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A REFINEMENT OF THE MCCREIGHT-MEYER UNION THEOREM

MATTHEW FOX AND CHAITANYA KARAMCHEDU

Abstract. Using properties of Blum complexity measures and certain complexity class op-
erators, we exhibit a total computable and non-decreasing function tpoly such that for all
k, ΣkP = ΣkTIME(tpoly), BPP = BPTIME(tpoly), RP = RTIME(tpoly), UP = UTIME(tpoly),
PP = PTIME(tpoly), ModkP = ModkTIME(tpoly), PSPACE = DSPACE(tpoly), and so forth. A
similar statement holds for any collection of language classes, provided that each class is defin-
able by applying a certain complexity class operator to some Blum complexity class.

1. Introduction

Just two years after Blum [1] devised his eponymous axioms on complexity measures, Mc-
Creight and Meyer [5] proved that every such measure satisfies a “union theorem”. For deter-
ministic time, non-deterministic time, and deterministic space, all of which are Blum measures,
the McCreight-Meyer Union Theorem exhibits three total computable (but non-constructible)
functions t1, t2, and t3 such that P = DTIME(t1), NP = NTIME(t2), and PSPACE = DSPACE(t3).
However, since McCreight and Meyer’s proof sensitively depends on the complexity measure in
question, it is not at all obvious how t1, t2, and t3 relate.

In this paper, we refine McCreight and Meyer’s result and exhibit a total computable and
non-decreasing function tpoly such that for all k,

ΣkP = ΣkTIME(tpoly), BPP = BPTIME(tpoly), RP = RTIME(tpoly), UP = UTIME(tpoly),

PP = PTIME(tpoly), ModkP = ModkTIME(tpoly), and PSPACE = DSPACE(tpoly).

Apparently, tpoly is inextricably tied to the polynomial-boundedness of all these classes while
simultaneously agnostic to the exact underlying computational model. Unfortunately, this sug-
gests that a better understanding of tpoly will probably not help resolve the outstanding rela-
tionships between these classes.

The above result follows in two elementary steps. First, we show that for any finite collec-
tion of Blum measures Φ1, . . . ,Φℓ, which define Blum complexity classes CΦ1

, . . . , CΦℓ
, respec-

tively, there is a total computable and non-decreasing function tpoly such that for all i ∈ [ℓ],
CΦi

(tpoly) =
⋃

f∈poly CΦi
(f), where poly is the set of polynomial functions. Among other things,

this establishes that P = DTIME(tpoly), NP = NTIME(tpoly), and PSPACE = DSPACE(tpoly).
Next, we exploit the fact that classes like ΣkP,BPP,UP and so forth are definable by applying

a particular complexity class operator to P. For example, ΣkP = Σpoly
k · P. Thus, by the first

step, ΣkP = Σpoly
k ·DTIME(tpoly), and a final elementary argument, which crucially relies on the

fact that tpoly is non-decreasing, establishes Σpoly
k · DTIME(tpoly) = ΣkTIME(tpoly), as desired.

A more intricate argument works for any (potentially infinite) collection of language classes,
provided that each class in the collection is definable by applying a certain complexity class
operator to some Blum complexity class. This more general result is the context of our main
theorem. We regard it as evidence for a plausible conjecture that was raised to us by Fortnow:

Conjecture A (Fortnow [3]). Let {Φi | i ∈ N} be a partial recursive list of Blum measures and
let f = {fi | i ∈ N} be a total recursive list of functions such that if i ≤ j, then fi(n) ≤ fj(n) for
almost all n. There exists a total computable function tf such that for all i, CΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f).

1
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2. Preliminaries

In this paper, Σ is a non-unary alphabet, Σn is the set of all Σ-strings with length n, Σ∗

is the set of all Σ-strings with finite length, |x| is the length of the Σ-string x, [ℓ] is the set
{1, 2, . . . , ℓ}, #X is the cardinality of the set X, id : n 7→ n is the identity function on the
non-negative integers N, χL : Σ∗ → {0, 1} is the characteristic function of the language L ⊆ Σ∗,
≡k is congruence modulo k, P(X1 × · · · ×Xk → Y ) is the set of all k-ary partial computable
(p.c.) functions from X1 × · · · ×Xk to Y , where each Xi and Y is either Σ∗, N, or {0, 1}, and
R(X1 × · · · ×Xk → Y ) is the set of all k-ary total computable functions from X1 × · · · ×Xk to
Y . Given f ∈ P(X1 × · · · ×Xk → Y ), we write f(x1, . . . , xk) ↓ if and only if (iff) (x1, . . . , xk)
is in the domain of f .

