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Abstract

Tarski’s theorem states that every monotone function from a complete lattice to itself has a
fixed point. We analyze the query complexity of finding such a fixed point on the k-dimensional
grid of side length n under the ≤ relation. In this setting, there is an unknown monotone
function f : {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k → {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k and an algorithm must query a vertex v to
learn f(v). The goal is to find a fixed point of f using as few oracle queries as possible.

We show that the randomized query complexity of this problem is Ω
(

k·log2 n
log k

)
for all n, k ≥ 2.

This unifies and improves upon two prior results: a lower bound of Ω(log2 n) from [EPRY19]

and a lower bound of Ω
(

k·logn
log k

)
from [BPR24], respectively.

1 Introduction

Let L be a complete lattice under the ≤ relation. A function f : L → L is monotone if x ≤ y
implies f(x) ≤ f(y) for all x, y ∈ L. Tarski’s theorem [Tar55] states that every such function has a
fixed point. Tarski’s theorem has applications in many areas. In game theory, pure Nash equilibria
in supermodular games can be viewed as fixed points of monotone functions, and hence by Tarski’s
theorem such equilibria exist [EPRY19]. In denotational semantics, the semantics of recursively
defined programs can be characterized as the least fixed points of monotone functions, ensuring a
well-defined interpretation of recursion [For05].

Recently, the computational complexity of finding Tarski fixed points has been investigated for
grids. Specifically, for k, n ∈ N, consider the k-dimensional grid {0, . . . , n − 1}k of side length n.
Let ≤ be the binary relation where for each pair of vertices a = (a1, . . . , ak) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k and
b = (b1, . . . , bk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, we have a ≤ b if and only if ai ≤ bi for each i ∈ [k].

In the query model, there is an unknown monotone function f : {0, . . . , n− 1}k → {0, . . . , n− 1}k.
The problem TARSKI(n, k) is to find a fixed point of f given query access to the function, where
the answer to each query v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k is f(v). The randomized query complexity is the
minimum expected number of queries required to find a solution with a probability at least 9/10,
where the expectation is taken over the coin tosses of the algorithm.

There are two main algorithmic approaches for finding a Tarski fixed point on grids. One approach
is a path-following method that uses O(nk) queries, which is best for small n and large k. For large
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n and small k, a divide-and-conquer approach works much better. Originally proposed by [DQY11]

and subsequently improved by [FPS22] and [CL22], it achieves an upper bound of O
(
(log n)⌈

k+1
2

⌉
)

queries for any constant k.

There are a few known lower bounds which are optimized for different parameter regimes. [EPRY19]
proved a randomized query complexity lower bound of Ω

(
log2(n)

)
for TARSKI(n, 2). The same

lower bound applies to TARSKI(n, k) for k ≥ 2. This lower bound matches the known upper bound
for k = 2 and k = 3, though it does not scale with k. [BPR24] proved two dimension-dependent

randomized lower bounds, of Ω(k) and Ω
(
k logn
log k

)
, respectively, for TARSKI(n, k). These bounds

scale with k, so they are stronger than [EPRY19] when k grows at about polylog(n). In particular,
they characterize the randomized query complexity of finding a Tarski fixed point on the Boolean
hypercube {0, 1}k (i.e. the power set lattice) as Θ(k). However, they are weaker than [EPRY19]
for very small k.

In this paper, we show that the randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k) is Ω
(
k log2(n)
log k

)
for

all n, k ≥ 2. This is a dimension-dependent lower bound that unifies and improves upon the lower

bounds of Ω
(
log2(n)

)
from [EPRY19] and of Ω

(
k logn
log k

)
from [BPR24].

1.1 Our Contribution

Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 1. There exists c > 0 such that for all k, n ∈ N with k, n ≥ 2, the randomized query

complexity of TARSKI(n, k) is at least c · k log2 n
log k .

Proof Overview. Our first contribution is to design a multi-dimensional family F of herringbone
functions, which generalizes the 2D construction from [EPRY19].

At a high level, there is a path (“spine”) that runs from vertex (0, . . . , 0) to (n− 1, . . . , n− 1) that
contains the unique fixed point. Along the spine, function values flow directly towards the fixed
point. Outside the spine, the function is designed to be consistent with any position of the fixed
point along the spine, which forces the algorithm to find “many” spine vertices to succeed. The
challenge we overcome is defining such a function in a way that explicitly uses all the dimensions
without violating monotonicity.

To obtain a lower bound, we invoke Yao’s lemma, which allows focusing on a deterministic algorithm
A that receives inputs drawn from the uniform distribution U over functions from F . The high level
idea is that distribution U has the property that the location of each spine vertex is independent
of spine vertices more than a short distance away. Consequently, a successful algorithm must
repeatedly find spine vertices without relying on previously discovered ones, and finding each new
spine vertex requires “many” queries.

Formalizing this intuition requires careful handling. We design a monotonic measure of progress
that starts with a low value, increases by a small amount in expectation with each query, and must
arrive at a high value for A to succeed. To do so, we first divide the space around the spine into
regions. For each region R, we define random variables:

• Pt(R) = maxv∈R log2 Pr [v is a spine vertex after t queries from A] for all t ∈ N.

• P ∗
t (R) = max0≤t∗≤t Pt∗(R) for all t ∈ N.

2



For m ∈ Θ(log n), let Gm be the set of m-tuples of regions that are sufficiently far apart from each
other that the location of the spine in each region is independent of the others in the tuple. Define

• P t = max(R1,...,Rm)∈Gm

∑m
i=1 P

∗
t (R

i) for all t ∈ N.

The proof shows that P is a monotonic measure of progress with the required properties, which
implies a lower bound on the number of queries needed for the algorithm to succeed.

Roadmap to the paper. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Related work is
in Section 1.2. The model and preliminaries are in Section 2.

Our family F of multi-dimensional herringbone functions can be found in Section 3, with proofs
of its properties in Appendix A. In Section 4 we define a distribution U on the family of functions
F , with proofs of its properties in Appendix B. The proof of Theorem 1 can be found in Section 5,
with proofs of supporting lemmas in Appendix C.

In Section 6 we also give upper bounds on the query complexity of finding a fixed point of any
multi-dimensional herringbone function.

1.2 Related Work

Algorithms for the problem of finding Tarski fixed points on the k-dimensional grid of side length
n have only recently been considered. [DQY20] gave an O(logk(n)) divide-and-conquer algorithm.
[FPS22] gave an O(log2(n)) algorithm for the 3D grid and used it to construct an O(log2⌈k/3⌉(n))
algorithm for the k-dimensional grid of side length n. [CL22] extended their ideas to get an
O(log⌈(k+1)/2⌉(n)) algorithm.

[EPRY19] showed a lower bound of Ω(log2(n)) for the 2D grid, implying the same lower bound for
the k-dimensional grid of side length n. This bound is tight for k = 2 and k = 3, but there is an
exponential gap for larger k. They also showed that the problem is in both PLS and PPAD, which
by the results of [FGHS22] implies it is in CLS.

[CLY23] give a black-box reduction from the Tarski problem to the same problem with an additional
promise that the input function has a unique fixed point. This result implies that the Tarski problem
and the unique Tarski problem have the same query complexity.

Two problems related conceptually to that of finding a Tarski fixed point are finding a Brouwer
fixed point [HPV89, CD05, CT07] and finding a local minimum (i.e. local search) [Ald83, Aar06,
Zha09, LTT89, SY09, SS04, DR10]. The query complexity lower bounds for Brouwer and local
search also rely on hidden path (“spine”) constructions. However, the monotonicity condition of
the function in the Tarski setting poses an extra challenge.

2 Model

Let {0, 1, . . . , n− 1}k be the k-dimensional grid of side length n under the ≤ relation. Given oracle
access to an (unknown) monotone function f : {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k → {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k, the Tarski
search problem, TARSKI(n, k), is to find a fixed point of f using as few oracle queries as possible.

Definition 1 (TARSKI(n, k)). Let k, n ∈ N. Given oracle access to an unknown monotone
function f : {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k → {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k, find a vertex x ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}k with
f(x) = x using as few queries as possible.

3



Query complexity. The deterministic query complexity of a task is the total number of queries
necessary and sufficient for a correct deterministic algorithm to find a solution. The randomized
query complexity is the expected number of queries required to find a solution with probability at
least 9/10 for each input 1, where the expectation is taken over the coin tosses of the algorithm.

Given an algorithm A for TARSKI(n, k) that receives an input drawn from some input distribution
D, we say that an execution of A succeeds if it outputs a fixed point of the function given as input
and fails otherwise.

Notation. The following notation is used throughout the paper.

• For a vector x in Rk and i ∈ [k], we write the i-th coordinate of x as xi.

• For a vector x ∈ Rk, we use wt(x) to denote its Hamming weight
∑k

i=1 xi.

• For each j ∈ [k], let ej = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0), where the vector ej is all zeroes except the
j-th coordinate in which it takes value 1.

• For all u, v ∈ Rk, the line segment between them is ℓ(u, v) =
{
λu+ (1− λ)v | λ ∈ [0, 1]

}
.

3 Multi-dimensional Herringbone Functions

Our first contribution is to generalize the lower bound construction from [EPRY19] to any number
of dimensions. Towards this end, we need to state the definition of a spine, which is a monotone
sequence of vertices that each have Hamming distance 1 from their neighbors.

Definition 2 (Spine). A spine s = {s0, . . . , s(n−1)k} is a sequence of vertices with the property that
s0 = (0, . . . , 0), s(n−1)k = (n− 1, . . . , n− 1), and si+1 > si for all i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k − 1}.

Lemma 1. Let s = (s0, . . . , s(n−1)k) be a spine. Then wt(si) = i for each i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}.

