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Abstract

Given a convex function ® : [0,1] — R and the mean Ef(X) = a € [0, 1],
which Boolean function f maximizes the ®-stability E[® (T, f(X))] of f? Here X
is a random vector uniformly distributed on the discrete cube {—1,1}™ and T,
is the Bonami-Beckner operator. Special cases of this problem include the (sym-
metric and asymmetric) a-stability problems and the “Most Informative Boolean
Function” problem. In this paper, we provide several upper bounds for the max-
imal ®-stability. When specializing ® to some particular forms, by these upper
bounds, we partially resolve Mossel and O’Donnell’s conjecture on a-stability
with ¢ > 2, Li and Médard’s conjecture on a-stability with 1 < o < 2, and
Courtade and Kumar’s conjecture on the “Most Informative Boolean Function”
which corresponds to a conjecture on a-stability with @ = 1. Our proofs are
based on discrete Fourier analysis, optimization theory, and improvements of the
Friedgut-Kalai-Naor (FKN) theorem. Our improvements of the FKN theorem
are sharp or asymptotically sharp for certain cases.
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1 Introduction

Let X be a random vector uniformly distributed on the discrete cube {—1,1}". Let
Y € {—1,1}" be the random vector obtained by independently changing the sign of

*This arXiv version contains more proof details than the version published on Probability
Theory and Related Fields.



each component of X with the same probability #. Here, p € [0,1] corresponds to
the correlation coefficient between each component of X and the corresponding one
of Y. Let T, be the noise operator (or the Bonami-Beckner operator) which acts on
Boolean functions f : {—1,1}" — {0,1} such that T,f(x) = E[f(Y)|X = x]|. Let
® : [0,1] — R be a continuous and strictly convex function.

Definition 1. For a Boolean function f : {—1,1}" — {0, 1}, the ®-stability of f with
respect to (w.r.t.) correlation coefficient p is defined as

Stabg[f] = E[®(T, f(X))].

The ®-stability is closely related to the ®-entropy and the ®-mutual information.
Define the ®-entropy of f(Y) as

Ente (f(Y)) := E[2(f(Y))] — ®(Ef(Y)),
the conditional ®-entropy of f(Y) given X as

Ente (f(Y)[X) := E[®(f(Y))] - Ex®(E[f(Y)[X])
= E[®(f(Y))] — Staba|[f],

and the ®-mutual information from f(Y) to X as

Is(f(Y); X) := Ente(f(Y)) — Ente(f(Y)|X)
= Stabg[f] — ®(Ef(Y)) = Ente(T,f(X)). (1)

Hence, given the expectation of f, Stabg[f] is equal to the ®-mutual information from
f(Y) to X, up to a term which only depends on the expectation of f. In addition,
observe that given the expectation of f, when there is no noise corruption (i.e., p = 1),
Stabs[f] = E[®(f(X))] which is also fixed. Hence, Stabg[f] also quantifies the change
of the ®-entropy of f after taking the noise operator.

In fact, the ®-entropy is more related to the relative entropy than the Shannon
entropy. Any nonnegative function g such that Ez.p[g(Z)] = 1 can be seen as the
Radon—Nikodym derivative of a probability distribution @) w.r.t. another probability
distribution P, Entg(g) corresponds to a generalized relative entropy (called the “ f-
divergence”) from @ to P [1-3].

The noise stability problem, in a general sense, concerns which Boolean functions
(or measurable sets) are the “most stable” under the action of the noise operator. In
terms of ®-stability, the noise stability problem is formulated as follows.

Definition 2. The mazimal ®-stability w.r.t. volume a € [0, 1] is defined as

MaxStab = Stabs|f].
axStabe(a) = | 1 1y eyea s oerel]

By the relation in (1), determining the maximal ®-stability w.r.t. volume a € [0, 1]
is equivalent to determining the maximum I (f(Y);X) over all Boolean functions
with Ef = a.



We next consider two common instances of ®. For o > 1, define @, &Y™ : [0,1] —
R as

D, (t) :=tln,(t) and P(t) :=tln,(t) + (1 —t)Ing (1 —¢).

where 01n,(0) := 0, and the function In,, : (0, +00) — R for o € R is defined as

i1
Ing (t) := | a1 0 f 1
n(t), a=1

and is known as the a-logarithm (or g-logarithm) introduced by Tsallis [4], but with a
slight reparameterization. Note that ®,(t) and ®%™(t) are non-decreasing in « given
t € [0,1] (since so is In,(t)), and ®; and ™ (with a = 1) is the continuous exten-
sion of the ones with a > 1. For brevity, we term the maximal ®,-stability and the
maximal ®¥™-stability respectively as the mazimal asymmetric and symmetric o-
stabilities', denoted as MaxStab, and MaxStab}’™. Similarly, the ®,-entropy and
®¥Y™M-entropy are respectively termed as the asymmetric and symmetric a-entropies,
which are respectively denoted as Ent, and Ent®™. Similar conventions also apply
to the ®,-mutual information and ®$™-mutual information, denoted as I, and
Y™, For Boolean f and for @ = 1, by definition, Ent>™(f), Ent}?™(f(Y)|X), and
Y™ (f(Y); X) respectively reduce to the Shannon entropy of f(Y), the conditional
Shannon entropy of f(Y) given X, and the Shannon mutual information (denoted as
I(f(Y); X)) between f(Y) and X. Furthermore, given f, Ent,(f) and Ent®™(f) are
nondecreasing in «; see [8, Theorem 33]. Moreover, it is easily seen that if dictator
functions maximize the asymmetric a-stability over all balanced Boolean functions,
then they also maximize the symmetric a-stability. Here, dictator functions refer to
the functions fq := 1{xy = 1} or 1{xy, = —1} for some 1 < k < n.

The study of the noise stability problem, or more precisely, a two-function (or
two-set) version of the noise stability problem called the non-interactive correlation
distillation (NICD) problem, dates back to Gacs and Korner’s and Witsenhausen’s
seminal papers [9, 10]. By utilizing the tensorization property of the maximal cor-
relation, Witsenhausen [10] showed that for a« = 2, the asymmetric and symmetric
2-stability w.r.t. a = 1/2 are attained by dictator functions. The symmetric a-stability
problem with « € {3,4,5,...} was studied by Mossel and O’Donnell [7], but only
the case @ = 3 was solved by them. For o = 3, the maximal symmetric a-stability
w.r.t. a = 1/2 is attained by dictator functions, and moreover, Mossel and O’Donnell
observed that this is not true for a = 10. Mossel and O’Donnell conjectured? that
dictator functions maximize the symmetric a-stability over all balanced Boolean func-
tions for all « € {4,5,...,9}. Since for @« = 1, the symmetric 1-mutual information

! The concept “a-stability” for real a was introduced in [5] for Gaussian distributions and in [6] for
binary distributions. The special case with a being a positive integer was introduced in [7]. More precisely,
the “a-stability” defined there refers to the ®-stability with ® : ¢ — t* for the asymmetric version and
Pt t*+(1—1t)* for the symmetric version. Hence, our definition is a linear transform version of theirs.
We abuse the term “a-stability” here, since when the mean a is given, computing the maximal ®-stabilities
defined in [6] is equivalent to computing the maximal ®-stabilities defined here.

2In fact, this is a stronger version of the original conjecture posed by Mossel and O’Donnell. In their
original version, the Boolean functions are additionally restricted to be antisymmetric (or odd).



is nothing but the Shannon mutual information, the maximal 1-stability problem for
this case can be interpreted as the problem of maximizing the Shannon mutual infor-
mation I(f(Y);X) over all Boolean functions f with a given mean. In fact, this case
was already studied by Courtade and Kumar [11, 12], but this problem still remains
widely open, except for the extreme cases. Courtade and Kumar conjectured® that for
the mean a = 1/2, dictator functions maximize the symmetric 1-stability over all bal-
anced Boolean functions. This conjecture attracts lots of interest from different fileds
[6, 13—17], and it is regarded as one of the most fundamental conjectures at the inter-
face of information theory and the analysis of Boolean functions. Along these lines, Li
and Médard [6] conjectured that for « € (1,2), the maximal asymmetric a-stability is
still attained by dictator functions. Here we unify and slightly generalize the Mossel—
O’Donnell conjecture, Courtade—-Kumar conjecture, and Li-Médard conjecture in the
following two conjectures.

Conjecture 1 (Maximal Asymmetric a-Stability Conjecture). For 0 < p < 1 and
o € [1,9], MaxStab,(3) is attained by dictator functions.

Conjecture 2 (Maximal Symmetric a-Stability Conjecture). For 0 < p < 1 and
o € [1,9], MaxStabY™ (1) is attained by dictator functions.

Obviously, Conjecture 1 implies Conjecture 2. Furthermore, as mentioned above,
Conjectures 1 and 2 with @ = 2 were proven by Witsenhausen [10]; Conjecture 2
with @ = 3 was proven by Mossel and O’Donnell [7]; the Mossel-O’Donnell conjecture
corresponds to Conjecture 2 with a € {4,5,...,9}; the Courtade-Kumar conjecture
corresponds to Conjecture 2 with a = 1; and the Li-Médard conjecture corresponds to
Conjecture 1 with « € (1,2). Conjecture 1 is open for « € [1,2)U(2,9], and Conjecture
2 is open for a € [1,2) U (2,3) U (3,9].

Recently, Barnes and Ozgiir [18] showed that Conjecture 1 with o = 1 and the
same one but with a € (1,2) are equivalent, and Conjecture 2 with o« = 1 and the
same one but with a € (1,2) are also equivalent. That is, the asymmetric (resp. sym-
metric) version of Courtade—Kumar conjecture and the asymmetric (resp. symmetric)
version of Li-Médard conjecture are equivalent. Following Barnes and Ozgiir’s proofs
in [18, Subsections IT1.C and II1.D], one can obtain the following lemma, which slightly
generalizes the “only if” parts of Barnes and Ozgiir’s Theorems 1 and 2 in [18].
Lemma 1. For a = 1/2, there are two thresholds amin and amax satisfying 1 <
Qmin < 2 < amax such that dictator functions are optimal in attaining the asymmetric
maz a-stability with a > 1 if and only if & € [amin, ¥max|. This statement also holds
for the symmetric mazx a-stability but with possibly different thresholds Gmin and Gmax
satisfying the same condition 1 < dpin < 2 < Gmax-

Here are some consequences of this lemma. Firstly, in terms of these thresholds,
Conjectures 1 and 2 can be restated as that amin = Gmin = 1 and max, Gmax > 9.
Secondly, as mentioned previously, it was shown by Mossel and O’Donnell [7] that
max{max; ¥max} < 10. Lastly, Since Conjecture 2 holds for a = 3 [7], we actually
have dmax > 3, i.e., Conjecture 2 holds for all a € [2, 3]. In other words, Conjecture 2
is only open for a € [1,2)U(3,9]. Combining all these points yields that 2 < apax < 10

3In fact, this is a weaker version of the original conjecture posed by Courtade and Kumar. In their original
version, the Boolean functions are not restricted to be balanced.



and 3 < Amax < 10. If Conjectures 1 and 2 are true, then the estimates of . and
Gmax can be improved to 9 < amax, Gmax < 10.

