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Abstract Very recently, Carlet, Méaux and Rotella have studied the main cryptographic
features of Boolean functions when, for a given number n of variables, the input to these
functions is restricted to some subset £ of ). Their study includes the particular case when
E equals the set of vectors of fixed Hamming weight, which is important in the robustness
of the Boolean function involved in the FLIP stream cipher. In this paper we focus on the
nonlinearity of Boolean functions with restricted input and present new results related to the
analysis of this nonlinearity improving the upper bound given by Carlet et al.
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1 Introduction

The cryptographic criterion of interest in this manuscript is that of nonlinearity which char-
acterizes the distance between a Boolean function and the set of affine functions (i.e. those
of algebraic degree 0 or 1) and is naturally defined using the Hamming distance. More
precisely, the nonlinearity of f is the minimum distance to affine functions (in terms of
Reed-Muller codes, it is equal to the minimum distance of the linear code Reed-Muller code
RM(1, n) U (f + RM(1, n)) where RM(1, n) denotes the Reed-Muller code of order 1 and
length 2™). It can be shown that the nonlinearity of a Boolean function in n variables is upper
bounded by 2"~ — 2/2=1 n order to provide confusion, cryptographic functions must lie
at large Hamming distance (in the sense, close to the maximum value 2"~ — 2"/2=1) o
all affine functions, equivalently must be of a large nonlinearity (in the sense, close to the
upper bound 2"~ — 27/2=1) Boolean functions achieving maximal nonlinearity are called
bent functions introduced by Rothaus [8] in 1976 but already studied by Dillon [5] since
1974. For of their own sake as interesting combinatorial objects, but also for their relations
to coding theory (Reed-Muller codes), combinatorics (difference sets) and applications in
cryptography (design of stream ciphers), they have attracted a lot of research for more than
four decades. Two references devoted especially to bent functions and containing a com-
plete survey on bent functions are [3, 7]. It is important to point out that bent functions
can not be directly used in the filter and combiner models; in particular, they are not bal-
anced and their algebraic degree does not exceed %, which make them weak against fast
algebraic attacks [9] even after modifying a number of values small enough to keep good
nonlinearity.

In 2016, Méaux, Journault, Standaert and Carlet [6] introduced the cipher FLIP in the
context of homomorphic encryption. FLIP is one of the encryption schemes specifically
designed to be combined with an homomorphic encryption scheme to improve the efficiency
of somewhat homomorphic encryption frameworks. It has been shown that in the context of
the FLIP cipher, the important criteria of Boolean functions are the classical ones (balanced-
ness, nonlinearity, algebraic immunity) when, for a given number n of variables, the input
to these functions is restricted to some subset E of IE"Z’ In 2017, Carlet, Méaux and Rotella
[4] studied Boolean functions with restricted input and their robustness in the framework of
FLIP cipher. In this manuscript, we focus on one parameter of Boolean functions: the non-
linearity with restricted input. We derive new results on the analysis of the nonlinearity with
restricted input improving the upper bound given by Carlet, Méaux and Rotella. The paper
is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall some background related to Boolean func-
tions as well as some preliminaries on the nonlinearity of Boolean functions. In Section 3,
we focus ourselves on the nonlinearity of Boolean functions with restricted input. Using
the moments of the Walsh transform, we first derive in Section 3.1 an upper bound on that
nonlinearity (Theorem 7). Next, we push further the analysis of the power sums involved in
Theorem 7 and establish a new upper bound on the nonlinearity of Boolean functions with
constant weight inputs improving the results of Carlet et al. (Theorem 16).

2 Preliminaries

We denote by || the cardinality of a finite set /. Let n be any positive integer. In this paper,
we shall denote by B, the set of all n-variable Boolean functions over IF5 [1]. Any n-variable
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Boolean function f (that is, a mapping from I} to ) admits a unique algebraic normal
form (ANF), that is, a representation as a multivariate polynomial over [F,:

f(Xl,...,Xn)= @ aj l_lxi’

IC{l,..n}  iel

where the a;’s are in F,. The terms 1_[[ <1 Xi are called monomials. The algebraic degree

deg(f) of a Boolean function f equals the maximum degree of those monomials whose

coefficients are nonzero in its algebraic normal form. A slightly different form for the alge-

braic normal form is f(x) = @, cp; aux", where a, € F and where x* = [T«

Then deg(f) equals m% wt(u), where wt(u) denotes the Hamming weight of u, that is,
ay

wt(u) = [{i =1,...,n | u; = 1}|. Given a positive integer r, we make an abuse of nota-
tion and denote by RM(r, n) the set of all n-variable Boolean functions of algebraic degrees
at most r, that is, the so-called r-th order Reed-Muller code of length 2". We recall that

