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In this paper we investigate the existence of model-eqeinad reduction between NP-logic systems
which are logic systems witlnodel existencproblem in NP. It is shown that among all NP-systems
with model checkingroblem in NP, the existentially quantified propositioralic (3PF) is maximal
with respect to poly-time model-equivalent reduction. Heer,JPF seems not a maximal NP-
system in general because there exits a NP-system with rabdeking problenD-complete.

1 Introduction

For a complexity clas¥’, there are many logic systems for which thedel existencproblem (i.e. the
satisfiability problem) lies it¥’. We call such systenis-systems. Take NP as an example, the following
logic systems are all NP-systems:

PF, the class of propositional formulas,

CNF, the class of propositional formulas in conjunctivemal form,

kCNF, the class of CNF-formulas in which each clauses costaimosk literals, wherek > 3.

LP, the class of normal logic programs with answer set seosaf&].

JPF, the class of quantified Boolean formulas with only exitsé quantifiers.
Among the above systems we have the following observations:

e All systems in{PF, CNF, LP,3PF} have the same expressive power w.r.t. equivalence. More
precisely, for any two systemg3,.7, € {PF, CNF, LP3PF}, there is a transformation which
translates every formula it to a formula in.#% such that the two formulas are equivalent (i.e.,
they have the same models).

e From (k+ 1)CNF tokCNF there is no transformation which preserves the equicale Further,
CNF has strictly stronger expressive power tR&NF (see e.gl[4]).

e From PF to CNF there is no poly-space transformation whielsgnves the equivalence (see e.g.
[4]).

e Under the conjecture 2 NC!/poly (seel[7]), there is no poly-space transformation fraPrth PF
which preserves the equivalence [5].

From the above we can see that the expressive power of loglierag in the same complexity class
are quite different. Since poly-space transformationsemgng equivalence do not exist between some
NP-systems, it is quite natural to investigate the exisari¢poly-time or poly-space) reductions which
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only preserve some relaxed equivalence. One of such redsatialled model-equivalent reduction was
introduced by Xishun Zhao and Kleine Biining in[11]. Infaly speaking, a systen¥’ can be model-
equivalently reduced to”’ if every formulaF in . can be transformed into a formul in .’ such
that there is a poly-time computable one-to-one correspace between the models BfandF’. With
respect to poly-time model-equivalent reduction, syst&RsCNF, 3CNF, LP have the same expres-
sive power (se€ [11][6]). HoweverPF still has strictly stronger expressive power than PF utite
conjecture that NE2P/poly which is widely believed true. That is, there seemsewen poly-space
model-equivalent reduction fromPF to PF. So, the authors 6f [11] asked whetheF is a maximal
NP-system w.r.t. poly-time model-equivalent reductiohisTpaper is concerned with this question. The
remainder is organized as follows. In section 2, for the eaience of proof of our main result, we
give a general but formal definition of logic systems. Afistihg some examples of logic systems, we
reformulate the definition of model-equivalent reductibmsection 3, the main results are proved. More
precisely, we prove the following: Any NP-system with modeé&cking problem in NP can be poly-time
model-equivalently talPF, Themodel checkingroblem is to decide whether a given formula is satisfied
by a given interpretation. However, there do exist a NPesysfior which the model checking problem
is co-NP-complete or even harder. Then we show that ther&lB-aystem which is incomparable with
JPF, and that there is a NP-system with strictly strongereasgive power thagPF under a conjecture
in complexity theory.

2 Logic System and Model-equivalent Reduction

Roughly speaking, a logic system consists of three parslaiiiguage which is usually identified with
the class of formulas constructed from the symbols in thguage, the semantics which consists of all
possible interpretations of symbols in the language, aad&ductive relation. However, for our purpose
we adopt the following formal definition.

