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Abstract

We revisit the framework of interactive proofs for distribution testing, first introduced by
Chiesa and Gur (ITCS 2018), which has recently experienced a surge in interest, accompanied
by notable progress (e.g., Herman and Rothblum, STOC 2022, FOCS 2023; Herman, RAN-
DOM 2024). In this model, a data-poor verifier determines whether a probability distribution
has a property of interest by interacting with an all-powerful, data-rich but untrusted prover
bent on convincing them that it has the property. While prior work gave sample-, time-, and
communication-efficient protocols for testing and estimating a range of distribution properties,
they all suffer from an inherent issue: for most interesting properties of distributions over a
domain of size N, the verifier must draw at least Q(VN) samples of its own. While sublinear in
N, this is still prohibitive for large domains encountered in practice.

In this work, we circumvent this limitation by augmenting the verifier with the ability to
perform an exponentially smaller number of more powerful (but reasonable) pairwise conditional
queries, effectively enabling them to perform “local comparison checks” of the prover’s claims.
We systematically investigate the landscape of interactive proofs in this new setting, giving
polylogarithmic query and sample protocols for (tolerantly) testing all label-invariant properties,
thus demonstrating exponential savings without compromising on communication, for this large
and fundamental class of testing tasks.
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1 Introduction

Distribution testing, as introduced by Batu et al. [2000], is a mature subfield of property testing [Gol-
dreich et al., 1998, Rubinfeld and Sudan, 1996] aimed at investigating statistical properties of an
unknown distribution given sample access to it. Given a property (a set of distributions) and a
proximity parameter 7 € (0,0.1], distribution testing algorithms output Accept if the distribution is
in the property (or close to it), or Reject if the distribution is 7-far from the property, both with high
probability. Closeness and farness are quantified with respect to a prespecified notion of distance,
typically total variation distance. The primary motivation behind distribution testing is to design
testing algorithms for deciding properties with sample complexity sub-linear in the domain size
N (which is demonstrably more efficient than learning the distribution, which requires drawing
© (N) samples). Accordingly, over the last two decades, researchers have extensively studied the
sample complexity of numerous distribution properties, such as simple uniformity testing [Goldreich
and Ron, 2011] (testing whether a distribution is uniform over its entire domain), support size
decision problem [Raskhodnikova et al., 2009, Valiant and Valiant, 2011, Wu and Yang, 2019, Ferreira
Pinto Jr. and Harms, 2025] (testing whether a distribution’s support is within some pre-specified
range), and many more: see, e.g., [Goldreich, 2017, Chapter 11] and Rubinfeld [2012], Canonne [2020,
2022] for a more thorough introduction to distribution testing. Unfortunately, although distribution
testing is often more efficient than learning the distribution, it is still prohibitively expensive for
practical use. For example, it is known that generalized uniformity testing (testing whether a
distribution is uniform over its support) over a domain of size N requires Q (N 2/ 3) samples [Batu
and Canonne, 2017, Diakonikolas et al., 2018], which can be impractical for large domain sizes. Even
simple uniformity testing requires Q(VN) samples [Paninski, 2008], and its tolerant testing version
(which asks to distinguish distributions close to uniform from those which are far) needs Q (N/log N)
samples [Valiant and Valiant, 2017].

In the face of these limitations, a nascent line of work [Chiesa and Gur, 2018, Herman and
Rothblum, 2022, 2023, Herman, 2024 has asked a related question: with testing being hard by itself,
what is the complexity of verifying the properties of a distribution given sample access to it? Here, in
addition to drawing samples from the distribution, the tester is allowed to interactively communicate
with an omniscient but untrusted prover that knows the distribution in its entirety. The idea here
is to leverage the provers extra knowledge about the distribution, with the hope that checking the
provers’ claims is easier than naively testing the property. While this model of verifiable computation
has only recently been explored in the context of distribution testing, it has been an active area of
research in other areas of theoretical computer science for over 40 years (see for e.g. [Goldwasser
et al., 1985, Micali, 2000, Rothblum et al., 2013, Goldwasser et al., 2015, Berman et al., 2018, Arun
et al., 2024]). It models settings where a centralized organization (for example, a company turning
billions of dollars of profit) has the ability to collect large amounts of data and learn distributions to
high precision, while end-users may not have the same ability. At the same time, the company might
have incentives to lie, and so verifying whether the company is being truthful is important in this
setting. The work of Chiesa and Gur [2018] shows that the verification of any distribution property
over domain [N] can be reduced to identity testing', with communication superlinear in the domain

dentity testing refers to the task of testing if a distribution is exactly equal to a pre-specified reference distribution



size. Follow up work [Herman and Rothblum, 2022, 2023] recovers this result for the broad class of
label-invariant properties, while only requiring communication sub-linear in the domain size. More
specifically, the work of Herman and Rothblum [2022, 2023] show that for label-invariant properties,

verification requires only O (\/N ) samples and 0 (\/N ) communication, even though, as mentioned

earlier, testing some properties in this class could require ®(N/log N) samples. Here, a property is
label-invariant (also known as symmetric) if the names of the elements themselves are not significant
to the decision outcome (see Definition 2.1). Testing if a distribution is uniform over its support
(also known as generalized uniformity testing) is an example of a label-invariant property.

Unfortunately, while a significant improvement over unaided testing, requiring O (\/ﬁ ) samples

from the verifier can still be prohibitive when considering massive domains. Further, there is a
matching sample complexity lower bound — verification of even basic label-invariant properties
such as checking if a distribution is uniform over its entire domain requires Q(VN) samples. To
summarise: For most properties, with access to only samples from a distribution, it is impossible

for any tester to do better than drawing Q (\/ﬁ ) samples, with or without the help of a prover. To

bypass these limitations and develop more practical algorithms, in this work we study verifiers that
can make a very small number of calls to a more powerful conditional sampling oracle. These oracles
were introduced in the context of distribution testing [Chakraborty et al.; 2013, Canonne et al.,
2014]; allowing the tester to condition that samples from the oracle come from a subset S of the
domain, of their choosing. The oracle responds with a sample with probability re-normalised over S.
If no element in S is supported, the oracle responds with FAIL. Since specifying an arbitrary set
may considered be unrealistic for practical purposes, a commonly studied restriction is the pairwise
conditional sampling model (PCond), where the specified sets are restricted to be of size exactly 2 or
the entire domain (thus, just a regular sample from the distribution). These oracles can be thought
of as allowing for local comparisons between the probabilities of two points. While access to a PCond
oracle can be significantly helpful for problems like simple uniformity testing, it is unclear from prior
work whether it results in more efficient testing for the general class of label-invariant properties.
Verification with access to a PCond oracle (or any type of conditional sampling oracle) has also, to
the best of our knowledge, not been explored. In our quest to find practical algorithms that work for
large domains, we thus ask the following question.

Can label-invariant properties be verified in a (query, sample and communication)-efficient
way when the tester has access to a PCond oracle?

1.1 Our Results

Our main result is an ezponential query complexity separation between testing and verification for
testing label-invariant properties with access to a PCond oracle. A detailed accounting of our results
and comparison to existing work can be found in Table 1. A description follows.

One might have initially hoped that the power of a PCond oracle allows us to test label-invariant
properties efficiently, even without the help of a prover. Indeed, with access to the full power of the
Cond model (where arbitrary subsets S can be queried and a sample conditional on S is obtained),
Chakraborty et al. [2013] show that this class of properties over a domain of size N can be tested with
O (poly log N) queries to the Cond oracle. Our first result dashes this hope — we show a lower bound
on the number of PCond queries required to test label-invariant properties with constant proximity

or is 7-far from it.



Query Complexity Query Complexity Communication Rounds

Without Prover With Prover
Samp Q (%) Valiant O~(\/N) [Herman 5(@) [Herman 2 [Herman and
and Valiant [2017] and Rothblum, and Rothblum, Rothblum, 2022,
2022, 2023] 2022, 2023] 2023]
PCond Q (N1/3) poly(log N, % o (‘/N) poly(log N, %

(Theorem 3.7)
(Theorem 5.3)

Table 1: Results on testing and verifying label-invariant properties under different types of access to the distribution.
We state the best known lower bounds for label invariant properties. For Samp the lower bound is for entropy
estimation, whereas for PCond it is the support size decision problem described in Section 4. The upper bounds
apply for all label-invariant properties. Our results are highlighted in bold.

parameter 7, demonstrating that the PCond oracle is not much better in the worst case than the
sampling oracle for this class of properties. Specifically, we show that a simple variant of the support
size distinguishing problem for distributions over a domain of size N requires Q(N'/3) queries to a
PCond oracle (the exact same as with access to only a sampling oracle). Thus, unaided, there exist
(label-invariant) properties for which the PCond oracle is not much better than just sample access.

Theorem 1.1: [Informal Version of Corollary 3.7] There exists a label-invariant property
IT such that every tester with access to a PCond oracle for IT with proximity parameter v < 1/2
and failure probability 0.01 must make Q (N'/3) queries.

The above lower bound motivates the investigation of verification with access to a PCond
oracle. As mentioned earlier, [Chiesa and Gur, 2018, Proposition 3.4] showed that with super-
linear communication complexity, there exists a reduction from verification to identity testing.
Instantiating this reduction with an identity tester using PCond oracles [Narayanan, 2021, Theorem
1.5], we get that there exists an interactive proof system for every property with super-linear
communication complexity that makes only O(+/log N/7?) queries to the PCond oracle. However,
super-linear communication is also prohibitive for practical algorithms; the proof systems by Herman
and Rothblum [2022, 2023] require the prover to only communicate O(VN) domain elements, but still
achieve the sample complexity of identity testing (for the class of label-invariant properties). Could
we also hope to achieve such communication while maintaining similar query complexity as that of
identity testing? The main result of this paper is an affirmative answer to this question. Specifically,
we give an interactive proof system for tolerantly verifying any label-invariant property that has
communication complexity 0o (VN) and query complexity poly(log N) (suppressing the dependence
on the proximity parameter).



Theorem 1.2: [Informal Label-Invariant Tolerant Verification Theorem (Theo-
rem 5.3)] Fix a label-invariant property II over a domain [N] and proximity parameters
7., T € (0,1/2]. There exists a polylogarithmic (in N) round interactive protocol IT between an
honest verifier T, and an omniscient untrusted prover P2, where the verifier has PCond access
to D, such that at the end of the interaction the verifier satisfies the following conditions:

1. Completeness: If the prover follows the protocol as prescribed, and dry (D,II) < 7,
then
Pr [out [H (PD,T(D); TC,N)] = Accept] >2/3

2. Soundness: If dry (D,II) > 7¢, then for any prover pD

Pr [out [H (5D,T(D);TC,N)] = Reject] >2/3
The complexity of the verifier is as follows:

1. Query Complexity + Sample Complexity: O (poly(log N,1/(ts - 7c)))

2. Communication Complexity: O (\/Npoly(l/(ff - Tc)))

In the process of proving this result, we give protocols for more basic primitives that may be of
independent interest. Most significantly, we give an interactive proof system that is able to calculate
the approximate probability mass of any point” in the domain using communication complexity
0 (VN) and query complexity O(poly(log N, 1/7)). As we will explain in the techniques section to
follow, this is a key technical workhorse in our protocol for verifying label-invariant properties.

2Provided it does not have prohibitively small probability mass in its neighborhood.



Theorem 1.3: [Informal Version of Theorem 5.1] Fix a domain [N]. For every 7 > 0 and
6 € (0,1/2), there exists a O( poly(log N, log1/6, %))—round interactive proof system such that
the verifier T with access to a PCond oracle satisfies the following.

1. Completeness: For every distribution D, if the prover P? is honest, then

~ D [y*] 1
Pr | T outputs (y*, D [y*|) s.t € 1+ >1-6
r| T outputs (y [y ])s DD ) T
2. Soundness: For any cheating prover 5@, then
. * A [o* D [y*] 2 2
Pr | T outputs Reject V T outputs (y™, D [y ]) s.t m e[l/1+n)°,(Q+71)°]|=21-6
y

The complexity of the verifier is as follows:
1. Query Complexity + Sample Complexity: O (poly(log N, 1/(1)))

2. Communication Complexity: 5(\/Npoly(1/(r)))

1.2 Technical Overview

In this section, we give an overview of our protocol for verifying label-invariant properties.

