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Abstract

We consider the basic statistical problem of detecting truncation of the uniform distribution
on the Boolean hypercube by juntas. More concretely, we give upper and lower bounds on the
problem of distinguishing between i.i.d. sample access to either (a) the uniform distribution over
{0, 1}n, or (b) the uniform distribution over {0, 1}n conditioned on the satisfying assignments
of a k-junta f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}.

We show that (up to constant factors) min{2k + log
(

n
k

)

, 2k/2 log1/2
(

n
k

)

} samples suffice for

this task and also show that a log
(

n
k

)

dependence on sample complexity is unavoidable. Our
results suggest that testing junta truncation requires learning the set of relevant variables of the
junta.
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1 Introduction

Estimation via samples acquired from a truncated distribution—i.e. a distribution that has un-
dergone some form of conditioning—is a classic statistical challenge dating back to the works of
Bernoulli [Ber60], Galton [Gal97], and Pearson [Pea02]. The premise of inference and learning from
truncated distributions suggests an arguably more basic statistical task, namely that of detecting
if a distribution has been truncated in the first place. We instantiate this question in perhaps
its simplest high-dimensional setting by testing for truncations of the uniform distribution on the
Boolean hypercube {0, 1}n by functions of few variables.

The concept of a “function of few variables” can be made precise via the notion of juntas: A
function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a k-junta if there is a set of coordinates {i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ [n] such that
the value of f(x) is completely determined by (xi1 , . . . , xik). Starting with the work of Blum [Blu94],
the problem of learning juntas (which abstracts the problem of learning in the presence of irrelevant
features) as well as the related problem of testing juntas (i.e. the problem of distinguishing whether
a function is a k-junta or is “far” from every k-junta) have been—and continue to be—the subject
of intensive study in theoretical computer science [BL97, MOS04, FKR+04, Bla08, Val15, BCE+18,
DMN19, ITW21, PRW22, CNY23, CP23, BKST23].

We now turn to a more precise formulation of the question we consider in this paper: Given
i.i.d. sample access to an unknown distribution D on {0, 1}n, distinguish with high probability
between (a) D being the uniform distribution on {0, 1}n, and (b) the uniform distribution on the
satisfying assignments1 of some k-junta (assuming there are not too many satisfying assignments).
While the the learnability and testability of the truncated distributions we consider (namely those
in Item (b) above) are well studied problems [ABR16, CJLW21], the question we consider is an
arguably more basic question and adds to a nascent line of inquiry on testing distribution trunca-
tion [DNS23, DLNS23]; we defer a detailed discussion of related work to Section 1.2.2

Notation. Before formally stating our results, we first introduce some notation. We will denote
the uniform distribution over the n-dimensional Boolean hypercube {0, 1}n by Un. For a function
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we define its volume Vol(f) as

Vol(f) := E
x∼{0,1}n

[

f(x)
]

.

Finally, we introduce notation for the class of distributions we consider:

Jn(k, ε) :=
{

Un|f−1(1) for a k-junta f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with Vol(f) ≤ 1− ε
}

, (1)

namely the collection of uniform distributions on satisfying assignments of k-juntas with volume at
most 1− ε. We note that Un can be viewed as a truncation of Un by the constant-1 function which
is a 0-junta; as such, the assumption on the volume of the junta not being too large is necessary.

1.1 Our Results

We obtain both upper and lower bounds on the sample complexity of distinguishing truncations of
the uniform distribution on {0, 1}n by juntas.

1We say that x is a satisfying assignment of a Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} if f(x) = 1.
2[ABR16] and [CJLW21] consider the broader class of distributions on {0, 1}n whose density function is a k-junta;

our upper bound partially (in particular, Algorithm 2) holds for this broader class of distributions as well—see the
discussion following Theorem 1 for more on this.
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1.1.1 Upper Bound

We obtain the following upper bound:

Theorem 1. There exists an algorithm Junta-Tester with the following performance guarantee:
Given i.i.d. sample access to an unknown distribution D, the algorithm draws O

(

min{T1, T2}
)

samples where

T1 := 2k + log

(

n

k

)

and T2 := 2k/2 log1/2
(

n

k

)

+ log

(

n

k

)

,

and has the following performance guarantee:

• If D = Un, then A outputs “un-truncated” with probability at least 99/100; and

• If D ∈ Jn(k, ε), then A outputs “truncated” with probability at least 99/100.