Proof. By the definition of a spine, we have si+1 > si for all i ∈ {0, . . . , (n − 1)k − 1}. Thus
wt(si+1) > wt(si). The available Hamming weights are {0, . . . , k(n − 1)}, thus wt(si) = i for all
i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}.

Definition 3 (Multi-dimensional Herringbone Function). Consider a spine s = {s0, . . . , s(n−1)k}
and an index j ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}. Define functions M,µ : {0, . . . , n− 1}k → {0, . . . , (n− 1)k} as:

M(v) = min
{
i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k} | si ≥ v

}
and µ(v) = max

{
i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k} | si ≤ v

}
.

Let hs,j : {0, . . . , n− 1}k → {0, . . . , n− 1}k be the function:

hs,j(v) =


v if v = sj

si+1 if v = si for some i < j

si−1 if v = si for some i > j

v + (sµ(v)+1 − sµ(v))− (sM(v) − sM(v)−1) otherwise .

(1)

The first three cases of Definition 3 are the same as in the two-dimensional construction of
[EPRY19], as they naturally extend to the higher-dimensional setting without modification.

1Any other constant greater than 1/2 would suffice.
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Our key innovation lies in the fourth case, which applies to vertices not on the spine. It is designed
to hide the location of sj by being consistent with any value of j.

We show that each function hs,j from Definition 3 has a unique fixed point at sj and is monotone.
The proofs are included in Appendix A.

Lemma 2. The function hs,j in Definition 3 has a unique fixed point at sj.

Lemma 3. The function hs,j in Definition 3 is monotone.

On the spine, hs,j follows the spine to sj . Off the spine, hs,j(v) increases in the dimension that the
spine moves after sµ(v) and decreases in the dimension that the spine moves before sM(v).

In two dimensions, this coincides with the herringbone function of [EPRY19]: vertices above the
spine go down-right, and vertices below the spine go up-left. In higher dimensions, however, the
off-spine vertices do not in general point directly at the spine.

4 Hard Distribution

In this section we define a hard distribution of inputs that is used to prove Theorem 1. We will use
multi-dimensional herringbone functions with spines of a particular form. The proofs of statements
in this section can be found in Appendix B.

The idea is to restrict the spine to a “tube” running from the minimum to the maximum vertex in
the lattice with width poly(n). We select connecting points on several slices throughout the tube
and make the spine interpolate between these points.

We first introduce the tube and some of its useful properties.

Definition 4 (Tube). The tube of width L in {0, . . . , n− 1}k is the set of points:

TL = {x ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k | ∃i ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1} such that |xj − i| ≤ L ∀j ∈ [k]} . (2)

The main appeal of the tube is that queries inside the tube can only provide information about
nearby spine vertices.

Lemma 4. For a point v ∈ TL and a multi-dimensional herringbone function f whose spine lies
in TL, the value of f(v) depends only on spine vertices whose coordinates are all within 2L of v’s.

However, an algorithm is free to query any vertices, not just ones in the tube. We get around this
by reducing a query to a vertex v outside the tube to two queries on the boundary of the tube,
which together provide the same information as querying v.

Lemma 5. Let L ∈ N and f : {0, . . . , n−1}k → {0, . . . , n−1}k be a multi-dimensional herringbone
function whose spine lies entirely in TL. For each point v ̸∈ TL, there exist a, b ∈ TL such that:

• a and b can be computed from v and L; and

• f(v) can be computed from f(a) and f(b).

We now divide the tube TL into regions, whose sizes are defined using a parameter ρ ≥ 0 such that
ρ | k(n−1), k | ρ, and ρ ≥ 12kL. We will eventually use L = 1

12

√
n− 1 and ρ = k

√
n− 1, but these

precise values are not important until the final bound is evaluated. We do require L and ρ to be
integers, which will only occur if n− 1 is the square of an integer that is divisible by 12. However,
such values of n are sufficiently common that rounding down to the nearest one is a negligible loss.
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We define a set of indices a for the regions we focus on as follows:

I =
{
a | a ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)} and ρ | a

}
. (3)

Definition 5 (Regions). For each a ∈ I \ {k(n− 1)}, define the region

Ra = {x ∈ TL | a ≤ wt(x) ≤ a+ ρ} . (4)

For all a ∈ I, let Lowa = {x ∈ TL | wt(x) = a} . For each region Ra, Lowa is its lower boundary.

The spines of our hard input distributions will be defined by passing through a series of connecting
points, one at each region boundary.

Definition 6 (Connecting points). Given i ∈ I, the vertices χi are called connecting points if
χi ∈ Lowi.

Given a sequence of connecting points χi, we next construct a spine that interpolates between them.
Each χi represents the vertex that the spine passes through when entering region Ri from Ri−ρ.

For each vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k, let C(v) be the axis-aligned cube of side length 1 centered at
v. For each i ∈ [k], the face of C(v) with minimum value in coordinate i is called backward and the
face with maximum value in coordinate i is called forward.

Lemma 6. Let a, b ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}k with a ≤ b. For an arbitrary vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}k, suppose
the cube C(v) intersects the line segment ℓ(a, b). Let z ∈ Rk be such that z = max{C(v) ∩ ℓ(a, b)}.
Then z is well-defined, and either v = b or z lies on some forward face of C(v).

Lemma 7. Let u, v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k be vertices with u ≤ v. Then there exists a sequence of
vertices s1, . . . , sm for some m ∈ N such that

1. s1 = u and sm = v.

2. (s1, . . . , sm) is a monotone connected path in the graph {0, . . . , n− 1}k.

3. For each i ∈ [m], the set C(si) ∩ ℓ(u, v) is nonempty.

An illustration of the construction given by Lemma 7 can be found in Figure 1.

Figure 1: A 2-dimensional example of the construction of Lemma 7, with endpoints u and v and
the associated spine vertices s1 through s9. Each vertex is drawn surrounded by its cube.

Definition 7 (Spine induced by connecting points). Let χi for i ∈ I be connecting points. For
each consecutive pair of connecting points χi and χi+ρ, define the sequence (si, si+1, . . . , si+ρ) as
given by Lemma 7 invoked with u = χi and v = χi+ρ. Let the spine be s = (s0, . . . , s(n−1)k).

6



Figure 2: A sketch of the structure of the spines in Definition 7. The gray lines represent the
edges of the tube TL. The green lines represent Lowa for various a ∈ I, and divide TL into several
regions. The pink path represents a possible spine through a choice of connecting points.

Observation 1. Each spine s from Definition 7 is monotone.

Proof. Given a set of connecting points χi for i ∈ I, the spine from Definition 7 is obtained by
generating a monotone path Pi to connect each consecutive pair of connecting points χi and χi+ρ.
Then the spine is the union of the Pi’s and thus monotone as well.

Definition 8 (Set of spines Ψ, family of functions F , and distribution U). The set of spines we
consider is

Ψ =
{
s | ∃ connecting points χi for i ∈ I such that s is the spine induced by them

}
(5)

The family of functions we consider is F =
{
hs,j | s ∈ Ψ, j ∈ {0, . . . , k(n − 1)}

}
. Let U be the

uniform distribution over functions in F .

Choosing spine vertices independently in different regions allows us to show that queries within the
tube truly give only local information, extending Lemma 4.

Lemma 8. Suppose a vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k is in a region Rα. On input f ∼ U , the value of
f(v) is independent of the location of spine vertices in all regions except possibly regions Rα+iρ for
i ∈ {−2, . . . , 2}.

5 Proof of the Main Theorem

We now move towards the proof of Theorem 1. At a high level, the lower bound in this theorem
comes from a combination of two ideas:

• Lemma 12, which states that finding spine vertices in many different regions is difficult. Its
proof is based on spine vertices being exponentially rare due to our construction.

• Lemma 13, which states that any correct algorithm for TARSKI(n, k) must nevertheless find
spine vertices in many different regions. Its proof is based on a reduction to ordered search.

The proofs of statements in this section can be found in Appendix C.
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We begin with the ideas leading to Lemma 12. The general idea is that any given vertex is very
unlikely to be a spine vertex (Lemmas 9 and 10), while each query only provides O(log k) bits of
information about the spine (Lemma 11).

We show that the number of points on each boundary between regions is exponentially large.

Lemma 9. Let a ∈ I \ {0, k(n− 1)}. Then |Lowa| ≥ (2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋ .

Because the number of points on each boundary is large, randomly selecting connecting points on
the two ends of region doesn’t concentrate the spine anywhere in that region.

Lemma 10. Let w ∈ TL be a vertex in the tube and a, b ∈ I \ {0, k(n− 1)} such that b−a ≥ 12kL.
For random vertices U ∼ U(Lowa) and V ∼ U(Lowb), we have

Pr
[
w ∈ s(U, V )

]
≤ 17k

(2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋
, (6)

where s(U, V ) is the connected monotone path chosen by Lemma 7 from U to V .

The next lemma shows that for each vertex v, the number of possible responses to querying v is
poly(k). This follows from Definition 3 and shows that each query only provides O(log k) bits of
information.

Lemma 11. For each vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, let

F (v) =
{
y ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k | ∃s ∈ Ψ, j ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)} such that hs,j(v) = y

}
. (7)

Then, for k ≥ 2, we have |F (v)| ≤ k3 .

Our central argument will revolve around finding spine vertices in “far-apart” regions. To that end,
we define a distance between regions.

Definition 9. Given two regions Rα and Rβ, their distance is defined as: dist(Rα, Rβ) = |α−β|/ρ .

Next we define what it means for an algorithm to “survey the spine”, and afterwards bound the
success probability of algorithms that manage to survey the spine within a “few” queries.