Unlabelled Bucket Histogram: There is now a long line of work on the testing and verification
of label-invariant properties [Batu et al., 2000, Valiant, 2008, Chakraborty et al., 2013, Herman and
Rothblum, 2022, 2023], and a key object used in this work is the unlabelled approzimate T-bucket
histogram of a distribution. Bucketing corresponds to partitioning the interval [0, 1] into smaller
multiplicative probability intervals (see Definition 2.4). The 7-bucket histogram divides the interval
[0,1] into 0 (log N/7) buckets where the £ bucket is a set of domain elements with individual
probability mass in the range (v(1 + 7)¢/N,7(1 + 7)*'/N]. The approzimate unlabelled bucket
histogram of a distribution then corresponds to a list of 0~(10g N/7) fractions, where the £'" element
of the list is the fraction of domain points whose probability lies in the range specified by the ¢th
bucket (see Definition 2.5). It is well known (see [Valiant, 2008]) that the approzimate unlabelled
7-bucket histogram of a distribution is a sufficient statistic to (tolerantly) test any label-invariant
property with proximity parameter(s) O (7). Thus, similar to prior work [Herman and Rothblum,
2022, 2023, Herman, 2024|, our protocol also focuses on efficiently verifying an unlabelled 7-bucket
histogram given to us by the prover.

Using Pairwise Comparisons to Learn Bucket Histogram: Note that the unlabelled bucket
histogram is a distribution over the buckets of the 7-bucket histogram and is hence a distribution
over a domain of size O (log %). Hence, by standard results in distribution learning, o (log N/7?)
samples from this bucket distribution would be sufficient to learn it. However, sampling from this
bucket distribution is non-trivial since a sample from the original distribution 9 does not come with
information about histogram bucket index.



While sampling from the bucket distribution might be hard with Samp access to the distribution,
one might be more optimistic about the possibility of sampling from the T-approximate histogram
with PCond queries. In particular, one approach that we might take is the following: the verifier
draws a dataset of size O (log N/72) (enough to learn the histogram), and sends these samples to the
prover, who responds with the bucket index of each sample. From how a 7-histogram is defined, if
x and y belong to buckets i and j respectively, then this implies that the ratio of the probability

W (1 +T)|j_i|]. As PCond
access allows us to conditionally sample from a set restricted to two domain elements, it allows us to
approximately learn the ratio of their probability masses up to a multiplicative constant (see Lemma
2.11). Equipped with this power, for each pair x # y from the set of drawn samples, the verifier
uses the PCond oracle to check if the learned ratios align with the provers claims. If the prover
were to lie significantly, then for at least one pair of samples, the claimed ratio would significantly
different from the learned ratio. Unfortunately, this simplistic strategy comes with two pitfalls.
Firstly, assuming the above strategy was sound, naively comparing elements with arbitrary bucket
indices could require Q (N) PCond queries if the elements being compared had significantly different
probability masses (see the Compare Algorithm, wherein K could be as large as N). This would be
as bad as learning the distribution itself. Secondly, and more importantly, the above strategy is not
sound. It does not catch a prover that “slides” all samples into different buckets in the same way,
i.e., it lies about every bucket index by the same offset. As an example, consider two distributions:
D, is the uniform distribution over N4 domain elements and D5 is the uniform distribution over
VN domain elements. The bucket histograms of both involve a unit mass on a single (but different)
bucket. However, pairwise comparisons between samples taken from either distribution will always
reveal a ratio that is approximately 1, since the probabilities of all elements in the support of both
distributions are identical. Hence, given distribution 91, the prover can output the bucket histogram
of distribution Dy, and it is impossible for a verifier to catch it purely by using the test described
above.

A remedy to these obstacles lies in the following observation. If we had a good estimate of
the probability mass of a single point y in the domain, then we could resolve the soundness issue
discussed above. We simply use the PCond oracle to learn the ratio of probabilities between each of
our samples and y. Using this ratio, and knowledge of the approximate mass of y, we can compute
estimates of the probabilities of all samples. This would squash the sliding attack described above.
To deal with the first issue (that of the probability mass of y being very far from that of a sample),
we would need to do more than learn just one value of y. Instead, we could learn the mass of a point
yj, for every bucket j that has large enough mass. This way, for any sample x in the tester’s set of
samples (which are likely to come from buckets with sufficiently large mass), we can find some y;
that is in a near-by bucket with high probability.

masses of x and y under D is guaranteed to be in the interval

Verifying the probability of points: Given that we simply need to identify the probability
of a few points in the domain, one might expect that this could be done even without access to a
prover — this would give a query-efficient tester for label-invariant properties. However, this ends
up being a surprisingly challenging task. Indeed, our lower bound in Theorem 1.1 shows that this is
impossible (if we wanted to bypass the poly(N) lower bound). This indicates a power of an untrusted
prover; it is able to certify the probability of a few points in the distribution support. Indeed, the
proof system with super-linear communication Chiesa and Gur [2018] achieves something stronger-
it certifies the entire distribution. Since we only need to certify the mass of at most O (log N) points,
we ask if this be done in a more communication efficient way?



Support Size Verification: Inspired by the “sliding” cheating prover from earlier, we consider
the orthogonal but related problem of verifying the support size of a flat distribution.® We will
subsequently show that a protocol for this problem can be combined with the ability of a PCond
oracle to learn neighbourhoods around points, enabling us to solve the probability approximation
problem for “relevant” domain elements.

Given a support size claim represented by four numbers A’, A, B, B’, corresponding to the claim
that A” < A < Supp (D) < B < B’, our hope is to accept if the claimed support size range is accurate,
and reject if the true support is larger than B’ or smaller than A’. Given different values of A and B,
we develop a number of tests to verify with sub-linear communication, the support size assuming
the distribution is uniform over its support*. We summarize the ideas below.

If the claimed support size upper bound B is small (that is, O (\/ﬁ )), we could ask the prover to

send us the claimed support of the distribution. If the prover lies, and the true support is actually
much larger, then taking a few samples from the distribution would give us a domain element outside
the claimed support, thus catching the lie of the prover. If the true support is much smaller than
A, then taking a number of uniform samples from the claimed support sent by the prover would
result in a sample outside the support of the distribution, which could be easily detected with a few
PCond queries (see Lemma 2.12). This gives us a protocol with a constant number of queries, and
communication complexity roughly O(B).

On the other hand, if the claimed support size lower bound A is large (that is, w (\/N)), then

asking the prover to send the support is not communication-efficient. Our approach instead involves
using uniform samples from the domain. The first test is to catch provers that lie that the support
is much larger than it really is. It involves drawing O(N/A) uniform samples S1 from the domain,
and sending them to the prover. We ask the prover to send back a sample in this subset that is in
the support of the distribution. If the true support is much smaller than A, there are (with high
probability) no samples in the support of the distribution in S7, and we can ensure the prover does
not cheat by checking whether any element it sends back is in the support using a constant number
of PCond queries. The second test catches provers that lie that the support is much smaller than it
really is. It involves drawing O(N/B’) samples z1, ...,z uniformly from the domain and permuting
them with one sample x taken from the distribution. We ask the prover to identify the index of x in
the permuted set. If the true support is smaller than B, then w.h.p, we expect that none of z1, ...,z
are in the support of the distribution and hence, the honest prover can identify x exactly. On the
other hand, if the support is larger than B’, we expect that at least one of z1, ...,z is in the support
of the distribution, and the prover is unable to tell what the sample inserted by the prover was (since
it could be x or z;). This gives us a protocol with a constant number of queries, and communication
complexity roughly O(N/A). Balancing parameters in these tests to optimize the communication
complexity, we get an overall protocol for support size verification with communication complexity
roughly VN.

We emphasize that the above outline is a simplification of the truth, and sweeps important
details under the rug. Recall that our main goal is to certify the histogram of a distribution. In
an attempt to do so, we will use the support size protocol above repeatedly as a sub-routine. This
requires bounding the soundness and completeness errors in a meaningful way. As described above,
these protocols do not have low enough soundness and completeness error to be used as sub-routines.
Additionally, the above description assumes that distributions are exactly flat. In practice this will
not be the case, and we need to be able to handle distributions where the probability ratio between
any two elements in the support is upper bounded by some constant a (nearly flat). In Section 4, we

3A distribution is flat if it is uniform over its support.
4We relax this condition in the main protocol, but assuming uniformity makes the description more intuitive.



show how to analyse the protocols above to facilitate amplification of soundness and completeness
errors, and make the protocol work for the more general class of a-flat distributions.

Estimating Probability of a Point using Support Size Verification: Finally, we explain how
we can use the support size protocols to estimate the probability of a point. Prior work [Canonne
et al., 2015] using the PCond oracle has shown that it can be used to estimate the mass within a
multiplicative (1 + 7)-neighbourhood of any point® (see The EstimateNeighborhood procedure of
[Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 3|). We ask the prover to send us a point y* ¢ with sufficiently large
mass in its neighbourhood (by an averaging argument, at least one histogram bucket needs to have
7/log N mass, ensuring that such a point exists, see Claim 5.2), and tell us the bucket the y* belongs
to. We then use the PCond oracle to estimate the mass within the multiplicative neighbourhood of
y*. The learned mass of the neighborhood divided by the prover’s claimed probability mass’ of
y* gives us bounds on the number of elements in y*’s neighbourhood. Additionally, by definition
the neighbourhood of y* will be nearly flat. Hence, we have reduced the problem to a claim about
the support size of a nearly-uniform distribution over a subset of the domain. Observe that we can
sample from the distribution restricted to this bucket using PCond queries—since there is sufficient
mass in the neighbourhood of the point, O(poly log N) samples from the distribution will contain at
least one sample from the bucket, and we can use PCond queries between the samples and y* to find
out which sample it is (see Sampling From Neighbourhoods With Moats). If the prover was telling
the truth (or rather did not lie egregiously), then the support size claim holds and the verifier will
accept, thereby giving us a point and its approximate probability mass®. If the prover significantly
lied, then the support size claim will be false and the prover will be caught. We note that the final
analysis needs to handle some additional subtleties, since the PCond oracle is itself only approximate
and does not provide perfect comparisons (which can affect the sampling), and additionally the
bucket boundaries and the neighborhood of the provided point do not overlap precisely. We refer to
Sections 4.3 and 5 for the details. Once we have estimated the probability of important points, we
can use the ratio learning techniques discussed earlier to certify the prover’s claim about the bucket
histogram of the distribution.

1.3 Other Related Work:

Interactive Proofs for Distribution Testing: As mentioned earlier, interactive proofs for
verifying distribution properties were first introduced in the work of Chiesa and Gur [2018]. Follow-
up work [Herman and Rothblum, 2022, 2023] studied interactive proofs for verifying label-invariant
properties, focusing on sublinear communication, and doubly efficient protocols (i.e. computationally-
efficient and sample-efficient generation of a proof). Herman [2024] studied public-coin interactive
proofs for testing label-invariant properties, where the verifier has no private randomness. Herman
and Rothblum [2024] gives communication-efficient and sample-efficient interactive proofs for more
general distribution properties that can be decided by uniform polynomial-size circuits with bounded
depth. Herman and Rothblum [2025] introduces computationally sound interactive proofs and shows
communication-, time-, and sample-efficient protocols for any distribution property that can be
decided in polynomial time given explicit access to the full list of distributiom probabilities. All of

5As long as the point does not have prohibitively small probability mass under the distribution.

6Recall that in the final protocol, we will ask the prover to send us points from every bucket with sufficiently large
mass. For simplicity, we consider a single point in this description.

"The bucket index gives a lower and upper bound on the true probability mass of y*. This is sufficient to catch a
cheating prover.

8The claimed mass of y* is derived from the bucket sent by the prover.



the above works assume that the verifier only has sample access to the distribution, and the verifier
sample complexity in all of them is Q(VN) (where N is the size of the domain).

Interactive Proofs for Learning: A related but orthogonal line of work [Goldwasser et al., 2021,
Mutreja and Shafer, 2023, Gur et al., 2024, Caro et al., 2024b,a] focuses on interactive proofs for
verifying learning problems- for a specific hypothesis class H, given access to an untrusted prover, the
goal is for a verifier to output an accurate hypothesis from H for an underlying unknown distribution
D if the resource-rich prover is honest, and to reject if the prover lies egregiously. Different types of
resource asymmetry between the prover and the verifier are explored in these papers — including
differing number of samples, different computational complexities, different types of access to the
underlying function (sample vs query), and differing access to computational resources (classical vs
quantum computation and communication).