We say f ∈ R(N → N) is non-decreasing iff m ≤ n implies f(m) ≤ f(n). Given f, g ∈
R(N → N), by a statement like “f ≤ g”, we mean “f(n) ≤ g(n) almost everywhere (a.e.)”, i.e.,
“f(n) ≤ g(n) for all but finitely many n”. Similarly, given f ∈ P(Σ∗ → N), g ∈ P(N×Σ∗ → N),
and h ∈ R(N → N), by statements like “f(x) ≤ h(|x|) a.e.” and “g(e, x) ≤ h(|x|) a.e.”, we mean
“f(x) ≤ h(|x|) for all but finitely many x” and “for this particular choice of e, g(e, x) ≤ h(|x|)
for all but finitely many x”, respectively.

We employ any standard pairing function 〈·, ·〉 ∈ R(Σ∗×Σ∗ → Σ∗) that satisfies |x1|+ |x2| ≤
|〈x1, x2〉| ≤ |x1|+ |x2|+O(log |x1|). Of course, this induces a k-ary pairing function given by

〈x1, . . . , xk〉 := 〈x1, 〈x2, . . . , 〈xk−1, xk〉〉〉,

which satisfies
k
∑

i=1

|xi| ≤ |〈x1, . . . , xk〉| ≤

k
∑

i=1

|xi|+O

(

k−1
∑

i=1

log |xi|

)

. (1)

Also, if ǫ is the empty string in Σ∗, then every string x gets encoded as 〈x〉 := 〈x, ǫ〉, which
satisfies |x| ≤ |〈x〉| ≤ |x|+O(log |x|).

2.1. Acceptable Collections. Our results apply only for particular sets of functions which we
call acceptable collections.

Definition 2.1. A countable set of functions f = {fi | i ∈ N} is an acceptable collection iff:

(a) f is total recursive, i.e., there is F ∈ R(N×N → N) such that for all i and n, F (i, n) = fi(n),
1

(b) for all i and j, i ≤ j implies fi ≤ fj,
(c) for all i, fi is non-decreasing,
(d) there exists i such that fi is unbounded,
(e) for all i, j1, . . . , jℓ, there exists k such that

fi ◦

(

id +
ℓ
∑

m=1

fjm +O

(

log +
ℓ−1
∑

m=1

log ◦fjm

))

≤ fk. (2)

Examples of acceptable collections include the logarithmic functions log := {i log(n) | i ∈ N},
the polylogarithmic functions polylog := {logi(n) | i ∈ N}, the polynomial functions poly := {ni |

i ∈ N}, and the quasi-polynomial functions qpoly := {2log
i(n) | i ∈ N}. Thus, many natural sets

of functions are acceptable collections. That said, the exponential functions exp := {2n
i

| i ∈ N}
are not an acceptable collection as they violate property (e). It remains open, therefore, if our
results apply to exp.

Altogether, properties (a) and (b) are necessary for the McCreight-Meyer Union Theorem
to hold (Section 2.3). The additional properties (c), (d), and (e) are used to prove our main

1Therefore, fi ∈ R(N → N) for every i.
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results, but it is unclear if they are actually necessary. We note that the unusual property (e)
is ultimately forced by our choice of pairing function (c.f. Eqs. (1) and (2)).

2.2. The Blum Axioms. We now recall the Blum axioms [1].

Definition 2.2. Let {ϕe | e ∈ N} be an acceptable Gödel numbering of P(Σ∗ → Σ∗). We call
Φ ∈ P(N × Σ∗ → N) a Blum complexity measure (or Blum measure for short) iff:

(i) for all e and x, Φ(e, x) ↓ iff ϕe(x) ↓,
(ii) there exists f ∈ R(N× Σ∗ × N → N) such that for all e, x, and m,

f(e, x,m) =

{

1 if Φ(e, x) = m,

0 otherwise.

