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Abstract

The Majority is Stablest Theorem has numerous applicatiortsardness of approximation and social choice
theory. We give a new proof of the Majority is Stablest Thaok®y induction on the dimension of the discrete cube.
Unlike the previous proof, it uses neither the "invarianc@gple” nor Borell's result in Gaussian space. The new
proof is general enough to include all previous variants afarity is stablest such as "it ain’'t over until it's over”
and "Majority is most predictable”. Moreover, the new pradibws us to derive a proof of Majority is Stablest in
a constant level of the Sum of Squares hierarchy. This impfigarticular that Khot-Vishnoi instance of Max-Cut
does not provide a gap instance for the Lasserre hierarchy.
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1 Introduction

The proof of the Majority is Stablest Theorem [MOQ10] affetha conjecture in hardness of approximation [KKMOO07]
and in social choicé [Kal02]. The result has been since sktely used in the two areas. One of the surprising features
of the proof of [MOO10] is the crucial use of deep results ini€dan analysis [Bor85] and an “Invariance Principle”
that allows to deduce the discrete result from the Gaussian o

Since the statement of the Majority is Stablest Theofem [MJ@eals with functions on the discrete cube, it is
natural to ask (as many have) if there is a “discrete prodthe statement that Majority is Stablest. In this paper we
answer this question affirmatively and provide a short galngroof of the Majority is Stablest Theorem. The proof
does not rely on Borell's result, nor does it rely on the “&mance Principle”.

We also show how the new proof can be transformed into a "Su8yofres” proof of the Majority is Stablest
Theorem, thus showing that Khot-Vishnoi instance of Mak{EY05] does not provide an integrality gap instance
for Max-cut in the Lasserre hierarchy.

1.1 Functionswith low influence variables In discrete Fourier analysis, special attention is devaeftinctions
f:{-1,1}" — {0, 1} with low influences. Theth influence off is defined by

Infz(f) = P[f(Il, e ,In) 7§ f(.fCl, ey Lj—1y —Tjy Tjg-1y - - - ,.In)], (1)

whereP denotes the uniform distribution on the discrete cube.

Functions with low influences have played a crucial rolelia tlevelopment of the theory of discrete Fourier
analysis. Starting with Kahn, Kalai, and Linial [KKLB8, 2&,[FK96], the use of hyper-contractive estimates applied
to low influence variables is one of the main techniques stidite Fourier analysis.

Of particular interest are functions all of whose influemeee low. The work of Friedgut and Kalai [FKI96]
shows that low influence functions have sharp thresholdsnti@l work in theoretical computer scien¢e [Bou02,
[DS05,[ST0B] pointed to the importance of low influence fimts, including in the context of the “Unique Games
Conjecture”[KhoOR, KKMOOF]. Such functions have also atted much interest in the theory of social choice, see
e.g. [FM98[Kal0o4].

In the context of voting it is natural to exclude voting sclesnthat give individual voters too much power. The
same is true in the theory of hardness of approximation whearentral concept is to distinguish between functions
that really depend on many variables versus those who haversggsiependency on a small number of variables, see
e.g. [H&s97, Kho0Z, DS05].

The Majority is Stablest theorem has been crucial in devakgs in both hardness of approximation and the
theory of social choice. The theorem considers the coroeldtetweenf (x) and f(y) wherez,y € {—1,1}" arep-
correlated vectors with > 0. AssumingE[f] = 1/2, the function that maximizes&[f (x) f (y)+ (1 — f(z))(1— f(y))]
is a dictator function. The majority is stablest theorentestahat for functions with low influences the value of
E(f(z)f(y) + (1 — f(2))(1 — f(y))] cannot be much larger than the corresponding value for therityafunction.
More formally,

Definition 1.1. For p € (—1, 1), thenoise stabilityof f : {—1,1}" — R at p is defined to be
Stab, (f) := E[f(2)f(y) + (1 = f(2))(1 = f())];

when(z,y) € {—1,1}" x {—1,1}" is chosen so thatr;,y;) € {—1,1}* are independent random variables with
E[z;] = Ely;] = 0 andE[z;y:] = p.

Theorem 1.2. ‘‘Majority I's Stablest” Let0 < p < 1 ande > 0 be given. Then there exists> 0 such
thatif f : {—1,1}" — [0, 1] satisfiesE[f] = 1/2 andInf;(f) < 7 for all ¢, then

Stab,(f) <1 — #5228 e,

By Sheppard’s Formula [She99], the quantity 2222 is preciselylim,, o, Stab,(Maj,, ), where

n
Maj, (1,...,2Tn) = sign(z Z;),
i=1

We also remark here that Theorém]1.2 readily generalizelset@wase wheiE[f] # 1/2 with the right hand
side replaced by the corresponding quantity for a shiftegritawith the same measure. This statement of Majority



is Stablest was conjectured in [KKMOO7] in the context ofdrass of approximation for Max-Cut. By assuming
that Theoreni 112 holds, the authors showed that it is ‘Uni@aenes-hard” to approximate the maximum cut in
graphs to within a factor greater thag’856. ... This result is optimal, since the efficient algorithm of &wans
and Williamson [[GW95] is guaranteed to find partitions that a.87856. .. fraction of the maximum. A closely
related conjecture (fgs = —1/3) was made by Kalai in the context of Arrow’s Impossibility @rem [Kal02]. The
results of [MOOI0] imply Kalai's conjecture and show thatjbtity minimizes the probability of Arrow’s paradox
in ranking3 alternatives using a balanced ranking functforsee [[Kal02, MOOT0] for more details.

Thestatemenof the theorem deals with Boolean functions, it proofof [MOO10] crucially relies on Gaussian
analysis as (a) it uses a deep result (with a hard proof) oélBfBor85] on noise stability in Gaussian space and
(b) it uses the invariance principle developed[in [MOD1Gjtthllows to deduce discrete statements from Gaussian
statements. This raises the following natural (informakstion:

Question: Is there a "discrete” proof of Majority is Stablest?

In other words, does there exist a proof of Majority is Stableot using Borell's result? or any other result
in Gaussian space? We note that almost all prior resultssoretie Fourier analysis do not use Gaussian results.
In particular, the classical hyper-contractive estim§Ben70,[Bec75] are proved by induction on dimension in the
discrete cube. Moreover, most of the results in the aretirgdrom KKL including [KKL88, [Tal94, FK96[ Bou0?2]
do not require sophisticated results in Gaussian geometry.

In our main result we provide a positive answer to the questlmove. Informally we show that

Main Result: There is a proof of Majority is Stablest by induction on diraiem.

Our proofis short and elegant and involves only elementalgutus and hyper-contractivity. The main difficulty
in the proof is finding the right statement to prove by indoict The induction statement involves a certain function
which was recently used in the derivation of a robust versfdBorell’s result and Majority is Stablest [MNI2] using
Gaussian techniques and the invariance principle.

In a way, our results here are an analogue of Bobkov’'s fammerpiality in the discrete cube [Bobd97]. Bobkov
proved by induction a discrete functional inequality thiathee limit becomes the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality.
Moreover, Bobkov's functional is crucial for the semi-gpguroof of the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality.[Tn [MN12]
a functional version of Borell’s result is defined and prdwesing the "semi-group” method in Gaussian space. Here
we prove a discrete version of the same functional inegualit

It is well known that the Majority is Stablest Theorem imgliBorell's result. Here we show how this can
be done by elementary methods only (our proof of Borell'sitedoes not even require hyper-contractivity!). Our
proof of Borell's result joins a number of recent proof of tlesult including using spherical symmetrization, see
e.g. [[IM1Z], sub-additivity[[KO12] and a semi-group pro®N12]. It is the simplest proof of Borell's result using
elementary arguments only ([IM12] uses sophisticated ipdiee-arrangement inequalities, [KO12] only works for
sets of measure/2 and certain noise values and [MN12] requires basic factbe®renstein-Uhlenbeck process).

Since it was proved, Theordm 1.2 was generalized a numbenes including in[[DMROB, Mos10]. The results
and their generalization have been used numerous timegdméss of approximation and social choice including
in [Aus07,/OWO08] Rag(8. Mos12, FKNO08] . Our simple proof exteto cover all of the generalization above. It also
enables to prove an SoS version of the statement of Maj&itablest, thus answering the main open problem of
[GZ13] as we discuss next.

1.2 Sum of Squares proof system We now discuss an application of our new proof of Majority taiSest to
hardness of approximation. To discuss the application, vlidivgt need to introduce the “Sum of Squares” (SoS)
proof system. In a nutshell, the SoS proof system is an ageproof system (introduced by Grigoriev and Vorob-
jov [GV0O1T]) where constraints are encoded by polynomialggualities and the deduction rules are specified by a
restricted class of polynomial operations. Viewing thisgfrsystem as a refutation system for polynomial inequali-
ties, the goal is to show that the given system of constraritdeasible by using the allowed polynomial operations
to arrive at a polynomial constraint which is “obviouslyifeasible.

Without further ado, we introduce the following notatiomt X = (X;,...,X,,) be a sequence of variables
and letR[X] be the ring of polynomials oX. Let A = {p; > 0,...,p,, > 0} be a set of constraints (oK =
(X1,...,X5))- Also, letM[X] C R[X] be the set of polynomials which can be expressed as suntpiafes. In



other wordsg € M[X] ifand only if ¢ = 7% + ... + 2 wherery, ... 7, € R[X]. ForS C [m], we usepg to denote
[;cs pi with py = 1. Now, suppose that for ali C [m] there existgs € M[X] such that

1= > ps-as
SClm)

Then, it is clear that the constraint sétis infeasible ovelR™. The surprisingly powerful theorem of Stendle [Ste74]
(and earlier shown by Kriviné [Kri64]) shows that whenevkis infeasible, such a certificate of infeasibility always
exists. This theorem is known as Stengle’s Positivstediemdn fact, provided a certain compactness conditiondjold
the certificate of infeasibility (i.e. the séts : S C [m]}) can always be assumed to haye= 0 for | S| > 1; thisis
due to Putinar[Put93].

While these results were well-known in the algebraic geoyneémmunity and are intimately tied to Hilbert's
seventeenth problerh [Hil88], the interest in the theoattiomputer science community is relatively new. The first
to view Stengle’s positivstellensatz as a proof systemédéutation were Grigoriev and Vorobjov [GVD1] (It should
be mentioned that an earlier paper [LMR96] also considenecptoof theoretic aspects of Positivstellensatz but no
attempt was made to quantify the complexity of such prooEspm the point of view of complexity theory, it is
interesting to consider restricted proof systems whereang looks at proofs of refutation wheneax deg(ps -
gs) < d. We refer to this as the degr@eSoS hierarchy. This is essentially the dualdgp-level of the Lasserre
hierarchy[[Las01].

The reason to consider the degre8eoS hierarchy is that while one loses completeness (i.easilile constraint
setsA may not have a proof of refutation in the degre8oS hierarchy for a fixed), the degreef SoS hierarchy is
effectivein the sense that if the séthas a proof of infeasibility of degreg then it can be found in timé@(m - n©(®)
using semidefinite programming (see Parrillo [Par00] andderre [Las01]). It should be mentioned that the so called
Lasserre hierarchjLas01] and the SoS hierarchy are essentially duals of etheln.dSo, for the subsequent discussion,
whenever we use the term Lasserre hierarchy, we mean thert@#$oS hierarchy.