1.1 Our Contributions

Our main contributions in this paper are:
Theorem 1 (Formally Stated in Corollary 2). For (p,a) such that

MaxStab}Y™ (1) is attained by dictator functions, where p* ~ 0.461491 (the solution
to (16)).
Theorem 2 (Formally Stated in Corollary 3). For (p,a) such that

1-0(e)

1 a € [2,3]

MaxStab,(3) is attained by dictator functions, where (a) is some function (the
solution to (20)).

For symmetric a-stability, our bound in Theorem 1 improves the previously best
known bound Gpax > 3 t0 Gmax > 5, and for the asymmetric case, our bound in
Theorem 2 improves the previously best known bound apmax > 2 t0 amax > 3. In
other words, we have verified the Mossel-O’Donnell conjecture for all 2 < o < 5 in
the symmetric setting, and for all 2 < « < 3 in the asymmetric setting. Our results
for 3 < a < 5 in the symmetric setting and for 2 < a < 3 in the asymmetric
setting are new. As for the Courtade-Kumar conjecture and Li-Médard conjecture,
we improve Samorodnitsky’s result [16] in the sense that we provide an explicit
dimension-independent threshold p* = 0.461491 for which the symmetric versions of
the Courtade-Kumar and Li-Médard conjectures hold for all p € [0, p*].

Theorems 1 and 2 are proven by combining discrete Fourier analysis and opti-
mization theory. In fact, they are consequences of a general bound on the maximal
d-stability derived in this paper by using these techniques. Furthermore, we also
improve our bound for symmetric a-stability by incorporating improvements of
Friedgut—Kalai-Naor (FKN) theorem [19] into our method. Our improved bounds are
presented in the optimization form, which seems difficult to simplify. Numerical eval-
uation of this improved bound implies that the value of the threshold p* in Theorem
1 can be improved to 0.83. Our improvements of the FKN theorem are sharp or
asymptotically sharp for certain cases.

1.2 Related Works

We next summarize the literature on the noise stability problem. Although the study
of the noise stability problem originated in the seminal papers [9, 10, 20], the term
noise stability was first introduced by Benjamini, Kalai, and Schramm [21]; see a brief



survey on [22, p. 68]. In [21], only the case of @ = 2 was studied. As mentioned
previously, this was subsequently generalized to the cases of @ > 2, o = 1, and
1 < a < 2in [6, 7, 12|, and the conjectures mentioned above were posed along
with these generalizations. In fact, a weaker version (the two-function version) of
Courtade—Kumar conjecture was solved by Pichler, Piantanida, and Matz [17] by
using Fourier analysis. Specifically, they showed that I(f(Y); ¢(X)) is maximized by a
pair of identical dictator functions over all Boolean functions (f, ¢g), including but not
limited to balanced Boolean functions. In fact, if (f, g) are additionally restricted to be
balanced, then this result is just a consequence of Witsenhausen’s maximal correlation
bound [10]. In other words, Pichler, Piantanida, and Matz’s contribution is addressing
the unbalanced case. However, the situation is totally different for the single-function
version of Courtade-Kumar conjecture, since the latter is open even for the balanced
case. A classic bound on the mutual information I( f(Y); X) for the balanced case is p?,
proven by Witsenhausen and Wyner [23] (also see [24]). Such a bound can be proved
via the so-called Mrs. Gerber’s lemma [25] or the hypercontractivity inequality [22].
Ordentlich, Shayevitz, and Weinstein [15] improve this bound to a sharper one for small
p. This new bound turns out to be asymptotically sharp in the limiting case p — 0. In
2016, Samorodnitsky [16] made a significant breakthrough on the Courtade-Kumar
conjecture. Specifically, he proved the existence of a dimension-independent threshold
po for which the Courtade-Kumar conjecture holds for all p € [0, py]. However, the
value of pg was not explicitly given in his paper, and required to be “sufficiently small”.
A weaker version of this result in which the threshold pg is replaced by a sequence
that vanishes as n — oo was also proven in [15, 26]. In addition, by considering a
variant of noise model, Eldan, Mikulincer, and Raghavendra recently prove a variant
version of the Courtade-Kumar conjecture [27]. Their proof is based on the so-called
renormalized Brownian motion.

The noise stability of unbalanced Boolean functions was also widely investigated
in the literature. For the mean a = 1/4, by combining Fourier analysis with a coding-
theoretic result, the present author and Tan [28] showed that the indicator functions
of (n — 2)-subcubes (in n-dimensional discrete cube) maximize the 2-stability with
a = 1/4. When the mean is small, hypercontractivity inequalities are a effective tool
to address this case. In particular, Kahn, Kalai, and Linial [29] first applied the single-
function version of (forward) hypercontractivity inequalities to obtain bounds for the
2-stability problem, by substituting the nonnegative functions in the hypercontrac-
tivity inequalities with the Boolean functions. Mossel and O’Donnell [22, 30] applied
the two-function version of hypercontractivity inequalities to obtain bounds for the
two-function version of a-stability problem in a similar way. Kahn, Kalai, and Linial’s
result as well as Mossel and O’Donnell’s are known as small-set expansion theorems.
Kamath and Anantharam [31] slightly strengthened the small-set expansion theorems
via utilizing hypercontractivity inequalities in a slightly different way. All these bounds
derived by hypercontractivity inequalities are asymptotically sharp in certain sense
when the mean approaches zero [22]. A variant of the a-stability problem with the
means vanishing exponentially as n — oo was studied in [32-35]. Various stronger ver-
sion of hypercontractivity inequalities were derived or used to obtain sharper bounds
on the a-stability in these papers. The optimal exponent for the a-stability problem in



this variant setting was explicitly given in entropy optimization forms in [34, 35|, not
only for the binary random vectors (X,Y), but also for the random vectors defined
on very general spaces (Polish spaces).

The maximal ®-stability problem in the Gaussian setting with ® restricted to be
convex and increasing was fully resolved by Borell [20] in 1985. In particular, he showed
that the ®-stability is maximized by the indicators of half-spaces over all measurable
Boolean functions f : R™ — {0,1} of the same measure; see an explicit statement of
this result in [14]. Such a result is known as Borell’s Isoperimetric Theorem. The Gaus-
sian analogues of the Courtade—Kumar conjecture and Li-Médard conjecture were
consequences of Borell’s Isoperimetric Theorem, which were also proved respectively
by Kindler, O’Donnell, and Witmer [14] and by Eldan [5] using alternative approaches.

1.3 Organization

This paper is organized as follows. In Sections 2 and 3, we present our main results
and the improvements in detail. The proofs of the main results and related lemmas,
propositions, and corollaries are provided in Sections 4-9.

2 Main Results

In this paper, we aim at determining the maximal ®-stability for given volume a €
(0,1). By using Fourier analysis, we first prove a general bound on the maximal -
stability.

Theorem 3. Fora,p € (0,1), MaxStabg(a) < I',(a), where

I'y(a) = Is)upE[@(a + pZ)] (2)
Z|S

st.0<a+pZ<1 as. (3)

E[Z] =0 (4)

E[Z%] <E[SZ] (5)

with?

Ps(S)Z{l a s=-—a - (6)
a s=1—-a

The supremum in (2) is taken over all conditional probability mass functions (con-
ditional pmf) Py g, and the random variables (S, Z) in the objective function and
constraints follow the joint distribution Psz := PsPyzs.

Note that the constraint in (5) effectively dominates (i.e., upper bounds) the energy
of Z, since obviously, this constraint implies E[Z?] < E[SZ] < E[S?] = a(1—a). On the
other hand, ® is convex, and hence, the objective function in (2) is dominated if the
energy of Z is dominated. In other words, the constraint (5) dominates the objective
function via dominating the energy of Z.

4Throughout this paper, we use Px to denote the probability mass function of a random variable X, and
use Py |x to denote the conditional probability mass function of a random variable Y given X.



Proof of Theorem 3. Our proof relies on Boolean Fourier analysis [22]. Consider the

Fourier basis® {xs}sci) with xs(x) := [[;cs i for S C [n]. Then for a function
f:{-1,1}" = R, define its Fourier coefficients as

fs = Ex~unit{-1,1}» [f(X)xs(X)], S C [n].

Then the Fourier expansion of the function f (cf. [22, Equation (1.6)]) is

) =" fsxs(x).
5Cn]

The degree-k Fourier weight of f is defined as

Welf] = Z f2, kelo:n.

S:|S|=k

For brevity, we denote Wy [f] as Wy.
By the definition of Fourier weights, it is easily seen that for a Boolean function

with volume Ef = a,

W, = a® and Zwk =a.
k=0
Define the degree-k part of f as

frx) = > fsxs(x).

SC[nl:|S|=k

Then it is easy to check that

T,f(x)=>_ p"fr(x)
k=0

k=0

fo(x) = a,Vx

SOEA(X)H =Y W=
k=0 k=0

Denote
n
Z:= p"H(X) (7
= 4 k
k=1
5Throughout this paper, we denote [m : n] := {m,m + 1,...,n}. When m = 1, for brevity, we denote
[n] :=[1:n].



Si=f—a=) fi(X). (8)
k=1

Then

T,f(X)=a+ pZ, EZ =0,

and S follows the distribution in (6). Observe that

n n
E[Z% =Y PP OW, <> bWy = E[SZ].
k=1 k=1

Hence MaxStabg(a) < T'\)(a). O

We next provide several properties of the optimization problem in (2). Denote
S = {—a,1 —a}. The set A := {(®(a + pz),2,2% —52) : 0 < a+ pz < 1} lies in
the 3-dimensional Euclidean space, and E[(®(a + pZ), Z, Z* — sZ)|S = s] lies in the
convex hull of A. Since A is connected, by Bunt’s extension of Carathéodory’s theorem
[36] or a more general version [37, Theorem 18], each point in the convex hull of A
is a convex combination of at most 3 points in A. This further implies that without
loss of optimality, it suffices to restrict Pj|g in the optimization in (2) such that
|supp(Pz|s=s)| < 3 for each s € S. As a consequence, the supremum in (2) is actually
a maximum, since the feasible region is compact and the objective and constraint
functions are continuous.

For the optimization problem in (2), we also claim that without loss of optimality,
it suffices to restrict [supp(Pz)| < 4. First, observe that the supp, , in (2) can be
rewritten as three-fold optimizations: supz sup Pg; SUPP, where the first sup is taken
over all countable subsets Z of R with each element z satisfying 0 < a + pz < 1,
the second sup is taken over all conditional pmfs Pg|z (specifically, { Ps|z—.,z € Z}),
and the last sup is taken over all pmfs Pz on Z such that ) . Pgz(—alz)Pz(z) =
Ps(—a) (the analogous equality for s = 1—a automatically holds if this equality holds)
and constraints (4) and (5) hold. Here by convention, if there is no feasible solution
for a supremization, its value is set to —co. Given Z and Pg|z, the third sup above,
supp,, is in fact a linear program. Following arguments similar to the one in the last
paragraph, one can restrict |[supp(Pz)| < 4.

