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Abstract

In this paper we investigate the sensitivity complexity gpargraph
properties. We present leuniform hypergraph property with sensitivity
complexityO(n™/31) for anyk > 3, wheren is the number of vertices. More-
over, we can do better whén= 1 (mod 3) by presenting kuniform hy-
pergraph property with sensitivi@(n™/3-1/2), This result disproves a con-
jecture of Babail[ll], which conjectures that the sensiticibmplexity ofk-
uniform hypergraph properties is at le&¥n*/?). We also investigate the
sensitivity complexity of other symmetric functions anawahthat for many
classes of transitive Boolean functions the minimum acbé&y sensitivity
complexity can b&(N/3), whereN is the number of variables. Finally, we
give a lower bound for sensitivity dfuniform hypergraph properties, which
implies thesensitivity conjecturef k-uniform hypergraph properties for any
constank.

1 Introduction

In order to understand théfect of symmetry on computational complexity, espe-
cially in the decision tree model, Boolean functions withtaim symmetry have
been extensively investigated. It is observed that symmetually implies high
complexity or makes the problem harder in the decision treedeh An illus-
trative example is the well knowavasiveness conjectyrehich asserts that any
monotone transitive Boolean function is evasive, and itdtacted a lot of atten-
tion [245]. Rivest and Vuillemin 6] showed that any non-stant monotone graph
property are weekly evasive. Kulkarni et al. [7] showed thalagous result for 3-
hypergraph properties. Black|[8] extended these resulksuiform hypergraph
properties for any fixed.

Sensitivity complexity is an important complexity measafe Boolean func-
tion in the decision tree model, and sensitivity complexifyBoolean functions
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with certain symmetry has also attracted a lot of attentione of the most chal-
lenging problem here is whethggymmetrymplies high sensitivity complexity. The
famous sensitivity conjecture, which asserts sensitstitynplexity and block sen-
sitivity are polynomially related, implieg(f) = Q(n®) for transitive functions with
some constant > 0 since it has been shown thad(f) = Q(n'/3) for transitive
functions [9]. Turan[[10] initiated the study of sensitywinf graph properties and
proved that the sensitivity is greater thafd for any nontrivial graph property,
wheren is the number of vertices, and this relation is also tightaa tonstant
factor. He also pointed out that for symmetric functios($) > n/2 > bqf)/2. Re-
cently Sun improved the lower bound %m [11], and Gao et al[[12] investigated
the sensitivity of bipartite graph properties as well. 1020 Chakraborty[[13]
constructed a minterm cyclically invariant Boolean fuantiwhose sensitivity is
®(n*3), which answers Turan’s questidn [10] in the negative. e ahowed this
bound is tight for minterm transitive functions.
For hypergraph properties, Biderman etlal. [1] present aesgze ok-uniform

hypergraph properties with sensitivigy( VN), whereN = (E) is the number of

variables. Babai conjectures that this bound is tight, &) = Q(VN) for any
nontrivial k-uniform hypergraph property.

Our Results. In this paper we disprove this conjecture by construckingiform
hypergraph properties with sensitivig(n™/3)), i.e.,

Theorem 1. For any k> 3, there exist a sequence of k-uniform hypergraph prop-
erties f such that(d) = O(n¥/31).

Moreover, we can give better constructions wkenl (mod 3).

Theorem 2. For any k > 4 satisfying k= 1 (mod 3 , there exist a sequence of
k-uniform hypergraph properties f such thdf = O(n'k/31-1/2),

More generally, we also investigate the sensitivitkqfartitek-uniform hyper-
graph properties. Actually, the constructionskediniform hypergraph properties
are inspired by the constructionslepartitek-uniform hypergraph properties.

Theorem 3. For any k> 3, there exist a sequence of k-partite k-uniform hyper-
graph properties f. {0, 1}nk — {0, 1} such that §f) = O(n'k/3N),

Theorem 4. For any k > 4 satisfying k= 1 (mod 3 , there exist a sequence of

k-partite k-uniform hypergraph properties :f{0, 1}nk — {0,1} such that §f) =
O(nrk/3]—1/2)'

Let G be an Abelian group, the fundamental theorem of finite abaji@ups
states thaG = Cy, x --- x C, WhereCy, is the cyclic group of ordem and
Gl = [Tj_, M.