Distribution testing under conditional oracles: Our work focuses on interactive proofs for
verifying distribution properties under conditional sampling models. There is a long line of work
on testing with access to conditional samples. Chakraborty et al. [2013], Canonne et al. [2014]
introduced the conditional sampling (Cond) model and its more restricted variants (PCond, ICond).
They gave algorithms for uniformity testing, tolerant uniformity testing, identity testing etc. in these
conditional sampling models with query and sample complexity significantly better than the Samp
model. Follow-up work shows improved bounds for identity testing (and its tolerant version), tolerant
uniformity testing, and new algorithms for other tasks such as equivalence testing and support size
problem in the Cond model [Falahatgar et al., 2015, Narayanan, 2021, Chakraborty et al., 2023,
2024]. There is also a line of work studying the power of non-adaptive queries in the conditional
sampling model [Acharya et al., 2015, Kamath and Tzamos, 2019]. The PCond model was studied in
detail by Narayanan [2021] who gave optimal bounds for identity testing and tolerant uniformity
testing in this model, improving on results from Canonne et al. [2015]. Testing under other types of
conditional sampling has also been studied in the literature including subcube conditioning, where
the distribution is supported on the hypercube, and the tester is allowed to ask for conditional
samples from subcubes [Bhattacharyya and Chakraborty, 2018, Canonne et al., 2021, Chen et al.,
2021, Kumar et al., 2023, Chakrabarty et al., 2025, and coordinate conditional sampling [Blanca
et al., 2025] (a version of subcube conditioning where all but one coordinate is fixed to a specific
configuration and a sample is obtained from the remaining coordinate). Testing under other types of
access to the distribution such as Probability Mass Function queries or Cumulative Distribution
Function queries has also been studied in the literature [Batu et al., 2002, Rubinfeld and Servedio,
2005, Guha et al., 2009, Canonne and Rubinfeld, 2014, Onak and Sun, 2018].

2 Preliminaries

General Notation We use A (X) to denote the set of all probability distributions over some set X,
and [N] as shorthand for the set {1,..., N}. We use the notation x «<$ D to indicate x was sampled

according to . Given a set S C X, we use D[S] ot 2yes D[] e 2yes Prxeso [x = y] to denote
the probability of hitting set § when sampling from D, and D[y] is the probability of seeing y when

sampling according to 9. When we say distance of a distribution 9 from a property IT € A (X), we
mean dpvy (D, II) aef mingy e dry (D, D), where drv (D, D’) denotes the total variation distance
between two distributions. We use Supp (D) to denote the support of a distribution 9. For any set
X, we use Sy to denote the set of permutations over the set. Throughout, we use tilde notation
~ with lighter font to denote an untrusted prover’s claims. For example, we use D [x] to denote a
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prover’s claim about the probability mass of x € [N] under D, and D [x] as the true mass. Similarly,
will denote the provers claim about the histogram bucket index (see Definition 2.4),
versus Bucket,(x) which denotes the true index under D.

Definition 2.1: [Label-Invariant Properties] A property I € A (X) is said to be label-
invariant (or symmetric) if it is closed under permutations of the domain: that is, if © € II and
m € Sy, then the distribution D, defined by

Dalx] € Dlr(x)], xelX,
is also in IIT.

The set of distributions over [N] with support size less than 20 is an example of a label-invariant
property. Next, we give the definition for the true histogram of a distribution D, followed by
the t-approximate histogram, which can be viewed as a discretisation of the true histogram of
a distribution. For label-invariant properties it makes more sense to use the following notion of
distance instead of total variation distance.

Definition 2.2: [Relabelling Distance] Given two distributions D, D’ € A ([N]), we define
the relabelling distance between D and D’ as

e o ’ . ]' ’
RL (D, D) € min dpy (D, D))= min = 1D - D' [r()]]
ﬂES[N] ﬂ'ES[N] xE[N]
Definition 2.3: [Histograms Of Distributions] Define the normalised histogram of D €

A ([N]) as the non-negative function hgp : [0,1] — [0, 1]

hp(z) = %|{ie [N]: D[i] =z} for each z € [0,1].

Thus, hp(z) counts the fraction of domain elements with probability mass z. For a function any
non-negative function i, we use Supp (&) to denote the set {x € [0,1] : h(x) > 0}. Observe that

1
/ hp(z)dz = 1.
0

Definition 2.4: [(N,7)-Bucketing] Fix D € A ([N]) and 7 € (0,1]. Let L, = ﬂ‘j)gg%/:}] =

O (log(N /7)) denote the number of buckets. We denote with sets {BJD }je[L,] the T-partitioning
(bucketing) of the elements in the support of D where

BE,D’T)Z{)CG[N]Z i < Dlx] < forall e {1,...,L}

7(1+ 1)t ! T(1+T)€}
and
B®" = {xe [N]: DIx] <

!

2|~

where [L:] ={0,1,...,L}.
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Throughout this document, for any x € [N], we use Bucket,(x) € [L+] to denote the bucket to which
x belongs. When the context is clear, we will often drop the superscript in B;D’T), and write just B;.
Note that the buckets above are disjoint, and cover the entire [0, 1] interval. So for any z € [0, 1] it
can belong to exactly one bucket. This allows to give the following definition for an approximate

histogram.

Definition 2.5: [Approximate Histogram of a Distribution] Given a (N, 7)-bucketing of
a distribution D: {B j}je[ L. We define the normalised 7-histogram of 9D with the following

non-negative function hg) : [0,1] — [0, 1], where

h(T)( ) D [BO]a if z < %,
27 T\ DB, fze (MWt e gl Lo,

Figure 1 illustrates how the (N, T) bucketing of the domain a distribution induces an approximate
histogram. Observe in that above definition, the domain of hg) has at most L, + 1 values i.e. we
have discretised the true histogram into L, + 1 values. Thus, the above histogram can be succinctly
represented with the following collection of items: {p;};e[r,], Where for all j € [L;]

1y def [BE'D,T)] def Z D [x]

xeB P
J
(1)
hy'(2)
P1
P2
po Pi
Lo—ol—o—o1 o e ° » [0, 1]
X ) 2 i-1
0 N T‘Tfl 7(7+1) 7(7+1)
By B By N N B

Figure 1: The approximate histogram hg) induced by a (N, 7)-partitioning of [N] according to D. The blue

dots denote domain elements x € [N] positioned on the interval [0, 1] according their probability mass D [x].
Buckets (Bj1, ..., Br) denote a disjoint 7-partitioning of domain, where B; is the set of domain elements x, such

that D [x] € (T(“—]\;)H, T(lT”)l . The mass of bucket i is denoted with p; = 3,5, D [x].
In the rest of the document, we use this succinct notation to represent approximate histograms

of a distribution. As histograms are defined by non-negative functions over [0, 1], it is possible to
define distances between histograms with the Earth-Mover Distance Function.
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Definition 2.6: [Earth-Mover Distance and Relative Earth-Mover Distance| Let h
and A’ be two non-negative functions over [0, 1] such that

h(x) = Z W (x).

x€Supp(h) x€Supp(h’)

The Earth-Mover Distance (EMD) between h and h’, denoted EMD (h, '), is defined as

EMD (h, k') = mln Z Z m(x,y) - |x—yl,

xeS(h) yeS(h’)

where the minimum is taken over all non-negative functions m : Supp (#) X Supp (#’) — R such
that:

Z m(x,y) = h(x), Vx € Supp (h),
y€Supp(h)

> mxy) = (), Vy € Supp (k') .
x€Supp(h’)

The mental model, and the source of the metrics nomenclature is the following: Imagine we start
with a non negative function h which has a hole for each z € [0, 1], filled with A(z) volume of dirt. In
the case of approximate histograms, the holes with dirt are the buckets with non-zero mass, and the
support size of & is the number of buckets. Given a histogram h’, the earth-mover distance between
h and A’ is the minimum volume of dirt that must be moved from the support of 4 to the support of
k' to transform & into A’. The following lemma is due to [Goldreich and Ron, 2020, Lemma 5| links
distances between histograms to re-labelling distances.

Lemma 2.7: [Relationship Between Re-labelling Distance And Earth Mover Distance]
For any two distributions D, D" € A([N]), let hp and &', denote the histogram for D and D’

respectively. Then we have

1
RL(D, D) = 5EMD (hop, h'y)

Oracle Access Models Testers, provers, and verifiers in this paper take as input parameters such
as the data domain size N, error tolerance, and completeness and soundness failure probabilities.
They are also given oracle access to the distribution 9 comprising the problem instance as follows.
A conditional oracle for distribution D € A ([N]), denoted by Cond, takes as input a set § C [N]
with the constraint D(S) > 0, and outputs an x € § with probability Dg[x] = D{x] If the testing
algorithm sends § such that D(S) = 0, then the oracle outputs FAIL. A PCond oracle for a distribution
D € A(N) is a conditional oracle with the restriction that inputs to the oracle must be of size exactly
two or N.

The round complexity counts the number of rounds of interaction between the prover and the
verifier, where one round consists of a message from the verifier, and the prover’s response. For
any algorithm A, we use parentheses (-) to distinguish between A? having full knowledge of the
distribution, and A(®) only being able to access D via oracles. Before describing proof systems, we
recap the definition of a tolerant testing algorithm without a prover.
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Definition 2.8: [Tolerant BPP Tester] A BPP tolerant tester for property IT1 C A ([N]) is a
testing algorithm T(?) (N, 7., 75) such that for any 7., 7y € (0, 1] we have

e Completeness: For every D € A ([N]) such that drv (D, II) < 1,
2
Pr [T(D) (N,7) = Yes] > 3

e Soundness: For every D € A ([N]) such that drvy (D, II) > 75, we have

Pr [T(D) (N,7) = Yes] < %

Proof Systems The complexity of a proof system is measured by the number of oracle calls
a verifier makes. In this work, to make accounting more granular, we report independent and
identically distributed (iid) samples from the distribution and PCond queries separately. The total
query complexity is the sum of the two measures. The communication complexity is measured in
the number of bits” that the prover and verifier exchange throughout the proof.

Definition 2.9: [Tolerant IP Tester| A tolerant IP for property I1 C A([N]) is testing
algorithm T(?) (1., 7, N) that interactively exchanges messages with an omniscient but untrusted
prover P? (7., 75, N), such that at the end of the interaction, for any 7,7, € (0,1] we have

e Completeness: For every D € A ([N]), such that drv (D, I1) < 7., there exists a prover
P such that

2
Pr [H (PD,T@);N, r) _ Yes] > 2

e Soundness: For every D € A ([N]) such that dry (D,II) > 7y, for every prover strategy
P we have

Pr [H ('F?D,T(D); N, r) _ Yes] <

W[ =

Throughout this document, a distribution that is uniformly distributed over its support is referred
to as a flat distribution.

9As any domain element can be represented in logg N bits, when suppressing log factors in asymptotic expressions,
the communication complexity can be read as the number of domain elements exchanged.
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2.

In

Definition 2.10: [Nearly Flat Distributions| Given a parameter « > 1, a probability
distribution D over [N] is said to be k-flat if the probabilities of any two elements of its support
are within a factor k; that is,
max D[x] <k- min D[x].
x€Supp(D) xeSupp (D)

(Note that 1-flat distributions are exactly the flat distributions.) We further refer to 2-flat
distributions as nearly flat.

1 Useful Tools

this section, we describe a couple of useful lemmas that we repeatedly use later in the document.

Lemma 2.11: [Compare Algorithm| There is an algorithm COMPARE which, provided PCond
oracle for an arbitrary probability distribution D € A ([N]), has the following guarantees. On
input v, 8 € (0,1] and K > 1, as well as two distinct elements x, y € [N], the algorithm makes

0 %ﬁl/ﬁ queries to the oracle and outputs either High, Low, or a value a > 0, such that the

following holds.

o If gm > K, then with probability at least 1 — B8 the algorithm outputs either High, or a
D(x]

value @ > 0 such that |1)[y] - a| <vy;

o If gm < 1/K, then with probability at least 1 — 8 the algorithm outputs either Low, or a
Dlx] _

value @ > 0 such that |D[y] af| <v;

e Otherwise, with probability at least 1 - it outputs a value @ > 0 such that |g{§} = a| <.

The proof follows from the guarantees of [Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 2], specialized for the

case of PCond.

Algorithm 1 IsInSupport algorithm.

Require: Given x € [N], and y € [N], failure probability parameter 8 € (0, 1), oracle access to

PCond? for a nearly flat distribution D.

Ensure: Check if y € Supp (D)

1
2
3:
4
5

: Set T = [loggzo(1/B)]1
:foralll <t <Tdo

s <% PCond? ({x, y})

if s = y then return Yes

: return No

Checking Membership in Support
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Lemma 2.12: The algorithm IsInSupport has the following guarantees. On inputs x,y € [N]
and B8 € (0,1), it makes O (log(1/B)) queries to the PCond? oracle. Further, if D is nearly
flat(Definition 2.10), then

e If y € Supp (D), it returns Yes with probability at least 1 — 3;

e If y ¢ Supp (D) and x € Supp (D), it returns No with probability 1.

