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Abstract. In this paper, we define and study variants of several com-
plexity classes of decision problems that are defined via some criteria
on the number of accepting paths of an NPTM. In these variants, we
modify the acceptance criteria so that they concern the total number
of computation paths, instead of the number of accepting ones. This
direction reflects the relationship between the counting classes #P and
TotP, which are the classes of functions that count the number of ac-
cepting paths and the total number of paths of NPTMs, respectively.
The former is the well-studied class of counting versions of NP prob-
lems, introduced by Valiant (1979). The latter contains all self-reducible
counting problems in #P whose decision version is in P, among them
prominent #P-complete problems such as Non-negative Permanent,
#PerfMatch and #DNF-Sat, thus playing a significant role in the
study of approximable counting problems.

We show that almost all classes introduced in this work coincide with
their ‘# accepting paths’-definable counterparts, thus providing an al-
ternative model of computation for the classes ⊕P, ModkP, SPP, WPP,
C=P, and PP. Moreover, for each of these classes, we present a novel
family of complete problems which are defined via problems that are
TotP-complete under parsimonious reductions. This way, we show that
all the aforementioned classes have complete problems that are defined
via counting problems whose existence version is in P, in contrast to the
standard way of obtaining completeness results via counting versions of
NP-complete problems. To the best of our knowledge, prior to this work,
such results were known only for ⊕P and C=P.

We also build upon a result by Curticapean, to exhibit yet another way to
obtain complete problems for WPP and PP, namely via the difference of
values of the TotP function #PerfMatch on pairs of graphs. Finally, for
the so defined WPP-complete problem, we provide an exponential lower
bound under the randomized Exponential Time Hypothesis, showcasing
the hardness of the class.

Keywords: counting complexity, #P, number of perfect matchings, gap-definable
classes
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1 Introduction

Valiant introduced the complexity class #P in his seminal paper [29] to char-
acterize the complexity of the permanent function. #P contains the counting
versions of NP problems and equivalently, functions that count the accepting
paths of non-deterministic polynomial-time Turing machines (NPTMs). For ex-
ample, #Sat, i.e. the problem of counting the number of satisfying assignments
of a propositional formula, lies in #P. The class of functions that count the total
number of paths of NPTMs, namely TotP, was introduced and studied in [16, 20].
Interestingly, TotP is the class of self-reducible problems in #P that have a de-
cision version in P [20]; note that prominent #P-complete problems belong to
TotP, such as #PerfMatch and #DNF-Sat. Complete problems under par-
simonious reductions for TotP were provided in [3], e.g. Size-Of-Subtree [17].
The significance of TotP and its relationship with the class of approximable
counting problems have been investigated in [20, 4, 7, 3, 1].
The two classes #P and TotP imply two paradigms of counting computation
models that exhibit significant similarities and differences: on one hand, the
computational hardness of computing the exact function value is similar for
both models, as shown by the fact that they share complete problems under
polynomial-time Turing reductions [20]; on the other hand, checking whether a
solution exists is in P for all problems in TotP, while it is even NP-complete for
some problems in #P, a fact that shows that TotP is strictly included in #P,
unless P = NP.
In this paper, we build upon the comparison between these two paradigms by
studying well-known classes of decision problems, currently defined by means of
‘accepting-path counting’, under the perspective of the ‘total counting’ model.
In particular, we consider the complexity classes shown in Table 1, which are
defined using conditions on the number of accepting paths, or the difference—
which is called the gap—between accepting and rejecting paths of an NPTM [13];
for all these classes we introduce their ‘TotP’ counterparts, i.e. classes defined
by an analogous condition on functions that count the total number of compu-
tation paths of NPTMs. We compare each ‘traditionally defined’ class with its
counterpart, showing that many of them remain the same under both models.
We thus obtain alternative characterizations for these classes that lead to novel
insights and results on their computational complexity. Notably, we provide new
complete problems for ⊕P, ModkP, C=P, PP, SPP and WPP, by using the ‘total
counting’ paradigm.

Related work. Interestingly, several of the classes demonstrated in Table 1
have attracted attention, as either they have been essential for proving impor-
tant theorems, or they contain significant problems. Specifically, the classes ⊕P

and PP have received much attention due to their relation to Toda’s theorem.
Problems in ⊕P and PP can be decided with the information of the rightmost
and leftmost bit of a #P function, respectively. Toda’s theorem consists of two
important results. First, PH can be reduced to ⊕P under probabilistic reductions,
i.e. PH ⊆ BPP

⊕P. Second, BPP
⊕P is contained in PPP, which in turn implies that

is also contained in P#P, where one oracle call suffices. In fact, the oracle needs to
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Class Function f in: If x ∈ L: If x /∈ L:
UP #P f(x) = 1 f(x) = 0

FewP #P

f(x) ≤ p(|x|) for some
polynomial p and f(x) >
0

f(x) = 0

⊕P #P f(x) is odd f(x) is even
ModkP #P f(x) 6≡ 0 (mod k) f(x) ≡ 0 (mod k)
SPP GapP f(x) = 1 f(x) = 0

WPP GapP
f(x) = g(x) for some g ∈
FP with 0 6∈ range(g)

f(x) = 0

C=P GapP f(x) = 0 f(x) 6= 0 [alt-def: f(x) > 0]