Definition 1 A logic system is a tupl@,A, T, S R) satisfying the following conditions:
e [ A are non-empty finite sets of symbols, &nmdA = 0,
e T CTI*, SCA* both are poly-time decidable, and
e RCTI* x A*is a binary relation.

Forastringte T, and a string we S, we say w is a R-model of t iftRw) holds. The set of all R-models
of t is denoted as Magt)

Intuitively, one may regard strings has (encodings of) finite theories (e.g., a propositionahfda,
or a logic program, etc.), whereas stringsSiare intended to encode interpretations of atoms. Then the
predicateR(t,w) says the interpretation encoded Wysatisfies the theory encoded by That is,R is
a satisfactory relation. Please note that from the sat@facelation R we can define the following
deductive relation: we sy entailst; if Modg(t1) € Modg(t2).

Example 1. Let & := {x,|,—,A,V,—,3,V¥,),(}, A= {0,1}. We intend to use|,x|,X|||,--- to denote
the propositional variables , xo,Xs, - - -. A stringt of .£* is an encoding of a propositional formula over
variablesx, - - -, Xy if t can be obtained from the formula by replacing each occuereheach; by x| - - - |
(xis followed byi many/|'s). Similarly, logic programs, quantified Boolean formailzan be encoded in
a natural way as strings i&’*.

Further, {0, 1}-sequencesv with length n are intended to code truth assignmemnten variables
X1,X2,++, Xy, more preciselyy(x) = 1 if and only if thei-th symbol inw is 1. Please note that a truth
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assignment is uniquely determined by a subset of atoms aedwéa. Thus we can also consider a
{0,1}-sequence as an encoding of a subset of atoms.

(1) Let PF be the class of encodings of propositional forsulBA:= {0,1}*, and Saft,w) be the
relation which says that is an encoding of a satisfying truth assignment of the foenwalded by
t. Then(.Z, {0,1}, PF, TA, Sat) is in fact the propositional logic system.

(2) Let LP be the class of encodings of (propositional) lqgiegrams, AN®,w) be the relation which
says thatvis an encoding of an answer set (dee [2]) of the normal logignam coded by. Then
(', {0,1}, LP, TA, ANS) is the answer set logic programming system.

(3) Let IPF be the class of encodings of formufasof the form3x, - - - Ixm¢ with ¢ € PF (here free
variables are allowed). And let F$at w) be the relation which says thatis an encoding of a
truth assignment on free variables o, and after applying to ® the resulting formulab|v] is
true. Then %, {0,1}, IPF, TA, Fsat) is a logic system.

For simplicity, from now on we write a logic syste(h,A, T,S R) just as(T,S R). For example we
will write (PF, TA, Sat) instead of.Z,{0,1}, PF, TA, Sat).

Definition 2 ([L1]) Let (T1,S1,R1), (T2, S, R2) be two logic systems. We séli, S, R;) can bepoly-
time model-equivalently reduced to(T,, S, Ry), denoted agTi, Sy, R1) <ptime (T2, S, R2), if there are
two polynomials n) and qn), a function f: T, — T, and a mapping gT1 x § — S satisfying
e f is computable in time (m), where n is the size of input theory t,
e gis computable in time(q), where n is the size of inp(t, w), and
e for any fixed te Ty, the mapping g defined by dv) := g(t,v), is a bijection from Mog, (t) to
Mok, ((t)).

If in the above definition oK yime We replace “f is computable in time(p)” by “f is computable
in space pn)”, then the reduction is called poly-space model-equivateduction, denoted as pspace

If the mapping g in the definition of yime satisfies ¢,v) =vforallt € Ty and ve Sy, i.e., t and {t)
are equivalent, then the reduction is called poly-time ealgint reduction, denoted a_sgﬂ;;e. Likewise
for poly-space equivalent reductiofipdpace

Clearly, <ptime and <pspaceare transitive. And a poly-time model-equivalent reduttis also a
poly-space model-equivalent reduction.