Definition 10 (Surveying the spine). On an input function f ∈ F , an algorithm A is said to
m-survey the spine of f if the following condition is met:

• the set of vertices queried by A contains m spine vertices v1, . . . , vm such that dist(Ri, Rj) ≥ 5
for all i ̸= j, where Ra is the region containing va.

Lemma 12. Let m ∈ N. Let A be a deterministic algorithm that has oracle access to an unknown
function f ∈ F , where A is said to succeed on input f if it m-surveys the spine of f . Then if A
makes at most T queries, its success probability on inputs drawn from U is upper bounded by:

Pr
f∼U

[A succeeds in T queries on input f ] ≤ 15T log2(k)

(m− 2) · (⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2 17)
. (8)

Proof sketch. We provide a proof sketch here; the complete proof can be found in Appendix C.

The main idea is to find a measure of progress and show that the algorithm cannot progress too
quickly. Let T be the number of queries issued by algorithm A. For each time t ∈ {0, . . . , T}, we
define a random variable P t such that:

8



• P 0 is “small”

• the expectation of P t+1 − P t is bounded from above, and

• the final value P T must be “large” for A to have a high success probability.

These properties collectively show a lower bound on the number of time steps T required for
algorithm A to succeed with high probability.

To make this intuition precise, we define for each region R the following random variables:

• Pt(R) = maxv∈R log2 Pr [v is a spine vertex after t queries from A] .

• P ∗
t (R) = max0≤t∗≤t Pt∗(R) .

Let Gm =
{
(R1, . . . , Rm) | R1, . . . , Rm are regions, dist(Ri, Rj) ≥ 5 for all i ̸= j ∈ [m]

}
. That is,

Gm is the set of m-tuples of regions which A is trying to find spine vertices in. Finally, define

• P t = max(R1,...,Rm)∈Gm

∑m
i=1 P

∗
t (R

i) .

The proof shows that E[P t+1 − P t] ≤ 15 log2(k) for all t. This implies that if A makes at most T
queries, then E[P T − P 0] ≤ 15T log2(k) .

When A succeeds, it has found m spine vertices in regions at least five apart, and therefore P T = 0.
By Lemma 10, no vertex (other than those in the first and last regions, which we can effectively
ignore) initially has a chance higher than 17k/(2L+1)⌊k/2⌋ to be on the spine, which upper-bounds
P 0. Applying Markov’s inequality to P T − P 0 then upper-bounds A’s success probability.

Lemma 13. Let A be a deterministic algorithm for TARSKI(n, k) that receives an input drawn
from U . Let δ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1) be such that 2δ + 2ϵ < 1. Suppose k(n− 1)/ρ > 23/(1−2δ−2ϵ).

There exists c = c(δ, ϵ) such that if Pr[A succeeds] ≥ 1− δ, then A queries spine vertices in at least
c log(k(n− 1)/ρ) regions with probability at least ϵ.

Proof sketch. We provide a proof sketch here; the complete proof can be found in Appendix C.

By the construction of a multi-dimensional herringbone function, finding the index j of the fixed
point sj appears to require solving ordered search on the other spine vertices. We formalize this
by constructing a randomized algorithm A′ for ordered search that works by simulating A on an
input with a synthetic, random spine. When A′ is itself run on a uniform distribution over ordered
search instances, the simulated A is run on inputs from U . We then use lower bounds on ordered
search to complete the proof.

We can now prove a lower bound on the randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k).

Proof of Theorem 1. We proceed by invoking Yao’s lemma. Let U be the uniform distribution over
the set of functions F . Let A be the deterministic algorithm with the smallest possible expected
number of queries that succeeds with probability at least 4/5, where both the expected query count
and the success probability are for input drawn from U . The algorithm A exists since there is a
finite number of deterministic algorithms for this problem2.

2Strictly speaking, there are infinitely many algorithms if we allow querying the same vertex multiple times.
However, these algorithms are strictly worse than equivalent versions that query each vertex at most once, and there
are only finitely many of those.

9



Let D be the expected number of queries issued by A on input drawn from U . Let R be the
randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k); i.e. the expected number of queries required to
succeed with probability at least 9/10. Then Yao’s lemma ([Yao77], Theorem 3) yields 2R ≥ D.
Therefore it suffices to lower bound D.

We argue next that up to a factor of 2, we can assume that all queries are inside the tube TL.
Let TARSKI(n, k) be the Tarski search problem where the input is drawn uniformly at random
from F and the algorithm is only allowed to query vertices from the tube. By Lemma 5, whenever
A queries a vertex v outside the tube, it could find instead two vertices a, b inside the tube such
that the answers to queries a and b carry at least as much information as the answer to query
v. Therefore, we can transform A into an algorithm A for TARSKI(n, k) that makes at most
2D queries in expectation. Thus from now on we lower bound the expected number of queries of
algorithms that are only allowed to query vertices in the tube.

The success probability of A on inputs drawn from U is at least 4/5. By Lemma 13, for ϵ = 1/5,
there exists c = c(ϵ) such that, with probability at least ϵ, algorithm A queries spine vertices in
at least c log(k(n − 1)/ρ) regions. Whenever it does so, taking every fifth region that A queries a
spine vertex in gives at least m =

⌊
c
5 log(k(n− 1)/ρ)

⌋
regions, all of which are distance at least 5

from each other; in other words, algorithm A has m-surveyed the spine. Therefore:

Pr
f∼U

[
A m-surveys the spine of f

]
≥ ϵ . (9)

By Lemma 12 applied to algorithm A, for any T ∈ N:

Pr
f∼U

[
A m-surveys the spine within T queries on input f

]
≤ 15T log2(k)

(m− 2)
(
⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2 17

)
(10)

Applying (10) with Tϵ =
1

30 log2(k)
· ϵ (m− 2) · (⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2 17) gives:

Pr
f∼U

[
A m-surveys the spine within Tϵ queries on input f

]
≤ ϵ

2
. (11)

By (9), we must therefore have Prf∼U
[
A makes more than Tϵ queries on input f

]
≥ ϵ/2 .

Thus the expected number D of queries A makes on inputs drawn from U must be at least:

D ≥ Tϵ ·
ϵ

2
=

ϵ2
(⌊

c
5 log(k(n− 1)/ρ)

⌋
− 2

)
· (⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2 17)

60 log2(k)
. (12)

Since ϵ and c are constants, setting ρ = k
√
n− 1 and L = 1

12

√
n− 1 in Eq. (12) implies that

D ∈ Ω(k log2(n)/ log(k)), as desired.

6 An O(k log n log(nk)) upper bound for multi-dimensional herring-
bone functions

We also provide a deterministic upper bound on the query complexity of finding a fixed point of
any multi-dimensional herringbone function, which is quite close to the lower bound of Theorem 1.
We include the theorem statement and proof sketch here; see Appendix D for the full proof.

10



Theorem 2. There exists an O(k log(n) log(nk))-query algorithm to find the fixed point of a multi-
dimensional herringbone function.

Proof sketch. Our algorithm uses an O(k log n)-query subroutine that finds, for an input x, the
spine vertex with Hamming weight x. This subroutine exploits the dependence of the off-spine
function values on the shape of the spine to perform k independent binary searches along the k
axes. Using this subroutine, we can run binary search along the spine to find the fixed point, which
takes O(log(nk)) iterations.
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A Multi-dimensional Herringbone Functions

In this section, we include several proofs showing properties of multi-dimensional herringbone
functions.

Lemma 2. The function hs,j in Definition 3 has a unique fixed point at sj.

Proof. By definition, sj is a fixed point. No other point on the spine can be a fixed point, since
they each map to a different point on the spine.

All that remains is to show that there are no fixed points off the spine. Let v be an arbitrary vertex
not on the spine. By definition, hs,j(v) differs from v in two ways:

• The coordinate a for which s
µ(v)+1
a = s

µ(v)
a + 1 is increased by 1, and

• The coordinate b for which s
M(v)
b = s

M(v)−1
b + 1 is decreased by 1.

As long as a ̸= b, these two changes do not cancel each other out, and v is not a fixed point.

Assume for contradiction that a = b. Then, since sµ(v) ≤ v but sµ(v)+1 ̸≤ v, we have va < s
µ(v)+1
a .

Similarly, we have s
M(v)−1
b < vb, or equivalently s

M(v)−1
a < va. Since v is not on the spine, moving

along the spine from a point ≤ v to a point ≥ v requires at least two moves, so µ(v) + 2 ≤ M(v);
therefore, sµ(v)+1 ≤ sM(v)−1, so we have:

va < sµ(v)+1
a ≤ sM(v)−1

a < va, (13)
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which is a contradiction. Therefore, a ̸= b, so v is not a fixed point.

Several later arguments will be simplified by the following symmetry.

Lemma 14. Let s be a spine and let j ∈ {0, . . . , (n−1)k} be a fixed point index. Let t be the spine
created by inverting s along all axes, so that for all i ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}:

ti = (n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− s(n−1)k−i (14)

Then the corresponding multi-dimensional herringbone function ht,(n−1)k−j is an axis-inverted ver-
sion of hs,j. Specifically, for all v ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)}k, we have:

ht,(n−1)k−j(v) = (n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− hs,j
(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
(15)

Proof. Consider an arbitrary v ∈ {0, . . . , (n−1)}k. The first three cases of Definition 3 are straight-
forward:

• If v = t(n−1)k−j , then by definition (n − 1, . . . , n − 1) − v = sj . Therefore, both inputs are
fixed points of their respective functions, so (15) simplifies to v = v.

• If v = ti for some i < (n − 1)k − j, then ht,(n−1)k−j(v) = ti+1. We would also have (n −
1, . . . , n− 1)− v = s(n−1)k−i, where (n− 1)k− i > j; therefore, hs,j

(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
=

s(n−1)k−i−1 = (n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− ti+1. Plugging these values into (15) satisfies the equation.