Given that the degreé-SoS hierarchy is automatizable, several researchergtrigderstand the limitations of
its power. Grigorievi[Gri0il] showed linear lower bounds fiooofs of refutation of Tseitin tautologies and thed 2
principle. The latter result was essentially rediscovéng&choenebeck in the Lasserre world independently [Sch08]

Applications to hardness of approximatiowhile the results of Parilld [Par00] and Lassefre [LasOMehaeen
known for more than a decade, there were only a few works irihteeretical computer science community which
harnessed the algorithmic power of [Paf00, Las01] (see IHRSS08]). In fact, for the results which did use Lasserre
hierarchy, it was not clear if the full power of Lasserre hiehy was required, or whether weaker hierarchies, like the
one of Lovasz and Schrijver, would suffice.

However, in a recent exciting paper, Bagtkal. [BBH T 12] used the degre&SoS hierarchy to refute the known
integrality gap instances for Unique Games [KV05, RS09, KBS In other words, there are degr@&oS proofs
which can be used to certify that the true value of the intégrgap instances is(1). This is interesting for two
reasons. The first is that even after a decade of intensatige¢ion, these integrality gaps remained essentiaély th
only evidence towards the truth of the Unique Games ConjequGC). Thus, the SoS hierarchy discredits these
instances as evidence towards the truth of the UGC. The dem@son is that these integrality gaps were known
to surviveQ((loglogn)'/*) rounds of weaker hierarchies like “SDP + Sherali Adanis” (RBor “Approximate
Lasserre”[[KS0B]. Thus, this showed a big gap between thedras/SoS hierarchy and the weaker hierarchies like
“SDP+Sherali Adams” or “Approximate Lasserre”.

We now mention the main idea behind showing that degré&eS hierarchy refutes the known integrality gap
instances for Unique Gameés [KV05, R$09, KPS10]. Analyzivegttue optimum of these instances uses tools from
analysis like hypercontractivity [Bon70, Be¢75], the KKhebrem|[[KKL88] etc. Hence, to show that degre&0S
hierarchy can refute these instances, one essentiallysriegutove SoS versions of these statements in the delgree-
SoS hierarchy. Note that so far we have only viewed the SoSrafitation system, but in fact, as we will see a
little later, there is an easy extension of the earlier d&édin, which formalizes the notion of proving a statement in
the degreel-SoS hierarchy. In particulat, [BBHLZ] prove SoS versions of results like hypercontractidtpall-set
expansion etc.

Extending the results of [BBH1Z], O’Donnell and Zhou[[OZ13] analyze the problems “updaof unique
games likeMAX-CUT and BALANCED-SEPARATOR. In particular, [OZ13] refutes the integrality gap instasc
of balanced separator from [DKSV06]. Since the key to anatythe optimum of the8ALANCED-SEPARATOR
instances in[DKSVQ06] is the KKL theorerin [KKL88], the autlsqrovide a proof of the KKL theorem in the degrée-
SoS hierarchy. FOMAX-CUT, their results are somewhat less powerful. Again, here #mayze the instances of




MAX-CUT from [KV05]. More precisely, for any € (-1, 0), [KV05] construct gap-instances of MAX-CUT where
the true optimum isrccos p/ + o(1) whereas the basic SDP-optimun{is— p)/2 + o(1). The key to analyzing the
true optimum is the Majority is Stablest theorem[of [MOO1Thus, to refute these instances completely i.e. show
that the true optimum isrccos p/7 + o(1), the authors essentially needed to prove the Majority ibl&shtheorem in
some constant degreeSoS hierarchy. While the authors could not prove that, treegndnage to prove the weaker

“2 /7" theorem from [KKMOQ7] in (some constant degree of) the S@Sdrchy. This implies that the SoS hierarchy
can certify that the true optimum is at mdst/2 — p/7) — (1/2 — 1/7)p>. They left open the problem of refuting
this gap instances optimally i.e. showing that constantlmemof rounds of the SoS hierarchy can certify that the
true optimum of these gap instancesiscos p/m + o(1). In this paper, as the main application of the new proof of
Majority is Stablest, we resolve this problem.

It should be mentioned here that while the new proof of M&jos Stablest is more suitable for the SoS hier-
archy, several powerful theorems and techniques are né¢edatzhieve this adaptation. For example we use results
from approximation theoryl [Lor86] and a powerful matrix sin of Putinar's Positivstellensatz [La$10] to prove
that a certain polynomial approximation preserves pasitass. We mention here that unlike the previous two papers
[BBHT12,[0Z13] connecting SoS hierarchy with hardness of appration, we make essential use of Putinar’s Pos-
itivstellensatz (i.e. essentially the completeness oS8 hierarchy). The following is the main theorem concegnin
the power of SoS hierarchy dMAX-CUT instances.

Theorem. SoS-version of MAX-CUT For everyd € (0,1) andp € (—1,0), 3d = d(9, p) such that the degree-
d SoS hierarchy can certify that tHdAX-CUT instances from[[KV05] with noisg have true optimum less than
arccos p/m + 0.

As the key intermediate theorem, we establish a SoS ver§ibie avell-known version of the Majority is Stablest
theorem (forp € (—1,0)) which is stated next informally.

Theorem. SoS-version of Majority is Stablest For everys € (0,1) andp € (—1,0), there are constants= ¢(d, p)
andd = d(0, p) such that the following is true : L&t < f(z) < 1forall z € {—1,1}" andmax; Inf;(f) < 7. There
is a degreed SoS proof of the stateme$ttab,(f) > 1 — arccosp/m — 6 —c - T.

Our proof can be easily modified to give the analogous statgrof Majority is Stablest whep € (0,1). Of
course, we have to change the direction of the inequality el a8 impose the condition th&[f] = 1/2 (this
condition is not required wheme (—1,0)).

As the reader can see, the theorem is stated very informahis is because SoS proofs are heavy in notation
and its difficult to express the precise statement with@viifig the proper notation. However, we do remark that SoS
version ofMAX-CUT follows easily by composing the proof of refutation of UNIGLGAMES instances of [KV05]
(done in [BBH12]) along with the[[KKMOOY] reduction (the proof of soundseof this reduction is the step where
we require the SoS version of Majority is Stablest).

2 Sum of Squares hierarchy

In this section, we formally give an introduction to the SufiSquares (hereafter abbreviated as SoS) hierarchy. To
define the SoS hierarchy, 1& = (z1,...,z,) and letR[X] be the ring of real polynomials over these variables.
We also letR<4[X| denote the subset &[X] consisting of polynomials of total degree boundedibyAs before,

let M[X] C R[X] be the set of polynomials which can be expressed as sunguafes. We next define a set of
constraints given as :

e A, ={p1(X)=0,p2(X) =0,...,pn(X) =0}
o Ay ={q:1(X)>0,02(X) >0,...,q(X) > 0}.

Before we go ahead, we define the geft, ;[X] as the set of monomials oveid, .. ., z, of degree bounded by.
Also, letM<4[X] denote the subset & X ] of polynomials of degree bounded byFurther, ifA = A. U A,, define
V(A) = {X : A holds onX }. We next define the (degre® closure of these constraints..

Ca(Ac) = {ps(X) - p(X) : s € [m], p(X) € My a[X]anddeg(p) + deg(ps) < d}



a) :{Hq;li(X)iala---,am ezt andZai-deg(qi) <d}

i=1
Note that4, includesl € R.

Fact 2.1. GivenA, and A, as described above, the s€ig A, ) andC4(A4,) can be computed in time®(@ . m.

It is obvious that without loss of generality, we can impdse ¢onstraints p(X) € Cq4(A.), p(X) = 0 and for
q(X) € Ca(Ay), g(X) > 0. Next define,

Ca(A) = {p(X) = 0:Vp(X) € Ca(Ac)} U{q(X) = 0: Vg(X) € Ca(Ag)}

Definition 2.2. For the constraint sefl = A, U A, defined above ant(X) € R[X], we sayA 4 h(X) > 0 ifand
only if
XY= Y )+ Y (X)) -a(X)

p(X)€Ca(Ae) a(X)€Ca(Ay)

wherea,, € R, r, € M[X] and for all¢(X) € C4(A,), deg(r,) + deg(q) < d. In this case, we say that degreed
SoS proves(X) >0
For the constraint setl, we say thatd -; —1 > 0 if and only if there exists

=Y a0+ Y ) aX)

p(X)ECa(Ae) q(X)€Ca(Ay)

with the same constraints amn, andr, as above. In this case, we say that there is a degr&e$S refutation of the
constraint setd.

Note that we are adopting the same notation as in [(0Z13]. €hean we are interested in Definitibn]2.2 is
because one can efficiently decide4ft-; —1 > 0 using semidefinite programming. This is because deciding i
A kg4 —1 > 0is equivalent to refuting the existence of a map R<,[X] — R satisfying the following conditions
(see[[Par00] for more details)

e« E(1)=1.

e Itisalinear map i.e. for every, h € R<4[X] ando, 8 € R, E(ag + 8h) = aE(g) + BE(h).
e Foreveryh € Cq(A.), E(h) = 0.

o Foreveryh € Cy(A,) andg € M<y[X], such thatleg(g - h) < d, E(g-h) >0

A map E which satisfies all the above constraints is called a dedr8eS consistent map for the constraint set
A=A, UA,. Lasserre[[Las01] and Parlll_OO] have shown that usémgidefinite programming, it is possible

to decide the feasibility of such a mdbm timem - n%@. In fact, if there exists such a mdiz then the algorithm
outputs one in the same time. Itis important to mention timesies) has an infinite domain, it is not obvious what one
means by outputting the map. To see why this makes sensehaofeis a linear map and hence it suffices to give to
specify E/ on the setM,, 4[X]. We also remark here that the notion of finding a mapgihig close to the viewpoint

taken by Baralet al. [BBH ' 12)].
To get started with SoS proof systems, we state a few factelvane very easy to prove) :

Fact 2.3. o lf Algp>0andA’ kg g > 0,thenAU A" axqaay p+q > 0.
e fAFyp>0andAty ¢ >0,thenAtyg 0 p-g>0

o IfAF {p1>0,p2>0,....,pn >0}and{p1 >0,p2>0,....,0m >0} Fer ¢>0,Abga qg>0.



Several other SoS facts are proven in the Appehdix C. We stigigat the non-expert reader look at the Ap-
pendiXC to get more comfortable with the notion of SoS proBts rest of the paper, we set the following convention
for indeterminates appearing in SoS proofs : Capital IetdéérY and Z will be used to denote a sequence of inde-
terminates (i.eX = (z1,...,x,)) while small letterse, y andz will be used to indicate single indeterminates. This
convention is however only for indeterminates in the Sof&oFor other variables, both capital and small letters
will be used. Also, we will consider polynomials on the inel@hinates occurring in the SoS proofs. Whenever we
refer to such polynomials without an explicit referenceite tinderlying indeterminates, the set of indeterminatés wi
be clear from the context. To get the reader more acquainitddtine power of SoS proofs, we state the following
powerful result of Putinar which we use repeatedly.

Theorem 2.4. [Put93]Let A = {p:1(X) > 0,...,pn(X) > 0} and defineM(A) = >" , rp; + ro wWhere
70, -.-,m € M[X]. Assume thallg € M(A) such that the sefX : ¢(X) > 0} is compact. Ifp > 0 on the
setV(A), thenp € M(A).

As a key step in one of our proofs, we will also require a mateission of Putinar’s Positivstellensatz (see [Las10]
for details). A matrix' € (R[X])P*? is said to be a sum-of-squares if there exBts (R[X])?*? (for someq € N)
such thatB - BT =T.