Proof. The claimed query complexity is immediate from our setting of T, observing that the only
PCond queries are on Line 3. Turning to the correctness, assume that 9 is nearly flat.

If x = y, the claims are trivially true and vacuous, respectively; we can thus assume x # y.
Then, on the one hand, if y € Supp (D), then (regardless of whether x is in Supp (D) or not),
D[yl = 3 Dlx], and so

DIx]

» I R = 5.2 B
Pr [PCond ({x,y}) _x] - Dlx] + D[y]

2
<-.
3

The probability that none of the T independent queries returned y is then at most 2/3)7 < 8. On
the other hand, if y ¢ Supp (D) but x € Supp (D), then Pr [PCondD({x,y}) = x] =1, and so the
algorithm returns No with probability 1. O

3 Lower Bounds For Pairwise Conditional Testers

In this section, we give a label-invariant property over a domain [N] where any PCond-tester needs
poly(N) queries. To do this, we will start by defining testing for promise problems and over
meta-distributions.

Definition 3.1: [Testing for Promise Problem] A BPP tester for property promise
11Yes, TIN® € A ([N]) is a testing algorithm T such that for any failure probability 8 € (0, 1] we
have

e Yes Case: For every D e IT",

Pr [T@) (N, B) = Yes] >1-R

e No Case: For every D e IIN°, we have

Pr [T(D) (N, B) = No] >1-R
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Definition 3.2: [Testing for Meta-Distributions] Given distribution subsets ITYes, TIN® ¢
A ([N]), and distributions Qves and Qo over [1Yes, TTNo respectively, a BPP tester for Qves, Ono
is a testing algorithm T such that for any 8 € (0, 1], we have that

e Yes Case:
P [T(D) N,B) =Y ] >1-
e - (N,B) = Yes B
e No Case:

(D) _ _
o [T (N, B) No]Zl B

The main part of the argument will be to define a “hard promise problem.” At the end of this
section, we will argue that this also gives us a lower bound for a specific fixed label-invariant property.
Let K be a sufficiently large constant. The hard promise problem we consider will be the following;:

def

Myes = {D € A([N]) : |Supp (D)| = N*?/K A D is flat} (1)

def

no = {D € A([N]) : |Supp (D)| = N3 A D is flat} (2)

We will let the meta-distributions Qves and Qno be the uniform distributions over each of the
above properties.

We now state a theorem of Valiant that argues how one can use moment matching techniques to
prove lower bounds for Samp testers for label-invariant properties. We state a modification of the
theorem that applies for distinguishing between two label-invariant properties, and follows from the
same proof as the original theorem.

Theorem 3.3: [Modified Version of Wishful Thinking Theorem [Valiant, 2008]] Fix
label-invariant properties Ilyes, [Ino. Given a positive integer m, a distance parameter 7, and
two distributions pves € Ilves, PNo € IINo, suppose the following conditions hold:

1. No large elements:

1P Yeslleos [[PNolleo < 255

2. Moments (approximately) match:

i m¥es(j) = mNe )] 1
4 1j/2)WT+ max{m¥es(j),m¥e(j)} 24

where mY*(j) = m||pyesll}, mN°(j) = m/ || pnoll’:-

Then, any BPP tester for property promise Ilyes, [Ino, with failure probability % needs at least
m samples.

We now connect testing for meta-distributions with testing for property promise problems.
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Lemma 3.4: Let (Ilyes, [Ino) € A([N]) be the properties defined in Equation 1, and let Qves
and Qno be the uniform distribution over Ilyes, [Ino respectively. If there exists a BPP tester
for Qves, OnNo With failure probability 8 and Samp access to the distribution that uses £ samples
from the distribution, then there exists a BPP tester for property promise ITYe®, TIN® with failure
probability 8 and Samp access to the distribution that uses € samples from the distribution.

Proof. We reduce from distinguishing Ilyes and Iy, in the worst case to distinguishing meta-
distributions Qves and Qno. Let A be the algorithm that distinguishes Qves and Qno with probability
at least 1 — .

Fix any distribution P € Ilyes U IIyo. Consider a random permutation n : [N] — [N] of the
domain. Note that 7 (P) is distributed according to Qves (if P € Tlyes) or Ono (if P € Tlyes).

Let S < P® and consider an algorithm A’ (with blackbox access to A) that first applies 7 to
each element of S. Observe that this process is equal to sampling the distribution from either Qves
or Ono and then taking € samples from the resulting distribution. Now, if Algorithm A’ uses tester
A on the samples 7 (S), tester A can tell with probability at least 1 — 8 over the randomness of the
meta-distribution, the randomness of the samples S, and the internal randomness of the algorithm
whether the distribution was Qves or Ono. Hence, A’ can distinguish with probability at least 1 — 8
over its internal randomness (which includes the random permutation), and the randomness of the
sample S whether P was in Ilyes or Ilno. O

Next, we use the wishful thinking theorem to prove a lower bound on the hard property promise
problem above in the Samp model.

Lemma 3.5: Fix 8 < % Any BPP tester for property promise Ilyes, [Ino (the “hard promise
problem” described at the start of the section) with failure probability 8 and Samp access to the
distribution needs Q(N'/?) samples.

Proof. We will leverage the “wishful thinking theorem” (Theorem 3.3) in order to prove this lower
bound.

We will choose pves € Ilyes and pno € Ino to be two distributions with maximally overlapping
support, that is the support of the former is a subset of the latter. Let m = C - N'/3 for a sufficiently
small constant C > 0.

We will verify the conditions of the theorem one at a time:

where both

- _ K 1 _ 1 _ 1 1 _ 1
1. .Flrbtl}’u. ”PYes”oo = N2 S 500CN3 — 500m’ lPNolloo = N273 < 500CN3 — 500m>
inequalities hold for sufficiently large N.

2. Finally, we verify the condition on moments. Firstly, we compute mYe3(j) = m/|| pyesllj: =

—
e, and mNo(j) = m’lleoll Nz/'é‘—fjl)
N Im"(j) = mN°(j)] N . .
D < ) Im"()) = "))
2 1J/2)'W1 + max(mYes(j), mNo(j)) 42
i m/KJ=1 1
= N2/3(j-1) C ki1
. miKi-1 C/K/-INIB & . C2K
< JgJ-1
Z N2/3(-1) — 22 N2/3(-1)  — ZQC K = 1-CK
J= J=
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where the first inequality follows by reducing the denominator to 1, the third inequality follows
by substituting for m, the fourth inequality follows because N//3 < N2/3U=1 for j > 2. the
fifth inequality follows by summing the geometric series and using the fact that CK < 1 for
sufficiently small C, and the last inequality follows since C is a sufficiently small constant.

Then, invoking Theorem 3.3, we get that distinguishing between Ilyes and Iy requires at least
m samples, thereby proving the lower bound. O

Finally, we will argue that for this hard promise problem, we can simulate PCond queries, thereby
proving a lower bound for testers with access to a PCond oracle. Intuitively, the main idea is that
since the distributions in both Ilyes and Iy, are flat and the supports are small, PCond queries are
not useful: they only provide information when the query set {x, y} include both one element outside
the support and one inside, and if the number of samples is small then finding such a {x, y} can only
happen with vanishing probability.

Theorem 3.6: [Hard Problem For PCond Tester| Every BPP tester using a PCond oracle
for property promise Ilyes and Iy, with failure probability 0.01 must make Q (N 1 3) queries.

Proof. We give a simulation argument to show how PCond queries can be simulated without using
a PCond oracle. Consider the following meta-distributions: Qyes is the uniform distribution over
Ilyes and Qno the uniform distribution over Ilyo. Let D be the distribution drawn from the meta-
distribution. The simulation argument below will be agnostic to which meta-distribution it is drawn
from.

Consider the following oracle PCond>™ that simulates oracle PCond given access to a sample set S.

PCondSim

Input: Description of domain [N], Sample (Multi-set) S € [N], query points z1, zo.
Output: x € {z1,292, L}.

o If 71,20 ¢ S, output L.
o If 71,729 € §, with probability 1/2 output z; and with probability 1/2 output zs.

o If 71 €8, zo0 ¢ S output z1, and if z1 € S, zo0 € S, output zs.

Figure 2: Simulation of PCond Oracle with only access to samples from D

Any algorithm A that uses a PCond oracle can be thought of without loss of generality in
the following way: it takes S consisting of k i.i.d. samples from the distribution upfront, and
then adaptively makes PCond queries g1 = (y1,}),---.qm = (Ym,y},) (With some computations in
between).

For reasonable values of m and k, we will now argue that any such algorithm can be simulated
with the PCond™ oracle, where the input S is the sample drawn by algorithm A. In particular, we
will consider m, k < C’N*/3 for some constant C’.

Fix any sample § for the rest of the argument. Define the event E; as follows:

E, = () (yi €SV y; & Supp (D)) A (} € SV y} ¢ Supp (D)) .
i=1
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We first note that if event E, happens, then the output of PCond®™ when run on [N], S, y;, yiis
identically distributed to the output of PCond when run on [N], S, y;, y; for all i € [r]. To see this,
we consider the different cases: when y;, y; ¢ S, then by the definition of event E,., y;, y: ¢ Supp (D),
and so the output of PCond would be L (identical to the output of PCond™). If yi,y; € S, then by
the definition of the promise problem, we have that 9 is uniform over its support and so the output
of PCond is equiprobable between y; and y}, identical to the distribution of the output of PCondS™.
And finally, if one of y;,y} is in § and the other is not in § (say WLOG that y; € S), then by the
definition of E,, y! ¢ Supp (D), and so the output of PCond would be y;, identical to the output of
PCond™im,

Next, we bound the probability of E, (to argue that this bad event happens with low probability).

r—1
Pr(E;) < Pr(E, | Ev.....Er1)+ y . Pr(Ey) (3)
i=1

Consider the first term in the RHS above. Conditioning on Eq,..., E,_1 occurring, we have that for
E, to occur, we need that either y, or y’. belong to Supp (D) but do not belong to sample S. Let
S =8SU{yt s Yr-1:¥] Y4} (S’ is defined as a set and hence does not have repeats). Note
that we always have |S’| < N/2 (all sets that can occur satisfy this condition since m, k < C'N/3).
Observe that since we conditioned on E1,..., E,_1, each element of S” either belongs to S or is not
in Supp (D). Next, by symmetry, observe that all elements in [N] \ S’ have equal probability of

being in the support of 9 conditioned on Eq,...,E,_1, and since N — |S’| > N/2 that probability
[Supp(D)|-[S| _ [Supp(D)] N2 _ 2
N/2 Nj2 = N2 ~ NI

is upper bounded by By a union bound, we get that

Pr(E, | E1,....Er1) < 5175

Hence, substituting back in Equation 3, we get that Pr(E,,) < %. Thus, with probability at
least 1 — % over the choice of the distribution and the samples from the distribution, we get that
Algorithm A run with PCond>™ perfectly simulates Algorithm A run with PCond. Also observe that
A run with PCond>™ is a BPP tester that makes only Samp queries.

Now, for an appropriately chosen constant C’ > 0, assume by way of contradiction that algorithm
A making C’N'/3 queries to the PCond oracle is a BPP tester for property promise Ilyes and Iy
with failure probability at most 0.01. This implies that algorithm A making C’N'/3 queries to the
PCond oracle is a BPP tester for Qves and Qno with failure probability at most 0.01. By the above
argument A making C’N'/3 queries to the PCond®™ oracle is a BPP tester for Qves and Qo with
failure probability at most 0.01 + % < 0.02 where the last inequality holds for sufficiently small C’
using the fact that m < C’N'/3. This guarantees us that there is a BPP tester for Qyes and Ono
that makes only Samp queries with failure probability at most 0.02 that uses C’N/? samples from
the distribution.

However, by Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5, we get that any BPP tester with Samp access to the distribution
that distinguishes Qves and Qno with probability at least 0.98 over the draw of the distribution, the
samples from the distribution, and the internal randomness of the algorithm needs Q(N'/3) samples.

This gives a contradiction, thereby proving the theorem. O

Finally, observe that dry (ITyes, [Ino) > % for sufficiently large support sizes, which also means we
have proved the following result.

