arXiv:2308.02662v1 [cs.CC] 4 Aug 2023

Linear isomorphism testing of Boolean functions with small approximate spectral norm

Arijit Ghosh^∗ Chandrima Kayal^† Manaswi Paraashar^‡ Manmatha Roy^§

August 8, 2023

Abstract

Two Boolean functions f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} are called linearly isomorphic if there exists an invertible matrix n × n matrix A with entries from the the field F_2 such that f ∘ A = g, that is, for all x ∈ F^n_2 we have f (Ax) = g(x). Testing linear isomorphism is a generalization of, now classical in the context of property testing, isomorphism testing between Boolean functions. Linear-invariance of Boolean functions has also been extensively studied in other areas like coding theory and cryptography, and mathematics in general. In this paper, we will study the following two variants of this problem:

Communication complexity: Assume that Boolean functions f and g on F^n_2 are given to Alice and Bob respectively, and the goal is to test linear isomorphism between f and g by exchanging a minimum amount of communication, measured in bits, between Alice and Bob. Our main result is an efficient two-party communication protocol for testing linear isomorphism in terms of the approximate spectral norm of the functions. We will crucially exploit the connection between approximate spectral norm and sign-approximating polynomials.

Query complexity: If f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} is a known function and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} be an unknown function with a query access. We study the query complexity of testing linear isomorphism between f and g in terms of the approximate spectral norm of f. As in the case of communication complexity, we will use properties of the approximate spectral norm.

1 Introduction

Fourier analysis on the Boolean cube F^n_2 guarantees that every f : F^n_2 → R has a unique representation of the following form f(x) = ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)χ_S (x), ∀x ∈ F^n_2

∗Indian Statistical Institute, Kolkata, India. arijitiitkgpster@gmail.com †Indian Statistical Institute, Kolkata, India. chandrimakayal2012@gmail.com ‡University of Copenhagen, Denmark.manaswi.isi@gmail.com §Indian Statistical Institute, Kolkata, India. reach.manmatha@gmail.com

where χ_S (x) = (−1)^{⟨S,x⟩1} is the parity function corresponding to S. Fourier analysis on the Boolean cube has already found numerous applications in areas like Property Testing, Computational Learning Theory, Pseudorandomness, and many other areas of Theoretical Computer Science, see [15, 30, 25].

An important quantity associated with Boolean functions^2 is its spectral norm which is defined as follows

‖f‖_1 := ∑ S∈F^n_2 | ^f(S)|.

As it turns out, Boolean functions with small spectral norm have nice structural properties that can be exploited in areas like learning theory and analysis of Boolean functions [29, 33, 32, 21]. The focus of this work is on Boolean functions with small approximate spectral norm. In order to define this quantity, we first define the notion of an α-approximation of a function. A function g : F^n_2 → R is said to α-approximates f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} if for all x ∈ F^n_2 we have |f(x) − g(x)| ≤ α. The α-approximate spectral norm of f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} , denoted by ‖f‖_{1,α}, is defined as follows

‖f‖_{1,α} = inf {‖p‖_1 : p α-approximates f} .

We abbreviate 1/3-approximate spectral norm as the approximate spectral norm.

It is clear from the definition that the approximate spectral norm of f is smaller than the spectral norm of f, and furthermore, this gap can be arbitrarily large. In [11], a Boolean function on n input variables was constructed whose approximate spectral norm is O(1) but the approximate spectral norm is Ω( √ n). This construction can be generalized to show 2^{Ω(n2 )} many Boolean functions on F^n_2 whose spectral norm is Ω( √ n) while their approximate spectral norm is O(1) (see Section 5).

Approximating functions and approximate spectral norm naturally appear in the context of quantum query complexity and quantum communication complexity (see, for example, [8, 2]). In this work, we want to understand the role of approximate spectral norm in testing properties of Boolean functions.

In property testing, the goal is to distinguish objects that satisfy some property from those that are “far” from satisfying that property, typically with a cost that is much smaller than the input size. For example, consider the following basic problem. Given the truth table of a Boolean function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and an unknown function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, decide whether f = g or the fraction of points in which f and g differ is at least ϵ. The function g can be accessed by evaluating g at any point x ∈ F^n_2 with a unit cost, such an evaluation is called a query and we say that we are given query access g. The goal is to come up with a randomized algorithm that is correct for all f and g (that satisfy this promise) with a success probability of at least 2/3. As it turns out, the query complexity of this problem is Θ(1/ϵ). In this paper, we study a generalization of the above basic problem.

Before discussing the results of this paper, we define a notion of equivalence of Boolean functions which is central to this paper. A function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} is said to be linearly isomorphic to f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} is there exists M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) (where GL_n(F_2 ) is the set of invertible n×n matrices

1Note that ⟨S, x⟩ := ∑_n i=1 Sixi. 2By Boolean functions, we mean functions of the form f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}.

over F_2 ) such that g = f ∘ M, that is, for all x ∈ F^n_2 , f(Mx) = g(x). The linear distance between two functions f, g : F^n_2 → R, denoted by δ_L(f, g), is defined as follows: δ_L(f, g) = 1 2^n

× min M∈GL_n(F_2 ) |{x ∈ F^n_2 | f(Mx) ≠ g(x)}| . Given ϵ > 0, we say two functions f, g : F_2 → {−1, 1} are ϵ-close (or, ϵ-far) from being linearly isomorphic if δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ (or, δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ). Given ϵ, ω > 0, in tolerant isomorphism testing we have to decide if δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω), in a given model of computation. We study this problem in the query and communication models.

The problem of characterizing the testability of linearly invariant properties of functions has been a central area of interest in the property testing world. This question took advancement through various lines of work like [24, 28, 5]. Now, it is natural to ask that given two functions, decide whether two functions are linearly isomorphic or not. The problem of testing isomorphism between Boolean functions was first studied by [20] and followed by a long line of work [1, 6, 9] and many more. Recently, [4] gave a characterization of Linear invariant properties that are constant query testable with a one-sided error setup. Testing linear isomorphism was studied by [34] who gave a polynomial time query algorithm in terms of the spectral norm of a function. Linear isomorphism of Boolean functions has also been studied in the context of combinatorial circuit design [12, 3, 36], error-correcting codes [14, 19, 27] and cryptography [13, 10, 18].