Our upper bound, which we prove in Section 3, is based on two distinct and strikingly simple
algorithms for testing junta truncation:

1. The first algorithm, Consistent-Junta-Checker (cf. Algorithm 1), assumes the distribu-
tion is truncated as long as there is a junta consistent with the samples. As such, it can be
viewed as a “consistent hypothesis checker” [KV94] and has sample complexity T1. Note that
if the samples are from a truncated distribution, then this algorithm learns the truncating
junta.

2. The second algorithm, Junta-Uniformity-Test (cf. Algorithm 2), relies on the easy obser-
vation that in the truncated case, the distribution over the relevant variables in the junta will
be far from uniform (thanks to the assumption on the volume on the function, cf. Equation (1)
and the following discussion). The algorithm thus draws a sufficiently large number of samples
and iterates over all subsets of k variables, and relies on the uniformity test of Diakonikolas
et al. [DGPP18] to distinguish between the untruncated and truncated distributions.

Note that Consistent-Junta-Checker is computationally inefficient as it iterates over all
Θ(22

k(n
k

)

) k-juntas over {0, 1}n whereas Junta-Uniformity-Test runs in time O(T2) due to the
uniformity test subroutine of [DGPP18].

Remark 2. The combined use of the two algorithms points to an intriguing sample-versus-time
complexity trade-off with the parameter k. In particular, note that when

2k ≪ log

(

n

k

)

i.e. k ≪ log log n,

we have that computationally inefficient Consistent-Junta-Checker has lower sample complex-
ity than the computationally efficient Junta-Uniformity-Test.

1.1.2 Lower Bound

We now turn to our lower bound on the sample complexity of testing junta truncation:

Theorem 3. Let A be any algorithm with the same performance guarantee as in Theorem 1. Then
A must draw Ω(log

(n
k

)

) samples from D.
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Our lower bound, which we prove in Section 4, is obtained by proving that log
(n
k

)

samples are
required to distinguish between Un and Un conditioned on the satisfying assignments of a parity
function on a uniformly random set of coordinates of size k; our proof is linear algebraic and reduces
to proving an elementary anti-concentration property of a coding-theoretic random variable. We
remark that the lower bound in Theorem 3 matches the upper bounds in Theorem 1 up to constant
factors for k = Θ(1) and k = Θ(log log n). Our lower bound also suggests that in order to test
truncation by a k-junta, learning the set of relevant variables of the junta is in a sense necessary.

1.2 Related Work

Estimation and inference over truncated distributions have been increasingly studied by the theo-
retical computer science community in recent years [DGTZ19, FKT20, FKT20, DKTZ21]; we refer
the reader to Section 1.3 of [DNS23] for more on this. The question we consider can be viewed as
a specific instance of the following broader question:

Question 4. Given independently drawn samples from some unknown distribution, determine
whether the data was drawn from a known underlying probability distribution P, versus from P
conditioned on some unknown truncation set S of measure bounded away from 1.

The work of Rubinfeld and Servedio [RS09] considers the problem of testing for truncations of
the uniform distribution on {0, 1}n by monotone Boolean functions, and the work of De, Nadimpalli,
and Servedio [DNS23] considers an instant of Question 4 where P is the n-dimensional standard
Gaussian distribution and the truncating set S can be an arbitrary convex subset of Rn. We note
that both [RS09] and [DNS23] obtain a striking separation between the sample complexities of
learning and testing truncation by their respective classes of truncating sets: For both monotone
functions and convex sets, the best known learning algorithms require essentially nO(

√
n) samples,

whereas testing truncation in both cases requires O(n) samples.3

In addition to [RS09, DNS23], a forthcoming manuscript of De, Li, Nadimpalli, and Serve-
dio [DLNS23] considers a broader instantiation of Question 4 wherein P is taken to be an arbitrary
“hypercontractive” distribution (cf. Chapters 9 and 10 of [O’D14]) and the truncating set S can
be the satisfying assignments of a low-degree polynomial threshold function.