PP GapP f(x) > 0 f(x) ≤ 0 [alt-def: f(x) < 0]

Table 1: Classes UP [28], FewP [2], ⊕P [21], ModkP [9, 8, 15], SPP [19, 13],
WPP [13], C=P [26], and PP [26, 14].

compute the value of a #P function modulo 2m, for some m. Another prominent
result, preceding Toda’s theorem, is the Valiant–Vazirani theorem [31], stating
that NP ⊆ RPUP, which implies that Sat remains hard even if the input in-
stances are promised to have at most one satisfying assignment.
The complexity class UP has also been of great significance in cryptography,
where the following statement holds: P = UP if and only if there are no one-way
functions. The class SPP attracted attention when Graph Isomorphism was
shown to lie in it [5]. The Graph Isomorphism problem is believed to be one of
the few NP-intermediate problems; there is no known polynomial-time algorithm
for it, and there is strong evidence that it is not NP-complete [25]. SPP can be
seen as the gap-analog of UP. In [13] it was shown that SPP is the smallest
reasonable gap-definable class.
Valiant in [30] and Curticapean in [12] have provided complete problems for
⊕P and C=P, respectively, which are defined by counting problems that are
not #P-complete under parsimonious reductions (unless P = NP). In particular,
Curticapean proved in [12] that the problem of determining whether two given
graphs have the same number of perfect matchings is complete for C=P. He also
proved that this problem has no subexponential algorithm under the Exponen-
tial Time Hypothesis (ETH). The problem of counting perfect matchings in a
graph, namely #PerfMatch, is #P-complete and TotP-complete under poly-
time Turing reductions [29, 20]. However, it is not known to be complete for
either of these classes under parsimonious reductions.

Our contribution. In Section 3, we introduce the classes that are demon-
strated in Table 2 which are defined via TotP functions. As TotP is a proper
subclass of #P (unless P=NP), the first interesting question we answer is whether
these classes are proper subclasses of the corresponding ones shown in Table 1.
Our results exhibit a dichotomy; these classes are either equal to P, namely
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UtotP = FewtotP = P, or equal to their analogs definable by #P functions (Propo-
sitions 5, 6, 9, 10, and Corollary 2).
The results of Section 3 provide an alternative model of computation for ⊕P,
ModkP, SPP, WPP, C=P, and PP. These results also mean that the ‘TotP’ model
captures the essence of the aforementioned classes, while the ‘#P’ model turns
out to be somewhat harder than necessary to define them. As a consequence, in
Section 4, for each of these classes, we obtain a new family of complete prob-
lems that are defined by TotP-complete problems under parsimonious reductions,
which are not #P-complete under the same kind of reductions unless P = NP.
Thus, we generalize the completeness results by Valiant and Curticapean for ⊕P

and C=P, respectively. In fact, an analogous model of computation and analo-
gous complete problems are obtained for every gap-definable class, and not only
the ones mentioned in this work.
We also present and study problems defined via the difference of the value of
total counting problems. Building upon a relevant result by Curticapean [12], we
show that such difference problems defined via the TotP function #PerfMatch

are complete for the classes PP and WPP, respectively (Propositions 13 and 14);
we also show a hardness result for SPP (Proposition 15).
Finally, in Subsection 4.2, we prove that under the randomized Exponential
Time Hypothesis (rETH), there is no subexponential algorithm for the promise
problem DiffPerfMatch=g, which is the problem of determining whether the
difference between the number of perfect matchings in two graphs is zero or
equal to a specific value.

2 Preliminaries

Definition 1 ([29, 20, 13]). (a) #P = {accM : Σ∗ → N | M is an NPTM},

(b) FP = {f : Σ∗ → N | f is computable in polynomial time},

(c) TotP = {totM : Σ∗ → N | M is an NPTM},

(d) GapP = {∆M : Σ∗ → N | M is an NPTM},
where accM (x) = #(accepting paths of M on input x), totM (x) = #(all compu-
tation paths of M on input x)−1, ∆M(x) = accM (x)−rejM (x), and rejM (x) =
#(rejecting paths of M on input x), for every x ∈ Σ∗.

Remark 1. Since every NPTM has at least one computation path, one is sub-
tracted by the total number of paths in the definition of TotP, so that functions
in the class can take the zero value. As a result, many natural counting problems
lie in TotP.

Below, we include a remark regarding some of the classes presented in Table 1.

Remark 2 (Table 1).

(a) Note that Mod2P = ⊕P and ModkP for k > 2 is a generalization of ⊕P,
based on congruence mod integers other than two.
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(b) The class ModkP was defined in [8] via the acceptance condition ‘x ∈ L iff
f(x) 6≡ 0 (mod k)’. On the other hand, in [9] ModkP was defined via the
alternative condition ‘x ∈ L iff f(x) ≡ 0 (mod k)’ (under which the class
of [8] would be coModkP).

(c) For the alternative definition of C=P, note that given a function f ∈ GapP,
that satisfies the first definition, we have that the function f2 belongs to
GapP as well, since GapP is closed under multiplication and f2 satisfies the
alternative definition, i.e. x ∈ L, if f2(x) = 0, whereas x 6∈ L, if f2(x) > 0.

Various kinds of reductions are used between counting problems. In par-
ticular, parsimonious reductions preserve the exact value of the two involved
functions.