1.1 Our results

Our first result is in the deterministic two-party communication model, which was first defined by Yao [35]. In this model, there are two parties, Alice and Bob, and they are allowed to send messages (that is, bits) to each other. In linear isomorphism testing in the communication model, Alice is given a function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and Bob is given a function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, and the task is to decide by minimum possible communication, in terms of bits, among themselves if δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω), where ϵ, ω > 0. Note that the functions f and g are promised to satisfy either δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω). We show that this problem has an efficient two-party communication protocol in terms of the approximate spectral norms of the functions.

theorem 1.1. Let f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with t = min { ‖f‖_{1,1/3}, ‖g‖_{1,1/3} } , and ϵ, ω > 0. The twoparty communication complexity of deciding whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω) is upper bounded by O ( t^4 log^2(1/ω) ) . Directly adapting the result of Parnas, Ron and Rubinfeld [31, Claim 2] about distance estimation using testing we get the following result.

theorem 1.2. Let f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with t = min { ‖f‖_{1,1/3}, ‖g‖_{1,1/3} } , and ϵ > 0. If Alice is given the function f and Bob is given the function g, then by communicating at most O ( t^4 log^2 (1/ϵ) ) many bits among themselves, they can find an estimate Δ satisfying the following: δ_L(f, g) − ϵ ≤ Δ ≤ δ_L(f, g) + ϵ. We also give a refinement of a linear isomorphism testing algorithm due to Wimmer and Yoshida [34] (which builds upon the works of of [22, 16, 23]). In the query model considered in this paper (and also in [34]), the function g is given to the algorithm while the function f is unknown. The algorithm has query access to the truth table of f, that is, at the cost of one unit the algorithm obtains the value f(x) for any x ∈ F^n_2 . Wimmer and Yoshida [34] give a testing algorithm whose query complexity is upper bounded by a polynomial of the spectral norm of the known function g. By a more general analysis, we show that the query complexity of their algorithm can in fact be upper bounded by approximate spectral norm of g.

theorem 1.3. Let α, ϵ, ω ∈ (0, 1/2] with α ≤ ω/4. Given a known function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with t = ‖g‖_{1,α} and query access to a unknown function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, the query complexity of deciding whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω is upper bounded by ~O ( (t/ω)^{24} ) , where ~O(·) hides multiplicative factors in log t, log(1/α) and log log(1/ω) up to constants.

Even though Theorem 1.1 is for a more general setting than the one considered by Wimmer and Yoshida [34], we give a more elegant and simpler analysis.

It is possible to simulate the testing algorithm from Theorem 1.3 to get a two-party randomized communication protocol with communication cost ~O ( t^{24}/ω^{24} ) , but observe that the communication protocol from Theorem 1.1 is deterministic, with better communication complexity, and works for a more general setting. Also, the communication protocol in Theorem 1.1 can be used to additively approximate the linear isomorphic distance between two functions (see Theorem 1.2).

Implications of our results Our results imply significantly better query algorithms and communication protocols for a large class of functions. This is because the approximate spectral norm of Boolean functions can be much smaller than its spectral norm. As discussed in Section 5, there 2^{Ω(n2)} functions on n variables whose approximate spectral norm in O(1) but whose spectral norm is Ω ( √ n). Thus for these functions, for deciding whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω, O ( log^2 (1/ω) ) bits of communication are sufficient by Theorem 1.1. Also, while the algorithm given by Wimmer and Yoshida [34] makes Ω(n^{12}/ω^{24}) queries in the worst case to decide whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω with error probability at most 1/3, our algorithm from Theorem 1.3 makes only ~O ( 1/ω^{24} ) and has error probability at most 1/3.

1.2 Sketch of proof of Theorem 1.1

Given f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} (to Alice) and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} (to Bob), the players want to come up with a deterministic protocol for deciding if δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω (we assume f and g are satisfy this promise). We give a high-level idea of the communication protocol (see Algorithm 1):

• Alice and Bob first decide which function (f or g) has smaller 1/3-approximate spectral norm.

To do this, they alternatively send bits to each other. This is the only step of the protocol where both parties need to send messages, and for the rest of the protocol, it is sufficient only for one party (the one whose function has a smaller approximate spectral norm) to send messages to the other. Assume without loss of generality that f has smaller 1/3-approximate spectral norm, and let t = ‖f‖_{1,1/3} = min{‖f‖_{1,1/3}, ‖g‖_{1,1/3}}.

• Alice now constructs a Boolean function F such that that δ(f, F ) ≤ (ω/4) and is of the form F = sign( ∑ S∈S a_Sχ_S (x)) where a_S ∈ {−1, 1} for all S ∈ S, where |S| = O(t^2 · log(1/ω)). We show the existence of such a function using a classical result due to Bruck and Smolensky [7] (see Lemma 3.2).

• Having such a function F , Alice would like to communicate S along with the signs {a_S :

S ∈ S}, since Bob could use this information to reconstruct F and test it against all linear transformations of g. However, since S ⊆ F^n_2 , sending even one S ∈ S may cost Ω(n) bits.

• Since Alice and Bob have to decide the isomorphism distance between f and g, it is sufficient for Alice to send F up to a linear transformation. The parties agree that F would be linearly transformed to a function that depends on |S| may bits. Alice now sends the new function in the same manner as discussed in the last paragraph.

1.3 Sketch of proof of Theorem 1.3

Given a function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} that satisfies either δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω) to an unknown function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, the goal is to decide which is the case with probability at least 2/3. The algorithm is given query access to the truth table of f, that is, given any x ∈ F^n_2 the can query f(x). Let G : F^n_2 → R be an (ω/4)-approximating function for g.

We build upon Wimmer and Yoshida [34] who gave an algorithm for the same problem with query cost ~O((‖f‖_1/ω)^{24}) (see Algorithm 2).

