arXiv:2501.00831v1 [cs.CC] 1 Jan 2025

Hazard-free Decision Trees

Deepu Benson^*, Balagopal Komarath^†, Jayalal Sarma^‡, Nalli Sai Soumya^§

January 3, 2025

Abstract Decision trees are one of the most fundamental computational models for computing Boolean functions f : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1}. It is well-known that the depth and size of decision trees are closely related to time and number of processors respectively for computing functions in the CREW-PRAM model. For a given f, a fundamental goal is to minimize the depth and/or the size of the decision tree computing it.

In this paper, we extend the decision tree model to the world of hazard-free computation. We allow each query to produce three results: zero, one, or unknown. The output could also be: zero, one, or unknown, with the constraint that we should output ”unknown” only when we cannot determine the answer from the input bits. This setting naturally gives rise to ternary decision trees computing functions, which we call hazard-free decision trees. We prove various lower and upper bounds on the depth and size of hazard-free decision trees and compare them to their Boolean counterparts:

• We show that there can be an exponential gap between Boolean decision tree depth (resp.

size) denoted depth(f)(resp. size(f)) and hazard-free decision tree depth (resp. size) denoted by depth_u(f) (size_u(f)) resp.). In particular, the multiplexer function needs only logarithmic depth in the Boolean model but needs full (linear) depth in the hazard-free model. Also, the AND function can be computed in linear size in the Boolean model but requires exponential size in the hazard-free model.

• We demonstrate that there are non-trivial functions that are easy in this setting, by constructing an explicit non-degenerate function (family) that can be computed by logarithmic depth hazard-free decision trees.

• We present general methods to construct Hazard-free decision trees from Boolean decision trees. From a Boolean decision tree of size s, we construct a hazard-free decision tree of size at most 2^s − 1 and this is optimal. We also parameterize this result by the maximum number of unknown values in the input. Given a Boolean decision tree of size s and depth d, we construct a hazard-free decision tree of size at most s^{2k+1−1} and depth at most 2^k · d that will output the correct value as long as the input has at most k unknown values.

• On the lower bound side, we show that size_u(f) ≥ m + M where m is the number of prime implicants and M is the number of prime implicates. Using this, we derive explicit functions with close to asymptotically maximum hazard-free decision tree complexity. We also show that size_u(f) ≥ 2size(f) − 1. This lower bound is tight.

*CVV Institute of Science and Technology, Ernakulam, bensondeepu@gmail.com †IIT Gandhinagar, bkomarath@rbgo.in ‡IIT Madras, jayalal@cse.iitm.ac.in §Microsoft India, cs20b053@smail.iitm.ac.in

Viewing the hazard-free decision tree complexity of the hazard-free extension of the function as a complexity measure, we now explore its connection to hazard-free counterparts of other well-studied structural measures in the Boolean world. For example, in the Boolean world, the celebrated sensitivity theorem shows that the sensitivity of a function, a structural parameter, is polynomially equivalent to the (Boolean) decision tree depth.

• We show that the analogues of sensitivity, block sensitivity, and certificate complexity for hazard-free functions are all polynomially equivalent to each other and to hazard-free decision tree depth. i.e., we prove the sensitivity theorem in the hazard-free model.

• We then prove that hazard-free sensitivity satisfies an interesting structural property that is known to hold in the Boolean world. Hazard-free functions with small hazard-free sensitivity are completely determined by their values in any Hamming ball of small radius in {0, u, 1}^n.

Contents

1 Introduction 3

2 Preliminaries 9

3 Depth Bounds for Hazard-free Decision Trees 10 3.1 MUX is Evasive in the Hazard-free World . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.2 Functions with Low Depth Hazard-free Decision Trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

4 Size Bounds for Hazard-free Decision Trees 12 4.1 Bounds for MUX function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 4.2 Constructing Hazard-free Decision Trees from Boolean Decision Trees . . . . . . . . 14 4.3 Size bounds for k Hazard-free Decision Trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 4.4 Lower Bound for Size in terms of Prime Implicants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

5 Sensitivity Theorem for Hazard-free Functions 19

6 Improved Bounds for Sensitivity 23

7 Sensitivity and Hazard-free Functions 24

8 Discussion and Open Problems 25

9 Acknowledgements 25

A Other Notions of Sensitivity for Hazard-free Extensions 27

B Combinatorial Proof of the Sensitivity Theorem 28 B.1 Sensitivity and Colorful Subcubes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 B.2 Certificate Complexity in Hazard free Setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

1 Introduction

A decision tree models computation in the following setting. There are two parties: the querier and the responder. They share a Boolean function f : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1}. There is an x ∈ {0, 1}^n that is only known to the responder. The querier’s goal is to determine f(x) by issuing queries x_i, asking for the i^{th} bit of the input, to the responder. The worst-case time taken by the querier is the maximum number of queries required to find the answer, where the maximum is taken over all x. The querier’s aim is to minimize the number of queries required to determine the value of the function, in all cases, even if the function depends on all its inputs.

Example 1.1. Consider the function MUX_1(s_0, x_0, x_1) := s_0x_0 + s_0x_1^1. This function clearly depends on all three inputs. However, there is a strategy where the time taken is at most two. First, the querier asks for the value of s_0. If s_0 = 0, then the querier asks for x_0 and the answer to this query is the output. If s_0 = 1, then the querier asks for x_1 and the answer to this query is the output.

A decision tree represents the strategy of the querier using a tree structure. The root of the tree represents the first query. The downward (upward) arrow is the decision tree followed by the querier if the reply to the first query is 0 (1, resp.). Finally, the leaves of the tree are labeled with 0 or 1 and represent the answer determined by the querier. The depth of the decision tree represents the worst-case time.

s_0 x_1 1 0 x_0 1 0

(a) Boolean decision tree for MUX_1 s_0

x_1 1 u 0 x_0 x_1 1 u u u x_1 u u 0

x_0 1 u 0

(b) Hazard-free decision tree for MUX_1

Figure 1: Decision trees for MUX_1

In this paper, we consider decision trees in the presence of uncertainty. Uncertainty is modeled using Kleene’s logic of uncertainty following its use in various computational models for the same purpose [Huf57, IKL^+19, IKS23]. This algebra is over a three element set {0, u, 1} where 0 and 1 are certain or stable values and u represents all uncertain values and is considered the canonical unstable value. Useful computation can happen even in the presence of uncertainty. Consider the function

1Following standard notation in electronic circuit design, we use + to denote Boolean OR, juxtaposition or multiplication for AND, and overline for negation.

MUX_1 and the sequence of queries and replies: ⟨s_0, u⟩, ⟨x_0, 1⟩, ⟨x_1, 1⟩. The querier can determine that the output of the function is 1 even though the value of one of the queried bits is u. For any Boolean function, there is a unique extension to the domain {0, u, 1}^n that outputs stable values whenever possible. This function is called the hazard-free extension of f (See Definition 2.1).

Example 1.2. Consider the hazard-free extension of MUX_1. We will prove that three queries are required by forcing the querier to query all inputs. Suppose the querier asks for s_0 first, then we reply u and now the querier is forced to query both x_0 and x_1. Suppose the querier asks for x_0 first, then we reply 1. Now, if the second query is x_1, we reply 0 and now the querier is forced to ask for s_0. If the second query is s, we reply 1 and force the querier to ask for x_1. Similarly, we can argue that querier has to ask for all the bits if the first query is for x_1.

We can represent decision trees in the presence of uncertainty using ternary trees. The tree in Figure 1b represents the querier strategy given in Example 1.2. The above example shows that the time taken or the depth of a decision tree may increase in the presence of uncertainty. How worse can it get?

The Boolean function MUX_n(s_0, s_1, . . . , s_{n−1}, (x_{(b0 ,...,bn−1)})_{bi∈{0,1}}) = x_{(s0,...,sn−1)} is a function on n+2^n inputs that depends on all its inputs and has a Boolean decision tree of depth n + 1 that computes it. The bits s_i are called the selector bits and x_j are called data bits. Notice that any decision tree that computes a function that depends on all its N inputs must have logarithmic (in N) depth. Therefore, MUX_n is one of the easiest functions to compute in the Boolean decision tree model. Notice that the Boolean decision tree for MUX_1 in Figure 1a has depth two. In contrast, the hazard-free decision tree for MUX_1 in Figure 1b has depth three. We generalize this observation by showing that MUX_n requires full (2^n + n) depth in the presence of uncertainty. This shows that the time taken can be exponentially more in the presence of uncertainty.

Theorem 1.3. depth_u(MUX_n) = 2^n + n

Proof idea. The depth lower bound is proved using a standard adversarial argument that extends the argument in Example 1.2.

Nisan showed that functions with decision tree of depth d can be evaluated by CREW-PRAM^2 in log(d) time. The number of processors required by this algorithm is at most the size of the decision tree. The size of a decision tree is the number of leaves in the tree^3. Observe that the Boolean decision tree for MUX_1 in Figure 1a only has four leaves whereas the tree in Figure 1b has thirteen leaves. We prove that a quadratic blowup in size is necessary in general.

Theorem 1.4. 2 · 4^n ≤ size_u(MUX_n) ≤ 4^{n+1} − 3^n.

2Consecutive Read Exclusive Write Parallel RAM (CREW-PRAM) model is a collection of synchronized processors computing in parallel with access to a shared memory with no write conflicts.

3Since decision trees are complete binary trees, the number of leaves is always exactly one more than the number of internal nodes. Therefore, this measure is at most a factor of two less than the total number of nodes.

Proof idea. The size upper bound is obtained by a straight-forward generalization of the tree in Figure 1b. The proof of the size lower bound is trickier and involves carefully crafting a set of hard inputs that must reach distinct leaves in the tree.

We also present a general construction of hazard-free decision trees from Boolean decision trees. In fact, our upper bound construction for MUX_n can be viewed as an optimization of the upper bound construction in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5. 2size(f) − 1 ≤ size_u(f) ≤ 2^{size(f)} − 1.

Proof idea. The lower bound is easy. The upper bound is proved by recursively constructing a hazard-free decision tree from a Boolean decision tree. We construct the u subtree of the root node in the hazard-free decision tree from the 0 and 1 subtrees that have been constructed recursively. The u subtree construction can be viewed as a product construction where we replace each leaf in a copy of the 0 subtree with a modified copy of the 1 subtree. This product construction works because for every input that reaches the u subtree, the output value can determined by the output values when that bit is 0 and when it is 1, which is exactly what the 0 and 1 subtrees compute.

The lower bound in this proof is tight as witnessed by the parity function on n inputs. Notice that the size blowup when constructing hazard-free decision trees using the above procedure can be exponential. We can show that this is unavoidable by considering the AND_n function. This function has a Boolean decision tree of size n + 1.

Theorem 1.6. size_u(AND_n) = 2^{n+1} − 1.

We can do better than the construction in Theorem 1.5 if we know that the number of unstable values in the input is bounded. Define k-bit hazard-free decision tree as the decision tree which hazard-free for input settings with at most k number of u’s in them. The following is an analogue of Corollary 1.10 by Ikenmeyer et. al. [IKL^+19].

Theorem 1.7. Let T be a Boolean decision tree of size s and depth d for f. Then, there exists a k-bit hazard-free decision tree of size at most s^{2k+1−1} and depth at most 2^k · d for f.