Definition 2. f reduces to g under parsimonious reductions, denoted f ≤p
par g,

if and only if there is h ∈ FP, such that for all x ∈ Σ∗, f(x) = g(h(x)).

Informally, a function is self-reducible if its value on an instance can be
recursively computed by evaluating the same function on a polynomial number
of smaller instances. The formal definition of (poly-time) self-reducible functions
is the following.

Definition 3 ([3]). A function f : Σ∗ → N is called (poly-time) self-reducible
if there exist polynomials r and q, and polynomial-time computable functions
h : Σ∗ × N → Σ∗, g : Σ∗ × N → N, and t : Σ∗ → N such that for all x ∈ Σ∗:

(a) f can be processed recursively by reducing x to a polynomial number of in-
stances h(x, i) (0 ≤ i ≤ r(|x|)), i.e. formally for every x ∈ Σ∗

f(x) = t(x) +

r(|x|)
∑

i=0

g(x, i)f(h(x, i))

(b) the recursion terminates after at most polynomial depth, i.e. formally the
depth of the recursion is q(|x|), and for every x ∈ Σ∗ and j1, j2, . . . , jq(|x|) ∈

{0, . . . , r(|x|)}, f
(

h(. . . h(h(x, j1), j2) . . . , jq(|x|))
)

can be computed in polyno-
mial time.

(c) every instance invoked in the recursion is of poly(|x|) size, i.e. formally for
every x ∈ Σ∗, k ≤ q(|x|) and j1, j2, . . . , jk ∈ {0, . . . , r(|x|)} it holds that

|h(. . . h(h(x, j1), j2) . . . , jk
)

| ∈ O
(

poly(|x|)
)

.

Figure 1 depicts how self-reducibility and the easy-decision property of count-
ing perfect matchings in a bipartite graph imply that the problem belongs to
TotP.

TotP is also a robust class [4]; it has natural complete problems [3] and nice
closure properties as stated in the following proposition. Note that #P is not
closed under subtraction by one unless SPP ⊆ NP [19].

Proposition 1. TotP is closed under addition, multiplication, and subtraction
by one.
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stop
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stop stop

Fig. 1: NPTM M for which it holds that totM (G) =
#(perfect matchings on input G), where G is a bipartite graph [20]. Thick
lines indicate graph edges, based on which a non-deterministic branching is
performed, depending on whether there exist perfect matchings that contain the
edge (left subtree) and perfect matchings that do not contain it (right subtree).
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Proof. We show that if f, g ∈ TotP, then h1 = f + g, h2 = f · g and h3 = f−̇1
also belong to TotP. Specifically, h3 : Σ∗ → N is defined by

h3(x) =

{

f(x)− 1, if f(x) 6= 0

f(x), if f(x) = 0
.

Let Mf , Mg be NPTM such that for every x ∈ Σ∗, f(x) = totMf
(x) =

#(paths of Mf on x) − 1 and g(x) = totMg
(x) = #(paths of Mg on x) − 1. We

construct M1, M2 and M3 such that hi(x) = totMi
(x) = #(paths of Mi on x)−1,

for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

– Subtraction by one: M3 on x simulates Mf on x with a few modifications as
follows. If Mf has only one path, then M3 does exactly what Mf does. If Mf

makes at least one non-deterministic choice, M3 copies the behavior of Mf ,
but while simulating the leftmost path, before making a non-deterministic
choice, it checks whether one of the choices leads to a deterministic compu-
tation. The first time M3 detects such a choice, it eliminates the path corre-
sponding to the deterministic computation and continues the simulation of
Mf . Notice that M3 can recognize the leftmost path since computation paths
can be lexicographically ordered. In this case, M3 has one path less than Mf .
In both cases, it holds that h3(x) = totM3

(x) = totMf
(x)−̇1 = f(x)−̇1.

– Addition: If one of the machines, let’s say Mf , has one computation path
on input x, then f(x) = 0. So, on input x, M1 checks whether either
Mf or Mg has exactly one path, and if this the case, it simulates the
other one, i.e. Mg or Mf , respectively. Otherwise, on input x, M1 simu-
lates M3 and Mg non-deterministically, i.e. in two different branches. Since
#(paths of M3 on x) = h3(x)+1 = f(x) and #(paths of Mg on x) = g(x)+
1, we have that #(paths of M1 on x) = #(paths of M3 on x)+#(paths of Mg

on x) = f(x) + g(x) + 1. This implies that totM1
(x) = f(x) + g(x) = h1(x).

– Multiplication: If one of the machines, let’s say Mf , has one computation path
on input x, then f(x) = 0. So, on x, M2 checks whether at least one of Mf and
Mg has exactly one path, and if this is true, it generates one path and halts.
Otherwise, consider the function h4 : Σ∗ → N such that h4(x) = g(x)−̇1 for
every x ∈ Σ∗, and the NPTM M4 such that h4(x) = totM4

(x). On input x,
M2 generates two branches. The first branch is a dummy path. On the second
branch, M2 simulates M3 and M4 sequentially. So, #(paths of M2 on x) =
#(paths of M3 on x) ·#(paths of M4 on x) + 1 = f(x) · g(x) + 1 = h2(x).

�

Alternative characterizations of TotP and GapP are provided in the following
proposition, together with their relation to classes FP, PP and #P.

Proposition 2 ([20, 13]). (a) FP ⊆ TotP ⊆ #P. The inclusions are proper
unless P = NP.