Theorem 2.5. LetA = {p1(X) > 0,...,pn(X) > 0} be satisfying the conditions in the hypothesis of Thegrdin 2.
LetT € (R[X])P*P be a symmetric matrix andl > 0 be such thal® > §I on the setV(A). Then,I' = T'o(X) +
Yo Ti(X) - pi(X) wherely, ..., T, are sum-of-squares.

3 Our tensorization theorem

In this section, we will prove our main tensorization inelifyaon the cube. In subsequent sections, we will use it
to give new proofs of the “Majority is Stablest” theorem bfossel, O’'Donnell and Oleszkiewicz [MOQO10] and the
Gaussian stability inequality of Borell [BorB5]. We begin tkefining the following function from [MN12] for every
p€[-1,1]:J,:(0,1)2 = [0,1] as

Jo(z,y) = Prx y[X <@ (z),Y <0 '(y)]

Here X, Y are jointly normally distributed random variables with tevariance matrix

Cov(X,Y) = ( ; gf )

Definition 3.1. LetQ; ands be probability spaces and be a probability measure ofl; x Q5. We say that, has
Rényi correlation at mosg if for every measurablg : ; — Randg : Q; - RwithE, f =E, ¢ =0,

Eu[f9] < p\/Eu[/? ELlg?]:

For example, suppose th@i = 2, and supposéX,Y’) are generated by the following procedure: first choose
X according to some distribution. Then, with probabilityp setY = X, and with probabilityl — p, chooseY’
independently fronwv. If 1 is the distribution of X, V'), then it is easy to check thathas Rényi correlatiop.

Definition 3.2. If Q is a probability space and is a functionQ?” — R, then forX < Q, we definefx : Q"' = R
by
fX(Xla- o 7Xn71) = f(le" '7Xn715X)'

Definition 3.3. For a functionf : 2 — R, define
Ai(f) =E|f -Ef>.
For a functionf : Q™ — R, defineA,,(f) recursively by
An(f) =Ex,[An-1(fx,)] + A (E[fx, | Xn]),
noting thatE|fx, | X,] is a functionQ? — R.



We prove the following general theorem, which we will latexeuto derive both Borell's inequality and the
“Majority is Stablest” theorem.

Theorem 3.4. Foranye > 0 and0 < p < 1, there isC'(p) > 0 such that the following holds. Lgtbe ap-correlated
measure orf); x Q9 and let(X;,Y;)"_, be i.i.d. variables with distributiop.. Then for any measurable functions
f:Or = le,1—€landg: QF — [e,1 — €,

E J,(f(X),9(Y)) < J,(E f,Eg) + Clp)e” “P(Au(f) + An(g)).

We note thal[MNIP] proved that in ti@aussian setupheref, g : R™ — [0, 1] itwas shown thaE J,(f(X), g(Y)) <

3.1 Thebasecase We prove Theoreiin 3.4 by induction an In this section, we will prove the base case- 1:

Claim 3.5. Foranye > 0 and0 < p < 1, there is aC(p) such that for any two random variablé§, V" € [¢, 1 — €]
with correlation in0, p],

EJ,(X,Y)<J,EX,EY)+C(p)e “PE|X —EXP+E[Y —EY]®).

The proof of Clain[3b essentially follows from Taylor's irem applied to the functiod; the crucial point is
that.J satisfies a certain differential equation. Define the mait,, (z, y) by

82Jp(w,y) 082Jp(m,y) )

_ 0%z dxOy
Mpg(a?,y) = < 062Jp(ac,y) 027, (z,y)
Oxdy 92z

Claim 3.6. For any (z,y) € (0,1)? and0 < o < p, M,,(z,y) is a negative semidefinite matrix. Likewise, if
p <o <0,thenM,,(z,y) is a positive semidefinite matrix.

Claim 3.7. Forany—1 < p < 1, there exist&’(p) > 0 such that for any,j > 0,7+ j = 3,

83Jp(;1; y) —C
I\ y) ] —2)(1 — )€
TS < o) et ~ )1 - )

Claimdg[3.6 an@ 317 follow from elementary calculus, and wieidieir proofs to the appendix (Clalm 8.6 is first
proved in [MN12] and we include the proof here for the sakeafpleteness). Now we will use them with Taylor's
theorem to prove Claifn3.5.

Proof of Claimi35.Fix e > 0 andp € (0,1), and letC(e) be large enough so that all third derivatives.bfire
uniformly bounded by’ (¢) on the squaré:, 1 — €]? (such aC(e) exists by Claini:317). Taylor's theorem then implies
that for anya,b,a + 2,0+ y € [e,1 — €],

oJ oJ
JP(Q+ Iab+ y) S Jp(aab) + x%(avb) + ya_y(avb)
9%J 9%J
1 +(a,b —55(a,b _
+s@y) | 2 () 32‘3‘”( ) ($> +C(p)e @ +y7). (2
2 o (a,b) e (a,b) Y
zdy y

Now suppose thak andY are random variables taking values|inl — ¢]. If we apply [2) witha = E X,
b=EY,r=X-EX,andy =Y — EY, and then take expectations of both sides, we obtain

8%J, 9%, &
(X 5}) x2 (CL, b) Oxdy (a7 b) )~(
9%J, 9%J, Y

dx0y (a’ b) Oy? (a’ b)

1
EJ,(X.Y) < J,(EX,EY)+ 3 E

+C(p)e “PEIXP+EV]) (3)



whereX = X —E X andY =Y —EY. Now, if X andY have correlatiom € [0, p] thenE XY = 0 VE X2EY?2,

and so
9% 9%J 9%J, 9%J,
. 7.7 (a,b)  5.55(ab) X\ _ o -7 (a,b) cra 8y L(a,b)\ [ox
(X Y) <62Jp (a,b) 8%, (a,b)) (Y) ( X Y) ( g g (a,b) ay2 (a,b) ) (Uy)

Ox0y Oy

E

wheresx = VE X2 andoy = VE Y?2. By Claim[3.6.

x ov) ( B%JJ (a.b) ”aafi (a, b)) <UX) lon oM <0X) 0

Uamay(a,b) o (a,b) oy oy

Applying this to [3), we obtain

EJ,(X,Y) < J,EX,EY)+C(p)e “PE|X] +E|V])

3.2 Theinductivestep Next, we prove Theorem 3.4 by induction.

Proof of Theore 314Suppose that the Theorem holds witleplaced by — 1. Considerf : Q} — [¢,1 — ¢] and
g: Q8 —[e,1—€]. } }
Conditioning on(X,,, Y;,) and writingX = (X1,...,X,,-1),Y = (Y1,...,Y,_1), we have

EJ,(f(X),9(Y)) =Ex, v, Ex y J,(fx,(X), gv,(Y)).

Applying the inductive hypothesis for — 1 conditionally onX,, andY,,

To(fx,(X), gv, (Y))
To(Elfx,1Xal, Elgy, [Ya]) + C(p)e“P (An1(fx,) + Dua(fy)- (@)

On the other hand, the base caserfot 1 implies that
EXn,Yn Jp(E[an |Xn]7 E[gYn |Yn])
Jo(E £, Eg) + Cp)e " (A1(Elfx, |Xa]) + A1(Elgy, Ya])- ()
Taking the expectation of(4) and combining it wifi (5), weab
EJ,(f(X),9(Y)) < J,(Ef,Eg)

+C(p)e ) (Ex, Ap_1(fx,) + Ev, Ano1(fy,)
+ A1 (E[fx, | Xa]) + A1 (Elgy, [Va]))-

Finally, note that the definition of\,, implies that the right-hand side above is just

To(Ef,Eg) + Clp)e “P (An(f) + Anlg)).

4 Bordl sinequality

The most interesting special case of Theoker 3.4 is viher 2, = {—1, 1} and the distributions ok, Y; satisfy
EX;, =EY, =0, E X,Y; = p. In this section and the next, we will focus on this speciakecdirst, let us recall the
functional version of Borell's inequality that was given[MN12].



Theorem 4.1. Suppose that’; andG2 are Gaussian vectors with joint distribution

Ig  plg
G1,Gs) ~ 0 .
(6162 N(’(pfd Id>)
For any measurablg, f» : RY — [0, 1],

E J(f1(G1), f2(G2)) < J(E f1,E fa).

We will prove Theoreni 411 using Theorém]3.4 and a crude boandl,d f) (in the next section, we will need a
much better bound oA, (f) to prove that “Majority is Stablest”).

Claim4.2. For X € {—1,1}", define
X_i = (Xla e aXi—la _XiaXi-‘rla e 7X77,)
Then .
1) <Y EIFX) - FxP
=1
Proof. The proof is by induction: the base case is trivial, whileitiductive step follows by Jensen’s inequality:

An(f) = Exn [An-1(fx,)] + Ex, | Elfx,|X.] - E f|’

< Z E|f(X) - f(XT)P +Ex, |E[fx,|X.] — E[f_x, | X.]/?

<ZE|f XTP+EFX) - (X

Proof of Theorerh 4l1Let n = md and, foreach = 1, ..., d, define

(ZXZ, ZX Z X)

i=m+1 i=(m—1)d+1

Define G2, similarly by withY” instead ofX. By the multivariate central limit theoreni( .., G2.,) LY (G1,Gs)
asm — oo.

Suppose first thaf; and f; are L-Lipschitz functions taking values i@, 1 — ¢|, and defingj, g2 : {—1,1}" by
9:(X) = fi(G1,,). By Theoreni:3}4,

E J(91(X),92(Y)) < J(E g1, E g2) + C(€)(An(g1) + An(g2))- (6)
Sincef; is L-Lipschitz,
5X) (X )| < 2
for everyj, and so Claini 4]2 implies that
An(gi) < % = 8\1/;2—5-
Applying this to [8),
B (51 (X). 02(¥)) < J B9y, B ) + ) 22



and so the definition of; implies

16L3dC (¢)

EJ(f1(G1,n), f2(G2n)) < J(E f1(G1,n), E f2(G2,n)) + C(e) T

Takingm — oo, the central limit theorem implies that

E J(fi1(G1), f2(G2)) < J(E f1(G1), E f2(G2)). (7)

This establishes the theorem for functigfisand f» which are Lipschitz and take values[i 1 — ¢]. But any
measurablef;, fo : R? — [0,1] can be approximated (say P (R?, ~,)) by Lipschitz functions with values in
[e, 1 — €]. Since neither the Lipschitz constant rappears in{7), the general statement of the theorem follaws
the dominated convergence theorem. O

5 Majority isstablest

By giving a bound om\,,(f) that is better than Claifi 4.2, we can derive the “MajoritySimblest” theorem from
Theoren 3 M. Indeed, we can express(f) in terms of the Fourier coefficients ¢gf, and we can bound,,(f) in
terms of the max influence qf. For this, we will introduce some very basic Fourier analptieliminaries below.

Fourier analysis. We start by defining the “character” functions i.e. for ey& C [n], defineys(z) : {-1,1}" —
R asys(z) = [[;cg =i- Now, every functionf : {—1,1}" — R can be expressed as

@)=Y fSxsl@)  fS)= E [f(z) xs()]

SCn] ze{—1,1}"
The coefficientsf(S) are called the Fourier coefficients gfand the expansion of in terms off(S) is called the
Fourier expansion of. Itis easy to show that_ s, F2(8) = Esci—1,13-[f*(x)]. This is known in literature as
Parseval’s identity. Similarly, for any € [-1,1] andz € {—1,1}", we definey ~, = as the distribution over
{—1,1}™ where every bit ofy is independent ant[x;y;] = p. This immediately lets us define the noise operator
T, as follows : For any functiorf : {—1,1}" — R, T, f(z) = Ey~,.[f(y)]. The effect of the noise operatd}, is
particularly simple to describe on the fourier spectrLIFg?(S) = p|5|f(S). The reader is referred to the excellent
set of lecture notes by Ryan O’Donnéll [O'D07] for an extersieference on this topic.