Theorem 5. Let G < Sy, be a transitive Abelian group, then there exists a Boolean
function f: {0,1})" — {0, 1} invariant under G such that($) < en*3, wherea is
a number only depending on .



On the other side, we prove a lower bound of the sensitiviktafiform hyper-
graph properties, which implies the sensitivity conjeetafk-uniform hypergraph
properties.

Theorem 6. For any constant k and any non-trivial k-uniform hypergraphperty

f, «f) = Q).

Similar lower bound holds for the sensitivity kfpartitek-uniform hypergraph
properties.

Theorem 7. For any constant k and any non-trivial k-partite k-uniforypergraph
property f, ¢f) = Q(n), where n is the number of vertices in one partition.

The proof of this theorem is very similar with the proof of Bihhem 2 in [12],
except that we divid&-partitions into two sets of size 1 akd- 1 respectively first.
We omit the proof in this paper.

Related Work. Sensitivity complexity and block sensitivity are first imtiuced by
Cook, Dwork and Reischuk [14,15] and Nisan|[16] respecgtivied study the time
complexity of CREW-PRAMSs. Block sensitivity has been shawibe polynomi-
ally related to a number of other complexity measures [1f¢hsas decision tree
complexity, certificate complexity, polynomial degree angchntum query com-
plexity, etc, except sensitivity. The famous sensitivignjecture, proposed by
Nisan and Szegedy [18], asserts that block sensitivity andigvity complexity
are also polynomially related. On one side, it is easy to %é¢ < bgf) for
any Boolean functiorf according to the definitions. On the other side, it is much
more challenging to prove or disprove block sensitivity adypomially bounded
by sensitivity. Despite of a lot offtort, the best known upper bound is exponen-
tial: by(f) < max2X"-1(s(f) - 1), (f)} [19]. Recently, He, Li and Sun further
improve the upper bound t§ ¢ o(1))s(f)2X"-1 [20]. The best known separation
between sensitivity and block sensitivity is quadrdtic]{2here exist a sequence
of Boolean functionsf with bqf) = %s(f)2 - %s(f). For an excellent survey on
the sensitivity conjecture, see [22]. For other recent pass) see [23-34].

Organization. We present some preliminaries in Section 2, and give thefproo
of Theorenill and Theorel 2 in Sectldn 3. We give the constmetfk-partite
k-uniform hypergraph properties (Theorein 3 &hd 4) and thefoTheoreni b in
Sectior 4 and give the proof of Theoréin 6 in Secfibn 5. Finally conclude this
paper with some open problems in Secfibn 6.

2 Preliminaries

Let f : {0,1}" — {0, 1} be a Boolean function and = {1,2,--- , n}. For an input
x € {0,1}" and a subseB C [n], xB denotes the input obtained by flipping all the
bit X;j such thatj € B.



Definition 1. Thesensitivity of f on input x is defined ag(§ x) = [{ilf(X) #
f(x}|. The sensitivity, O-sensitivity and 1-sensitivity of tnaction f are defined
as £f) := maxs(f, x), o(f) = maxci1gs(f, x) and s(f) = maxt-11yS(f, X)
respectively.

Definition 2. Theblock sensitivitybq f, X) of f on input X is the maximum number
of disjoint subsets BB, - - - , B, of [n] such that for all je [r], f(x) # f(xBi). The
block sensitivity of f is defined as(5$ = maxbqf, x).

Definition 3. A partial assignmenis a function p: [n] — {0,1, x}. We call

S = {ilpi # %} the support of this partial assignment. We define the size of p
denoted byp| to be|S|. We call x a (full) assignment if x[n] — {0, 1}. We say X

is consistent with p ifjx = p, i.e., x=p; foralli € S

Definition 4. For b € {0, 1}, a b-certificatefor f is a partial assignment p such
that f(x) = b whenever x is consistent with p.

Thecertificate complexityC(f, X) of f on input x is the minimum size ofxj-
certificate that is consistent with x. The certificate comipfeof f is ((f) =
max, C(f, X).