(b) TotP is the closure under parsimonious reductions of the class of self-
reducible #P functions, whose decision version is in P, where the decision version
of a function f : Σ∗ → N is Lf = {x ∈ Σ∗ | f(x) > 0}.
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(c) GapP = #P − #P = #P − FP = FP − #P, where the subtraction of a
function class from another, denotes the class of functions that can be described
as the difference of two functions, one from each class.

(d) PTotP = P#P = PPP = PGapP.

The rationale for introducing the class GapP is to capture variants of #P

problems that take negative values as well. For example, the permanent of a ma-
trix with non-negative integer entries is a #P problem [29], while the permanent
of a matrix with arbitrary, possibly negative entries, lies in GapP [13].

Next, we provide known relationships among the classes of Table 1 in Propo-
sition 3 and the Valiant–Vazirani and Toda’s theorems in Theorem 1.

Proposition 3 ([24]). (a) UP ⊆ FewP ⊆ NP ⊆ coC=P ⊆ PP.
(b) FewP ⊆ SPP ⊆ WPP ⊆ C=P ⊆ PP.
(c) SPP ⊆ ⊕P ⊆ ModkP.

Theorem 1 ([31, 27]). (a) Valiant–Vazirani theorem: NP ⊆ RPUP.
(b) Toda’s theorem: PH ⊆ BPP⊕P ⊆ P#P[1].

In Subsection 4.2 we use the Exponential Time Hypothesis and its random-
ized variant, namely rETH, which are given below.

– ETH: There is no deterministic algorithm that can decide 3-Sat in time
exp(o(n)).

– rETH: There is no randomized algorithm that can decide 3-Sat in time
exp(o(n)), with error probability at most 1/3.

3 Classes defined by total counting

3.1 The class GaptotP

Definition 4. A function f belongs to the class GaptotP iff it is the difference
of two TotP functions.

Proposition 4 demonstrates that GaptotP coincides with the class GapP. Corol-
lary 1 provides alternative characterizations of GapP and GaptotP.

Proposition 4. GaptotP = GapP.

Proof. GaptotP ⊆ GapP is straightforward, since TotP ⊆ #P. For GapP ⊆ GaptotP,
note that for any #P function f , there exist NPTMs M , M ′ such that f(x) =
accM (x) = totM ′(x) − totM (x), where we obtain M ′ by doubling the accepting
paths of M . So for any g ∈ GapP there exist NPTMs N , N ′, M , M ′ such that
g(x) = accN(x) − accM (x) = (totN ′(x) − totN (x)) − (totM ′(x) − totM (x)) =
(totN ′(x) + totM (x)) − (totN (x) + totM ′ (x)) = totM1

(x) − totM2
(x), where M1,

M2 can be constructed as described in the proof of Proposition 1. �

Corollary 1. GaptotP = GapP = #P − #P = TotP − TotP = #P − FP =
FP−#P = FP− TotP = TotP− FP.
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Proof. The first five equalities follow from Propositions 2(c), 4, and Definition 4.
To prove FP−#P = FP−TotP, we show that FP−#P ⊆ FP−TotP. The inverse
inclusion FP−TotP ⊆ FP−#P is trivial, since TotP ⊆ #P. Analogously, we can
show that #P− FP ⊆ TotP− FP.

Let g ∈ FP and f = accM ∈ #P. Then, g(x) − f(x) = g(x) − (totM ′ (x) −
totM (x)), where M ′ is obtained from M by doubling its accepting paths (as in
the proof of Proposition 4). W.l.o.g. we assume that the computation tree of M
is a perfect binary tree (or in other words, M is in normal form), so we have that
g(x)− (totM ′ (x)− totM (x)) = g(x)− (totM ′ (x)− (2p(|x|)−1)) = g′(x)− totM ′(x),
where g′ ∈ FP with g′(x) = g(x) + 2p(|x|) − 1 for every x, where p(|x|) is the
polynomial bound on the length of M(x)’s paths. �

The above corollary demonstrates, among other implications, that GaptotP

contains problems in FP− TotP, such as counting the unsatisfying assignments
of a formula in DNF, which is not in TotP unless P = NP.

3.2 The classes UtotP, FewtotP, ⊕totP, ModktotP, SPtotP, WPtotP,
C
=totP, and PtotP

Class Function f in: If x ∈ L: If x /∈ L:
UtotP TotP f(x) = 1 f(x) = 0

FewtotP TotP

f(x) ≤ p(|x|) for some
polynomial p and f(x) >
0

f(x) = 0

⊕totP TotP f(x) is odd f(x) is even
ModktotP TotP f(x) 6≡ 0 (mod k) f(x) ≡ 0 (mod k)
SPtotP GaptotP f(x) = 1 f(x) = 0

WPtotP GaptotP
f(x) = g(x) for some g ∈
FP with 0 6∈ range(g)

f(x) = 0

C=totP GaptotP f(x) = 0 f(x) 6= 0 [alt-def: f(x) > 0]

PtotP GaptotP f(x) > 0 f(x) ≤ 0 [alt-def: f(x) < 0]

Table 2: Classes UtotP, FewtotP, ⊕totP, ModktotP, SPtotP, WPtotP, C=totP, PtotP.