• Our algorithm uses the Implicit Sieve Algorithm due to [34] (see Theorem 4.1) as a blackbox. Given query access to f, m random vectors x^{(1)}, . . . , x^{(m)} ∈ F^n_2 and a parameter θ, the Implicit Sieve Algorithm returns an (m × k) matrix Q which satisfies the following with high probability:

1. For some unknown set S = {S_1, . . . , S_k}, the (i, j)th entry of Q is χ_{Sj} (x^{(i)}). Thus the jth column of Q contains the evaluations of the parity function corresponding to S_j on m random points in F^n_2

2. If S ∈ S then | ^f(S)| ≥ θ/2 and if for S satisfies | ^f(S)| ≥ θ, then S ∈ S.

• The output of the Implicit Sieve Algorithm allows us to estimate the Fourier coefficients ^f(S_i), for i ∈ [k], to a suitably chosen accuracy and with high probability. However, we do not know the set S. To use these estimates, following [34], we construct a function ~f : F^n_2 → R such that for some unknown A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ), the correlation between ~f ∘ A and f is large.

• To construct ~f is it sufficient to identify R ⊆ S (without knowing R) such that the vectors in R are linearly independent and S ⊆ span(R) (which can be checked by a brute-force algorithm). This will allow us to relabel the vectors in R as e_1, . . . , e_{|R|} and the vectors in S \ R as linear combinations of e_1, . . . , e_{|R|}. In other words, S_i = AT_i for i ∈ [k], T_i ∈ span({e_1, . . . , e_{|R|})} and A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) is an unknown matrix.

• Such a R can be found by showing that with high probability every linearly independent subset of S can be identified. For a set S = {s_1, . . . , s_{|S|}} ⊆ S that satisfies ∑_{|S|} i=1 s_i = 0^n, ∏_{|S|} i=1 χ_{si} (x) = 1 for all x ∈ F^n_2 . Thus ∏_{|S|} i=1 χ_{si} (x^{(j)}) = 1 for all j ∈ [m]. On the other hand if S is linearly independent then, for a random x, ∏_{|S|} i=1 χ_{si} (x) = 1 with probability 1/2.

Thus the probability that ∏_{|S|} i=1 χ_{si} (x^{(j)}) = 1 for all j ∈ [m] is very small. Since all Fourier coefficients in S are ‘large’, S can not be too large (by Parseval’s Identity, see Theorem 2.1) and a union bound can be applied over all subsets of S.

• Thus at this point we have constructed ~f that has high correlation with f under some unknown linear transformation A, with high probability. We show that to decide whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + μ), it is sufficient to test correlation between ~f and G under all linear transformations in GL_n(F_2 ) (see Lemma 4.3), under a suitable choice of approximating parameters. See Section 4 for details.

2 Notations and preliminaries

All vectors considered in this paper are over F_2 . GL_n(F_2 ) is the set of all invertible/non-singular n × n matrices over F_2 . Note that all matrices considered in this paper will be from GL_n(F_2 ). Also, for a given matrix M, M[i, j] will denote the (i, j) entry of M and M[⋆, i] will denote the i-th column of M.

We will now recall some definitions and results from Fourier analysis of Boolean functions. For more details see [30]. For every S ∈ F^n_2 , parity functions χ_S : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} are defined as χ_S(x) = (−1)^{⟨S,x⟩}, ∀x ∈ F^n_2 . Every function f : F^n_2 → R has a unique representation as a linear combination of the parity functions of the following form f(x) = ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)χ_S (x),

where ^f(S) ∈ R for all S ∈ F^n_2 are called the Fourier coefficients of f. The spectral norm of f, denoted by ‖f‖_1, is defined as ‖f‖_1 = ∑ S∈F^n_2 | ^f(S)|. theorem 2.1 (Parseval’s identity). For any function f : F^n_2 → R, E_x [ f(x)^2 ] = ∑ S⊆[n] ^f(S)^2.

In particular, when f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} we have E_x [f(x)^2] = 1.

Parseval’s inequality implies that the absolute value of any Fourier coefficient of a Boolean function is at most 1.

We need the following notion of an α-approximation of a Boolean function.

Definition 2.2 (α-Approximating function). Let f : F^n_2 → R. A function p : F^n_2 → R is said to α-approximate f if for all x ∈ F^n_2 , |f(x) − p(x)| ≤ α.

Definition 2.3 (α-Approximate spectral norm). The α-approximate-spectral norm of f : F^n_2 → R, denoted by ‖f‖_{1,α}, is defined as follows

‖f‖_{1,α} = inf{‖p‖_1 : p α-approximates f}.

We also need the notion of fractional Hamming distance between (the truth tables of) two functions.

Definition 2.4 (Fractional Hamming Distance). For f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, the fractional Hamming distance between f and g is denoted by δ(f, g) and defined as δ(f, g) := Pr_{x∼Fn2} [f(x) ≠ g(x)] = |x ∈ F^n_2 : f(x) ≠ g(x)| 2^n . It is well known that fractional Hamming distance satisfies the triangle inequality, i.e. for all f, g, h : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, δ(f, g) ≤ δ(f, h) + δ(h, g). The fractional Hamming distance between two functions has a nice connection with their Fourier coefficients, which we describe in the following observation.

Observation 2.5. For any two Boolean function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, δ(f, g) ≤ ϵ if and only if ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)^g(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ). Proof. For any f : F^n_2 → R and g : F^n_2 → R we have,

E_x [f(x)g(x)] = ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)^g(S). see [30, Section 1.4]

Now for f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} we have,

E_x [f(x)g(x)] = Pr_x [f(x) = g(x)] − Pr_x [f(x) ≠ g(x)] = 1 − 2δ(f, g).

Hence, δ(f, g) ≤ ϵ if and only if ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)^g(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ). As discussed in the introduction, we focus on linear transformations of Boolean functions by an invertible matrix, which is defined below.

Definition 2.6 (Linear Transformation and Linear Isomorphism). For f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ), the linear transformation of f with respect to M, denoted by f ∘ M, is defined as follows: f ∘ M(x) = ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f(S)χ_S (Mx).

Two functions f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} are said to be linearly isomorphic if there exists M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) such that f = g ∘ M.

Definition 2.7 (Linear Isomorphism Distance). The linear distance between two Boolean function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} is defined as

δ_L(f, g) = min M∈GL_n(F_2 ) δ(f ∘ M, g). Therefore, if f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} satisfy δ_L(f, g) ≤ δ then there exists M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) such that δ(f ∘ M, g) ≤ δ, and if δ_L(f ∘ M, g) ≥ δ then for all M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ), δ(f ∘ M, g) ≥ δ.