Corollary 3.7: Every BPP tester using a PCond oracle for property Ilves with proximity
parameter 7 < 1/2 and failure probability 0.01 must make (N 1/ 3) queries.
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Remark 1 We note that with the techniques above, the lower bound of Q(N'/3) is the best
we can hope to prove by varying the support sizes in the promise problems. In choosing these
support sizes s1 < s9 in defining Iyes, [Ino, We trade-off between two parameter settings, the
error probability of the simulation oracle (where we simulate PCond queries using Samp in the
proof of Theorem 3.6), which is O(msy/N), where m is the number of PCond queries made, and
the lower bound obtained for the Samp model, which would be m = Q(4/s1). Balancing these
inequalities (and also noting that the error probability needs to be sufficiently small) gives that
setting s1, 52 & N2/3 is optimal, motivating our choices and giving a lower bound of Q(N'/3). Tt
is an open question whether this lower bound can be improved by tweaking our approach or by
other techniques.

4 Support Size Verification

In this section, we describe a succinct proof system for the two-sided support size decision problem,
which may be of independent interest. This proof system, when used in conjunction with the The
EstimateNeighborhood procedure of [Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 3|, allows a tester to accurately
approximate the mass of “important” points in any “relevant /heavy” bucket of the (N, 7)-histogram
for the distribution. This ability to estimate the mass of points in heavy enough buckets is critical for
verifying the prover’s claimed histogram, which then allows us to verify any label-invariant property.
Our key technical contribution here is to ensure that the communication complexity of the proof
system is sub-linear in the domain size N while also ensuring polylogarithmic in N query and sample
complexities. To ensure low communication, we give two different protocols to apply based on the
parameter range of interest.

4.1 Proofs For Testing Support Size For Distributions With Large Support

To start with, we describe with Figure 3, a proof system for distributions with large support, which
requires us to run two separate proof systems sequentially for the two sides of the test (testing
whether the claimed support is too large or too small).

Uniform Protocol

Common Input: Description of domain [N], parameters «,§ € (0,1], and A’, A, B, B’ with

3B'-B
a <575

Verifier Input: PCond access to an (1 + a)-flat distribution D € A ([N]).
Prover Input: Full description of D.

Draw x «$ D.

Test 1: “DETECT SMALL SUPPORT”

e Compute the values preject> Accept s in Claim 4.2, and set

)

Ay =(1- QAccept) — PReject = Q
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e Run sequentially the proof system Test 1 of Fig. 4, on input x, A, A’ a total of

7, 0o

1og(1/5))
A3

times, with fresh randomness for each of the 77 runs. Let 0 < 1 < T7 be the number of
runs in which the proof system returns Accept.
e Set the outcome of this test to Accept if 11 < (PReject + %)Tl, and to Reject otherwise.
Test 2: “DETECT LARGE SUPPORT”
e Compute the values p&eject, q/’Accept as in Claim 4.3, and set

, : (B'-B)* B
A2 = (1 - chcept) - pReject =Q ( B/2 E
e Run sequentially the proof system Test 2 of Fig. 5, on input B, B’ a total of

T, < 0

log(1/9)
A3

times, with fresh randomness for each of the T runs. Let 0 < t5 < Ty be the number of
runs in which the proof system returns Accept.

e Set the outcome of this test to Accept if 15 < (p;?eject + %)Tg, and to Reject otherwise.

Final Output: The verifier outputs Accept if and only if both tests above were set to Accept.

Figure 3: Proof System For Support Size Range For Distributions With Large Support
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Lemma 4.1: [Support Size Difference For Large Support Distributions] Fix N € N,
and let 0 < @ < 1. Fix integer parameters A’ < A < B < B’ such that A > YN and a < % . #,
and failure probability 6 € (0, 1]. Given PCond access to a (1 + a)-flat distribution D € A ([N]),
the interactive proof system described in Figure 3 decides the following promise problem
completeness and soundness errors are at most ¢:

Mves & {D € A([N]) : A < [Supp (D)| < BA D is (1 +a)-flat} (4)
Mino = {D € A([N]) : (Supp (D)| < A’V [Supp (D)| > B') AD is (1+a)-fat}  (5)
The proof system has communication complexity

N A YN (B OB\
O |max | — - ,— | — log =
A\a-a) B \'B) \B_B 5

sample complexity

query complexity

and round complexity

0]

max

AN\ (B B! op |
— og—| .
a-a) \B) \B=B) | ®5s
Proof. The various complexities immediately follow from those of Claims 4.2 and 4.3, after repetition

4 A2 . \4
for T = O((ﬁ) log%) and Tp = 0((%) (%) log %) rounds, respectively. The stated

completeness and soundness errors follow from (sequential) repetition with a threshold rule, along
with a standard Hoeffding bound.'” Amplifying both Test 1 and Test 2 by sequential repetition to
correctly estimate their rejection probability, except with probability g, and taking a union bound
over the two, yields the claimed statement. O

Test 1

Common Input: Description of domain [N], integers parameters A" < A.
Verifier Input: PCond access to a nearly flat distribution D € A ([N]), element x € Supp (D).
Prover Input: Full description of D.

def A—ar def N pdef o ¢
1. Setc = 554,58 = ¢z, B = ce“.

2. T — P?: Send set Y where Y = (y1,...,ys) <8 Uniform [N], and ask the prover to send

10Namely, if a single test has rejection probabilities p,q with ¢ > p + A in the Yes and No cases, respectively,
repeating the test sequentially (with fresh randomness) a total of O(log(1/8)/A?) times and thresholding at p + %
results in a correct outcome with probability at least 1 — %
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back any y € Y such that y € Supp (D).
3. T « P?: Sends back y € Supp (D). If no such y exists, then output FAIL.

4. T computation: If prover outputs FAIL, then output Reject. Otherwise, check
y € Supp (D) using the IsInSupport algorithm. with reference x and probability of
failure B: if it returns Yes, output Accept, and Reject otherwise.

Figure 4: First Proof System For Support Size Range For Distributions With Large Support

Claim 4.2: [Detecting Small Support] The proof system given in Fig. 4 has the fol-
lowing guarantees. On input access to a nearly flat distribution 9, along with an element
x € Supp (D) and integers A” < A < N, it has communication complexity O (N/A), query
complexity O (log ﬁ) (and sample complexity 0), and decides between (1) |[Supp (D)| > A
and (2) [Supp (D)| < A’ with completeness and soundness errors at most preject and gaccept;
explicit values such that

1- qAccept > PReject T Q

Moreover, it has round complexity 1.

Proof. The communication complexity follows from our choice of s = O (N/A), and the query
complexity from the call to IsInSupport algorithm., which has query complexity

1 1 1 A
0 (logE) =0 (log; +c) =0 (log;) =0 (log 3 —A’)
by our setting of parameters and Lemma 2.12. Turning to correctness, we analyze the completeness
and soundness claims separately.

Completeness: assume that |Supp (D)| = A. We have the probability that a uniformly sampled
point is in the support is at least %. If any of the samples yq,...,ys is in the support of D,
then the honest prover is able to get the verifier to accept in Test 1 by sending one of these
samples, unless the call to IsInSupport algorithm. then fails (which since the distribution is
nearly flat happens with probability at most 8 by Lemma 2.12). Therefore, by a union bound,
the completeness error for the first test is upper bounded as follows:

Pr [T outputs Reject]
= Pr [{y1,---5ys} NSupp (D) = 0]
—3[N]

Viseees Vs <]
+ Pr [{y1,.--,ys} N Supp (D) # 0, IsInSupport algorithm. incorrect]
Yi,--Ys<3[N]
A S
< (1 - N) +ﬁ
AR
< (1 - N) +ﬁ
<e “+cteC=(1+cHe ‘= PReject
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recalling our choice of s, 8, and using the inequality 1 —x < e™*.

Soundness: conversely, assume that |[Supp (D)| < A’. Test 1 can only accept if at least one of
the uniformly chosen yi,...,ys falls in the support of D (otherwise it will always reject, as
the IsInSupport algorithm. has one-sided error in that case). By a union bound over all s
uniform samples, this leads to
Pr [T outputs Accept in Test 1 | < Pr [Hj € [s] s.t. yj € Supp (Z))]
V1senes ysl<—$Un|form[N]

A/
< ﬁs = { Accept -

Equivalently, multiplying and dividing gaccept by A, and using the fact that 1 —2¢ = AX’ from
the setting of ¢,

A A A’
-—s=1—c-z=1—c(1—2c)=1—c+2c2:qReject.

Pr [T outputs Reject] > 1 - —
r [T outputs Reject] > TN

Now, using the fact that e™¢ <1 —c +¢?/2

2
l1-c+2? =1 +cHe € > %

which means the gap between the rejection probability in the completeness and soundness cases

is at least
2 A=A\
A

C
qReject — PReject = ? =Q

Test 2

Common Input: Description of domain [N], integers parameters B < B’.

Verifier Input: PCond access to an (1 + a)-flat distribution flat distribution D € A ([N]),

3B -B
where a < 555

Prover Input: Full description of D.

def pr_p  def N
1. Set ¢ = 8B = Cpr-

2. T: Draw x «% D and (z1,...,2s) <% Uniform [[N]]. Form the tuple S ot (X,215-++525)-

3. T — P?: Send the permuted tuple S’ ot {Sx)y---»Sx(s+1)}, where 7 is a permutation of
[s + 1] chosen uniformly at random.

4. T P?: Return y «s {i € [s+1] : §7 € Supp (D)}, an index chosen uniformly at random
among all those for which the corresponding element of S’ is in the support of D.

5. If y # n(1) (i.e., y does not correspond to the index of x) output Reject, otherwise output
Accept.

Figure 5: Second Proof System For Support Size Range For Distributions With Large Support
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Claim 4.3: [Detecting Large Support| The proof system given in Fig. 5 has the following
guarantees. On input access to an (1+a)-flat distribution D, along with an element x € Supp (D)
and integers B < B’ < N such that 0 < a < %B;B, it has communication complexity O (N/B’),
sample complexity 1 (and query complexity 0), and decides between (1) [Supp (D)| < B and

(2) [Supp (D)| = B’ with completeness and soundness errors at most p&eject and q’Accept, explicit

values such that
B’ -B\> B
B’ B

’ ’
1- chcept = pReject +Q

Moreover, it has round complexity 1.

Proof. The communication complexity follows from our choice of s = O (N/B’), and the sample
complexity from the draw of x (only call to the oracle for D).
Turning to correctness, we first define the following three disjoint events:

e &p: none of the s uniformly drawn elements z1, ... z; falls in the support of the distribution;
that is, [{z1,...,2s} N Supp (D) | = 0.

e &;: exactly one of the s uniformly drawn elements zi,...zs falls in the support of the
distribution; that is, |{z1,...,zs} N Supp (D) | = 1.

e &9 at least two of the s uniformly drawn elements zi,...zs falls in the support of the
distribution; that is, |{z1,...,zs} N Supp (D) | > 2.

The intuition is that a prover (honest or not) is able to send back the index of the verifier’s true
sample x whenever &g holds; under &1, while a prover cannot always send the index of x, there is
still a strategy for them to guess it (among two alternatives) with probability ~ 1/2. Under &Eso,
there is not much we can say, but fortunately this is a very unlikely event in the completeness case.
With this in hand, we analyse the completeness and soundness claims. For convenience, set

det B

1= =<1
BI

and observe that our assumption on @ implies a < % . %

Completeness: Assume |Supp (D)| < B. As discussed above, if &y holds then the honest prover
succeeds, as it can uniquely identify x in §’. If & holds (in which case |S N Supp (D) | = 2),
then the honest prover can still succeed in returning the index of x with probability 1/2, by
returning one of the two possible indices uniformly at random. If Eso holds, while there is still
a positive probability of guessing the index of x correctly, we can (conservatively) neglect it for
the analysis and count Es2 as a failure. This leads to the following bound for the rejection
probability, where we use the fact that |{z1,...,zs} N Supp (D) | is a Binomial random variable
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d |SUP]I<](D)| <

with parameters s an < %:

1
Pr [T outputs Reject] < 0 Pr[&Eg] + 3 Pr[&1]+1-Pr[&s2]

1 B B s—1

§§'SN (1_ﬁ) +PI‘[822]
1 1 s—1

- (1 - C—) +Pr[Es0]
2 s

< cl e~ s\ (B 2

T 21— % 2/ \N

IA
|

IA

cd 5 _cd ,
7+(c/l) < 5t A= PReject »

by our setting of s = c%, and crudely bounding Pr[Es2] < (;) (%)2 < % (%)2 before

concluding with ﬁ < 1+ 2x (which holds for x € [0,1/2]). Importantly, we here implicitly
used the fact that Pr[&1] = Prx.Bins,p) [X =1] = sp(1 - p)*~! is non-decreasing in the
Binomial parameter p, as £ is only an upper bound on this parameter. One can check that

N
this is true as long as p < ﬁ, which is satisfied for us, as, given our setting of s and ¢, we have
B B N 1 1
p<—<—<9 =—< :
N~ B B'—B 25 s+1

Remark 2 Note that the above analysis critically saves (almost) a factor 2 over a naive
union bound, which using the above notation would have given < cA. Instead, we get
(almost) < ‘7’1 This is critical, as for sequential repetition, we need p&eject < q&eject ~
%(1 —e7¢), which would have been impossible if we didn’t save this factor 2, given that
A=~ 1—-17 can be very close to 1 in the settings we use these protocols in.