The classes defined in Table 2 are the TotP-analogs of those contained in
Table 1. First, we show that P = UtotP = FewtotP and next, that every other
class of Table 2 coincides with its counterpart from Table 1.

Proposition 5. (a) P = UtotP ⊆ UP.
(b) If UP ⊆ UtotP, then P = UP (and thus RP = NP).

Proof. (a) UtotP ⊆ P: Let L ∈ UtotP. Then there exists an NPTM M such that
x ∈ L iff M has 2 paths, whereas x 6∈ L iff M has 1 path. Define the polynomial-
time Turing machine M ′ that on any input, simulates either the unique path or
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the two paths of M deterministically, and it either rejects or accepts, respectively.
To prove the inverse inclusion P ⊆ UtotP, consider a language L ∈ P and define
the NPTM N , which, on any input x, simulates the deterministic polynomial-
time computation for deciding L and generates one or two paths if the answer is
negative or positive, respectively. The inclusion UtotP ⊆ UP is immediate from
TotP ⊆ #P. (b) From (a), if UP ⊆ UtotP, then UP ⊆ P and RP = NP by the
Valiant–Vazirani theorem (Theorem 1(a)). �

Proposition 6. (a) P = UtotP = FewtotP.
(b) If FewP ⊆ FewtotP, then P = FewP.

Proof. Part (b) is immediate from (a). For (a), let L ∈ FewtotP. Consider the
Turing machine M which has either more than 1 but polynomially many paths
if x ∈ L or just 1 path if x 6∈ L. Define M ′ to be the NPTM that on any x
deterministically simulates all the paths of M on x and in the first case, M ′

makes a branching forming two paths, while in the second case, it halts. So,
L ∈ UtotP. �

In fact, a stronger fact than Propositions 5 and 6 is true.

Proposition 7. Let f ∈ TotP. If f(x) ≤ p(|x|), for every x ∈ Σ∗, where p is a
polynomial, then f ∈ FP.

Proof. The proof follows that of Propositions 5 and 6. Let f ∈ TotP and f(x) ≤
p(|x|), for every x ∈ Σ∗ and some polynomial p; let also M be the NPTM
such that f(x) = #(paths of M on input x) − 1. Consider the deterministic
polynomial-time Turing machine M ′ that on input x sets a counter to zero,
simulates all the paths of M , and increases the counter by one each time a path
comes to an end. Finally, M ′ outputs the final result of the counter minus one.
�

The class ⊕totP (odd-P or parity-P) is the class of decision problems, for
which the acceptance condition is that the number of all computation paths of
an NPTM is even (or the number of all computation paths minus 1 is odd).

Valiant provided in [30] an ⊕P-complete problem definable by a TotP func-
tion. Let ⊕Pl-Rtw-Mon-3CNF be the problem that on input a planar 3CNF
formula where each variable appears positively and in exactly two clauses, ac-
cepts iff the formula has an odd number of satisfying assignments. The counting
version of this problem, namely #Pl-Rtw-Mon-3CNF, is in TotP; it is self-
reducible like every satisfiability problem and has a decision version in P, since
every monotone formula has at least one satisfying assignment.

Proposition 8 ([30]). ⊕Pl-Rtw-Mon-3CNF is ⊕P-complete.

Proposition 9. ⊕totP = ⊕P.

Proof. ⊕totP ⊆ ⊕P: Consider a language L ∈ ⊕totP and the NPTM M such that
x ∈ L iff totM (x) is odd. Consider an NPTM M ′ that on any input x, simulates
M on x. Since, M ′ can distinguish the leftmost path of M , it rejects on this
path, and it accepts on every other path. Then, x ∈ L iff accM ′(x) is odd.

10



⊕P ⊆ ⊕totP: Let L ∈ ⊕P and M be the NPTM such that x ∈ L iff accM (x)
is odd. Then, we obtain M ′ by doubling the rejecting paths of M and adding
one more path. It holds that x ∈ L iff totM ′(x) is odd. �

Alternative proof. Let L ∈ ⊕P. Then, it holds that x ∈ L iff f(x) ≡ 1 (mod 2)
for some f ∈ #P. By Proposition 8, there is an h ∈ FP, such that x ∈ L
iff #Pl-Rtw-Mon-3CNF(h(x)) ≡ 1 (mod 2). So, define the TotP function g =
#Pl-Rtw-Mon-3CNF◦h. Then x ∈ L iff g(x) ≡ 1 (mod 2) and thus L ∈ ⊕totP.
�

Proposition 10. ModktotP = ModkP.

Proof. The proof of ModktotP ⊆ ModkP is very similar to the proof of ⊕totP ⊆ ⊕P

in Proposition 9. For the inclusion ModkP ⊆ ModktotP, let L ∈ ModkP and M be
the NPTM such that x ∈ L iff accM (x) ≡ a (mod k), for some a ∈ {1, ..., k− 1}.
Then, M ′ can be obtained from M by generating k paths for every rejecting path
and one more path (a dummy path). So, #(paths of M ′ on input x) − 1 ≡ a
(mod k). So, there is an NPTM M ′, such that totM ′(x) ≡ accM (x) (mod k). �

Remark 3. The above proof shows that not only equivalence or non-equivalence
modulo k, but also the value of the #P function modulo k is preserved.

