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Abstract

We critique Valerii Sopin’s paper “PH = PSPACE” [Sop14]. The paper claims to resolve one
of the major open problems of theoretical computer science by leveraging the Skolemization of
existential quantifiers of quantified boolean formulas to show that QBF (a well-known PSPACE-
complete problem) is in IT}, and thus PH = PSPACE. In this critique, we highlight problems
in that paper and conclude that it fails to establish that PH = PSPACE.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we critique Valerii Sopin’s paper “PH = PSPACE” [Sop14]. The paper introduces
two theorems. The first theorem is about Skolemization of quantified boolean formulas, while the
second theorem attempts to leverage the first theorem to collapse the polynomial hierarchy and
prove that PH = PSPACE. Before going into more detail, we first discuss the importance of such
a result.

In computational complexity theory, the polynomial hierarchy is defined as PH = P UNP U
NPNPUNPNPY . , and PSPACE refers to the class of problems that can be solved using at most
polynomial space. Both are fundamentally important and intensely studied classes. It is known
that PH C PSPACE. However, whether PH equals PSPACE to this day remains one of the central
open problems in theoretical computer science. Informally, this is because most known techniques
cannot settle this question There are many consequences to proving PH = PSPACE [Far20)].
Hypothetically, if one were able to show that PSPACE is no more complex than some level k of
PH, it would indicate that all levels above k collapse to the kth level (since they are all contained
in PSPACE). Even for a large value of k, a collapse would help advance research into other open
questions of complexity theory. For example, PH = PSPACE would yield the existence of PH-
complete problems, a currently unresolved issue (that is in fact equivalent to the issue of whether
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PH collapses, i.e., for some i, PH = ¥?). Another serious implication of this result would be
resolving the relationship between L and classes like PH or NPE

The approach used in Sopin’s paper to purportedly prove its theorems is as follows: first apply
Skolemization to an arbitrary quantified boolean formula and then construct an algorithm to solve
QBF from one that solves II4SAT. However, we will show how the proofs for these theorems are
flawed.

In Section 2] we introduce the definitions and notations used within Sopin’s proofs. In Sections[3]
and [ we summarize the key points of Theorems 1 and 2 and analyze each proof. We will use
Section Bl to point out a key observation on the use of Skolemization in the context of the paper.
Finally, in Section [l we conclude our critique.

2 Preliminaries

We present here many standard concepts in complexity theory. Equivalent definitions can be found
in most modern textbooks on complexity [HO02, [AB09 [Sip13].

As to notation, given a string w, let |w| denote the length of w. Additionally, let N = {0,1,2,...}
and let Nt = {1,2,3,...}.

Throughout this paper, we will speak of boolean formulas and boolean variables. We will assume
that our (boolean) variables are always assigned 1 (true) or 0 (false). A boolean formula ¢ with
boolean variables z1,...,z, is denoted by ¢(z1,...,x,). Quantified boolean formulas are of the
form (Qix1) - -+ (Qnzy)[@(z1, ..., xy)], such that for each i € {1,...,n}, it holds that Q; is either 3
or V.

Let us now define the polynomial hierarchy. Fix i > 1. A language L is in X exactly if there
is a polynomial ¢ and a polynomial-time computable predicate R such that for all it holds that

zeL = (Fuwr:fw| < q(z]))(Vws : [wao] < q(|z]) - (Qiws : Jwi| < q(Jz])[R(z, w1, ... wi)],

where Q; is 3 if i is odd and V if i is even. Additionally, a language L’ is in II? exactly if L’ € ¥F.
The polynomial hierarchy is defined as the class PH = |J,; o+ P This definition yields the same
classes as the other common definition, drawn on in our introduction, i.e., Zg — NpNPY

For each of the abovementioned classes (except PH), we can define the following canonical com-
plete problems. The definition that follows is adapted from one given by Arora and Barak [AB09|.
For each i > 1, the problem ;SAT, which is complete for X¥, is defined as the set of quantified
boolean formulas of the form (Juq)--- (Qu;)[¢(u1,...,u;)] that are true, where ¢ is a boolean
formula, each of uq,us,...,u; denotes a list of a boolean variables, and @); is 3 if 7 is odd and V if
i is even. The problem II;SAT, which is complete for IT?, is defined analogously, except that Q; is
V when i is odd, and 3 if 7 is even.

PSPACE is the class of languages accepted by a Turing machine that runs in polynomial space.
Formally, PSPACE = | J; o+ DSPACE[n*]. Additionally, “PSPACE embodies the power of polyno-
mially bounded quantifiers” [HO02]. And so, QBF, the set of all true quantified boolean formulas,

2L is the class of decision problems solvable by a deterministic Turing machine in logarithmic space. It is known
that L € P. Thus if L = NP, then L = P = NP = PH. It is also true by the space hierarchy theorem that
L # PSPACE. Consequently, if PH = PSPACE, then L # PH, and thus L # NP.