Note that due to the exponential (in k) blowup of the exponent, this construction is mainly interesting for small values of k. If k is a constant, then the size blowup is only polynomial, and the depth blows up only by a constant factor.

The hardness of MUX_n and AND_n begs the question: are there functions that are easy in the presence of uncertainty? It is easy to construct such functions if they are degenerate^4. Consider f(x_1, . . . , x_n) = x_1. This function has a hazard-free decision tree of depth 1. We want functions that are non-degenerate.

Theorem 1.8. For any n ≥ 1, there is a non-degenerate Boolean function on n + 2^{n+1} − 1 inputs that has a hazard-free decision tree of depth 2n + 1.

We believe this theorem was necessary to establish that the theory of decision tree depth in the presence of uncertainty is as interesting as Boolean decision tree depth.

4A function f depends on input bit i if there are two inputs x and y that differ only at the i^{th} position and f(x) ≠ f(y). A function that does not depend on at least one of its input bits is called degenerate.

Proof idea. We construct this function by composing MUX_n with a set of carefully chosen functions. The function MUX_n(s_0, . . . , s_{n−1}, x_{(0,...,0)}, . . . , x_{(1,...,1)}) has low Boolean decision tree depth because for any values of s_i, 2^n − 1 input bits of the form x_j become insignificant. Therefore, once the n selector bits are queried, only one more bit is relevant. However, in the hazard-free setting, the selector bits could have value u. In the worst-case, if all selector bits are u, we will be forced to query all the remaining bits because all of them are independent bits. We could make all of them dependent by considering MUX_n(s_0, . . . , s_{n−1}, y, . . . , y) where y is a new input. But this function only depends on y. In other words, we have made them too dependent. We build our easy, nondegenerate function by composing MUX_n with a set of functions that are dependent enough so that we can determine the output with a small number of queries, for any values of selector bits, but on the other hand, are independent enough so that the function depends on all the inputs.

Any function on N inputs has a decision tree of size at most 2^N . However, the hazard-free decision tree size could be as big as 3^N as it is a ternary tree of depth at most N. However, it is not immediately apparent (using a counting argument, for example) whether there are functions that need 3^N size. This is because there are only 2^{2N} hazard-free extensions of Boolean functions, which is much smaller than the number of ternary functions, which is 3^{3N} . The following theorem helps us to lower bound the size of hazard-free decision trees (See Definition 2.2 for the definition of prime implicants and implicates).

Theorem 1.9. Let f be any function. Then, size_u(f) ≥ m + M where m is the number of prime implicants of f and M is the number of prime implicates of f.

Using Theorem 1.9, we show that there are functions on N inputs that require hazard-free decision trees of size close to 3^N , the maximum possible.

Corollary 1.10. Let N = 3n for n ≥ 1. Let CM_N be the N-input Chandra-Markowsky function [CM78]. Then, size_u(CM_N ) ≥ (_N N/3 )(_{2N/3} N/3 ) ∼ 3^N /N^2.

Note that the size lower bound given in Theorem 1.4 cannot be obtained by applying Theorem 1.9 because MUX_n has only 3^n prime implicants and 3^n prime implicates. Theorem 1.9 only counts the number of leaves labeled 0 and 1 in the decision tree. However, as can be observed in the upper bound construction in Theorem 1.4, the number of leaves in the decision tree is dominated by those labeled u.

Function complexity parameters: A crucial direction in Boolean function complexity is to relate the computational complexity to structural parameters (parameters that do not refer to a notion of computation, such as CREW-PRAM model) of the Boolean function. In Boolean function complexity theory, various parameters such as sensitivity, block sensitivity, and certificate complexity are studied extensively for this purpose. Sensitivity, denoted s(f), in particular, originated from the works of [CD82, CDR86, Rei82], where they showed a lower bound of logarithm of sensitivity, for the number of steps required to compute a Boolean function on a CREW-PRAM model. A few years later, Nisan [Nis89] showed a characterization of the time required to compute a function by CREW-PRAM model, by a variant of the sensitivity called block sensitivity, denoted bs(f). More precisely, it was shown that the time taken by CREW-PRAM model is Θ(log bs(f)). After a series of works spanning over three decades, and culminating with the celebrated proof of Huang [Hua19] of the sensitivity conjecture, the two parameters bs(f) and s(f) are polynomially related - that is bs(f) ≤ s(f)^4. This finally established that decision tree depth, certificate complexity, block sensitivity, and sensitivity are all polynomially equivalent.

We will define analogues of these parameters for hazard-free functions. We will prove that they are all polynomially equivalent to hazard-free decision tree depth, i.e., the sensitivity theorem holds in the hazard-free world as well.

Certificate complexity is a measure of Boolean function complexity in the following setting: There is a prover and a verifier who share knowledge of a function f : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1}. The prover knows an x ∈ {0, 1}^n and wants to convince the verifier that the output of f on x is f(x) by revealing the the minimum number of bits in x. For example, let f be MUX_n. Then, for any input, prover can reveal all n selector bits and the data bit indexed by the selector bits. Therefore, the certificate complexity of MUX_n is at most n + 1. Decision tree depth is at most the square of certificate complexity and at least the certificate complexity for all Boolean functions. An alternate definition of certificate complexity is that it is the smallest k such that the function can be written as a k-CNF and a k-DNF.

We extend certificate complexity to the hazard-free setting and define hazard-free certificate complexity. For f : {0, u, 1}^n → {0, u, 1} and x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, it is defined as the minimum number of values in x the prover should reveal to communicate f(x) to the verifier. As a simple example, consider the function MUX_2, its hazard-free certificate complexity is 4. If the selector bits are not uu, then the prover can reveal the selector bits and all the indexed data bits. This is at most 4 values in the input. Otherwise, selector bits are uu. If the output is a stable value, the prover can reveal all four data bits. Otherwise, the prover can reveal the selector bits and two data bits that have distinct values or a data bit that is u to convince the verifier. Recall that the hazard-free decision tree depth of MUX_2 is six. Therefore, even this simple example shows that hazard-free certificate complexity can be strictly smaller than hazard-free decision tree depth. However, just like in the Boolean setting, we establish that hazard-free decision tree depth and hazard-free certificate complexity are polynomially related.

Theorem 1.11. cc_u(f) ≤ depth_u(f) ≤ 4cc^3_u(f).

Proof idea. The first inequality is easy to prove. The prover simply reveals values that would be obtained by the querier. The proof of the second inequality is similar to the proof of the analogous theorem in the Boolean world, which is by induction on the number of inputs to the function. However, restrictions of Boolean functions are Boolean. But, restrictions of hazard-free extensions of Boolean functions are not necessarily hazard-free extensions of Boolean functions. We introduce the notion of weakly hazard-free functions, which are closed under restrictions and is a larger class of functions than hazard-free functions, in the induction to avoid this roadblock.

There is also a quadratic separation between certificate complexity and decision tree depth in this setting. The same function used to achieve this separation in the Boolean case works (See Chapter 14, Page 408, [Juk12]) when combined with Theorem 1.12.

Sensitivity of a function is the number of bits that can be changed (individually) to change the output of the function. Block sensitivity is similar but allows flipping blocks of bits to change the output of the function. Both parameters are polynomially equivalent to decision tree depth in the Boolean setting. Therefore, to show that a function has small depth, it suffices to show that it has small sensitivity. A natural question is whether or not such relations hold for hazard-free functions as well. We answer this question positively by using hazard-free DNF and CNF formulas as an intermediate step.

Theorem 1.12. Let f be a function. Let k_1 and k_2 be such that f has a hazard-free k_1-DNF formula and a hazard-free k_2-CNF formula. Then, we have:

max{k_1, k_2} ≤ s_u(f) ≤ bs_u(f) ≤ cc_u(f) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1.

The second and third inequalities are true by definition. The first and last inequalities follow from properties of hazard-free CNF and DNF formulas established by Huffman [Huf57]. This proof also shows that the quadratic separation between sensitivity and block sensitivity as shown by [Rub95] does not hold in the hazard-free world.

Recall that certificate complexity of Boolean functions is defined in the following manner too: It is the smallest k such that f can be written as a k-CNF and a k-DNF formula (not necessarily hazard-free). Theorem 1.12 hints that the certificate complexity for hazard-free functions could be larger than even the width of hazard-free CNF and DNF formulas. That is, it is sometimes strictly harder to prove that the output is u than proving a 0 or a 1 output. Consider the majority function on 2n + 1 input bits. For any input where the output is 0 or 1, the prover can reveal exactly n + 1 values to convince the verifier. Consider the input 0^n1^nu for which the output is u. We claim that the prover must reveal all values to convince the verifier that the output is u. Indeed, changing any 0 to a 1 or a 1 to a 0 changes the output from u to a stable value. Therefore, the prover must reveal all stable values in this input. Moreover, changing the u to a stable value makes the output stable as well. So the prover must reveal the solitary u in the input as well. Notice that this also shows the last inequality in Theorem 1.12 is tight.

We note that the connection between hazard-free computation and prime implicants/prime implicates have been established by Jukna [Juk21]. In appendix B, we establish theorem 1.12 by using just the structural properties of the hypercube. We use the natural the notion of the subcube representing an input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that contains exactly the resolutions of x in the proof and also extensively use implicant and implicate subcubes. This alternate proof reveals more insights about the structure of inputs at which the maximumum sensitivity and certificate complexity occurs in the hazard-free world.

Applications to learning: The function learning problem is as follows: We are provided a few input-output pairs and a guarantee that the function is from some family. The goal is to learn the function from as few samples as possible. The sensitivity of a Boolean function plays an important role in this context. It is known that a function with sensitivity s is completely specified by its values on a Hamming ball of radius 2s [GNS^+16]. We prove an analogue for hazard-free extensions of Boolean functions.

Theorem 1.13. A hazard-free extension f that has s_u(f) ≤ s is specified by its values on any Hamming ball of radius 4s in {0, u, 1}^n.

2 Preliminaries

For the set {0, u, 1}, we say that 0 and 1 are stable and u is unstable. The partial order {u < 0, u < 1} is the natural partial order associated with this set, called the instability partial order. We extend this partial order to strings of fixed length over this set by saying x ≤ y if and only if x_i ≤ y_i for all i. A string x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n is a resolution of y ∈ {0, u, 1}^n if y ≤ x. x is a proper resolution of y if in addition x ≠ y. A function f : {0, u, 1}^n → {0, u, 1} is natural if for all x, y such that x ≤ y, we have f(x) ≤ f(y) and f(x) is stable when all bits of x are stable. Notice that the partial order can be extended to natural functions as f ≤ g if and only if f(x) ≤ g(x) for all x.

We call elements in the set f^{−1}(b) as b-inputs for any b.

Definition 2.1 (Hazard-free Extensions). For a Boolean function f, we define its hazard-free extension ~f as: ∀y ∈ {0, u, 1}n:

~f(y) = { b ∃b ∈ {0, 1} such that for all resolutions x ∈ {0, 1}^n of y, f(y) = b. u otherwise

When it is clear from the context, we replace ~f by f to denote the hazard-free extension of f. Notice that the hazard-free extension is the unique maximal natural function that is an extension of the Boolean function.