Lemma l
(1) (PF, TA, Sat)<ptime (CNF, TA, Sat).[[9]
(2) Suppose BNCYpoly, then (LP, TA, ANSY papace(PF, TA, Sat).[[5]
(3) Suppose N@P/poly, then §PF, TA, FSat)A pspace(PF, TA, Sat). [11]

3 NP-Logic System
For alogic systeniT, S R), a theoryt € T may haveR-models with super-polynomial size in the sizée of

However, in this paper we concentrate on systems such thid-amodel of every theory has polynomial
size.
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Definition 3 Supposél,A, T,SR) is a logic system. If there is a polynomial p such thét ®) implies
lw| = p(|t|) for any te T and any we S, then we cal(l,A, T,S R) a poly-size system.

Obviously, all systems in Example 1 are poly-size systemmemMow on, whenever speaking of a
logic system we mean it is a poly-size system.

Definition 4 A logic systen{T,S R) is said to be a NP-logic system if the model-existence pnolen
NP, i.e., the problem whether a given formula in T has a R-incate be decided non-deterministically
in polynomial time.

Obviously, for a logic systeriT, S R), if the model-checking problem is in NP (i.R.is in NP) then
the system is an NP-system. Therefore, all logic systemsamiple 1 are NP-systems.

Theorem 1 (1) For any logic systenl",A, T, S R), if the relation R is decidable in polynomial time on
a non-deterministic Turing machine, th€h, S R) < ptime (3PF, TA, FSat)

(2) For any logic systen” ,A, T,S R), if the relation R is decidable in polynomial time on a det@rm
istic Turing machine, the(iT, S R) <ptime (PF, TA, Sat).

Proof: (1) At first we have to construct a transformation frd@mo PF. We shall adopt the construc-
tion in the proof of Cook-Levin theorem (see e.p.1[10]) whathtes that the satisfiability problem for
propositional formulas is NP-complete. LRtC ' x A* be the relation defined b (t,w) if and only

if t e T, we SandR(t,w). SinceT,Sare both decidable in polynomial time, is still decidable non-
deterministically in polynomial time. LeXl = (T UA, Q,I, 0, 0o, Oaccept dreject) D€ @ Nnon-deterministic
Turing machine that decidd®(t,w) in time (|t| + |w|)¥ for some constarky. Please note that we have
assumed thafT,S R) is poly-size system (see Definition 3). Then there is a patyiabp(n) such that
R(t,w) implies |w| = p(|t|). Then on input,w with |w| = p(]t]), the configurations of a branch of the
computation can be represented ag@n -+ p(|t|))* +1) x ((jt| + p(|t|))* + 1) table. As shown in the
following figure, the first row of the table is the starting @igaration ofN on inputw,t, and each row
follows the previous one according to the transition funct.

Q@ | ti |- [tn [wi |-~ [wm | U] ---] U] start configuration

second configuration

(|t] + p(|t]))*th configuration

For anyi, j with 1 <i,j < (|t| + p(|t|))* + 1 and for each symbal € ' UQ, we have a propositional
variablex; j s. If X; j s take the value 1, it means that the entry (or cell) in f@md columnj contains the
symbols.

In the proof of Cook-Levin theorem, for inptitw, four propositional formulagceii, dstart, Pmove and
Pacceptare designed so that the Turing machine acceyts and only if ¢cen A Pstart A Pmove/\ Pacceptis
satisfiable.
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¢start States that the first row of the table is the starting confifpmaof N on inputt = tito---t,,w =
W1W3 - - - W) . More precisely,

Pstart ‘= X110 AX124 Ao AXE g1ty A
Xint2w A AXpng p(Nn)+L.Wpm) A
X1nt+pn)+2,0 N s AXpw -

Herer' is (n+ p(n))ke +1.

We need not to write explicitly other three formulas, inst@ge just explain their intuitive meaningce
states that each cell contains exactly one symbol. The flartighcguarantees that each row of the table
corresponds to a configuration that can be obtained fromréngeding row’s configuration by applying
arule ofN. Finally, ¢acceptStates that an accepting configuration occurs during thepatation.