Remark 4. So, we can say that if we have information about the rightmost bit
of a TotP function is as powerful as having information about the rightmost bit
of a #P function. Toda’s theorem would be true if we used ⊕totP instead of ⊕P.
Moreover, it holds that BPP⊕P ⊆ PTotP[1], where it suffices to make an oracle
call to a TotP function mod 2m, for some m. However, UtotP is defined by a
constraint on a TotP function that yields only NPTMs with polynomially many
paths. This means that UtotP gives no more information than the class P and as
a result, it cannot replace the class UP in the Valiant–Vazirani theorem.

By Proposition 4 and the definitions of the classes SPtotP, WPtotP, C=totP,
and PtotP, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2. (a) SPtotP = SPP, (b) WPtotP = WPP, (c) C=totP = C=P, and
(d) PtotP = PP.

A more general corollary of Proposition 4 is that every gap-definable class
coincides with its TotP-analog.

The next corollary is an analog of Proposition 3. It is an immediate implica-
tion from Propositions 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, and Corollary 2.

Corollary 3. (a) P = UtotP = FewtotP ⊆ NP ⊆ coC=totP ⊆ PtotP.

(b) FewtotP ⊆ SPtotP ⊆ WPtotP ⊆ C=totP ⊆ PtotP.

(c) SPtotP ⊆ ⊕totP ⊆ ModktotP.
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4 Hardness results for problems definable via TotP

functions

In this section, we introduce a new family of complete problems for ⊕P, ModkP,
and gap-definable classes.

Definition 5. Given a #P function #A : Σ∗ → N, we define the following
decision problems associated with #A:

– ⊕A which on input x ∈ Σ∗, decides whether #A(x) is odd.
– ModkA which on input x ∈ Σ∗, decides whether #A(x) 6≡ 0 (mod k).
– DiffA=0 which on input (x, y) ∈ Σ∗×Σ∗, decides whether #A(x) = #A(y).
– DiffA>0 which on input (x, y) ∈ Σ∗×Σ∗, decides whether #A(x) > #A(y).
– the promise problem DiffA=1 which on input (x, y) ∈ IY ES ∪ INO, decides

whether (x, y) ∈ IY ES, where IY ES = {(x, y) | #A(x) = #A(y) + 1} and
INO = {(x, y) | #A(x) = #A(y)}, x, y ∈ Σ∗.

– the promise problem DiffA=g which on input (x, y, k) ∈ IY ES∪INO, decides
whether (x, y, k) ∈ IY ES, where IY ES = {(x, y, k) | #A(x) = #A(y) + k}
and INO = {(x, y, k) | #A(x) = #A(y)}, x, y ∈ Σ∗, k ∈ N>0.

Proposition 11. For any function #A ∈ #P, it holds that:

(a) ⊕A ∈ ⊕P, ModkA ∈ ModkP, DiffA=0 ∈ C=P, DiffA>0 ∈ PP, DiffA=1 ∈
SPP, and DiffA=g ∈ WPP.

(b) If #A is #P-complete or TotP-complete under parsimonious reductions, then
⊕A, ModkA, DiffA=0, DiffA>0, DiffA=1, and DiffA=g are complete
for ⊕P, ModkP, C=P, PP, SPP and WPP, respectively.

Proof. We prove the proposition for the problems DiffA=0 and DiffA=g. The
proof for the other problems is completely analogous.

(a) We have that an instance (x, y) of DiffA=0 is a yes instance iff #A(x) =
#A(y) iff #A(x) − #A(y) = 0. The difference #A(x) − #A(y) is a GapP

function, since it can be written as #A′(x, y)−#A′′(x, y), where #A′(x, y)
(resp. #A′′(x, y)) is the function #A on input x (resp. y), which means that
#A′,#A′′ ∈ #P.
Similarly, an instance (x, y, k), k ∈ N>0, of DiffA=g is a yes instance
if #A(x) − #A(y) = k, or equivalently, if #A′(x, y, k) − #A′′(x, y, k) =
g(x, y, k), where #A′(x, y, k) (resp. #A′′(x, y, k)) is the function #A on
input x (resp. y), and g is such that g(x, y, k) = k. On the other hand, an
instance (x, y, k), k ∈ N>0, is a no instance if #A′(x, y, k)−#A′′(x, y, k) = 0.
Since #A′,#A′′ ∈ #P and g ∈ FP with 0 6∈ range(g), the definition of WPP

is satisfied and DiffA=g ∈ WPP.
(b) Let #A be TotP-complete under parsimonious reductions. By Corollary 2(c),

a language L ∈ C=P can be decided by the value of a function f ∈ GaptotP:
x ∈ L iff f(x) = 0. By the definition of GaptotP, f(x) = g(x)−h(x) for some
g, h ∈ TotP. By TotP-completeness of #A, we have that g(x) = #A(t1(x))
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and h(x) = #A(t2(x)), for some t1, t2 ∈ FP. So, x ∈ L iff g(x)− h(x) = 0 iff
#A(t1(x)) −#A(t2(x)) = 0 iff (t1(x), t2(x)) is a yes instance for DiffA=0.
Likewise, if L′ ∈ WPP, by Corollary 2(b), there are h1, h2 ∈ TotP, such that
x ∈ L if h1(x) − h2(x) = f(x), for some f ∈ FP with 0 6∈ range(f). Then,
x ∈ L if #A(t1(x)) −#A(t2(x)) = f(x), for some t1, t2 ∈ FP. Equivalently,
x ∈ L if (t1(x), t2(x), f(x)) is a yes instance of DiffA=g. The same reasoning
applies to no instances.
In the case of #A being #P-complete under parsimonious reductions, the
proof is analogous.