A literal is either x_i (positive) or x_i (negative) for some variable x_i. We consider the two standard Boolean algebra operations called AND, or conjunction, denoted by · or simple juxtaposition; and OR or disjunction, denoted by +. Boolean formulas are constructed by composition of these operations in the natural fashion. Given a formula F over these operations and an input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, we use F (x) to denote the value of F on x, where the AND and OR are now replaced with their hazard-free extensions. Ikenmeyer et al. [IKL^+19] showed that the class of functions thus computed is exactly the class of natural functions.

Definition 2.2 (Implicants and Implicates). A term is a conjunction of literals and a clause is a disjunction of literals. A term t is an implicant if t(x) = 1 implies that f(x) = 1. A clause is an implicate if c(x) = 0 implies that f(x) = 0. An implicant or implicate is prime if it is minimal in the number of literals. The size of an implicant or implicate is the number of literals in it.

An implicant or an implicate for an n-input Boolean function can be represented by a string in {0, u, 1}^n such that bit i is 1 if x_i occurs positively, 0 if it occurs negatively, and u otherwise. Given this representation, we also note that the hazard-free extension of f is the unique natural function that is an extension of f that outputs 1 on all the prime implicants and 0 on all the prime implicates.

A formula is in Conjunctive Normal Form (CNF) if it is an AND of clauses and is in Disjunctive Normal Form (DNF) if it is an OR of terms. A CNF formula is a k-CNF if each clause has size at most k and a DNF formula is a k-DNF if each term has size at most k. A circuit or a formula for a function f is hazard-free if it computes the hazard-free extension of f assuming the operations AND, OR, and negation in the circuit or formula compute the hazard-free extensions of AND, OR, and negation.

3 Depth Bounds for Hazard-free Decision Trees

In this section, we prove various lower and upper bounds for depth of hazard-free decision trees.

3.1 MUX is Evasive in the Hazard-free World

A function is evasive if the decision tree depth is the maximum possible. We first prove Theorem 1.3, i.e., MUX_n is evasive for all n. In fact, we prove a more general theorem. We consider hazard-free decision trees for MUX_n that are guaranteed to produce the correct output when the number of unstable values in the input is at most k, for an arbitrary k ∈ [0, 2^n + n]. We call such decision trees, k-bit hazard-free decision trees.

Theorem 3.1. For k ∈ [0, n], any optimal depth decision tree that correctly computes the hazard-free extension of MUX_n on inputs with at most k unstable values has depth 2^k + n.

Proof. First, we prove the lower bound. Let T be a k-bit hazard-free decision tree that computes MUX. We describe an adversarial strategy, i.e., the values returned by the responder so that the querier has to query 2^k + n bits to deduce the correct answer. At any step in this process, based on the bits that are queried, we define Q_s, (resp. Q_d) to be the set of selector bits (resp. the data bits) that have been already been queried. We define C_s to be the set of selector bit that were queried and were answered to be b ∈ {0, 1}, and finally U_s as the set of selector bits that have been either not queried so far or were queried and were answered to be u. Similarly, we define U_d, a subset of data bits as {x_{(b0 ,...,bn−1)} | b_i = r_i for all i in C_s}. Note that |U_d| = 2^{|Us|}.

The adversarial strategy is as follows: Initialize an index into data bits r = (1, . . . , 1). When a data bit x_i is queried and if U_d \ Q_d = {x_i}, then set r = i and return 0, else just return 1. When a selector bit s_i is queried, if |Q_s| < k, then return u, else return r_i. Notice that the responder returns at most k unstable values and all data bits are stable. Also, the adversary returns at most n − k stable values for selector bits. This implies that |U_d| ≥ 2^k at all times.

The adversary maintains the following invariants: (1) There is at least one way to assign values to the unqueried selector bits so that any data bit in U_d is indexed by one of the resolutions of the resulting selector bits. (2) If there are any unqueried selector bits, then for any data bit x_i in U_d, there exists two settings for the values of the unqueried selector bits so that x_i is indexed by a resolution of one of the settings and x_i is not indexed by any resolution of the other setting.

Part (1) is true by definition of U_d. For part (2), observe that U_d contains all data bits for which the indices are consistent with the values of queried selector bits with stable values. Say s_j is an unqueried selector bit and x_{(b0,...,bn−1)} ∈ U_d. Then, by setting s_j = b_j , we can produce a setting that avoids indexing this data bit. On the other hand, by setting all unqueried selector bits s_j to b_j , we can ensure that this data bit is indexed by a resolution.

We claim that at the end of the game, all data bits in U_d must have been queried. Suppose there is an unqueried data bit in U_d. By part (1) of the invariant, we know that we can set any remaining selector bits so that the unqueried data bit is indexed by some resolution. We know that the querier received a value of 1 for all the queried data bits. So if they answer 1, then we can say that one of the unqueried data bits is 0 and the output cannot be 1. If they answer u or 0, then we can say that all unqueried data bits are 1 forcing the output to be 1. So at least 2^k data bits have to be queried.

We claim that all the selector bits must be queried. Suppose not. Then, we know that exactly one data bit in U_d at the end has value 0 and the rest have value 1. By part (2) of the invariant, we can set the remaining selector bits in two ways so that this 0 data bit is included, in which case the output is u, or the 0 data bit is excluded, in which case the output is 1. So the querier has to query all n selector bits.

Notice that when k = n, we have to query all bits in the input. So for k ∈ [n + 1, 2^n + n], the depth is exactly 2^n + n.

3.2 Functions with Low Depth Hazard-free Decision Trees

The theory of decision tree depth for hazard-free functions would not be very interesting if all functions were hard. We now show that there are some very easy, but non-trivial functions.

Theorem 1.8. For any n ≥ 1, there is a non-degenerate Boolean function on n + 2^{n+1} − 1 inputs that has a hazard-free decision tree of depth 2n + 1.

Proof. The function has n input variables s = (s_0, . . . , s_{n−1}) and 2^{n+1} − 1 input variables y = (y_{(b1,...,bi)}) where i ∈ [0, n + 1] and each b_j ∈ {0, 1} (The index set for y_∗ variables is sequences of bits of length 0 through n + 1):

f_n(s, y) = MUX_n(s_0, . . . , s_{n−1}, g_{(0,...,0)}(y), . . . , g_{(1,...,1)}(y))

where we define:

g_{(v0 ,...,vn−1)} = z_{v0} op_{v0} (z_{v1} op_{v1} (z_{v2} . . . op_{v,n−1} z_{vn}) . . . )

where v = (v_0, . . . , v_{n−1}), op_{vj} is Boolean + if v_j = 0 and Boolean · otherwise. Each z_{vj} is the variable y_{(v0,...,vj−1)}. In particular, z_{v0} is the variable y_{()}. i.e., it is independent of v.

We prove the theorem by induction on n. For n = 1, the function f_1 is (after rewriting variables for convenience): f_1(s, x, y, z) = MUX_1(s, x + y, xz). A hazard-free decision tree of depth 3 for f_1 is as follows: First, we query s. If it is 0 or 1, then two more queries suffice. Suppose s = u. Then, we query x. If x = 0, then xz = 0 and the answer can be determined by only querying y. If x = 1, then x + y = 1 and the answer can be determined by only querying z. If x = u, then we can immediately answer u since x + y can only be u or 1 and xz can only be u or 0.

The proof for the inductive case is similar to the base case. For f_n, in two queries, we either determine the answer or reduce the remaining decision to the n − 1 case. The decision tree is given in Figure 2. We split the proof of correctness of our construction into nine different cases corresponding to the leaves of this tree.

(s_0 = 0 and y_{()} = 0) In this case, we know that the selector bits can only select functions g_v such that op_{v0} = +. Since, y_{()} = 0, the remaining problem is isomorphic to f_{n−1} on the selector bits (s_1, . . . , s_{n−1}) and the functions g_v where v_0 = 0 and the variable y_{()} has been substituted with 0. (s_0 = 0 and y_{()} = u) We know that the selector bits can only select functions g_v such that v_0 = 0 which implies op_{v0} = +. Since y_{()} = u, the function f_n can only now evaluate to u or 1. More precisely, it evalutes to 1 if and only if all g_v that are selected evaluate to 1 and u otherwise. Let

Figure 2: Hazard-free decision tree for f_n s_0

y_{()} T_{n−1} T^′_{n−1} 0 y_{()} T^{′′}_{n−1} u T^′_{n−1} y_{()} 1

T^{′′}_{n−1} T_{n−1}

X_{n−1} be the hazard-free decision tree for the (n − 1) case where the selector bits are (s_1, . . . , s_{n−1}) and they select functions g_v where v_0 = 0 and y_{()} and the first + are removed from the functions g_v. It is easy to see that this is isomorphic to f_{n−1}. The tree T^{′′}_{n−1} is obtained by relabeling leaves labeled 0 in X_{n−1} with u.

(s_0 = 0 and y_{()} = 1) The output of f_n must be 1. So we can output 1 immediately. (s_0 = u and y_{()} = 0) We know that selector bits must select some g_v where v_0 = 0 and some g_w where w_0 = 1. All such g_w must evaluate to 0 as op_{w0} = ·. So the value of f_n is 0 or u and it is 0 if and only if all such g_v evaluate to 0. We can determine this using a decision tree that is isomorphic to that for f_{n−1} where all leaves labeled 1 are relabeled with u.

(s_0 = y_{()} = u) In this case, we select both g_v where op_{w0} = + and op_{w0} = ·. Since y_{()} = u, the output of g_v where op_{w0} = + cannot be 0 and the output of g_v where op_{w0} = · cannot be 1. Therefore, the output has to be u.

(s_0 = u and y_{()} = 1) We can deduce that op_{w0} for selected g could be + or ·. Since y_{()} = 1. The functions g where this operation is + must evaluate to 1. Therefore, the remaining decision tree only has to deal with the other half.

(s_0 = 1 and y_{()} = 0) Similar to s_0 = 0 and y_{()} = 1. (s_0 = 1 and y_{()} = u) Similar to s_0 = u and y_{()} = 0. (s_0 = 1 and y_{()} = 1) Similar to s_0 = 0 and y_{()} = 0.

To the best of our knowledge, the functions f_n we define in the above proof has not been described anywhere else. It is unknown whether these functions have any other applications. Our interest in this function in this work is purely to show that easy functions exist in the hazard-free decision tree model.

4 Size Bounds for Hazard-free Decision Trees

4.1 Bounds for MUX function

We have seen that the depth of any hazard-free decision tree for MUX has a depth of 2^n + n, in contrast to the Boolean decision tree depth of n + 1. The size of the decision tree in the Boolean case is 2^{n+1}, which is linear in the number of inputs. In this subsection, we shall bound the size of the hazard-free decision tree for MUX_n by Θ(4^n), which is quadratic in the input size.

Theorem 1.4. 2 · 4^n ≤ size_u(MUX_n) ≤ 4^{n+1} − 3^n.

Proof. (of lower bound)

Consider any hazard-free decision tree T computing MUX_n. We only consider leaves in T such that on the path from the root to the leaf, all selector bits are queried. We partition this set of leaves into L_α for α ∈ {0, u, 1}^n such that any leaf in L_α is only reached by inputs where the selector bits have value α. Since we only consider leaves where all selector bits are queried, this is a partition of such leaves.

Lemma 4.1. If α contains exactly k unstable bits, then |L_α| ≥ 2^{k+1}.