The 1-certificate complexityf f is C(f) = max,¢-17) C(f, X), and similarly
we define @(f).

According to the definitions, it's easy to seff) < bgqf) < C(f), s(f) <
Co(f) andsy(f) < Cy(f).

Definition 5. Let p and p be two partial assignments, the distance between p and
p’ is defined as digp, p’) = [{ijpi=1and g =0,or pp=0and g = 1}|.

Definition 6. Let f: {0,1}" — {0, 1} be a Boolean function and G be a subgroup
of Sy, we say that f is invariant under G if(Xy, - -+ , Xn) = f(Xo(1), -+, Xo(n)) fOr
any xe {0,1}" and anyo € G.

A Boolean function f is callettansitive(or weakly symmetrikif G is a tran-
sitive grouﬂ. A Boolean function f is called symetric if &S,.

Definition 7. A transitive Boolean function f is called minterm-tranagiif there
exist a partial assignment p such thaixf = 1 if and only if x is consistent with
P” = (Pr(1)s Pr(2)s > Po(r)) fOr someo € G. We call p the minterm.

A Boolean string can represent a graph in the following manng;j) = 1
means there is an edge connecting vertard vertexj, andx; ; = 0 means there
is no such edge. Graph properties are functions which aepamtent with the
labeling of vertices, i.e. two isomorphic graphs have thmeséunction value.

Definition 8. A Boolean function f {0, 1}(3) — {0,1} is called a graph property
if for every input x= (X1,2), - » X(n-1,n)) and every permutatioor € S,

f(Xw2), > Xn-1n) = F(Xe@o@): > Xe(-1)0(m))-

1 The functionp can be viewed as a vector, and we sometimespuserepresenp(i).
2A groupG < S, is transitive if for evenyji < j, there exists a € G such thawr(i) = j.
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Similarly, we definek-uniform hypergraph properties.

Definition 9. A Boolean function f. {0, 1}(E) — {0, 1} is called a k-uniform hy-

.....

Let p be a partial assignment ande S, we definer(p) aso(p)s = pr(s) Where
S is any subset of [n] of size k andS) = {o(i)|i € S}.

Definition 10. A Boolean function f: {0, 1}nk — {0,1} is called k-partite k-
uniform hypergraph property, if for every input=x (Xu1.. 1), - - , X(nn..,n)) and
everyo = (o1, ,0k) € SEX,

f(Xa12) s X ) = F(Xoa @) on@)s s Xera(m).o oe(m))-

Itis easy to see that ank-partite)k-uniform hypergraph property is transitive.

3 k-Uniform Hypergraph Properties

In this section, we give the proofs of TheorEim 1 and Thedrem 2.

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[1) The function we construct is a minterm function.
Let p be the minterm definind, and it is constructed as follow:

First, letk; andk, be two integers such thlg + 2k, = k andky, ko < [k/3].
LetV = {vy,---, vy} be the set of vertices ar8l= {v, Vn-1, - , Vn-k,+1}. FOr each
1<i<6,letW = {Mi-1ko+15 " » Viko }» andC = Jy<j<e Wi, D=V \ (CUB).

e For anyS c C of size X, p(BU S) = 0, exceptS = W, U Wi, 1 for i € [5]
wherep(BU S) = 1.

e For anyS of size X, andk, < |SNC| < 2k, p(BU S) = 1, exceptW; or
W, € Swherep(BU S) = 0.

o All the other variables are.

If f(X) = 1 thenxis consistent with some-(p), which impliesC(f, x) < |pl.
Thuss(f) < Cy(f) < Ipl = £2¢ (%¢)("ge7) = O(nk). Moreover, iff(x) = 0
then §(f, X) is at most the number of isomorphisms pfi.e., o(p)s) adjacent to
X, thus according to the triangle inequalig(f) is at most the maximum number
of o(p)s where the distance between any two of them is at most 2. i cl
that for anyr(p), there areD(1) isomorphismsr(p)s satisfyingr(B) = o(B) and
dist(z(p), o(p)) < 2. Itis easy to see that this claim impliagf) = O(n'4) since
there arg(;)) = O(n') possible choices of the(B)s, and this will end the whole
proof.



