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Abstract

We propose an algebraic model of computation which formally relates symbolic listings, complexity of
Boolean functions, and low depth arithmetic circuit complexity. In this model, algorithms are arithmetic
formulae expressing symbolic listings of YES instances of Boolean functions, and computation is executed
via partial differential operators. We consider the Chow rank of an arithmetic formula as a measure
of complexity and establish the Chow rank of multilinear polynomials with totally non-overlapping
monomial support. We also provide Chow rank non-decreasing transformations from sets of graphs to
sets of functional graphs.
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1 Introduction

In his epochal title, “An Investigation of the Laws of Thought,” George Boole laid the foundations of
Boolean algebra, the first pillar of the theory of computation [3]. In their own seminal works, Godel,
Church, and Turing formalized the notion of effective computability via the theories of general recursive
functions, A-calculus, and Turing machines respectively [6, |7, [14]. These formulations were shown to be
equivalent, and the Turing machine endures as the second pillar of the theory of computation. Finally, in
his 1940 master’s thesis, Claude Shannon described a general procedure for implementing Boolean algebra
via switching circuits, the third pillar of the theory of computation, which would eventually usher in the
information era [12].

Although we believe P # NP, decades of research have produced no super—polynomial lower bounds
on Turing machine complexity. In the 1970s and 80s there was some hope that analyzing circuits would
prove more fruitful. It is widely believed that N P does not admit circuits of polynomial size, and we know
that a proof of this would imply P # N P. Unfortunately, lower bounds seem difficult to show for general
circuits as well [11]. This in turn led researchers to consider restricted classes of circuits, for which some
non—trivial lower—bounds have been proven [2, [18]. Inspired by Boole’s translation of logic into algebra
and the authors’ interest in symbolic listings, this work proposes an algebraic model of computation called
“differential computers.” We think of differential computers as an algebraic implementation of a restricted
class of Turing machines, and the programs of differential computers are closely related to low-depth
arithmetic circuit complexity. Thus, differential computers lie at the intersection of the three pillars of the
theory of computation and symbolic listings.

In the model of differential computers, computation is carried out by the action of differential operators
on particular polynomials whose monomial support corresponds to YES instances of a Boolean function.
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The Chow rank of the polynomial underlying a differential computer is of particular interest, and can be
seen as a measure of the compressibility of the truth table of 7. By using the Chow rank as a measure of
complexity, this work also relates aspects of low depth arithmetic circuit complexity to the complexity of
Boolean functions.

Recent depth reduction results motivate our focus on low depth arithmetic circuits |15, [10, 8, [16, [1].
Differential operators have previously been used in the context of arithmetic complexity by Baur and
Strassen [17]. More recently, Brand and Pratt matched the runtime of the fastest known deterministic
algorithm for detecting subgraphs of bounded path-width using a method of partial derivatives [4]. We
refer the reader to the excellent surveys on partial differential methods in arithmetic complexity by Shpilka
and Yehudayoff as well as Chen et al. [13,15]. The importance of the computational power of differential
operators is reinforced by the role of these operators in training machine learning models.

2 A Symbolic Model of Computation

2.1 Symbolic Listings

Throughout the paper we work over the field C. Let Z,, denote the set formed by the first n consecutive
non-—negative integers, i.e.
Zy, =27ZN[0,n).

Let G be an unweighted, directed graph on n vertices with self-loops. We will primarily specify the data
of G by a standard binary adjacency matrix B¢, although the following two representations will be critical
for an intuitive understanding of symbolic listings. The first is the symbolic adjacency matrix Ag,

where
o Jaiy (i)) € E(G)
Aclindl = {0 (i,§) € E(G)

The second is the monomial edge listing Mg, where

A4G:: II aLT

(i,))€E(G)

E Ly X Zy,.

We will also use A to denote the matrix of symbolic variables where A[i, j] = a; ; for all (7, j)
(K;) in which

This can be thought of as the symbolic adjaceny matrix of the totally complete graph
all possible directed and loop edges are present.