Let m > 3. For s € S, denote (zs,i);cm] € R™ as a vector consisting of all (possibly
repetitions of) the elements in the support of Py|g—. Denote (ps,i)(s,i)esx[m] as a joint
pmf on & X [m] whose marginal on S is Ps. Then, the optimization in (2) is equivalently
taken over all the tuples (g, Ps.i)(s,i)esx[m] Such that Zie[m] psi = Ps(s),Vs € S.
Without loss of optimality, we may additionally assume p,; > 0,Vs € S,i € [m], since
if ps;i = 0,ps,; > 0, then we can re-choose ps; < 25, psj < 25,2, < z,; which

2
leads to the same distribution Psz. Then, the arguments above lead us to define

AU (q) = max ps.iP(a+ pzsq 9
P ( ) 2s,i ER,ps,i>0,(s,i) €S X [m] s z)GZSX[m] ’ ( PZs, ) ( )



st. > pei=Ps(s),Vs €8, (10)

1€[m]
0<a+pzs; <1,Y(s,i) € S x [m],

Z Ds,i%s,i = 0, (11)

(s,2)€SX[m]

Do peilal = s24) <0 (12)

(s,i)€S x[m]

As discussed above, without changing the value of the optimization, we can add the
additional constraint |[{zs;}(s,iesxm)| < 4 into the maximization problem in (9).
Combining all the points above, we arrive at the following results.

Proposition 1. For a,p € (0,1) and m > 3, the following hold.

1. It holds that T'p(a) = A;m) (a). (Hence we denote Ap(a) := A(pm)(a) form >3.)

2. Any optimal solution to the optimization problem in (2) (or the equivalent one in
(9)) satisfies E[Z?%] = E[SZ].

3. Any optimal solution to the mazimization problem in (9) satisfies that z1_q; >
Z_gi+ % for all i,5 € [m] such that z_q,; > _7“, Zl—aj < 1_7“ Moreover, this condi-
tion is satisfied by some i,j € [m)].

4. The linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ) © is satisfied for the
maximization problem in (9).

Statement 1 of Proposition 1 has already been derived above, and Statements 2-4
are proven in Section 4.

Proposition 1 enables us to employ the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions to
simplify the bound in Theorem 3. In fact, the bound in Theorem 3 (or the equivalent
one in (9)) is general enough to apply to several common cases, e.g., the asymmetric
and symmetric a-stabilities, as follows.

2.1 Symmetric ®

We first consider symmetric ®. Here @ is said to be symmetric (w.r.t. ) if @(% —t) =
®(5 +1t) for t € [0, 1]. Define

fp(a) = ( sup 7(1 —a— p)(b(O) +p<I>(a + le) + qq>(a + ng) + (a _ q)@(l),
21,22)EZ
where
_ (1 —a)a(l - p)
P ==z + pea)atpz)’ (13)
_ (1 —a)a(l—p)
- (1—p—pz1+p2)(l—a—pz) (14)

6The LICQ for a maximizer point x* is the condition that the gradients of the active inequality constraints
and the gradients of the equality constraints are linearly independent at x*. We refer readers to [38, 39] for
more details on LICQ.

10



and

— —a 1—a 1
Z = — 2 >
{(21,22)6( PR )Size — 21 5
1-— 1-—
Z2— 21 2 (L= p)zs ,22—Z12—( p)zl}.
1—a—pz a—+ pzy
Define
T,(a) = sup (1—a—p)®(a+p2)+pP(a+p(b—2))+aP(a+pz), (15)

max{ =% c} <5< D

wherebz%,c:%(b— /%)7 and
1, /A

z=—(\/—+b+1

z 2(\/@4— +1),

—VaA — (a(b+1—22) +2%)
2(b — 22)

p:

with A = a(b? —4bZ+2b+42%+1)+4Z(b— 7). For symmetric ®, we prove the following
result, whose proof is provided in Section 5.

Theorem 4. Assume that ® is symmetric and continuous on [0, 1], and differentiable
on (0,1) whose derivative ®' is increasing and continuous. Assume p € (0,1).

1) If additionally, ®' is strictly concave on (0, 1], then for a € (0, 3], MaxStabg(a) <
Ay(a) = T,(a). Moreover, for a = %, we can additionally assume z + 22 = 0 in the
supremization in (43).

2) If additionally, ®' is strictly convez on (0, 1], then for a € (0, 3], MaxStabg (a) <
Ay(a) = max{T,(a),T,(1 — a),E[®(a + pS)|}. In particular, for a = 1, we have
MaxStabe (3) < A,(3) = ©(452).

Note that ®%™ with « € (1,2) U (3,00) satisfies the assumption in Statement 1
of Theorem 4, and %™ with o € (2,3) satisfies the assumption in Statement 2 of
Theorem 4. We now apply Theorem 4 to the symmetric a-stability. Let p* be the
solution in (0,1) to the equation

9(p) = (1+ ) loa(+2) — (1 - ) loa(+5 ) =0. (16)
We have that p* ~ 0.461491. Then we prove the Courtade-Kumar conjecture for
p < p*. The proof is provided in Section 6.
Corollary 1. MaXStabiym(%) is attained by dictator functions for 0 < p < p*.
Samorodnitsky [16] proved the Courtade-Kumar conjecture for p € [0, po], where
0 < po < 1 is some absolute constant. However, the value of py was not explicitly
given in [16], and also it was assumed to be “sufficiently small”. In contrast, the value

of p* in Corollary 1 is explicitly given. As for the proof ideas, Samorodnitsky’s proof
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in [16] and our proof in this paper are both based on Fourier analysis (and also quan-
titative versions of Friedgut—Kalai—-Naor theorems which are used to further improve
the threshold in Section 3.2), but use it in different ways. For example, different from
the linear programs in [16], the duality for nonconvezr programs is used in this paper.

It is worth noting that in [16], the mean a is not fixed. For this case, we numerically
evaluate sup,c(o,1/2 [p(a) — @1 (a), and observe that this supremum is attained at
a =1/2 for 0 < p < p*. This indicates that Statement 1 of Theorem 4 seems to
imply the original Courtade-Kumar conjecture for 0 < p < p*, i.e., the conjecture
that dictator functions maximize the mutual information I(f(Y);X) over all Boolean
functions f. It remains to find a proof for this observation in the future.

We also generalize the corollary above to the case a € [1,5]. The proof of the
following corollary is provided in Section 7.

Corollary 2. For (p,«) such that 0 < p < {p @€ [1’2), MaxStaby™ (1) s
1 «a€[2,5]
attained by dictator functions.

Corollary 2 resolves the Mossel-O’Donnell conjecture for o € [2,5]. However, our
result for cases a = 2,3 is not new. The case a = 2 was resolved by Witsenhausen
[10] by using the tensorization property of maximal correlation, and the case o = 3
was resolved by Mossel and O’Donnell [7] by reducing the case a = 3 to the case
a = 2. Note that Mossel and O’Donnell’s method seems difficult to extend to the case
a > 3. Moreover, the case a € [2,3] can be also obtained by combining Mossel and
O’Donnell’s result and Lemma 1. Our Corollary 2, proven by using Fourier analysis,
is a generalization of Witsenhausen’s and Mossel-O’Donnell’s results. Moreover, com-
bining Corollary 2 and the counterexample example for & = 10 in [7] yields that the
estimation of dipyax is improved to 5 < dipax < 10.

2.2 Asymmetric ¢

We next consider asymmetric ®. Define”

I'y(a)= sup (1 —a—p)®(0)+pP(a—+ pz1)+ aP(a+ pze),

0<22<1—a
where

~ za(p(l— 25) —a)
21 = 2 1—&—202’2 ’ (17)

a(l —a— 2
p= Ul azpm) (18)
a+p?z — (a+ pz2)

Then following proof steps similar to those of Theorem 4, we have the following result.
The proof is omitted.

"Indeed, the range of z2 can be further restricted to ;:Z < z2 < 1 — a. For simplicity, we only restrict

0 < zo <1 — a, which is sufficient to show our result on the asymmetric a-stability in Corollary 3.
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Fig. 1: The region of 0 < p < T70(a) "

Theorem 5. If @ is continuous on [0,1] and differentiable on (0,1) whose derivative
@’ is increasing, continuous, and strictly concave on (0,1), then for a,p € (0,1),

MaxStabg(a) < Ay(a) =Tp(a). (19)

Remark 1. If @' is increasing, continuous, and strictly convex, then by redefining
®:te[0,1] = ®(1 —¢) and substituting a < 1 — a, (19) still holds.
We now consider the asymmetric a-stability. Denote 6(«a) as the solution to

La—p =1 (20)

(07

92—(1 +

with unknown 6 for given « € (1,2). Then the following holds, whose proof is provided
in Section 8.

10 v e (1,2) L
Corollary 3. For (p,«) such that 0 < p < 1* (@) 2.3 MaxStab,(3) is
a € |z,

attained by dictator functions.

This result partially resolves the Li-Médard conjecture for the case of 0 < p <
};zgz; ,a € (1,2). This region is plotted in Fig. 1. The question whether MaxStaba(%)
is attained by dictator functions for the case @ = 3 was posed in [6]. Our Corol-
lary 3 gives a positive answer to this question. Combining Corollary 3 and the

counterexample for & = 10 in [7] implies 3 < apax < 10.
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3 Further Improvement of Our Results

In this section, we further improve our bounds on the maximal ®-stability by applying
an improved version of the Friedgut-Kalai-Naor (FKN) theorem [19]. Hence, to this
end, we improve the FKN theorem first.

3.1 Improvements of FKN Theorem

The FKN theorem concerns about which Boolean functions f on the discrete cube
have Fourier coefficients concentrated at the lowest two levels. It states that such
Boolean functions are close to either a constant function (i.e., f = 0 or 1) or a dictator
function (f = 1{x; = 1} or 1{x; = —1}). Here we aim at improving the FKN theorem
by focusing on the class of Boolean functions with a given mean. For this case, the
FKN theorem can be also formulated as a theorem about maximizing the first-order
Fourier weight of a Boolean function given the maximum of its correlations to all
dictator functions. We next provide the formulation.
For a,8 € 27™[0 : 2"], define

W (a, B) := max X W, [f]
f:{7171}n*>{0’1}:Ef:aimaxi€[n] |f{i} ‘:ﬁ
The quantity W) (a, §) was implicitly studied by Friedgut, Kalai, and Naor [19] who
showed that for a = £, W (3, 8) — i if and only if 8 — 3.
Similarly, we define

W) (q) W, [f].
(a) = - 11}%%{0 1}:Ef=a 1[/]

Here without ambiguity, we use the same notation W) but with different numbers
of parameters to denote two different functions W (a, ) and W (a). We first
use W (a) to bound W™ (a, B) in the following lemma. The proof of Lemma 2 is
provided in Section 9.

Lemma 2. For any Boolean function f: {—1,1}" — {0, 1}, we have

Wif] < 82+ <\/W(") —a2+\/W" D(a—p )) (21)

where a := Ef and § := \f{1}|. In particular, for balanced Boolean functions (i.e.,
a=3%), we have
1
Wif] < 2+ WOV - ). (22)

Moreover, for any possible values of B such thatl there exists al least one Boolean
function with f{1) = B, equality in (22) is attained by some balanced Boolean function.

Remark 2. (21) implies that W) (a, 8) is no larger than the RHS of (21), but (21)
is indeed stronger than this conclusion in the sense that given /3, (21) holds for any
Boolean functions f such that there is at least one i satisfying |f{;;| = B3, without

requiring other j € [n]\{i} satisfying \f{j}| <pB.
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In fact, the quantity W™ (a) was relatively well studied in the literature. Define

2t2In 1 0<t<g
ot) = q2%(5; —1) 0<t<y
t 1 1
2 1St<3

Define for 0 < ¢ <1,

o(t) := ¢p(min{t, 1 — t}).
It is known that [22, 40, 41] for any f: {—1,1}" — {0,1} with Ef = a € [0, 1],

W™ (a) < p(a). (23)

The bounds % and QtQ(% — 1) were respectively proven by Fu, Wei, and Yeung [40]
and the present author and Tan [41], by using linear programming methods (together
with MacWilliams—Delsarte identities). The bound 2t2 ln% is called Chang’s bound
[42], which can be proven by several methods, e.g., by hypercontractivity inequalities
[22].