We complete the proof assuming the above lemma. The calculation is shown below: |L| ≥ ∑ α∈S |L_α|

≥ n∑ k=0 2^{k+1}|{α | α has exactly k unstable values.}| Lemma 4.1

= n∑ k=0 2^{k+1} ( n k ) 2^{n−k}

= 2 · 2^n n∑ k=0 ( n k ) = 2 · 4^n

Proof. (of Lemma 4.1) Define I_α to be the set of inputs consistent with α on the selector bits such that exactly one data bit indexed by the resolutions of α is 0 and all other data bits is 1. These are all u-inputs. Note that |I_α| = 2^k. We claim that for any input z ∈ I_α, the tree T must query all selector bits and the data bit (say x_{(b0 ,...,bn−1)}) with the value 0 of z. Suppose a selector bit s_j is not queried and α_j = u. Consider z^′ that is the same as z except s_j = b_j. The output on z^′ for T will also be u when it should be 1. Suppose α_j is stable. Consider z^′ such that it differs from z only by s_j = b_j. The output on z^′ is 1 but T reaches the same leaf for z and z^′. This establishes that all inputs in I_α are in L_α. We also claimed that x_{(b0,...,bn−1)} is also queried. Indeed, if it is not, we can construct a z^′ that is exactly the same as z where that data bit is 1 that will follow the same path. But that input is a 1-input.

Notice that two distinct inputs in I_α must reach different leaves in L_α. This is because they have unique data bits that are 0 and they are distinct for distinct inputs. The above claim shows that both these bits have to be queried for those inputs. Therefore, they cannot reach the same leaf. So |L_α| ≥ 2^k.

If we consider input set J_α which is similar to I_α except that exactly one indexed (by α) data bit is u and the rest are 1, we can argue the same for J_α and conclude that there must be 2^k inputs that reach distinct leaves. Moreover, these must reach distinct leaves from I_α as no data bit in an input from I_α has value u.

We remark that the above argument also gives a lower bound on the size of k-bit hazard-free decision trees for MUX. Note that Lemma 4.1 is already parameterized in terms of the number of unstable bits. By a similar argument, the following lower bound follows: any k-bit hazard-free decision tree for MUX must have at least 2^n (∑_k i=0 (_n i )) . Proof. (of upper bound) We can show that MUX_n has a hazard-free decision tree with 4^{n+1} − 3^n leaves. First, we query all the selector bits in order. This results in a tree with 3^n leaves where each label is naturally associated with α ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that correspond to the values of the selector bits. For each α, we will now proceed to query all the data bits that are indexed by resolutions of α. If α has exactly k unstable values, then we will query at most 2^k data bits. Let us call this tree (a subtree of the main decision tree) T_α. We will have three subtrees for T_α, which we call T_{α,0}, T_{α,u}, T_{α,1} corresponding to the values of the first data bit. Notice that T_{α,u} is just a leaf labeled u. From T_{α,1}, we query the next data bit. If it is 0 or u, we immediately output u. Otherwise, we build the tree T_{α,11}. Notice that the leaves of T_α correspond exactly to strings:

1. z ∈ {0, u, 1}^{≤2k} such that z = xu where x is either all 1 or all 0 (possibly empty). When x is empty, these are the same string. So there are 2^{k+1} − 1 such strings.

2. z ∈ {0, u, 1}^{≤2k} such that z = x0 where x is non-empty and all ones or z = x1 and x is non-empty and all zeroes. There are 2^{k+1} − 2 such strings.

3. Two more strings z = 1^{2k} or z = 0^{2k} .

The total is 2^{k+2} − 1. Summing over all α gives us the size upper bound of 4^{n+1} − 3^n.

4.2 Constructing Hazard-free Decision Trees from Boolean Decision Trees

In this subsection we consider a bottom up construction of a hazard-free decision tree from the original decision tree of a Boolean function, say T . In our bottom-up approach, we shall start building the u subtree for every node from that last level.

Theorem 1.5. 2size(f) − 1 ≤ size_u(f) ≤ 2^{size(f)} − 1.

Proof. (first inequality) Given a hazard-free decision tree T^′, consider T obtained by removing all subtrees from T^′ that can only be reached by following an edge labelled u. It is easy to see that T is a decision tree computing f, and hence size(T ) ≥ size(f). Since T has at least one more leaf for each internal node of T^′ (corresponding the query response of u at that node), we have that size(T^′) ≥ 2size(T ) − 1 ≥ 2size(f) − 1. This inequality is tight as witnessed by the parity function on n inputs.

(second inequality) We describe how to construct a hazard-free decision tree T^′ from a Boolean decision tree T .

Construction of T^′: Let v be a node querying a variable x_v and its subtrees when x_v = 0 (resp. x_v = 1) are T_{v,0} (resp. T_{v,1}) in the original Tree T . Let v_0 and v_1 be the children of node v in the decision tree T through a bottom-up inductive approach where we add u query subtrees to every node of T .

Let us assume inductively that when a u query subtree is added to any node of T , all of the children of the node already have their u query subtrees attached. The base case would be at the leaves where you do not have to add anything since there’s no variable to be queried.

The inductive step at a node v would be as follows: by induction we assume to have converted the decision tree T_{v,b} rooted at v_b to T^′_{v,b} for b ∈ {0, 1}. Let ρ(v) be the set of tuples of variables and the values that they are set to in the path from root to the nodes v. For b ∈ {0, 1}, and any leaf ℓ ∈ T^′_{v,b}, let ρ_b(ℓ), the set of tuples of variables and the values that they are set to in the path from v_b to the leaf ℓ.

We will now construct a subtree T^′_{v,u} of v for the case x_v = u. The subtree T^′_{v,u} is a copy of T^′_{v,0} with the leaves labelled 0 and 1 of T^′_{v,0} replaced with copies of T^′_{v,1} appropriately modified as follows: For b ∈ {0, 1}, let ℓ be the leaf in the new copy of T^′_{v,0} labelled with b. Replace the leaf ℓ with a copy of T^′_{v,1} with the following modifications (1) Remove any branches that are inconsistent with assignments in ρ_0(ℓ) (2) Replace the b-leaves with u.

Correctness: We now prove the correctness of the above construction as follows: We show that for any input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that satisfies ρ(v), the subtree constructed above ensures that the leaf that the subtree reaches has the value f(x). The proof is by induction on the height of v.

(Base case) The base case is when v is a leaf. In this case, the construction is trivially correct. (Inductive case) Consider a non-leaf v, For a child w of v, we can now assume that any input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that satisfies ρ(w) reaches the value f(x) in the subtree that has been constructed at w (including T^′_{w,0}, T^′_{w,1}, T^′_{w,u}). Any x consistent with ρ(v), and x_v is 0 or 1, the tree is lead to the subtrees rooted at v_0 or v_1, which gives the correct value by induction hypothesis.

Now we consider the case of x consistent with ρ(v) and x_v = u. Let x_0, and x_1 be the inputs obtained by replacing the x_v with 0 and 1 respectively. We know that:

f(x) = { b if f(x_0) = f(x_1) = b u otherwise

We now have two cases based on value of f(x_0).

Case 1: f(x_0) = b where b ∈ {0, 1}. We know that x_0 leads the tree to a leaf ℓ_0, labelled b, via the assignment ρ(v) ∪ ρ_0(ℓ) ∪ {(x_v , 0)} in the tree T^′_{v,0}. The input x_1 leads the tree to a leaf ℓ_1 in T^′_{v,1} and the corresponding path is represented by the assignment ρ(v) ∪ ρ_1(ℓ_1) ∪ {(x_v , 1)}. Consider x in T^′. It reaches the node v in T (since it is consistent with ρ) and it further reaches T^′_{v,u} since x_v = u. From there, the input x will follow the path to the node corresponding to the assignment ρ(v) ∪ {(x_v , u)} ∪ ρ_0(ℓ_0) since T^′_{v,u}’s first part is same as T^′_{v,0} by the construction. Further, since the leaf (ℓ_0) in the copy of T^′_{v,0} has been replaced with a modification of T^′_{v,1} restricted to ρ_0, x follows the path to the leaf indexed by ρ(v) ∪ {(x_v , u)} ∪ ρ_0(ℓ_0) ∪ ρ_1(ℓ_1) and reaches the new leaf in the modified copy of T^′_{v,1}. In this case, the output would be

T^′(x) = { b if f(x_1) = b u otherwise

as desired.

Case 2: f(x_0) = u. We know from induction hypothesis that x_0 follows the path to a leaf (ℓ) labelled u via the assignment ρ(v) ∪ {(x_v , 0)} ∪ ρ_0(ℓ). Therefore, the input x firstly reaches T^′_{v,u} and since this subtree is a copy of T^′_{v,0}, the input x will reach a leaf labelled u by following a similar path as x_0.

Size of T^′: An easy upper bound on size(T^′_{v,u}) is size(T^′_{v,0})size(T^′_{v,1}). we have:

size(T^′_v) ≤ size(T^′_{v,0}) + size(T^′_{v,1}) + size(T^′_{v,u}) ≤ size(T^′_{v,0}) + size(T^′_{v,1}) + size(T^′_{v,0}) size(T^′_{v,1}) ≤ (size(T^′_{v,0}) + 1)(size(T^′_{v,1}) + 1) − 1

Hence for any node, we have the following recursive relation for size for the tree rooted at the node. size(T^′) + 1 ≤ (size(T^′_{r,0}) + 1)(size(T^′_{r,1}) + 1). Notice that the two terms on the right-hand side has the same form as the expression on the left-hand side. Since the construction is recursive, we can keep recursively expanding all the terms on the right-hand side until we reach the leaves. At any leaf, this expression is just (1 + 1) and there will be size(T ) many of them. So size(T^′) + 1 ≤ 2^{size(T )} as desired.

We remark that the lower bound proof is also tight as demonstrated below by AND_n function. However, there are functions in which T^′_{v,u} attached gets simplified significantly and leads to a reduction in size of the resulting decision tree. This is demonstrated by the construction for the hazard-free decision tree for MUX_n.

Applying the general construction above to the optimal Boolean decision tree for AND_n gives us a tree of size 2^{n+1} − 1. We will now prove that the upper bound in Theorem 1.5 is tight. Recall that the Boolean decision tree for AND_n has size n + 1.

Theorem 1.6. size_u(AND_n) = 2^{n+1} − 1.

Proof. To prove the lower bound, let T be a hazard-free decision tree with optimal size computing AND. Let L be the set of leaves in T . For every leaf ℓ of T we will associate a set V_ℓ which is the set of pairs (v, α) where v ∈ V_ℓ and α ∈ {0, u, 1} such that the computation path that leads to the leaf ℓ sets variable v to α for all (v, α) ∈ V_ℓ.

Consider T restricted to only 1, u which is a binary tree say T_{1u}. We prove that size(T_{1u}) ≥ 2^n. We know that there are at least 2^n leaves and 2^n − 1 internal nodes present in T_{1u}. Note that in T , every internal node will have a subtree (having at least 1 leaf) where the queried variable is set to 0. Hence there are 2^n − 1 more leaves in T than in T_{1u}. Hence we have size(T ) ≥ 2^n + 2^n − 1 and we can use the trivial construction to get a hazard free decision tree of this size.