Figure 1: The graph to illustratefor ko = 1

Claim 1. For any n(p), there are only QL) o(p)s satisfyingz(B) = ¢(B) and
dist(z(p), o(p)) < 2.

Proof. It is easy to see that this claim is equivalent to shiavip)|dist(p, o(p)) < 2
ando(B) = B}| = O(1). The case fok, = 1 is a little special, and we discuss this
case first.

Case fork, =1 We use Figurkll to illustratp. Note that the vertices iD
are symmetric an{C| = O(1), thus|{o(p)|lc(C) = C ando(B) = B}| = O(1). So
we only need to consider the det(p)|o(C) # C ando(B) = B}, and we exclude
eacho case by case:

1. o(Ws3) or o(Wa) € {W1, Wa, Ws, We}.
W.L.O.G, assume-(W3) = W, then

dist(p, o(p)) lte < [n]lo(p)(€) = 1, p(e) = O, |ef = k, {W3, B} C €}

lfe < [nllo(p)(e) = 1, lef = k, {Ws, B} C €}
—H{e c [nlip(e) = {1, x}, el = k, {W3, B} C ]|
lfe < [nlip(e) = 1, |6l = k,{W4, B} C €}| - O(1)

n-0(1) > 3.

[\AR\Y

vVl

2. o(Ws) or o(Wj) € D, and{o(Ws), o(Wa)} N{W1, Wa, Ws, We} = 0.
W.L.O.G, assumer(W3) € D, note that for anyw, p(BU W3 U V) # %, and
v = Wa|p(BU W5 U V) = 1}| = 1. While|{v £ Walo-(p)(BUWs U V}| = |{v #
Wy p(B U o-(W3) U o(V)}| = 4, thusdist(p, o(p)) > 3.

3. (W) = W3 ando(Wy) = Wy.

(@) o(Ws) # W5 ando(Ws) # Wa.
Sincep(B U o(Wz) U 0-(W3)) = p(B U 0(Wy) U o-(Ws)) = 0 andp(B U
o(W3) U o(S)) = p(BU o(Wy) U 0(S')) = 1, for somesr(S) = W, and
o (S') = Ws, thusdist(p, o(p)) > 4.

(b) 0'(W5) =Wjs andO'(Wz) =Wo.
Sinceo(C) # C, W.L.O.G, assume(W,) € D, thenp(B U o(Wy) U
o(Ws)) = 1.



If c(Wg) € D, thenp(BU (W) U o(Wg)) = 1 andp(B U o(S) U
o(Ws)) = p(BUo(S")Uo(W>)) = 0, for somer(S) = Wy ando(S’) =
We.
If o(Wg) = W, thenp(B U (W) U o(Wg)) = 1, andp(B U o(S) U
o(Ws)) = p(BU o(S) U 0(We)) = 0, for somer(S) = W;.
If o(We) = Wi, thenp(B U o-(W5) U 0(Wg)) = 1 andp(B U o-(Wg) U
o(Ws)) = 0.
Thus we always havdist(p, o(p)) > 3.

(c) oc(Ws) # W5 ando(Ws) = W
Note thatp(B U o (W) U 0o(Ws)) = 0 andp(B U o-(Wy) U o(S)) = 1 for
someo(S) = Ws.
If O'(W5) e DU{W}, then p(B U O’(Wz) U O'(W5)) =1.
If O'(W5) =W andO'(Wg) e DU{Wy}, then p(BUO'(Wz) UO’(W@)) =1.
If o(Ws) = W ando(We) € Wk, sinceo(C) # C, thuso(W,) € D and
p(B U o (W) U or(Ws)) = 1.
Therefore we always hawist(p, o(p)) > 3.

(d) O'(Wz) W, ando-(W5) = Wb,
Similar to the above one.

4. 0'(W3) =W,y ando-(W4) =Ws.
Similar to the case where(Ws) = Wz ando (W) = W;.