We say a graph G is functional if every vertex in G has out—degree equal to one. In this case we think
of G as representing a function g : Z,, — Z,, and write

Mg = MG = H ai7g(i).
1€E2Ln
Observe that the polynomial
Pz,~z,(A) := Z H Qi f(i) = Z My

[iZn—2Zn i€Zy [iZn—2Zn

is the sum of monomial edge listings of all functional graphs on n vertices. Thus to check if a graph G is
functional, it suffices to check if Mg appears as a monomial in Pz, 7, .



Definition 2.1. Given m € Z-( and a Boolean function F : {0,1}" — {0,1}, an additive listing is a
polynomial Pr,,(a). The coefficients of Pr,,(a) are mth roots of unity and its monomial support in the
variables ag, ..., a,—1 corresponds to the set of YES instances of F. Explicitly,

Prm(a) = Z Wiex(b) H al,
be{0,1}" 1€t
F(b)=1

where lex : {0,1}" — Zsn is any enumeration of binary n-vectors, and for all i € Zgn, W* = 1. If m =1,
we omit the subscript m from Pr,, and refer to the Pr as a binary additive listing. To see that Pr ,,(a)
contains the data of the truth table of F, notice that a monomial term appears in Pr,, exactly when it
corresponds to an assignment b of n variables such that F(b) = 1. That is, Pr ,(a) is a symbolic additive
listing of monomials corresponding to YES instances of F.

We note that it is critical to allow for non—binary coefficients in additive listings to separate decision
problems from their counting analogues as discussed in Examples 2.8 and 2.9l On the other hand, arbitrary
coefficients would introduce unbounded computational power into our model. The choice of roots of unity
as coefficients is inspired by the distinction between the determinant and the permanent, also discussed in
Example

Remark 2.2. We point out that the binary additive listing Pr is closely related to the Lagrange interpo-
lating polynomial of . The Lagrange interpolant of F in the variables yg, - ,yp—1 i8

yi — (1 —b;)
L = AR S V)
rw= X I (Mm),
be {01}
F(b)=1
By construction, Lz is the unique minimum degree polynomial whose evaluations coincides with F at each
point on the Boolean hypercube. Pr is the canonical representative

- yi— (1 =b) 5 bi€{0,1}
Pr(a)= L7 (y) mod{ et e e L

This binomial reduction simply corresponds to the substitutions

yl—(l—bl) N bZE{O,l}
{ op, 1 < )" icz, [’

which move the data stored in the truth table of F from evaluations of the interpolating polynomial
Lr(y) to coefficients of the additive listing Pr(a). Although Pr is unique, for m € Zsy there are
mHF@O=10{0.11"} distinct additive listings Pr .

Given a graph G, we can check if the monomial encoding M¢ appears as a term in Pz,_,7, by taking a
sequence of partial derivatives and evaluating the resulting polynomial at zero. Specifically, the expression

0
Fz,52,G) = | [ 5| Pz-z.(4)
(i)eBE@G) 7 A—0
evaluates to one exactly when Mg appears as a monomial term in Pz, .7, ,i.e. when G is a functional graph.

According to the definition we introduce formally in Section 2.3 we refer to Fz, 7, as a differential
computer.



Figure 2.1: Pictorial listing of functional graphs on two vertices.

Example 2.3. Let n = 2. Then the additive listing of functional graphs on two vertices is
Pz,7,(A) = agoaio + agoai1 + aoraio + ap1ai1-

To check if the graph with monomial edge listing aggag; is functional, we perform the following sequence
of partial derivatives followed by an evaluation at zero of all variables in the resulting polynomial.

o 0 9 0
dano 3701]322_)22 ) A=0 ~ ago dagy (ao0a10 -+ Gopan + Gond10 + doriny) A=0
= aio + a =0
dano (10 “)J A=0

Thus said graph is not functional, which can also be seen by observing that vertex 0 has out—degree two.

2.2 The Chow Rank

Although the binary additive listing Pr is unique (by the uniqueness of the Lagrange interpolant), our
interest lies in the space of Chow decompositions of Pr,,. Chow decompositions will provide us with a
measure of the complexity of Pr,, and in turn the Boolean function F that it encodes.