Similar to the size lower bound proof for MUX, we shall choose a set of inputs (of size 2^n) which should all definitely reach different leaves. Let L be the set of leaves in T_{1u}. For every leaf ℓ of T_{1u}, consider the set of inputs I = {x | x ∈ {1, u}^n} which does not have 0. We claim that if x ∈ I and T reaches the leaf ℓ on input x, then V_ℓ has all variables of x. Assume this claim, the argument is complete since we know that every x ∈ I goes to a different leaf and |L| ≥ 2^n thereby proving the proposition.

To prove the claim, suppose x_i is not contained in V_ℓ. We split the proof into two cases. If T outputs 1 or u, consider an input x^′, such that x^′_i = 0 and x^′_j = x_j ∀j ≠ i, note that this reaches ℓ as well and AND(x^′) = 0 ≠ T_{1u}(x^′) = T (x^′), a contradiction. If T outputs 0, then observe that AND evaluates to 1 on x, a contradiction.

4.3 Size bounds for k Hazard-free Decision Trees

We shall explore the size upper bounds of the k hazard-free decision tree T^k by a similar construction from the Boolean decision tree by adding u subtree’s at every node of T . A k hazard-free decision tree computing f should lead to the value f(x) for any x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that has at most k uncertain bits.

Theorem 1.7. Let T be a Boolean decision tree of size s and depth d for f. Then, there exists a k-bit hazard-free decision tree of size at most s^{2k+1−1} and depth at most 2^k · d for f.

Proof. Assume that we have already constructed trees T^0, T^1, T^2, ..., T^k where T^i is the i−hazardfree decision tree constructed by adding T^i_{v,u} subtrees to all the nodes v of T. The base step is just T^0 = T .

Construction of T^{k+1}: We construct a subtree T^{k+1}_{v,u} to link to the node v when the query for variable x_v returns u. We will build the subtree T^{k+1}_{v,u} from a copy of T^k_{v,0} by replacing the leaves labelled 0 and 1, with copies of T^k_{v,1} appropriately modified as follows: for b ∈ {0, 1}, let ℓ be the leaf in the new copy of T^k_{v,0}, labelled with b. Replace the leaf ℓ with a copy of T^k_{v,1} with the following modifications (1) remove any branches that are inconsistent with assignments in ρ_0(ℓ) (2) replace the b-leaves with u.

Correctness: Assuming correctness of T^k we can prove the correctness of this construction almost exactly as in the hazard-free decision tree construction.

Consider any input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n such that the number of u^′s is x is at most k + 1. When the T^{k+1} is instantiated with x let v be the first node that is set to x_v = u. If such a node is not encountered then the x reaches a node of the original tree and it is easy to prove that all of it’s resolutions reach that in T and hence T^{k+1} outputs f(x). Otherwise let x_0 and x_1 be inputs obtained by replacing x_v in x with 0 and 1 respectively. We know that

f(x) = { b if f(x_0) = f(x_1) = b u otherwise

Assuming the correctness of T^k and since the number of u^′s in both x_0 and x_1 is atmost k, the same case wise proof as in the correctness of the hazard-free decision tree construction goes exactly when T^′_{v,0} and T^′_{v,1} are replaced by T^k_{v,0} and T^k_{v,1} respectively.

Note that unlike the previous construction however, this need not be bottom-up as long the above is done for every node since we only need T^k for constructing the u subtree and none of the subtrees from T^{k+1} itself. Size Analysis:

Note that we L(T^{k+1}_{v,u} ) can be upper bounded by L(T^k_{v,0})L(T^k_{v,1}) and we have

L(T^{k+1}) ≤ L(T ) + ∑ n∈I(T ) L(T^{k+1}_{n,u} ) where I(T ) is the set of internal nodes of T and T^{k+1}_{n,u} is the x_N = u subtree added to T in order to construct T^{k+1}

L(T_{k+1}) ≤ L(T ) + ∑ n∈I(T ) L(T^k_{n,0})L(T^k_{n,1}) ≤ L(T ) + ∑ n∈I(T ) L(T^k_{n,0})L(T^k_{n,1}) ≤ L(T ) + ∑ n∈I(T ) (L(T^k) − 1)^2 ≤ L(T ) + ∑ n∈I(T ) (L(T^k)^2 − 1)

≤ L(T )L(T^k)^2

On recursively expanding L(T^k)^2 we have L(T^{k+1}) ≤ L(T )^{2k+2−1} Depth Analysis: Let the leaf with the maximum depth in T^{k+1} be ℓ with ρ(ℓ) its set of tuples of variables and values that they are set to in the path from the root to the leaf. Suppose ρ(ℓ) does not have any u that its variables are set to we are done, since then d(T^{k+1}) = d(T ). Else suppose v is the first node whose variable is set to u in the path from root to ℓ. We know that

d(T_{k+1}) ≤ d(v) + d(T^{k+1}_{v,u} ) ≤ d(v) + d(T^k_{v,0}) + d(T^k_{v,1}) ≤ 2d(T^k)

Recursively expanding gives d(T^{k+1}) ≤ 2^{k+1}L(T^k). This completes the proof.

4.4 Lower Bound for Size in terms of Prime Implicants

Theorem 4.2. Let f be any function. Then, size_u(f) ≥ m + M where m is the number of prime implicants of f and M is the number of prime implicates of f.

Proof. Note that a prime implicant P exactly corresponds to the input x_P where all the variables that occur positively in P are set to 1, those that occur in a negated form in P are set to 0 and the remaining are set to u. Note that the resolutions of x_P are exactly the inputs that are covered by the prime implicant. Let X_P be the inputs corresponding to the prime implicants. Since no two of these inputs are the same we know that |X_P | = m.

The theorem now follows from the proof of this claim.

Claim 4.3. Suppose T is a hazard-free decision tree representing the Boolean function f. Every x_P ∈ X_P reaches a leaf L such that every index with a boolean bit in x_P has been queried.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction, x_P reach the leaf L, with V (L) (the set of variables it has queried and the value that each has been set to) and a variable in P is not queried. We know that the values of the indices in V (L) have to match x_P i.e x_{Qi} = b_i∀(i, b_i) ∈ V (L). Consider the input x_L such that x_{Li} = b_i∀(i, b_i) ∈ V (L) and the remaining bits are set to u. Note that there exists an index j where x_{P j} = b_j and x_{Lj} = u, and hence we know that on flipping certain u’s in x_L(at least) to Boolean bits we get x_P . Note that x_L corresponds to an implicant L^′ (exactly the boolean bits in x_L are considered) which covers the implicant P which is a contradiction as P is a prime implicant.

5 Sensitivity Theorem for Hazard-free Functions

The celebrated sensitivity theorem [Hua19] in Boolean function complexity (see survey [HKP11]) proves that decision tree depth is polynomially equivalent to other Boolean function parameters such as sensitivity, block sensitivity, and certificate complexity. In this section, we prove an analogue of this theorem for hazard-free functions.

First, we define these parameters and establish that they are interesting in the hazard-free world as well. For B ⊆ [n], x ∈ {0, 1, u}^n, define x ⊕ B = {y ∈ {0, 1, u}^n | ∀i ∈ B, x_i ≠ y_i}.

Definition 5.1 (Hazard-free Sensitivity). Let f be the hazard-free extension of some n-input Boolean function. For an x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, we define the sensitivity of f at x as:

s_u(f, x) = |{i | there is a y such that f(y) ≠ f(x) and y differs from x at, and only at, position i}|

The elements i of the set are called the sensitive bits of x for f. The hazard-free sensitivity of f, denoted s_u(f) is the maximum sensitivity of f over all x.

As in the Boolean world, it is easy to see that hazard-free sensitivity trivially lower bounds hazard-free decision tree depth. Take an x at which sensitivity is achieved and look at the path followed by x on any hazard-free decision tree. This path must read all the sensitive bits. If not, we can change the value of the bit not read and the output of the decision tree will remain the same. In the Boolean world, for a long time, it was open whether sensitivity (or a polynomial factor of it) upper bounds decision tree depth. Nisan [Nis89] introduced block sensitivity, a stronger variant of sensitivity, which was polynomially equivalent to decision tree depth. We now define block sensitivity for hazard-free functions.

Definition 5.2 (Hazard-free Block Sensitivity). Let f be the hazard-free extension of a Boolean function. For x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, the hazard-free block sensitivity of f at x is defined as maximum k such that there are disjoint subsets B_1, B_2, . . . B_k ⊆ [n] and for each i ∈ [k], there is a y such that f(y) ≠ f(x) and y differs from x at exactly the positions in B_i. The hazard-free block sensitivity of f, bs_u(f) is then defined as the maximum block sensitivity of f taken over all x.

Clearly, we have s_u(f) ≤ bs_u(f) because we can consider individual positions to be blocks of size 1. We can also see that bs_u(f) ≤ cc_u(f) because the prover must exchange at least one bit from each sensitive block. If not, we can change all the value in the omitted block to change the output and therefore the verifier will not be convinced. We now prove that sensitivity, block sensitivity, certificate complexity are all equivalent up to a factor of two.

Theorem 1.12. Let f be a function. Let k_1 and k_2 be such that f has a hazard-free k_1-DNF formula and a hazard-free k_2-CNF formula. Then, we have:

max{k_1, k_2} ≤ s_u(f) ≤ bs_u(f) ≤ cc_u(f) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1.

Proof. To prove the first inequality, let k be the number of literals in a prime implicant. We claim that all those bits are sensitive. Consider a bit that has, say, value 0 in the prime implicant. Then, if flipping it to a 1 does not change the value, then we can make that bit u and obtain an implicant that subsumes this prime implicant, which is impossible. The case when a bit is 1 is similar. Finally, a similar argument can be made for prime implicates as well.

To prove the last inequality, observe that if the output of the function is a 0, then the prover can pick a clause in the k_2-CNF that evaluates to 0 and reveal those values to the verifier. If the output is 1, then the prover reveals the term in the k_1-DNF that evaluates to 1. If the output is u, there must be a term and a clause that evaluate to u. Any prime implicant and prime implicate must have at least one common variable. Therefore, the prover can reveal those k_1 + k_2 − 1 values. Why should this convince the verifier? Observe that the output cannot be 0 as there is a term in the DNF that is u, and it cannot be 1 as there is a clause in the CNF that is u. So the verifier can conclude that the output must be u.

Remark 5.3. Notice that Theorem 1.12 shows that all three parameters are constant-factor equivalent to the largest prime implicant/prime implicates. In the Boolean world, for certificate complexity we get a tighter characterization in terms of CNF/DNF width, which is analogous to prime implicant/prime implicant size here. On the other hand, in the Boolean world, there is a quadratic separation between sensitivity and block sensitivity [Rub95].

Before proving polynomial equivalence of these parameters to hazard-free decision tree depth, we establish that these parameters are distinct from hazard-free decision tree depth. Consider the function MUX_n. We have already established that its hazard-free decision tree depth is 2^n + n. We will prove that its sensitivity, block sensitivity, and certificate complexity are all only 2^n.

Proposition 5.4. For MUX_n where n ≥ 2, we have s_u = bs_u = cc_u = 2^n.

