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Abstract

The Knaster-Tarski theorem, also known as Tarski’s theorem, guarantees that every mono-
tone function defined on a complete lattice 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.
Specifically, there is an unknown monotone function f : {0,1,...,n — 1}* = {0,1,...,n — 1}*
and an algorithm must query a vertex v to learn f(v).

k-logn
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Our main result is a randomized lower bound of € (k: + ) for the k-dimensional grid

of side length n, which is nearly optimal in high dimensions when k is large relative to n. As
a corollary, we characterize the randomized and deterministic query complexity of the Tarski
search problem on the Boolean hypercube {0,1}* as ©(k).

1 Introduction

The Knaster-Tarski theorem, also known as Tarski’s theorem, guarantees that every monotone
function f : £ — L defined over a complete lattice (£, <) has a fixed point. Tarski proved the most
general form of the theorem [Tar55]:

Let (L, <) be a complete lattice and let f : L — L be an order-preserving (monotone)
function with respect to <. Then the set of fixed points of f in L forms a complete
lattice under <.

An earlier version was shown by Knaster and Tarski [KT28], who established the result for the
special case where L is the lattice of subsets of a set (i.e. the power set lattice).

This is a classical theorem with broad applications. For example, in formal semantics of pro-
gramming languages and abstract interpretation, the existence of fixed points can be exploited to
guarantee well-defined semantics for a recursive algorithm [For05]. In game theory, Tarski’s theo-
rem implies the existence of pure Nash equilibria in supermodular games [EPRY19]. Surprisingly,
it is not fully understood how efficiently Tarski fixed points can be found.

Formally, for k,n € N, let £F = {0,1,...,n — 1}¥ be the k-dimensional grid of side length n. Let
< be the binary relation where for vertices a = (a1,...,ar) € £E and b = (b1,...,b;) € LF, we
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have a < b if and only if a; < b; for each i € [k]. We consider the lattice (£F,<). A function

f:L£F — £F is monotone if a < b implies that f(a) < f(b). Tarski’s theorem states that the set P
of fixed points of f is non-empty and that the system (P, <) is itself a complete lattice [Tar55].

In this paper, we focus on the query model, where there is an unknown monotone function f :
Lk — £F. An algorithm has to probe a vertex v in order to learn the value of the function f(v).
The task is to find a fixed point of f by probing as few vertices as possible. The randomized
query complexity is the expected number of queries required to find a solution with a probability
of at least 9/10 by the best algorithm !, where the expectation is taken over the coin tosses of the
algorithm.

There are two main algorithmic approaches for finding a Tarski fixed point. The first approach is
a divide-and-conquer method that yields an upper bound of O <(log n)[%v for any fixed k due
to [CL22], which improves an algorithm of [FPS22].

The second is a path-following method that initially queries the vertex 0 = (0,...,0) and proceeds
by following the directional output of the function. With each function application, at least one
coordinate is incremented, which guarantees that a fixed point is reached within O(nk) queries.

[EPRY19] proved a randomized query complexity lower bound of §2 (log2 (n)) on the 2D grid of side
length n, which implies the same lower bound for the k-dimensional grid of side length n when k is
constant. This lower bound shows that the divide-and-conquer algorithm is optimal for dimensions
k=2 and k = 3.

For dimension k£ > 4, there is a growing gap between the best-known upper and lower bounds, since
the upper bound given by the divide-and-conquer algorithm has an exponential dependence on k.
Meanwhile, the path-following method provides superior performance in high dimensions, such as
the Boolean hypercube {0, 1}*, where it achieves an upper bound of O(k).

1.1 Our Contributions
Let TARSKI(n, k) denote the Tarski search problem on the k-dimensional grid of side length n.

Definition 1 (TARSKI(n,k)). Let k,n € N. Given oracle access to an unknown monotone
function f: LE — LF, find a vertex x € LF with f(x) = x using as few queries as possible.

Our main result is the following:
Theorem 1. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all k,n € N, the randomized query complexity

of TARSKI(n,k) is at least c - (k‘ + kl'(l;;gkn)

The lower bound in Theorem 1 is sharp for constant n > 2 and nearly optimal in the general case
when £ is large relative to n.

Theorem 1 gives a characterization of ©(k) for the randomized and deterministic query complexity
on the Boolean hypercube {0, 1}, since the deterministic path-following method that iteratively
applies the function starting from vertex 0 = (0,...,0) finds a solution within O(k) queries. No
lower bound better than (1) was known for the Boolean hypercube.

Corollary 1. The randomized and deterministic query complezity of TARSKI(2,k) is ©(k).