Definition 2.4. Recall that the Chow rank, also called the product or split rank, of the degree d — 1
polynomial P € C [z, ..., z,—1] is the smallest number of additive terms p in an expression of the form

P)= > ][ tuw@o, - zn1)

u€Zy, vEZy

where each [, , is a non-homogeneous linear form in the variables of x, ..., x,—1 [9]. Note that the coeffi-
cients of the linear forms [, , can be taken from a third order hypermatrix H € C” xdx(nt+1) guch that

P(m) = Z H (Hu,v,n+ Z Hu,v,w$w> .

ueZ, veEZy wWEZn

We will refer to the number of Chow rank one summands in a Chow decomposition underlied by the
hypermatrix H as p(H).

First, notice that the expanded form of P expresses a Chow decomposition in which each variables is
seen as a linear form with a single non—zero coefficient. Thus, the number of terms in the expanded form
of P is an upper bound on its Chow rank. On the other hand, the Chow rank yields a lower bound on the
fan—in of the top addition gate of a depth-3 Y []>_ arithmetic circuit expressing P, as shown in Figure
4.

Example 2.5. Observe that the additive listing Pz, _,7, exhibits an exponential separation between its
Chow rank and the Chow rank upper bound given by its expanded form

P7,7,(A) = Z H a; fi) = H Z g j-

fiZn—2n1€2n 1€Ln JELn
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The target polynomial -\ ------------------------- - P

The top addition gate ----------------~---~-~-—~——~-- D
Fan-in: number of inputs to the top gate ------------------- / \
Multiplication gate --------------- (%) X X

/N /IN /N

Addition gate ------------ © D D D D D DD D
7T\

Inputs ------ CcoTo - -Cn—1Tp—1

Figure 2.2: > ][ >_—formula.

2.3 Differential Computers

We now describe formally how additive listings can be used to implement Boolean functions. Subsequent
examples aim to illustrate this implementation and motivate our definition of additive listings.

Definition 2.6. Given an additive listing Pr ,,, a differential computer is the following implementation
of the Boolean function F : {0,1}" — {0,1}

Fr(b) = (g (ai)bi) Pf’m(a)J a0
9 b

In the notation (87) l, b; is an exponent indicating that the partial derivative with respect to a; should be

m

taken exactly when b; = 1. We refer to m as the exponent parameter, which maps the output of the inner
expression to {0,1}. In analogy with a classical computer, Pr is the program, and b is the input. The
computation is executed via the sequence of partial derivatives followed by the evaluation of the resulting
polynomial at @ = 0. Finally, if the hypermatrix H € Q?*4*(+1) ynderlies P then the complexity of Fr
is said to be |H| = (n + 1)pd. Thus the Chow rank of F'r is a lower bound on its optimal running time.

Example 2.7. Given S C Z,,, define F—g, Fcg : {0,1}" — {0, 1} which test if an input set T', represented
by the indicator vector 17, is equal to or a subset of the fixed set S. That is,

1 T=S5
0 T#S’

1 TCS

f:s(lT):{ 0 TZS

and fgs(lT) = {

We can write binary additive listings for these functions as follows.

P:g(a) = H a;

€S
Pcs(a) =Y [[ai =] +a)
RCSi€R €S

This illustrates once again that although binary additive listings are unique, there may be an exponential
gap between their Chow rank and p(H) for H underlying a given Chow decomposition. Since both of the



right hand side Chow decompositions satisfy p(H) = 1, they are trivially optimal. Now we can use these
optimal additive listings to construct optimal differential computers as follows.

Fos(1r) = (H ai) HaiJ a=0

i€T €S

Feg(1r) = (H ;,) IIa +ai)J

ier 9% ) ics
Example 2.8. Building upon the previous example, consider F._g which tests if an input graph H is

isomorphic to the fixed graph G. Differential computers can equivalently be defined with respect to matrix
inputs as follows.

F.—q(Bm) = H ( 0 )BH[M P.—q(A)

8@,’ i
(1,§)EZn X Zn, J A—0

We can write the expanded form of the binary additive listing P._g as
Po—g(A) = Z H i,
0€Sn/Aut(G) (1,7 )EE(cGo—1)

which underlies the differential computer

Fo—¢(Bu) = H < J )BH[i’j] Z H a;

aa. .
(1.1)EZn X Zn I o€Sn/Aut(G) (i,j)€E(cGo—1) A=0

Observe that evaluating P._c¢, (By) counts the number of Hamiltonian cycles in the graph H, which is
known to be #P—Complete [16]. Since Chow decompositions of P.._¢, correspond to depth-three arithmetic
formula computing P.—¢, , we conjecture that the Chow rank of P_—¢, is super-polynomial in n.