Proof. First, we show cc_u(MUX_n) ≤ 2^n. For any input with a stable output, the prover reveals all the stable bits in the selector bits and all the data bits indexed by the selector bits. The number of bits revealed is max_{k∈[0,n]}(n − k + 2^k). If the output is unstable, the prover reveals all selector bits and two data bits with distinct stable values indexed by those selector bits or one data bit that is unstable. The number of bits revealed in this case is at most n + 2.

We now argue that s_u(MUX_n) ≥ 2^n. Consider the input where all selector bits are u and all data bits are 1. All 2^n data bits are sensitive for this input as changing any of them to 0 will change the output from 1 to u.

We now prove that decision tree depth is polynomially bounded by certificate complexity thereby proving the sensitivity theorem for hazard-free functions. To make this proof work, we need the following definition:

Definition 5.5. A function f : {0, u, 1}^n → {0, u, 1} is weakly hazard-free if:

1. f is monotone wrt the instability partial order.

2. For all x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n such that f(y) is the same value b for all y > x, we have f(x) = f(y) as well.

All hazard-free functions are weakly hazard-free. However, a weakly hazard-free function is not necessarily hazard-free or even natural. For example, the one input function f(0) = 0, f(1) = u, and f(u) = u is not natural but weakly hazard-free. There are also natural functions that are not weakly hazard-free. For example, f(0) = 0, f(1) = 0, and f(u) = u. We can now consider naturally extended definitions of ternary decision trees and certificate complexity for weakly hazard-free functions. In the following proof, we work with these definitions.

Theorem 1.11. cc_u(f) ≤ depth_u(f) ≤ 4cc^3_u(f).

Proof. We prove the second inequality. We make use of the following variations of cc_u: For b ∈ {0, u, 1}, we define cc^{(b)}_u as the maximum certificate size required for proving an output of b. In particular, we define cc^{(u)}_u formally for weakly hazard-free functions as follows:

cc^{(u)}_u (f) = { 0 if ∄x, f(x) = u max_{x|f(x)=u} cc_u(f, x) otherwise

We prove the following claim that implies the theorem.

Claim 5.6. For any weakly hazard-free function f, we have:

depth_u(f) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f)(cc^{(0)}_u (f) + 1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f) + 1)

Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of variables. For f on a single variable we split into two cases. When f(x) is a constant, depth_u(f) = 0 and the inequality is trivially true. If f(x) is not a constant. Here depth_u(f) = 1 and cc^{(u)}_u (f) = 1 since there exists at least one pair of inputs (x, y) such that f(x) = u and f(y) ≠ u.

For the induction step, let f be a weakly hazard-free function on k + 1 variables. If f is a constant, again the inequality is true similar to base case. Otherwise, we have f(u) = u and a minimum certificate for this input which we call Y . Let k = |Y |.

We will now construct a ternary decision tree that computes f. We first construct a full ternary decision tree on the variables in Y and replace the leaf L_a for a ∈ {0, 1, u}^k by a ternary decision tree T_a representing f_a = f(a_1, a_2, ..., a_k, x_{k+1}, .., x_n) given by the inductive hypothesis (We assume that Y contains the first k variables wlog). For this, we must prove that f_a is weakly hazard-free. The following claim proves this and other properties that will finally give us the required bound.

Claim 5.7. For all a ∈ {0, u, 1}^k , the function f_a satisfies:

1. It is weakly hazard-free.

2. cc^{(u)}_u (f_a) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f).

3. cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) is either 0 or at most cc^{(0)}_u (f) − 1.

4. cc^{(1)}_u (f_a) is either 0 or at most cc^{(1)}_u (f) − 1.

Proof. 1. Since f is monotone and f_a is just a restriction, it is also monotone. Suppose x is such that there is a b and f_a(y) = b for all proper resolutions y of x. Then, we have f(a, y) = b for all y. Since f is weakly hazard-free, this implies f(a, x) = f_a(x) = b. This proves that f_a is weakly hazard-free.

2. We argue that for each x that is a u-input, cc^{(u)}_u (f_a, x) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f, ax). Let C be a smallest certificate for x for f_a. Let C^′ be a smallest certificate for ax for f. Notice that C^′ after removing the variables in x_1, . . . , x_k is a certificate for x for f_a. So |C| ≤ |C^′|.

3. If f_a has no 0-input, then cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) = 0 by definition. So consider a 0-input x for f_a. Thus, ax is a 0-input for f. Consider a smallest certificate C for ax for f. We argue that C must include at least one of the values x_1, . . . , x_k. Suppose not. Then, since the prover has not revealed any of those bits, it could be that all of those bits are u. But in this case the output must be a u, not a 0, as Y , which is just x_1 = · · · x_k = u is a u-certificate for f. As before, C with variables in x_1, . . . , x_k removed is a 0-certificate for x for f_a. So the 0-certificates for f_a are at least one less than these smallest 0-certificates for f proving this part of the claim.

4. This is similar to the previous case.

Excluding constant f, we have the following remaining cases for f:

Case 1 cc^{(0)}_u (f) = 0, cc^{(1)}_u (f) ≥ 1: We know by Claim 5.7 that f_a is weakly hazard-free and that cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) = 0 and cc^{(1)}_u (f_a) ≤ cc^{(1)}_u (f) − 1. We can now replace L_a by a tree T_a obtained from the inductive hypothesis. So our final tree has depth at most |Y | + max_a depth(T_a). Applying the inequality in the inductive hypothesis, we get:

depth_u(f) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f) + max_a cc^{(u)}_u (f_a)(cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) + 1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f_a) + 1)

≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f) + cc^{(u)}_u (f)(1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f)) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f)(1 + cc^{(1)}_u (f))(1) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f)(cc^{(0)}_u (f) + 1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f) + 1)

Case 2 cc^{(1)}_u (f) = 0, cc^{(0)}_u (f) ≥ 1: This case is similar to the previous one.

Case 3 cc^{(0)}_u (f) ≥ 1, cc^{(1)}_u (f) ≥ 1: We know by Claim 5.7 that f_a is a natural function and that cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) ≤ cc^{(0)}_u (f) − 1 and cc^{(1)}_u (f_a) ≤ cc^{(1)}_u (f) − 1. Replacing L_a with T_a gives us a tree of depth at most |Y | + max_a depth(T_a). By applying the inequality in the inductive hypothesis, we get:

depth_u(f) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f) + max_a cc^{(u)}_u (f_a)(cc^{(0)}_u (f_a) + 1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f_a) + 1)

≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f) + cc^{(u)}_u (f)(cc^{(0)}_u (f))(cc^{(1)}_u (f)) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f)(1 + cc^{(1)}_u (f)cc^{(0)}_u (f)) ≤ cc^{(u)}_u (f)(cc^{(0)}_u (f) + 1)(cc^{(1)}_u (f) + 1)

6 Improved Bounds for Sensitivity

In this section, we explore sensitivity and prove the following characterization for sensitivity of hazard-free functions. We use s^{(b)}_u where b ∈ {0, u, 1} to denote sensitivity for inputs that yield a b output.

Theorem 6.1. Let f be the hazard-free extension of some Boolean function. s^{(1)}_u (f, x) is maximized when x is a prime implicant, s^{(0)}_u (f, x) is maximized when x is a prime implicate, and s^{(u)}_u (f, x) is maximized when x contains exactly one u.

Proof. Consider x that is an implicant but not a prime implicant. Then, there is a prime implicant y < x. We have already seen that the stable bits in y are sensitive. So we just have to argue that if bit i is stable in x and unstable in y, then i is not sensitive for x. Suppose x_i = 0 and y_i = u. Changing x_i = u cannot change the output as y has the same output as x. Changing x_i = 1 cannot change the output as then y would not be a prime implicant.

A similar argument as above holds for prime implicates.

For the last part, consider an x that has more than one u such that f(x) = u. Then, there is a y > x that has exactly one u such that f(y) = u (y is an edge in the hypercube). Let the strings w and v in {0, 1}^n be the two proper resolutions of y and j be the unique position where w and v differ. We argue that the sensitive bits for x are also sensitive bits for y. Bit j is sensitive for y. So consider an i ≠ j such that bit i is sensitive for x. Note that y_i is a stable value. If x_i = u, then it must be that setting x_i = y_i or x_i = y_i changes the output to a stable value. Setting x_i = y_i cannot yield a stable output as the resulting subcube will still contain the edge y. So setting x_i = y_i yields a stable output. This implies that changing bit i of y to y_i will yield a stable output, proving that bit i is stable for y as well. Now, we consider the cases where x_i is stable. It must be that x_i = y_i (x_i cannot be y_i as y > x) and say i is sensitive for x. Since f is natural, it must be that setting x_i to y_i yields a stable output. But then, changing bit i in y to y_i will also yield a stable output proving that bit i is sensitive for y as well.

The following theorem bounds the hazard-free sensitivity for u-inputs using Boolean sensitivity, denoted s(f) for f.

Theorem 6.2. For any Boolean function f, we have s^{(u)}_u ( ~f) ≤ 2s(f) − 1.

Proof. From Theorem 6.1, we know that s^{(u)}_u is maximized at an input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n that has exactly one u. Let v and w be the two proper resolutions of x such that f(v) = 0 and f(w) = 1 and they differ only in bit i. We will prove that all sensitive bits of x for ~f are sensitive for either v or w for f. Clearly, bit i is sensitive for v and w for f. Consider a j ≠ i that is sensitive for x for ~f. Notice x_j must be stable and x_j = v_j = w_j . Say, x_j = 0. Since the output on x of ~f is already u, the reason bit j must be sensitive is because setting x_j = 1 causes ~f to output a stable value, say 0. This implies that if we set w_j = 1 in w, then the output of f changes from 1 to 0. So bit j must be stable for w for f. The rest of the cases are similar. The sensitive bits of x for ~f is contained in the union of sensitive bits of v and w for f. The union has at least i as the common bit. The theorem follows.

7 Sensitivity and Hazard-free Functions

As an analogue of the analysis of structure of low-sensitivity functions in [GNS^+16], we establish similar properties for hazard free extensions.

[GNS^+16] also constructs circuits of size n^{O(s)} for sensitivity-s functions. This was proved before sensitivity theorem was proved in the Boolean world. Note that since sensitivity conjecture is true in the hazard-free setting, functions having hazard-free sensitivity s already has hazardfree decision trees of depth s^3 and this implies hazard-free circuits of size 2^{s3} that computes the function f.

Nevertheless, these structural property derived in [GNS^+16] could be of independent interest in the context of hazard-free setting as well. In this section, the Hamming distance between two inputs x, y in the 3 valued logic is defined as the number of indices i on which the inputs differ, in other words, x_i ≠ y_i, D(x, y) = |{i | x_i ≠ y_i}|. A Hamming sphere of radius r centered at x is defined as S(x, r) = {y | D(x, y) = r}. A Hamming ball of radius r centered at x is defined as B(x, r) = {y | D(x, y) ≤ r}. Theorem 1.13. A hazard-free extension f that has s_u(f) ≤ s is specified by its values on any Hamming ball of radius 4s in {0, u, 1}^n.

Proof. For f : {0, u, 1}^n → {0, u, 1} which is a hazard free extension of a Boolean function we define neighborhood of x as N(x) = {y | ∃i x_i ≠ y_i, and ∀j ∈ [n] \ {i}, x_j = y_j}. Similarly we define i-neighborhood N_i(x) = {y | x_i ≠ y_i, x_j = y_j∀j ∈ {1, 2, ..., n} \ {i}}. Note that for any x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n and i ∈ [n], we have that |N(x)| = 2n and |N_i(x)| = 2. We first prove the following Lemma.