3 Communication protocol for linear isomorphism testing

In this section, we will prove the following theorem.

theorem 1.1. Let f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with t = min { ‖f‖_{1,1/3}, ‖g‖_{1,1/3} } , and ϵ, ω > 0. The twoparty communication complexity of deciding whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω) is upper bounded by O ( t^4 log^2(1/ω) ) . We need the following result on Boolean functions with small spectral norm due to Haviv and Regev [26].

Lemma 3.1 (Haviv and Regev [26]). Let p : F^n_2 → R be a function. For all δ ∈ (0, 1/2] and ϵ > 0 there exists a subset S of F^n_2 and collection of signs {a_S ∈ {−1, 1} | S ∈ S} with |S| = O ( ‖p‖^2_1 · 1/ϵ^2 · log(1/δ) ) such that for all but δ fraction of points of F^n_2 we have | | |p(x) − ‖p‖_1 |S| · ∑ S∈S a_S χ_S (x) | | | < ϵ Note that the above result was already implicitly present in a paper of Bruck Smolensky [7], but the exact statement and its proof were first given by Haviv and Regev [26].

Our communication protocol will be using the approximate small spectral norm variant of the above lemma.

Lemma 3.2 (Approximate spectral variant of Lemma 3.1). Let f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} be a Boolean function and α ∈ [0, 1). Then there exists a set S ⊆ F^n_2 and Boolean function F : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} such that the following are satisfied 1. |S| = O ( ‖f‖^2_{1,α} · 1/ ( 1 − α )_2

· log(1/δ) ) , 2. F is of the form sign (∑ S∈S a_S χ_S (x) ) where a_S ∈ {−1, 1} for all S ∈ S, and 3. δ(f, F ) ≤ δ. Proof. By our hypothesis there exists a function p : F^n_2 → R such that for all x ∈ F^n_2 we have |p(x) − f(x)| ≤ α, ∀x ∈ F^n_2 (1) and ‖p‖_1 ≤ ‖f‖_{1,α}. By Lemma 3.1, there exists a set S ⊆ F^n_2 and a collection of signs {a_S ∈ {−1, 1} | S ∈ S} such that |S| = O ( ‖f‖^2_{1,α} · 1/ ( 1 − α )_2

· log(1/δ) ) , (2)

and for at least 1 − δ fraction of the points in F^n_2 we have | | |p(x) − ‖p‖_1 |S| · ∑ S∈S a_S χ_S (x) | | | < 1 − α. (3)

Now consider the Boolean function

F = sign ∑ S∈F_p a_S χ_S (x) .

If Equation (3) is satisfied for some x, then F (x) = f(x). To see this observe that, if Equation (3) holds for some x ∈ F^n_2 then, from Equation (1), we also have | | | f(x) − ‖p‖_1 |S| · ∑ S∈S a_S χ_S (x) | | | ≤ |f(x) − p(x)| + | | | p(x) − ‖p‖_1 |S| · ∑ S∈S a_S χ_S(x) | | | < 1. Therefore, δ(f, F ) ≤ δ.

We will also need the following triangle inequality for linear distance.

Lemma 3.3 (Triangle inequality for linear distance). Let f, g, h : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}. Then δ_L(f, g) + δ_L(g, h) ≥ δ_L(f, h). Proof. Let M_1, M_2, M_3 ∈ GL_n (F_2 ) such that δ_L(f, g) = δ(f ∘ M_1, g), δ_L(f, h) = δ(f ∘ M_2, h) and δ_L(h, g) = δ(h, g ∘ M_3). Observe that by triangle inequality for fractional Hamming distance, δ(f ∘ M_2, h) + δ(h, g ∘ M_3) ≥ δ(f ∘ M_2, g ∘ M_3) = δ(f ∘ M, g) ≥ δ_L(f, g), where M = M_2 · M^{−1}_3 and the last inequality follows from the definition of linear distance.

Communication protocol

Let us begin by recalling the setup where Alice is given a Boolean function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, and Bob is given a Boolean function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}. These functions are promised to satisfy either δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω. Algorithm 1 gives the details of the communication protocol for solving this problem.

We will now give the details of the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Consider the communication protocol given in Algorithm 1.

Communication cost: Observe that communication only happens in Step-1 and Step-4, and recall that t = min { log(⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉), log(⌈‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉ } . In Step-1, Alice and Bob need to decide if ⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉ ≥ ‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉ or ⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉ < ‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉. The total number of bits that needs to be communicated to achieve this task will be at most O (log t). Assuming ⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉ ≥ ‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉, in Step-4 Alice will communicate at most O (ℓ + w · ℓ) = O ( t^4 log^2(1/ω) ) . Therefore, the total communication cost for Algorithm 1 will be O ( t^4 log^2(1/ω) ) . Correctness: Observe that the function F that Alice constructs satisfies δ(F, f) ≤ ω/4, and therefore δ(F ∘ M, f) ≤ ω/4. From Lemma 3.3, we have

Algorithm 1: Communication Protocol for Linear Isomorphism Testing Problem Input. Alice is given f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and Bob is given g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with the promise that either δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω).

Step-1: Alice and Bob exchange bits alternatively to decide whether ⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉ ≤ ⌈‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉ or not. Without loss of generality assume ⌈‖f‖_{1,1/3}⌉ ≤ ⌈‖g‖_{1,1/3}⌉.

Step-2: Alice constructs a function F of the form

sign ( ∑ S∈S a_S χ_S (x) ) ,

where |S| = O ( ‖f‖^2_{1,1/3} · log(1/ω) ) , a_S ∈ {−1, 1} for all S ∈ S and δ(f, F ) ≤ ω/4. Note that Lemma 3.2 guarantees the existence of such a function.

Step-3: Since the dimension of span (S) ⊆ F^n_2 is at most |S|, Alice applies a linear transformation M ∈ GL_n (F^n_2 ) to F such that F ∘ M is of the forms

sign (a_{e1} χ_{e1} (x) + · · · + a_{eℓ} χ_{eℓ} (x) + a_{W1} χ_{W1} (x) + · · · + a_{Ww} χ_{Ww} (x)) ,

where ℓ + w = |S| and W_1, . . . , W_w ∈ span{e_1, . . . , e_r}.