We obtain Theorem 1 by designing the following family of monotone functions.

! Any other constant greater than 1/2 would suffice.



Definition 2 (Set of functions F). For each a € L, we define a function f*: LE — LK coordinate

by coordinate. That is, for each v = (v1,...,v;) € L and i € [k], let
v;—1  if (v; > a;) and (v; < a; for all j < i)
fiw)=<v+1 if (v; <a;) and (v; > a; for all j < i) (1)
V5 otherwise.
Let fo(v) = (f(v),..., fM(v)). Define F = {f*|a € Lk}.

The intuition is that the first digit that is too low and the first digit that is too high both get pushed
towards their correct value. An example of a function from Definition 2 is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Example of a function f* from Definition 2 where a = (2,4) and the grid dimensions are
n =7 and k = 2. The function f® has a unique fixed point at a = (2,4).

For k = 2, this construction is similar to the herringbone construction of [EPRY19]; however, our
construction does not induce a lower bound of log?(n) on the 2D grid since the shape of the path
from (0,0) or (n — 1,n — 1) to the fixed point is too predictable.

The real strength of our construction emerges for large k, where the herringbone is not defined.
Critically, a function f € F has the property that f(v) differs from v in at most 2 dimensions for
all v, no matter how large k is. This makes it difficult to derive information about more than a
constant number of dimensions with a single query. The proof of Theorem 1 makes this intuition
precise.

1.2 Related Work

Tarski fixed points. 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(log®(n)) divide-and-
conquer algorithm. [FPS22] gave an O(log?(n)) algorithm for the 3D grid and used it to construct
an O(log?/*/31(n)) algorithm for the k-dimensional grid of side length n. [CL22] extended their
ideas to get an O(log!*+*1/21(n)) algorithm.



[EPRY19] showed a lower bound of Q(log?(n)) for the 2D grid, implying the same lower bound for
the k-dimensional grid of side length n. This bound is tight for £ = 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.

Next we briefly summarize query and communication complexity results for two problems repre-
sentative for the classes PLS and PPAD, respectively. These problems are finding a local minimum
and a Brouwer fixed point, respectively. In both cases, the existing lower bounds also rely on hidden
path constructions.

Brouwer fixed points. In the Brouwer search problem, we are given a function f : [0,1]¢ —
[0,1]¢ that is L-Lipschitz, for some constant L > 1. The task is to find a fixed point of f using as
few queries to f as possible. The existence of a fixed point is guaranteed by Brouwer’s fixed point
theorem. The query complexity of computing an e-approximate Brouwer fixed point was studied
in a series of papers starting with [HPV89], which introduced a construction where the function is
induced by a hidden walk. This was later improved by [CD05] and [CTO07].

Local minima. In the local search problem, we are given a graph G = (V, E) and a function
f:V = R. A vertex v is a local minimum if f(v) < f(u) for all (u,v) € E. An algorithm can probe
a vertex v to learn its value f(v). The task is to find a vertex that is a local minimum using as few
queries as possible. [Ald83] obtains a lower bound of Q(2%/2=°(%)) on the query complexity for the
Boolean hypercube {0, 1}* by a random walk analysis. Aldous’ lower bound for the hypercube was
later improved by [Aar06] to Q(2%/2/k?) via a relational adversary method inspired from quantum
computing. [Zha09] further improved this lower bound to ©(2%/2 - v/k) via a “clock”-based random
walk construction. Meanwhile, [LTT89] developed a deterministic divide-and-conquer algorithm.

For the k-dimensional grid [n]*, [Aar06] used the relational adversary method to show a randomized
lower bound of Q(n*/2=1/log n) for every constant k > 3. [Zha09] proved a randomized lower bound
of Q(n*/?) for every constant k > 4. The work of [SY09] closed further gaps in the quantum setting
as well as the randomized k£ = 2 case.

For general graphs, [SS04] gave a quantum lower bound of 2 (ws/ X/ log(n)), where n is the number of
vertices of the graph, s is the separation number, and A the maximum degree. [BCR24] improved
this lower bound to €2 ({Vi) for randomized algorithms and also obtained a randomized lower
bound of 2 (#), where g is the vertex congestion of the graph. [SS04] also gave an upper bound
of O((s+ A) -logn), which was obtained by refining a divide-and-conquer algorithm of [LTT89].

[DR10] gave lower bounds for Cayley graphs as a function of the number of vertices and the diameter
of the graph. [Ver06] obtained upper bounds as a function of the genus of the graph.

[BDN19] studied the communication complexity of local search; this captures distributed settings,
where data is stored on different computers.