Itis also important to remark here that while we prove theajbtity is Stablest” theorem for the hypercube with
the uniform measure, one can easily derive analogues dhaisem for more general product spaces by extending our
machinery. Instead of using the fourier expansion of thetion, one has to use the Efron-Stein decomposition (see
the lecture notes by Mossel[Mos05] for an extensive refez@m the Efron-Stein decomposition). All the statements
that we prove here have analogues in the Efron-Stein worklldalve it to the expert reader to fill in the detalils.

We start by extending the notation of Definition13.2:

Definition 5.1. For disjoint setsS, 7" C [n], and elements € {-1,1},y € {-1,1}%, we writex - y for their
concatenation i —1, 1}5Y7T,
Forafunctionf : {~1,1}" — R, asetS C [n], and an element € {—1,1}%, we definef, : {—1,1}"\S - R

by fo(y) = f(z - y).
Our first observation is thah,, of f can be written in terms of Fourier coefficients of randontniegons of f.

Clamb5.2. If S; ={i+1,...,n}, then

An(f) =D Exerimys |fx @)

i=1

Proof. The proof is by induction. The base case is just the fact thred functionf : {—1,1} — R,

Fop = [T IEDP gy g

10



For the inductive step, we have

An(f) = Ex, [An—l(an)] + 4 (E[an|Xn])

= EXn Z EX'L+17~~~7X71—1 |fX(l)|3 + |f(n)|3
i=1

=Y Exerans x(O)F.
i=1

O

In order to control the Fourier coefficients of restrictioof f, we can write them in terms of the Fourier coeffi-
cients off:

Claim 5.3. For any disjointS andU and anyz € {—1,1},
F(U) =" xr(@) f(TUD).
TCS

Proof. Fix S andz. Letg : {—1,1}" — R be the function such that(y) = 1 wheny; = z; forall : € S, and
g(y) = 0 otherwise. It is easy to check that the Fourier expansignisf
9(y) =271 " xr(@)xr ().

TCs
Then
Fo(U) = Ex, s fo(Xups) X0 (Xjap\s)
=251 By f(X)g(X)xu(X)
=Ex f(X) Z xr(@)xr (X)xv(X)

TCS
=Y xr(@)f(TU).
TCS
O
In particular, the identity of Claifi 5.3 allows us to comps&eond moments (fx:
Claim 5.4. For any functionf : {—1,1}" — R, anyx € {—1,1}* and anyi € U C [n],
Exe( s [fx(U) < Infi(f).
Moreover, ifS; = {i +1,...,n} then
Z Execi—11ys |fX(@)|2 = Var(f).
i=1
Proof. In view of Claim[5.3, we can write
s U)P = D xr(Xs)xr (Xs)f(TUU)F(T' U D).
T, 7'CS
When we take the expectation with respeckig, E x1(Xs)x1 (Xs) = dr,1 and so the cross-terms vanish:
Ex. |[x.(U) =) FA(TUU). (8)

TCS

11



Sincelnf;(f) = > rs; fQ(T), the first part of the claim follows.
For the second part,

ZEXG{U}S NG ZZ Tu{ih= > JAU) (9)

i=1TCS; UC[n],U#0

where the last equality used the fact that every non-erfipty [n] can be written uniquely in the forfii U {i} for
someT C {i+1,...,n}. Butof course the right-hand side &f (9) is j0&tr(f). O

Next, we will considerfm(n — i) as a polynomial inz and apply hypercontractivity to the right hand side of
Claim[5.2. First, note thaft, commutes (up to a multiplicative factor) with restriction:

Claim 5.5. Forany0 < o < 1,if S,U C [n] are disjoint then, as polynomials in= (z;);cs,

—

(T f)o(U) = olVIT, (£, (U)).

Proof. By Claim[5.3,
=Y xr(@)f(TUD).

TCS

sinceT, f(T UU) = o!THUI£(S) andT, 1 (z) = o'Txr, it follows that

(T )a(U) = 3 o THV (@) (T UU) = olVIT, (F(U)).
TCS

O

Essentially, Claini 5]5 allows us to apply the Bonami-Becknequality tof;;: foranyoc < 1,if p=1+0"2
then

—

Exc( 11y (T f)x ()P < (Ex |fx(U)2)P/2.
By Claim[5.3, if: € U then

Exci 115 |(To N)x(U)P < (Infi(f)) "2 (Ex |Fx (U)).

Applying thistoS; = {i + 1,...,n} andU; = {i} and summing the result over= 1,...,n, we obtain

> Bxe-rys (T )x (P < (maxTnfy(£) T Var(f).

Now, if f takes values ifi-1, 1] thenVar(f) < 1 and all Fourier coefficients of (and its restriction) are bounded by
1. Hence, Claini 512 implies the following:

Claim 5.6. If 1 + ¢~ 2 < 3 then

2

An(T, f) < (maxInf;(f)) 27 .
Now we are ready to prove the “Majority is Stablest” thewreFor this, we defing, (f) as

So(f) = Eueg-1,13m g~ e lf () f ()]

Theorem 5.7. Forany0 < p < 1, there are constants < ¢(p), C(p) < oo such thatfor any functiofi : {—1,1}" —
[0, 1] with max; Inf;(f) < 7,
loglog(1/7)

S)() < Jp(BLBS) + O B0h

12



As remarked earlier, our proof extends to the generalimatif Theorerh 517 such as those presented by [DMRO6,
[Mos10]. The extension of the proof uses the Efron-Stein agposition instead of the Fourier decomposition. The
only difference is that the hyper-contractivity parameté@r now depend on the underlying space. See [Mos10] for
more details.

Proof. Supposef : {—1,1}" — [e, 1 — €] satisfiesmax; Inf;(f) < 7, and letX, Y be uniformly random elements of
{—1,1}"with E X, Y; = p. For sufficiently small; > 0, Claim[5.6 implies that

An(Tioyf) <7°7.

Note that the range dF; _,, f belongs tde, 1 — €] because the range gfdoes. Hence, Theordm 8.4 appliedio ,, f
implies that

EJy(Tinf(X), Tionf (V) < Jo(BT1y fETi-nf) + An(f) < Jp(E f,E f) + Ce “@)ren,
SinceJ,(z,y) > wy, it follows that
Sp-n2(f) = ETi_y f(X)T1nf(Y) < J,(E f,E f) + Ce W7o,
This inequality holds for ang < p < 1; hence we can replagg1 — 1)? by p to obtain
Sp(f) = ETi—yf(X)T1—y f(Y) < Jyapy2(E f,E f) + Ce “@rer (10)

foranyp < (1 — 7).
Now, (I0) holds for anyf : {—1,1}"™ — [¢, 1 — ¢]. For a functionf taking values if—1, 1], let f¢ be f truncated
to [e,1 — €]. Since| E f¢ — E f| < e and (by the proof of Clairﬂw < 1 foranyp,

Jo—m—2 (B fSEf) < Jq_np—2(Ef,Ef)+ 2.
On the other handf — f¢| < e and so
Sp(f) =Ef(X)f(Y) ZS,(f) — 2e.
Thus, [20) applied tg© implies that for any < (1 —7)? and anye > 0,
So(f) < Jpi—py—2(E £,E f) +2¢ + Ce “@ren,

If we sete = 7¢1/(2C () then
Sp(f) < Jpan2 (B f,Ef) + C7eO.

Finally, some calculus oi, (see ClainiA.lL) shows th;{a?%’f’m < (/1 = p2)~3/2 for anyz, y; hence

(1-n2-1

c ()
(1 _p2)3/2 +Cr (p)n < Jp(Ef,Ef) +C(p)(77+7' (p 7]).

Sp(f) < Jpa—m—2(Ef,Ef)+

Choosingn = C(p)% completes the proof as long as< (1 — 7). However, we can trivially make the

theorem true fof1 — n)? < p by choosing”(p) andc(p) appropriately. O

6 SoS proof of Majority is Stablest
The principal theorem of this section is the SoS version Majority is Stablest” theorem of [MOO10]. Before we
state the theorem, we will need a few definitions. We will sider the indeterminateqz) (for x € {—1,1}"). The

constraints on these indeterminates is given by

Ay ={0< f(z) <1: forallz € {-1,1}"}

13



. As is the case with the usual setting, its helpful to defireefourier coefficients of.

~

ForSCln] f(S)= E f(@)-xs(@)  andhencg(x)= Y f(S)xs(x)
ScC[n]

ze{—1,1}"

~

Note thatf(S) are nothing but linear forms in terms of the original indeterates. It is also helpful to recall the
notion of influences and low-degree influences in this eatt

Wfi(f) =3 F(S) W)= Y A

S3i S3i:|S|<d
With this, we state the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 6.1. Foranyx > 0 andp € (—1,0), 3dy = do(k, p), d1 = d1(k, p) andc = ¢(x, p) such that

n

Apfa, B }Jf(w)-f<y>+<1—f<w>>-<1—f(y>>]z1—larccosp—m—c-(Z(Inf?dlfﬁ
i ety g i=1

This is easily seen to be equal to the statement of the Myjisritablest theorem df [MOQOIL0]. Before, we delve
further into the SoS proofs, we feel its good to familiarizeselves with the fourier machinery in the SoS world. The
upshot of the discussion ahead is going to be that the basiefadentities and operations hold without any changes

~

in the SoS world. In particular, it is easy to verify that Raval’s identity holds i.e. fof f(z)} and{f(S)} defined as

aboveE( ()] = Yscyy [7(S).
Similarly, we can define the noise operaigrhere as follows : Given the sequence of indetermingfés) } ,c (1,1}~
we define the sequence of indeterminafgér)},c(—1,1}» asg(xz) = Ey~ . [f(x)] and for everyx, useT), f(x) to

refer tog(z). Itis also easy to check that if we defipes) = E,[g(z) - ys(z)], theng(s) = plSI £(9).

6.1 Smoothening the function For our purposes, it is necessary to do a certain smootheiiting functionf. In
particular, we start by considering a new functigni.e. we create a new sequence of indeterminates defined by
fa(z) = (1 —e)f(x) + ¢/2 for somee > 0. The value ok shall be fixed later. We observe that

Ap b1 Ugeqmryn{e < fi(w) <1 —¢€} (11)

Fi(S) = (1 =) f(S) +(¢/2) - 15—
We also make the following claim (the proof is deferred to ApgixD).

Claim 6.2.
Ap b2 f(2)f(y) — 2 < fr(@) f1(y) < f(2)f(y) + 2

The next stage of smoothening is done by definjng 7', f> for somen > 0. Again, the value ofy will be
fixed later.

Uper—1,3n 1€ < fi(z) <1 =€} by Ugemryn{e < glz) <1 —¢€} (12)

9(8) = (1= = )51 f(S) + (¢/2) - Ls—a
Also, observe thaE, y~ . [f2(z) - f2(y)] = Euy~,,x[9(x) - g(y)] Wherep’ = p/(1 - n)?. Of course, this imposes

the condition|p| < |1 —n|*>. So, we have to choosgto be small enough. Now, define the constraint 4gt=
Uge{-1,1371€ < g(x) <1 — €}. So, we summarize the discussion of this subsection in fl@fimg two claims.