Combining Lemma 2 and (23) yields the following result.
Proposition 2. For0< g <a< %,

W (g, B) < B2 + (Vola) = ® + V/iola = B))”. (24)
In particular, for 0 < g <a = %,

1

W)
5

B) < 62+¢(% = B).

This bound improves the existing bound proven in [43]. Moreover, our bound is
sharp for a = %, 8 = %, and asymptotically sharp for a = %, 87T % The sharpness
fora = 3,8 = i can be seen from that for g = I, W("_l)(i) = ¢(3) = § for
n > 3, which is attained by 1{(z2, .., ) : 2 = 3 = 1}. The asymptotic sharpness for
a= %,ﬁ 0 % can be seen from that if we define A,, = {(z2, .., zy) : \/% S m >}
with lim,, o 7, = Q7 (¢) as a sequence of Hamming balls with volumes asymptot-
ically approaching e, where @ is the Q-function, then we have that for g = % — g,
limp, 00 Willa,] = ¥(Q7'(e)) ~ 2¢2Inl as e | 0 [22], where ¢ is the probability
density function of the standard Gaussian.

As mentioned in Remark 2, in Lemma 2 we have not used the information | f{i}| <g
for all ¢ € [2 : n]. Hence, Lemma 2 (or Proposition 2) cannot provide a good bound
when § is small, since for this case | f{i}| could be significantly larger than S for some
i € [2 : n]. In order to obtain a good bound for this case, we use another method
to derive the following quantitative (non-asymptotic) version of FKN theorem, which
is a consequence of the variant of Khintchine’s inequality proven by Konig, Schiitt,
and Tomczak-Jaegermann [44]. It is worth noting that the variant of Khintchine’s
inequality proven in [44] was also applied by Friedgut, Kalai, and Naor to prove the
original (asymptotic) version of the FKN theorem [19].
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Proposition 3. For 0 < g <a= %,

N 1 1 1 1 1 \2
W 6)<4(\/4(—m>5+%+m) : (25)

Proof. We have that

n

= E[;f{i}Xif(X)} (26)
< E[éf{i}xi 1{;;: JiyXi = 0} (27)
S

< (2« a- ). (28)

where (27) follows since if we relax ( f{i})ie[n} and f to be independent quanti-
ties, then given f{i}, the Boolean function f : x — 1{> 1, f{i}mi > 0} maximizes
the expectation in (26), and (28) follows from the following variant of Khintchine’s

inequality
=] Zcz [ 2tell] < (1-/2) el

with ¢ := (¢1, ¢, ..., C) Wthh was proven by Konig, Schiitt, and Tomczak-Jaegermann
[44]. Solving the inequality in (28), we obtain (25). O

3.2 Further Improvement of Our Bounds on Noise Stability

Based on upper bounds on W (a, 3) (e.g., (24) and (25)), we improve Theorem 3 as
follows.

Theorem 6. Let w(a,B) be an upper bound on W™ (a,B). Then for a,p € (0,1),
MaxStabg(a) < T ,(a), where

T,(a):= sup E[®(a+ pZ)] (29)
BsPzsx
st.0<pf<a,1—a,
0<a+pZ2<1 as.

EZ =0,
E[XZ] =8, (30)
E[Z2] < (1 - p)w(a,ﬂ) + p]E[SZ], (31)
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with

S5 (o)~ (-
Psx (s, x) = a;fza Ezjg i El_a_’ (11’)_1) (32)
G (sa)=(1-a)

Proof. Recall that {fs} are the Fourier coefficients of f. WLOG, we assume |f{1}| >
|f{i}\ forall 2 < ¢ < n. If f{l} > 0, denote 8 := f{l} and X := X;i; otherwise,
8= ff{l} and X := —X;. Hence 8 > 0. Denote

Recall the definitions of S, Z in (7) and (8). Then,

S=f-a=BX+Y+5

Z=BX+Y +pZ

E[XZ] =8

E[SZ] = W1 + pE[SZ], (33)

and (S, X) follows the distribution in (32) (since E[SX] = ). Observe that
AQ] _ Zp2(k W Z 2Wk _ SZ] (34)
k=2

Combining (33), (34), and the fact that W; < w(a, 8), yields that

E[Z?] = W, + p*E[Z?]
< (1= p)Wy + p(W + pE[SZ])
< (1= pw(a, B) + pE[SZ].

Hence MaxStabg(a) < Y ,(a). O

Here w(a, 8) can be chosen as the upper bound in (24) for any a or as the minimum
of the upper bounds in (24) and (25) for a = 1/2. Compared to Theorem 3, the bound
in Theorem 6 is based on a more elaborate analysis, which introduces the maximum
of absolute values of first-order Fourier coefficients as a parameter, i.e., 3, and then
optimizes the bound over all possible 8. To better understand the intuition of Theorem
6, we focus on the case a = 1/2. For this case, if § is close to 1/2, then (30) forces Z
to be almost linearly dependent of the Boolean r.v. X (note that the energy of Z is
controlled under the constraint and (31)). This in turn forces optimal solutions to (29)
close to dictator functions (for which f(X) = 3% and Y = S=2=08=27=X/2
where X = X; or —X; for some i € [n]). On the other hand, if 8 is far from 1/2,
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then w(a, §) becomes relatively small (see (24) and (25)), which, combined with (31),
forces the energy of Z to be small. This in turn decreases the objective function, and
hence, this kind of § is excluded from being optimal to the supremization in (29).

Denote X := {+1}. For simplicity, we next focus on the case a = 1/2, and suppose
that w(B) := w(1/2, B) is continuous in 3 and satisfies the trivial inequality w(3) < %
for all B (since Wy + W1 < E[f?] = a and W = @?). Similarly to the definition of
Ag,m)(a) in (9), for such w(B) and m > 4, we define

m 1
\Ilg ) = 5 Zma?%R Z ps_’:m-q)(ﬁ —+ PZs,a:,i) (35)
Poni>0,  (s,3,1)ESxXX[m]

(8,2,i) ESX X X [m)]

st.0< B <

N | =

Z Ps,x,i = Psx(S,I),V(S,I) €8x X?

1€[m]

E Ps,x,iZs,xi = 07

(s,x,1)ESX X x[m]

E Ps,x,ilZs xi = 5;

(s,x,1)ESX X x[m]

> Ps,a,i(#2mi = P$2s0) < (1= p)w(B). (36)

(8,2,i) ESX X X [m]

1
0< 2 + pZsi < I,V(S,J?,i) €S XA X [m]’

Following proof steps similar to those of Proposition 1, one can show that the
optimization problem in (29) satisfies the following properties. The proof is provided
in Section 10.

Proposition 4. Suppose that® ® is symmetric and continuous on [0,1], and differ-
entiable on (0, 1) whose derivative ®' is increasing and continuous (0, 1), and strictly
concave on (0, 2] Suppose that w(B) is continuous in B and satisfies that w(B) < %
forall 8. For a=1/2,p € (0,1), and m > 4, the following hold.

1. Without loss of optimality, it suffices to restrict that |supp(Pz)| < 7 and
|supp(Pz|s=s,x=z)| < 4 for (s,x) € & x X', which implies that 'I"p(%) = \I/(pm)‘

2. Any optimal solution to the optimization problem in (29) with a = 1/2 (or the
equivalent one in (35)) satisfies E[Z?] = (1 — p)w(B) + pE[SZ].

3. Any optzmal solution to the maximization problem z'n (35) satisﬁes that zy , ; >
Z1a.it3 L for alli,j € [m],x € X such that Z1aq> 2p, 1 <3,

p
4. For even m > 8, there is an optimal solution Psx 7z to the mazimization problem in
(35) such that Psx z(—s,—x,—z) = Psxz(s,x, z) for all (s, z, z), which either satisfies

8This guarantees the existence of the optimal solutions to the optimization problem in (29) or the
equivalent one in (35).
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the LICQ or can be expressed as

1+42B (s,2,2) = (—%, —1,21)
1228 (s,a,2) = (%,-1, 29)
Psxz(s,x,z) = 74 T 2’ ’ (37)
L 425 (s,2,2) = (—%, 1,—29)
1+42B (s,z,2) = (%7 1,—21)
for some z1, zo such that —2—1p <z1 <z < ﬁ.
Define
T,:= max max h(S,z1,2), 38)
P BEl0.1] (21,20)€2 ( ) (
where
. 1 1 1 B 1 B
Z = e <y << —0<p<-4+Z0<g<--=C
{(21, 22) prZ1,Z2,2p, 7p74+2, 7q74 2}7
and

1 1
h(B, 21, 22) == (1= 2p — 2q)2(0) + 2p®(5 + pz1) +2¢2(5 + p22),
with

_ (L =p)(+p—4p%(B) +28(1 + 2p2 — p?))
P= 4(1 + 2p21)(1 + p2z2 — p21 — p?) ’ (39)
_ (A =p)(A+p—4p°w(B) = 28(1 —2pz1 — p*)) (40)
- 4(1 = 2pz2)(1 + pz2 — pz1 — p°) '

Theorem 7. If ® is symmetric and continuous on [0,1] and differentiable on (0,1)
whose derivative @' is increasing and continuous (0,1), and strictly concave on (0, %],
then MaxStabg(3) < T),.

The proof of Theorem 7 is provided in Section 11 which is similar to that of
Theorem 4.

We now focus on the case ® = ®P™. Numerical results show that for the case
® = o™, T, in Theorem 7 (with w(3) taken as the minimum of the upper bounds
in (24) and (25)) is (almost) attained by dictator functions for 0 < p < 0.83, which
means that the threshold p* in Corollary 1 can be further improved to a value around
0.83. It remains to find a proof for this observation in the future. We are also interested
in introducing new techniques to attack the case with p > 0.83, since the optimality
of dictator functions for this case seemingly cannot be proven by our present method.

In following sections, we provide proofs for the results stated above.

4 Proof of Proposition 1

4.1 Statement 2

We use a perturbation method. Suppose Py|g is an optimal solutions to (2) such that
E[Z?] < E[SZ]. We first assume that a + pz = 0 or 1 for all z such that Pz(z) > 0,
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which is equivalent to Z € {—a/p, (1 —a)/p} (with probability one). By (4), we know

that Py(z) = {1 TO 2=/0 b this, we have B[SZ] < /E[Z7E[ST] =
a z=(1—-a)/p
pE[Z?] which contradicts with (5). Hence, our assumption is false, or equivalently,
0 < a+ pz* <1 for some z* such that Pz (z*) > 0.
Let s* be such that Psz(s*,z*) > 0. We next construct a new conditional

distribution Qz|s by setting Q7 s(z|s) = Pzjs(z|s) for all (s,z) # (s*,2*), and

* * * * 1 * *
Qzis(2" =0d|s") = Qzs(2" +0|s™) = §PZ|S(Z Is*),

where § > 0 is small enough such that 0 < a 4 p(z* £ §) < 1. By the choice of ¢,
(3) holds. It is easy to see that (4) still holds. Furthermore, observe that the RHS of
(5) remains unchanged, and the LHS of (5) is continuous in ¢. Hence for sufficiently
small but positive 4, (5) still holds. Since ® is strictly convex, E[®(a + pZ)] increases
after replacing Pz|s with Q7. This contradicts with the optimality of Pz g. This
completes the proof of Statement 2.