Soundness: Assume |Supp (D)| > B’. If |S N Supp (D) | = 2 (i.e., if E = & U Eso holds), we
claim that the prover can only return the index of x (and thus make the tester accept) with
probability at most ;—z = % + O(a). A dishonest prover maximizes its chance of returning the
index of x by choosing the index with the highest conditional probability of being (1) given
the permuted tuple S’. By Bayes’ rule, this conditional probability of an index is proportional
to the probability mass of the corresponding element under D. Let z; be another element in
Supp (D). Then since the distribution is (1 + a@)-flat, the dishonest prover chooses the correct
index of x with probability at most

Dlx] < l+a
D[x]+D[zi] ~ 2+a’

Of course, if |S N Supp (D) | =1 (i.e., if &y holds) then the prover can always identify x and

27



return the correct index. Hence, we have

Pr [T outputs Accept] = Pr [Prover guesses x from S| Pr [SO] +1-Pr[&p]

1+a 5
< m Pr [80] + Pr [80]

l+a 1
= Pr[&
2+a/+2+a r[&o]

1+a 1 ( B’)S
< + 1-—

T 2+a 2+« N
l+a 1

< +
24a 2+«

c _ 7
€ - chcept’

the last inequality from our choice of s = c%. Equivalently,

) 1 e 1 1-e°¢
Pr [T outputs Reject] > 1 — q’Accept =57a (1-e79 2> 3 153,12 = le;eject,
1°72
Where,: the last inequality follows by the assumption that @ < % . HTTB. Now, by our setting of
c=%=%,wehave
Lo s ii1se=2a
-3>1- Cc =
(1+4c)c
where the first inequality follows from convexity of the function f: x 4% — 3 (extended at 0

by continuity), above its tangent x — 1 — 18x at 0. Reorganizing and recalling the expressions of

) , . .
PReject’ IReject? 19 equivalent to

’ ’ 2
qReject Z pReject +coa,

L2
concluding the proof since c¢?1 =0 ((BB—_,B) g).

4.2 Proofs For Testing Support Size For Distributions With Small Support

The techniques described above to failed to give us sub-linear communication when dealing with
distributions with small supports. To deal with this case, we describe a non-interactive proof system
with sublinear communication, that decides the support size decision problem.

Small Support Size Protocol

Common Input: Description of domain [N], parameters A’, A, B, B’ where B < VN. Soundness
parameters 0y and completeness parameters ..

Verifier Input: PCond access to a (1 + a)-flat distribution D € A ([N]).

Prover Input: Full description of D.

_ | log(1/6s) _ log(1/8s)
Set 51 = Log(A/Af)]v and s = [10g((1+a)B’/B)]

Prover sends a set Sﬁp]) (D) of size at most B (and at least A), which it claims is the support
of O. If the set size is outside this range, the verifier immediately outputs Reject.

Test 1: “DETECT SMALL SUPPORT”
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a4
Sample z1,..., 2z, Pl Supp (D) uniformly, and x < D. Check if z; € Supp (D), for all
J € [s1], using the IsInSupport algorithm. algorithm with error parameter f—f and reference
point x. Output Reject if any invocation outputs reject.
Test 2: “DETECT LARGE SUPPORT”

iid
Verifier samples xi, ..., x, 5 D and outputs Reject Test 2 if any of the samples are not in
Supp (D).
Final Output: The verifier outputs Accept if and only if it accepts both tests above.

Figure 6: Proof System For Support Size Range For Distributions With Small Support

Lemma 4.4: [Support Size Difference For Small Support Distributions| Fix parameters
for completeness error 6. € (0,1) and soundness error 65 € (0,1). Let N € N be the domain size
and «a € [0,1]. Fix integer parameters A’ < A < B < B’. Given PCond access to an (1 + a)-flat
distribution D € A([N]), the an interactive proof system described in Figure 6 decides the
following promise problem with communication complexity O (B).

def

Iyes = {D eA([N]): A< |Supp(D)| £ BAD is (1+a)-flat} (6)

def

IMno = {D € A([N]) : (|Supp (D)| < A" V |Supp (D)| > B') A D is (1 +a)-flat} (7)

log(1/85) ) 3 (log(l/as) 1og<1/6c))

The sample complexity is O (log( B8 and the query complexity is O Tog (AJA")

Proof. The communication complexity is immediate from the cost of sending the purported sup-
port Supp (D) (of size at most B). The sample and query complexities are, respectively, O(s2)
and O(sy logg—i (from the s; calls to the IsInSupport algorithm. with error parameter d./s1);
and the claimed bounds follow from our choice of s1, s2 and (for the latter) the query complexity
of Lemma 2.12. We now turn to correctness, arguing completeness and soundness separately.

Completeness: If the prover follows the protocol honestly, then Test 2 always passes. The
probability that Test 1 fails is equal to the probability that the IsInSupport algorithm. fails, which,
due to our assumption of near flatness and our choice of sy, is at most 6. by Lemma 2.12, along
with a union bound over sy tests.

Soundness: Suppose now that [Supp (D)| ¢ (A’, B’). We distinguish two cases, showing that
Test 1 will reject with probability at least 1 — &5 if |Supp (D)| < A’, and Test 2 will reject with
probability at least 1 — &, if |Supp (D)| > B’.

e Suppose that [Supp (D)| < A”. We then have that, for each 1 <i < 51, Pr[z; € Supp (D)] < AX/.
The tester accepts Test 1 if every z; € Supp (D) is found to be the support of D. Thus, with
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51 independent samples,

Pr [T outputs Accept] = Pr[Vi, (z; € Supp (D) A IsInSupport algorithm. returns Yes)]

7\ 51
< Pr[Vi, z; € Supp (D)] < (X) )

log(1/ds)

Which is at most 65 by our choice of 51 > 27737

e Suppose now that |[Supp (D)| > B’. The tester accepts Test 2 if every xy,...,x;, isin Supp (D).
Here we are checking if that cheating prover lied by claiming that |Su])]) ( LD)| is much smaller
than the true support size. Intuitively, the best chance for the prover to get away with this

is to use ’Supp (Z))’ = B, when [Supp (D)| = B’ (as this is the smallest possible discrepancy
between the cheating prover, and the correct answer), and then put the heaviest items of D in
SII]T(LD). This way, when the honest verifier samples x « D, they are more likely to find
that x is in Supp (9). The winning probability of this optimal cheating prover is maximised
when the items in [Supp ()| is heaviest. However, as the distribution is (1 + @)-flat, there is
no such thing as an outright heavy or light element. This means that the provers strategy of
declaring only B elements as support is bound to miss out on items that are still highly likely
to show up as samples.
More formally, observe first that since D is (1 + a)-flat, we have, for every x € Supp (D),"!
1 < D[X] < 1+—a
(1+ @) [Supp (D)| |Supp (D)

The probability that x «$ D belongs to Slipp (D) is then

ngrz) X € Supp (1))] = D(Supp (D)) = \Z Dly]
yeSupp(D)NSupp(D)
<|Supp (D) NS (1))| L+a
< |Supp upp —_—
|Supp (D)
|Slrll)]) (D)
<(l+a)————
|Supp (D)]

B
< (1+C¥)E,

iid - :
and so the probability that all s draws x1...,xs, <5 D fall in Supp (D) is at most

Pr [T outputs Accept] = Pr [Vi € [s2], x; € Sﬁ])p (D)

Xloeens Xsg 8D

B \*
< ((1+C¥)E) Sés,

log(1/6s)

the last inequality from our choice of sy > et BB

This concludes the proof. O

HIndeed, 1= ZxESupp(D) DIx] < [Supp (D) - mMaXyeSupp(D) D[x] < [Supp (D) - (1 +a) minxeSupp(Z)) Dlx], and
similarly 1 > |Supp (D)] - WDU], from which
1 l+a
——————————— < min D[x]< max Dx]<—-—.
(1+a)|Supp (D)| ~ xeSupp(D) x€Supp(D) |Supp (D)]
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4.3 Learning The Neighbourhood Of A “Relevant” Domain Element

Definition 4.5: Given a parameter « € (0, 1] and point y € [N], let the x-neighbourhood of x
under O be defined as

UP (x) = {y €[N]: —D[x]<D[y] < (1+x)D [x]}

1+«

that is, the set of points whose probability is within an 1 + k factor of the probability of x.

Later in the main protocol, the prover will claim that certain bucket indices of the (N, 7)-histogram
of D have large mass. If the prover is honest, then buckets with large mass must also contain domain
elements with heavy neighbourhoods (see claim 5.2), where the definition of neighbourhood is given
in Definition 4.5. In an ideal world, we would like to verify this exact claim that the a domain element
has a heavy k-neighbourhood. However, due to boundary conditions and the inherent randomness of
sampling, we are only able to verify a fuzzy version of the above claim. More specifically, using a
result by Canonne et al. [2015, Lemma 3| we show that, if the prover claims that the x-neighbourhood
(shown in blue in Figure 7a) of x is heavy, we estimate the a; € [«, 2«] neighbourhood (shown in
green in Figure 7a) of x, up to a multiplicative factor of . This fuzziness is unavoidable, but we later
show that this fuzzy approximation suffices to catch a cheating prover. A distinctive feature of the
a;-neighbourhood above is that apart from being heavy, it also has what we refer to as a “moat” (as
shown in Figure 7b)- by which we mean that most of the neighbourhood mass is concentrated away
from the boundary. This moat proves to be useful, when using the Compare Algorithm to check
whether a sample z «$ D is in U 2 (x) or not. The idea is that the Compare algorithm inherently
has some randomness we cannot avoid, and thus a sample that is actually in the moat but not in
U 3 (x) might get incorrectly misclassified as being in the a;-neighbourhood. When the probability
mass of the moat is small, the chances of sampling an element in the moat are slim, and therefore
we are unlikely to err. See Sampling From Neighbourhoods With Moats Lemma for details.

U2 () DU, @\UY W] <%

Qr+1

Uz (x) 4 +
UL (x) P > g
= - | oo —o o | — = [0,1] 1?;1 ?J;t] (1+a)D [x] (1+am1)D [x] (0.1]
D] D] ’
(a) A fuzzy approximation of the the provers claim. (b) A neighbourhood with a moat

Figure 7: The prover claims that the mass of the x-neighbourhood of x is at least as large as 8. The Estimate
Neighbourhood algorithm of Canonne et al. [2015] allows us to estimate @, neighbourhood of x up to a multiplicative
factor of 1, where a; € [k, 2«]. Furthermore, a; is such that while D [Ug (x)] > B, there is a “moat” around

the U2 (x) such that D [UD  (x)\UZ ()] < g—g For any sample z < D, if we wish to use the Compare
Algorithm to check whether z € U(ZZ (x), this "moat” will act as insurance against the randomness of the PCond

oracle, and therefore ensure our check is accurate with high probability.
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Lemma 4.6: [The EstimateNeighborhood procedure of [Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 3]]
Given PCond access to D € A ([N]), there exists an algorithm EstimateNeighborhood which,
on input «,B,n,6 € (0,1/2]) as well as a domain element x € [N], has the following guarantees.
Letting T = 128/(nB¢), and defining, for t € [T + 1],

ay=k+(t—1)x/T € [k, 2k),

the algorithm outputs a pair (w,t) € [0,1] x [T], such that ¢ is uniformly distributed in [T7],
and:

1. Completeness: if D[U(ZZ (x)] = B, then

Z)[Uv;:z(x)] € [11n,1+7] and Z)[U?t+1 (x)\U(?t (x)] Sg—'g (])
simultaneously with probability at least 1 — 6.
2. Soundness: if .’D[U£ (x)] < B, then
w< 1+ and D[UL. (x)\UP (x)] < b (9)

Qr41 t 32
simultaneously with probability at least 1 — 4.

The query complexity of the algorithm is 0 (W).

Proof. This is a consequence of the guarantees from [Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 3| (slightly
simplified, and replacing n by /2 to have [1/(1+7),1+n] instead of [1—n,1+n] in the completeness
guarantee). o

Remark 3 Note that, in the above statement, we could weaken the conditions of completeness
and soundness to D[UL (x)] = B and Z)[Ugl)( (x)] < B, respectively, as D[UL (x)] < Z)[Ug (x)] <
D[Uﬁ(x)] for all t € [T].