Please note that the above constructiogp£f;; depends on the input informatiorw. However, our task
is to construct a mapping which transforms ebetT to an existentially quantified formulas. That s, our
construction should not depend wan For that reason, we have to modify the formeilg,:. Please note
thew could be any string i * with lengthp(|t|). Hence, each cell in the first row and tfre+ 1+ j)-th
(with 1 < j < p(n)) column could contain any symbol 6fUA. This can be described as the following
formula:

a= A <\/>

n+2<i<n+p(n)+1 \seluUA

Now we definepl; .« as
d)étart = X1,1,q0 A\ X124 VARERWAN X1+, AA N X17n+ p(n)+2,U AREEWAY Xy -

We write G(t) to denote the formulgceil A @éiar A Pmove/\ Paccepr Clearly,t has aR-model if and only

if G(t) is satisfiable. Please note that for a strimgthe truth values ok j s (with 1 < j <n') can be
uniquely determined by,w and formulaspce; and ¢4, however, the truth value of each of the other
variables is not uniquely determined due to the non-detgsmi of N. Thus, the models dfdo not nec-
essarily one-to-one correspond to the truth assignmer@stpf Therefore, we add existential quantifiers
3x js in front of G(t) foralli =2,---,n', j=1,---,n andse ' UQ, the resulting formula is denoted
asF(t). Now, it is easy to see that there is a polynomial-time comiplet one-to-one correspondence
betweerR-models oft and models oF (t).

(2) Suppos&is decidable deterministically in polynomial time. Them{he above construction, we can
assume thal is a deterministic Turing machine decidif®). Since the computation df is uniquely
determined whenever the input is fixed, we can see@hatin fact a model-equivalence reduction from
(M,AT,SR) to (%, {0,1}, PF, TA, Sat). [

Theorem 1 says thalPF is the maximal system amongst NP-systems for which theshobecking
problem is in NP. However, it is unlikely a maximal NP-systengeneral because there are NP-systems
for which the model checking problem is co-NP-complete @nelvarder (under the assumption that the
polynomial hierarchy does not collapse).

Example 2.

(1) Let MinSatt,w) be the relation which says thatis an encoding of a minimal model of the propo-
sitional formula with code. Here by a minimal model of a propositional formulawe mean a
modelM of ¢ such that any proper subsetMfis not a model ofp. Since a propositional formula
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¢ has a model if and only ip has a minimal model, it follows thatf’, {0,1}, PF, TA, MinSat) is
a NP-system.

(2) (£, {0,1}, IPF, FMinSat) is a NP-system. Here FMingat) saysw is an encoding of a minimal
model of the existentially quantified formula codedtby

Proposition 1 (1) The model checking problem for (PF, TA, MiniSat) is co-ddifplete[1].

(2) The model checking problem fatRF, TA, FMiniSat) is [B-complete. Where Dis the class of
decision problems which can be described as the intersectimne NP problem and one co-NP
problem [8].

Proof: (1) Please see page 48-49[inh [1].

(2) At first we show the membership. Consider an arbitraPF formula®. Suppose the set of free
(i.e. not quantified) variables i® is Z =: {z,---,z,}, and the set of bounded variablesdnis X :=
{X1,"+,Xm}. For simplicity we writed® as3X¢ (X,Z). It is not hard to see that a sub$dtC Z of is a
minimal model of® if and only if M is a model of the following formula.

AXP(Z,X) AVZ/(~(Z = Z) VX (Z,X)V (Z' = Z)).

WhereZ' = {Z | z€ Z} is a set of new variableZ’ — Z is abbreviated for the formulA,.z(Z — 2);

Z' = Z denotes the formuléZ’ — Z) A (Z — Z'); and¢ (Z',X) is the formula obtained fronj (Z, X) by
replacing each occurrence Dby Z. It follows obviously that minimal model checking probleor iPF

is in DP.