3Readers familiar with the concepts will notice that we omitted explicit mention of ¥E, but it is of course contained
in 37 and thus not actually omitted. This “omission” occurs simply because we do not need to refer to that class in
the rest of this paper, and so it saves us the trouble of defining it.



is a canonical PSPACE-complete problem. It’s easy to see that QBF = |J;cy 2;SAT UIL;SAT, and
thus PH C PSPACE.

Skolemization is the process of removing existentially quantified variables from a quantified
boolean formula, and replacing them with Skolem constants or Skolem functions, which are boolean
functions that are only over the universally quantified variables that appear before the existentially
quantified variable being removed in the quantifier order. Interested readers may consult the
textbook by Chang and Lee [CL73|] for more details.

3 On Theorem 1

We will now focus on Theorem 1 of Sopin’s paper. The theorem has been reformulated for the sake
of clarity.

Theorem 1 ([Sopld]). For an arbitrary n € NT, let ® = (V1) (Qowa) - -+ (Qpy)[d(21, . .., xp)] e
an arbitrary boolean formula where (Qq,...,Q,) € {I,V}". Let I ={i | i <nAQ;=3}. Then, @
is a true quantified boolean formula if and only for every i € I, there is a boolean function y; over
the variables in {x; | j < i AQ; =V} such that the quantified boolean formula that results from
substituting each x; with y; is a tautology.

To the best of our understanding, the theorem is essentially proposing that Skolemization
preserves satisfiability, since the process described by the theorem resembles that of Skolemization.
However, it is well-known that Skolemization does in fact preserve satisfiability (for reference, see
textbooks by Chang and Lee [CLT73|] and Loveland [Lov78]). In order to leverage this technique to
decide QBF, it follows that one would at the very least need a polynomial upper bound on the space
complexity of Skolemization. Unfortunately, no such result is currently known. We elaborate this
point further in Section Bl Additionally, we notice several issues with the given proof of Theorem 1
and discuss them in the rest of this section.

In their proof of Theorem 1, the author introduces a recursive algorithm to test for membership
in QBF. It works by removing quantifiers sequentially and producing, based on the removed
quantifier, a new and logically equivalent formula. After that, the author adds a note on how “a
[boolean] function determines the truth table” [Sop14] of its variables. The proof then follows with
two examples to help illustrate its main argument.

First, we comment on the structure of the proof. It is unclear how each part of the proof relates
to the other and to the main argument. Therefore, throughout our analysis, we will attempt to
understand the role of each part of the proof.

Sopin presents a recursive algorithm to decide QBF and claims that the proof of Theorem 1
follows from it, however this algorithm is not well-defined. The recursive step is the only defined
aspect of the algorithm: It involves pulling off the first quantified variable and checking both values
for that variable. Depending on the quantifier, a new equation is formed using these two equations
with both possible values of first variable. In the definition of this algorithm, there is neither a base
case nor a recursive call. A base case is needed in order to show when the algorithm terminates and
a recursive call is needed in order to show where the recursive step is applied. So it is ambiguous as
to whether the algorithm presented is indeed recursive, or if only the first quantifier is to be pulled
off. It appears to us that is a common algorithm to decide QBF, but it is unclear how the proof of
Theorem 1 follows from it.



We would now like to turn our attention to a statement made at the end of the algorithm’s
description: “Notice that a [boolean| function determines the truth table (one-to-one correspon-
dence)” [Sop14]. The term “truth table” in this context is ambiguous. If the intention of the paper
is indeed to use truth-tables to represent Skolem functions, as in Example 1 of Theorem 1 (discussed
later), then this is a matter of concern, as the size of a truth-table is exponential in the number
of its variables. On the other hand, it’s possible that the quoted statement is simply a fact of the
relationship between boolean functions and truth-tables. Still, the paper fails to show the potential
space complexity of this transformation, which is crucial when dealing with PSPACE-complete
problems.

At the end of the proof of Theorem 1, two examples are presented in order to add clarity
to the theorem. Example 1 provides an explicit description of a Skolem function, where exis-
tentially quantified variables can be rewritten as functions of the variables that come before it
in the formula. At the end of the example, it is mentioned that the Skolem function “is indeed
the truth table, where values of x1,...,2,_1 determine the value of z;” [Sopl4]. As mentioned
before, the use of truth-table in this context would lead to an exponential size blow-up. Exam-
ple 2 is just a restatement of the theorem using an explicit quantified boolean formula. Example 2
states that “Vai3dz1VaedzoVasdzs is a true [quantified boolean formula] if and only if there ex-
ist such boolean functions yi: {0,1} — {0,1}, y2: {0,1}?> — {0,1}, y3: {0,1}3 — {0,1} that
d(x1,y1(x1), T2, Y2 (21, T2), T3, y3(x1, X2, x3)) is tautology” [Sopld]. This example just shows how
a formula looks after Skolemization has occurred. The formula must be a tautology in order to
be a true quantified boolean formula because only universally quantified variables are left. The
replacement of existentially quantified variables with boolean functions over the correct variables
appears to have been performed correctly but there is neither a proof that these functions are
Skolem functions nor a direct connection to the proof of Theorem 1.