Together, every t ∈ R(N → N) and Blum measure Φ define a Blum complexity class (or Blum
class for short) given by

CΦ(t) := {ϕe | Φ(e, x) ≤ t(|x|) a.e.} .

For example, the number of steps single-tape, deterministic Turing machines take on a given
input defines the Blum measure dtime ∈ P(N×Σ∗ → N), which stands for deterministic time.
In particular, for the eth p.c. function ϕe, dtime is such that for every x, dtime(e, x) = m iff
there exists a deterministic Turing machine M such that M(x) = ϕe(x) and M halts in exactly
m steps. Other examples include dspace (deterministic space) and ntime (non-deterministic
time), which are defined like dtime but with the obvious modification.

Besides a few exceptional statements, in this paper we shall mostly reason at the level of
language classes. Indeed, every Blum class CΦ defines a Blum language class LΦ, which is got
by considering those languages whose characteristic functions are in CΦ:

LΦ(t) := {L ⊆ Σ∗ | χL ∈ CΦ(t)} .

For example, Ldtime(t) = DTIME(t), Lntime(t) = NTIME(t), and Ldspace(t) = DSPACE(t).

2.3. The McCreight-Meyer Union Theorem. In addition to satisfying a speedup theorem
[1], a compression theorem [1], and a gap theorem [2, 6], every Blum measure also satisfies a
union theorem.

Theorem 2.1 (McCreight-Meyer Union Theorem [5]). Let Φ be a Blum measure and let f =
{fi | i ∈ N} be a collection of functions that at least satisfies conditions (a) - (d) in the definition
of an acceptable collection. There exists tf ∈ R(N → N) such that:

(i) tf is non-decreasing,
(ii) for all f ∈ f, f ≤ tf ,
(iii) CΦ(tf) =

⋃

f∈f CΦ(f).

If f only satisfies conditions (a) and (b) in the definition of an acceptable collection, then
there still exists tf ∈ R(N → N) such that statements (ii) and (iii) hold in Theorem 2.1. This
fact is the usual statement of the McCreight-Meyer Union Theorem (Theorem 5.5 in [5], see also
Theorem J.3 in [4] for a more modern treatment). However, in this paper it is vital that tf is
non-decreasing, which is the case if f also satisfies conditions (c) and (d) in the definition of an
acceptable collection. For more on this, we refer the reader to Remark 5.13 in [5].

A fascinating corollary of Theorem 2.1 is the following.

Corollary 2.2. There exist non-decreasing t1, t2, t3 ∈ R(N → N) such that:

(i) P = DTIME(t1),
(ii) NP = NTIME(t2),
(iii) PSPACE = DSPACE(t3).
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We now prove a proposition that has many interesting corollaries.

Proposition 2.3. Let {Φi | i ∈ [ℓ]} be a finite set of Blum measures and let f be a collection of
functions that at least satisfies conditions (a) - (d) in the definition of an acceptable collection.
There exists tf ∈ R(N → N) such that:

(i) tf is non-decreasing,
(ii) for all f ∈ f, f ≤ tf ,
(iii) for all i ∈ [ℓ], CΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f).

Proof. By Theorem 2.1, for all i ∈ [ℓ], there is a non-decreasing function tf,i ∈ R(N → N) such
that CΦi

(tf,i) =
⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f) and for all f ∈ f, f ≤ tf,i. For every n, define tf(n) := mini∈[ℓ] tf,i(n).

Evidently, tf is total computable because the map (i, n) 7→ tf,i(n) is, and tf is non-decreasing
because every tf,i is. Additionally, for all i ∈ [ℓ], tf(n) ≤ tf,i(n) for all n. Therefore, CΦi

(tf) ⊆
CΦi

(tf,i). Conversely, for all i ∈ [ℓ] and all f ∈ f, f ≤ tf,i, i.e., there is Nf,i ∈ N such that
f(n) ≤ tf,i(n) for all n > Nf,i. Therefore, f(n) ≤ mini∈[ℓ] tf,i(n) = tf(n) for all n > maxi∈[ℓ]Nf,i.
Consequently, f ≤ tf , so also CΦi

(tf,i) ⊆ CΦi
(tf). �

An immediate corollary of Proposition 2.3 is the following, which is a considerably stronger
version of Corollary 2.2.