RM(r, n) is a vector subspace over F, of dimension Zf:() (:l )

The Hamming weight wt(f) of a Boolean function is the size of its support {x €
F} | f(x) = 1} that we denote by supp(f). The Hamming distance between two
n-variable Boolean functions is the Hamming weight of f @ g, that is dist(f, g) =

Hx e Fy | f(x) # g}

Definition 1 (rth-order nonlinearity) Let f be an n-variable Boolean function. Let r be a
positive integer such that » < n. The r-th order nonlinearity of f is the minimum Hamming
distance between f and all n-variable Boolean functions from RM(r, n). We shall denote
the r-th order nonlinearity of f by nl.(f).

We have

nly (f) = on=1 _ %geg‘ﬁﬁm Z (_l)f(x)+g(x) ) (1)
xeFy

The first-order nonlinearity of f is simply called the nonlinearity of f and is denoted
by nl(f) (instead of nl;(f)). Clearly we have nl,.(f) = 0 if and only if f has degree at
most r. So, the knowledge of the nonlinearity profile (i.e. of all the nonlinearities of orders
r > 1) of a Boolean function includes the knowledge of its algebraic degree. It is in fact a
much more complete cryptographic parameter than the single (first-order) nonlinearity and
the algebraic degree. The best known upper bound on nl,( f) has an asymptotic version [2]:

/15
2
for every n-variable Boolean function f.

nl(f) <2"' = 21 4+v2) 725 + o’ ?)

3 Results on the nonlinearity with restricted input
3.1 An upper bound derived from power sums of Walsh transform

Let n be a positive integer. Let E be any subset of I} and let f be any Boolean function
defined over E. We define

X/f,\E(a) — Z(_l)f(x)-s—wx’ acF,

x€E
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where “-” denotes the standard inner product in IF; In [4], the authors have introduced the
following definition of the nonlinearity of a Boolean function with restricted input:

[E] 1 _
NL = — — —max a)l.
e(f) 5 2angle,E( )l

Clearly, N L is invariant under the addition by a Boolean function g whose restriction
to E is affine, that is, g(x) = y - x 4+ B. Indeed,

KiteE(@) =) (=IO = (P () O = ()P T + ),
xek xekE

Thus, we have the following.

Lemma 2 Let g : I — 2 such that g(x) =y - x + B for every x € E where y € I} and
B el Then NLE(f +8) = NLE(f).

In [4], it is established the following upper bound on this nonlinearity.

Theorem 3 ([4, Proposition 6]) We have

|El  VIET+2A
NLE(f) = R —

where

A = max -1 SO+ .
FeF Z ( )
(x,y)€E?
x+yeFL\{0}

Herein F is a family of vector spaces F for each of which there exists v € F} such that
v-(x +y) = 1forall (x,y) € E? such that x + y € F\ {0}. Herein and hereafter, F+-
denotes the dual space of the vector space F.

Remark 4 If E = I}, Theorem 3 is the classical “covering radius bound” o=l _ 231
(since F+ = {0}).

Remark 5 Without giving the calculation, we indicate that the theorem above is a direct
consequence of the following identity where F is a vector space:

N (@) =1F1 Y (=S @),

aeF (x,y)€E?
x+yeF+

The most important feature is that Theorem 3 does not relies on any property on E but
only on the fact that we sum over a vector space.

Considering the case where F' is a hyperplane (in that case, the condition of Theorem 3
is satisfied), we have the following most simple bound established in [4]:

Corollary 6 We have

veep < B L ET

2 2
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where

A= max (—1)Pat®)
aely, a#0 X§E

x+y=a
and Dy f is the derivative of fin the direction of a whose expression is given as follows:
Do f(x) = f(x+a)+ f(x).

We are going to show that Theorem 3 is a particular case of a more general result. To this
end, set

Su(fE.F)=Y (X7E@)" .

acF

Observe that S¢(f, E, F) = 0if and only if m vanishes on F when £ is even. Next,

Sun(fE.F) =Y (xre@)™*"

acF
2
< (r;eapm(an) > (Fr@)*

aelF

2
_ (max |m<a>|> Sa(f. E, F)
acF

Thus we arrive at

S2e+2(f, E, F)

2
S/ E.F) < (glea;}|Xf,E(a)|> 2

A direct generalization of Theorem 3 is therefore the following upper bound.