• If v = ti for some i > (n − 1)k − j, then ht,(n−1)k−j(v) = ti−1. We would also have (n −
1, . . . , n− 1)− v = s(n−1)k−i, where (n− 1)k− i < j; therefore, hs,j

(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
=

s(n−1)k−i+1 = (n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− ti−1. Plugging these values into (15) satisfies the equation.

For the general case that v is not on the spine t, we need to consider M(v) and µ(v). To disam-
biguate these functions for the two different spines, let Ms and µs denote the versions for s; let Mt

and µt denote the versions for t.

We first consider Mt(v):

Mt(v) = min
ti≥v

i (16)

= min
s(n−1)k−i≤(n−1,...,n−1)−v

i (17)

= (n− 1)k − max
s(n−1)k−i≤(n−1,...,n−1)−v

(n− 1)k − i (18)

= (n− 1)k − µs

(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
(19)

And, by similar algebra, µt(v):

µt(v) = max
ti≤v

i (20)

= min
s(n−1)k−i≥(n−1,...,n−1)−v

i (21)

= (n− 1)k − min
s(n−1)k−i≥(n−1,...,n−1)−v

(n− 1)k − i (22)

= (n− 1)k −Ms

(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
(23)
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We can now compute the two “corrections” in ht,(n−1)k−j(v) from v. First, the one involving Mt(v):

tMt(v) − tMt(v)−1 = t(n−1)k−µs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
− t(n−1)k−µs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
−1 (24)

= sµs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
− sµs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
+1 (25)

And the one involving µt(v):

tµt(v)+1 − tµt(v) = t(n−1)k−Ms

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
+1 − t(n−1)k−Ms

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
(26)

= sMs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
−1 − sMs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
(27)

Using (25) and (27), we can compute ht,(n−1)k−j(v):

ht,(n−1)k−j(v) (28)

=v +
(
tµt(v)+1 − tµt(v)

)
−
(
tMt(v) − tMt(v)−1

)
(29)

=v +

(
sMs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
−1 − sMs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

))
−
(
sµs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
− sµs

(
(n−1,...,n−1)−v

)
+1

)
(30)

=(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− hs,j
(
(n− 1, . . . , n− 1)− v

)
, (31)

which completes this final case.

Lemma 3. The function hs,j in Definition 3 is monotone.

Proof. Consider two vertices v and w such that v ≤ w. There are several cases, depending on
whether v, w, both, or neither are on the spine.

Case v, w both on the spine. Then hs,j(v) and hs,j(w) are both on the spine as well. They
can’t pass each other since then they’d pass the fixed point, but they only go one step along the
spine at a time. Therefore, hs,j(v) ≤ hs,j(w).

Case v not on spine, w on spine. We first show that hs,j(v) ≤ sM(v)−1. Since v ≤ sM(v), the

coordinates i for which (hs,j(v))i ≤ vi and s
M(v)
i = s

M(v)−1
i are safe. The only possible exceptions

are a and b, where (hs,j(v))a = va + 1 (and therefore s
µ(v)+1
a = s

µ(v)
a + 1) and s

M(v)
b = s

M(v)−1
b + 1.

These are precisely the coordinates where v differs from hs,j(v), so by Lemma 2, a ̸= b.

a. Since sµ(v) ≤ v but sµ(v)+1 ̸≤ v, we must have va + 1 = s
µ(v)+1
a ≤ s

M(v)−1
a . Therefore,

(hs,j(v))a = va + 1 ≤ s
M(v)−1
a .

b. By definition, (hs,j(v))b = vb − 1. Since sM(v) ≥ v but sM(v)−1 ̸≥ v, we must have vb − 1 =

s
M(v)−1
b . Therefore, (hs,j(v))b = s

M(v)−1
b .

Therefore, hs,j(v) ≤ sM(v)−1 ≤ hs,j(w).

Case v on spine, w not on spine. By applying Lemma 14, we can exchange the roles of v and
w, making this case symmetric to the previous.
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Case v, w both not on the spine. Only two coordinates are possibly a problem: the one where
v increases, and the one where w decreases. By Lemma 14, inverting the axes maps one of these
coordinates into the other, so we only consider the coordinate a on which v increases. There are
three subcases depending on how va compares to wa.

• Case va + 2 ≤ wa. We have (hs,j(v))a = va + 1 ≤ wa − 1 ≤ (hs,j(w))a.

• Case va + 1 = wa. This is only a problem if w decreases in the a dimension. Assume for

contradiction that it does. Then s
M(w)−1
a = s

M(w)
a −1. Since sM(w) ≥ w but sM(w)−1 ̸≥ w, we

have wa − 1 = s
M(w)
a − 1 = s

M(w)−1
a . Similarly, va + 1 = s

µ(v)+1
a . But µ(v) + 1 ≤ M(v)− 1 ≤

M(w)− 1, so va + 1 ≤ wa − 1, contradicting va + 1 = wa. Therefore, w does not decrease in
the a dimension, so (hs,j(v))a ≤ (hs,j(w))a.

• Case va = wa. As before, va = s
µ(v)
a = s

µ(v)+1
a − 1. But since wa = va, we then have

w ̸≥ sµ(v)+1. Since w ≥ v ≥ µ(v), we have µ(w) = µ(v), so w also increases in the a
dimension.

In all cases, hs,j(v) ≤ hs,j(w), so hs,j is monotone.

B Hard Distribution

Here we include the proofs of statements from Section 4.

Lemma 5. Let L ∈ N and f : {0, . . . , n−1}k → {0, . . . , n−1}k be a multi-dimensional herringbone
function whose spine lies entirely in TL. For each point v ̸∈ TL, there exist a, b ∈ TL such that:

• a and b can be computed from v and L; and

• f(v) can be computed from f(a) and f(b).

Proof. The desired a and b can be defined coordinate-wise as:

ai = min{min
j

vj + 2L, vi} (32)

bi = max{max
j

vj − 2L, vi} (33)

Computing f(v) requires knowing the increasing component sµ(v)+1 − sµ(v) and the decreasing
component sM(v) − sM(v)−1. We will show that µ(v) = µ(a), which is sufficient for the first of
these as sµ(a)+1 − sµ(a) is the increasing component of f(a)− a. This will also cover b, as inverting
the axes swaps the roles of a and b and, by Lemma 14, will mean f(b) identifies the decreasing
component of f(v).

For a point x, let D(x) = {y | y ≤ x} be the set of points dominated by x in {0, . . . , n − 1}k. It
will be shown that:

TL ∩D(v) = TL ∩D(a) (34)

Certainly TL∩D(v) ⊇ TL∩D(a), since v ≥ a. To show the other direction, rewrite TL as the union
of k hypercubes:

Ci
L = {y | for all j ∈ [k], |yj − i| ≤ L} (35)
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TL =
k⋃

i=1

Ci
L (36)

For i > minj vj + L, Ci
L is disjoint from D(v), as the minimum coordinate of v is then too small.

For i ≤ minj vj +L, they are not disjoint, and in fact we claim each such intersection has a unique
maximum ci whose coordinates are:

cij = min{i+ L, vj} (37)

Any point not dominated by ci will either fail to be in Ci
L (by having a coordinate larger than

i + L) or fail to be in D(v) (by having a coordinate larger than one of v’s). Each ci lies in the
corresponding Ci

L, as |(i+ L)− i| = L and, for vj ≤ i+ L:

−L ≤ i− vj (38)

≤ (min
ℓ

vℓ + L)− vj (39)

≤ L (40)

Each ci is also in D(v), as ci ≤ v. Therefore, for i ≤ minj vj + L, the unique maximum element
of Ci

L is ci. Since the formula for ci is monotone increasing in i, the maximum of these maxima is
cminj vj+L = a. Therefore, TL ∩D(v) ⊆ TL ∩D(a), which together with the other direction shows
TL ∩D(v) = TL ∩D(a). Since µ(v) is the index of the maximum spine vertex within D(v) and the
spine exists entirely within TL, µ(v) = µ(a).

Lemma 4. For a point v ∈ TL and a multi-dimensional herringbone function f whose spine lies
in TL, the value of f(v) depends only on spine vertices whose coordinates are all within 2L of v’s.

Proof. If v is on the spine, then f(v) is by definition determined by the spine vertex v and its
neighbors.

If v is not on the spine, the value of f(v) depends on µ(v) and M(v). The spine vertices sµ(v) and
sM(v) each share a coordinate with v, so bounding the distance between points in TL which share
a coordinate will bound the locality of f .

Fix a coordinate index κ ∈ [k] and coordinate value r ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}. Rewrite TL as the union of
hypercubes:

Ci
L = {y | for all j ∈ [k], |yj − i| ≤ L} (41)

TL =

n−1⋃
i=0

Ci
L (42)

For i ̸∈ [r − L, r + L], Ci
L contains no points with κ-coordinate r. For i ∈ [r − L, r + L], all points

in Ci
L have values in [i−L, i+L] ⊆ [r− 2L, r+2L]. Therefore, the coordinates of v can only differ

from those of sµ(v) and sM(v) by 2L. The value of f(v) depends on sµ(v), sM(v), and the closer
vertices sµ(v)+1 and sM(v)−1. All of these have coordinates within 2L of those of v, which completes
the proof.
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Lemma 6. Let a, b ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}k with a ≤ b. For an arbitrary vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}k, suppose
the cube C(v) intersects the line segment ℓ(a, b). Let z ∈ Rk be such that z = max{C(v) ∩ ℓ(a, b)}.
Then z is well-defined, and either v = b or z lies on some forward face of C(v).