�

Example 1. For example, the problem DiffSat=0 is complete for the class C=P.
Note that this problem was defined in [12], where it is denoted by Sat=. We use
a slightly different notation here, which we believe is more suitable for defining
problems that lie in other gap-definable classes. The problem DiffSat=g takes as
input two CNF formulas φ, φ′ and a non-zero natural number k, such that either
they have the same number of satisfying assignments or the first one has k more
satisfying assignments than the second one. The problem is to decide which is
the case. This is a generalization of the problem Promise-Exact-Number-Sat

defined in [22].

By Proposition 2(a) and the closure of TotP under parsimonious reductions
(≤p

par), if P 6= NP, TotP-complete and #P-complete problems under ≤p
par form

disjoint classes. By combining that fact with Proposition 11(b), we obtain a
family of complete problems for the classes ⊕P, ModkP, C=P, PP, SPP, and
WPP defined by functions that are TotP-complete under ≤p

par. As a concrete
example, consider the particularly interesting problem Size-of-Subtree, first
introduced by Knuth [17] as the problem of estimating the size of a backtracking
tree, which is the tree produced by a backtracking procedure. This problem has
been extensively studied from an algorithmic point of view (see e.g. [23, 11]) and
was recently shown to be TotP-complete under ≤p

par [3]. Proposistion 11 implies
that the six problems defined via Size-of-Subtree as specified in Definition 5,
are complete for ⊕P, ModkP, C=P, PP, SPP and WPP, respectively.

Note that, these results provide the first complete problems for ModkP, SPP,
WPP, and PP that are not definable via #P-complete (under ≤p

par) functions.
Moreover, as every gap-definable class coincides with its TotP-analog, any such
class has complete problems defined by TotP-complete problems under ≤p

par.
Alternatively, one can say that these complete problems are defined by problems
in P, and not NP-complete ones (unless P = NP).

4.1 Problems definable via the difference of counting perfect
matchings

Curticapean proved in [12] that DiffPerfMatch=0 is C=P-complete. We pro-
vide analogous results for the classes PP and WPP. Note that #PerfMatch is
in TotP, and it is not known to be either #P-complete or TotP-complete under
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parsimonious reductions. This is yet another approach to obtain complete prob-
lems for PP and WPP, the counting versions of which are not even known to be
TotP-complete.

Proposition 12 ([12]). DiffPerfMatch=0 is complete for C=P.

Proof. In [12] a reduction from DiffSat=0 to DiffPerfMatch=0 is described.
Given a pair of 3CNF formulas (φ, φ′), two unweighted graphs G, G′ can be
constructed such that

#Sat(φ)− #Sat(φ′) = 2−T (#PerfMatch(G)− #PerfMatch(G′))

where T ∈ N can be computed in polynomial time with respect to the input
(φ, φ′). �

The proofs of Propositions 13 and 14 are established by adapting the proof
of Proposition 12 given in [12].

Proposition 13. DiffPerfMatch>0 is complete for PP.

Proof. The reduction from DiffSat=0 to DiffPerfMatch=0 provided in [12],
is also a reduction from DiffSat>0 to DiffPerfMatch>0. �

Proposition 14. DiffPerfMatch=g is complete for WPP.

Proof. By Proposition 11, DiffSat=g is WPP-complete. We show that DiffSat=g

reduces to DiffPerfMatch=g. Let (φ, φ′, k) be an input to DiffSat=g, such
that (φ, φ′, k) is a yes instance if #Sat(φ) − #Sat(φ′) = k, where k ∈ N>0.
DiffSat=g reduces to DiffPerfMatch=g on input (G,G′, l), where G, G′ are
the graphs described in the reduction that proves Proposition 12 and l = 2T · k,
where T is computable in polynomial time. It holds that (φ, φ′, k) ∈ DiffSat=g

if #Sat(φ) − #Sat(φ′) = k iff #PerfMatch(G) − #PerfMatch(G′) =
2T · (#Sat(φ) − #Sat(φ′)) = 2T · k = l. Also, (φ, φ′, k) 6∈ DiffSat=g if
#Sat(φ) − #Sat(φ′) = 0 iff #PerfMatch(G) − #PerfMatch(G′) = 2T ·
(#Sat(φ)− #Sat(φ′)) = 0. �

In contrast, we cannot prove SPP-completeness for DiffPerfMatch=1. How-
ever, we can prove that DiffPerfMatch=g is hard for SPP.

Proposition 15. The problem DiffSat=1 is reducible to DiffPerfMatch=g.

Proof. Consider two 3CNF formulas (φ, φ′), with n variables and m = O(n)
clauses, such that either #Sat(φ)−#Sat(φ′) = 1 or #Sat(φ)−#Sat(φ′) = 0.