Corollary 2.4. There exists a non-decreasing function tpoly ∈ R(N → N) such that:

(i) P = DTIME(tpoly),
(ii) NP = NTIME(tpoly),
(iii) PSPACE = DSPACE(tpoly).

Ultimately, our goal in this paper is to extend Proposition 2.3 to an infinity of classes—
such as every level of the polynomial hierarchy—which is our contribution toward Fortnow’s
Conjecture A, which we restate below for convenience.

Conjecture A (Fortnow [3]). Let {Φi | i ∈ N} be a partial recursive list of Blum measures and
let f be a collection of functions that at least satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) in the definition of
an acceptable collection. There exists tf ∈ R(N → N) such that for all i, CΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f).

Towards this conjecture, it is natural to try to generalize our proof of Proposition 2.3 to the
infinite case by taking tf(n) := mini≤n tf,i(n) for every n, which is in fact total computable.
Whereas for every i, tf ≤ tf,i so that CΦi

(tf) ⊆
⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f), it is not obviously the case that

CΦi
(tf) ⊇

⋃

f∈f CΦi
(f). For example, it is not obviously the case that f ≤ tf for every f ∈ f.

Therefore, while establishing this latter containment in the finite case is relatively straightfor-
ward, it is not so—and in fact it appears to be rather difficult—in the infinite case.

3. Complexity Class Operators for General Blum Language Classes

Our main result concerns language classes that are definable by applying a certain complexity
class operator to some Blum language class. While there are many different complexity class
operators, the bulk of them operate either (i) by alternately existentially and universally quan-
tifying strings of a certain size that satisfy some global condition or (ii) by counting “witness
strings” of a certain size that also satisfy some global condition. This observation compels us
to introduce two new complexity class operators, which collectively encapsulate many of the
well-known operators.
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3.1. The Operator Σf
k and the Class ΣkL

f
Φ. The levels ΣkP of the polynomial hierarchy

exhibit certain structure that not all language classes afford. In particular, each level ΣkP is

definable as the class obtained after applying the complexity class operator Σpoly
k to the Blum

language class P. We define the most general form of this operator as follows.

Definition 3.1. Let f be an acceptable collection and let k ∈ N. For a class L of languages,
Σf
k · L is the class of languages L for which there exist f1, . . . , fk ∈ f and L′ ∈ L such that for

all x,

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

χL′(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1, (3)

where Qk is ∃ if k is odd and ∀ if k is even.

It is easily seen that Σf
k obeys the following monotonicity property.

Observation 3.1. For all acceptable collections f, all k, and all language classes L1 and L2,
L1 ⊆ L2 implies Σf

k · L1 ⊆ Σf
k · L2.

Importantly, for general t, the class Σpoly
k · DTIME(t) is not ΣkTIME(t), which is defined as

follows.

Definition 3.2. The class ΣkTIME(t) consists of all languages L that are decided by alternating
Turing machines that begin in the existential state, alternate at most k − 1 times, and halt in
at most t steps. Equivalently, L ∈ ΣkTIME(t) iff there exist f1, . . . , fk ∈ poly and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ →
{0, 1}) such that for all x,w1, . . . , wk:

(i) dtime(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ t(|〈x〉|),
(ii) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

ϕe(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Here, condition (i) enforces that ϕe is computable on a deterministic Turing machine that halts
in at most t(|〈x〉|) steps, as opposed to, say, t(|〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉|) steps. Thus, in contrast to the

definition of the class Σpoly
k ·DTIME(t), languages in ΣkTIME(t) are decided by deterministic Tur-

ing machines whose runtimes are not influenced by the witness strings y1, . . . , yk. Consequently,

for general t, it follows from the time hierarchy theorem that Σpoly
k · DTIME(t) 6= ΣkTIME(t).

We now introduce the class ΣkL
f
Φ(t), which is defined analogically to the alternate but equiv-

alent definition of ΣkTIME(t), but for any acceptable collection f and Blum measure Φ.