2 Preliminaries

All probabilities and expectations will be with respect to the uniform distribution, unless otherwise
indicated. We use boldfaced characters such as w,x, and V to denote random variables (which
may be real-valued, vector-valued or set-valued; the intended type will be clear from the context).
We write x ∼ D to indicate that the random variable x is distributed according to the probability
distribution D. We write dTV(D1,D2) to denote the total variation distance or statistical distance
between the distributions D1 and D2.

We will sometimes identify the Boolean hypercube {0, 1}n with the vector space F
n
2 . For x ∈

{0, 1}n we will write |x| to denote the Hamming weight of x, i.e. |x| :=
∑n

i=1 x1; viewed as an
element of Fn

2 , we have |x| = |{i ∈ [n] : xi 6= 0}|. Given a subset S ⊆ [n] and x ∈ {0, 1}n, we will
write

xS := (xi)i∈S

and will view xS as an element of {0, 1}S in the natural way.

3This can be viewed as yet another case of the “emerging analogy between monotone Boolean functions and convex
sets” [DNS22].
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Input: D ∈ {Un} ⊔ Jn(k, ε)

Output: “Un-truncated” or “truncated”

Consistent-Junta-Checker(D):

1. Set

T := 100

(

2k + log

(

n

k

)

)

log−1

(

1

1− ε

)

and draw x(1), . . . ,x(T ) ∼ D.

2. If there exists a k-junta f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with Vol(f) ≤ 1− ε such that for all i ∈ [T ]
we have f(x(i)) = 1, then ouput “truncated;” otherwise, output “un-truncated.”

Algorithm 1: Testing junta truncation via a consistent hypothesis checker.

3 Upper Bounds

In this section, we establish our upper bound on testing junta truncation (cf. Theorem 1). As
discussed earlier, we give two distinct algorithms for detecting truncation by juntas: In Section 3.1,
we show that it is possible to test junta truncation using O(2k + log

(n
k

)

) samples via learning. Our
second algorithm, which we present in Section 3.2, relies on a uniformity test due to Diakonikolas
et al. [DGPP18] and requires O(2k/2 log1/2

(n
k

)

+ log
(n
k

)

) samples.

3.1 Testing Truncation via a Consistent Hypothesis Checker

The truncation tester we present in this section can be viewed as a “consistent hypothesis finder”
(see for example [KV94]) where the algorithm simply checks if there exists a junta that is consistent
with all the samples and outputs “truncated” if this is indeed the case. We note that this algorithm
is computationally inefficient, and has runtime O(22

k(n
k

)

) as it must iterate over all k-juntas over
{0, 1}n.

Proposition 5. The algorithm Consistent-Junta-Checker (cf. Algorithm 1) has the following
performance guarantee:

• If D = Un, then it outputs “un-truncated” with probability at least 99/100; and

• If D ∈ Jn(k, ε), then it outputs “truncated” with probability 1.

Proof. Note that if D ∈ Jn(k, ε), then clearly the algorithm never outputs “un-truncated.” It
therefore suffices to show that when D = Un, the algorithm outputs “truncated” with probability
at most 1/100. Let X be the random variable that counts the number of k-juntas with volume at
most (1− ε) that are consistent with the sample set (x(1), . . . ,x(T )), i.e.