Case fork, = 2 Similarly, sincé{o(p)loc(C) = C ando(B) = B}| = O(1), we
only need to consider the st(p)|o(C) # C ando(B) = B}, and we exclude each
o case by case:

1. o(W3) or o(Wa) ¢ {W3, Wy}

Assumer(Ws) ¢ {Ws, Wy}, note that for angsN(BUWs) = 0, p(BUW5US) #
* and there are only two suchs to makep = 1. While no matter what
o(Ws) is, it's easy to see there are at least five (actually mangh Ss to
makep(B U o(Ws) U o(S)) = 1, thusdist(p, o(p)) > 3.

2. o(Ws), 0(Wy) € {Wa, Wy}
W.L.O.G, assumer(Ws) = W3 ando (W) = Wj.

(@) o(Ws) # W5 ando(Ws) # Wa.
Now p(B U o(Ws) U 0(W2)) = p(B U o-(Wy) U 0-(Ws)) = 0 andp(B U
o(W3) U o(S)) = p(BU o(Wy) U o(S')) = 1, for somesr(S) = W, and
o (S’) = Ws. Thereforedist(p, o(p)) > 4.

(b) o(Ws) = W5 or o-(W) = Wo.
Assumeo(Ws) = Ws, sincea(C) N D # 0, there exists som@V €
{W1, Wo, We} such that(W) N D # 0.
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Moreover, for anyS € W3 U W, U W5 andS ¢ {Ws, Wy, Ws} with
IS| = ko, we haveo(S) € W3 U W4 UWs ando(S) ¢ {Ws, Wy, Ws} ,
thusp(BUWU S) = 0 # p(BU (W) U (S)) = 1, and note that there
are at leasf3) - 3 = 12 suchSs. Thusdist(p, o(p)) > 3.

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[2) We still use minterm functions here.

Letk = 3l + 1. Note that in the above construction fot ¢31)-uniform hyper-
graph propertiess;(f) < |p| = O(n') andso(f) = O(n'*Y). Intuitively, we can pack
4/n minterms together to get a super minterm, expecting to deeréhe number
of isomorphisms satisfying the distance condition (i.eheve any of two isomor-
phisms ofp have distance at most 2). Unfortunately, just packing minganaively
doesn’t work here, we need some tricks.

Let p be the minterm defining. p is constructed as follow:

The notionsV, B, W;, C andD are defined the same as in Theofém 1, where we
letk; = ko = |. Besides that, leéD1 = {Ve+1, Vel+2, - - Vai+ vi} andD, = D\ D;.

e For anyS ¢ C of size 2 and anyv € Dy, p(BU SUV) = 0, exceptS =
W, UW,1 fori e [B] wherep(BUSUV) = 1.

e ForanyS C Cof size 2and any € D, p(BUSUV) = 1.

e For anysS satisfyingl < |SNC| < 21, |S| = 21+1 andSnD; # 0, p(BUS) = 1,
exceptWs or Wy € S wherep(BU S) = 0.

o All the other variables are.

It is not hard to see thap| = O(n'*1/2), thuss,(f) < Ci(f) < |p| = O(n'+Y/2).
Similar to the argument in the proof of Theoréin 1, we just ngeshow the
following claim to complete the proof.

Claim 2. There are only ©@vn) o(p)s with the samer(B) = o(B) satisfying
dist(z(p), o(p)) < 2.

Proof. By contradiction, suppose there #@a/n sucho(p)s whereC is a sifficient
large number, thus there must exist a verticguch thato-(v) € D, for at leastC
sucho(p)s, w.l.o.g, assume this set contaips And we will argue that there are
only O(1) sucho(p)s satisfyingdist(c(p), p) < 2, then it's a contradiction, which
completes the proof.

Since the vertices i1 or D, are symmetric, thugo(p)loc(C) = C and
o(D1) = D1} = O(1).

If o(C) = C and3v; € D4, Vv, € D, satisfyingo(v1) = vy, thendist(c(p), p) >
3, since almost all variables which contains C andB are 0 inp, while all these
variable are 1 irr(p).

If o(C) # C, sinceo(v) € D4, then we find thap(S U v) = p/(S) wherep’ is
the minterm defined in Theorem 1 for8niform hypergraph properties. Similarly,



a(P)(SUV) = p(a(S) Ua(Vv) = p'(c(S)). We only consider thos8s satisfying
v ¢ o(S) U S and follows the similar proof of Claim 1 in Theordr 1. Finallye
can obtairdist(p, o(p)) > 3.

m]

4 k-Partite k-Uniform Hypergraph Properties and Abelian
Groups

In this section, we give the constructionslepartite k-uniform hypergraph prop-
erties first.