Proof. We first show that z is well-defined. Since C(v) is closed and convex, the set C(v)∩ ℓ(a, b) is
itself a closed line segment. Because a ≤ b, the slope of ℓ(a, b) is nonnegative in every coordinate.
Therefore, the higher endpoint of C(v)∩ ℓ(a, b) has coordinates which are weakly larger than every
other point in C(v) ∩ ℓ(a, b), so it can be taken as z.

If v = b, then we are done. Otherwise, suppose v ̸= b. For contradiction, suppose z did not lie
on any forward face of C(v). Then there exists some ε > 0 such that, if each coordinate of z is
increased by an amount in [0, ε], the resulting point remains in C(v). Since a ≤ b, moving along
ℓ(a, b) can only increase coordinates. Let x be a point on the line ℓ(a, b) such that x > z and
∥x − z∥∞ ≤ ε. Such a point x exists since z < b due to the requirement v ̸= b. Moreover, by the
choice of ε, we have x ∈ C(v). This contradicts z being the maximum point in C(v) ∩ ℓ(a, b). Thus
the assumption must have been false and z lies on some forward face of C(v), as required.

Lemma 7. Let u, v ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k be vertices with u ≤ v. Then there exists a sequence of
vertices s1, . . . , sm for some m ∈ N such that

1. s1 = u and sm = v.

2. (s1, . . . , sm) is a monotone connected path in the graph {0, . . . , n− 1}k.

3. For each i ∈ [m], the set C(si) ∩ ℓ(u, v) is nonempty.

Proof. We show by induction on i that a sequence of vertices s1, s2, . . . , si with s1 = u can be
chosen such that

(I) (s1, . . . , si) is a sequence of vertices in the lattice graph {0, . . . , n − 1}k such that for some
m ≤ i, we have (s1, . . . , sm) is a monotone connected path and either sm = v or m = i.

(II) C(si) ∩ ℓ(u, v) ̸= ∅.

The base case is i = 1, using m = i = 1 and s1 = u. The path (s1) consists of one point, so it is
clearly monotone. Since one endpoint of ℓ(u, v) is u, the cube C(u) certainly intersects ℓ(u, v).

Figure 3: A 2-dimensional example of the construction of Lemma 7, with endpoints u and v and
the associated spine vertices s1 through s9. Each vertex is drawn surrounded by its cube. The
vertex x was also an option for s5 due to ℓ(u, v) passing through a corner of the cubes, but was
arbitrarily discarded.
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Assume the sequence of vertices s1, . . . , si−1 has been chosen such that (I) and (II) hold for some
m ≤ i− 1. We consider three cases:

(1) If m < i− 1, then we are guaranteed that sm = v. Setting si = sm will satisfy (I) and (II).

(2) If m = i−1 and si−1 = v, then the construction is finished: we can take m = i−1 and si = sm.

(3) Else, let zi−1 = max{C(si−1) ∩ ℓ(u, v)} . The point zi−1 is well-defined by part (II) of the
inductive hypothesis.

For each coordinate j ∈ [k], let wj = si−1 + ej . The face of C(si−1) with maximum value in
coordinate j is shared with the cube C(wj). By Lemma 6, the point zi−1 lies on a forward
face of C(si−1), so there exists j ∈ [k] such that zi−1 ∈ C(wj). Then choose si to be the
lexicographically smallest point in the set {w1, . . . , wk} with the property that zi−1 ∈ C(si).

Figure 4: The example from Figure 3, where so far only s = (s1, . . . , s5) has been selected. In the
next iteration (i = 6), we need to choose s6. Since v ̸∈ s, it must be the case that m = 5. Then we
are in case (3), which defines a point z5 = max{C(s5)∩ ℓ(u, v)}, and two candidates w1 and w2 for
s6. Of these two candidates, only w1 has the property that z5 ∈ C(w1), so we must choose s6 = w1.

We show that (I) and (II) continue to hold. Since (s1, . . . , si−1) is a monotone connected
path and si = si−1 + ej for some j ∈ [k], the whole path (s1, . . . , si) is also monotone and
connected. Thus (I) holds. Also, zi−1 ∈ C(si), so (II) holds, completing the induction step.

What remains is showing that this construction eventually triggers the sm = v case. The line
segment ℓ(u, v) is finite, so it can be enclosed by some finite hypercube. However, because s1, s2, . . .
is a strictly increasing monotone sequence in {0, . . . , n− 1}k, it will eventually leave any bounded
region. Since each si satisfies C(si)∩ℓ(u, v) ̸= ∅, there can only be finitely many si before sm = v.

Lemma 8. Suppose a vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k is in a region Rα. On input f ∼ U , the value of
f(v) is independent of the location of spine vertices in all regions except possibly regions Rα+iρ for
i ∈ {−2, . . . , 2}.

Proof. By Lemma 4, the value of f(v) depends only on spine vertices with coordinates each within
2L of v. In particular, this only includes vertices with Hamming weight within 2kL of wt(v).
Because ρ > 2kL, all such vertices are in one of Rα−ρ, Rα, and Rα+ρ – up to one region away from
v.

These spine vertices in turn are defined by the spine’s endpoints in the boundaries of Rα−ρ, Rα, and
Rα+ρ; specifically, the spine’s intersection with Lowα+iρ, for i ∈ {−1, . . . , 2}. By the construction
of U , the spine’s intersections with all further boundaries are independent of these. Therefore, the
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spine in regions Rα−ρ through Rα+ρ is independent of the spine in any region Rα+iρ for i < −2 or
i > 2, which completes the proof.

C Proof of the Main Theorem

This section includes the proofs of lemmas from Section 5.

Lemma 9. Let a ∈ I \ {0, k(n− 1)}. Then |Lowa| ≥ (2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋ .

Proof. For all x1, . . . , x⌊k/2⌋ ∈ {−L, . . . , L}, define

g(x1, . . . , x⌊k/2⌋) =


(
a
k + x1,

a
k − x1,

a
k + x2,

a
k − x2, . . . ,

a
k + x⌊ k

2
⌋,

a
k − x⌊ k

2
⌋

)
if k is even(

a
k + x1,

a
k − x1,

a
k + x2,

a
k − x2, . . . ,

a
k + x⌊ k

2
⌋,

a
k − x⌊ k

2
⌋,

a
k

)
if k is odd

(43)

We show that g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋) ∈ Lowa by arguing that g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k

2
⌋) ∈ TL and its Hamming weight

is a.

We first argue that g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k. Let i = a/k. Since a ∈ I, we have k | a, so

i ∈ N and g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋) ∈ Zk. Because a ∈ I \ {0, k(n − 1)}, by definition of I it must be the

case that a ∈ [ρ, k(n− 1)− ρ], so:

a

k
≥ ρ

k
≥ 12L and

a

k
≤ k(n− 1)− ρ

k
≤ (n− 1)− 12L . (44)

Therefore adding terms of magnitude at most L to each coordinate of (i, . . . , i) leaves g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋)

in {0, . . . , n− 1}k.

We now argue that g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋) ∈ TL because each of its components is within L of i. For each

j ∈ {1, . . . , ⌊k/2⌋}, we have∣∣∣a
k
+ xj − i

∣∣∣ = |xj | ≤ L and
∣∣∣a
k
− xj − i

∣∣∣ = |xj | ≤ L . (45)

Thus the condition (2) from the definition of the tube holds, so g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k
2
⌋) ∈ TL.

We have that it has Hamming weight a because each of the xj ’s cancel out when adding up the
coordinates. Therefore, g(x1, . . . , x⌊ k

2
⌋) ∈ Lowa.

As different values of the xj ’s result in different values of their corresponding coordinates, each
choice of x1, . . . , x⌊ k

2
⌋ ∈ {−L, . . . , L} yields a distinct point. Thus |Lowa| ≥ (2L + 1)⌊k/2⌋ as

required.

Lemma 10. Let w ∈ TL be a vertex in the tube and a, b ∈ I \ {0, k(n− 1)} such that b−a ≥ 12kL.
For random vertices U ∼ U(Lowa) and V ∼ U(Lowb), we have

Pr
[
w ∈ s(U, V )

]
≤ 17k

(2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋
, (6)

where s(U, V ) is the connected monotone path chosen by Lemma 7 from U to V .
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Proof. For each u ∈ Lowa, we have wt(u) = a. Similarly, for each v ∈ Lowb, we have wt(v) = b.
Lemma 7 gives a monotone path s(u, v) = (s1, . . . , sm) from u to v, so each vertex si on the path
satisfies a ≤ wt(si) ≤ b. If wt(w) < a or wt(w) > b, then w cannot be one of the vertices si, so
Pr

[
w ∈ s(U, V )

]
= 0, thus inequality (6) holds.

Thus from now we can assume wt(w) ∈ [a, b]. Without loss of generality, we assume w lies closer
to Lowb than Lowa, i.e.:

wt(w) ≥ a+ b

2
. (46)

Fix an arbitrary vertex u ∈ Lowa. Let B denote the hyperplane:

B = {x ∈ Rk | x1 + . . .+ xk = b} (47)

Let P(w) denote the projection of C(w) onto B from u, i.e.:

P(w) = {x ∈ B | C(w) ∩ ℓ(u,x) ̸= ∅}, (48)

recalling that C(w) is the cube of side-length 1 centered at w.

By construction, s(u, V ) consists only of vertices x ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k for which C(x) intersects the
line segment ℓ(u, V ) from u to V . Then w ∈ s(u, V ) only if V ∈ P(w).

To bound the number of lattice points in P(w), we will upper-bound the distance between any two
points in P(w). Consider two arbitrary points p, q ∈ P(w). Arbitrarily choose p ∈ C(w) ∩ ℓ(u, p)
and q ∈ C(w) ∩ ℓ(u, q).