Claim 6.3. Foranyq andd € N, if A} =43 ¢ > 0, thenA,, -4 ¢ > 0.
The proof of the above is obtained by combiniigl (11) (1i#h the third bullet of Fadt 2]3. The second claim
is
Claim 6.4.
Ap P2 By o [f (@) - f(y)] 2 Eay~alg(x) - g(y)] — 2¢

14



Thus, the above two claims mean that from now on, we will woithwd}, and aim to prove a lower bound on
Eyy~,2[9(2) - g(y)]. Atthis stage, let/,, be the approximation obtained from CldimB.1 with parameter0 and

§ = e. For the sake of brevity, we indicate this byitself. The following claim allows us to compare the termsy
andJ(x,y).

Claim 6.5. For anye > 0, such thap’ € (—1,0) and.J is as described above, there isla = d,, (¢, p’) such that,
{fe<az<l-ece<y<l—elrg x-y>Jxy) —2e

Proof. Note that for(z,y) € (0,1)%, Jo(z,y) = zy and hence by Slepian’s lemma, we get that'if< 0, then
xy > Jy(z,y). Now, by definition, we have that fder, y) € [e,1 — €], zy > J(x,y) — e. In other words, if we
define the polynomiab(z,y) = zy — J(z,y) + 2¢, then we know that fofz, y) € [¢,1 — €]?, p(z,y) > e. We can
thus apply CorollarC10 to get that there is an intefjee= d,, (¢, p’) such that for(z, y) € [e, 1 — ]2, for p’ € (0, 1),

{le<az<l—-ee<y<l—ettgyp>0
Expandingp, finishes the proof. O

6.2 Taylor’'s theorem in the SoS world Following the proof of Majority is Stablest, we now need t@ow a
Taylor's theorem in the SoS hierarchy. The following lemmithie SoS analogue of Claim B.5.

Lemma 6.6. Define a sequence of indeterminatgs) (1), ho(—1),h1(1),h1(—1)}. Let A be a set of constraints
defined asd = U; jeqo,13{e < hi(j) < 1 —¢€}. Foranye > 0,p" € (=1,0), Jcy = c,(¢,p’) and3d, = d, (¢, p’)
such that

~ o~

Aba, B (), )] 2 T(ho(0),71(0) ~ (ho (1) 4T (1) = ¢, - (ho (1) + Iy (1))

where; (j) = O+CLD) for e {0, 1},

Proof. We start by noting that sincéis a symmetric polynomial, hence we can write

j(:zj, 1/) = Z /L{m,n}xmyn

m,n:m+4+n<K

Here, we assume thaf is the degree of andc is the maximum absolute value of any coefficient. . We nextena
the following claim.

Claim 6.7.
- _——m _—n 1+ / m 1_ /
B, @b = Y a0 50 (S 122
zer{—1,1} ) . 2 2
Y~ T m,n:m-+n|S even
where

—~mi1—m —~Nn1—N ml nl
Vmn = Z Pomyny - o (O)hl (0) (m><n)
mi>ming >n

~ o~

The proof is deferred to Appendix D. Next, we note thas = J(hO(O),H(O)). Thus, we get that

~ o~ — —~m —~n 1+ ! 1— 0
E - [ho(@). @) - Fm@.m0) = Y vmade ) <1>-( o (caym ”)
z€r{—1,1} ) . 2 2
Y~ 1T m,n:m-+n IS even
4 K>m+n>2
(139)

We first make the following claim which bounds the terms when- n > 4.
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Claim 6.8.
14+ p

AbFigys Y > E Vo ~ho (1) -hy (1)- (
m,n:m-+n is even
andm+n>4

+(—1)m-1_p/>z—y

whereY = 2¢K22K (g (1) + 7y (1)),

Again, we defer the proof of Claifn 8.8 to AppendiX D. Thus, we anly left with the task of controlling the
terms whenm + n = 2. Note that

—~m —~n 14+ o I 4 2 2 —~ o~
Y Vmacho (1)-h (1) ( 2p +(ED)" ’ ) =v20-ho (1) +rv02-h1 (1) + p'via-ho(1)h(1)
m+n=2

For the sake of brevity, call the above quantityNext, we observe that at= BE(O), y= H(O)

*J(x,y) 91 *J(x,y) , *J(z,y) ,
e e A
To see this, note that
92 (x,y)  T(ho(0) + 2, 1 (0) + 1)
0% 2=F5(0).y=h1(0) 9z’ /=0,5'=0

~ o~

However, the quantity on the right side is simply twice theféigient of 2’2 in the polynomial/ (ho(0)+2/, H(O)+y’)
which is exactly2v; (. The other equalities follow similarly. Thus, we get that

02 J(z,y)

1 (PI(y) 2, 9P (x,y) 2
A=l <7h0 (1) + ZHB vy e

In the above, all the derivatives are evaluated at EB(O), y = E(O). We now make the following claim which
gives a lower bound on.

Claim 6.9. For everye > 0 andp € (—1,0), there existsl, = d. (¢, p’) such that
—2 —2
Abg A>—e-(ho (1) +h1 (1))

We defer this proof to AppendiXID. Now, séf = max{d/,,4K + 3} andc, = 2¢K*2*X. Combining Claini 6.8
and Clain{6.P with[{1I3), we get Lemrhab.6. O

6.3 Tensorization: We now do a “tensorization” of the inequality in Lemifale. @t ¢(x)},c;—1,1;» be a set of
indeterminates. We recall that fgre {—1,1}", we define the sef¢, (z)}.c(_1,1}»—: of indeterminates as follows :

oy(z) = ¢(z - y). As before, we can define the fourier coefficiea;l;\;(S) for S C [n —i] and it is easy to see that

they are homogenous linear forms in the indetermin&(é‘s} (for S C [n]). We now state a few basic properties for
the indeterminateg, (=) andg,(S).

n—1
AU U U < <1-— 14
Pz ye{—1,1}i ze{—1,1}nﬂ?{6 < 94(2) < f (14)
n—1
Al U U U {-1<g(5)<1 15
P iZ0 ye1ayi sg[nﬂ']{ <9,(5) <1} (13)
o B [@Pn—il= ) 3(9) (16)
vel-L1y SC{n—i,...n}
n—i€sS
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Lemma 6.10. For the parameters, = ¢, (¢, p') andd, = d (¢, p’) from Lemma®6ls,

A b, E 1}n[f(g(w)7g(y))] > J(Elg(x)],Elg(y)]) — e <Z E.c(113:[02(n — i)])
mey:p/’w i=0

- Gy (i E.cio11y [?73(” - Z)])

=0

The proof of this claim is a very simple induction. For theesakcompleteness, we give the proofin Apperdix D.
We now simplify the error terms. Towards this, note that (lies that

<ZEZ€{ 1,1}¢ [gz n—Z ) Zg <Zg [92($)]

So 16{ 11}"

Further, 4’ 3 Eye(—1,13~[9°(z)] < 1 (using FacECR). Thus, we get that

A b, B 1}n[f(g(:v),g(y))] > J(Elg()), Elg(y)]) — € — ¢y (Z E c(-11yi[0:(n — i)]) (17)
R S i=0

P

6.4 Boundingtheerror terms. Thus, all we are left to bound is the “degree-4" term. We flyidescribe why one
has to be careful to get a (meaningful) upper bound here. 8&son is that the obvious strategy to do this is to break
g into high degree and low-degree parts based on the noisenptara(call thent, and/). Now, this very naively
gives an error term of the forlﬁmﬁi(n —1) andEméAi (n—1). The latter can be easily bound using hypercontractivity.
However, there does not seem to be obvious way to bound theefoiThis is in spite of the fact thﬂzﬁﬁ (n—1)is
small. We now show how to get around this problem.

We defined,, = (1/n)-log(1/n). Now, define the sequence of indetermingte§r) } . (—1,13» and{l(z)}pe—1,1}»

as follows :
h)= > §(Sxs@) )= > §(S)xs(x)
|S|>d, [S|<dn

By the way it is defined, it is clear that; h(z) + {(z) = g(x). Now, we can analyze the terB),c(_1,1}: [ (n — i)]
as

n—1 n—1
Fa Y BoemnylGatn—9)] = D (Beerrapldin — i) (ha(n — i) + Lp(n —0))])
i=0 =0
S (B [0 — Vhaln— )] + B 1y [0 — )P — 1)
1=0

+ Boepoiap(@i(n — )lo(n — i)ha(n — i)
We begin by stating the following useful fact :
Fact 6.11. A, F3 Y1) Epeq_11y:h2(n —i) <7

Proof.
n—1
F2 Y Bacpphan—i) =Y 1*(S)= Y (A=m)™fAS)<n-( Y () <n- Q)
i=0 s |S|>d, |S|>d,, S|
Ay b3 (ZP(&) =E,c(-1p[f7 (@) <1
S|
Combining the two facts, finishes the proof. O

17



We now make the following claims.
Claim 6.12. A, Fo X1 Bucq 1.1):[03(n — i)ho(n — )] < /7.
Claim 6.13. A, b5 321 Bueq 11y [62(n = )2(n — )] < i+ SE(1, (Inf 7 (£))?)

Claim 6.14. A, s 32120 By 11y (620 = )ha(n — i) (n — )] < 2/ + 22 (S0, (Inf 5 (£))?)

The proofs are deferred to the appendix. Combiring (17) @igim[6.12, Claini 6.13, Clain 6.14 alorig{17) and
Claim[6.3, we get that for,, andd, described in Lemmia .6,

Apba, we B l}n[J(g(I),g(y))] > J(Elg(z),Elg(y)]) —e—4-cyv/n

R AL
- ”#(Zanfﬂ%f»?)

i=1

Using Clainf6.b, we have that, -4, g(z)-g(y) > J(g(x), g(y)) —2e. Similarly, combining this with Clairi 614,
we can get that

Ap Fa, Ew,prw[f(x) : f(y)] > Ew,pr/w[J(g(x)ag(y))] —de (18)
Thus, now applyind (18), we get

Ay Fuactoraat B (1) 5] 2 T(Blg(a)) Blg)]) — 5e —4-cy = = (2 j<1nfid"<f>>2>
b i=1

Yy p/x

(19)

Now, define a new sequence of indetermingtésx)},c;—1,13» Wheref.(z) = 1 — f(z). Next, definefa.(x) =
(1 =€) fe(z) + €/2. Next, we defingy.(z) = Ey~,_, [f2.(x)]. We now make the following observations :

o Vze{-1,1}" Ay ki Vo e {-1,1}" e < gc(z) < (1 —¢).
e E.[g(2)] + E[ge(z)] = 1.
e Foralli € [n], Inf?d"f = Inf?d"fc.