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[3

o
Il

Q
Y

RN < YIS, TN ISV SV |
PR R R R RO O|R
PR R PP OO OIN
OO OO0 O r P olw
* ok o A o O P RN
* ok % % * O P R|uy
* ok % * * O P RO
* ok ok A * O P R~
* ok o % * O P B

Table 1: The tabel to illustratp of k-partitek-uniform hypergraph properties.

The function we use here is also a minterm function. ketindk, be the
integers such thdy + 2k, = k andkg, k, < [k/3]. We divide thek partitions into
three sets, and each of them is of sigek, andk; and indicated b, be [n]ke
andc e [n]“ respectively. We use TaH& 1 to illustrate the mintgrm

- -

e Forb=1,20r3, p(I,b,1.) = 0, otherwisep(L, b, I) = 1.
e Forb=1or2, p(Z b, TC) =0, otherwisep(Z b, TC) =1
e Forb=1o0r3, p@3, b, 1) = 1, otherwisep(3, b, Ic) = 0.

Fora¢ {1,2,3)andb =T or2, p@an, 1) = 1.
Fora¢ (1,2,3)andb =3, pa b, 1) = 0.

Otherwisep(d, b, €) = .

Herel, 2 and3 can be any three fllerent vectors, W.L.O.G, assurbe: (1,-- - , 1, 1),
2=(--,1,2,3=(---,1,3)andl; = (1,---,1,1). It's easy to ses(f) <
C1(f) < |pl = O(nf2). By discussing case by case, it can be verified that for any
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p" there are at mogD(1) p”s satisfyingr(C) = o(C) anddist(p”, p”) < 2. Thus
so(f) = O(n'e) since there are at mosft choices ofe. The verify procedure is
trivial but tedious, and we omit it here. O

In the following, we give the proofs of Theordrth 4 and Theotém 5

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[4) We still use minterm functions here. Let 3l + 1
wherel > 1. We divide thek partitions into four sets of sizk I, | and 1, and
each set is indicated bng,C’ e [n]' andd e [n] respectively. The minternp is
constructed as follow:

e Foranyd e [ vn], and anyad andb, p(&,b, I,d) = p'(a,b, 1.). Herep' is the
partial assignment defined in the proof of Theotém 3.

e Foranyd ¢ [ yn] andad, b e {I,2 3}, p@a b, 1 d = 1.
e Otherwisep(d, b, ¢ d) = *.

It's easy to sees(f) < |p| = O(n'*Y/2). It is also not hard to verify that there are
at most+/n s with the samer(¢) and satisfying the condition that the distance
between any two of them is at most 2, thagéf) = O(n'*1/2). o

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[5 First note that the transitive action of a gro@
on [n] is equivalent to the action o by left multiplication on a coset space
G/Stah, here Stapis the stabilizer of the elementel[n]. SinceG is an Abelian
group, Stab=---=Stal, thus Stab={e}. Therefore, the action o on [n] is
equivalent to the action db by multiplication on itself. So we can relabel the
variables Kg,---, %)) as Ka...1, -, Xmy,..,m)) t0 make 1 ® --- @ 0)(X) =
(X(O'l(l),-~-,0'|(l))s cee, X((T(r’rh),~~~,tr|(mz))) foranyo1®---® 01 € Cyyy X -+ X Cpy.

Let pm be the minterm off : {0,1J™ — {0, 1} defined by Chakraborty in
Theorem 3.1 in[[13]. We define the mintemmas p(i,--- ,i|) = @Ij=1 Prm; (i})-
Herexab = %, forb = 0, 1, or. Itis easy to see;(f) < |p| = H'j:1 |Prmy| < ynt/3,
wherey is a number only depending dnMoreover, according to the construction
of pm, it is easy to see that there are at n@rst® o-(p)s where the distance between
any two of them is at most 2. Hefeis another number only depending brthus
so(f) < gnY/3. This completes the proof. o

5 Lower bounds

In this section, we give the proof of Theoréin 6. The proof msiksir with Lemma
8 in [11].