Example 2.9. Consider Fcg, : {0,1}"*™ — {0, 1} which tests if matrix represents a permutation. Recall

that
Per(A) = Z H Qi o(i)s

0ESH 1€Zn

and notice that Per(A) is the sum of all monomial edge listings of permutations on Z,,. Thus, Per(A4) is
the unique binary additive listing of permutations on Z,, and underlies a differential computer Fcg, with
exponent parameter one. At the same time, Per(Bg) computes the number of spanning subgraphs of G
which are the disjoint union of directed cycles, another #P—Complete problem [16]. In fact, it is known
that on
Chow rank(Per(A)) > N

and thus it must be hard to test bijectivity on a differential computer with exponent parameter one [9].
On the other hand, we know that testing bijectivity is equivalent to testing injectivity and surjectivity,
both of which are easy in the classical model of computation. This issue is resolved by allowing additive
listings with non—zero coefficients different from one. Recalling

Det(A) = Z SgD(O') H Qi o (i)
ocESH 1€Ln

notice that Pcg, 2 = Det(A) is an additive listing for F¢g, with exponent parameter two, bypassing the
exponential Chow rank lowerbound on Per(A).



Remark 2.10. Given a matrix A € C™*", recall the identity
A7l =V In(det(A))
where for all f: C"*"™ — C, V47 f(A) is defined entry—wise as
0

daji

(Var f(ADIE ] = 5—F(A).

This expression can be seen as n? parallel differential computers where the evaluation at A = 0,,y, is
skipped and our model is enriched with a natural logarithm gate. Further, by the identity

-1
Onxn I, Y = | Opxn I, -Y |,
Onxn Onxn I, Onxn Onxn In

asymptotically optimal algorithms for inverting matrices yield asymptotically optimal algorithms for mul-
tiplying matrices. Thus we hope that greater understanding of the computational power of derivative
operators may offer novel insight into the complexity of matrix multiplication.

2.4 Functional Computers

When considering Boolean functions on graphs, it can simplify matters greatly to assume that these graphs
are functional. In Lemma [2ZI1], we provide some justification for restricting our attention to functional
graphs. We then conclude by discussing how the homogeneity of functional graphs translates to simpler
differential computers.

We begin with the observation that the binary adjacency matrix of a graph G on n vertices, Bg, can
itself be viewed as a function g : Z, x Z,, — {0,1}, which maps an ordered pair (i,j) to the matrix
entry Bg[i,7]. In this way binary adjacency matrices exhibit a bijection between graphs and functions
g:Zy x Z, — {0,1}. Then by identifying both the domain Z,, x Z,, and the codomain Z5 of g either as
subsets of Z,2,5 or simply Z,2, we produce injections from the set of graphs on n vertices to the set of

functional graphs on n? + 2 or n? vertices.

Lemma 2.11. Let G,, and G,, denote the set of all graphs and functional graphs respectively on n vertices.
Then there exist two efficient transformations Ty : §(G,) — §(Gp212) and T : £(Gy) — §2(G,2) which are
Chow rank non—decreasing.

Proof. Consider a graph G' on n vertices with monomial edge listing Mq. Let f : Zo — Z3, and define T’
by its action on Mg

H a;; — | My H T2t niti,1 H Z24ni+35,0

(i,5)€E(G) (i,J)€E(G) (1,5)€E(G)

Similarly, define T' by

H a5 — H Tni+ij,1 H Tni+j,0

(1,))€E(R) (1.1)EE(G) (1,7)EE(G)

Observe first that both T (Mg) and T'(M¢) contain exactly the data of the listing M. Next, notice that
T¢(Mc) and T (M) are monomial edge listings of functional graphs on n? +2 and n? vertices respectively.

7
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Figure 2.3: Example of the transformations in 2.4 showing G, Typa,,(G), and T(G) from left to right.