Thus, using the above, analogoudtd (19), we have the folipwi

_ -9dn ¢ " <
Ap l_max{d.y,da} . E [fc(x)fc(y)] > J(E[gc(x)]v E[gc(y)]) _56_4"CV\/ﬁ_ 2977 <Z(Infidn (fc))2>

e{~L1}" V1 p
£ P (20)
Now, define as¢ = 5e — 4 - ¢ /7 — 2'93%'0” (Z?Zl(lnffd"(f))z). Summing up[{19) and{20), we get
Ap Frax{d, do} me{Pl 1}n[f($) fly)+ 1= f(2) - (1= f(y)]
> J(Elg(x)], Elg(y)]) + J(B[L — g(2)], E[1 — g(y)]) — 2¢ (21)

Next, we recall the following fact :
Fact 6.15. Foranya € (0,1) andp € (—1,0),

Jo(a,a) + J,(1—a,1—a) > 2J,(1/2,1/2) = 1 — Z5EP
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Combining this fact with Clairhi Bl1, we have that for everg [e,1 — €],

] T ’
Jxa)+J1—z,1—2)>1- arccosp’

2€

™

By using Corollary C.TI0, we have that there exigts= ds(¢, p’) such that

Ay Fo, T(Elo()] Blow)]) + J(B[L - g(x) B~ g(w)]) > 1 - 2y 22)
Combining [Z21) and{22), we get
Ap et duasy (B @) S0+ (0= f@)- (1= f@)] 21 = =255 e =8 007

. 9dy . c n < 9
S (Z(Inf;d” (") ) 23

From here, getting to Theordm 6.1 is pretty easy. We proceéallaws :
e For the giverp andk, first we choose = x/100. This implies thatl4e < /4.

e Next, observe that, (o', ¢) is a uniformly continuous function gf ande. Now, recall thay’ = p/(1 — 7).
Hence, there exists = 70(p, €, &) such that for alh) < o, \/7 - ¢, (p',€) < K/32.

e Again, observe that for any € (—1,0) andx > 0, there exists); = n:1(p, x) such that for ally < »,
(arccos p’)/m < (arccosp’)/m + K /4.

Now, choose) = min{no, 71 }. With n ande having been fixed in terms efandp, we setly(r, p) = max{d,, da,ds},

ok, p) = ‘lgdﬁ andd, (s, p) = d,, and hence get

Ap Pty B £ F)+ (= @) (= F@)] 2 1= === — =l p): (Z(Inffd““*)(f))?)
Yrop i=1

This finishes the proof of Theordm 6.1.

7 Refuting the Khot-Vishnoi instances of MAX-CUT

In this section, we will prove the following theorem :

Theorem 7.1. Letp € (—1,0) andG, = (V,, E,) be the Max-Cut instance constructed[K\V05] for the noise
parameter. Let{z,},cv be a sequence of indeterminates ahe- U, {0 < x, < 1}. Then, for any > 0, there
existsd; = di (4, p) such that

AU{ E xu-(l—xv)—l—xv-(l—xu)zlarccosp—i—&}}—dl—120
(u,v)EE 7T
For this section, it is helpful to begin by recalling the éalling theorem of O’'Donnell and Zhol [OZ13].

Theorem 7.2. [OZ13]Let{ f(2)},c(—1,1}~ be asequence of indeterminates anddet U,c_q,13»{0 < f(z) < 1}.
Then, forany > 0 andp € (—1,0),

Alto52) Stab,(f) > K(p) — 6 — 200/ (Z f‘*(ﬁ)
i=1
whereK(p) =3+ 2+ (3 - 1) p?
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The main application of Theorem ¥.2 [n [OZ13] is the folloginKhot and Vishnoil[KV05] construct instances
of MAX-CUT (parameterized by noise parametgrvhose optimum is bounded lfyrccos p) /7 + o(1) (and yet the
basic SDP relaxation fdvlAX-CUT has value(1 — p)/2.) O’Donnell and Zhou essentially use Theorlen 7.2 as a
black-box to give a constant degree SoS proof that thesanioss have optimum bounded by K (p) + o(1). This
improves significantly on the bound provided by the basi®SD

In this section, we will show how we can use the stronger wvarsif Theoreni 712, namely Theorém]6.1 to do
even better. In particular, we will use this theorem to giveastant degree SoS proof that theseX-CUT instances
have optimum bounded kyirccos p) /7 + o(1) (which is of course tight). We will not give all the detailstbfs proof
as our proof will follow the (by now, standard) reductiondfrdKKMOQ7] and its SoS variant fromi [OZ13].

We begin by recalling the description of instancesJMIQUE-GAMES (UG). A UG instance is specified by
a set of verticed” and an alphabdk]. Along with this, there is a probability distributiaf on tuples of the form
(U, v, T(u,0)) With m, ) © [k] — [k] being a permutation. Further, the weighted graph defineél lsyregular. Also,
let £, denote the marginal distribution dn, ) when the first vertex is conditioned to lae The objective is to get a
mappingL : V — [k] so as to maximize the following quantity :

Pr(u,v,ﬂ(u,v))eg [L(’U) = T(u,v) (L(u))]

We next consider the SoS formulation for the UG instanceritestt above. Itis slightly different from the “obvious”
formulation and follows the formulation in [OZ13]. In pattilar, we define variables, ; for everyv € V andi € [k].
Now, consider the set of constraints defined by

Ay = U {CCv,iZO}U Z%,iﬁl

veV,ielk] veV | ie[k]
It is easy to show that if the optimum solution to the Uniquer@a instance is bounded Bythen
k

E E  Zyn.0)] <4
uGV[E((v,ﬁu,v)E&L T ()) ] B

for any set of indeterminatds:, ; } which obeys the constraint sd,. We now make the following definition :
Definition 7.3. Given a UG instancéV, £) with alphabet size k, there is a degré&OS refutation for optimur if

k 2
APU{ E Z( E xv,ﬁu,u<i>) ] 2/3} Fa =120

ueV =1 (0, TTu,0)EEY

Before we go ahead, we recall that for amye (0,1) and N € N (which is a power ob), construct
UG instances ove2” /N vertices, alphabet size such that optimal value of the instance is bounded\oy’. A
Modifying the result from|[BBH 12], O’'Donnell and Zhou[0Z13] show the following :

Theorem 7.4. Letn € (0,1) and N be a power of and let(V, £) be the corresponding instances of UG constructed
in [KVO5]. Then, there is a degre€SoS refutation for optimur = N —%(1),

We next describe the reduction from [KKMQOO07] of UG MAX-CUT. The reduction is parameterized by a
“correlation” valuep € (—1,0). Given the instance of UG described above, the set of veriitéhe corresponding
MAX-CUT instance is given by’ = V x {—1, 1}*. Further, the probability distributiofi, , over the edges is given
by the following sampling procedure :

e Chooseu ~ V uniformly at random.

e Choose(u, v1, T(y,)) and (u,va, T(,,.,)) independently from the distributiol’, which is defined as the
marginal of £ conditioned on the first vertex being

e Chooser € {—1,1}* andy ~,, x.

10f course, the interesting part is that [KV05] shows thatstemdard SDP relaxation on this instance has valuen
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1 OUIPUt VertiCGS{(’Ul, 7T(u,vl) (I))a (1}2, 7T(u,vz) (y)))

Now, for a functiong : {—1,1}* — [0, 1], let us defineStab,(g) as follows

Stab,(g) = E l9(z) - g9(y) + (1 —g(z)) - (1 — g(y))]

ze{—1,1}F y~,x
We have the following simple claim :

Claim 7.5. LetG’ = (V', E, i) be an instance d#IAX-CUT described above. Consider a partition of
the graphG’ (into two sets) specified by a collection of functidifs : {—1,1}* — {0,1}}. Then, the value of cut
defined by this partition i8 — E,cv [Stab,(g.)] where

gu : {—1,1}% = [0,1] is defined asg, (z) = . ﬂ})aeg [fo(m(z))]

Consider the SoS relaxation of tMAX-CUT instance defined by’ and&,, ;.. In particular, we have an indeter-
minate f, (z) for everyv € V andz € {—1,1}*. The constraint sef.,,, is given byA,, = U,cv Useq—1,13+ 10 <
fu(2) < 1}. Then, O’'Donnell and Zhoui [OZ13] show that(i¥, £) is a UG instance such that there is a degtee
refutation for the optimung, then

A U{l— E [Stab,(gu.)] > K(p) =0 — 20(1/62)@ Fo(/s2)4a =120 (24)
ueV

This of course means that the if the [KKMOO07] reduction islegmpon the instances from Theoréml7.4,

Am U{1— E [Staby(g.)] = K(p) — 6 —200/5) . N=20} b1 oy —1 > 0
ueV

Exactly following the same steps as [0Z13], but using Thei@el instead of Theorelm 7.2, we show that for any
0 >0,
Ay UA{1 - ]EE]V[Stabp(gu)] > (arccos p)/m — 6 — da(d, p)c(d, p) - B} Fa,(5,0)44 —1 =0 (25)

We do not repeat the steps here and leave it to the readertteefiletails. Usings = N~ we get Theorem 7}1.
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A Factsregarding J,

Here we collect various facts about the function
Jp(w,y) = PriX < ®7'(2),Y < @7 (y)],
where(X,Y") ~ N(0, (,1) 7). These calculations all follow from elementary calculus.

Claim 3.6. For any (z,y) € (0,1)> and0 < o < p, M,,(z,y) is a negative semidefinite matrix. Likewise, if
p <o <0,thenM,,(z,y) is a positive semidefinite matrix.

Proof. Towards proving this, note that we can defiie= p- X + /1 — p2- Z whereZ ~ N(0, 1) is an independent
normal. Also, let us defin@~!(z) = sand®~!(y) = ¢. Fors, ¢ € R, defineK (s, t) as

Ky(s,t) =Prxy[X <s,Y <t]|=Prxz[X <s,Z<(t—p-X)/V1—-p?
Note that for the aforementioned relations between, s andt, K,(s,t) = J,(x,y). Note that

s (t—ps")/\/1=p?
K,(s,t) :/ (b(s/)/t o(t")ds'dt! (26)

This implies that
8Kp(s,t) (t—p-s)/\/1=p? .
sl o) | ot it
t'=—o0

By chain rule, we get that
OJp(@,y)  OK,(s,t) Os

ox 0s oz
By elementary calculus, it follows that
A (z) 1 L 05 _ 1 1
dz P21 (x)) Or (@ x))  9(s)

Thus,
0J,(z,) /<f-P'S>/V1-P2
t

o ¢(t")dt!

'=—00

Thus, we next get that

82Jp(:1:,y)32Jp($vy).%¢<t_p s) —p (b(@ Yy) — pr) ()) —-r 1
= = P <Z5

o 0x0s Oz Vi-p2) J/1- J1=p
Oy(ay) _ Pplay) O _ <<1>1<y> p o

() 1
oxdy  Odzdt Oy V1= p? )J—_pz o(t)

Because we know thafX,Y) ~ (Y, X), by symmetry, we can conclude that

Polwy) _ (27N —p 27 () —p L
Oy ViI-p? V-2
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and likewise,

0%Jp(x,y) _ <<I>‘1(:v) —p 2 '(y)

1 1
Bydx Ny ) VI 2 69

PTp(ay) Pplay) o (Ppay))
Ox2 oy? Oxdy ’
Now, suppose that| < |p|. Then

It is obvious now that

Pp(wy) PIpy) o (T y)\?
_ . — > 0.
det(M o (z,y)) 92 oy o D20y >0
If p > 0 then the diagonal oM, (x,y) is non-positive, and it follows that/,, (x, y) is negative semidefinite. If
p < 0 then the diagonal is non-negative anddg, (x, y) is positive semidefinite. O

Claim 3.7. Forany—1 < p < 1, there exist&’(p) > 0 such that for any, j > 0,7+ j = 3,
aSJP(‘Ta y)
Otxdiy
Proof. As before, we seb~!(z) = s and®~!(y) = t. From the proof of Clairh-316, we see that
Phey) _ (cb-l(y) —p- @)

V1= p? ) V1—p2 9(s)

‘ < Clp)(ay(1 — 2)(1 — 1))@

0x?
: Nt s _ _1 ot _ 1
To compute the third derivatives df recall thatz> = P10 anda—y = Zm we have
PIy(xy) p pt+(2p% —1)s ( 7= 2pst 4 (20" — 1)32)
ot T AP e 21— %)
V2mp ) 2 — 2pst + (3p? — 2)s>

Now, ®~!(z) ~ \/2logz asz — 0; hence there is a constafitsuch thatb ! (z) < Cy/logz forall z < 1. Hence,
exp(s?) < 2~ forall z < 1; by symmetryexp(s?) < (z(1 — 2))~¢ forall z € (0,1). Therefore

2 _ 2 _ 2 2 ot _352)s2
exp (-~ 2P§§ + <3§) 2)s ) = et
-p
42 p(s2412)  (2-3p2)s?