Thus while the statement is true, the proof given does not support the theorem. It’s unclear,
based on our observations about Skolemization not being known to be computable using polynomial
space, how this theorem will become useful in the rest of Sopin’s paper (and indeed, we discuss in
the next section that we see no such connection).

4 On Theorem 2

In this section, we will focus our attention to the following theorem of Sopin’s paper.
Theorem 2 ([Sop14]). I} = PSPACE.

As one would expect, the purported proof takes an arbitrary quantified boolean formula ® and,
from it, constructs a quantified boolean formula ® (which has a specific syntactic form that we
specify later in this section) in polynomial time, such that ® € QBF <= &' € II4SAT. Let
us preface that the proof presented in the paper is often unclear about what it means and makes
several logical leaps, and so we approach the arguments in the proof using our best understanding
of what the author could have meant.

Our first comment is about clarity and touches on the form of the quantified boolean formulas.
The author assumes that quantified boolean formulas are of the form (which we will often refer to
as the “standard” form in this critique)

(V:El)(zlyl) T (V$n)(3yn)[¢(x1y Yis-- -y Tn, yn)]a



for some n € N, which at a glance seems incorrect. For example, the formula (3z,y)(Vz)[(zVyV 2)]
is certainly in QBF, but is not included in the paper’s treatment. Indeed, the general form given
seems to miss formulas with an odd number of variables, formulas that start with an existential
quantifier, and formulas that have multiple variables bound to the same quantifier. However, what
the paper does not make clear, is that all such formulas can be converted to the “standard” form in
polynomial-time. The key to putting arbitrary quantified boolean formulas into “standard” form
is the use of dummy variables!q Our example,

(Fz,y)(V2)[(z Vy v 2)],

introduced earlier in this paragraph exhibits all the issues that seem to exist with the “standard”
form. And so, we shall present, in an informal manner (since the issue is rather simple and does
not warrant much more than an example), how to convert the above formula to “standard” form.
Let us first make the first quantifier be a universal quantifier by introducing the dummy variable
«. This yields the formula

(Vo) (3, y)(V2)[(z vV y V 2)].

Next, we separate the variables x and y so that each quantifier is only bound to one variable by
introducing the dummy variable 5. This yields the formula

(Va)(32)(vB)By) (V2)[(z V y v 2)].

To finish, since we need an even number of variables, we introduce the dummy variable v and
obtain

(Va)(32)(v8)By) (V2) 3)[(z V y v 2)].

It is not hard to see that if the original formula has n variables, then the new formula will have at
most 2n + 2 variables.

We will now focus on the correctness of the proof of Theorem 2. For the rest of this section,
we will fix, for some n € NT and some boolean formula (with no quantifiers) ¢ that is over 2n
variables, the following quantified boolean formula

® = (Vo) Byr) - - (Von) CByn) [0(21, 15 -5 Ty )]

The paper seeks to construct, from @, the following (purportedly logically equivalent) formula
(which is not in “standard” form)

vjn)(azn)[qb(‘rh Ytis- -5 Tn—-1,Yn-1, jn) Zn)]/\
Vi’n_l, jn)(azn—ly Zn)[<l5($1ay1= <oy Tn—2,Yn-2, Li'n—ly Zn—1; Li'na Zn)] AREENA
(v"i‘27 L 7',271)(3227 e 72n)[¢(x17y17j:27 2y 7£n7zn)]]a

O =(Vr1,...,22) 31, .., yn)[O(T1, Y15 - o Ty Y )A
(
(

such that ® € QBF <= &' € II,SAT.
The attempted proof is by induction on the number of variables in the formula. We will not
repeat the entire argument presented there, and we urge interested readers to consult the original

4For our purposes, a dummy variable is one that is quantified over, but does not appear in the boolean formula.
That is certainly legal. For example, we can say that the formula (Vz)(3y)(Vz)[(z V y)] is over the set of variables
{z,y, z}. In this case, z is a dummy variable.



paper directly. The gist of the purported inductive proof is as follows: We can swap the positions
of quantifiers inside the original formula, and then we can detect in polynomial-time whether the
formula’s truth value has been affected by the changes. We note, off the bat, two major issues with
this approach: (1) it does not leverage the implications of the statement of Theorem 1, and (2) the
induction does not actually prove the logical equivalence.