4.2 Statement 3

We continue to use a perturbation method to prove Statement 3. Let
(25,6, Ps,i) (s,i)eSx [m] De an optimal solution to the maximization in (9). Let Psz be the
joint distribution induced by (2, Ps,i)(s,i)eSx[m]- By Statement 2, Ep[Z?] =Ep[SZ]
under Pgyz.

Suppose that z_,; > z1_4; for some i,5 € [m]. Then, for a sufficiently
small ¢ > 0, we define a new distribution Qgz by replacing (2_q,P—q,i)
(2—a,isP—ai — €), (Z12a,j>P1-a,j) < (Z1—aj>P1—a; — €) and introducing new points
(2—a,mt1>P—aym+1) < (Z1-a,j> €), (Z1—a,m+1:P1—a,m+1) < (2—a,i>€). We do not change
other parameters. For this new distribution, it is easily seen that the marginal distribu-
tions of Z and S are unchanged. So, constraints in (10)-(11) are still satisfied by Qgsz,
and the value of the objective function induced by sz remains unchanged. As for con-
straint in (12), E[Z?] remains the same, and Eg[SZ]—Ep[SZ] = €(2—ai —21-a,;) > 0.
So, Eq[SZ] > Ep[SZ] = Ep[Z?] = Eq[Z?]. Hence, (12) is satisfied by Qsz,
which further implies that Qgz is an optimal solution to (9). However, by State-
ment 2, Eg[SZ] = Eg[Z?] should hold, which leads to a contradiction. Therefore,
Z_ai < Z1—a,j for all 7,5 € [m]

Suppose that z_q,; < 214, < Z—q; + % for some ¢,j € [m] such that z_,,; >
%‘l, Zl—a; < PT‘I. Then, we define a new distribution Qsz by replacing z_,; <+
Z_qi — € Zl-aj < Z1-a,; + € for some €, > 0 such that p_, e = pi1_q ;€. By
definition, Qsz does not change E[Z], but it enlarges E[SZ] — E[Z?] for small enough
€, ¢ > 0 since

(Eq[SZ] — Eq[Z%]) — (Ep[SZ] — Ep[Z?])
= (p—a,i€a+ P1—q,j€a) — (—P—0q,i€(22_q,i — €) + P1—q,j€ (221-a,; + €))
= pa,i€(l = 2(21-a,j — 2—a,i) — (€ +€)),
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which is positive for small enough ¢,¢ > 0. Hence, Qgz is feasible. On the other
hand, Qsz also enlarges the objective function. This is because, by denoting ®(z) =
®(a+ pz),

Eq[®(2)] — Ep[®(Z)]
=p_a,iP(2_ai — €) + P1-0,jP(21-0,j + €) = P—0,iP(2-0,i) — P1-a,;P(21-0a,;)

Cfl(zl_w- + 6/) — @(zl_mj) fiJ(z_a,i) — (i)(z_a,i — 6)
N - (pfa,ie) c

= (P1-a,j€) -

which is positive since pi_, ;€ = p_q4€, and by the convexity of @,
[D(Zlfa,j"l‘e/)_(i)(zl—a,j) > (i)(zfa.i)_:b(zfa,i_e) (

- - note that z1_,; > z_q,). Hence, Qsz
induces a larger value of the objective function than Psz, which contradicts with
the optimality of Psz. Hence, z1_q; > 2z_q; + % for all i,5 € [m] such that
Z—ai > _TG, Rl—a,j < 1_Ta.

If {z1-aj}tjem = {FT“}, then by (36), {z—a,i}ticpm) = {5*}. Hence, we have
Z = %, and hence, E[Z?] = %E[SZ], which contradicts with E[Z?] < E[SZ]. Therefore,

1=¢ for some j € [m]. Similarly, one can show that z_,; > =+ for some

p

Zl—a,j <
i € [m].

4.3 Statement 4

Suppose that LICQ is not satisfied. Denote (zs,i, Ps,i)(s,i)esx[m] @ an optimal solution
to the maximization in (9). Here and subsequently, we assume the first m components
are indexed by {—a} x [m] and the last m indexed by {1 — a} x [m]. Denote Z :=
{(s,%) : a+pzs; =0} and J := {(s,4) : a+pzs; = 1}. By Statement 3, Z C {—a} x[m]
and J C {1 —a} x [m].

The gradients of the active inequality constraints (including (5) by Statement 2)
and the gradients of the equality constraints constitute the (|Z|+ |J|+4) x 4m matrix

plz 01x2m
—pls 01x2m
= O1%2m (Tism»> O1m)
’ O1x2m (01xm> Tism)
(ps,i)s,i (Z€1)91
_(ps,i(2zs,i - 5))5,1‘ (z?z - st,i)s,i_

Here, I denotes the {0, 1}-matrix of size |Z| x 2m with each row containing exactly one
“17, and the “1” at the r-th row is located at the column indexed by the r-th element
in Z. Obviously, the last m columns of Iz consist of zeros. The matrix I is defined
similarly, and hence, the first m columns of I ;7 consist of zeros. The assumption that
LICQ is not satisfied implies that

A (ps,i)(s,i)E(IUJ)“ (Zs,i - Zs,l)(s,i)GSX[Q:m]

o (ps,i(zzs,i - 8))(s,i)€(IUJ)“ ((Zs,i - Zs,l)(zs,i + Zs,1 — S))(s,i)GSX[Z:m]
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is not of full rank. We next prove this is impossible.

(Ps,i) (s,i)e(zuT)e
(Ps,i(225,i — 8))(s.i)e(zUT)?
know that z_,; = 2z or —a/p and z1_4; = 22 or (1 —a)/p for all i € [m] and
some 21,z such that —a — 2zy = 1 — a — 2z5. Furthermore, since the submatrix

(P—ai)(—a,i)e(zug)e (2—a,i = Z—a,1)ic[2:m]

(pfa,i(2zl + a))(fa,i)e(luj)c ((zfa,i - Z7a71)<zfa7i +2_a1+ a))iE[Z:m]

not of full rank, we know that z_, ;’s are identical for all 7, and combining this with
Statement 3 implies that z_, ; = z; for all ¢ € [m]. Similarly, z1_,,; = 2o for all i € [m].
Additionally, 21, 22 should satisfy E[Z] = 0, E[Z?] = E[SZ], and hence, we have Z = 0
or Z = S. This contradicts with —a — 2z; = 1 — a — 225, which implies that LICQ is
satisfied.

Since the submatrix of G is not of full rank, we

of G is also

5 Proof of Theorem 4

The Lagrangian of the optimization problem in (9) is
L= 3 poa{ (0t pzei) + 0uala+ pzes) + 00,1 = (a+ p200)) + Mszoi — 220) + 120, |
-+ ZNS(ZPS! - PS(S))

Since LICQ is satisfied, the KKT theorem, e.g., [39, Theorem 5.3.1 |, is valid, and then
we obtain the following first-order necessary conditions for (local) optimal solutions:

oL

5y = Psilp(®'(at pzei) +0si = 0,5) T Als = 2253) + 0] = 0

oL / 2

T =®(a+ pZS,i) + QS,i(a + pzs,i) + Gs,i(l —(a+ pzS,i)) + )‘(325,1' - Zs,i) + N2+ s

= D(a+ pzs;) + A(szs,i — z?l) + 125+ s =0
0<a+pzs; <1,¥(s,i) €S x [m)]

Zps,izs,i =0

S,1

Zpsﬂ'(szm — z?l) =0 (41)
S,1

Zps,i = Ps(s),¥s €S

psi > 0,V(s,1) € S x [m)]
Osi(a+pzsi) =0

959,2(1 —a- pzs,i) =0
2>00.0>T

b
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(a) @’ is concave on (0, 3]. (b) @’ is convex on (0, 3].

Fig. 2: Plots of z — p®'(a+ pz), 2= A2z +a) —n,and z = A(2z2+a—1) — 1.

_>
where the equality in (41) follows from Statement 2 of Proposition 1. Here, 6§ 7? > ﬁ
denotes all the components of 6,0’ are nonnegative.
For (s,i) such that —a/p < zs; < (1 —a)/p, we have 0, ; = ¢ ; = 0. Denote
9(s,2) = p®'(a + pz) + A(s — 2z) +1, (42)
G(s,z) := / g(s,t)dt.
0
Hence, for (s,4) such that —a/p < zs; < (1 —a)/p, it holds that
1 oL
- L) =0, 43
P T 9(8, 2s5,3) (43)
and moreover, for all (s, 1), it holds that
oL
Ops i = G(s,2s,) + P(a) + pus = 0. (44)

Equations (43) and (44) imply that given s, for all 2 € {zsi}icim], 9(s,2) is always
equal to 0 and G(s, z) remains the same.

5.1 Statement 1

By assumption, ® is symmetric w.r.t. 5 and @’ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1), and
strictly concave on (0, %] Hence, for each s, g(s,z) = 0 with z unknown has at most
three distinct solutions. For the case of three distinct solutions, denote the solutions
as 21, 29, 23 such that —a/p =: 29 < 21 < 29 < 23 < 24 := (1 — a)/p. Obviously, for
these solutions, the values of G(s, z;) and G(s, z;41) for i € {1,2} are different (note
that G is an antiderivative of g). Hence, given s, z; and z;11 cannot be solutions of
(44) at the same time. This is also true when g(s,z) = 0 (with z unknown) has two
distinct solutions.

On the other hand, by Statement 3 of Proposition 1, for each s, {2, ; }ie[m] contains
at least one solution of (43) and (44). Moreover, the solutions to g(—a, z) = 0 are the

1
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intersection of the curve z — p®’(a + pz) and the line z — A(2z + a) — n (with a
positive slope), and the solutions to g(1 — a, z) = 0 are the intersection points of the
same curve z — p®’(a + pz) and another line z — (22 4+ a — 1) — n which is parallel
to the previous one. See Fig. 2a.

From the points above, we claim that for each s, {zsﬂ-}ie[m] cannot contain two dis-
tinct solutions of (43) and (44). This is because, for example, for s = —a, if {25 }icpm
contains two distinct solutions of (43) and (44), then (43) and (44) must have three
distinct solutions, and the smallest and the largest among them, denoted by 21, 23
respectively, must be contained in {2 ;};c[m]. In this case, all the solutions of (43) and
(44) with s = 1 — a are smaller than z3 (by the observation in the paragraph above),
and hence cannot be contained in {z1_q4,}icm] (by the first part of Statement 3 of
Proposition 1). This contradicts with (the second part of) Statement 3 of Proposition
1. Hence, the claim holds for s = —a. For s = 1 —a, the claim can be proven similarly.