Sampling from the neighbourhood. Foreshadowing ahead, as a sub-routine of our main
protocol, we will invoke the support size protocol on the re-normalised distribution 9’, which is
obtained by restricting the domain of D to the set U CZZ (x), and re-normalising D [U g (x)]. In
order to run the support size protocol as prescribed, it is important that the verifier be able to

sample from D’. We now explain how after running EstimateNeighbourhood to obtain a tuple

(w, t) corresponding neighbourhood U ey 2 (x) and an estimate w of its probability mass, we can

obtain samples from D’.
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Lemma 4.7: [Sampling From Neighbourhoods With Moats| Given parameters «, 8,6, €
(0,1/2) and domain element x € [N]. Setting T = 128/(nB5) and let

(W, t) < EstimateNeighbourhood(x;k, 8,7,8) and a; =« + (t — 1)«/T € [k, 2«).

If Z)[Ug,), (x)] = B and Z)[Ufl)t+1 (x)\ U(Z,)t )] < g—g"‘, then there exists a sampling algorithm with

log(1/7) )
B

sample complexity O ( and query complexity 0 (m) that returns:

e y «$ D’ with probability at least 1 — log(1/n), where D’[y] =t ZD%’ or
y’EUg (x) [y ]

e | otherwise.

%These are the guarantees obtained with high probability when (W, ) is returned by EstimateNeighbourhood
invoked on x with parameters «, 3,7, 0.

Proof. Suppose that (w,t) € [0,1] x [T] is such that Z)[U‘zyz (x)] > B and Z)[U(Zg+1 (x)\ Ug )] < %
both hold. That is, the neighbourhood is large enough (mass at least ), and it is surrounded by
a “moat” (of probability mass at most O(n8)). The algorithm proceeds as follows, where we set

¢’ =c-nlog(1/n) for a suitably small constant ¢ > 0.

_ |log(3/6") | _ ’ . iid . e
e Sample s = prml b O(log(1/6”)/B) points x1,...,xs <5 D. Note that (1) with probability

at least 1— % at least one x; will be in U ot U£ (x), and (2) (by a union bound) with probability
at least 1 — % =1-0(nlog(1/6")), no x; will be in the “moat” Ut|| e yo (x)\ Uczz), (x).

3 41

e For each x;, Compare on x,x; with failure probability %, maximum ratio bound K = 2,
and accuracy parameter y = © (£) to obtain an estimate of ZZ))[))C:] accurate to within an
additive y (or detect that the ratio is not even in [1/2,2]). By a union bound over all s
calls to Compare, with probability at least 1 — %/ all estimates are indeed this accurate. By
our choice of vy, this means that we can then decide which of the x;’s are in Uy, and only

(possibly) make a mistake on those which are in the moat Ut”. (This has query complexity

log(s/6") ) _ log(1/6’)-log(s/6")\ _ A 1
S'O( 72 )‘0( B-(</T)? )—O(ﬁ—SUZazkz)-)

e Return any element x; detected to be in U; uniformly at random, and denote it with y. Return
L if there is none.

By a union bound, except with probability at most

6 & spB 2 1
S LI 50 (nlog=| <
373 32 7307 (”Ogé/)‘

(the last inequality for S:,)LQB < %/, which is satisfied as 6" = Q(n1log(1/n))), then we have simultaneously

(1) at least one x; in U, (2) none in the moat Ut”, and (3) a correct decision on all elements (since
the only errors would be for elements in Ull, and there aren’t any by (2)). That is, with probability
at least 1 — ¢’, the above procedure returns an element y sampled from D’. O
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5 Interactive Proofs For Label Invariant Properties

Given parameter 7/, in this section, we describe our main result, an interactive proof system for

certifying the T-approximate histogram, where 1 % 0.017". Note that the histogram is constructed

at a finer granularity than the proximity 7/ parameter warrants, as 7 < 7/, but this only makes
testing for label invariant properties with proximity parameter 7’ easier.

The Approximate Single Algorithm

Verifier Input:
e Domain [N], soundness and completeness parameters 8’ € (0,1), proximity parameter
7 € (0,0.1) and PCond access to D

e Prover claims: Burk(\rr(:\'*) = j* and D [Ug3 (y*)] > ﬁ

Verifier Output: Either Reject or Accept of above claim.

Parameters For Invoking Sub-routines

e Set 6. =05 =0"/2.

° SetK=T/3,ﬂ=ﬁ.

_ . T log s1 log s2
e Setn =min (10’ 100s167° 10052 6"

6 and 3 with B'/B=A/A" =1+T.

Q (r4/6’) where s1, s2 are sample complexities from Figures

Algorithm Body

Step 1: Estimate Neighborhood

Run (w, ) <« EstimateNeighbourhood(y*;«k,n,8,6"/2)

If w < (1+n)B then return Reject.
de

Otherwise, set T = 128/(nBd) and « =kt (t - D«/T € [k, 2k).

Step 2: Compute Bounds
Set:
, WwN 3 wN

T+ A+ n(l+a) A= t(1+ 0" (L+n)(1l+a)

B w(l+n)(1+a)N
(14 1)*-

w1+ a)N
(1 +1)* 2

B , B

Define D’ € A (U? (y*)) where D’ [x] = % with Z =2 cpyp () D [X'].
Step 3: Support Size Interactive Protocols

If BeO (\/ﬁ) then
Run Figure 6 with parameters A’, A, B, B’, 6. = 65 = 6'/2.
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Else if A € w (\/N) then
Run Figure 3 with parameters A’, A, B, B’, §. = 65 = 6’ /2.

In both cases sample from (1 + @)-flat distribution D’ using Lemma 4.7 with x = 7/3.
If either algorithm outputs Reject then return Reject.

T(1+T)j*
N

Return 9 [y*] = and Accept.

Figure 8: Approximating the probability mass of a single domain item.

Recall, for any distribution O € A ([N]) and domain element z € [N], we use Bucket,(z) € [L:]
to denote the bucket index of the (N, 1)-histogram of D that z belongs to.

Theorem 5.1: [Approximate Single] Fix 7 > 0 and D € A ([N]) for some large enough
N € N. Let L; denote the number of buckets of the (N, 7)-histogram of O, The protocol starts
with the provers claim that for domain element y* € [N], its bucket index is Bucket,(y*) = j*,

and additionally that y* has a heavy 7/3-neighbourhood i.e. © [U 33 (y*)] > ﬁ. For every

¢’ € (0,1/2), the proof system described by Figure 8, causes the verifier to output Accept or
Reject based on the following properties:

1. Completeness: If the prover is honest, then

(1311(‘1{(\‘(7'(:\‘*) = BUCketT()’*)) A (D [Ugi% (y*)] =D [U33 (y*)] = ﬁ)

As a result Pr [T outputs Reject] < ¢’

2. Soundness: For any cheating prover strategy if

(

thenPr [T outputs Accept] < ¢’

Bucket ( v*) — Bucket, (y*)

> 2) % (D [U£/3 (y*)] = ﬁ)

‘r(1+‘r)f*

If the verifier outputs Accept, then it accepts that O [y*] = N

probability mass of y* under D.

as the approximate

Proof. Set T = 128/(nBd). Re-stating the parameters defined in Figure 8, we have 6. = 85 = §'/2,

_ _ T _ . T log s1 log s2 A (Ao . sps
k=T1/3, 8= 0L and 7 = min (10, 1005187 1005567 ) = Q (T /0 ) where s1, 5o are sample complexities

from Figures 6 and 3 with B’/B=A/A’ =1+ 7. Let
(W, 1) «$ EstimateNeighborhood(y*;7/3,7,8,6"/2)

and @ % « + (t—1)«k/T € [1/3,21/3].

Completeness: As the prover is honest, we have j* = Bucket,(y*), and therefore,

T,1+T] (10)



where D [y*] = M Additionally, we also have D [ (y*)] >D [Ug3 (y*)] B et 30TLT

As we are upper boundlng the completeness error, we assume that any time w is not a good
approximation of D [U pot (y*)], the worst happens, the verifier rejects the honest provers claim. w is
a bad approximation with probability at most ¢’/2. Finally, assuming that the verifier does not reject
the honest provers claim, then this restricts the size of U2 (y*) More specifically, from the provers
claim j* is the bucket of y*, we get an upper and lower bound on !U? (y*)|. More specifically

D U2 ()]
min, ¢go (e D [2]
_D[u2oMa+a)

U? (v*)] < (11)

< DD (12)
DU (]| 1+a)N
T(1+7)/* -1 (13)
w(l+n)(1l+a)N
T (14)

where Equation (12) comes from the definition of a a-neighbourhood,(13) comes from the limits of
bucket index j*, and (14) comes from the approximation guarantees of the The EstimateNeighborhood
procedure of [Canonne et al., 2015, Lemma 3]. A lower bound on the size of U2 (y*) can similarly
defined, giving us

(1+a)N D [U? (y*)] N (L +7)(1+@) et
t(1+71)/*-1 = T(1+71)/-1

N D [UD ()] . WN def

(1+a)t(1+7)" ~ t(1+7) "1 +n)(1+a)

U2 ()| <

B (15)

U2 (v*)| =

(16)

Define D" € A (U2 (y*)) such that for all x € U2 (y*), D’[x] = D[x , where 7 %€ Zx’EU(z,)(y*) D [x'].
That is D’ is D restricted and re-normalised on U2 (y*). As the verlﬁer has not yet rejected, from the
guarantees of the Lemma 4.6 we are in the regime where D [U D (y*)] > B and the mass of the “moat”
is at most . This implies that we can invoke the Sampling From Neighbourhoods With Moats

to sample from P’. More specifically, to obtain one sample z «$ D’ we need to draw O (logé/ 77)

samples from 9, and make O (W) PCond queries, and with probability 1 — nlog(1/n) we
succeed in obtaining this sample. We want to to invoke the support size protocol with A, A” and
B, B’ as defined in Figure 8. In total we need to draw O ((1/7’)4 log %) samples from D’.
The probability that the support size protocol rejects is at most ¢’ /2. Thus, the total completeness
error for this protocol is ¢’.
Soundness: Soundness follows pretty similarly. Assume that the prover lies about by more than
1 bucket, then N
D [y*]
Dyl " A+n¥
Let B8 be as defined in Figure 8. If the prover also lied about the mass of the neighbourhood

around y*, and D [U£ /3 (y*)] < B, then the probability that the prover does not output Reject is at

¢ [ (1+71)%] (17)

most ¢’ /2. Assuming, D [ 27/3 (y*)] > f3, the the probability that w is not a good approximation
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of D [U D (y*)] is at most 6/’2. By the worst case assumption, the verifier accepts the provers claim
with probability at most ¢’/2. Assuming that w is a good approximation, and D [U213 /3 (y*)] > p,
once again, by a similar analysis, this implies that |U(Z,) (y*)l > B’ or |U{Zl) (y*)l < A’, where
B - w(l+n)(1+a)N

(1 +1)*2

vN
A= — (19)
T(1+7)7" (1 +n)(1+a)

P’ is (1 + a)-flat and sample-able, so we get from soundness of the support size protocol, the
prover accepts with probability at most 6" /2.

(18)

~ 3 ~ 3
Complexity: For EstimateNeighbourhood the verifier makes O (15 547 6,2) =0 ((1702%1 16\’, )2 ) queries

and samples. For SupportSize we draw at worst O ((1/T)4 log %) samples (from the distribution

restricted to the neighborhood), and make at worst 0 ((1 /1) log %) PCond queries. Substituting
in the sample complexity of generating a single sample from the neighborhood (Lemma 4.7) This
corresponds to O (LT -(1/7)%log %) =0 (logN - (1/7)%log %) samples from the true distribution,

and O (Li S(1/7)% %) =0 ((log N)3 - (1/7)**- 51'2) PCond queries. The communication complexity

is at worst O (VN poly(1/7)). The round complexity is O ((1/7)* - log = ).
5
i

Remark 4 In the case that the prover claims Timm'\'*) <1lor Ru(m,\'*) > L, —1, then
we are saved from doing 2 sided tests, and can just check one side for support size decision
problem. Of course if a bucket index large enough, and has large enough mass, then the verifier
could simply find all the points in the bucket by mere sampling. We do not explicitly spell out

this easy case, as its covered by the protocol above.

5.1 Succinct Proof Systems For Any Label Invariant Property

Claim 5.2: Let B be a bucket of the (N, 7)-histogram of a distribution 9 with probability mass
p. Then, there exists a point y* € B such that D [Ug3 (y*)] > p/3, where the neighborhood

Ugg (y’;) is as defined in Definition 4.5.