Definition 3.3. Let f be an acceptable collection and let Φ be a Blum measure. The class
ΣkL

f
Φ(t) consists of all languages L for which there exist f1, . . . , fk ∈ f and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ → {0, 1})

such that for all x,w1, . . . , wk:

(i) Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ t(|〈x〉|),
(ii) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

ϕe(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

As above, here condition (i) enforces that ϕe is computable in less than t(|〈x〉|) of the Blum
measure Φ. In other words, the amount of Φ it takes to compute ϕe is independent of the witness
strings y1, . . . , yk. Again, this is in contrast to the definition of the class Σf

k · LΦ(t), where the
witness strings do implicitly influence the amount of Φ it takes to compute χL′ in Eq. (3). For
general t, therefore, we expect Σf

k · LΦ(t) 6= ΣkL
f
Φ(t). Nevertheless, as we prove in Section 5, if

t = tf in Proposition 2.3, then equality does in fact hold.
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These same considerations hold for the complement operator Πf
k and the class ΠkL

f
Φ(t), which

are got from Πpoly
k and ΠkTIME(t), respectively, in the same manner that Σf

k and ΣkL
f
Φ(t) were

got from Σpoly
k and ΣkTIME(t), respectively.

3.2. The Operator Wf
ω and the Class WωL

f
Φ. Like ΣkP, classes like BPP, RP, and UP

are definable by applying a particular complexity class operator to the Blum language class P,

namely, BP, R, and U, respectively. Unlike Σpoly
k , however, these operators are definitionally

identical, modulo a “witness criterion” on the number of witness strings.

Definition 3.4. A witness criterion ω is a tuple (R1, h1, R2, h2), where h1, h2 ∈ R(N → N) and
R1, R2 are total computable relations over N such as =, 6=, <,>,≤,≥,≡k, and 6≡k.

Indeed, as we shall see, the following f- and ω-based operator Wf
ω reduces to operators like

BP, R, and U, provided that f and ω are appropriately specified. Its definition relies on the
notion of a witness set W , where for any function f , language L, and string x,

W (f, L, x) :=
{

y ∈ Σf(|x|) | χL(〈x, y〉) = 1
}

.

Definition 3.5. Let f be an acceptable collection and let ω = (R1, h1, R2, h2) be a witness
criterion. For a class L of languages, Wf

ω · L is the class of languages L for which there exists
f ∈ f and L′ ∈ L such that for all x,

{

x ∈ L =⇒ #W (f, L′, x)R1 h1(f(|x|)),

x 6∈ L =⇒ #W (f, L′, x)R2 h2(f(|x|)).
(4)

Indeed, Wf
ω reduces to the BP, R, and U operators:

BP = W
poly

(≥,2S/3,≤,S/3), R = W
poly

(≥,2S/3,=,0), and U = W
poly

(=,1,=,0),

where for all n, S(n) := (#Σ)n. In fact, Wf
ω generalizes all the operators in Table 1, save Σf

k

and Πf
k for k ≥ 2.

Like Σf
k, W

f
ω is monotone.

Observation 3.2. For all acceptable collections f, all witness criteria ω, and all language classes
L1 and L2, L1 ⊆ L2 implies Wf

ω · L1 ⊆ Wf
ω · L2.

Importantly, like Σpoly
k · DTIME(t) and ΣkTIME(t), for general t, the classes BP · DTIME(t)

and BPTIME(t) are different, as are R · DTIME(t) and RTIME(t), U · DTIME(t) and UTIME(t),
and so forth. To illustrate why, we recall the definition of BPTIME(t).

Definition 3.6. The class BPTIME(t) consists of all languages L that are decided by proba-
bilistic Turing machines that make polynomially many probabilistic choices and halt in at most
t steps. Equivalently, L ∈ BPTIME(t) iff there exists f ∈ poly and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ → {0, 1}) such
that for all x and w:

(i) dtime(e, 〈x,w〉) ≤ t(〈x〉),
(ii) and

{

x ∈ L =⇒ #
{

y ∈ Σf(|x|) | ϕe(〈x, y〉) = 1
}

≥ 2
3(#Σ)f(|x|),

x 6∈ L =⇒ #
{

y ∈ Σf(|x|) | ϕe(〈x, y〉) = 1
}

≤ 1
3(#Σ)f(|x|).