Thus, given a set of graphs S on n vertices we can transform S into a set of functional graphs T¢(S) or
T(S) by applying the the appropriate transformation to the monomial edge listing of each graph in S.
Now we consider the Chow ranks of

Pes = Z H a; j,

GeS (i,j)eE(Q)
Pery(s) = My Z H A24ni+j,1 H a24ni+j0 | 5

and

PET(S):Z H Ani+j,1 H QAni+3,0

GeS \ (i,)cE(Q) (i.4)€E(G)

The Chow rank of Prcp(g) is at least the Chow rank of Peg since Pyeg is the restriction of Pep(g) along
a0 = a1,0 = G2+ni+j,0 = 1 followed by the relabelling as4pniyj,1 — a; j for all (4, j) € Z,xZ,,. Similarly, Peg
is the restriction of Pep(g) along a4 5,0 = 1 followed by the relabelling an;y 5,1 — a;j for all (4, 5) € Z,, xZ,,
and thus the claim holds. O

Example 2.12. Again consider the graph G on two vertices with monomial edge listing agpag;. The
images of Mg under Tpyq,, and 1" are

Tagoar(G) = | aopa1,0 H a2 nitj,1 H A24ni+j,0 | = aoo@10a21a31a40a50,
(6.)€E(G) (1,5)€E(G)
and
T(G) = H Anitj,1 H Qni+5,0 | = A01@11420430;
(6.)€E(G) (1,5)€E(G)

which underlie the functional graphs depicted in Figure [2.31

Definition 2.13. Functional computers are the restriction of differential computers to functional inputs
and additive listings of sets of functions from ZZn. Explicitly, given an additive listing Peg , of S C ZZn,
a functional computer Fcg : ZZ" — {0, 1} is the following implementation of the Boolean function Feg.

a m
Fe - Pe m A
s(9) ((!Z[n 8a,~7g(i)) 5.m( ))




Lemma 2.14. Every functional computer of Chow rank p in n variables can be implemented by the arith-

metic formula
=2 1 #ue

u€Zy v€ELn

Proof. First observe that the additive listing of S C ZZ» must be homogenous of degree n. Thus by Lemma
3.4l we can restrict our attention to homogenous Chow decompositions of degree n. Then given such a
Chow decomposition of Peg m,

FGS(Q): (H > Z H Z Huvwavw
iez,, Y%i9(0) UEZy VELn WEZy,
= > 1II Z Hupwivw | = D ] Huvgw

WEZp vELy wEZy VIV UEZ, vEZy,

Next observe that the depth—two arithmetic formula

X)= 2 11 wue

UEZp vELn

satisfies Ay, (X) = 0 < Fes(g) = 0 for inputs @y, = Hyy g(). Thus A, ,(X) can be used to implement
Fes. U

3 Totally Non—Overlapping Polynomials

3.1 Monomial Non—Overlapping Lemma

For the duration of this section we consider polynomials with n € Z additive terms.

Definition 3.1. For m € Z, m > 2 we define P,, € Clzg, ..., Zymn—1] to be the following homogenous
m~linear polynomial which has totally non—overlapping monomial support and «; # 0 for all i € Z,,.

Pr=> ai [[ wmit;
i€Zn  jE€EZm
Observe P, has n additive terms and multilinear degree m.

Example 3.2. For n = 3,
P3 = xoxr1290 + T32425 + TgT7 LS.

Intuition tells us this totally non—overlapping polynomial should have Chow rank n, since no additive terms
have common factors. The remainder of the subsection is dedicated to a proof of this fact.

Lemma 3.3. For all m € Z, the Chow rank of Py, is at least the Chow rank of Ps.

Proof. Observe that P is the restriction of P, along xy4; = 1 for all i € Z,,, j € Z,, \ {0}, which can
only decrease the Chow rank. U

Lemma 3.4. For all homogenous P € Clxy, ..., x,] of degree d, there exists an optimal Chow—decomposition
of P which is homogenous.



Proof. Suppose P has optimal Chow—decomposition
P = E: II (fﬂmm1+ }: Hh@wxw>-
UEZP UEZd wGZn

Since P is homogenous of degree d, all terms in its expanded form must have degree d. However, any term
containing a factor H, , , can have degree at most d — 1, so all such terms must cancel. Thus substituting
Hyym=0forallu € Z,, v € Zy yields another optimal Chow-decomposition which is homogenous. O

Lemma 3.5. Homogenous Chow-decompositions of degree two correspond to complex skew-symmetric
matrices.