Lemma 7.1. For any function f such that s_u(f) = s, if S ⊆ N(x) where |S| ≥ 4s + 1 then f(x) = P_{y∈S} (f(y)) where P outputs the most frequently occurring element in {0, u, 1} in the input to it.

Proof. We shall prove this lemma by showing that a set of neighbors with certain properties specifies f. Consider S ⊆ [n] such that |S| = k ≥ 2s + 1. Define N_S (x) = {y_{i1} , y_{i2} , ..., y_{ik} } such that ∀i_j ∈ S, y_{ij} ∈ N_{ij} (x), we claim that f(x) = P_{y∈NS} (f(y)).

To see this claim, note that, in N_S (x), x has neighbors in at least 2s + 1 different indices. Let the frequency of occurrences of 0, 1 and u over these neighbors be f_{v1} , f_{v2} , and f_{v3} . Let f(x) = v_i, we know that it will have the remaining f_{vj} + f_{vk} to be the number of sensitive indices, which can at most be s. Since x has at least 2s + 1 neighbors in N_S (x), v_i must occur at least s + 1 times among the neighbors in N_S (x). Hence the claim follows.

We will now use the claim to prove Lemma 7.1. Suppose we have S ⊆ N(x) where |S| ≥ 4s+1, then by PHP, S contains elements from at least 2s+1 different N_i’s. If not, as we know |N_i(x)| = 2, N_i(x)∩N_j (x) = ϕ and N(x) = N_1(x)∪N_2(x)....∪N_n(x). If S ⊆ N(x) and S does contains elements from at most 2s different N_i’s then |S| ≤ 4s.

Hence from the 2s + 1 different N_i’s we get the index set S^′ ⊆ [n] and neighbors in each of these index sets N_S′ (x) = {y_{i1} , y_{i2} , . . . , y_{ik} } such that |S^′| ≥ 2s + 1 and y_{si} ∈ N_{si} (x)∀s_i ∈ S^′. We know that f(x) = P_{y∈NS′} (f(y)). Suppose f(x) = v_i, we will now prove that v_i = P_{y∈S} (f(y)). Let the other values be v_j, v_k. We claim that f_{vj} + f_{vk} ≤ 2s. Suppose not. Then the number of indices that are sensitive are at least s + 1 by pigeon hole principle, which is a contradiction. Hence f_{vj} +f_{vk} ≤ 2s, v_i occurs at least 2s+1 times in S and hence v_i = P_{y∈S} (f(y)). This completes the proof of the lemma 7.1.

Now we complete the proof of the theorem. Suppose the values of a hazard-free extension f with s_u(f) ≤ s is known over a Hamming ball B(x, 4s) centered at input x and of radius 4s in {0, u, 1}^n. We will prove through induction that if the values in any ball B(x, r) where r ≥ 4s is known, the values at S(x, r + 1) is fixed.

For the induction step, suppose B(x, r) where r ≥ 4s is fixed and y ∈ S(x, r + 1). We claim that N(y) ∩ S(x, r) = r + 1. Let Diff(x, y) = {i | x_i ≠ y_i}. Note that for every i ∈ Diff(x, y) such that x_i ≠ y_i, we have a corresponding z^i such that z^i_j = y_j∀j ≠ i and z^i = x_i. z^i ∈ S(x, r) and z^i ∈ N(y). It is easy to see that none of the other neighbors of y lie in S(x, r). Hence from Theorem 7.1 we can fix f(y) since the value of f at at least 4s + 1 neighbors are known. Similarly, we can fix all f(y) for every y ∈ S(x, r + 1). This completes the proof.

Remark 7.2. Note that in the above arguments, the plurality function P : {0, 1, u}^n → {0, u, 1} can be replaced by the hazard free extension of the MAJ. In all the contexts that the function P has been used, the value (v ∈ {0, u, 1}) occurring most frequently in the input occurs strictly more than half the times. Suppose that for an input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, if v = b ∈ {0, 1} such that it occurs more than^n_2 times in x, we have ~MAJ(x) = P(x) = b. When v = u, this means that strictly more than^n_2 bits in the input are u and the two resolutions of x with all the u’s replaced by 0’s and 1’s respectively have 0 and 1 as their outputs. Hence, ~MAJ(x) = P(x) = u. Hence, the two functions are equivalent in the above contexts.

8 Discussion and Open Problems

In this work, we looked at the natural extension of decision tree complexity in a setting where input bits could be unknown. We saw that in this setting the depth and size of decision trees could be exponentially larger compared to the Boolean decision tree where all bits have known, stable values. Is it possible to contain this exponential blowup as in fixed-parameter algorithms? i.e., are there natural parameters ϕ for Boolean functions such that size_u(f) ≤ g(ϕ(f))size(f)^{O(1)} where g is an arbitrary function?

We also showed that an analogue of the celebrated sensitivity theorem holds in the presence of uncertainty too. This result shows that decision tree complexity, a computational measure, is closely related to many structural parameters of Boolean functions. The proof of sensitivity theorem in this setting is considerably different from the proof of sensitivity theorem in the Boolean world. We can parameterize sensitivity and hazard-free decision tree complexity by restricting our attention to inputs that have at most k unstable bits. The setting k = 0 gives us the Boolean sensitivity theorem and the setting k = n, the hazard-free sensitivity theorem. Can we unify these two proofs using this parameterization? i.e., is there a single proof for the sensitivity theorem that works for all k?

9 Acknowledgements

We thank anonymous reviewers for their many helpful suggestions that improved this paper.

References

[CD82] Stephen Cook and Cynthia Dwork. Bounds on the time for parallel ram’s to compute simple functions. In Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’82, page 231–233, New York, NY, USA, 1982. Association for Computing Machinery.

[CDR86] Stephen Cook, Cynthia Dwork, and Rüdiger Reischuk. Upper and lower time bounds for parallel random access machines without simultaneous writes. SIAM Journal on Computing, 15(1):87–97, 1986.

[CM78] Ashok K Chandra and George Markowsky. On the number of prime implicants. Discrete Mathematics, 24(1):7–11, 1978.

[GNS^+16] Parikshit Gopalan, Noam Nisan, Rocco A. Servedio, Kunal Talwar, and Avi Wigderson.

Smooth boolean functions are easy: Efficient algorithms for low-sensitivity functions. In Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Conference on Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science, ITCS ’16, page 59–70, 2016.

[HKP11] Pooya Hatami, Raghav Kulkarni, and Denis Pankratov. Variations on the Sensitivity Conjecture. Number 4 in Graduate Surveys. Theory of Computing Library, 2011.

[Hua19] Hao Huang. Induced subgraphs of hypercubes and a proof of the Sensitivity Conjecture. Annals of Mathematics, 190(3):949 – 955, 2019.

[Huf57] David A. Huffman. The design and use of hazard-free switching networks. J. ACM, 4(1):47–62, jan 1957.

[IKL^+19] Christian Ikenmeyer, Balagopal Komarath, Christoph Lenzen, Vladimir Lysikov, Andrey Mokhov, and Karteek Sreenivasaiah. On the complexity of hazard-free circuits. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 66(4):1–20, 2019.

[IKS23] Christian Ikenmeyer, Balagopal Komarath, and Nitin Saurabh. Karchmer-Wigderson Games for Hazard-Free Computation. In Yael Tauman Kalai, editor, 14th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2023), volume 251 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 74:1–74:25, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2023. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik.

[Juk12] S. Jukna. Boolean Function Complexity: Advances and Frontiers. Algorithms and Combinatorics. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2012.

[Juk21] Stasys Jukna. Notes on hazard-free circuits. SIAM J. Discret. Math., 35(2):770–787, 2021.

[Nis89] Noam Nisan. CREW PRAMS and decision trees. In Proceedings of the Twenty-First Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’89, page 327–335, New York, NY, USA, 1989. Association for Computing Machinery.

[Rei82] Rüdiger Reischuk. A lower time-bound for parallel random access machines without simultaneous writes. Technical Report Techreport, RJ3431, IBM New York., 1982.

[Rub95] David Rubinstein. Sensitivity vs. block sensitivity of boolean functions. Combinatorica, 15(2):297–299, 1995.

A Other Notions of Sensitivity for Hazard-free Extensions

In this section we explore two other notions of sensitivity for hazard free extensions and also end up proving that these alternative notions are polynomially related to our choice of sensitivity in the 3 valued logic. We know that for a Boolean function, every input x has one neighbor in a dimension and that edge is ’sensitive’ when there is a change in value along that edge. In the 3 valued logic, that every dimension now has 2 edges leaves us with a few choices for the notion of Sensitivity for hazard free functions, in Definition 5.1 any of the edges being sensitive makes the dimension sensitive.

As an alternative, for an input with a stable output let us consider only stale bits that can be made unstable/ uncertain leading to uncertainty in the output. Note that this means that an edge can only be sensitive to at most one of the vertices.

Definition A.1 (Stable Sensitivity). Let f be the hazard-free extension of some n-input Boolean function. For an x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n such that f(x) is stable, we define the stable sensitivity stabs(f, x) of f at x as the number of bits that can be made unstable (individually) so that f(x) is unstable.

stabs(f) = max

x:f(x) is stable

stabs(f, x)

Another natural notion is sensitivity of ‘stability’ denoting the changes from stable to unstable bits (and vice versa) that lead to an output change from a stable bit to an unstable bit (and vice versa). For B ⊆ [n], x ∈ {0, 1, u}^n, we define x ⊕ B = {y ∈ {0, 1, u}^n | ∀i ∈ B, x_i =u ⇐⇒ y_i ≠ u, x_i ≠u ⇐⇒ y_i = u}. Definition A.2 (Stability Sensitivity). Let f be the hazard-free extension of some n-input Boolean function. For an x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, the Stability Sensitivity at the input x, denoted by slys(f, x), is defined as

slys(f, x) = | | | { i : ∃y ∈ x ⊕ {i} f(x) = u ⇐⇒ f(y) ≠ u, f(x) ≠ u ⇐⇒ f(y) = u }| | | The Stability Sensitivity of f, slys(f) is then defined as :

slys(f) = max x∈{0,1,u}^n slys(f, x)

We shall prove that these measures of sensitivity stabs(f), slys(f) are at polynomially related to s(f) for any hazard free extension f. In fact, similar to the relation between s(f), bs_u(f) and cc_u(f) they are also away from s(f) by a factor of at most 2. We use the notation stabs^{(b)}_u , slys^{(b)}_u where b ∈ {0, 1} to denote sensitivities for inputs that yield a b output and slys^{(u)}_u to denote Stability Sensitivity for inputs that yield a u output.