Here, condition (i) enforces that ϕe is computable on a deterministic Turing machine that
halts in at most t(|〈x〉|) steps, as opposed to t(|〈x, y〉|) steps. Thus, in contrast to the definition
of the class BP·DTIME(t), languages in BPTIME(t) are decided by deterministic Turing machines
whose runtimes are not influenced by the witness string y. Consequently, for general t, it follows
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Complexity Class Class Operator Witness Criterion

DTIME ID (=, S,=, 0)

BPTIME BP (≥, 2S/3,≤, S/3)

PTIME P (>,S/2, <, S/2)

NTIME ∃p (>, 0,=, 0)

coNTIME ∀p (=, S,<, S)

ΣkTIME Σpoly
k NA for k ≥ 2

ΠkTIME Πpoly
k NA for k ≥ 2

RTIME R (≥, S/2,=, 0)

coRTIME coR (=, S,≤, S/2)

UTIME U (=, 1,=, 0)

coUTIME coU (=, S − 1,=, S)

⊕TIME ⊕ (≡2, 1,≡2, 0)

co⊕ TIME co⊕ (≡2, 0,≡2, 1)

ModkTIME Modk (6≡k, 0,≡k, 0)

coModkTIME coModk (≡k, 0, 6≡k, 0)

Table 1. The witness criteria that correspond to different witness-based com-
plexity classes and operators. Here, S(n) := (#Σ)n for every n.

from the time hierarchy theorem that BP · DTIME(t) 6= BPTIME(t). Of course, these same
conclusions hold for classes like R · DTIME(t) and RTIME(t), U · DTIME(t) and UTIME(t), and
in fact all the classes and their operator-defined counterparts that are listed in Table 1.

We now introduce the class WωL
f
Φ(t), which is defined analogically to the alternate but

equivalent definition of BPTIME(t), but for any acceptable collection f, witness criterion ω, and
Blum measure Φ.

Definition 3.7. Let f be an acceptable collection, let Φ be a Blum measure, and let ω =
(R1, h1, R2, h2) be a witness criterion. The class WωL

f
Φ(t) consists of all languages L for which

there exists f ∈ f and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ → {0, 1}) such that for all x and w:

(i) Φ(e, 〈x,w〉) ≤ t(〈x〉),
(ii) and

{

x ∈ L =⇒ #
{

y ∈ Σf(|x|) | ϕe(〈x, y〉) = 1
}

R1 h1(f(|x|)),

x 6∈ L =⇒ #
{

y ∈ Σf(|x|) | ϕe(〈x, y〉) = 1
}

R2 h2(f(|x|)).

As above, here condition (i) enforces that ϕe is computable in less than t(|〈x〉|) of the Blum
measure Φ. In other words, the amount of Φ it takes to compute ϕe is independent of the witness
string y. Again, this is in contrast to the definition of the class Wf

ω · LΦ(t), where the witness
string does implicitly influence the amount of Φ it takes to compute χL′ in Eq. (4). For general
t, therefore, we expect Wf

ω · LΦ(t) 6= WωL
f
Φ(t). Nevertheless, as we prove in Section 5, if t = tf

in Proposition 2.3, then equality does in fact hold.

4. Statement of Main Result

We now state our main theorem.
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Theorem A. Let f be an acceptable collection and let {Φi | i ∈ [ℓ]} be a finite number of Blum
measures. There exists a non-decreasing function tf ∈ R(N → N) such that for all i ∈ [ℓ], all k,
and all witness criteria ω:

(i) LΦi
(tf) =

⋃

f∈f LΦi
(f),

(ii) ΣkL
f
Φi
(tf) =

⋃

f∈f ΣkL
f
Φi
(f),

(iii) WωL
f
Φi
(tf) =

⋃

f∈f WωL
f
Φi
(f).

Note how this establishes an infinity of complexity classes that are all characterized by the
same bound tf . We regard this as evidence for Conjecture A. Importantly, Theorem A relativizes.

Notice, with f = poly and just the single Blum measure dtime, Theorem A yields our main
corollary, which is an even stronger version of Corollary 2.4.