Proof. Suppose P € Clxg, ..., z,—1] is homogenous of degree two. Then there exists a unique symmetric
A € C"*" such that P = 27 Az. On the other hand, a homogenous Chow-decomposition of P has the form

Ey = jz: II jz: }fumﬂuxw

0<u<p 0<v<2 weZn

=¥ <Z Huvo,wa:w> (Z Hml,wxw)

0<u<p \weZ, WEZn
= Y (Hi) (Hl@) = > @ HyoH) =
0<u<p 0<u<p

= E HwOHIl x =z Bx
0<u<p

where B € C™*" is the sum of p rank one matrices and thus has rank at most p.

Next recall B can be expressed uniquely as the sum of a symmetric and a skew—symmetric matrix
B = Bgynm + Bgiew and that the quadratic form x” Bz is uniquely determined by Bgym. Thus Bgyy = A,
and the set of matrices B whose quadratic form satisfies P = 27 Bz is {A+ S | S = —ST}. The desired
correspondence is between Chow decompositions B of P and skew symmetric matrices S. O

Corollary 3.6. The Chow rank of a homogenous degree two multilinear polynomial P € Clxg, ..., Tp—1] s
given by
min_rank (A + 5)
S=-8T

where S € C™™, and A € C™ ™ is the unique symmetric matriz such that P = ' Ax.

Proof. By Lemma 3.5 rank p Chow decompositions of P correspond to matrices of the form B + S with
rank p. Conversely, if P = x T Ax where A € C"*" has rank p, then A can be written as the sum of p rank
one matrices, yielding a rank p Chow—decomposition of P. U

Lemma 3.7. The Chow rank of P is exactly n.

Proof. Observe that for = (zg, ..., zon_1) ',

1% 0 1
P=z' |2
(30 )

zEZn

10



Thus by Corollary 3.6l the Chow rank of P is given by

01
i k
ghui ran [(@ L 0

1€Zn

) s

where S € C**2", Recall that every skew-symmetric matrix S of even size has spectrum o (S) = {£\; }icz,

and can be decomposed as
0 N
i€Z, —Ai 0

where \; € C and U € C™*"™ is unitary. Without loss of generality, suppose U is full rank, so

rank[(@ >+S :rank<@ [1_0)\i 1JE)Ai ):Zrank<[1—0)\,~ 1JB>\Z->

1€2n 1€2n 1€Zn
which by inspection has a global minimum of n when A\; =0 for all i € Z,,, i.e. S =0. O

01
0

Lemma 3.8. The Chow-rank of an n term homogenous multilinear polynomial P with total degree at least
two and totally non—overlapping monomial support is exactly n.

Proof. Observe that the variables of P can be relabelled to yield P, without affecting the Chow rank.
Then by Lemma [B.3] the Chow rank of P, is at least the Chow—rank of P,, which is exactly n. The trivial
Chow decomposition of P, into n Chow rank one summands matches the lower bound, proving the desired
monomial non—overlapping lemma. O

3.2 Applications to Totally Non—Overlapping Polynomials

We now use the monomial non—overlapping lemma to prove lower bounds on the Chow ranks of two
polynomials of interest.

Corollary 3.9. Let P—. denote the additive listing of the set of identically constant functions S—. C Z,%".
Then the Chow rank of P—. is exactly n.

Proof. First write

PZC(A) = Z H Qi 5,

JEZn 1ELy

and observe that the polynomial is totally non—overlapping. That is, for each (u,v) € Z x Z, the variable
@y, appears in P—. exactly once, when ¢ = v and j = v. Thus by the monomial non-overlapping lemma
the claim holds. O

Corollary 3.10. Let Pg, denote the additive listing of the subgroup C, = Z/nz C S, generated by fi1 €
ZZn where fi1(x) =z + 1 mod n. Then the Chow rank of Pc, is exactly n.

PCn(A) = Z H Qio(i) = Z H Qi i+5 mod n»

O'ECn iEZn jeZn ’iEZn

Proof. First write

and observe that the polynomial is totally non—overlapping. That is, for each (u,v) € Z x Z, the variable
ay,» appears in Pg,, exactly once, when ¢ = v and j = u+wv mod n. Thus by the monomial non-overlapping
lemma the claim holds. O
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