Theorem 7 Let f be a Boolean function over ). Let F be a vectorspace of I} such that
X1.E does not vanish on F. Then, every positive integer £,

|E| 1 SZ€+2(f» Ev F)
NLE(f)ST_EHW' ()

Remark 8 With our framework, the approach of [4] corresponds to take £ = 0 in (2) and to
consider particular subspaces F. Indeed, if £ = 0, one has

SZZ+2(f5 E5 F) — L (X’\E(a))z
Su(f. E, Py [F| =

— Z (_l)f(x)+f()’).

(x,y)€E2 x+yeFL
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To get the absolute value, it suffices to use Lemma 2 with f,(x) = f(x)+v-x. According
to Lemma 2, one has NLg(f) = NLE(fy) On the other hand,

ST (WA = 3 () WO

(x,y)€E? (x,y)€E?
x+yeFt x+yeFt
= |E| + Z (= 1)/ @Oty
(x,y)eE?
x+yeFL\{0)

Now, if v is chosen such that v - (x +y) = 1 forevery (x, y) € E? such that x + y € Fi,
then

Z (_1).fu(x)+fu(,V) = |E| - Z (_l)f(x)+f(y).

(x,y)€E? (x,y)€E?
x+yeFt x+yeFL\{0}

Remark 9 Another approach would have been to use the following naive upper bound:

2
Su(f. E, F) < |F| (gleaglm(a)l) : “

But it will not give a better upper bound. Indeed, using the Holder inequality (that is,
1 1 .
Yuer laval < (Zaer tal?)? (Laer lual?)?, where § + - = 1) with p = & and
q=4L+1, we get

4 1

1 1
Su(f EF) = Y (@)™ < (Z (mw))”“) (Z 1) :

aeF acF acF
That implies that

|F| (Saesa(f, E, F)' = (Sl f, E, F))“F,

that is,
1

Sa2(f, E, F) >< 1

7
—9 VE, F .
su(f. E.Fy =\ )>

Remark 10 An important feature of Theorem 7 is that the right-hand side is a decreasing
sequence. Indeed, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(S2e42(f, E. F))* < Sp(f. E. F)Sa044(f. E, F)
Sa42(f.E, F)
S (f.E.F)
rem 3 corresponds to the case where £ = 0, that says that (3) may be a better upper bound
than Theorem 3 for every positive integers £ and the particular subspaces F considered in

that Theorem.

which implies that the sequence ( )Z is an increasing sequence. Since Theo-

Z' M(+l
XA
sequence of positive numbers A;. That says that, the right-hand side of (4) is a decreasing

sequence which tends to @ - % maxger | )G‘\E (a)| as £ tends to infinity.

But above, it is known that tends to max; A; as k tends to infinity for any finite

At this stage, Theorem 7 does not give enough insight on N Lg because it does not rely
on the structure of E. To understand more deeply what restricting inputs implies on the
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nonlinearity of a Boolean function, we shall consider particular subsets E in the sequel.
But before doing this, we shall push further a bit more the analysis of the power sums
S2¢(f, E, F) involved in Theorem 7 in the next subsection.

3.2 Analysis of the power sums involved in Theorem 7

3.2.1 A decomposition formula

We begin with a classical calculation:

Y Y pEasete(zie)

aeF xy,..., x€E

Z (_1)2,'2@ fxi) Z(_ 1)“'(Z?i1 x,-)

X1y X €EE aeF

Su(f E, F)

(_1)2,'2i1 Fxi), 5)

Il
=
™

x|+ FxeF L

Let us now split the latter sum as follows

2w . 2 _
Sr(f, E, F) = |F| Z (—)Zi=t [ | ) Z izt fO)
X]seens x€E X]yeeny x€E
x1+x2, X3+ Fxp€F L X14x2,X3+Fx2 F L

X1+ FxpeFL

= |F| Z (—])f(X1)+f(x2) Z (_1)21_252 )
x.xek Xlseens xpp—2€E
xXj+xeFL 1 tang e FL
2
+|F| Z (—1)2[:1]‘()6[)' ©)
Xlyeers xpyekE

x1+x0. 53+ +xp0 ¢ F+
x14-FxgeeFL

We then deduce from the above calculation

Proposition 11 Let f be a Boolean function over F. Let F be a vectorspace of ¥ such
that x7,g does not vanish on F. Let € be a positive integer. Then