Proof. (Proof of Theorem[6 W.O.L.G we assume that for the empty gragh
f(Kn) = 0. Sincef is non-trivial, there must exist a gra@such thatf (G) = 1.
Let's consider graphs ifi—1(1) = {G|f(G) = 1} with the minimum number of
edges. Definen = min{|E(G)| : f(G) = 1}.
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We claim that ifm > 25n, thens(f) > 5n. Let G be a graph inf~%(1) and
|IE(G)] = m. Consider the subfunctiof’ whereVe ¢ E(G), X is restricted to O,
since G has the the minimum number of edges, deleting anysefdga G will
change the values df(G), therefore,f’ is a AND function. Thusg(f) > §(f’) =
m> Z5n.

In the following we assummn < len. Again letG be a graph inf~1(1) with

|E(G)| = m. Let us consider the isolated vertices keds

> degv) = KIE(G)| < sz”'

veV

We have 5
[ > n—Zdeg(v) > mn.

veV
Supposes(f) < F12n, we will deduce that there exists another graph with fewer
edges and the same value, against the assumptio6 tias the minimum number
of edges inf 1(1), which ends the whole proof.

Pick a vertexu with dequ) = d > 0. Suppose in the grapB vertexu is
adjacent toK - 1)-edgesel V), el ... el Pyandl = {u,up, -, w}, where
t=]1.

Consider the-variable Boolean functiog:: {0, 1}! — {0, 1}, where

O1(Xs, -+, %) = f(G+ xl(e(lk‘l), Up) +--- + Xt(e(lk_l), w)).

It is easy to see thai; is a symmetric function. We claim that is a constant
function: if not, we haves(g;) > %t [10], which impliess(f) > W12n sinceg; is
a restriction off. In particular,g1(1,---,1) = 01(0,---,0), i.e. f(Gy) = (G),
whereG; = G + 3! (e, w).

DefineG; = Gj_1 + th:l(el(k_l), uj) (i = 2,---,d). Similarly, we can show that

f(G) = f(G1) = - = 1(Ga).

Next we will delete all the edges betwenuy, - - - , u} and(el™, el ... ek
from Ggq by reversing the adding edge proceduré&sof> G; — --- — Gy. More
precisely, defingd; = Gg; fori =2,--- ,d, define

Hi = Hicg — €7V, u) = (Y, up) -+ = (Y, w),
and

hi(yo, ya -+ »¥0) = F(Hi + yo(€* D, u) + yr (€, ug) + - + yu(€* ™, w)).

Similarly, by the facts(f) < len we can show that all the functiots, - - - , hy are
constant, which implie$(Hy) = f(H2) = --- = f(Hq). So we find another graph
Hg with fewer edges thaG and f(Hg) = 1. O
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we presenkauniform hypergraph property with sensitivity complex-
ity O(n*/31) for anyk > 3 and we can do better whére 1 (mod 3). Besides that,
we also investigate the sensitivity complexity of othengitive Boolean functions
with certain symmetry. All the functions we constructedhistpaper are minterm
transitive functions. On the other side, Charkrobati [1&8ved that the sensitiv-
ity complexity of any minterm transitive Boolean functidn: {0, 1}" — {0,1} is

at leastQ(n'/3). Kulkarni et al. [35] point out that the existence of anynsiive
function f : {0,1}" — {0, 1} with §(f) = n® wherea < 1/3 implies a larger than
guadratic separation between block sensitivity and geitgit\We conjecture that
the example here is almost tight.

Conjecture 1. For any constant k= 3 and for any non-trivial k-hypergraph prop-
erty f, {f) = Q(n¥3), where n is the number of vertices.

Conjecture 2. For any k > 3, there exist a sequence of k-uniform hypergraph
properties f with §f) = O(n/3), where n is the number of vertices.

A more general question is the following variant of Turanistion proposed
by Chakraborty([13]: Iff is Boolean function invariant under a transitive group
of permutations then is it true thatf) = Q(n°) for some constant > 0? We
conjecture that the inequality holds for= 1/3, which would imply Conjecturgl 1
and the sensitivity conjecture of transitive functions.
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