We claim that p ̸= u and show it by arguing the two points have very different Hamming weight.
Consider an arbitrary x ∈ C(w). Since ∥x− w∥∞ ≤ 1/2, we have

wt(x) ≥ wt(w)− 1

2
· k . (49)

Then

wt(x)− wt(u) ≥ wt(w)− 1

2
· k − wt(u) (By (49))

≥ a+ b

2
− k

2
− a =

b− a

2
− k

2
(By (46))

≥ b− a

2
− b− a

24L
(By choice of a, b)

≥ 11

24
(b− a) . (50)

Inequality (50) implies that x ̸= u. In particular, we have wt(p) > wt(u) since p ∈ C(w) and
b− a > 0.

Then define

q̃ = u+ (q − u)
wt(p− u)

wt(p− u)
. (51)

That is, q̃ is the point that q would map to if C(w) were proportionally scaled from u by the factor
required to map p to p.
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Figure 5: The geometry of Lemma 10, including only what is defined through equation (51). The
point u ∈ Lowa is arbitrary. Points p and q lie on the plane B that contains Lowb such that C(w)
(for a vertex w not pictured) lies between them and u. Lines from u to each of p and q are also
drawn, with points p and q being arbitrary points within C(w) and each of these lines. Point q̃ is
chosen so that triangles qup and q̃up are similar.

Since p, q ∈ C(w), which is a hypercube of side length 1, we have:

∥p− q∥∞ ≤ 1 . (52)

We now argue that (52) implies a similar inequality on ∥p − q̃∥∞. Let 1 = (1, . . . , 1) and let θ be
the angle between 1 and (p−u); since (p−u) and (p−u) are parallel, this is also the angle between
(p− u) and 1. Because (p− u) is parallel to (p− u):

p = u+ (p− u) (53)

= u+ (p− u)
∥p− u∥2∥1∥2 cos θ
∥p− u∥2∥1∥2 cos θ

(Since (p− u) is parallel to (p− u))

= u+ (p− u)
⟨p− u,1⟩
⟨p− u,1⟩

(54)

= u+ (p− u)
wt(p− u)

wt(p− u)
(55)

Combining (51) and (55) gives:

∥p− q̃∥∞ =

∥∥∥∥(p− q)
wt(p− u)

wt(p− u)

∥∥∥∥
∞

= ∥p− q∥∞
wt(p− u)

wt(p− u)

= ∥p− q∥∞
b− a

wt(p− u)
(Since p ∈ B, so wt(p) = b, and u ∈ Lowa, so wt(u) = a)

≤ 1 · b− a(
11
24(b− a)

) (By (50) applied to x = p and (52))

=
24

11
. (56)

We now show that ∥q − q̃∥∞ is small. Intuitively, since p ∈ B, by (56) we have that q̃ is close to
B; also since q ∈ B and q is collinear with q̃ and u, they must be close to each other. To formally
show this, consider (q − u), which is parallel to (q − q̃). We define B as the plane parallel to B
through q:

B =
{
x ∈ Rk | x1 + . . .+ xk = wt(q)

}
. (57)
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Let z be the projection of u onto B in the direction 1.

We have:

wt(z)− wt(u) = wt(q)− wt(u) (Because z ∈ B)

≥ 11

24
(b− a) (By applying (50) to q.)

(58)

Since z−u has slope (1, . . . , 1) by definition of z, the coordinates of z−u are all the same. Therefore
for all i ∈ [k]:

(z − u)i ≥
11

24k
(b− a) (Using (58))

≥ 11

2
L (59)

Define the continuous version TC
L of the tube TL as:

TC
L =

{
x ∈ Rk | ∃α ∈ R such that |xj − α| ≤ L ∀j ∈ [k]

}
(60)

Let y ∈ TC
L ∩ B be arbitrary, and let αy be its value of α from (60). Because y ∈ B, we have the

pair of inequalities:

wt(q) =

k∑
i=1

yi ≤ k(αy + L) (61)

wt(q) =

k∑
i=1

yi ≥ k(αy − L) (62)

Solving each of (62) and (61) for αy gives |αy − (wt(q)/k)| ≤ L. As y ∈ TC
L ∩B was arbitrary, this

bound applies to the corresponding values αq and αz for q and z:∣∣∣∣αq −
wt(q)

k

∣∣∣∣ ≤ L (63)∣∣∣∣αz −
wt(q)

k

∣∣∣∣ ≤ L (64)

We now get:

∥q − z∥∞ ≤ (max(αq, αz) + L)− (min(αq, αz)− L) (As q, z ∈ TC
L )

= |αq − αz|+ 2L (65)

≤ L+ L+ 2L (By the triangle inequality with (63) and (64))

= 4L (66)

Since all the components of z − u are the same, we have

max
i,j∈[k]

(q − u)i
(q − u)j

= max
i,j∈[k]

(q − z)i + (z − u)i
(q − z)j + (z − u)j

= max
i,j∈[k]

(q − z)i + (z − u)i
(q − z)j + (z − u)i

(67)
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Figure 6: The geometry of Lemma 10. In addition to what is pictured in Figure 5, this diagram
includes the plane B, which is parallel to B and goes through q. The point z ∈ B is such that
the segment uz is perpendicular to B. The unlabeled lighter lines in the top-left and bottom-right
represent the edges of the tube TL.

Inequality (59) gives (z − u)i ≥ 11
2 L, so

−4L+ (z − u)i > 0 . (68)

We obtain

max
i,j∈[k]

(q − z)i + (z − u)i
(q − z)j + (z − u)i

≤ max
i,j∈[k]

4L+ (z − u)i
−4L+ (z − u)i

(By (66) and (68))

≤
11
2 L+ 4L
11
2 L− 4L

(By (59))

=
19

3
. (69)

Combining (67) and (69) yields

max
i,j∈[k]

(q − u)i
(q − u)j

≤ 19

3
. (70)

Because q−u and q− q̃ are parallel, we have (q− q̃) = β(q−u) for some β ∈ R. Therefore applying
(70) gives

max
i,j∈[k]

(q − q̃)i
(q − q̃)j

= max
i,j∈[k]

β(q − u)i
β(q − u)j

≤ 19

3
. (71)

We also have

|wt(q̃)− b| =

∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=1

q̃i − pi

∣∣∣∣∣ (Since p ∈ B, we have
∑k

i=1 pi = b)
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≤
k∑

i=1

|q̃i − pi| (By triangle inequality)

≤ 24

11
k . (Since ∥p− q̃∥∞ ≤ 24/11 by (56))

(72)

We define the unit-weight vector in the direction of q − q̃ as

d =
q − q̃

wt(q − q̃)
. (73)

We then have:

max
i∈[k]

di =

(
min
j∈[k]

dj

)
·
(
max
i,j∈[k]

di
dj

)
(74)

≤ 1

k
·
(
max
i,j∈[k]

di
dj

)
(75)

≤ 19

3k
(Since d is parallel to q − q̃, so the bound of (71) applies)

(76)

Therefore:

∥q − q̃∥∞ = ∥d∥∞ · |wt(q̃)− b| (77)

≤ 19

3k
· 24
11

k (By (76) and (72))

=
152

11
. (78)

Inequality (56) gives ∥p − q̃∥∞ ≤ 24/11. Since ∥q − q̃∥∞ ≤ 152/11 by (78), applying the triangle
inequality gives

∥p− q∥∞ ≤ ∥p− q̃∥∞ + ∥q − q̃∥∞ ≤ 24

11
+

152

11
= 16 . (79)

Since this bound applies to any two points p, q ∈ P(w), all of P(w) fits inside a hypercube of side
length 16. This hypercube contains at most (16 + 1)k lattice points, so at most 17k realizations of
V could result in s(u, V ) passing through w. Since the total number of realizations of V is |Lowb|,
we have

Pr
[
w ∈ s(u, V )

]
≤ 17k

|Lowb|
(80)

≤ 17k

(2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋
. (By Lemma 9)

This bound applies to any fixed u ∈ Lowa, so it also holds when u is chosen uniformly at random
from Lowa. Thus for U ∼ U(Lowa) and V ∼ U(Lowb) we have

Pr
[
w ∈ s(U, V )

]
≤ 17k

(2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋
, (81)

as required.
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Lemma 15. Let X1, . . . , Xm be nonnegative, possibly correlated random variables. Let C ∈ R be
such that E[Xi] ≤ C for all i ∈ [m]. Then:

E
[
max
i∈[m]

Xi

]
≤ mC . (82)

Proof. Because the Xi are nonnegative, their maximum is at most their sum. Therefore:

E
[
max
i∈[m]

Xi

]
≤ E

[
m∑
i=1

Xi

]
=

m∑
i=1

E[Xi] ≤ mC . (83)

Lemma 11. For each vertex v ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, let

F (v) =
{
y ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k | ∃s ∈ Ψ, j ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)} such that hs,j(v) = y

}
. (7)

Then, for k ≥ 2, we have |F (v)| ≤ k3 .

Proof. Consider the roles v might play for an arbitrary spine s and index j:

• If v is the fixed point of hs,j , then hs,j(v) = v.

• If v is on the spine s but is not the fixed point, then hs,j(v) differs from v in exactly one
coordinate, and is either one more or one less in that coordinate. There are 2k ways to choose
such a value.

• If v is not on the spine s, then hs,j(v) differs from v in exactly two coordinates: one in which
hs,j is one bigger, and one in which it is one smaller. There are k(k− 1) ways to choose such
a value.

Therefore:

|F (v)| ≤ 1 + 2k + k(k − 1) = k2 + k + 1 ≤ k3, (84)

which completes the proof.