X :=
∑

D′∈Jn(k,ε)

1
{

x(i) ∈ supp(D′) for all i ∈ [T ]
}
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where supp(D′) denotes the support of the distribution D′. We then have

E
Un

[X] =
∑

D′∈Jn(k,ε)

Pr
Un

[

x(i) ∈ supp(D′) for all i ∈ [T ]
]

≤
∑

D′∈Jn(k,ε)

(1− ε)T

≤ 22
k

(

n

k

)

· (1− ε)T

= 22
k

(

n

k

)

·

(

1

2

)100
(

2k+log (n
k
)
)

≤
1

100
,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that dTV(Un,D
′) ≥ ε, and the second inequality

follows from the fact that there are at most 22
k(n

k

)

many k-juntas over {0, 1}n. Using Markov’s
inequality, we thus have that

Pr
x(1),...,x(T )∼Un

[Algorithm 1 outputs “truncated”] = Pr
Un

[X ≥ 1] ≤
1

100
,

completing the proof.

3.2 Testing Truncation via Uniformity Testing

We now give a different algorithm for testing junta truncation that relies on the uniformity test
of Diakonikolas et al. [DGPP18]. The algorithm relies on the simple observation that if the input
distribution has been truncated by a junta on the variables in some set S, then the resulting
distribution on {0, 1}S is far from uniform. We first formally state the guarantee of the uniformity
test of Diakonikolas et al. [DGPP18]:

Proposition 6 (Theorem 2 of [DGPP18]). Given ε, δ > 0, there exists an algorithm, Uniformity-

Test(ε, δ), which given i.i.d. sample access to a distribution D over [m], draws

T := Θ







1

ε2





√

m log

(

1

δ

)

+ log

(

1

δ

)











samples from D, does an O(T )-time computation, and has the following performance guarantee:

• If D = U[m] where U[m] is the uniform distribution over [m], then it outputs “un-truncated”
with probability at least 1− δ; and

• If dTV(U[m],D) ≥ ε, then it outputs “truncated” with probability at least 1− δ.

With this in hand, the analysis of Algorithm 2 is rather straightforward:

Proposition 7. The algorithm Junta-Uniformity-Test (cf. Algorithm 2) has the following
performance guarantee:

• If D = Un, then it outputs “un-truncated” with probability at least 99/100; and

5



Input: D ∈ {Un} ⊔ Jn(k, ε)

Output: “Un-truncated” or “truncated”

Junta-Uniformity-Test(D):

1. Set

T := Θ





1

ε2

(

2k/2 · log1/2
(

n

k

)

+ log

(

n

k

)

)



 and δ := Θ

(

1
(n
k

)

)

,

and draw T samples x(1), . . . ,x(T ) ∼ D.

2. For each S ⊆ [n] with |S| = k:

(a) Run Uniformity-Test(ε, δ) (cf. Proposition 6) on samples (x
(1)
S , . . . ,x

(T )
S )

identifying [m] ≡ {0, 1}S .

(b) If Uniformity-Test outputs “truncated,” halt and output “truncated.”

3. Otherwise, output “un-truncated.”

Algorithm 2: Testing junta truncation via uniformity testing.

• If D ∈ Jn(k, ε), then it outputs “truncated” with probability at least 99/100.

Proof. Note that if D = Un, then for each S ⊆ [n] with |S| = k, we have that (x
(1)
S , . . . ,x

(T )
S )

is distributed according to the uniform distribution on {0, 1}S . It thus follows by the guarantee
of Uniformity-Test (cf. Proposition 6) that we output “truncated” with probability at most
δ with δ as defined in Item 1 of Algorithm 2. Union bounding over all

(n
k

)

sets S ⊆ [n] of size
k, we get (for an appropriate choice of constant hidden by the Θ(·) when setting δ) that the
Junta-Uniformity-Test outputs “truncated” with probability at most 1/100.

On the other hand, suppose D ∈ Jn(k, ε); in particular, suppose D = Un|f−1(1) where the
function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a k-junta on the variables in S∗ ⊆ [n] with |f−1(1)| ≤ (1− ε)2n. In

this case, note that the (x
(1)
S∗ , . . . ,x

(T )
S∗ ) is drawn from a distribution on {0, 1}S

∗

which has variation
distance at least ε from the uniform distribution on {0, 1}S

∗

, and so Uniformity-Test will output
“truncated” with probability at least 1 − δ ≫ 99/100 (once again, for an appropriate choice of
constant hidden by the Θ(·) when setting δ).