2 Properties of the family of functions F

In this section we show that each function in the family F of Definition 2 is monotone and has a
unique fixed point.

Lemma 1. For each a € LE, the function f* from Definition 2 is monotone.

Proof. Consider two arbitrary vertices u,v € £F with u < v. Suppose towards a contradiction that
f*(u) < f%v) does not hold. Then there exists an index ¢ € [k] such that f*(u) > f#(v). Since
u < v, we have u; < v;, so at least one of f(u) > u; or f{(v) < v; holds.

Case 1: f(u) > u;. By definition of f?, we then have u; < a; and u; > a; for all j < i. Since
u < v, we also have v; > a; for all j < i. Furthermore, we have v; = u;, or v; = u; + 1, or
v; > u; + 2. We consider a few sub-cases:

(a) (vi =w;). Then ff(v) =vi+1=u; +1= f*(u).
(b) (vi =u; +1). Then v; < ay, so fi(v) > v, =u; + 1 = f{(u).
(¢) (vi >u;+2). Then f*(v) > v —1>u;+ 1= f*(u).

In each subcase (a-c), we have f*(v) > f#(u). This is in contradiction with f*(u) > f(v),
thus case 1 cannot occur.

Case 2: f(v) < v;. By definition of f®, we then have v; > a; and v; < a; for all j < 4. Since
u < v, we also have u; < a; for all j < i. Furthermore, we have u; = v;, or u; = v; — 1, or
u; < v; — 2. We consider a few sub-cases:

(a) (uj =v;). Then fi(u) =u; —1=v; — 1= f(v).
(b) (u; =v; —1). Then u; > a;, so f(u) < u; =v; —1 = f(v).
(¢) (uj <wv;—2). Then f*(u) <wu;+1<wv;—1= fv).

In each subcase (a-c), we have f(u) < f#(v). This in contradiction with f#(u) > f#(v), thus
case 2 cannot occur either.

In both cases 1 and 2 we reached a contradiction, so the assumption that f*(u) < f*(v) does not
hold must have been false. Thus f* is monotone. O

Lemma 2. For each a € £fl, the function f® € F has a unique fized point at a.

Proof. By definition of f* we have f*(a) = a, so a is a fixed point of f¢.

Let v # a. Then there exists ¢ € [k] such that v; # a;. Let ¢ be the minimum such index. We have
two cases:

e (v; <a;): Then f(v) =wv; + 1, s0 f*(v) # v.
e (v; > a;): Then f#(v) =v; — 1, so f%(v) # v.

In both cases v is not a fixed point, so a is the only fixed point of f¢. O



3 Lower bounds

3.1 Lower bound for the Boolean hypercube

Using the family of functions F from Definition 2, we can now prove a randomized lower bound of
Q(k) for the Boolean hypercube {0,1}%.

Proposition 1. The randomized query complexity of TARSKI(2,k) is Q(k).

Proof. 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 /. The algorithm A exists since there is a finite
number of deterministic algorithms for this problem, so the minimum is well defined.

Let D be the expected number of queries issued by A on input drawn from . Let R be the
randomized query complexity of TARSKI(2,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.

For each t € N, let

e H, denote the history of queries and responses received at steps 1,...,t.
o 7, = {z € [k] | A knows a; with certainty given the history Ht}.

e v! denote the t-th query submitted by .A.

We prove by induction on t that Z; is all the information that the algorithm A has by the end of
round t. Clearly Zy = () since the algorithm has not made any queries so any input function is
equally likely. We assume the inductive hypothesis holds for ¢ — 1 and prove it for ¢t. We consider
the indices where v! has zeroes and divide in two cases; the analysis for indices where v’ has ones
is symmetric. Initialize Z; = Z;_1. We explain in each case what new indices may enter Z;.

(i) There exists ¢ € [k] such that (v! =0 and f?(v') = 1). This implies three things:
e a;, =1, so i is added to Z;.
e For all j < i such that 1);» = 0, it must be the case that a; = 0; otherwise, the bit at

index j would have been corrected to a 1 instead of the bit at index ¢ getting corrected.
Therefore, each such j is added to Z;.

e The algorithm does not learn anything about the bits at locations 7 > ¢ with v§ =0,
since regardless of the value of a;, we have fj‘-’(vt) = 0. No such j is added to Z;, though
some may have already been in Z; .

(ii) There is no ¢ € [k] such that (v! = 0 and f®(v") = 1). Then for all j € [k] such that vh =0,
it must have been the case that a; = 0. Therefore, all such j are added to Z;.
In either case (i) or (ii), the value of f#(v') for indices i € [k] with v} = 0 gives A no information

about indices j € [k] with v§- = 1, as the value of f%(v') at such j depends only on other indices
¢ € [k] where v} = 1.