By the claim above,

{z—aitiepm) € {—a/p, 21} and {z1-a,itiepm) S {1 —a)/p, 22}, (45)

where 27 is a solution of (43) and (44) with s = —a, and %3 is a solution of (43) and
(44) with s = 1 —a. By Statement 3 of Proposition 1, 25 —2; > % This means, optimal
solutions Psz to the optimization problem in (9) satisfy

l—a—p s:—a7z:_7a
Psz(s,z) = P SZ_%Z:ZIA
q s=1—a,z=2
-1 — 1l=a
a—q s=1—a,z= 5
for some (p,q,21,22) such that 0 < p < 1—-4a,0 < g < a7—% <3 < %< 1—7“,
22—212%,and
EZ =0, E[SZ]=E[Z?]. (46)

Solving equations in (46) with respect to unknowns (21, 22), we obtain p, ¢ given in
(13) and (14). Since 23 > 21,0 <p <1 —a, and 0 < ¢ < a, we know that

1— )2
22—2127( p)ZQA
1—a—p2

1— )3
22_212_%.
a—+ pz1

Hence, the first part of Statement 1 holds.

We next prove the second part of Statement 1, in which a = 1/2. Denote 4, as the
Dirac measure at 2. For an optimal solution z 4, ps i, (8,4) € Sx[m] to the optimization
problem in (9) which must satisfy (45), we now construct a new distribution Qgz =
Dosi ips,i+ (0s,z., + 0—s,—-,,) which is still optimal for the optimization in (9) with
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m replaced by 2m. Obviously, Qsz should also satisfy (45) since the above arguments
still work when m is replaced by 2m. Hence, Z; 4+ 22 = 0 holds.

5.2 Statement 2

We next consider the case in which ®’ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1), and strictly
convex on (0, 3]. Let 2, ;,ps.i, (s,i) € S x [m] be an optimal solution to the maximiza-
tion problem in (9). We next derive necessary conditions for the optimality of this
solution. For this case, the equation (43) still has at most three distinct solutions.

We first consider the case g(—a,—a/p) > 0 with g defined in (42). For this case,
at (s,z) = (—a,—a/p), psl,i %’( ot g(—a,—a/p) 460 > 0. Hence, {2_q,i}icim]
does not contain —a/p, and does contain at most two distinct solutions of (43) and
(44) with s = —a (by arguments similar to those in the previous subsection).

We now claim that if g(—a,—a/p) > 0, and meanwhile, {z_4;}icm] contains
exactly two distinct solutions of (43) and (44) (with s = —a), then {z_4i}icim) =
{Z,b— z} with b = 1_—p2a for some Z > —a/p, and moreover, {21_qi}ic[m is a single-
ton. We next prove this claim. If {z_, ; };e[m] contains exactly two distinct solutions of
(43) and (44) (with s = —a), then g(—a, z) = 0 has three distinct solutions, denoted
by —a/p < z1 < z2 < 23 < (1 —a)/p, and the solutions contained in {z_4;}icm] are
21, 23. See Fig. 2b. Moreover, by the facts that G is an antiderivative of g and @' is
symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, it holds that G(—a, z1) = G(—a, z3) only if a+ pz; +a+pz3 =1
(since only in this case, the two areas enclosed by the curve z — p®’(a + pz) and the
line z — A(2z+a)—n have the same size). In this case, by Statement 3 of Proposition 1,
for s = 1—a, {21-a,i }ie[m] only contain (1—a)/p and/or the largest solution 23 to (43)
and (44) with s =1 —a. If 23 < (1 —a)/p, obviously, G(—a, 23) > G(1 —a, (1 —a)/p),
and hence, Z3 and (1 — a)/p cannot be solutions to (44) at the same time. Hence,
{#1-a,i }iem) 1s a singleton and {z_q i }ic[m) = {Z,b—Z} for some Z > —a/p, completing
the proof of the claim.

We next consider the case g(—a,—a/p) < 0. We claim that for this case,
{2-a,i}icim) is a singleton. We next prove it. For this case, the equation (43) has at
most two distinct solutions in (—a/p, (1 — a)/p). Since adjacent solutions cannot be
both contained in {z_4 }ic[m], only one solution can be contained in {z_4 i }ic[m. In
other words, {2_q,i}ic[m) € {—a/p, 2} for some solution Z. Suppose that {z_4; }ic[m] =
{—a/p,z} with Z > —a/p. For this case, by the fact that G is an antiderivative of g, we
have that G(—a, —a/p) = G(—a, %) only if g(—a,z) = 0 has two distinct solutions in
(—a/p,(1—a)/p), denoted by —a/p < z1 < 22 < (1 —a)/p, and the solution contained
in {z_q,i}ic[m) is z2. Moreover, G(—a, —a/p) = G(—a, z2) if and only if the two areas
enclosed by the curve z — p®’(a 4 pz) and the lines z — A(2z +a) —n and z = —a/p
have the same size. However, since ®’ is symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, the area at the left side
of z = 21 is strictly larger than the one at the right side (note that zs is strictly smaller
than (1 — a)/p by Statement 3 of Proposition 1). This leads to a contradiction, and
hence, {2_a,i }ie[m is a singleton and moreover, {z_4i}ic[m = {Z} with Z > —a/p.

By symmetry, similar conclusions can be drawn for s = 1 — a. Summarizing
these points, optimal solutions to the maximization problem in (9) satisfy that

{Z—a,i}ie[m] - {Zab - 2}’ {Zl—a,i}ie[m] C {27b - 2}5 and {Z—a,i}ie[m] or {Zl—a,i}ie[m]
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is a singleton, where b = 1_[)2“, —a/p <2< % < 2 < (1= a)/p. Moreover, 2z > bJrTl
if {2_4,i}icim) has size 2, and Z < bg—l if {21-a,i}ic[m) has size 2. We next divide the
rest of the proof to three cases.

Case 1: We first consider the case in which both {z_q i }iefm] and {z1_a,i}icm) are
singletons. Solving EZ = 0,[E[SZ] = E[Z?] yields Z = 0 or Z = S with probability one.
By Statement 3 of Proposition 1, Z = 0 is not an optimal solution to the optimization
problem in (9). On the other hand, Z = S results in the following value of the program:

E[®@(a+ pS)] = (1 —a)®(a+ p(—a)) + a®(a + p(1 — a)).

Case 2: We next consider the case in which {z_4 i }ic[m) is of size 2 and {21 _4,i }ic[m)
is a singleton. In this case, the optimal solution to the optimization problem in (9) is

l-a—p s=—-a,z=2
Psz(s,z)=4p s=—a,z=b—2
a s=1—a,z=2

for some (p, Z,2) such that 0 < p < 1—a,—a/p <2< 2 <2< (1—a)/p,and 2 > &L
Solving EZ = 0,E[SZ] = E[Z?] yields the feasible solution satisfying 2 > %! which

is given by
1, /A
z=—-(\/— 1 4
z 2(”a+b+ ), (47)

p=_ al — (Qa((li)j—;; 2%) +22) (48)

with A = a(b? — 4bz +2b+42%2 + 1) +42(b— 2). To ensure A > 0,p > 0, it is required

that z < _2'(151::;) Hence, the optimal value of the program for this case is f‘p(a).
Case 3: We lastly consider the case in which {21 4 i}icim) is of size 2 and

{#_a,i}iepm] is a singleton. In this case, the optimal solution to the optimization

problem in (9) is

l—a s=—-a,z=2

|

>
|

W

Psy(s,2)=4p s=1-a,z=

N>

a—p s=1—a,z=

for some (p, Z, 2) such that 0 < p < a,—a/p <2< 3 <2< (l1—a)/p,and 2 < 51 B
symmetry, substituting a < 1 — a, 2 < —2,% < —Z (which implies b +— —b) into (47
and (48), we obtain the optimal p, Z for this case, which results in the value fp( 1—a
of the program. Hence, the first part of Statement 2 holds.

For a = 1/2, we have b = 0 and both _2((151;2(;) and c are equal to —1/2. Hence,
Z = —1/2 is the unique feasible solution to the supremization in (15), which results in
the value @(%). Furthermore, for a = 1/2, E[®(a + pS)] is the same value. Hence,
the second part of Statement 2 follows.

—_—
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6 Proof of Corollary 1

Excluding the trivial cases, we assume p € (0, p*]. By definition, & = ®%¥™ with
a € (1,2) satisfies the assumption in Statement 1 of Theorem 4, which means that
Statement 1 of Theorem 4 can be applied to this case. For a = 1/2, we have z1+29 = 0,
which further implies p = ¢. From (21, z3) € Z, we know f% <z < f%. Denote the

bound in (2) for ® = O™ as f(pa) (a) where « € [1,2). Then, by the monotonicity of
O™ in o, we have for a € (1,2),

(@, 1y .
p (5)72311_%2??_%%(21),

=1, 1 —
)<
L, (3) hglF

where

1
ha(z1) == 2P<I’Zym(§ + p21)

1—p com L
PSY™(— .
(5 20m)(1—p—2pm) 0 (5 TP

We now swap the limit and maximization. Denote {ar} as a decreasing
sequence with limit 1. Denote z;j; as an optimal solution to the optimization
max_ 1., < 1 ha(z1) with @ = «. By passing to a subsequence, we assume

that {z1 1} converges to some z{. Then, by the continuity of ho(z1) in (o, z1),
fiak)(%) = ha,(21,6) = hi(2]) < max_i. < 1 hi(z1), which implies f;l)(%) <
max_ 1. <1 h(z1), with h(z1) := hi(21) for brevity. More explicitly,

L—p (5 + =) low( + p22) + (3 — p22) loa(5 — paa)).

h =
@)= G i, —2m G 2 2

To compute the maximum of h(z1) over f% <z < —i, we take its derivative which

is a standard technique. That is,

. —p(1 = p)pp(z1)
Wia) = (1+2p21)%(1 - ;— 2p21)*

where
2 1 2 1
@p(21) = ((1 = 2pz1)" — 2p) 105(5 = pz1) = (1 + 2pz1) log(g + pz1).

We claim that A is non-increasing given p € (0, p*]. We next prove it. It is easy to
verify that

2 2 1—2pz
(o) = 8p*(p + (1 — 2pz1)? log(175521)) -
’ (1 —2pz)? -
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PR . r(_1y _ 4pg(p)
Hence, ¢’ is increasing. Furthermore, ¢/,(—5) = i where

g9(p) == —(1—p% log(l_Tp) — (14 p)? 10g(1#) -1

It is easy to verify that g”(p) < 0, and g(0), g(3) > 0. Hence, g(p) > 0 (i.e., @L(—%)
0) for p € (0, 5]. Combining this with the fact that ¢/, is increasing gives ¢/ (21) >
for z; € [-1,0] and p € (0, 1]. Hence, for p € (0, 3], ¢, is increasing on [—1,0].

Recall ¢(p) defined in (16), and observe that ¢,(—3) = ¥(p). We now prove
P(p) > 0 for p € [0, p*]. It is easy to verify "' (p) > 0, and hence ¢’ (p) is convex. Also,
¥'(0) > 0,9'(3) < 0. Hence, ¢/ is first-positive-then-negative® on [0, 1], which means
that ¢ is first-increasing-then-decreasing on [0, 1]. Observe that ¢(0),%(p*) = 0 and
p* € [0, 1]. Hence ¥(p) > 0 for p € (0, p*], i.e., p,(—3) = 0.

Combining the facts that ¢, is increasing and ¢,(—3) > 0 for p € (0, p*] yields
that ¢,(21) > 0 for 2; € [~3,0] and p € (0, p*]. It means that A’(21) < 0 and hence h
is non-increasing given p € (0, p*|, completing the proof of the claim above.