4 Lower Bound

In this section, we establish Theorem 3 by showing that any algorithm with the performance
guarantee as in Theorem 1 must draw Ω(log

(n
k

)

) samples from D. We obtain our lower bound
by showing that it is hard to distinguish between the uniform distribution Un and the uniform
distribution truncated by a (negated) parity function. Throughout this section, it will be convenient
for us to identify {0, 1}n with F

n
2 .

Definition 8. Given a subset S ⊆ [n], we write χS : Fn
2 → F2 for the (negated) parity function on

6



S defined by

χS(x) := 1−
∑

i∈S
xi.

In particular, note that each χS is a |S|-junta. Let Pn(k) be the collection of truncations of the
uniform distribution over {0, 1}n by parities on k variables, i.e.

Pn(k) :=
{

Un|χ−1
S

(1) : |S| = k
}

.

Theorem 3 follows immediately from the following:

Proposition 9. Let A be any algorithm which given i.i.d. sample access to a distribution D ∈
{Un} ∪ Pn(k), has the following performance guarantee:

• If D = Un, then A outputs “un-truncated” with probability 99/100; and

• If D ∈ Pn(k), then A outputs “truncated” with probability at least 99/100.

Then A must draw Ω(
(n
k

)

) samples from D.

Note that any algorithm A with the performance guarantee as in Proposition 9 can distinguish
between Un and the (uniform) mixture distribution on Pn(k) with probability at least 99/100; in
particular, it suffices for us to prove a sample-complexity lower bound against algorithms that
distinguish between these two distributions. It thus suffices to prove a sample complexity lower
bound against the natural “maximum likelihood estimate”-based distinguisher.

Notation 10. We will sometimes write x := (x(1), . . . ,x(T )) and y := (y(1), . . . ,y(T ))) for brevity.

We next formally define the MLE-based distinguisher:

Definition 11. Given T i.i.d. samples (x(1), . . . ,x(T )) drawn from some unknown distribution
D ∈ {Un} ∪ Pn(k), we write AMLE for the algorithm that outputs “truncated” if

E
D∈Pn(k)

[

Pr
y(1),...,y(T )∼D

[y = x]

]

≥ Pr
y(1),...,y(T )∼Un

[y = x],

and “un-truncated” otherwise.

4.1 A Lower Bound Against AMLE

In the rest of this section, we establish the following proposition which together with Definition 11
implies Proposition 9, which in turn implies Theorem 3.

Proposition 12. Given i.i.d. sample access to D where

D ∈ {Un} ∪ Pn(k),

suppose AMLE has the following performance guarantee:

• If D = Un, then AMLE outputs “un-truncated” with probability at least 99/100; and

• If D ∈ Pn(k), then AMLE outputs “truncated” with probability at least 99/100.

Then AMLE must draw at least log
(

n
k

)

samples from D.
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To prove that AMLE drawing log
(n
k

)

samples does not satisfy the performance guarantee, we
prove Lemma 14 which reduces our problem to proving an anticoncentration bound for a coding-
theoretic random variable. Finally, Lemma 15 completes the proof by providing the anticoncentra-
tion bound needed.

We define our random variable as follows:

Definition 13. Let V ≤ F
n
2 be a random linear subspace obtained by the following process:

1. Draw v(1), . . . ,v(T ) ∼ F
n
2 uniformly at random where T := log

(n
k

)

.

2. Set V := span(v(1), . . . ,v(T ))⊥.

We also define
w :=

∣

∣{x ∈ V : |x| = k}
∣

∣.

The following lemma relates the failure probability of AMLE to a tail probability of the random
variable w:

Lemma 14. Given T := log
(n
k

)

samples x(1), . . . ,x(T ) drawn from Un, we have

Pr
Un

[

AMLE(x
(1), . . . ,x(T )) outputs “truncated”

]

= Pr
Un

[w ≥ 1]

with w as in Definition 13.