Next we show the hardness. The canon@8icomplete problem is the SAT-UNSAT problem (sek [8])
of determining for a paif¢, @) of propositional formulas, whethéris satisfiable and) is unsatisfiable.
Let X,Y be the sets of variables i and s, respectively. We assume w.o.l.g. thanY = 0. Letzbe a
new variable. Consider the following formula

F=3X3aY(p A(zVy)).

It is not hard to see thdp, ) € SAT-UNSAT if and only if {z} is a minimal model of. The proof
completes. [ |

Theorem 2 Suppose co-NE NP. Then (PF, TA, MinSat) andPF, TA, FSat) are pairwise incompara-
ble with respect to poly-time model-equivalence reduction

Proof: The theorem follows from the following fact. The the minintabdel checking problem for
propositional formulas is co-NP-complete (see Propasifip, whereas the model checking problem
for existentially quantified propositional formulas is MBmplete [[11]. Suppose for example (PF, TA,
MinSat) < pime (3PF, TA, FSat). Then for a truth assignméhiand a propositional formulé, to check
thatM is a minimal model ofp, we first transformp in poly-time into adPF-formula®, and compute
M’ from M by using the poly-time computable one-to-one corresporelehen check thadl’ is a model

of @, which is a NP problem. It follows that NP=co-NP, contraslitie assumption of the theoremm

NPZP/poly is an important conjecture in computational comipyetheory (see e.g[7]). In fact we
even do not know whether NEco-NP/poly is true or false. However, the following theorshows that
if (PF, TA, MinSat) and(3PF, TA, FSat) are comparable with respect to poly-space hezavalent
reduction then NEco-NP/poly.

Theorem 3 Suppose Nco-NP/poly. Then (PF, TA, MinSat) anidPF, TA, FSat) are pairwise incom-
parable with respect to poly-space model-equivalent redoc
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Proof: We first show(3PF, TA, FSat¥ pspacéPF, TA, MinSat). Let™, be the set of all 3CNF formulas
¢ such that variablegp| = nandvar(¢) C {x,---,X.}, wherevar(¢) is the set of all variables occurring
in ¢. Definel := .o n. Clearly, the satisfiability problem fdr is NP-complete.

Let ri(n) be the set of 3-clauses owver,- -, X,. For each 3-clause € r(n) introduce a new variable;.
Define

Woi=3x--- I | A\ (cV-z)
cern(n)
Let ¢ be a 3CNF formula with¢| = n. W.l.o.g. we can assumg € ;. Supposep = Cy A--- A Ck.
DefineMy = {z,,---, 7, }, that is, we set each, to 1, and all other: to 0. Clearly,
e My can be computed in polynomial time, and
o ¢ is satisfiable if and only iMy is a model of¥y,.

Suppos€3PF, TA, FSatX pspacd PF, TA, MinSat). Then there is a sequengg Yo, - - -, Y, - - - of propo-
sitional formulas such that

e the size of eaclyy, is bounded by a polynomial, and
e for eachn, there is a polynomial-time computable one-to-one cooredpnce between the models
of W, and .

Then we define an advice-taking Turing mactilrie the following way. The advice oracle ig,. Given
an instancep of I' with |¢| = n, the machine loadgs,, then compute$/y in polynomial time inn,
then computes/l(’i, according to the one-to-one correspondence, finally chablesherw, is a minimal
model of ¢),. Please note that the minimal model checking problem fopgsitional formulas is in
co-NP. Since the satisfiability problem foris NP-complete, it follows that NPco-NP/poly.