< e 20-pH) e 20-p%) ¢ 201-p2
T2 15 2 722;,3_2_/)2

< (17(1 —x)y(l— y)) (1=p?) (x(l — :1:)) 1-p?)
—C(p)

< (I(l —x)y(l— y)) o

Applying this to [2T), we see that
03J,(x, —
T < et -t - )

The other third derivatives are similar:

FIp(x,y) V21
220y (1= 2 (t — 2ps) exp ( -
By the same steps that led fo [27), we get
agJP(‘Ta y)
0x2dy

(2p% — 1)t2 — 2pst + (2p% — 1)52)
20— ) '

’ < Clp)(x(1 —2)y(1 — y))—c(p)

(for a slightly differentC(p)). The bounds o®3.J/dy?0x andd?.J /03 then follow becausé is symmetric inz and
Y- O
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Claim A.1. Foranyz,y € (0,1),
< (1 _ PQ)_B/Q-

Proof. We begin from[(ZB), but this time we differentiate with resp® p:

Hlet) 1 ) ne [ =25 g
dp (1= p2)3/2 /s':—oo P(s")o <m> ds’.

Sincep < 1and|, ¢(s')ds’ = 1, it follows that

0K ,(s,t _
‘ g( )‘S(l—pQ) 3/2
1
Smcea‘]ﬂ(pS t) = aK”(q)flé?’@fl(y)), the proof is complete. O

B Approximation by polynomials
Claim B.1. Foranyp € (—1,1) and anys > 0, thereis a polynomial such that for all0 < i + j < 2,

O Jp(x,y) 0 Jp(x,y)
Oxtyd Oz dyI

sup
z,y€le,1—¢]

Moreover, ifp € [-1 + ¢,1 — €], then the degree of and the maximal coefficient isi can be bounded by constants
depending only oa andd.

The proof of Clain{B.1 follows from standard results on Béeirs polynomials. In particular, we make use of
the following theorem which may be found, for example[ini&6].

Theorem B.2. Suppos¢ : [0,1] — R hasm continuous derivatives which are all bounded in absolutee&y M .
Foranyn € N, let B,, f be the polynomial

r) = g:lf(k/n) (’,;‘) (1 - 2,

Then forany) < i <m, _
d'f(x)  d'(Buf)(=
dxt dxt

< Cv/M/n.

Seeing as the first three derivatives.ff are bounded off, 1 — €], Claim[B.] is essentially just a 2-variable
version of Theorerh Bl2. Although such a result is almostadelit known (and for more than 2 variables), we were
not to find a reference in the literature, and so we inclu@epttoof here.

Proof of Clain{B.1.Suppose thaf : [0, 1]> — R has all partial derivatives up to third order bounded\dy Define
9ula.9) = (Buf (- ( )#te/nyet 1 -y

ha(2,y) = (Bugn(z,-))(y)

Il
~ 3
i 3 HM

nl () () teim ermat = oy =hyt - .

1¢=

Fix 0 < i+ j < 2 and note that
J . Jf(.
& gn(-y) _p %Cy)

G = B (27)
Ohy(x,-) B Dgn(x,-)
Tow T aw (8)
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Now, fix y € [0, 1] and apply Theorefn B2 t6 (P7): for anye [0, 1],

0 gn(z,y) 0™ f(x,y) ey
—— - —— < .
0xt Oy ox'oys | — CVM/n

On the other hand, fixing and applying Theorem B.2 tb (P8) yields

ai—’_j hn(xa y) 6i+jgn ((E, y)
—— — —— < Cy/M/n.
0x'0yI 0xtyJ s¢ /n

Putting these together,

ot I (.I', y) 6i+jf(‘ra y)
—— — —— < \/ .
oxtoyI ox'oys | — 20V M/n

Sinceh,, is a polynomial, taking: sufficiently large implies that there is a polynomjakuch thatf, and its partial
derivatives of order at most 2, uniformly approximate theresponding derivatives gf. Although we stated this for
functions on[0, 1], a change of coordinates shows that it holds equally welfifactions on[d, 1 — §]? with three
bounded derivatives. Sincg, is such a function, the first part of the claim follows.

For the second part of the claim, note that all of the erromloisthold uniformly inp € [—1 + ¢, 1 — €] since the
third derivatives ofJ, are uniformly bounded over € [—1 + ¢,1 — €]. Moreover, sincenax, , |J,(z,y)| < 1, the
coefficients inh,, can be bounded in terms of which is in turn bounded in terms efands. O

C Useful factsin SoS hierar chy

FactC.1l. If Aryp>0andAtg>0,thendAt,p+q > 0.
FactC.2. IfA={-1<y <1},

e If kisanevenintegerd k., 0 <7y* <1

e If kisanoddintegerd -, —1 < y* <1

Proof. Note that fork = 0, 1, the conclusion is trivially true. Fde = 2, note that trivially,y?> > 0. So, we begin by
observing that (fron1[OZ13])

1=y = S92 —y) + 51+ 9)(0 — )’

N =

and hence < y < 1 3 y? < 1. This finishes the case fdr = 2. For the remaining cases, we use induction.
We first consider the case whén> 2 is even. Then, trivially, we havg* > 0. Also, observe that — y* =
y?(1 — y*=2) + (1 — y?). Hence, by induction hypothesis, we haté-; | y* < 1.

Next, consider the case whén> 2 is odd. Again, ad — y* = y%(1 — y*~2) + (1 — %?), hence by induction
hypothesis, we getl - y* < 1. Also, note thatl + y* = y?(1 + y*=2) + (1 — 3?). Hence, again, by induction
hypothesis, we get -, —1 < y* O

FactC3. —1 <y <1lhksy* <y?
Proof.
v -yt = PP - ) + 50+ )1 - )
This finishes the proof. O

Fact C.4. Leta <y < btq4p(y) > 0. Then, for\y,..., \rx € Rsuchthatvi € [k], \; > 0 ande:1 i =1, we
have that{U*_,0 < Z; <1} b4 p(ZfZl NiZ;) > 0.

Proof. In the SoS proof of(Y') > 0, whenever the terrth — V) appears, we simply substitute it @le Xi(b— 7).
Likewise, whenever the teriY’ —a) appears, we substitute it @le Ai(a—Z;). Itis easy to see that this substitution
shows thafUk_,0 < Z; < 1} Fg p(31_, \iZi) > 0. O
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Fact C5. Fork >3, -1 <y <1lgpiy 0 <y <9t

Proof. 1 —y? = $(1+y)*(1 —y) + (1 + y)(1 —y)* and hence-1 < y < 1 -3 y* < 1. As a consequence, for
anyj > 1. we can getthat 1 <y < 13,11 y* < y*~2 Summing all the inequalities gsvariables fromj = 3
to j = k, we get the stated inequalities. O

Fact C.6. Forintegersm,n >2,{—-1<y <1,-1 <2z <1} by imaomoany —* +2%) <ym2™ < (y* + 24).

Proof. Fpax(am,2n} ¥2™ + 22" > y™2". Also, using FadiCl5-1 < y < 1 bopyr y* > y*™. Similarly, we have
—1 < 2 < 1kgpqr 2* > 2™, Combining these, we have-1 < y < 1,—1 < z < 1} Fimaxfom,2n} ¥72" <
(y* + z*). Replacingy by —y andz by —z, we can similarly get{—1 < y < 1,—1 < z < 1} Fijmafom,2n)
—y™mz" < (y* + 2*). This completes the proof. O

Fact C.7. Forany odd integen > 3, {—1 <y <1,-1 <z <1} Fppo —(y* 4 2%) < y2™ < (y* + 22).

Proof. We useA to denote{—-1 < y < 1,—1 < z < 1}. We first use Fact 3.10 from [OZ13] which states
that A F, y2® < y* + 2% We can replacg by —y to get the other inequality. This already gives the proof
forn = 3. Forn > 3, we have thatd -, ; y2" < y*2"=3 + 2"*1. Now, using FacEC]2 (Item 1), we get
Ao 2" < 2% And similarly, we getd -, _» z"~3 < 1 and henced -, 2" 3y* < y*. Combining these, we
getthatA k-, » y2" < y* + 2*. Replacingy by —y, we get the other side. O

Fact C.8. LetAty 0 <z <landAlgy —z <y < zwherez € M<y[X]. ThenA by max{ds,ds} —2 < 2y < 2.

Proof. Note thatz — zy = z(1 — ) + z(z — y). Now, A Fg4,44, 2(z —y) > 0andA Fg,44, 2(1 — ) > 0.
Combining these, we get thattg, | ax(d.,d,) Ty < 2. Flippingy to —y, we get the other inequality. O

Fact C.9. [BBH™12] Letn,d € N andd < n. For everyS C [n] such thafS| < d, we have an indetermina@éS).
Forz € {-1,1}", definel(z) = > gc (). 51<a 0(S)xs(z). Then,

2

B el B 1)
ze{—1,1}" ze{—1,1}n

Consequences of Putinar’s Positivstellensatz The following is a consequence of Theorem 2.4.

Corollary C.10. LetX = (z1,22) andA = {a1 > €,22 > €,21 < 1 —¢,29 < 1 —€}. Then, for any(X) such that
p(X) > eonV(A4), there exists an integet = d(p) such thatd 4 p > ¢/2.

Proof. We can define the polynomials = =1 —¢,p2 =1 — € — x1, p3 = 22 — e andpy = 1 — ¢ — x5. Now, note
thatq(x, y) defined as

q@1,22) = (l—e—z1) pr+(@1—€? pa+(l—€e—22)* p3+ (22—€)? s

(1— 26 <— (wl - %)2 _ (xz - %)2 4 i _2e1 —e)>

Clearly, q(z1,z2) € M(S) and that the sef(x1,z2) : g(z1,22) > 0} is a compact set. As a consequence, we can
apply Theorerh 214 to get that there is an integier d(p) such thatS 4 p— ¢/2 > 0. ThisimpliesS - p > ¢/2. O

The following is a corollary of Theorem 2.5.

Corollary C.11. Let X = (xy,...,2,) @and A = {p1(X) > ..,pm(X) > 0} be satisfying the conditions in
Theoreni Z}4. Leb € (R[X])?*? be such that for € V(A), T = 61 for somed > 0. Letv € (R[X])?. Then, if
p=2ovT-T-v,thenp € M(A).