Step-4: Alice sends Bob the integer ℓ along with a_{e1} , . . . a_{eℓ} using O(|S|) bits. If ℓ = |S| then the protocol goes to the next step. Otherwise, she sends W_i, for all i ∈ [w], as an ℓ-bit sting along with a_{Wi} .

Step-5: Bob constructs the function F .

1. If δ_L(F, g) ≤ ϵ + ω/4 then the protocol accepts, and 2. If δ_L(F, g) ≥ ϵ + 3ω/4 then protocol rejects.

• if d_A(f, g) ≤ ϵ then d_A(F ∘ M, f) ≤ ϵ + ω/4, and • if d_A(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω then d_A(F ∘ M, g) ≥ ϵ + 3ω/4.

Therefore in Step-5 Bob will be able to differentiate between the cases d_A(f, g) ≤ ϵ and d_A(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω.

Remark 3.4. A natural generalization of linear distance is affine distance between Boolean functions. For f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, the affine distance between f and g, denoted by δ_{affine}(f, g), is defined as follows: δ_{affine}(f, g) = min M∈GL_n(F_2 ),a∈F^n_2 δ(f ∘ (M, a), g). where f ∘ (M, a)(x) = f(Mx + a) for all x ∈ F^n_2 . In linear distance (Definition 2.7) the minimum was only matrices M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ).

The proof of Theorem 1.1 also gives a deterministic communication protocol for deciding, whether δ_{affine}(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_{affine}(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω with same communication cost. This can be seen by a simple modification of the Step-5 of Algorithm 1, where Bob checks g against F ∘ (M, a) for all M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) and a ∈ F^n_2 (with the same choice of parameters).

4 Query algorithm for linear isomorphism testing

In this section, we give a query algorithm for testing if a Boolean function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} is ϵ-close or (ϵ + ω)-far from being linear isomorphic to an unknown function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}. We are given query access to the truth table of f, that is, for any x ∈ F^n_2 our algorithm can query f(x). We build upon the algorithm given by Wimmer and Yoshida [34] for testing if a known function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with spectral norm at most s is linear isomorphic to an unknown function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} or ϵ-far from being linear isomorphic to f. Most explicitly, we will be using the algorithm in the following theorem by Wimmer and Yoshida [34] (which builds upon [22, 17, 23]) as a subroutine.

theorem 4.1 (Wimmer and Yoshida [34]: Implicit Sieve Algorithm). Let θ ≥ 0 be a threshold and M = { x^{(i)} }_m i=1 ⊆ F^n_2 be a set of independently and uniformly chosen m random points in F^n_2 .

There exists an algorithm, Implicit Sieve Algorithm, that takes θ and M as input, makes ~O (_{m4} θ^{16} ) queries to the truth table of a Boolean function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and returns, with probability at least^{94}_{100} , a labeled set of m examples of the form { ⟨χ_{S1} ( x^{(i)} ) , . . . , χ_{Sk} ( x^{(i)} ) , f ( x^{(i)} ) ⟩ | x^{(i)} ∈ M } , where S = {S_1, . . . , S_k} is some set that satisfies the following two properties:

1. ∀S ∈ F^n_2 with | | ^f(S) | | ≥ θ then S ∈ S.

2. ∀S ∈ S, | | ^f(S) | | ≥ θ/2. The output of this algorithm can be seen as a m × k matrix Q with entries ±1.

Remark 4.2. The algorithm, however, does not return S. Also observe that by Parseval’s identity, |S| = O(1/θ^2). We also need the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Let G : F^n_2 → R be a function such that ‖G‖_1 ≤ s and G α-approximates a Boolean function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}. Then the following statements hold:

1. If there is an invertible linear transformation A ∈ GL_n (F_2 ) such that δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ, Then ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − α), and 2. If there is an invertible linear transformation A ∈ GL_n (F_2 ) such that ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − α), then δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ (ϵ + α).

Proof. Since δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ from Observation 2.5, we have ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S)^g(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ).

Also, since G α-approximates g, we have ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) = E_x [ ^f ∘ A(x) ^G(x)]

= 1 2^n ∑ x∈F^n_2 f ∘ A(x)G(x)

≥ 1 2^n ∑ x∈F^n_2 f ∘ A(x)(g(x) − α) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ) − α 2^n ∑ f ∘ A(x) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ) − α · ^f ∘ A(∅) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ) − α, where the last inequality uses | ^f ∘ A(∅)| ≤ 1.

On the other hand, suppose for some A ∈ F^n_2 × F^n_2 we have ∑ ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − α). Since ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) = 1 2^n ∑ f ∘ A(x)G(x)

≤ 1 2^n ∑ f ∘ A(x)(g(x) + α) = ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S)^g(S) + α · ^f ∘ A(∅) ≤ ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S)^g(S) + α,

we have ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^f ∘ A(S)^g(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − 2α). By Observation 2.5, δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ + α.

We now give a proof of the main theorem of this section, i.e. Theorem 1.3, which is stated below for convenience. The proof closely follows [34].

theorem 1.3. Let α, ϵ, ω ∈ (0, 1/2] with α ≤ ω/4. Given a known function g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} with t = ‖g‖_{1,α} and query access to a unknown function f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1}, the query complexity of deciding whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ ϵ + ω is upper bounded by ~O ( (t/ω)^{24} ) , where ~O(·) hides multiplicative factors in log t, log(1/α) and log log(1/ω) up to constants.

Proof. Consider Algorithm 2. Observe that the only queries made by this algorithm are in Step 1. Thus by Theorem 4.1, the query complexity of the algorithm is upper bounded by ~O((t/ω)^{24}).

There are three bad events for this algorithm:

1. The output of the Implicit Sieve Algorithm is in Step 1.

2. The algorithm fails to find B in Step 3, in which case it returns Fail.

Algorithm 2: Query Algorithm Input. Given query access to f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} and g : F^n_2 → R such that ‖g‖_{1,α} ≤ t. Let G : F^n_2 → R be a function such that ‖G‖_1 ≤ t and G (ω/4)-approximates g. Output. Accept if there is an invertible matrix A ∈ GL_n (F_2 ) such that δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ, else output Reject.

1. Let θ = (ω/4) · 1/(3t). Let M be a set of m vectors chosen uniformly and independently from F^n_2 , where m = ~Θ(^{t2}_{ω2} ). Run the Implicit Sieve Algorithm from Theorem 4.1 with M and θ as input to obtain a (m × k) matrix Q, where k = O(1/θ^2) (see Remark 4.2).