(2) Next we show (PF, TA, MinSatyf pspace(3PF, TA, FSat). Suppose,, I, 1i(n), z; are defined as
before. Now for eachk € m(n) we introduce another new varialdgfor eachc € mi(n), and a new variable
y in addition. Define

Un = ((ﬂyA A\ (CV_‘ZC)) v(y/\xl/\"‘/\xn)> A( A (4%%))-
cen(n) cen(n)

Let ¢ be a 3CNF formula witH¢| = n. W.l.o.g. we can assumg € ;. Supposep = Cy A--- A Ck.
Define

Mo = {y, X1, - X} U{Ze, -, o J U{Z [CcZ 9}
It is not hard to see that
e My can be computed in polynomial time, and
e ¢ is unsatisfiable if and only ¥, is a minimal model of¥y,.

Suppose (PF, TA, MinSat) pspace(IPF, TA, FSat). Then there is a sequetiéeWs,---, Wy, - -- of IPF
formulas such that

e the size of eacM, is bounded by a polynomial, and

e for eachn, there is a polynomial-time computable one-to-one coordpnce between the models
of Y, andW¥,,.

1For a precise definition of advise-taking Turing machineptesed[7].
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Then we define an advice-taking Turing machine in the follmmivay. The advice oracle 18,. Given
an instancep of I with |¢| = n, the machine load¥,,, then computedly in polynomial time inn,
then computes/, from My according to the one-to-one correspondence, finally chedietherMg
is a model of¥,,. Please note that the model checking problemdBF formulas is in NP. Since the
unsatisfiability problem foF is co-NP-complete, it follows that NEco-NP/poly. [ |

Lemma?2 (1) (PF, TA, MinSat)= ptime (3PF, TA, FMinSat).

(2) @PF, TA, FSat)=piime (3PF, TA, FMinSat).
Proof. (1) Directly follows from the fact that (PF, TA, MinSat) is alssystem of §PF, TA, FMinSat).
(2) Consider any formule = 3y, - - - dym¢ with free variables, - - -, x,. Now we introduce for eack
(i=1,---,n)anew variable¢ which is intended to stand ferx. Defineg’:= ¢ AA((X VX) A (=X VX))
and let® : =3y, ---Jyn¢’. Clearly a subse¥l C {xy,---,%n} is a model of® if and only if MU {X | X &
M} is a minimal model ofp’. ]
Corollary 1 Suppose co-NE NP. Then

(1) @PF, TA, FMiniSat)A ptime (PF, TA, MinSat).

(2) @PF, TA, FMinSat)Z ytime (3PF, TA, FSat).
Proof: If (3PF, TA, FMiniSat)=<pime (PF, TA, MinSat) or §PF, TA, FMinSat)< yime (3PF, TA, FSat),
then we have by Lemma 2 that (PF, TA, MinSat) aa@f, TA, FSat) are comparable w.r.t. poly-time
model-equivalent reduction. This contradicts Theorem 2. [ |
Corollary 2 Suppose NZco-NP/poly. Then

(1) @PF, TA, FMiniSat)A pspace(PF, TA, MinSat).

(2)(FPF, TA, FMinSat)A pspace(3PF, TA, FSat).
Proof. If (3PF, TA, FMiniSat)= pspace(PF, TA, MinSat) or §PF, TA, FMinSat)< pspace(3PF, TA, FSat),

then we have by Lemma 2 that (PF, TA, MinSat) agR[F, TA, FSat) are comparable w.r.t. poly-space
model-equivalent reduction. This contradicts Theorem 3. [ |

4 Conclusion and Future work

We have proved that w.r.t. poly-time model-equivalent mtidun (3PF, TA, FSat) has the strongest
expressive power among NP systems with model checking gmoloh NP, whereas (PF, TA, Sat) is
strongest among NP systems with model checking problem iHoRever, @PF, TA, FSat) is unlikely
the strongest NP system, because it have been showndBf TA, FSat)=< pime (3PF, TA, MinSat)
but the converse in not true under the assumptiol MB-NP. We conjecture that there is no strongest
NP-system under some conjecture in computational comntplexi
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