Proof. First, by applying Theorem 2.5, we gét= T'o(X) + > i, T;(X) - pi(X). Let us assume thay, = BY - B;.
Then,

m

p=v"-T v=0"(To(X)+ > Ti(X) pi(X))v=(Bo-v)" - (Bo-v)+ Z(BO )T (B - v) - pi(x)

=1

This proves the claim. O
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D Missing proofsfrom Section[6

Proof (of Claim[G.2):

2

Fi(@) fi(y) = f@)f(y) = (€ = 2¢) f(x) f(y) + ez +e(l=o)(f(@) + f(y))

Hence A, k2 fi(z)fi(y)— f(x)f(y) < 2e. Onthe other hand, note thiat- f(x) f(y)
and hencel, > f(z)f(y) < 1. Thisimplies thatd, ko f(z)f(y) — fi(z)fi(y) < 2e. O

Proof (of Claim[6.7): We begin by observing that

J(ho(0) + 2, 7, (0 Z By - (h0(0) +2)™ - (11(0) + )" =Y v - ™ - y"

As a consequence, we get that

T(ho(0) + ho(1), 71 (0) + (1 Zumn ho (1) B (1)

J(ho(0) = ho(1), 71 (0) — k(1)) = Z<—1>m+”um,n cho (1) P (1)

Adding these equations, we get

T(ho(0) + ho(1), 7 (0) + ha(1)) + J(ho(0) — ho(1), A (0) = h(1)) =2+ > wmn-ho (1) -h1 (1) (29)

m,n
m~+mn IS even

Similarly, we have that

T(ho(0) = o(1), 1 (0) + hr (1) = 3 (= 1) tmn - ho (1) B (1)

T(ho(0) + ho(1), 71 (0) = 7 (1) = S (=1 -ho (1) -y (1)

Thus,

T (ho(0)=Tio(1), By (0) + Ry (1)) +T (o (0) + o (1), B (0) = Fn (1)) =2+ > (=1)™ b (1)1 (1) (30)

m,n
m-+n is even

Hence, combinind(29) and(B0), we get that

- ——m _——n 1+ / m 1_ /
B D@m= X v 05 @) (S5 o 255
mER{—l,l} m,n 2 2
Y~pt® m4n is even

Proof (of Claim[6.8): Form +n >4 andm, > m andny > n, we definel’,,,, , m.» as follows :

m n —~m —~n —~mi—m —~n1—n 1+ / m 1— /
rml,m,m.,n—uml,m< )( )h Q-0 <o>-( LAY ”)

m n 2 2

Next, define the set of constraints,, as
A ={0<hp(0) <1, 0<h(0) <1, ~1<ho(l) <1, ~1<hy(1) <1}

Now, it is easy to see that -, A,,. Hence, by using the third bullet of FActR.3, if for gngindd € N, A,,, 4 p > 0,
thenA ;4 p > 0. We shall be using this fact consistently throughout thaofirApplying Faci C.P, we get that

mi1—m —~Nni1—n

A by —mi1 0 < ho 0)<1  Abpnp 0<hy  (0)<1
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and hence we have that
—

") o) <1 (31)

Now, we consider two possibilities : Either, n > 2 ormax{m,n} > 3. In the first case, using FdctT.6, we get that

—m
A }_m1+n1—m—n+2 0 S hO

—~4 —4 —m —n —4 —4
A }_1+max{2m,2n} _(hO (1) +h (1)) < hg (1) hy (1) < hg (1) +h (1) (32)

Next, consider the other case i.e. wheax{m,n} > 3. Without loss of generality, assume > 3 andn = 1. Then,
by Fac{C.V, we get that

Abys —(ho (1) 410 (1)) <o (1) T (1) < g (1) + Ty (1)

Now, combining[(3ll) along with an application of FACTIC.8, gt that

—~4 —~4 —m —n —~mi1—m —~n1—n —~4 —~4
Abminimniss —(ho (1) +h1 (1) <hg (1)-hy (1) ko (0) k1 (0)<ho (1) +h1 (1)

Now, recalling tha® < mq,ni,m,n < K, ("), (") < 25, |jn,n| < cand|p’| < 1, we get that
oK 74 —4 of¢ 4 4
A }_4K+3 —c2 (ho (1) + hq (1)) < le n1,man <c2 (ho (1) + hy (1))

As,

—~m —~n 1 + p/ 1 _ p/
> tmmho (Dhy (1) ( s (D) ) = > |
m,n:m-+n is even m,n:m-+n is even
d > >
andm-+n>4 szlngj;lnf(élznl >n

As a result, we can conclude that

—4 —4 —m —n —4 —4
AbFykis —C22KK4(hQ (1) + h1 (1)) < Z Vm.nho (Hhy (1) < C22KK4(hQ (1) +h1 (1))

m,n:m-+n is even
andm+n>4

Proof (of Claim[E.9): We begin by defining the matrix/ as follows :

8%J(z,y) 102 J(x,y)
M _ ox? P Oxdy
- 1 8%J (x,y) 82J(x,y)
P 0xdy 0y?

Put3 = 2. Now, let us definel/; = M + BI. Using Claim(3.p and ClaifiB.1, fo# € (—1,0), and(xz,y) €
[e,1 — €]?, we can say thall; = ¢ - I. Hence, using Corollafy C.1 34/, such that we have the following

~2 (0P (x,y) = gy Py) 2 (0P (ay)
, Z Y\ d) . . L2\ I Y I\mI) >
Ata ho (1) ( 50z TP )+ 20 ho(1) ha(1) 92y +h1 (1) By +8)=20
-~ —~2 9% J(x,y) —~ o~ O J(z,y) —~2 9% J(z,y) —~2 —~2
=Abta ho (1) 2 T2 ho(1) - ha(1) - 20y +hi (1) o = —=pB(ho (1) +h1 (1))

Dividing by 2 on both sides, finishes the proof. Note that the reason thesde’, depends only om andp is

because from Corollafy C]11, the degréedepends on, p and the polynomial/ which again in turn depends only
one andp. O

Proof (of Lemmal[6.10): The proof is by induction. We introduce the following notati: For anyz € {—1,1}¢,
we usel - z € {—1,1}*! to denote the string with a1 prefixed to it. Likewise, we define-1-2 € {—1,1}*to
denote the string with a —1 prefixed to it. Next, for any pairs of strings 1,21 € {—1,1}*andj,k € {-1,1}, we
define the indeterminaté, (j) = E.c(_1,1}n-i-1[9(z - j - z;)]. DefineA._, ., = Ujrer—1,13{e < hi(j) < 1 — €}
It is trivial to see thavl; B AL .
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Now, using Lemm&®6l6, for any two strings, 1 € {—1,1}?, we get that

Avsr ba, | B J(Elges ] Bloya]) 2 J(Blos ], Blos ) — e (3, (0- ) +32 (1))
y~p/5a

G CRCEDEACER))

As a consequence of the third bullet of Facfl 2.3, the left hsidd of +’ can be replaced byl;,. Now, for any
givenzi, z_; € {~1,1}}, letd(z1, _,) be its Hamming distance. We multiply the inequality @£ )i (==~ .
(1*7”')‘1(21’2*1). Note that we will consider the case whén= 0 and hence:; andz_; is the empty string. In
this scenariod(z1,2_1) is defined to be zero. We now consider all the above inedeslgenerated by choosing
(21,2-1) € {—1,1}* x {~1,1}* for 0 < i < n. Next, we add all these inequalities (FAcIC.1) but the degfehe
resulting SoS proof remaink,. Now, it is easy to see that all terms of the forni(E[g., ], E[g._,]) cancel out except
whenzy,z_; € {—1,1}"0rz; = 2_1 = ¢.

(BT, 9)] = T(Blg(@)] Blg(y)) + error terms

We now compute the error terms. First, we sum up the errormgiom the terme (ﬁfl (n—i)+92 (n— i)) .

For any givenz; € {—1,1}", consider the ternBg2 (n — i). For everyz_; € {—1,1}, it occurs with the factor

ri— d(Zl,Z 1) /d(zl,z 1)

li N —= . Since there are exact@) stringsz_; € {—1,1}" such thati(z1,z_) = k, hence

we get that the total weight assouated is

B () (5

Thus, we get that the first kind of error terms contrib<u<e§i§1 (n—i)+92 (n— z’)) . The calculation of the “fourth
degree” error terms is exactly identical resulting in theafitheorem. O

Proof (of Claim[6.12): We have

n-1 = A2 2(n—1)
~ AT . ze{ 1,1}
Fo Y Bac 11y [03(n — )ha(n —i)] < f ZEIG{ 113:95(n — 1) + )
=0 1=0 2\/ﬁ
Next, recall that using FaCi611, we hatgt3 > ! E,cq-1, 1}1h ( 1) < imilarly, from [I%) and Claih 613,

7. Si
we have thatd,, - —1 < g,(n —4) < 1. Thisin turnimplies4,, -7 g¢(n — i) < g2(n — i) (combining FadfCI3 and
FacCh)
Combining all the above, we get

=

n—1 n—1
" N . { . .
Ayt Y Baer1ap(G(n — i)ha(n — )] < % : (E E.c( 11}05(n - 2)) +

=0 =0

However, again we have that, 5 7" E,cr11y:§2(n — i) = 215150 9°(S) < E[g*(z)] < 1. This gives us the
claim. O

Proof (of ClaimE.13): We have

n-1 n-1 S Byer 1yl (n — 1)
A~ . . n . =0 ze{-1,1}itg
0 Y Bacap @0 — B — )] < ¥ (} o1t - z>> A N )
1=0 =0

n—1 n—1 2
Fa Z | D 1}1€ (n—i) <9%. (Z ( we{—1 1}7~£ (n— Z)) ) (using Fact C19)

i=0 =0
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As in the proof of Claini 6.112, we can shaty, -5 > E,c(_1,1}:g2(n — i) < 1. Combining all the above, we get

n—1 n—1 2
Ap s Z Eme{—l,l}i@g(n - Z)a(” —1)] <\ <Z ( ze{—1 1}1 (" - 2)) )

i=0 =0

Again, observe that

k2 Boe g1y ban — i) = > 2(s) < 2(s) = >, 7®
SC{n—i,....,n}:n—i€S SCln]:in—i€S SC[n]:n—ieS:|S|<d,
< DR CIES o1t

SC[n]:n—ieS:|S|<d,

By using the second bullet of FAct 2.3, we can also get

—

n—

mz(zew -) <3 (weh)

=0

Combining these, we get the final result. O

Proof (of Claim[6.14):

n—1
~ ~ 1 ~
FE: 2n—iho(n—)la(n—1)] < ==Y B hi(n—i
' Ll yel0e( ~ Dheln =)l =) 2V <Z—_ore{1,1}i " Z>>

Vi (S0 Bae oy 8 — )2 (n — )
2

From the proof of Clairf6.12, we know thaf, -5 >/ ' Ezc{-1,1} h2(n — i) < 7. Thus, we get

Vi, V(T Breaay 820~ (0 - )

H n—zﬁwn—zg n—1)| <
Z{} hon = i) = )] < % 5
However,
}—SZ n—Z)?(n—i)< Z’ OEIG{ L1} gm(n_l)+21 OEIG{ 11}16 (n =)
5 wel- 11}1 * - 2

Following the same proof as in the proof of Cldim 8.12, we daowsthat

A FQ;ch{ 11}1 n—z)§1
Similarly, from the argument in the proof of Cla[m 6113, wencdow that
7 iy [ (roe<dng )2
Ay gy ;ze{ 11}/ (n—1) < 9% <§ (Inf;jz?(f)) )

Combining these, we have the proof. O
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