Lemma 12. Let m ∈ N. Let A be a deterministic algorithm that has oracle access to an unknown
function f ∈ F , where A is said to succeed on input f if it m-surveys the spine of f . Then if A
makes at most T queries, its success probability on inputs drawn from U is upper bounded by:

Pr
f∼U

[A succeeds in T queries on input f ] ≤ 15T log2(k)

(m− 2) · (⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2 17)
. (8)

Proof. In this proof, all probabilities and expectations are taken over the input function f ∼ U .

For each region R, define the following random variables:

• Pt(R) = maxv∈R log2 Pr [v is a spine vertex after t queries from A].

• P ∗
t (R) = max0≤t∗≤t Pt∗(R).
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Define the set:

Gm =
{
(R1, . . . , Rm) | R1, . . . , Rm are regions, dist(Ri, Rj) ≥ 5 for all i ̸= j ∈ [m]

}
. (85)

That is, Gm is the set of m-tuples of regions which A is trying to find spine vertices in. Finally, let:

P t = max
(R1,...,Rm)∈Gm

m∑
i=1

P ∗
t (R

i) . (86)

We aim to upper-bound E[P t+1−P t]. To do so, we condition on the history Ht of the first t queries
made by A and their responses.

As in Lemma 11, for each vertex v, let F (v) be the set of possible responses to querying v:

F (v) =
{
y ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k | ∃s ∈ Ψ, j ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)} such that hs,j(v) = y

}
.

Consider an arbitrary region R, and let qt+1 be the next query made by A. Let Vt(R) be the set of
vertices v ∈ R which could still be spine vertices:

Vt(R) = {v ∈ R | Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht] > 0} . (87)

We now upper-bound E[P ∗
t+1(R) − P ∗

t (R) | Ht]. This expectation can be broken into two cases
depending on the realizations of Pt+1(R) and Pt(R):

• If Pt+1(R) > Pt(R), then P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) ≤ Pt+1(R)− Pt(R).

• If Pt+1(R) ≤ Pt(R), then P ∗
t+1(R) = P ∗

t (R).

In each case, P ∗
t+1(R)−P ∗

t (R) ≤ max(0, Pt+1(R)−Pt(R)). We now decompose that expected value
based on the response at+1 to A’s query qt+1:

E[P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) | Ht] (88)

≤ E[max(0, Pt+1(R)− Pt(R)) | Ht] (89)

=
∑

y∈F (qt+1)

Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] max

(
0, log2

(
maxv∈R Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht, at+1 = y]

maxw∈R Pr[w is a spine vertex | Ht]

))
(90)

≤
∑

y∈F (qt+1)

Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] max

(
0, max

v∈Vt(R)
log2

(
Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht, at+1 = y]

Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht]

))
.

(91)

For arbitrary v ∈ R and y ∈ F (qt+1), the quantity inside the logarithm in (91) can be upper-
bounded by expanding its denominator:

Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht] (92)

=
∑

w∈F (qt+1)

Pr [at+1 = w | Ht] · Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht, at+1 = w] (93)

≥ Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] · Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht, at+1 = y] . (94)
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Dividing both sides of (94) by Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht] and Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] gives:

Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht, at+1 = y]

Pr[v is a spine vertex | Ht]
≤ 1

Pr [at+1 = y | Ht]
. (95)

Applying (95) to (91) gives:

E[P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) | Ht] (96)

≤
∑

y∈F (qt+1)

Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] max

(
0, max

v∈Vt(R)
log2

(
1

Pr [at+1 = y | Ht]

))
(97)

=
∑

y∈F (qt+1)

−Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] min (0, log2 Pr [at+1 = y | Ht]) (98)

≤
∑

y∈F (qt+1)

−Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] log2 Pr [at+1 = y | Ht] . (99)

Because (99) is precisely the entropy of at+1 given Ht, it can be upper-bounded by the entropy of
a uniform distribution over F (qt+1). Further applying Lemma 11:

E[P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) | Ht] ≤ log2(|F (qt+1)|) ≤ 3 log2(k) (100)

We now bound E[P t+1 − P t | Ht]. This gain is upper-bounded by the expected “most improved”
tuple in Gm:

E[P t+1 − P t | Ht] ≤ E

[
max

(R1,...,Rm)∈Gm

m∑
i=1

P ∗
t+1(R

i)− P ∗
t (R

i) | Ht

]
. (101)

Each tuple in Gm contains only regions that are at least five apart. By Lemma 8, querying qt+1

can only update knowledge about the spine in a block of five consecutive regions; call this block
U(qt+1). Therefore, each individual sum in (101) contains at most one nonzero term, and all such
terms are for one of the five regions in U(qt+1). Therefore:

E[P t+1 − P t | Ht] ≤ E
[

max
R∈U(qt+1)

P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) | Ht

]
. (102)

Because P ∗
t+1(R)− P ∗

t (R) ≥ 0 for all regions R, Lemma 15 combined with (100) applies to give:

E[P t+1 − P t | Ht] ≤ 15 log2(k) . (103)

And as the upper bound in (103) applies independently of Ht, taking the expectation over Ht gives
the history-independent bound:

E[P t+1 − P t] ≤ 15 log2(k) . (104)

Now suppose an algorithm A makes at most T queries. By telescoping (104), we get:

E[P T − P 0] ≤ 15T log2(k) . (105)

When A succeeds, it has found m spine vertices in regions at least five apart, and therefore P T = 0.
By Lemma 10, no vertex other than those in regions R0 and Rk(n−1)−ρ initially has a chance higher
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than 17k/(2L+1)⌊k/2⌋ to be on the spine. In those regions, we can vacuously upper-bound P ∗
0 (R0)

and P ∗
0 (Rk(n−1)−ρ) by 0, so:

P 0 ≤ (m− 2) log2

(
17k

(2L+ 1)⌊k/2⌋

)
. (106)

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality, the probability A succeeds within T queries is at most:

Pr[A succeeds in T queries] ≤ 15T log2(k)

(m− 2) · (⌊k/2⌋ log2(2L+ 1)− k log2(17))
. (107)

This completes the proof.

We now present Lemma 13, which states that solving TARSKI(n, k) requires querying spine
vertices in many different regions. Its proof is based around the classical ordered search problem:

Definition 11 (Ordered search). The input is a bit vector x = (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ {0, 1}m with the
promise that exactly one bit is set to 1. The vector can be accessed via oracle queries of the form:
“Is the i-th bit equal to 1?”. The answer to a query is: “Yes”, “No, go left”, or “No, go right”.
The task is to find the location of the hidden bit.

Lemma 13. Let A be a deterministic algorithm for TARSKI(n, k) that receives an input drawn
from U . Let δ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1) be such that 2δ + 2ϵ < 1. Suppose k(n− 1)/ρ > 23/(1−2δ−2ϵ).

There exists c = c(δ, ϵ) such that if Pr[A succeeds] ≥ 1− δ, then A queries spine vertices in at least
c log(k(n− 1)/ρ) regions with probability at least ϵ.

The proof of Lemma 13 depends on lower bounds for ordered search, which we present afterwards.

Proof. Whenever A correctly returns the fixed point, it also learns which region the fixed point is
in. We will argue that even learning the region with the fixed point is at least as hard as ordered
search on the m regions, where m = k(n− 1)/ρ.

To that end, let A′ be the following randomized algorithm for the ordered search problem of
Definition 11, which is given an input x ∈ {0, 1}m with (unknown) answer j.

• Draw a spine t ∈ Ψ and an offset θ ∈ {0, . . . , ρ− 1} uniformly at random.

• Set variables a = 0 and b = k(n− 1).

• Simulate A on ht,ρj+θ. While A′ does not know j, it can still answer each query v submitted
by A as follows:

– If v /∈ t, then compute ht,q(v) for an arbitrary q ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)}.

– If v ∈ t, then let Rρi be the region containing v. Let A′ query the vector x at position
i; if it had already done so, then look up the result of that query instead. Then:

∗ If the response is “No, go left”, then set b = min(b, wt(v)− 1) and give A the value
of ht,q(v) for an arbitrary q ∈ [a, b].

∗ If the response is “No, go right”, then set a = max(a,wt(v) + 1) and give A the
value of ht,q(v) for an arbitrary q ∈ [a, b].

∗ If the response is “Yes”, then halt; the answer has been found.
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• Whenever A outputs u as its answer, A′ returns the index i such that u ∈ Rρi.

We first argue by induction on the number of queries A makes that:

(i) A′ can accurately simulate ht,ρj+θ, given its choice of t and θ.

(ii) A′ maintains ρj + θ ∈ [a, b].

The base case is clear, as ρj + θ ≥ 0 and ρj + θ ≤ k(n− 1).

Now suppose that ρj + θ ∈ [a, b] after some number of queries from A. Its next query v falls into
one of a few cases:

• v /∈ t. Then by definition, the value of ht,ρj+θ(v) is independent of ρj+ θ, so A′ can compute
it.

• v ∈ t. Then there is a region Rρi such that v ∈ Rρi, and A′ queries bit i of x. There are
three cases for the resulting query:

– If A′ receives “No, go left”, then i > j. Therefore, wt(v) ≥ ρ(j + 1), so after updating b
we maintain b ≥ ρj + θ. The value of ht,ρj+θ(v) can then be determined from knowing
t and that wt(v) > ρj + θ.

– If A′ receives “No, go right”, then i < j. Therefore, wt(v) < ρj, so after updating a we
maintain a ≤ ρj + θ. The value of ht,ρj+θ(v) can then be determined from knowing t
and that wt(v) < ρj + θ.

– If A′ receives “Yes”, then it halts immediately, having found its answer of j.

Therefore, by induction, each response A receives is consistent with ht,ρj+θ.

If A′ is run on an input distribution which is uniformly random over the m possible answers, then
its simulated values of both t ∈ Ψ and ρj+ θ ∈ {0, . . . , k(n− 1)} will be uniformly random as well.
Therefore, its simulation of A will be run on inputs from U .