2. Label the rows of Q with 1, . . . , m (which corresponds to the set M) and columns with 1, . . . , k (which corresponds to the set of large Fourier coefficients of f, see the definition of S in Theorem 4.1). For a subset S = {s_1, . . . , s_{|S|}} ⊆ [k], let Π_S ∈ {−1, 1}^n denote a vector satisfying (Π_S )_i = ∏_{|S|} j=1 Q[i, s_j ] for all i ∈ [n].

3. Find B ⊆ [k] such that Π_B ≠ 1^n and every column Q[⋆, j], j /∈ B, of Q, for j ∈ [k] can be expressed as Π_B′ for some B^′ ⊆ B. Let |B| = r.

• If such a B does not exist, then return Fail.

4. Relabel the columns of Q by {S_1, . . . , S_k} where S_1 = e_1, . . . S_r = e_r such that for all i ∈ {r + 1, . . . , k}, S_i is a linear combination of {S_1, . . . S_r}. Note that the columns S_1, . . . , S_r correspond to those in B

5. Query f(x^{(1)}), . . . , f(x^{(m)}). For all i ∈ [k], estimate ^f(S) to error ±^ω_{12t} by r_j where

r_j = ∑_m i=1 f(x^{(i)})Q[i, j] m . Let ~f : F^n_2 → R be the function such that for all j ∈ [k], ^~f(S_j ) = r_j and ^~f(S) = 0 if S /∈ {S_1, . . . , S_k}. 6. If there exists A ∈ GL_n (F_2 ) such that ∑ S∈F_2 ^ ~ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − ω/2) ,

then return Accept.

7. If for all A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) ∑ S∈F_2 ^ ~ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≤ (1 − 2ϵ − 3ω/2) ,

then return Reject.

8. Otherwise return Fail.

3. The estimates in Step 5 are incorrect.

By Theorem 4.1, the error probability of the first bad event is upper bounded by 1/100. The probability of the third bad event can also be bounded by 1/100 be a Chernoff bound for the choice of m.

Next, we upper bound the probability of the second bad event. Consider the output Q of the Implicit Sieve Algorithm in Step 1. The rows are labelled by 1, . . . , m, where m = ~Θ(^{t2}_{ω2} ), which corresponds to x^{(1)}, . . . , x^{(m)}, each distributed uniformly and independently in F^n_2 . Also the columns are labelled by 1, . . . , k, where k = O(1/θ^2) = O(^{t2}_{ω2} ) (were the first equality is by Remark 4.2 and the second by the choice of θ in the algorithm), which correspond to some T_1, . . . , T_k ∈ F^n_2 (the T_i’s are not known). By Theorem 4.1, the (i, j)th entry of Q is χ_{Sk} (x_i) ∈ {−1, 1}.

First consider S = {s_1 . . . , s_{|S|}} ⊆ [k] such that ∑ i∈[|S|] si = 0 n. For any x ∈ F^n_2 , ∏ i∈[|S|] χ_{αi} (x) = ∏ i∈[|S|] (−1)^{⟨si ,x⟩} = (−1)⟨ ∑ i∈[|S|] si,x⟩ = 1.

Thus, for such a set S, Π_S = 1^n in Step 3. This implies that a linearly dependent subset of {T_1, . . . , T_k} is never chosen as B in Step 3.

Now we want to argue that for any linearly independent R = {r_1, . . . , r_{|R|}} ⊆ {T_1, . . . , T_k}, the probability that Π_R = 1^n is at most 2^{−m} = 2^{− ~O(t2 /θ2)}. Since, by Remark 4.2, the number of possible subsets of [k] is upper bounded by 2^k = 2^{O(t2/θ2)}, for a large enough constant in choice of m, every such linearly independent set R satisfies Π_R ≠ 1^n with probability at least 99/100. To see this, fix R = {r_1, . . . , r_{|R|}} and observe that since r_j’s are linearly independent. Since x^{(1)}, . . . , x^{(m)} are uniformly and independently distributed in F^n_2 , (Π_R)_i = 1 with probability 1/2 for all i ∈ [m]. Thus the probability that no entry of Π_R is (−1) in is upper bounded by 2^{−m}.

In particular, let B ⊆ {T_1, . . . , T_k} such that {T_1, . . . , T_k} ⊆ span(R) and elements of B are linearly independent. With probability at least 99/100, B will be considered in Step 3 of the algorithm (if not such set has already been found). Let |B| = r. By choosing the elements of B to be e_1, . . . , e_r, a brute-force algorithm (which makes no queries to the unknown function) can be used to check whether {T_1, . . . , T_k} ⊆ span(R). Furthermore, the linear dependencies obtained can be used in the next step (Step 4) of the algorithm.

Thus the probability of bad events happening for Algorithm 2 is at most 1/3. In the rest of this section we show that conditioned on bad events not happening, the algorithm always decides whether δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ or δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω) correctly. Thus the error probability of the algorithm is upper bounded by 1/3. We first consider the case when δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ and then the case when δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω).

Case 1: We show that if δ_L(f, g) ≤ ϵ, then Algorithm 2 always returns Accept, conditioned on the bad events not happening. Since δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ and G ω/4-approximates g, by Lemma 4.3 we have ∑ ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) ≥ (1 − 2ϵ − ω/4) . (4)

However, since we do not know f, we would like to use ~f instead. To do this, we first show that ~f approximates all Fourier coefficients of f to error at most^ω_4 ·^1_{3t} , up to some unknown linear transformation.

As Algorithm 1 uses θ =^ω_4 ·^1_{3t} while calling the Implicit Sieve Algorithm (see Theorem 4.1) we have the following cases

• If | ^f(S)| ≤ θ/2 then S /∈ S. In this case the corresponding Fourier coefficient of ~f is 0. • If | ^f(S)| ≥ θ then S ∈ S. In this case the corresponding Fourier coefficient of ~f is a θ-error approximation of ^f(S).

• If θ/2 ≤ | ^f(S)| ≤ θ then S ∈ S. In this case also the corresponding Fourier coefficient of ~f lies in [0, 2θ].