Corollary A. There exists a non-decreasing function tpoly ∈ R(N → N) such that for all k and
all witness criteria ω:

(i) P = DTIME(tpoly),
(ii) NP = NTIME(tpoly),
(iii) coNP = coNTIME(tpoly),
(iv) PP = PTIME(tpoly),
(v) BPP = BPTIME(tpoly),
(vi) RP = RTIME(tpoly),
(vii) coRP = coRTIME(tpoly),
(viii) UP = UTIME(tpoly),
(ix) coUP = coUTIME(tpoly),
(x) PSPACE = DSPACE(tpoly),
(xi) ModkP = ModkTIME(tpoly),
(xii) coModkP = coModkTIME(tpoly),
(xiii) ΣkP = ΣkTIME(tpoly),
(xiv) ΠkP = ΠkTIME(tpoly),

(xv) WωL
poly
dtime(tpoly) =

⋃

f∈poly WωL
poly
dtime(f).

Of course, save statement (xv), Corollary A more or less follows from our informal discussion
in Section 1 and the fact that tpoly is non-decreasing. Nevertheless, it also follows from our more
general result, whose proof, as we now show, is a bit more involved.

5. Proof of Main Result

We start by proving several things about the Σf
k and Wf

ω operators.

Lemma 5.1. Let f be an acceptable collection and let Φ be a Blum measure. For all f ∈ f, all
k, and all witness criteria ω, there exist g, h ∈ f such that:

(i) Σf
k · LΦ(f) ⊆ ΣkL

f
Φ(g) ⊆ Σf

k · LΦ(g),

(ii) Wf
ω · LΦ(f) ⊆ WωL

f
Φ(h) ⊆ Wf

ω · LΦ(h).

Proof. The proof of (i) is below; the proof of (ii) is analogous.
Fix f ∈ f and let L ∈ Σf

k · LΦ(f). Then, there are f1, . . . , fk ∈ f and L′ ∈ LΦ(f) such that for
all x,

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

χL′(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Since L′ ∈ LΦ(f), for all x,w1, . . . , wk,

Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ f(|〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉|),
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where e is the Gödel number of χL′ . To establish the first containment in (i), it remains to show
that there is g ∈ f such that for all x,w1, . . . , wk, Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ g(|〈x〉|). To this end,
note that by Eq. (1),

|〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉| ≤ |x|+
k
∑

i=1

|wi|+O

(

log |x|+
k−1
∑

i=1

log |wi|

)

= |x|+

k
∑

i=1

fi(|x|) +O

(

log |x|+

k−1
∑

i=1

log fi(|x|)

)

.

Therefore,

Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ f

(

|x|+

k
∑

i=1

fi(|x|) +O

(

log |x|+

k−1
∑

i=1

log fi(|x|)

))

.

Thus, by property (e) of the acceptable collection f, there is indeed g ∈ f such that for all
x,w1, . . . , wk, Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ g(|x|) ≤ g(|〈x〉|), where the latter inequality holds because
|x| ≤ |〈x〉| and g is non-decreasing (property (c) of the acceptable collection f). Consequently,
L ∈ ΣkL

f
Φ(g), as desired.

We now establish the second containment in (i). Let L ∈ ΣkLΦ(g). Then there exist g1, . . . , gk ∈
f and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ → {0, 1}) such that for all x,w1, . . . , wk, Φ(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ g(|〈x〉|) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σg1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σg2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σgk(|x|)
)

ϕe(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Since g is non-decreasing,

Φ(e, 〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) ≤ g(|〈x〉|) ≤ g(|〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉|).

Therefore, L′ := {x | ϕe(x) = 1} ∈ LΦ(g) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σg1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σg2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σgk(|x|)
)

χL′(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Thus, L ∈ Σf
k · LΦi

(g), as desired. �

The next lemma shows that the Σf
k and Wf

ω operators pass through unions over f.

Lemma 5.2. Let f be an acceptable collection and let Φ be a Blum measure. For all k and all
witness criteria ω:

(i) Σf
k ·
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f) =
⋃

f∈f Σ
f
k · LΦ(f),

(ii) Wf
ω ·
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f) =
⋃

f∈f W
f
ω · LΦ(f).

Proof. The proof of (i) is below; the proof of (ii) is analogous.
Since LΦ(f

′) ⊆
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f) for all f ′ ∈ f, the monotonicity of Σf
k (Observation 3.1) implies

Σf
k · LΦ(f

′) ⊆ Σf
k ·
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f). Hence,
⋃

f ′∈f

Σf
k · LΦ(f

′) ⊆
⋃

f ′∈f

Σf
k ·
⋃

f∈f

LΦ(f)

= Σf
k ·
⋃

f∈f

LΦ(f).