Proof. For any x € B, define #(x) o log D [x]. From the definition of a (N, 7)-histogram we have
that A < maxyep t(x) — minyep?(x) < log(l+ 7). Define 6 = log(1+17/3). Let § = x1,...,xp
denote the ordered set of the points in B in ascending order of their probability mass (ties broken
arbitrarily). Now we greedily partition S into disjoint clusters of mass at most 25. As the total
mass of S is p, the maximum number of clusters in S, denoted by M is at most [%‘l + 1. By the
averaging argument, there must be one cluster with mass at least %. Let y* denote the median
point in this cluster. This implies that D [U2 (y*)] > £ (as the total mass of the cluster is 26 and
y* is the median). To get the desired lower bound, we upper bound M < [%] +1 < 2, where the
last inequality comes from the fact that A =log(1+ 1) < 3log(1+7/3) =30, giving us M < 3.

O
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Proof System For Verifiable Succint Histograms
Common Inputs: 7" € (0,0.1). Verifier has PCond access to D. Prover knows D in clear.

Define 7 % 0.017", vy = s 10# log(10L~).

P S
s(1+71)7

1. Verifier <« Prover: For every “relevant” bucket, i.e bucket indices j € [L,] such that

D [B;D’T)] > ﬁ, send the verifier y; € B;D’T) such that D [U£/3 (yk)] > ﬁ, along

with its bucket index Bucket, ( v;j). That is the prover is asked to declare all the relevant
bucket indices j, and a point y; in each relevant bucket with a heavy neighborhood. Prover
claims that K C [L;] are the relevant buckets, and sends yq, ... SY|k| a8 representative

samples for each bucket.

2. Verifier & Prover: For each j € K, Invoke the proof system specified by Approximate

Single with input y;, parameters 7/3, and 6 = m, and output Reject if the proof system
rejects any of the tests. Otherwise, accept the claim D [yj] = W for all j € K.
iid
3. Verifier —» Prover: Send set S = (x1,...,Xs) &5 D.
4. Verifier «— Prover Send {Bu('kvrr(r,\'l )y ns Bm'korr(}\'_\‘)},
5. Verifier Computation: Compute for all j € [L;]. p; aef ﬁ Hx € S : Bucket, (x) = JH

6. Verifier Computation: For each x € S, let y*(x) € {y1,... ,y|,;|} be the coreresponding

yj such that Bm'k(‘rr(\\"*(_\')\) = Bucket, (x) = J. If no just y*(x) exists for even one x, the
verifier outputs Reject. The verifier also rejects if the prover declares multiple y*’s for a
single x. Otherwise

for x € S do
Compute yyx(y) < Compare({x;}, {y*(x)}, 7, ﬁ, K =2)

If Compare outputs HIGH or LOW, for any x, output Reject.

Define O [x] ot % forall x € §

. ~ ~ ’ T

if ; D [y*] Uxyr(x) — D [x]| > 27" — (2t +72) - Too then
Output Reject and halt

else

Output {p};e[r,] as the learned histogram

Figure 9: A General Proof System To Obtain Verifiable (N, 7)-Histograms for any distribution D € A ([N])
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Theorem 5.3: [Public-Coin Proof System For Succinct Histograms| Fix N € N,

7€ (0,0.1) and D € A([N]). Define v %f 0.17’. There exists an interactive protocol IT between

an honest verifier T, and an omniscient untrusted prover P2, described in Figure 9, where the
verifier has PCond access to D, such that at the end of the interaction the verifier either outputs
a (N, 7) histogram {p;}e[z,] or outputs Reject, with the following constraints:

1. Completeness: If the prover follows the protocol as prescribed, then
Pr [out [n (PD,T@);T’,N)] = Accept ARL (D, {/ }je(L.]) < 0.17'] > 2/3

2. Soundness: For any cheating strategy P2, we have

Pr [out [H (5D,T(D);T’,N)] # Reject ARL (Z),{/T,-}je[LT]) > T’] <1/3

(IOgN)4)

1. Sample and Query Complexity: O (poly(T)

2. Communication Complexity o (\/ﬁpoly(l/r))
3. Round Complexity: 5(logN -poly(1/7))

Proof. Let K C L, denote the indices of the “relevant” buckets of the (N, t)-histogram of D. By

Claim 5.2, for each relevant bucket j € K there exists some y; € B;D’T) such that D [US3 (yj)] > 507
Completeness: As the prover is honest, the histogram that the verifier outputs is simply the
histogram one would learn if they could sample from the histogram itself. The folklore learning

theorem says it is possible to learn an arbitrary distribution over domain of size L, up to € error
in total variation distance with probability ¢ takes O (%2(1/6)). Setting 6 = 1/20, e = 0.17’, and
from our definition of s, we have with probability at most 1/20 we fail to learn a good approximation
of the histogram, with room to spare. Thus, with probability at least 1 — 1/20 we have that
RL (D, {Fj}je[LT]) <0.17".

Next we show that the probability that the prover outputs Reject is upper bounded by 1/3. Based
on Claim 5.2, the honest prover is able to find a good y; for all j € K where K = K. We also have
the guarantee that for all j € K (as the prover is honest about the bucket index of y;)

D [y, 1
r; < ] 4T (20)
For every j € K, the verifier runs Approximate Single with y* =y; and 6’ = ﬁ. Therefore,

the probability that the verifier accidentally rejects any of the claims about D [y j] is at most 1/20
(the union bound over the probability that Approximate Single fails).

Let S be the set of samples as described in Figure 9, with s ot |S|. For each x € S, let
Bucket, (x) € [L] denote the provers claim about the bucket index of x. If for any x, Bucket, (x) ¢ K,
the verifier outputs Reject immediately. If the prover honestly declares all relevant buckets, this
event happens when at least 1 out of the s samples from D are in “non-relevant” buckets, which
happens with probability at most 7/10 < 1/20.
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Set 6 =1/20 and y =
corresponding y such that k = Bucket, (x). This implies, with only O (Kl%fs/é) PCond queries, the

ﬁ. As we did not reject in the previous step, for each x € S, there is a

Compare Algorithm guarantees, for every x € S, where K = 2.

v _ DIxl
D [yl

Let D = argmMinpe (5}, 4Tv (D, D’), where we used the notation that D" < {p} ez, to
denote that the (N, 7)-histogram of D’ is {p;}je[r,]- In what follows, for any x € S, we use y*(x) to

> y] < % (21)

r
(xy; —$Compare(x,yk;¥.9/s) [

denote the corresponding yj such that Bucket, (x) =k, r(x) to be the corresponding ratio rr. Thus,
we have with probability 1 —§/s, for any given x,

D [x]
Dy*()]

D [x]
DIy* ()]

—@uﬂ

7[ *( )]
. DI
Yy

D[y @] axyr0 = 2 W] 1oy

D [x]
T T D ()]

<D [y* 0]y +|D 1) - D[]

=D [ @]y +[D K0 = D) + D 1x] = D ]|
D] - D [x]|
<y+D[x T+|1) ”[x]|

D [y* )] axye = D [x]| =

-D [x]’

<D [y ()]

<y+D[x]|r(x)-1]+

where for the last inequality we used |r(x) — 1| < max {1 - 1+T, 1+7- 1} < 7. Summing over all
x € §, and taking the union bound, with probability at least 1 — 1/20 we have

DD )] e = D [X]| <sy+1(r=1| ). Dx] Z|z> — D [x

xeS x€eS xeS
<3r

<2t = (21+7%) -

1+71°

Of course there is a chance that the prover does everything honestly, and the verifier accepts but the
verifier got very unlucky, and the samples in § are a bad empirical estimator for {p;};c[r,]. With
how we set s, this happens with probability at most 1/20. This completes the proof for completeness
with error 4/20 < 1/3.

Soundness: For any y* € {y1,...,yx}, if the prover lies about D [y*] such that - % :} ¢
[(1+ 57 (1 + 7)?], based on the soundness of Theorem 5.1, Pr[T outputs Accept] < 1/20L. We
require the verifier to not reject any of the tests, so by a union bound, the probability that the
verifier accepts given the prover grossly lied about any y;’s bucket index, is at most 1/20 with plenty
of room to spare.

Conditioning on the event that that the verifier did not reject the claim about the mass of any
y* € {y1,..., Yk}, we have with probability at least 1 —1/20, for all y* € {y1,..., vk},

get D [y*] el 1
Dhy*]  (A+n¥
There is a chance that the prover might not declare every relevant bucket of the distribution. The
prover gets away with this if none of the verifiers samples are from said relevant bucket. However as

(1+7)%]
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N
s & % log(10L), using a simple tail bound argument that L (1 - ﬁ) < 1/20, it is easy to see

that with probability at least 1 - 1/10, every relevant bucket will be represented in the samples. For

any x € S, once again we use y*(x) to denote the corresponding y; such that Bucket, (x) = k. We

have |6,| <y for all x € S, where &, def Uxyr — %, (Safe to assume COMPARE did not output High

or Low, or we would reject immediately), with probability at most 1/20. With a bit of algebra we get

D [y* ()] @uyr ) = r@)D [x] + D [y* ()] 6 (22)

Thus,
1D [y*(0)] @xyrixy = D [x] ] = (D [x] = D [x]) + (r(x) = 1)D [x] + D [y*(x)] 64l (23)
> D [x] =D [x]] = r(x) = 1| D [x] = D [y*(x)] |6x] (24)

Where (23) follows from Equation (22) and adding D [x] — D [x] = 0 to the equation, and
Inequality (24) comes from the reverse-triangle inequality. Summing over x € S gives, with probability
at least 1 —1/20,

ZJ{) [y (0] aeyr o = D[] | 2 z; D [x] - D[] |- [rx) - 1] Z;D [x] - D [y*(x)] Zg 5| (25)
> . D [x] - D [x]| - [r(x) = 1] = D [y*(x)] sy (26)
> N D[x] - D[x]|- 2r+7%) - D [y*()] sy (27)
> ;is - 21 +7Y) =D [y*(0)] sy (28)
> 27 — (2t +7%) - (29)

1+71

Inequality (26) comes from ) cs D [x] <1 and ) c5|6x| < sy. Inequality (27) comes from the
assumption on r
1

Ir(x) - 1] < max{(l +7)2-1,1- D

} =27+ 72

Inequality (28) is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.7. Indeed, observe that ), s |D [x] -D[x]|=
EMD ({p;}je[r.1- {7 }je[L.]) denotes the minimal probability mass of dirt one must move from
{Pj}jerr,) to construct {p;}je(r,] as O = argminD/P{,,\/.}jE[LT] drv (D, D).

Complexity: The verifier needs to run ApproximateSingle at most L, times. This give us a
(log N)*
N poly(7)
final round complexity is O (log N - poly(1/71)). As the communication of each ApproximateSingle

query and sample complexity of 0 ( ) As every thing is done by sequential repetition, the

is at most O (\/N ), by repeating L, = O (log N) times, we get a %) (\/N ) communication complexity.
|

6 Conclusion And Open Problems

We have shown that any label-invariant property of a distribution can be efficiently certified using
poly(log N) pairwise conditional queries, and with sublinear communication. In this section, we
outline some open problems and future directions.
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1. Is it possible to obtain constant (or, as a perhaps more achievable goal, depending only on
7 and not on N) query complexity for verifying any label-invariant property with sub-linear
communication? This question applies to the stronger Cond model as well.

2. Although we achieve poly(log N) complexity, there is still a gap between the identity tester
that makes O (\/log N ) queries, and our verifier which makes O (log4 N ) queries. Can we close

this gap, or is this is an inherent artefact of having less information, given the requirement of
sub-linear communication?

3. Our protocol currently requires poly(log N) rounds of interaction. The main culprit here is
sequential composition. Are these protocols composable in parallel? This would immediately
give us constant-round communication. [Herman and Rothblum, 2022| give a 2-round interactive
proof. Given that our support size protocol requires amplification that depends on the parameter
7, we cannot hope to achieve universally constant round complexity using just the techniques
described in this paper.

4. Currently, our analysis requires the prover to have full (exact) knowledge of the underlying
probability distribution. Herman and Rothblum [2023] introduce “doubly-efficient” proofs,
where the prover itself only needs to learn the distribution up to small error. Can we tighten
the analysis, or modify the protocol to accommodate this weaker version of the prover? We
conjecture this is possible by tightening the analysis of our protocols.

5. Very little is known about the minimum amount of information a prover must communicate for
efficient verification in both the sample and conditional access models. As a concrete question,
can the O(VN) communication be improved for the broad class of label-invariant properties?
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