Proof. By Definition 11, we have that the probability of AMLE outputting “truncated” given sam-
ples from U is given by

Pr
x(i)∼Un



 E
D∈Pn(k)

[

Pr
y
(i)∼D

[y] = x

]

≥ Pr
y(i)∼Un

[y] = x



. (2)

Note, however, that for fixed x(1), . . . , x(T ) we have

Pr
y(i)∼Un

[y = x] =
1

2nT
, (3)

and also that

E
D∈Pn(k)

[

Pr
y
(i)∼D

[y = x]

]

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

{

S : |S| = k and χS(x
(i)) = 1 for i ∈ [T ]

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

|Pn(k)|2(n−1)T
. (4)

This relies on the fact that Vol(χS) = 1/2 for all S 6= ∅. Combining Equations (2) to (4), we get
that

Pr
Un

[AMLE outputs “truncated”] = Pr
Un

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

{

S : |S| = k and for all i ∈ [T ], χS(x
(i)) = 1

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥
|Pn(k)|

2T

]

= Pr[w ≥ 1]

as |Pn(k)| =
(n
k

)

and recalling our choice of T = log
(n
k

)

.

With Lemma 14 in hand, the proof of the lower bound is completed by the following lemma:
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Lemma 15. We have Pr[w ≥ 1] > 0.01.

Proof. We will first establish that E[w] = 1. To see this, note that

E[w] =
∑

x∈Fn
2

|x|=k

Pr
V

[x ∈ V]

=
∑

x∈Fn
2

|x|=k

Pr
v(i)∼F

n
2

[

〈v(i), x〉 = 0 for all i ∈ [T ]
]

=
∑

x∈Fn
2

|x|=k

T
∏

i=1

Pr
v(i)∼F

n
2

[

〈v(i), x〉 = 0
]

=
∑

x∈Fn
2

|x|=k

1

2T

= 1, (5)

recalling that T = log
(n
k

)

. We will next obtain an upper bound on the second moment of w.
Recalling that w =

∑

|x|=k 1{x ∈ V}, we have that

E[w2] = E
V











∑

|x|=k

1{x ∈ V}





2






= E
V





∑

|x|,|y|=k

1{x ∈ V} · 1{y ∈ V}





=
∑

x,y∈Fn
2

|x|=|y|=k

Pr
V

[x ∈ V, y ∈ V]

=
∑

x∈Fn
2

|x|=k

Pr
V

[x ∈ V] +
∑

x 6=y
|x|=|y|=k

Pr
V

[x ∈ V, y ∈ V],

but when x 6= y, note that the events {x ∈ V} and {y ∈ V} are independent, and so we have

= 1 +
∑

x 6=y
|x|=|y|=k

Pr
V

[x ∈ V]Pr
V

[y ∈ V]

≤ 2, (6)

where the last two expressions relied on our choice of T .
We now turn to the proof of Lemma 15. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that Pr[w ≥

1] ≤ 0.01. Now, from Equation (5) we have that

1 = E[w] =
∑

i≥1

Pr[w ≥ i].

9



By assumption we then have that

0.01 ≥ Pr[w ≥ 1] = 1−
∑

i≥2

Pr[w ≥ i], and so
∑

i≥2

Pr[w ≥ i] ≥ 0.99. (7)

Note, however, that by Equations (5) and (6) it follows that Var[w] ≤ 1 and so by Chebyshev’s
inequality we have that for any i ≥ 2,

Pr[w ≥ i] ≤
1

(i− 1)2
.

We also have that for i ≥ 2, Pr[w ≥ i] ≤ Pr[w ≥ 1] ≤ 0.01 by assumption, and so

∑

i≥2

Pr[w ≥ i] ≤
∑

i≥2

min

{

1

(i− 1)2
, 0.01

}

≤
15
∑

i=2

0.01 +
∑

i>15

1

(i− 1)2

≤ 0.15 + 0.25

≤ 0.4,

which contradicts Equation (7). It follows that Pr[w ≥ 1] > 0.01, completing the proof.
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