In Step 6 the algorithm checks the correlation between G and ~f against all A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ). Since we assumed that the linear distance between f and g is at most ϵ, analogous to Equation 4, there exists A, U ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) such that ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ ~ f ∘ UA(S) ^G(S) ≥ ∑ S∈F^n_2 ( ^ f ∘ A(S) − ω 4 · 1 3t ) ^G(S)

= ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) − ∑ S∈F^n_2 ω 4 · 1 3t ^G(S)

≥ ( 1 − 2ϵ − ω 4 ) − ∑ S∈F^n_2 ω 4 · 1 3t ^G(S) from Lemma 4.3

≥ ( 1 − 2ϵ − ω 2 ) , where the first inequality assumed that δ(f ∘ A, g) ≤ ϵ and the last inequality uses that fact that ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^G(S) ≤ ∑ S∈F^n_2 | ^G(S)|. Thus in this case the algorithm returns Accept in Step 6.

Case 2: In this case we show that if δ_L(f, g) ≥ (ϵ + ω), then Algorithm 2 always returns Reject, conditioned on the bad events not happening. To show this we again use the fact from the previous case that, up to some unknown linear transformation, the Fourier coefficients of ~f approximate all Fourier coefficients of f to error at most^ω_4 ·^1_{3t} . In Step 7 the algorithm checks the correlation between G and ~f against all A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ). Since G ω/4-approximates g and since we assumed that the linear distance between f and g is at least (ϵ + ω), for all U, A ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) we have ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ ~ f ∘ UA(S) ^G(S) ≤ ∑ S∈F^n_2 ( ^ f ∘ A(S) + ω 4 · 1 3t ) ^G(S)

= ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^ f ∘ A(S) ^G(S) + ∑ S∈F^n_2 ω 4 · 1 3t ^G(S)

≤ (1 − 2(ϵ + ω) + ω 4 ) + ∑ S∈F^n_2 ω 4 · 1 3t ^G(S) from Lemma 4.3

≤ (1 − 2ϵ − 3ω 2 ), where the last inequality uses that fact that ∑ S∈F^n_2 ^G(S) ≤ ∑ S∈F^n_2 | ^G(S)|. Thus in this case

the algorithm returns Reject in Step 7.

5 Many functions with small approximate spectral norm but large spectral norm

For x ∈ F^n_2 let |x| denote the number of 1’s in x, i.e. the Hamming weight of x. The Hamming ball of radius 1 centered at a ∈ F^n_2 is the set B_{1,a} = {x ∈ F^n_2 : |x + a| ≤ 1}. Let I_{1,a} : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} be the indicator function of the Hamming ball of radius 1 centered at a, i.e.

I_{1,a}(x) = { −1 |x + a| ≤ 1 1 otherwise.

In [11] it was shown that the indicator function of the Hamming ball of radius 1 centered at 0^n has small approximate spectral norm and large spectral norm.

theorem 5.1 (Cheung, Hatami, Zhao, and Zilberstein [11]). Let I_{1,0}n : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} be the indicator function of the Hamming ball of radius 1 centered at 0^n. Then ‖I_{1,0}n‖_1 = Ω( √ n) and for all α ∈ (0.1/2], ‖I_{1,0}n‖_{1,α} = O(log α)

The following is a simple corollary of the above theorem.

Corollary 5.2. There are 2^{Ω(n2 )} Boolean functions f : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} that satisfy ‖f‖_1 = Ω( √ n) and for all α ∈ (0, 1/2], and ‖f‖_{1,α} = O(log α).

Proof. Let p : F^n_2 → R be any function, then observe that the spectral norm of p is equal to the spectral norm of p ∘ M, where p ∘ M(x) = p(Mx) for all x ∈ F^n_2 and M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ). This is because the Fourier spectrum of p ∘ M is a permutation of the Fourier spectrum of p.

We also have ‖p‖_{1,α} = ‖p ∘ M‖_{1,α} for all p : F^n_2 → R and α ∈ (0, 1/2] (we are interested in Boolean valued functions in this paper but the notion of approximating functions extends naturally to real valued functions). If not then without loss of generality assume ‖p‖_{1,α} < ‖p ∘ M‖_{1,α} and let ~p be an α-approximating function for p. Observe that ~p ∘ M is an approximating function for p ∘ M which is a contradiction.

The corollary follows since there are |GL_n(F_2 )| = 2^{Ω(n2)} and for any M_1 ≠ M_2 ∈ GL_n(F_2 ), I_{1,0}n ∘ M_1 ≠ I_{1,0}n ∘ M_2.

6 Conclusion

In Theorem 1.3 we require that α ≤ ω/4. Because of this reason, we cannot use Theorem 1.3 together with distance estimation via testing framework of Parnas et al. [31] to additively approximate distance to linear isomorphism. We want to remove this dependence between α and ω. Note that our communication result (Theorem 1.1) does not have this dependence.

Recall that two Boolean functions f, g : F^n_2 → {−1, 1} are called affinely isomorphic if there exist a ∃M ∈ GL_n(F_2 ) and a ∈ F^n_2 such that, for all x ∈ F^n_2 , f(Ax + a) = g(x). Our results (Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3) can be extended to test affine isomorphism between functions.

References

[1] Noga Alon and Eric Blais. Testing Boolean Function Isomorphism. In Proceedings of the 14th International Workshop on Randomization and Computation, RANDOM, pages 394–405, 2010.

[2] Nikhil Bansal and Makrand Sinha. k-Forrelation Optimally Separates Quantum and Classical Query Complexity. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC, pages 1303–1316, 2021.

[3] A. Bemporad. Efficient Conversion of Mixed Logical Dynamical Systems Into an Equivalent Piecewise Affine Form. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 49(5):832 – 838, 2004.

[4] Arnab Bhattacharyya, Eldar Fischer, Hamed Hatami, Pooya Hatami, and Shachar Lovett.

Every locally characterized affine-invariant property is testable. In Proceedings of the 45th ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC, pages 429 – 436, 2013.

[5] Arnab Bhattacharyya, Elena Grigorescu, and Asaf Shapira. A Unified Framework for Testing Linear-Invariant Properties. Random Struct. Algorithms, 46(2):232–260, 2015.

[6] Eric Blais and Ryan O’Donnell. Lower Bounds for Testing Function Isomorphism. In Proceedings of the 25th Annual IEEE Conference on Computational Complexity, CCC, pages 235–246, 2010.