Therefore, by the claim above,

>
0

1+p 1+p
1 .
L) log(—)

TV < h-3) = (5 D) loa(*5 ) +

Observe that the most RHS above is attained by dictator functions, which completes
the proof.

7 Proof of Corollary 2

Excluding the trivial cases, we assume p € (0,1). We next prove Corollary 2. The
case a € (1,2) is implied immediately by Lemma 1 and Corollary 1. For « € [2, 5], by
Lemma 1, it suffices to only prove the case a = 5.

For a = 1/2 and ®(t) = t* + (1 — t)® with @ = 5, similarly as in Section 16,
by applying Statement 1 of Theorem 4, we have z; + 2o = 0, and hence p = g,
—% <zn < —%, and

_ 1 1 1
1",,(5) = sup 2[5 —P+P‘I’(§ + pz1)]
—3<z1<-%
with p = 2(17p72;;’)’(1+2p21). Denoting z = —2pz; € [4,p], we have T (3) =

Supg <<, h(z), where

_ —p+5(p—1)z23 +5(p—1)22 + 15pz + 2+ 1
B 16(—p+2z+1) '

h(z) :

9We say a function f is first-positive-then-negative if there exists some real number a such that f(z) >0
for x < a and f(z) < 0 for x > a. We can define a function to be first-negative-then-positive, first-
increasing-then-decreasing, and first-decreasing-then-increasing in a similar way.
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By taking derivatives and using the standard arguments, it can be observed that h(z)

is non-decreasing. Hence T',(a) = h(p) = @(%), completing the proof. We next

provide the details on how to take derivatives to show that h(z) is non-decreasing.
5¢(2)

T p ot where

Taking derivative for h, we have h'(z) =

o(z) ==3(p—Dp+2(p—1)2> + (=3p> + Tp— 4)2* — 2(p — 1)z.

Taking derivative again, we further have ¢'(z) = =2(1 — p)(3z+ 1)(1 —p+ 2) < 0.
Hence, ¢(z) is non-increasing, which implies that ¢(2) > p(p) = (1 — p)3p > 0, i.e.,
h'(z) > 0. Therefore, h(z) is non-decreasing.

8 Proof of Corollary 3

Excluding the trivial cases, we assume p € (0,1).

8.1 Case of a € (1,2)
Here, we denote ®(t) = t* with o € (1,2). Observe that ® is concave. By Theorem
5, for a = 1/2,
1 1 L 11 .
Lp(5)= sup p(5+p21)* + 5(5 + pz2)”
2 0<zp <1 2 2°2
S22535

where p, z2 are defined in (17) and (18). Now we consider p as a free variable, and
solving (17) and (18) w.r.t. 21, 22, we obtain two solutions:

21 _ p(1=2p—p)=T(p)
1 2(1+2p)pp  ?
{Zu) _ 3r-p)+T0)
2 - (1+2p)p
and
22 _ p(=2p—p)+T(p)
1 2(1+2p)pp
{Z@) _ 3op-p)-T(w)
2 (1+2p)p
where

T(p) = Vpp2 - 2p+p?) +p - 1).
To ensure the term in the square root above is nonnegative, it is required that

1—p

— < p<
2—2p+ p? =P=

DO =

Observe that given p, pz; + 322 remains the same for (zgl), zél)) and (252), 252)), and

moreover, z§1) < 29) < zéz) < zél). By the convexity of ®, we have that (zgl),zél))
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leads to a larger value of p(3 + pz1)* + 3 (5 + pz2)® than (z§2), z( )) Hence,
fp(%) < sw o ha(p)
where
ha(p) = plg +poi) + 55 + 9V
_ (2* p)P—T()\o 1, 1+pp+T(p).
ey T
Define
p(a,p) == —Ap)D(p)*~* - @ +C(p)
where
A(p) = pl(=1+6p)(1 — p) + 2pp” — 2(2 — p)T(p)]
B(p) :==[(2-p)p—T(p)]2(1 +2p) (p)
C(p) = pl(3 — 2p — 8p°)(1 — p) — 4p?p” + 4p(2 — p)T(p)]
(pp+1+T(p))2p
PO = =)
It is easy to verify that A(p), B(p), D(p) > 0 for 2712% <p< % Then,
4 _2=pp—T(p) a1 —ap(a,p)
g ® = 2(1+ 2p)p 4(1+2p)?pT(p) (49)

Recall that the function 6 is defined in (20). Obviously, it holds that 0‘1(};—5) >1
for0<p<1.
Lemma 3. For §~'(12 b)<a<2and m

By this lemma and (49) for 6~ ( p) < a < 2, hq is non-decreasing for

< p< 3, we have p(a, p) < 0.

1—p <
2—2p+p? =
p < L, which further implies that T,(1) < ha(3). Observe that ho (L) = 10(152) +
19( 1;”) ) is the ®-stability of dictator functions. Hence, I',(3) el(S ?ttained by dictator
1-0(x
14+0(a)
the proof of Corollary 3 for the case « € (1,2). Hence, the rest is to prove the lemma
above.

functions for 9*1(%) < a < 2 (or equivalently, for p < ), which completes

Proof of Lemma 3. Since A(p), B(p), D(p) > 0, by definition, given p, ¢(c,p) is con-
cave in «. It is easy to verify that ¢(1,p) = 0. Hence, given p, one of the following
two statements is true: 1) ¢(a,p) < 0 for any a > 0; 2) the equation p(«,p) = 0 with
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unknown « has exactly two distinct solutions, 1 and a*(p) > 0. If the first statement
is true, then Lemma 3 holds for such p. Hence, it suffices to consider the case in which
the second statement is true.

If p satisfies that a*(p) < 1, by the concavity of ¢(«, p) in «, we have that p(«, p) <
0 for any o > 1. Hence, Lemma 3 holds for such p.

We next consider the case a*(p) > 1. Similarly, by the concavity of ¢(a,p) in
a, we have that ¢(a,p) < 0 for any o > a*(p). Hence, Lemma 3 holds for o >

sup_ o, <p<) a*(p). To determine the supremization here, we need the following
2152 SPS

technical lemma. Its proof is deferred to Section 8.1.1.

Lemma 4. For any m < p < 1 such that 1 < a*(p) < 2, we have dipa*(p) > 0.

By the lemma above, sup et <p<} @ *(p) = a*(3). It is easy to check that
af(3) =6 ( £). Hence Lemma 3 holds for o > 671(3 %)
Comblmng all the cases above completes the proof of Lemma 3. O

8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 4

8 8

Denote ¢1(a,p) := 55 ¢(, p) and pa(a, p) := 5, ¢(a, p). By the assumption o (p) > 1,
the definition of « ( ), and the concavity of <p(a p) in «, we have ¢1(a*(p),p) < 0.

By the implicit function theorem,

4y = 22 0]

[0 p =
dp e1(a*(p),

Hence, it suffices to show s (a*(p),p) > 0.
Observe that

p2(a,p) = =A'(p)D(p)*~" — (a = 1)A(p)D(p)* D' (p) — #

+C'(p)  (50)

Since o = o*(p) is a solution, i.e., p(a*,p) = 0, we obtain A(p)D(p)® ~* = C(p) —
%. Substituting it into (50) with a replaced by a*, we obtain

B'p)

pa(a”,p) = —A'(p)D(p)* ' — (a* — 1)A(p)D(p)* ~D'(p) — +C’(p)

= _A(p)D(p)oc*—l (M + (o — 1)D/(p)) . B'(p) +C'(p)

A(p) D(p) a*
——(ct) - 2 (4B + @ -0 T ) - 2 e
= (b(a*vp)? (5].)
where
._ A'(p) D'(p)\ ,  Blp) (A'(p) D'(p) B'p)
otonp) = =C) (G5 + = D505) + = (07 ~ 5oy~ Bu))



- - <0 (52)

see details below. Hence, given 2_12% <p< %, ¢(a, p) is concave in a > 0.

On the other hand, using Mathematica, it is easy to show that ¢(1,p) = 0, #(2,p) >
0 for 2712%& < p < 3. Hence, ¢(ar,p) > 0 for 1 < o < 2 and 2.712% < p < 4, which,
combined with (51), implies @o(a*(p),p) > 0 since by assumption, 1 < o*(p) < 2.
This completes the proof of Lemma 4.

For completeness, we next provide proof details of (52). Observe that

A(p) D'(p) B'p) p(F(p) + E()T(p))

A(p)  D(p) Blp) 22p+1)T(p)*pp+1+T(p)Ap)’

where

E(p) := —16(2p* — 9p> 4+ 17p? — 16p + 6)p°
—8(p* + p* —10p% + 14p — T)p? = 8(p* — p* = 2p+2)p — 2(p — 1)?,

and

F(p) := —16(2p° — 11p* + 27p* — 36p* + 26p — 8)p*
— 4(20° + 4p* — 39p% + 86p* — 83p + 32)p?
—4(3p" —4p> = 5p" + 13p = T)p* = (p = 1)*(5p +4)p — (p— 1)*.

Using Mathematical®, one can show that F(p) < 0 and F(p)? > E(p)*T(p)? for
)

2712;’;2 <p< 4% (and 0 < p < 1). Hence, F(p) + E(p)T(p) < 0, which in turn implies

(52).

8.2 Case of a € [2, 3]

For a € [2,3], by Lemma 1, to prove Corollary 3, it suffices to prove the case o = 3.
Here we let ®(t) = t3. Observe that @' is convex. By Remark 1, we have I',(a) =
SUPp<z,<a g(z2), where

9(2) :=a—p+pla—pzn)’+ (1 -a)a—pz)’
with

a2 - (1)
a— pzo ’

19The code can be found in the link https://www.dropbox.com/s/kl13157wfuwaw7c/code.nb?dl1=0
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(e’
1—a+p2zo — (1 —a+ pz)?

p

For a = 1/2, by defining z = 2pz5 € [0, p], we have fp(a) = SUpy<,<, I(2), where

z,  1—(1—4p)z— (20> +2p+1)2* — (1 — 2p)z>

W) = 0(5) e

By standard arguments, it can be shown that A'(z) > 0; see details below. Hence,
h(z) is increasing, which implies T'p(a) = h(p) = 1®(12) + 1&(152). Note that the
most RHS is attained by dictator functions, completing the proof.

For completeness, we next provide proof details of h'(z) > 0. Taking derivative, we

have h/(z) = %, where
() = (1-2p)2% + (p* +4p — 1)2% — (20> +2p + 1)z + 2p.
Taking derivative again, we have
¢'(2) = (3-6p)z22 +2(p* +4p— 1)z —2p> —2p— 1.

For p < 1/2, ¢'(2) is convex in z. Hence for this case, ¢'(z) < max{¢’(0), ¢ (p)} < 0.
For p > 1/2, ¢/(2) is increasing in z for z < p < %. Hence for this case,
¢'(z) < ¢'(p) < 0. Combining these two cases, ¢’(z) < 0 and hence ¢(z) is decreasing
for p € [0,1]. Hence ¢(2) > ¢(p) = (1 — p)3p > 0, which implies 1/(z) > 0.