SZZ+2(f’ Ev F)
e T (f,E,u)+ Re(f,E, F), 7
Sl EF) ZF 5(f. E.u) + Re(f. E, F) o)
where
Y To(f, E,u)T(f, E, v)
ut+veFL
u,v €L
R(f,E, F) = 2220 >0

Y ouert Du(f, E, u)
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and
20
T (f, E,u) = Z (_1)Zi=1 Fxi),
X]seens x€E
X1+ txo0=u

Proof Let £ be a positive integer. Equation (6) implies that

. . 2
Susa(f E.F)=| Y (=IO NS (f B F)+|F| > DX S,
x1,x€E Xy Xp42€E
xj+xeFL X14x2,X3++x20 42 ¢F -

X1+ Fx2042 eFt
Decomposition (7) follows then from (5) and

2w 4
> (—DZ= /6D = N T (f, E,u)To(f. E. v).
X1, X2042€E utveFL
X1+x2, X34 +x0 42 EF L u,vgFL
Xp4-Fxpppp€FL

where T»(f, E,u) = ZXI,XQEE(—I)f(xl)"'f(“‘Z). Now, according to Remark 10,
X1+xp=u

Soe E,F S2(f,EF s . .
SR 2 SRR = Tares G0 which implies that Re(f, E. F)
xptxpeF

> 0. O

Remark 12 Remark 10 implies also that the sequence (R;(f, E, F))¢eN is a non-decreasing
sequence. Note that the sum ZquveFl T (f, E,u)Tr (f, E, v) is also nonnegative because
u,ngJ-

Youert Te(f, E u) = ﬁszg(f, E, F) > O when X g does not vanish on F. Furthermore,

: _ Saep2(fLE.F) _ Sa(f.E.F)

if ZMH;FT T(f, E,u)To(f, E,v) = 0, then we have S;Z(f’E’F) = S(Z)(f,E,F)' Thus,
. . . . S4(f.E,F) __

a§cord1ng t9 Rf.:mark.IO, th.e preceding equalltyllmphes. th2.1t S;(f, EF) = SoTEF): Next,

since equality is achieved in Cauchy-Schwarz inequality if and only the two sequences

involved in the inequality are proportional, ( m)z is therefore constant on F. The converse

is also true. Hence,

Z To(f, E,u)To(f, E,v) =0 <= (x7.£)* is constant on F.

utveFt
u,vgFL

S (fEF)

3.2.2 The case £ = 1

We are now going to turn our attention to the case where £ = 1. As in Section 3.2.1, in the
sequel, F' denotes a vectorspace of ]Fg such that )G\E does not vanish on F. In that case,
Proposition 11 says that:

Zu-‘rl}EFl Tl(f, Ea M)Tz(f, E’ U)

u,UQFL

2uert 2 E u)

S4(f. E, F)
S2(f E. F)

= Z T (f, E, u) + , (3
ueF-+
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where

Tr(f, E,u) = Z (_1)f(x)+f(y)7 )
x,yeE
xX+y=u

> D(f E,wTa(f, E, v) = 0.

ut+veFL
u,vgFL
Observe next that
Y D(f.E.wy=|El+ Y Tf E.uw. (10)
ueFL ue F\{0}

Note that this term is involved in the upper bound stated by Theorem 3. At this stage, we
observe that one should deduce from Equation (8) an upper bound on N Lg and this upper
bound should be better than Theorem 3 provided that the second-term at the right-hand side
is positive. Thus, we are now going to study when this term vanishes, that is, when

Y. D E,w)Ta(f, E, v) =0. (11
utveFL
u,vgFL

We have restricted ourselves to suppose that x 7,z does not vanish on F. We therefore
indicate that (11) is always true when F is a vectorspace such that X g vanishes on F
according to Remark 12. We have

Proposition 13 Let n > 1 be a positive integer. Let F be a vector space of I and E be a

subset of ). Let R\ (f, E, F) be defined in Proposition 11. Then R\ (f, E, F) = 0 for every
hyperplane F if and only if To(f, E, u) = 0 for every u # 0.