Claim A.3. Let f be the hazard -free extension of some n-bit Boolean function. Then, stabs^{(b)}(f) = slys^{(b)}(f) = s^{(b)}_u (f) for b ∈ {0, 1} and slys^{(u)}(f) ≤ s^{(u)}_u (f)

Proof. It is easy to see that for any x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, b ∈ {0, 1} such that f(x) = b, stabs(f, x) = slys(f, x) ≤ s_u(f, x) and for any input x such that f(x) = u, slys(f, x) ≤ s_u(f, x). From 6.1 we know that s^{(1)}_u (f) occurs at the input x that corresponds to the largest sized prime implicant (or implicate for s^{(0)}_u ) or the minimum sized maximal monochromatic subcube where all the stable bits are sensitive. Hence at this input stabs^{(1)}(f, x) = s^{(1)}_u (f, x) = s^{(1)}_u (f) and by a similar argument for stabs^{(0)} we have stabs^{(b)}(f) = slys^{(b)}(f) = s^{(b)}_u (f) for b ∈ {0, 1}

Since we already know that s^{(u)}_u (f) ≤ s^{(0)}_u (f) + s^{(1)}_u (f) − 1, we know that^{su(f)}_2 ≤ stabs(f) ≤ slys(f) ≤ s_u(f) thus proving that these notions of sensitivity are at most a factor of 2 away from our choice of sensitivity and thus they would all satisfy the Sensitivity Conjecture.

B Combinatorial Proof of the Sensitivity Theorem

In this section we will give an alternate proof for theorem 1.12 by using combinatorial arguments on the sub-structures of the hypercube. This involves associating to every input x ∈ {0, u, 1}^n, a natural subcube C(x) that contains all the resolutions of x. This argument throws different insights compared to the proof that we presented in the main text.

Recall that implicant (or implicate) inputs correspond to the monochromatic 1 (or 0) subcubes and the prime implicants (or implicates) correspond to those monochromatic 1 (or 0) cubes are maximal since they cannot be increased in any dimension without violating the property of monochromaticity.

B.1 Sensitivity and Colorful Subcubes

Theorem B.1. Let f be the hazard-free extension of some Boolean function and k_1, k_2 are the sizes of the largest prime implicant and implicate respectively. Then

1. s^{(1)}_u (f) = k_1, s^{(0)}_u (f) = k_2

2. s^{(u)}_u (f) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1

We firstly prove the characterization in the first part of the theorem as follows:

Lemma B.2. Let f be the hazard-free extension of some Boolean function s^{(1)}_u (f, x) and s^{(0)}_u (f, x) are maximized when x is a largest prime implicant (or implicate respectively), and s^{(1)}_u (f) = k_1, s^{(0)}_u (f) = k_2

Proof. Firstly we shall show that the maximum value of s^{(1)}_u (f, x) occurs at a prime implicant. Consider an x such that C(x) is a monochromatic 1 cube which is not maximal (i.e x corresponds to an implicant but not a prime implicant). Suppose of the sake of contradiction that, maximum value of s^{(1)}_u (f) occurs at a x, we will now show that maximal 1 monochromatic cube that C(x) belongs to which is represented by C(y) (where y corresponds to a prime implicant) has all the sensitive indices of x to be sensitive. Note that none of the unstable bits in x are sensitive. Observe that:

1. Suppose x_i is stable and y_i is unstable then x_i is not sensitive. One replacing x_i by anything else to get x^′, C(x^′) is still a subcube of C(y). Hence f(x^′) = 1

2. If x_i = y_i = b^′ and x_i is sensitive then y_i would also be sensitive since the same replacement (on x gives x^′) on y gives a y^′ such that C(x^′) is a subcube of C(y^′) Therefore s^{(1)}_u (f, x) ≤ s^{(1)}_u (f, y)

Now we shall show that at input x representing a maximal monochromatic 1 cube (x corresponds to a prime implicant) exactly the stable bits are sensitive. Note that if any unstable bit is made stable, the resulting subcube is a subcube of C(x) and hence the output is still 1. If any of the stable bits are made u we get a non monochromatic subcube as C(x) is a maximal monochromatic subcube and hence the output is u. This implies that the s^{(1)}_u occurs at the maximum sized prime implicant and it’s value is the size of that implicant. A similar argument holds for s^{(0)}_u .

We now upper bound s^{(u)}_u as in the second part of B.1 using the notion of a minimal colorful subcube of a Boolean hypercube of f, which is defined as a subcube that has at least one 0 and 1 output over its inputs and has at least one of its two sub cubes is monochromatic in every dimension. It is, in a sense, a dual of the maximal monochromatic subcube which was used to characterize s^{(b)}_u .

If it is represented by C(x) where x is the input whose resolutions exactly correspond to the sub-cube, then note that f(x) = u and every u in x is sensitive (can be replaced with b to get x^′ that represents one of the monochromatic sub cubes in that dimension). We prove the following properties of a minimal colorful cube:

Lemma B.3. Let f be the hazard-free extension of some Boolean function, then

1. Any minimum colorful cube C(x) has exactly one input whose output is of value b and the rest have an output value of b̄

2. For any x corresponding to a minimum colorful cube s_u(f, x) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1

3. s^{(u)}_u (f) occurs at an input x corresponding to a a minimum colorful cube

Proof. 1. Since we know that every u in x is sensitive, suppose C(x_1), C(x_2), .., C(x_Δ) be the different monochromatic cubes in the dimensions 1, 2, .., Δ by replacing u in x with b_1, b_2, ...(wlog assume that the first Δ dimensions are u’s for x). Observe that

a. For any (i, j), C(x_i) ∩ C(x_j) ≠ Φ. Note that an input obtained by replacing j^{th}u with b_j and i^{th}u by b_i in x gives x^{′′} ∈ C(x_i) ∩ C(x_j ). This implies that all the C(x_i) have the same color (or the same value b) b. Consider resolutions of x /∈ C(x_1) ∪ C(x_2) ∪ .., C(x_Δ). For y = y_1....y_Δx_{Δ+1}...x_n to not be in C_{xi} , y_i has to be set to b̄_i and hence there can only be 1 such resolution possible. Since C(x) is colorful, this resolution is the only one which has a different color.

2. Wlog let x = uuu..us_1...s_it_1..t_j where all the u’s and t_i’s are sensitive. Let us define inputs x_i = uuu..us_1 · · · s_it_1.t̄_i · · · t_j for all i ∈ [j]. We know that x_1, x_2 · · · x_j all correspond to monochromatic cubes (say j_1 cubes of color b and j_2 of color b̄) and s_u(f, x) = Δ + j where Δ is the dimension of C(x). From the first part of the theorem, we know that there exists a y ∈ C(x) such that y is of color b and the rest of the resolutions are colored b̄. Consider the sensitivity of the inputs y and a neighbor z of y in C(x).

s_u(y) We know that for y = b_1...b_Δs_1...s_it_1..t_j, all the b_i’s are sensitive as it is the only resolution of x that has the color b. Considering the t_i’s note that neighbors on flipping t_i to t̄_i, say y_i ∈ C(x_i) and hence at least j_2 dimensions are sensitive. s_u(f, y) ≥ Δ + j_2

s_u(z) Let z = z_1...z_Δs_1...s_it_1..t_j has an output b̄. Considering the t_i’s by a similar argument at least j_1 dimensions are sensitive. We have s_u(f, z) − 1 ≥ j_1 since z has y as a sensitive neighbor in that direction.

From the above we have

Δ + j_1 + j_2 = Δ + j ≤ s_u(f, y) + s_u(f, z) − 1

Since y, z are stable inputs we have s^{(u)}_u (f) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1

3. Suppose for the sake of contradiction, x which does not correspond to a minimum colorful cube gives s^{(u)}_u (f). Wlog x = uuu..us_1 · · · s_it_1.t̄_i · · · t_j where f(x) = u, t_i is a sensitive stable bit, s_i is a non sensitive stable bit. If a u at i^{th} position is not sensitive consider a y where wlog it is set to 0. Since it was not sensitive we know that f(y) = u. We will now prove that s_u(f, y) ≥ s_u(f, x) as follows:

Suppose a x_j = u was sensitive for x, we know that setting x_j to some b gives a x^′ where f(x^′) ≠ u. Note that the same bit is also sensitive for y as changing it to b gives y^′ such that C(y^′) ⊂ C(x^′) and hence f(y^′) ≠ u Suppose t_j was sensitive for x then it has to be that replacing it by t̄_j gives a x^′ such that f(x^′) ≠ u, and a similar argument follows.

We can recursively keep choose any of the 2 colorful sub cubes of x (in non sensitive dimension) and the s^{(u)}_u does not reduce for that input. Hence we can finally get to an input where all u’s are sensitive and that would correspond to a minimum colorful subcube.

The lemmas B.2 and B.3 prove the theorem B.1

B.2 Certificate Complexity in Hazard free Setting

Theorem B.4. Let f be the hazard-free extension of some Boolean function and k_1, k_2 are the sizes of the largest prime implicant and implicate respectively, then

1. cc^{(1)}_u (f) = k_1, cc^{(0)}_u (f) = k_2

2. cc^{(u)}_u (f) ≤ k_1 + k_2 − 1

Proof. 1. We firstly observe that for any input x giving a stable output b, the minimum certificate does not have any unstable bits in it. Note that a subcube corresponding to a certificate (the remaining bits are set to u) is monochromatic, if the minimum certificate contains a u, that can be removed to get C^′ and any input that matches with C^′ would be a subcube of the monochromatic subcube and hence C^′ is a certificate.

Now consider the largest prime implicant x, we know from the above observation that cc^{(1)}_u is at most the number of stable bits in x since any input with a stable output cannot have more stable bits than in x. However we know that for x all stable bits are sensitive and hence a certificate should contain all of them. Hence we have cc^{(1)}_u (f) = s^{(1)}_u (f, x) = k_1. A similar argument follows for cc^{(0)}_u

2. To prove this, we shall use the notion of ’no contradiction’ to talk about the intersection of subcubes in the hypercube. We say x, y ∈ {0, u, 1}^n do not contradict iff ∄i, x_i = b, y_i = b̄. We observe that x, y do not contradict iff C(x) ∩ C(y) ≠ ϕ.

Consider an input x such that f(x) = u, then we know that C(x) has inputs x_0, x_1 such that f(x_0) = 0, f(x_1) = 1. Suppose p_0, p_1 are the inputs in {0, u, 1}^n that represent the maximal monochromatic sub cubes containing x_0, x_1, and D_0, D_1 are the stable dimensions in p_0, p_1 respectively.

We shall now show that the indices D_0 ∪D_1 is a u certificate for x using the following lemma:

Lemma B.5. Any y such that y_i = x_i∀i ∈ D_0 ∪ D_1 does not contradict with p_0, p_1

Wlog suppose for the sake of contradiction, y_i = b, p_{0i} = b̄. We know that i ∈ D_0 and hence y_i = x_i = b. But we know that x, p_0 cannot contradict because x_0 ∈ C(x) ∩ C(p_0). Hence we have a contradiction.

Hence from the above claim, we know that any y such that y_i = x_i∀i ∈ D_0 ∪D_1, C(y) contains an input whose f value is 0 and also an input whose value is 1. We now have,

cc^{(u)}_u ≤ |D_0 ∪ D_1| = |D_0| + |D_1| − |D_0 ∩ D_1|

We show that D_0 ∩ D_1 ≠ ϕ by contradiction. Assume that D_0 ∩ D_1 ≠ ϕ, this would mean that p_0 and p_1 do not contradict and hence C(p_0) ∩ C(p_1) ≠ ϕ which is a contradiction since they are monochromatic cubes of different colors. Hence we have

cc^{(u)}_u ≤ |D_0| + |D_1| − |D_0 ∩ D_1| ≤ k_2 + k_1 − 1