9 Proof of Lemma 2

Let B be the support of f. Hence |B| = a2™. Denote A; := {x : 21 = 1} and A§ :=
{-1,1}"\\4; = {x : 21 = —1}. Then by definition, |[B N A;| = #2”. Let A C Ay
be an arbitrary subset such that BN .A; C A and |A| = a2™. Denote g := 14,h :=
H{x e {-1,1}"1:(1,x) € A, (1,x) ¢ B}, and | := 1{x € {-1,1}""1: (-1,x) € B}.
Then Eh = El = %2”. Moreover, f = g—h-1{x; = 1} +1-1{zy = —1}, and hence,
fs =45 — %ﬁs\{l} + %ZS\{1}7V8 C [n]. Note that h and [ are Boolean functions on
the (n — 1)-dimensional space. Hence, their Fourier coefficients hs,ls,S C [2 : n] are
also defined on the (n — 1)-dimensional space. By the Minkowski inequality,

n n

) 1. 1.
Wilfl =87 =>_fiy = (9 - Shiy + §l{i})2

=2 =2
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< (\/W(")(a) —a? 4+ /W0 - 5))2

where (53) follows by the facts that gy = a and Wylh] = Y7, ﬁ%i},Wl[l] =
S, l?i} since the Fourier coefficients of h,[ are defined on the (n — 1)-dimensional
space. Therefore, (21) holds.

By Parseval’s theorem, W (™ (a) < a — a?. Substituting this into (21) and special-
izing (21) to the case a = %, we obtain (22). On the other hand, this upper bound is
attained by the Boolean function

f(x)=1{x:21 =1, (22, 23,....,2,) € At + I{—x: 21 =1, (22,23, ..., x,) € A}

for some A C {—1,1}"~! such that 14 attains W™= (1 — k). This can be seen from
the fact that

flx) = L0

- Z gSXS(an"vxn) — I Z QSXS(.ﬁQ,..,Z‘n)

SC[2:n]:|S| odd SC[2:n]:|S| even

where {gs} are Fourier coefficients of g(zs, .., 2n) = 14(22, .., xy).

10 Proof of Proposition 4

The proofs of Statements 1-3 are exactly the same as those of Statements 1-3 of
Proposition 1. Here we only provide the proof idea for Statement 4, and omit the
details since it is similar to that of Statement 4 of Proposition 1. For even m >
8, denote (zs,z,i, Ps,x,i)(s,,i)eSxx x[m] @S an optimal solution to the maximization in
(9) such that z_s _4; = —Zs 44, P—s,—wi = Psu, for all (s,z,7). Such an optimal
solution always exists since for any optimal solution (Zs.z,i, Ps,z,i) (s,2,i)eSx X x[m/2] tO
the optimization problem in (9) with m < m/2, we can construct a desired distribution
Pyxz = Zs,m,i %ﬁs)m(&@,gs,m,i +0_s,—2,-%.,,), which is optimal for the optimization
in (35) and meanwhile satisfies Psxz(—s, —z,—z) = Psxz(s,z, z) for all (s, z, z).

Suppose that LICQ is not satisfied by the solution (zse.i;Ps,z.i)(s,2,i)eSx X x[m]-
Denote

Z:={(s,x,%) : a+ pzsp; =0} and J := {(s,2,7) : a + pzs 4, = 1}.
By Statement 3, we can write Z = Z- UZ" and J = J~ U J7T for some I~ C
{(=a,=1)} x [m], I+ C {(=a,1)} x [m], T~ C {(1 —a,~1)} x [m], and J* C

{(1—a,1)} x [m]. The gradients of the active inequality constraints (including (36) by
Statement 2) and the gradients of the equality constraints constitute the (|Z| + | 7|+
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5) x (4m) matrix

PII 01><2m
*PIJ 01><2m
01><2m (lem7 01><m)
G:= 01><2m (lem,yllxm)
(ps,m,i)s,m,i (Zs,:c,i)s,m,i
(xps,m,i)s,x,i (xzs,m,i)s,:c,i
_(ps,m,i(2zs,m,i - ps))s,m,i (Zg,z,i - pszs,m,i)s,m,i_

The assumption that LICQ is not satisfied implies that G is not of full rank, or
equivalently,

R (Ps,~1,i)(s,i)e(@-UT~)e 01 x (2m—|Z+|—|T+]) A7 Orxo(m-1)
Gi= O1x(2m—I7-|-17-)) (Ps,1,1) s.)e(T+UT+)e Oixom-1) AT
(ps,—l,i(QZs,—l,i - PS))(s,i)e(IfuJ*)c (ps,1,i(225,1,i - PS))(s,i)e(ﬁuJﬂc B~ Bt

is not of full rank where

AT =

BT =
Bt .=

(

AT = (25,1, — 2s,1,1) (5,1) €S x [2:m] s
(25,1, = 25,-1,1) (25,1, + Z5,-1,1 = PS))(s,0)eS x[2:m)>
(

Zs,1,i — 25,1,1) (25,1, + 25,11 — PS)) (s,0) €8x [2:m)

We next prove that under this condition, there is an optimal solution of the form in
(37).

We first prove that for each (s,z), zs 4 ;'s are identical for all ¢ € [m]. Since the
submatrix

(p*%»*Li)(*%’i)G(I*UJ*)C (Z—%,—l,i - 27%,71,1)16[2:m]
(p—%,—l,i(zz—%,—l,i + p%))(—%,i)e(l*uj*)“ ((eo1 1, —2-1 12 Zoiqitzor ot p%))iE[Q:m]

2> 207

N

of G is not of full rank (due to that ps,; > 0 for all s,z,7), we know that 211,
are identical for all ¢ € [m]. Similarly, the same conclusion holds for other pairs (s, ).

Therefore, Z is a function of (S, X), or equivalently, can be expressed in the form
of (37).

11 Proof of Theorem 7

The Lagrangian of the optimization problem in (35) is

1

1 1
L= Zps,x,i{(b(i + sz,x,i) + 93735,7;(5 + pzs,x,i) + 9;7%1-(1 — (5 —+ pzs,ac,i))

S,x,t
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FA(SZi = i+ (L= )(B)) + 2 + 1 (3Z0i — B)}

+ Zﬂs,x(zps,m,i - PSX(Sa l‘))

Note that the distribution in (37) (by choosing proper z1, z2 so that it is feasible to the
program in (35)) is also feasible in the program (38) (specifically, which corresponds
top = % + g,q = % — g) Hence the objective value induced by this solution is no
more than T,. From this observation and Statement 4 of Proposition 4, it suffices to
consider the case in which the LICQ is satisfied for some symmetric optimal solution
such that Psxz(—s,—x,—2) = Psxz(s,x, z) for all (s, x, z). We next prove the desired
result for this case.

By the KKT theorem, we have the following first-order necessary conditions for

(local) optimal solutions:For even m > 8,

oL 1
O0Zs 3i = psyz,i[P(@/(ﬁ +pzs i) t0s20 — 0;:&1) + A(s =225 04) + 0+ n’m} =0
oL 1
=®(5 + pzszi) + )‘(pszs,z,i - Z?,z,i + (1 = p)w(B))
3ps,x,i 2

+ NZs,xz,i + 77/(9025,35,2‘ - B) + Hs.a = 0

1
0< 3 +pzszi < LV(s,x,i) € S x X x [m]

E Ps,x,i%s,x,i = 07

S,x,1

Zps,x,ixzs,x,i = ﬁa

S,x,1

D Powi(Zai — p5zemi) = (1= plw(B).
S,x,t

Zps,x,i = Psx(s,x),V(s,z) € S x X,
Ds,zi > 0,Y(s,2,7) € S x X x [m)]

1
05,1,1’(5 + pzs,z,i) =0

/

1
05,1,1’(5 - pZSJ,i) =0
2>00.9>7.

For (s,z,4) such that —ﬁ < Zsgi < 2—1’), we have 05 ,; =60, , =0, and hence,

S,x,t

1 oc

Ds,x,i azs,m,i

=9(8,252,i) =0 (54)
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oL
aps,w,i

1
= G(5,25,,0) + 2(5) + AL = p)w(B) — B+ pse=0,  (55)
where
! 1 !
9(s,,2) = p/ (5 + p2) + A(s = 22) + 1+,

G(s,z,2) ::/ g(s,x, z)dz.
0

Equations (43) and (44) imply that given (s,z), g(s,x, z) is always equal to 0 and
G(s,r, z) remains the same for all 2 € {25 2 }ic[m]-

By assumption, ® is symmetric w.r.t. % and @’ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1),
and strictly concave on (0, %] Hence, for each (s, ), g(s,x, z) = 0 with z unknown has
at most three distinct solutions. By the same argument used in the proof of Theorem
4, we have that given (s,z), z; and z;11 cannot be solutions of (55) at the same time.
Moreover, if given (s,z), the set {244 }ic[m] contains two distinct solutions of (54)
and (55), then in this case, (54) and (55) must have three distinct solutions, and the
smallest and the largest among them, denoted by z1, 23 respectively, are contained
in {2s.0,i}icm)- Since G is the integral of g and G(s,z,21) = G(s,x,23) and &’ is
symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, we have z; + z3 = 0. Hence, one of the following three cases
could occur for some 21, Z5.

Case 1: {Z—%,—l,i}ie[m] < {*217,,21} and {Z%,—l,i}ie[m] C {2, ﬁ}
Case 2: {z_%)_u}ie[m] C{—%1,%} and {2%7_1’1»}1-6[771] C {ﬁ}
Case 3: {Zfé,fl,i}iG[m] < {_ﬁ} and {Z%,fl,i}ie[m] C {2, 2%}

Since by assumption, the optimal solution Psxz is symmetric in the sense that
Psxz(—s,—x,—2) = Psxz(s,w,z) for all (s,z,2), the values of {21} (s,i)esx[m] are
determined by {zs —1,i}(s,i)esx[m]- Specifically, for Case 1, Psx 7 can be expressed as

12” —p (s,2,%2) :i(—%,—L—ﬁ)
p (S,.’IJ,Z) :i(_la_1721)
PSXZ(S T Z) = _ 2
) & 142ﬁ —q (s,x,z)zi(%,—l,ﬁ)
q (S,.’IJ,Z) :i(%a_laé?)

Solving EZ = 0, E[X Z] = f3 gives the solution p, g in (39) and (40) with 21 < %1, 23 +
Z9. This solution yields T .

For Case 2,
1J§fﬁ —-p (s,z,2)= :I:(—%, —1,—%1)
Psxz(s,z,2) =< p (s,2,2) = :I:(—%, —1,%)
1-25 (s,2,2) = £(3,—1, 55)
Solving EZ = 0,E[X Z] = 8 gives 4 = — 55252240~ However, for this case, E[Z?] —

PE[SZ] > (1—p)/4, which is strictly larger than (1—p)G(B) for 5 € [0,1/2). Moreover,
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E[Z?%] — pE[SZ] = (1 — p)/4 holds only if 3 = p = 1/2. For the case f =p =1/2, we
have zgp = 1/2, which corresponds to the case in which the Boolean functions are in
fact the dictator functions. This feasible solution is also feasible in the program (38)
(specifically, which corresponds to 5 =p = 1/2, —2z; = 2z = 1/2). Hence the objective
value induced by this solution is no more than Tp.

Similarly to Case 2, it can be checked that the objective value for Case 3 is also no
more than T,. (In fact, Case 3 is the same to Case 2 if we replace 8 + —3, X + —X
in Case 2. Note that, in this equivalent setting, 8 is nonpositive.)
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