Thus for each index j € [k], either j € Z; (and so the algorithm A knows the bit a; with certainty)
or the posterior for a; remains the uniform distribution. This completes the inductive step.



Next we argue that the expected number of bits learned with each query is upper bounded by a
constant, that is E[|Z;| — |Z;—1] | Hi—1] < 4.

a 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

vl 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
e 1o 10a()] 1 1 1; ¢1(0) 0 1

v? 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
fe(?) 1o 0 1| 0; c2(0) 1 0 0; co(1)

v3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0
o) [ 0 0 1 1 1 1; c3(0) 0

Figure 2: An example series of three queries for n = 8. The red cells indicate the corresponding
A¢(0), the blue cells indicate the set A;(1), and the gray cells indicate the set Z;. The finite values
of ¢;(b) are labelled. For the third query, c3(1) = oc.

For b € {0,1}, let ¢;(b) be the index of the bit where ”fzt(b) =band f2 (v') =1 —b, or ¢;(b) = ¢
if no such index exists. Then define A(b) as:

Ayb)={i|igT1,v) =b, and i < c,(b)} . (2)

In other words A4(b) is precisely the set of indices i € [k] added to Z; (which were not in Z;_1) with
the property that vf = b. We therefore have

A0)UA(1) =T\ Ty (3)

The distribution of |A4(b)| can be bounded effectively. For any C' € N, we have |A4(b)| > C only
if the first C indices i € [k] with the property that both i & Z; 1 and v! = b are guessed correctly,

i.e. a; = b. Therefore:
Pr[|A(b)] > C | Heon] <27C. (4)
(

We can bound the expected value of |A.(b)| as:

E[|A:D)] | Hi1] = Z Pr{|Ay(b)| > C | He-1] (By Lemma 4)
C=0
<3 2 ¢ (By (4))
C=0
—9. ()
Using (3) and (5), we get:
E[|Z| — |Ti—1| | Hi—1] = E[JA(O)] | Heo1] + E[|A(1)] | Hir] <2+2=14. (6)

Since the upper bound of 4 applies for all histories H;_1, taking expectation over all possible
histories gives:
E[|Z;| — |Zt-1]] <4 VteN. (7)

Since |Zy| = 0, inequality (7) implies E[|Z;|] < 4¢. Thus E|[|Z;|] < 5¢ for all ¢ € N*.



Let T = k/100. Then by Markov’s inequality applied to the random variable Zp, we have

ElZrl] 57 _ 1/20. (8)

Pr[|Zr| > k] < ; p

When |Zr| < k, algorithm A makes an error with probability at least 1/2 since it would have to
guess at least one bit of a. Since A succeeds with probability at least 4/5, we must have |Zr| = k
with probability at least 3/5.

Thus A issues more than k/100 queries with probability at least 1 —1/20—2/5 = 11/20. Therefore
the expected number of queries issued by A is D > (11/20) - (k/100) € Q(k). O

3.2 Lower bound for the k-dimensional grid of side length n

In this section we show the randomized lower bound of Q(k) also holds for TARSKI(n, k). After-

wards, we prove the construction from Definition 2 also yields a lower bound of €2 (%) for the

k-dimensional grid of side length n.

Lemma 3. The randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n,k) is at least the randomized query
complexity of TARSKI(2,k).

Proof. We show a reduction from TARSKI(2,k) to TARSKI(n, k). Let f*:{0,1}¥ — {0,1}* be
an arbitrary instance of TARSKI(2,k). As such, f* is monotone.

Let g:{0,1,...,n—1}* — {0,1}* be the clamp function, given by
g(v) = (g1(v),..., gk(v)), where g;(v) = min(v;,1) Vi € [k]. (9)

Then define f:{0,1,...,n —1}* = {0,1,...,n — 1}* as f(v) = f*(9(v)).

To show that f is monotone, let u,v € {0,1,...,n — 1}* be arbitrary vertices with « < v. Then
g(u) < g(v), so f(u) = f*(g(u)) < f*(g(v)) = f(v) by monotonicity of f*. Thus f is monotone
and has a fixed point.

Every vertex v € {0,1,...,n — 1}*\ {0,1}* is not a fixed point of f, since f(u) € {0,1}*. Every
fixed point u € {0,1}* of f is also a fixed point of f* since g(u) = u for all u € {0,1}*. Therefore
all fixed points of f are also fixed points of f*.