Then, using the polynomial-time reduction of [12] two graphs G, G′ can be
constructed such that

#PerfMatch(G)− #PerfMatch(G′) = c|V | · (#Sat(φ)− #Sat(φ′))

where |V | = max{|V (G)|, |V (G′)|}} = O(n + m) and c ∈ (1, 2) is a constant
depending on φ, φ′ that can be computed in polynomial time. Moreover, the
graphs G and G′ have O(|V |) edges.
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So, DiffSat=1 on input (φ, φ′) can be reduced to DiffPerfMatch=g on
input (G,G′, c|V |), where c ∈ (1, 2). �

According to the proof of Proposition 15, the smallest possible non-zero differ-
ence between the number of satisfying assignments of two given 3CNF formulas
can be translated to an exponentially large difference between the number of
perfect matchings of two graphs. In addition, this exponentially large number
depends on the input and it can be efficiently computed.

Moreover, the aforementioned propositions along with Curticapean’s result
yield alternative proofs of WPtotP = WPP, C=totP = C=P, and PtotP = PP.

Corollary 2 (restated). (b) WPtotP = WPP, (c) C=totP = C=P, and (d)
PtotP = PP.

Alternative proof. (c) Let L ∈ C=P. Then, x ∈ L iff #Sat(h1(x))−#Sat(h2(x)) =
0 iff #PerfMatch(h3(x)) − #PerfMatch(h4(x)) = 0, for some hi ∈ FP,
1 ≤ i ≤ 4. So, define the TotP functions f1 = #PerfMatch ◦ h3 and f2 =
#PerfMatch ◦ h4. Then f1, f2 are TotP functions and we have that x ∈ L iff
f1(x)− f2(x) = 0.

The proofs of (b) and (d) are completely analogous. �

4.2 An exponential lower bound for the problem
DiffPerfMatch

=g

Curticapean showed that under ETH, the problem DiffPerfMatch=0 has no
2o(m) time algorithm on simple graphs with m edges [12, Theorem 7.6]. The proof
is based on the fact that the satisfiability of a 3CNF formula φ is reducible to
the difference of #PerfMatch on two different graphs, such that the number
of perfect matchings of the graphs is equal iff φ is unsatisfiable. The reduction
follows the steps of the reductions that are used in the proofs of Propositions 13
and 14. Using the reduction of Proposition 15, we prove the following corollary.

Corollary 4. Under rETH there is no randomized exp(o(m)) time algorithm
for DiffPerfMatch=g on simple graphs with m edges.

Proof. Given rETH we cannot decide whether a given 3USat formula φ with m
clauses is satisfiable using a randomized algorithm that runs in time exp(o(m)) [10].
By applying the reduction described in [12, Lemma 7.3] we can construct two
unweighted graphs G and G′ with O(m) vertices and edges, such that

– if φ is unsatisfiable, then #PerfMatch(G)− #PerfMatch(G′) = 0,
– if φ is satisfiable, then #PerfMatch(G)−#PerfMatch(G′) = c|V |, where

|V | = max{|V (G)|, |V (G′)|} and c ∈ (1, 2) is a constant that depends on the
input and can be computed in polynomial time.

So, 3USat on φ can be reduced to DiffPerfMatch=g on input (G,G′, c|V |), for
some c ∈ (1, 2). Thus, an exp(o(m)) time randomized algorithm for the problem
DiffPerfMatch=g would contradict rETH. �
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Remark 5. A different way to read Proposition 15 is the following: a positive re-
sult for #PerfMatch would imply a corresponding positive result for DiffPerf-

Match=g and therefore, for DiffSat=1. Of course, this positive result would
be an exponential-time algorithm for these problems!

For example, a fully polynomial approximation scheme for #PerfMatch

would yield an algorithm that distinguishes between #PerfMatch(G)−Perf-

Match(G′) = cn and #PerfMatch(G) − #PerfMatch(G′) = 0 with high
probability in time O(2

m

cn
), where n = max{|V (G)|, |V (G′)|} and m = max{|E(G)|,

|E(G′)|} = O(n). So, in time O(dn1 ), where d1 ∈ (1, 2). Note that d1 depends
on the input, so this is not a robust result, and that is why we state it just as
a remark. The same kind of algorithm would then exist for all the problems in
SPP. Among them is the well-studied Graph Isomorphism [5], which is one of
the NP problems that have been proven neither NP-complete, nor polynomial-
time solvable so far [18, 6], and all the problems in UP, since UP ⊆ SPP (see
Proposition 3).

5 Conclusion

Our work aims to gain more insights and a better understanding of aspects
related to the power of the TotP model of computation. The contribution of
this paper is primarily conceptual but also illustrates how the introduction of
appropriate definitions can lead to nontrivial results in a fairly straightforward
way, circumventing complex and hard-to-read proofs. The introduction of TotP-
analogs of the classes shown in Table 1 led to new characterizations and complete
problems for ⊕P, ModkP, and all gap-definable classes. The TotP computational
model was proven to be sufficient, and it is arguably more appropriate to define
these classes. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, for ModkP, SPP, WPP, and
PP, we present the first complete problems that are not defined via #P-complete
(under ≤p

par) problems. Finally, two significant results of our approach are (a)
that if the randomized Exponential Time Hypothesis holds, the WPP-complete
problem DiffPerfMatch=g has no subexponential algorithm and (b) every
SPP problem (including Graph Isomorphism) is decidable by the difference
of #PerfMatch on two graphs, which is promised to be either exponentially
large or zero. We expect that our results may inspire further research on total
counting functions, as well as on the complexity classes that can be defined via
them, thus providing new tools for analyzing the computational complexity of
interesting problems that lie in such classes.
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