; satisfying one of the following
(a) For all b/ € bro(T,

Ti1dp

(b) For all &’ € br(T,

i1 gy

) U brq (T

Tigjp

) U b’l”o (T

Tigjy

), b LY
), b LY

We relabel each branch b € br(T;, ;,) with (j) and obtain a labelled
injPHP-tree T, ;,.

. . Ay . . YAy

11,12,11,2. 21,22,24,2 .
3. Let T11J7 2t . iy insif iy - Bach b € bT(Tllj’ 2t g
’ 2051V 705 VYV jrem) P 0 ’

an extension of some element of bro (7o, ), bro(Ts,,,;), U 0r1(T i)z, )-
P

If b is an extension of an element of bry (T 4 y.i1,1 ), such j' is unique.
IRY
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1 ,00,0 i 01,090,000\ .
4 Let T, 22 =T iz Bach b € br(Ty5,* ) s

’ =0V VYV jem) ©; 40 :
an extension of an element of bro(Tgi,lj, ), bro(Tgiéj, ), U; b (Trilxi%i/l’i/g ). If

3."
b is an extension of an element of bry (T ;, :,.:1,:, ), such j is unique.
T

1:82,87 1

g3’

fij = Z Loy

aebry (Tgij )

Aij 1= E Loy

Oteb’l‘<j> ('fl)
biligj = E T
acbr;) (T1112)

(i €[m+1],5 €[m])

Now, we set

Clearly, m < noW
We show that each of the following has a N S-proof from ~Count3. over K with
O(log(n))-degree

Zaij == 1, (7)
j=1

> biyiy; = 1, (8)
j=1

Zfiljfizj = Zfi’ljfizj/’ 9)
j=1 j=1

aij(1— fij) =0, (10)
bilizjfhjfizj =0, (11)
biyioj (1 — firj)(1 = fizj) = 0. (12)

(i,11,12,11,15 € [m + 1]&iy < ig&i) < i5&j € [m])
([@: Since the left-hand side is the sum of all brances of the 3-partition tree T,
[@®): Since the left-hand side is the sum of all brances of the 3-partition tree
@): We first define A;, i, ; := Ty, , * To,,; (i1,492 € [m+ 1], 5 € [m],i1 < i2).
Let B;, i,,; be the set of all branches b € A;, 4, ; having the form
b=cd® (cebr(Ty,;),debri(T,,,))

It is easy to construct a N.S-proof of

failog= D (13)

bEBiy ip,j
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from —~Count3. over K with degree < O(log(n)).
Now, fix i1,142,1],i, € [m + 1] such that i1 < i and ij < i,. For each
j € [m], consider the trees

A

I o 11,22,21,%5\b

Rj = Aj 5 * E (Tl,j )
bEBiy ig,j

T
oo 11,22,21,%5\b
i7,i%,5 * E (T2,j )’

bEB;1 it

R; =A

For each r = bd® (b € By, 4,4, d € br(TfjJ?iQ’ill’ilz)), since d||b, there exists

a unique j;. such that d is an extension of some ¢ € bri(T i, i, .4, ). Let
¥l

Bj C br(R;) be the set of all branches having the above form.

Similarly, for each ' = bd® (b € By 4 ;, d € br(T,;""2)), since d]|b,

there exists a unique j,» such that d is an extension of some ¢ € bry (T iy i) il ).

37‘/,7'
Let B} C br(R}) be the set of all branches having the above form.
Now, we define
Tj>j/ = (((Tﬁrilvizviﬁviévsv * Tﬁrilvi%i’lviév& ) * Tﬁrilvizwi’lwi’gvs , )* Tﬁrhvizviiviévs , 7
4.3’ i1 4.3’ P27 4.4 i3’ 4.4 ind’

for each j # j' € [m]. Using these trees, we define

Spi=Rix Y (Tipx > (R,

reB; tebr(T; ;1)

[ 1) 1 N\t
8= Ryx Y (T5,, 5 * ) (55,7
TIGB; tEbr(T; , j)

s

Label each branch b € br(S;) as follows:

e If b extends some r € Bj, then label b with (j, j.).
e Otherwise, label b with the symbol L.

Similarly, we label each branch 0" € br(S}) as follows:

e If b extends some 7' € B, then label b with Gery4).
e Otherwise, label b with the symbol L.

It is easy to see that for each j,j', br; jiy(S;) = br; jry (S),). Hence,

2. X m= > ) wm

4,3 €[m] a€br; iy (S;) J,3' €[m] BEbT (5 ;1 (S;/)
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Furthermore, it is easy to see that the following have N S-proofs from
=Count3. over K with < O(log(n))-degree:

Yoo > = Y wm (Gem),

J'€[m] agbr; ;1\ (S;) bEBiy ig.j

./
> X m= ), wm (e
j€[m] ﬁEbTqu/)(S;.,) beBi’I,ié,j'

Hence, combined with (I3), they give a NS-proofof 3, fi,; fij = > fir fi,
satisfying the required conditions.

(@) It follows similarly as (I2) below.

@D: biyinsfirjfinj = 0 follows easily from =Count. since each o € br (Ti, 4,)
satisfies a L b for all b € By, i, ;-

([I2): Note that we have N S-proofs of the following:

fi1j+ Z rp =1,

ﬂebT‘o(Tgilj)

fi2j + Z rp = L.
ﬂeb’r‘o (T"'i2j )

(7 € [m])

Hence, b;,i,;(1 — fi,;)(1 — fi,;) = 0 follows easily from —Count}. by a
similar reason as the previous item.
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