Proof Clearly, if T>(f, E, u) = 0 for every u # 0, (11) holds. Suppose now that (11) holds.
Every hyperplane F can be written as F = {0, y}*. Therefore, (11) rewrites as

Y. D E,wTa(f, E, v) =0.
u+ve{0,y}
u,v{0,y}

Now

Y. D(f E,wT(f, E,v)

u+vef0,y}
u,v#{0,y}
= Y (BEw’+ Y T(f.E.whh(f.E.u+ty). (12)
ug{0,y} ug{0,y}
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Suppose that (12) holds for every y # 0. Then

0= > (f.Ew?+) > To(fE.wh(f.E.u+ty)

y#0 ug{0,y} y#0 ug{0,y}

=Y (D Ew)* > 1+ D(f.Ew) Y T(f.E.uty)
u#0 y #{0,u} u#0 y #{0,u}

= Q" =2 (D(f E.w)*+ ) To(f.E.u) Y. Ta(f.E.y)
u#0 u#0 y €{0,u}

= 2"=2)) (L Ew)+| Y T(f, E,w) Y Ta(f  E.y)— Y (Ta(f, E,w))?

u#0 u#0 y#0 u#0
2
= Q2" =3 (O£ E.w)* + | Y Ta(f E,w)
u#0 u#0

Hence, Zu;é[) (T>(f, E, u))? = 0 implying that T (f, E, u) = 0 for every u # 0. O

We immediately deduce the following corollary.

Corollary 14 Let n > 1 be a positive integer. Let I be a vector space of F; and E be a
subset of . Let Ry(f, E, F) be defined in Proposition 11. Then R¢(f, E, F) = 0 for every
hyperplane F if and only if T>(f, E, u) = 0 for every u # 0.

Proof Clearly, if To(f, E, u) = 0 for every u # 0, then R,(f, E, F) = 0 for any hyper-
plane F. Conversely, suppose that Ry(f, E, F)) = 0 for every hyperplane F. According to
Remark 12, we have 0 < R |(f, E, F) < R¢(f, E, F) = 0. We then conclude thanks to
Proposition 13 that 75 (f, E, u) = 0O for every u # 0. O

4 Boolean functions with constant weight inputs

In this subsection, we shall consider the subsets £ = {x € I} | wt(x) =k} for 0 < k < n.
In the sequel, when x and y are in [F;, we shall denote by z = xy the element of F; such
that z; = x;y; forevery 1 <i <n.SetE+E={x+y, (x,y) € Ez}.

Let us investigate the particular cases where k € {0, 1,n — 1,n}. If k = 0, m(a) =
(=7 O while, if k = n, x7e@ = (—1)/OTV@D In both cases, it implies that
NLEg(f) = 0. On the other hand, denote ¢; the element of I} whose all coordinates are
equal to 0 except the ith coordinate. Then, if k = 1, X7 g(a) = > I_; (—1)%+/ @) where a;
stands for the ith-coordinate of a. Now, if a; = f(e;) forevery 1 <i < n, then x s g(a) =n
andthus NLg(f) = 5 — % max,ep: IX7E@)| <0.Ifk =n—1, givenx € F5, we denote X
the element of I} such that X; = 1+ x;. Then, X7, £(a) = Y i (—D% +wi@+f@) Hence,
if a; = f(é;) + wt(a) mod 2 for every 1 < i < n then, we can conclude as precedingly
that NLg(f) = 0. In the sequel, we shall therefore suppose that 2 < k <n — 2.

Let us now prove the following.
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Lemmal5 E+E={x+y, (x,y) e E}}={a e 5 | wt(a) < min(2k, n), wt(a) = 0
mod 2}. Furthermore, for every a € F3, x and x + a are both in E if and only if wt(x) = k

and wt(ax) = %

Proof Recall that wt(x + y) = wt(x) + wt(y) — 2wt(xy). Now the latter equation in x has
a solution in E for every a of even hamming weight at most 2k. O

According to the above proposition, if u is of even Hamming weight at most 2k,

D(fEuwy= ) (DO = %" (P, (13)
x,yeE xekE
Xt+y=u Wt(ux):%

while T(f, E,u) = 0 if wt(x) is odd or greater than 2k. Note, that if ¥ = 0 then
TIa(f, E,0) = |E|.
We then establish the following new upper bound on NLg.

Theorem 16 Let2 < k < n—2.Set E = {x € I} | wt(x) = k}. Let f be a Boolean
function over ;. Then,
n
(

[u—

NLp(f) = =55 =5 () +r+max |6, ——y—a]. (14)
()
where
= S =PIl (1)
_ xeE
wt(u)=0 ( mod 2) wl(ux):#
2
r= ) Y. P (16)
u#0 xeE
wt(u)=0 ( mod 2) Wt(‘”):w
and

9:¥<y—kz>20. (17

(Z)-ﬁ-k

Proof Let y # 0 be such that |T52(f, E, y)| = A. According to Equation (8), when F =
{0, )+
Z + 0 TQ(,fs E,M)Tz(f, Es U)
Sa(f. E. F) Fragion)