[7] Jehoshua Bruck and Roman Smolensky. Polynomial Threshold Functions, AC^0 Functions, and Spectral Norms. SIAM Journal on Computing, 21(1):33–42, 1992.

[8] Mark Bun, Justin Thaler, et al. Approximate Degree in Classical and Quantum Computing.

Foundations and Trends® in Theoretical Computer Science, 15(3-4):229–423, 2022.

[9] Sourav Chakraborty, David García-Soriano, and Arie Matsliah. Nearly tight bounds for testing function isomorphism. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Second Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 1683–1702, 2011.

[10] Jung Hee Cheon, Hyunsook Hong, Joohee Lee, and Jooyoung Lee. An efficient affine equivalence algorithm for multiple s-boxes and a structured affine layer. In International Conference on Selected Areas in Cryptography, pages 299–316, 2016.

[11] TsunMing Cheung, Hamed Hatami, Rosie Zhao, and Itai Zilberstein. Boolean functions with small approximate spectral norm. Electron. Colloquium Comput. Complex., TR22-041, 2022.

[12] V. Ciriani. Synthesis of SPP three-level logic networks using affine spaces. IEEE Transactions on Computer-Aided Design of Integrated Circuits and Systems, 22(10):1310–1323, 2003.

[13] Lingguo Cui and Yuanda Cao. A new S-box structure named Affine-Power-Affine. International Journal of Innovative Computing, Information and Control, 3(3):751–759, 2007.

[14] S. Dautovic and L. Novak. A comment on ”boolean functions classification via fixed polarity reed-muller form”. IEEE Transactions on Computers, 55(8):1067 – 1069, 2006.

[15] Ronald de Wolf. A brief introduction to Fourier analysis on the Boolean cube. Theory of Computing, pages 1–20, 2008.

[16] Ilias Diakonikolas, Homin K. Lee, Kevin Matulef, Krzysztof Onak, Ronitt Rubinfeld, Rocco A.

Servedio, and Andrew Wan. Testing for concise representations. In Proceedings of the 48th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS, pages 549–558, 2007.

[17] Ilias Diakonikolas, Homin K Lee, Kevin Matulef, Krzysztof Onak, Ronitt Rubinfeld, Rocco A Servedio, and Andrew Wan. Testing for Concise Representations. In Proceedings of the 48th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS, pages 549–558, 2007.

[18] Orr Dunkelman, Nathan Keller, and Adi Shamir. Minimalism in cryptography: The evenmansour scheme revisited. In Advances in Cryptology–EUROCRYPT 2012: 31st Annual International Conference on the Theory and Applications of Cryptographic Techniques, Cambridge, UK, April 15-19, 2012. Proceedings 31, pages 336–354, 2012.

[19] I. M. Duursma, C. Rentería, and H. Tapia-Recillas. Reed-muller codes on complete intersections. Applicable Algebra in Engineering, Communication and Computing, 11(6):455–462, 2001.

[20] Eldar Fischer, Guy Kindler, Dana Ron, Shmuel Safra, and Alex Samorodnitsky. Testing Juntas.

J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 68(4):753–787, 2004.

[21] Uma Girish, Avishay Tal, and Kewen Wu. Fourier Growth of Parity Decision Trees. In Proceedings of the 36th Computational Complexity Conference, CCC, volume 200, pages 39:1– 39:36, 2021.

[22] Oded Goldreich and Leonid A Levin. A hard-core predicate for all one-way functions. In Proceedings of the twenty-first annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 25–32, 1989.

[23] Parikshit Gopalan, Ryan O’Donnell, Rocco A Servedio, Amir Shpilka, and Karl Wimmer.

Testing fourier dimensionality and sparsity. SIAM Journal on Computing, 40(4):1075–1100, 2011.

[24] Elena Grigorescu, Tali Kaufman, and Madhu Sudan. 2-Transitivity Is Insufficient for Local Testability. In Proceedings of the 23rd Annual IEEE Conference on Computational Complexity, CCC, pages 259–267, 2008.

[25] Hamed Hatami, Pooya Hatami, Shachar Lovett, et al. Higher-order Fourier Analysis and Applications. Foundations and Trends® in Theoretical Computer Science, 13(4):247–448, 2019.

[26] Ishay Haviv and Oded Regev. The List-Decoding Size of Fourier-Sparse Boolean Functions. In Proceedings of the 30th Conference on Computational Complexity, CCC, volume 33 of LIPIcs, pages 58–71, 2015.

[27] Xiang-Dong Hou. Classification of cosets of the Reed-Muller code R(m-3,m). Discrete Mathematics, 128(1):203 – 224, 1994.

[28] Tali Kaufman and Madhu Sudan. Algebraic Property Testing: The Role of Invariance. In Proceedings of the 40th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC, pages 403– 412, 2008.

[29] Eyal Kushilevitz and Yishay Mansour. Learning Decision Trees Using the Fourier Spectrum.

SIAM J. Comput., 22(6), 1993.

[30] Ryan O’Donnell. Analysis of Boolean Functions. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[31] Michal Parnas, Dana Ron, and Ronitt Rubinfeld. Tolerant property testing and distance approximation. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 72(6):1012–1042, 2006.

[32] Amir Shpilka, Avishay Tal, and Ben lee Volk. On the Structure of Boolean Functions with Small Spectral Norm. Comput. Complex., 26(1), 2017.

[33] Hing Yin Tsang, Chung Hoi Wong, Ning Xie, and Shengyu Zhang. Fourier Sparsity, Spectral Norm, and the Log-Rank Conjecture. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS, pages 658–667, 2013.

[34] Karl Wimmer and Yuichi Yoshida. Testing Linear-Invariant Function Isomorphism. In Proceedings of the 40th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages and Programming, ICALP, volume 7965, pages 840 – 850, 2013.

[35] Andrew Chi-Chih Yao. Some complexity questions related to distributive computing (preliminary report). In Proceedings of the 11th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC, pages 209–213, 1979.

[36] Boyan Yordanov, Jana Tumova, Ivana Cerna, Jiří Barnat, and Calin Belta. Temporal Logic Control of Discrete-Time Piecewise Affine Systems. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 57(6):1491 – 1504, 2012.