Now suppose A is correct with probability at least 1 − δ on inputs drawn from U . Then A′ will
be correct with probability at least 1− δ on uniformly random inputs. By Lemma 17, there exists
c = c(δ, ϵ) such that on this distribution A′ makes at least c logm queries with probability at least
ϵ. Because each query A′ makes corresponds to a new region queried by A, we have that A queries
at least c logm regions with probability at least ϵ.

Lemma 16. Let ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1) such that δ + ϵ < 1. Let Um be the uniform distribution over ordered
search instances of length m. Let A be a deterministic algorithm for ordered search with the property
that Prx∼Um [A succeeds on x] ≥ 1− δ . Then there exists c > 0 such that, for m > 23/(1−δ−ϵ):

Pr
x∼Um

[A issues at least c log2(m) queries on x] ≥ ϵ . (108)

Proof. We will use c = 1/6. For contradiction, suppose A violated inequality (108). Then consider
the following encoding scheme for an integer z ∈ [m]:

• If A succeeds within c log2(m) queries on the ordered search instance of length m with answer
z, then encode z with a 0 followed by the responses to the queries made by A on this input.
This can be done in 2 bits per query, for a total of at most 1 + 2c log2(m) bits.
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• Otherwise, encode z with a 1 followed by its representation in binary. This can be done in
1 + ⌈log2(m)⌉ bits.

The probability of the first case occurring on a uniformly random input is at least 1 − δ − ϵ, so
overall the average number of bits this scheme takes is at most:

1 + (1− δ − ϵ)2c log2(m) + (δ + ϵ)⌈log2m⌉ (109)

≤1 + (1− δ − ϵ)
1

3
log2(m) + (δ + ϵ) log2(m) + 1 (110)

=2 +
2δ + 2ϵ+ 1

3
log2(m) (111)

<
2− 2δ − 2ϵ

3
log2(m) +

2δ + 2ϵ+ 1

3
log2(m) (Because m > 23/(1−δ−ϵ))

= log2(m) . (112)

But log2(m) is the entropy of a uniformly distributed value in [m], so this violates the source coding
theorem. Therefore, A must satisfy (108), which completes the proof.

Lemma 17. Let ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1) such that 2δ+2ϵ < 1. Let Um be the uniform distribution over ordered
search instances of length m. Let A be a randomized algorithm for ordered search with the property
that

Pr
x∼Um

[A succeeds on x] ≥ 1− δ .

Then there exists c = c(δ, ϵ) > 0 such that, for m > 23/(1−2δ−2ϵ):

Pr
x∼Um

[A issues at least c log(m) queries on x] ≥ ϵ . (113)

Proof. We can view A as a distribution DA over deterministic algorithms. Because the choice of
deterministic algorithm occurs before execution, the draw from DA is independent of the random
input. Then by Markov’s inequality:

Pr
A∼DA

[
Pr

x∼Um

[A fails on x] > 2δ

]
≤ EA∼DA [Prx∼Um [A fails on x]]

2δ
(114)

=
Prx∼Um [A fails on x]

2δ
(115)

≤ 1

2
. (116)

We will use the same c as Lemma 16. By that lemma, for any deterministic algorithm A with
success probability at least 1− 2δ on the uniform distribution:

Pr
x∼Um

[A issues at least c log2(m) queries on x] ≥ 2ϵ . (117)

Combining (116) and (117):

Pr
x∼Um

[A issues at least c log(m) queries on x] (118)

≥ Pr
A∼DA

[
Pr

x∼Um

[A succeeds on x] ≥ 1− 2δ

]
(119)

30



· EA∼DA

[
Pr

x∼Um

[A issues at least c log(m) queries on x] | Pr
x∼Um

[A succeeds on x] ≥ 1− 2δ

]
≥1

2
· 2ϵ (120)

=ϵ . (121)

This completes the proof.

D An O(k log n log(nk)) upper bound for multi-dimensional herring-
bone functions

In this section we include the proofs of statements in Section 6.

Theorem 2. There exists an O(k log(n) log(nk))-query algorithm to find the fixed point of a multi-
dimensional herringbone function.

Proof. By Lemma 18, the spine vertex with any particular Hamming weight can be found in
O(k log n) queries. This subroutine can be used to run binary search to locate the fixed point along
the spine.

Specifically, suppose the (unknown) instance is hs,j for some s ∈ Ψ and j ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}. For
an arbitrary x ∈ {0, . . . , (n − 1)k}, querying the spine vertex sx produce three different options
depending on how x compares to j:

• If x = j, then hs,j(sx) = sx. This is the fixed point.

• If x < j, then hs,j(sx) = sx+1. This is identifiable because hs,j(sx) > sx only in this case.

• If x > j, then hs,j(sx) = sx−1. This is identifiable because hs,j(sx) < sx only in this case.

This is enough feedback to run binary search to find j. Binary search takes O(log(nk)) iterations
to identify j ∈ {0, . . . , (n− 1)k}, so overall this algorithm uses O(k log(n) log(nk)) queries.

Lemma 18. Given a value 0 ≤ x ≤ (n − 1)k, there is an O(k log(n))-query algorithm to find the
spine vertex sx = (sx1 , . . . , s

x
k) that is Hamming distance x from the origin in a multi-dimensional

herringbone function.

Proof. Let a1i = 0, let b1i = x/k, and let c1i = n − 1 for all i ∈ [k]. We then perform the following
steps repeatedly until a spine vertex is returned. Let the iteration number be m, starting with 1.
We use the notation am = (am1 , . . . , amk ) for all vertices am.

1. Query f(bm).

2. If ∥f(bm)− bm∥ ≤ 1, return bm since it must be a spine vertex.

3. Otherwise, there are dimensions p, q ∈ [k] such that (f(bm))p − bmp = bmq − (f(bm))q = 1.

4. Set am+1 = am and cm+1 = cm, except for am+1
p , which we set equal to bmp and cm+1

q which
we set equal to bmq .

5. Let dm = min(cmp − bmp , bmq − amq ). Set bm+1 = bm, except for bm+1
p which we set equal to

bmp + dm/2 and bm+1
q which we set equal to bmq − dm/2.
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We claim the above algorithm maintains the following invariants for all m:

1. am ≤ bm ≤ cm.

2. am ≤ sx ≤ cm.

3. bm is Hamming distance x from the origin.

The invariants are initially true by the initialization of a1, b1, c1. Suppose inductively that the
invariants hold for am, bm, cm. We will show they hold for am+1, bm+1, cm+1 if the algorithm did
not return in or before iteration m.

Assuming the algorithm did not return in iteration m, we have dimensions p, q such that (f(bm))p−
bmp = bmq − (f(bm))q = 1. Then bmp = s

µ(bm)
p . Furthermore, sx ≥ sµ(b

m) since all spine vertices are

fully ordered and sµ(b
m) has Hamming distance from the origin strictly less than x. Therefore

sxp ≥ bmp , so am+1
p ≤ sxp as required. By symmetric logic, sxq ≤ cm+1

q . All other components of
am+1 ≤ sx ≤ cm+1 hold since am ≤ sx ≤ cm.

We have am+1
p ≤ bm+1

p and bm+1
q ≤ cm+1

q since dm ≥ 0. Also bm+1
p ≤ cm+1

p since dm/2 ≤ cmp − bmp
and am+1

q ≤ bm+1
q since dm/2 ≤ bmq − amq . All other components of am+1 ≤ bm+1 ≤ cm+1 hold since

am ≤ bm ≤ cm.

Finally, bm+1 is Hamming distance x from the origin because bm was Hamming distance x from
the origin, and bm+1 differs only in coordinates p and q, which are larger and smaller respectively
by the same amount: dm/2.

To argue that only O(k log(n)) iterations are needed, we use a potential function Φ, defined as

Φ(m) =
∑
i∈[k]

ϕ(m, i), (122)

where

ϕ(m, i) =


−1 if ami = cmi
log(bmi − ami ) if bmi − ami > cmi − bmi
log(cmi − bmi ) otherwise

. (123)

The function ϕ(m, i) is well defined so long as ami ≤ bmi ≤ cmi , which is the case due to our invariants.
We have Φ(1) ≤ k log(n). For all m we have Φ(m) ≥ −k. We next show that Φ(m+1) ≤ Φ(m)− 1
for all m such that the algorithm did not return in or before iteration m.

First, for all i, ϕ(m + 1, i) ≤ ϕ(m, i) since since am+1
i ≥ ami and cm+1

i ≤ cmi and bm+1
i is weakly

closer to each endpoint of [am+1
i , cm+1

i ] than bmi is to each endpoint of [ami , cmi ].

Second, without loss of generality let cmp − bmp ≤ bmq − amq ; the alternate case is symmetric. Then
we claim ϕ(m+ 1, p) ≤ ϕ(m, p)− 1.

By definition of p, we have amp < cmp , so ϕ(m, p) ≥ 0. Therefore if am+1
p = cm+1

p , then ϕ(m+1, p) =
−1 so ϕ(m+ 1, p) ≤ ϕ(m, p)− 1.

Otherwise, we have dm = cmp − bmp , so cm+1
p − am+1

p = dm and bm+1
p = am+1

p + dm/2. Thus
ϕ(m+ 1, p) = log(dm/2) = log(dm)− 1 ≤ ϕ(m, p)− 1.

Now that we have shown ϕ(m+ 1, p) ≤ ϕ(m, p)− 1, we may conclude that Φ(m+ 1) ≤ Φ(m)− 1.
Therefore the algorithm only runs for at most k log(n) + k ∈ O(k log(n)) iterations, and issues the
same number of queries.
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