A query to f may be simulated using exactly one query to f* since computing g does not require
any knowledge of f*.

Therefore any algorithm that finds a fixed point of f can also be used to find a fixed point of f*
in the same number of queries. Therefore the randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k) is
greater than or equal to the randomized query complexity of TARSKI(2,k). O
Applying Lemma 3 to Proposition 1 directly gives the following corollary.

Corollary 2. The randomized query complexity of TARKSI(n, k) is Q(k).

We also get the following lower bound.

Proposition 2. The randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k) is (kll(;g(gg))



Proof. 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 Y. The algorithm A exists since there is a finite
number of deterministic algorithms for this problem, so the minimum is well defined.

Let D be the expected number of queries issued by A on input drawn from . 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.

For each vertex v € {0,...,n — 1}’“, let @, be the set of possible outputs when plugging in v:

Qv ={f"()|ac{0,1,....,n—1}}}. (10)

We next bound |@Q,|. By the definition of f?, the vertex f%(v) differs from v in at most two
coordinates: the first ¢ € [k] such that v; > a; (if any) and the first j € [k] such that v; < a; (if
any). Each of ¢ and j have k + 1 options, corresponding to the k dimensions and the possibility
that no such dimension exists. Therefore

|Qul < (k+1)%. (11)

Recall that A is defined to the best deterministic algorithm that succeeds on U with probability at
least 4/5. Since U is uniform over F, there must exist at least (4/5)-n* inputs on which A outputs
a fixed point. Then the decision tree of A must have at least (4/5) - n* leaves since all supported
inputs have different and unique fixed points. Every node of this tree has at most (k+1)? children,
since |Qy| < (k + 1) for all v by (11). Therefore the average depth of the leaves is at least

logs((4/5)n%) klogy(n) —1 klogn
1 ((a/spnt) =1 = 282t > D98 g e L2
og(k+1)2 {(4/5)n log, ((k + 1)2) — 2logy(k) + 2 < log k (12)
Then on input distribution U, algorithm A issues an expected number of queries of D € Q(kl(l)oggk”).
Thus the randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n, k) is Q(kl(l)(;;gk") as required. O

The proof of Theorem 1 follows from Corollary 2 and Proposition 2.

Proof of Theorem 1. The randomized query complexity of TARSKI(n,k) is Q(k) by Corollary 2

and Q (’folg(’(gk’;> by Proposition 2. This implies a lower bound of 2 (k + ]folg(gk?) as required. O

4 Upper bound for the family of functions F

It may seem that the family of instances F from Definition 2 should in fact yield a lower bound
of Q (klogn). Intuitively, klogn may be achievable since the only feedback an algorithm receives
with each query on an input from F is whether the query is too high or too low on roughly two
coordinates. However, this intuition turns out to be incorrect when n is close to k. The next
proposition shows that the family of functions F cannot yield a lower bound of € (klogn) for all k
and n.



Proposition 3. There is a deterministic O(k + n)-query algorithm for TARSKI(n,k) on the set
of functions F.

Proof. For each coordinate i € [k] and each query index ¢, let 2! and y! be the minimum and
maximum possible values of a; given the first ¢ queries the algorithm makes. For example, x? =0
and y =n — 1 for all i € [k], and the algorithm finishes in T queries if 27 = y! for all i € [k].

If the algorithm has not finished by its (¢ + 1)-th query, it queries the vertex with coordinates:

t et ot
AR £ if 7 = y;
‘ z!+1 otherwise

There are two possible outcomes from each such query:

This immediately identifies a; = xz-, as
aj > iL‘; and a; < .1‘; + 1. Since there are only k coordinates to learn, this case can occur for

at most k queries before the algorithm terminates.

e Some coordinate j satisfies f;(vtﬂ) = v§+1 -1

e No coordinate j satisfies f]‘-‘(vtﬂ) = U;-'H —1. Then, for each i such that z! < y?!, the possibility

of a; = xf is ruled out. Since each coordinate only has n possible values, this case can occur

for at most n queries before the algorithm terminates.

Therefore, this algorithm terminates within O(k + n) queries. O]

5 Discussion

It would be interesting to characterize the query complexity of the Tarski search problem as a
function of the grid side-length n and dimension k.
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A A folk lemma

Lemma 4. Let X be a random variable that takes values in N. Then E[X] = Y"~_,Pr[X > C].

Proof. By the definition of E[X]:

EX]=) n-PrX=n]=> Y Pr[X=n]=> Y Pr[X=n]=) PrlX>C]=> Pr[X>C].
n=0 n=0C=1 C=1n=C C=1 C=0

O]
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