— = |E Tr(f, E,
S E ) - ETRGEY El+ T2/ E. )

We have to distinguish two cases depending on the sign of 7> (f, E, y):
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e If 7»(f, E, y) is nonnegative, then

Su(f.E. F) Zu+ve{0,y} L(f, E,u)Tr(f, E, v)
4 ) ) — |E| + )\’ + u,vg{0,y}

S2(f, E, F) [E|+ A

Now

Y D EwWDL(fEv)= Y (Th(f.E.u)’+ Y Tf.E.w)Ta(f. E,uty)
u+vef0,y} ug{0,y} ug{0,y}
u,v{0,y}

and therefore

SULEF) o Yugion) B Ec)) + X000 (s E; )T (f E u+v)
S(f,E,F) |E[+ A

o If Th(f, E, y) is negative, that is, To(f, E, y) = —A. Set f,(x) = f(x) + v - x with
v # 0. Observe that Tr(fy, E,u) = Y. (=D)/rOFTLO) = (—1)V“Ty(f, E, u) for
x,yeE
x+y=u
every u € IF}. If we choose v such that v - y = 1 (such v exists since y # 0), then we
have > (fy, E, y) = —Ta(f, E, y) = . Furthermore,

S EF) _p Yugio.y) LU E ) =Yg, T2(f E,)Ta(f, E uty)
S2(fo. E.F) |E| + 2
Now
S4(f, E, F)
(IEl=2NLg(f)* = & Fr =
S$2(f, E, F)
and, according to Lemma 2, NLg(fy) = NLEg(f). Thus
Sa(fv, E, F)
(E|=2NLg(f)* = 0
SZ(fU? Ev F)
e Sa(f.E,F) Sa(fv.E F) .
We therefore conclude from the two above decompositions of S‘z‘ TET and S‘z‘ BT that:

To(f, E, u))?
(E| = INLg(f) = |E| 4. 4 2eston (BB 1)

[E|+ A
proving
2
|E| 1 Zug{Oy}(Tz(fvau))
NL < — — /IE|+A : . 18
(f) = = =Sy IEl+ A+ E[ A (18)

Next, according to (10), when F = {0, y}l with y of odd weight,
> D(f.E,u)Ta(f E,v)

u+vef{0,y}
S4(f,E, F W0,
4(f )—|E|+“"¢{ v}

So(f.E,F) |E| '
since To(f, E, y) = 0. Now, if y is of odd weight, then, for every u ¢ {0, y}, the weights
of u and u + y are of different parity since wt(u + y) = wt(u) + wt(y) — 2wt(uy). Thus
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LL(f, E,u)To(f, E,u +y) = 0 for every u ¢ {0, y} according to Lemma 15. Then, we
simply get in that case (since T>(f, E, y) = 0)

Sa(f, E, F)
SUED - B ﬁ Z (To(f, E, 0)*.
yielding that
Nee(h < E L e LS g B w2 (19)
2 2 El &
Proposition 16 follows then from (18) and (19). O

Remark 17 Observe that

>
|
VN
S| =
S~
<
|
I
/N
N
—_
~~
<
|
>
S
N—"
|

“mes© )
I R T )
[ (TR

2
We indicate that, if y > (’;) then ”) —A>0.

Remark 18 Observe that, if there exists u; # wup such that |T>(f, E, u1)|

e
(+)

0 if and only if there exists a unique u # O such that |[T5(f, E,u)] = A and 6 = 0,
that is, |T2(f, E, v)|] = 0 for every v & {0, u} (observe that y = T>(f, E, )2 = 22 and

(r]ly — A = %x(x — (Z)) < 0). In other words, if we are not in this situation,
‘) (+)

1
max | 6, Y —A
k

5 Concluding remarks

|T>(f, E,u2)| = A,y > 222 > A2 yielding that 6 > 0. Therefore, max | 6,

is positive.

In the line of the very recent work of Carlet, Méaux and Rotella, we provided a further study
of Boolean functions with restricted input. Inspired by the work of Carlet and the first author
on the covering radii of binary Reed-Muller codes, we firstly obtained upper bounds on the
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nonlinearity for Boolean functions with general restricted input. Next, we derived an upper
bound in the particular case when the restricted input is the set of vectors of fixed Hamming
weight. Our results improved the known upper bound given by Carlet et al. It would be
interesting to construct Boolean functions approaching those developed bounds. But such
construction would be a very hard work. The reader is kindly invited to join this adventure.
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