For the other direction, let L ∈ Σf
k ·
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f). Then, there are f1, . . . , fk ∈ f and L′ ∈
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f) such that for all x, Eq. (3) holds. But L′ ∈
⋃

f∈f LΦ(f) implies L′ ∈ LΦ(f
′) for some

f ′ ∈ f. Therefore, L ∈ Σf
k · LΦ(f

′) ⊆
⋃

f∈f Σ
f
k · LΦ(f). �
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The rest of our results rely heavily on the following proposition, which is a weaker version of
Proposition 2.3.

Proposition 5.3. Let {Φi | i ∈ [ℓ]} be a finite set of Blum measures and let f be an acceptable
collection. There exists tf ∈ R(N → N) such that:

(i) tf is non-decreasing,
(ii) for all f ∈ f, f ≤ tf ,
(iii) for all i ∈ [ℓ], LΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f LΦi
(f).

Lemma 5.4. Let f be an acceptable collection, let {Φi | i ∈ [ℓ]} be a finite collection of Blum
measures, and let tf be as in Proposition 5.3. For all i ∈ [ℓ], all k, and all witness criteria ω:

(i) LΦi
(tf) =

⋃

f∈f LΦi
(f),

(ii) Σf
k · LΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f ΣkL
f
Φi
(f),

(iii) Wf
ω · LΦi

(tf) =
⋃

f∈f WωL
f
Φi
(f).

Proof. Proposition 5.3 proves (i). The proof of (ii) is below; the proof of (iii) is analogous.
The following is true for all i ∈ [ℓ] and all k. By Lemma 5.2 and the definition of tf ,

L ∈ Σf
k · LΦi

(tf) iff L ∈
⋃

f∈f Σ
f
k · LΦi

(f) iff L ∈ Σf
k · LΦi

(f ′) for some f ′ ∈ f. By Lemma 5.1,

there is then g ∈ f such that Σf
k · LΦi

(f ′) ⊆ ΣkL
f
Φi
(g) ⊆ Σf

k · LΦi
(g), which implies

⋃

f∈f

Σf
k · LΦi

(f) =
⋃

f∈f

ΣkL
f
Φi
(f).

The result then follows from Lemma 5.2 and Proposition 5.3. �

Lemma 5.5. Let f be an acceptable collection, let {Φi | i ∈ [ℓ]} be a finite collection of Blum
measures, and let tf be as in Proposition 5.3. For all i ∈ [ℓ], all k, and all witness criteria ω:

(i) LΦi
(tf) =

⋃

f∈f LΦi
(f),

(ii) Σf
k · LΦi

(tf) = ΣkL
f
Φi
(tf),

(iii) Wf
ω · LΦi

(tf) = WωL
f
Φi
(tf).

Proof. Proposition 5.3 proves (i). The proof of (ii) is below; the proof of (iii) is analogous.
The following is true for all i ∈ [ℓ] and all k. First, let L ∈ Σf

k · LΦi
(tf). Then, by Lemma 5.4,

L ∈ ΣkL
f
Φi
(f ′) for some f ′ ∈ f. But f ′ ≤ tf by Proposition 5.3, so L ∈ ΣkL

f
Φi
(tf).

Now let L ∈ ΣkLΦi
(tf). Then, there exist f1, . . . , fk ∈ f and ϕe ∈ P(Σ∗ → {0, 1}) such that

for all x,w1, . . . , wk, Φi(e, 〈x,w1, . . . , wk〉) ≤ tf(|〈x〉|) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

ϕe(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Since tf is non-decreasing (Proposition 5.3),

Φi(e, 〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) ≤ tf(|〈x〉|) ≤ tf(|〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉|).

Therefore, L′ := {x | ϕe(x) = 1} ∈ LΦi
(tf) and

x ∈ L ⇐⇒
(

∃y1 ∈ Σf1(|x|)
)(

∀y2 ∈ Σf2(|x|)
)

. . .
(

Qkyk ∈ Σfk(|x|)
)

χL′(〈x, y1, . . . , yk〉) = 1.

Thus, L ∈ Σf
k · LΦi

(tf), as desired. �

Together Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5 imply Theorem A.
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