Let us address (1) first. The only mention made to Theorem 1 in the purported proof of
Theorem 2 is in the case where the number of variables, m, is greater or equal to 3. The paper
states that by “taking off the first quantifier and checking both possible values for the first variable
in [the] way we did in Theorem 1, we come to the m — 1 case” [Sopl4]. It is worth reiterating
that the attempted proof of Theorem 1 simply presents a version of the (well-known) recursive
algorithm to decide QBF in polynomial space. Thus while this approach of “eating” variables
one at a time may help decide if the formula is true, it potentially uses an exponential amount of
(nondeterministic) time, and there is no clear passage in the paper that clarifies the use of that
algorithm.

Let us now address (2). In the purported inductive proof, the paper claims that for any
quantified boolean formula 1 over two variables, z and y, it holds that (Vz)(3y)[¢(z,y)] =
(Fy)(Vz)[¢(x,y)] if and only if 1) is neither the XOR function nor the negation of the XOR function,
which is true. And thus, the argument in the paper states that as long as there is no way for ¥
to be the XOR function (or its negation) when the values of all but two variables, with one being
universally quantified over and the other being existentially quantified over, are fixed, then the
induction holds. The additional clauses in ®’ are meant to play a role in supporting this argument.
However, the paper not only fails to explain how these additional clauses work and why they work,
but it also seems to be missing cases. Indeed, the paper states that the above check can be done in
polynomial time since “there are [only] n? such formulas” [Sop14]. We believe this was derived by
selecting, from @, one of the n variables that are universally quantified over and one of the n vari-
ables that are existential quantifier over. However, missing from the argument is the fact that each
of the remaining 2n — 2 variables can have one of two values (0 or 1), thus creating n?22"~2 possible
formulas to check. (It’s worth noting that the above check can easily be done in nondeterministic
polynomial time. However, the paper only states “polynomial time,” which, as is standard, implies
“deterministic polynomial time.”) We thus conclude that the induction presented in that proof is
incorrect.

We mention briefly in passing that there are other minor errors, but we bear them no attention
as they do not carry as much importance as the ones we pointed out. Additionally, in the final
parts of that proof, the paper mentions the formula’s algebraic normal form as being crucial to the
argument and provides an example, but it is not clear why the algebraic normal form is crucial.
Thus we are not certain as to whether the author was hoping to achieve something different than
what is being conveyed through the technical report.

5 A Note on Skolemization

We add this section with the hopes that the use of Skolemization can be better explained. Our
expectation is that the size of the Skolem functions must have a role to play in the proof. Indeed,
if the size of such functions is not polynomially-bounded, then it is unclear how any skolemized
formula can even be computed in polynomial space (and be a useful approach in this context). On
the other hand, if there is a polynomial upper bound on the size of Skolem functions, then one can



show something shocking.

Proposition 3. If there is a polynomial p : N — NT such that, for each quantified boolean formula
®, the Skolemization of ® produces no Skolem function of size greater than p(|®|), then ¥ =
PSPACE.

Proof. The C relationship is well-known, so it suffices to show that under the assumptions of the
above statement, PSPACE C 5. We will do so by showing that QBF € X5. Let p be a polynomial
as defined by the proposition’s statement. Without loss of generality, let us assume that our input
is a quantified boolean formula (as we can easily detect that in polynomial time if it is not and
immediately reject). Fix an arbitrary boolean formula ® with n variables as our input. Let F
denote the set of variables in ® that are existentially quantified. Since Skolemization preserves
satisfiability, it follows that ® € QBF <= there are ||E| Skolem functions such that for each
assignment to the variables not in F, the boolean formula that results from replacing each variable
in E with the corresponding Skolem function is true under the current assignment. Because each
Skolem function has size bounded by p(|®|), substituting the Skolem functions into ® and checking
the truth value of the resulting formula, given a specific assignment, can be computed in polynomial
time. Per our definition of 3% in Section [2] this implies that QBF € XL. O

This strengthens a result by Akshay et al. [ACGT18] who under similar assumptions conclude
that X5 = II5 = PH (by leveraging the Karp-Lipton Theorem).

6 Conclusion

In this critique, we pointed out the errors in “PH = PSPACE” [Sop14] and concluded that Sopin’s
paper fails to show that PSPACE and the polynomial hierarchy coincide. The primary issue is that
Sopin’s paper does not account for a potentially exponential amount of work needed to perform
one of its checks that it claims can be done in polynomial time. We additionally find that the use
of Skolemization in the attempted proof is not clear. Indeed, it would be shocking if a machine
could compute the Skolemization using only a polynomial amount of space as that would yield
ground-breaking results (as proved in our Proposition [3]).
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