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Abstract
Given a convex function Φ : [0, 1] → R and the mean Ef(X) = a ∈ [0, 1],
which Boolean function f maximizes the Φ-stability E[Φ(Tρf(X))] of f? Here X
is a random vector uniformly distributed on the discrete cube {−1, 1}n and Tρ
is the Bonami-Beckner operator. Special cases of this problem include the (sym-
metric and asymmetric) α-stability problems and the “Most Informative Boolean
Function” problem. In this paper, we provide several upper bounds for the max-
imal Φ-stability. When specializing Φ to some particular forms, by these upper
bounds, we partially resolve Mossel and O’Donnell’s conjecture on α-stability
with α > 2, Li and Médard’s conjecture on α-stability with 1 < α < 2, and
Courtade and Kumar’s conjecture on the “Most Informative Boolean Function”
which corresponds to a conjecture on α-stability with α = 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.

Keywords: Mossel–O’Donnell Conjecture, Courtade–Kumar Conjecture, Li–Médard
Conjecture, Most Informative Boolean Function, Noise Stability, FKN Theorem,
Boolean Function
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1 Introduction
Let X be a random vector uniformly distributed on the discrete cube {−1, 1}n. Let
Y ∈ {−1, 1}n 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.
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each component of X with the same probability 1−ρ
2 . Here, ρ ∈ [0, 1] corresponds to

the correlation coefficient between each component of X and the corresponding one
of Y. Let Tρ be the noise operator (or the Bonami-Beckner operator) which acts on
Boolean functions f : {−1, 1}n → {0, 1} such that Tρf(x) = E[f(Y)|X = x]. Let
Φ : [0, 1]→ R be a continuous and strictly convex function.
Definition 1. For a Boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → {0, 1}, the Φ-stability of f with
respect to (w.r.t.) correlation coefficient ρ is defined as

StabΦ[f ] = E[Φ(Tρf(X))].

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

EntΦ(f(Y)) := E[Φ(f(Y))]− Φ(Ef(Y)),

the conditional Φ-entropy of f(Y) given X as

EntΦ(f(Y)|X) := E[Φ(f(Y))]− EXΦ(E[f(Y)|X])

= E[Φ(f(Y))]− StabΦ[f ],

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

IΦ(f(Y);X) := EntΦ(f(Y))− EntΦ(f(Y)|X)

= StabΦ[f ]− Φ(Ef(Y)) = EntΦ(Tρf(X)). (1)

Hence, given the expectation of f , StabΦ[f ] is equal to the Φ-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., ρ = 1),
StabΦ[f ] = E[Φ(f(X))] which is also fixed. Hence, StabΦ[f ] also quantifies the change
of the Φ-entropy of f after taking the noise operator.

In fact, the Φ-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 Q w.r.t. another probability
distribution P , EntΦ(g) corresponds to a generalized relative entropy (called the “f -
divergence”) from Q 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 Φ-stability, the noise stability problem is formulated as follows.
Definition 2. The maximal Φ-stability w.r.t. volume a ∈ [0, 1] is defined as

MaxStabΦ(a) = max
f :{−1,1}n→{0,1},Ef=a

StabΦ[f ].

By the relation in (1), determining the maximal Φ-stability w.r.t. volume a ∈ [0, 1]
is equivalent to determining the maximum IΦ(f(Y);X) over all Boolean functions
with Ef = a.
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We next consider two common instances of Φ. For α ≥ 1, define Φα,Φ
sym
α : [0, 1]→

R as

Φα(t) := t lnα(t) and Φsym
α (t) := t lnα(t) + (1− t) lnα(1− t).

where 0 lnα(0) := 0, and the function lnα : (0,+∞)→ R for α ∈ R is defined as

lnα(t) :=

{
tα−1−1
α−1 , α 6= 1

ln(t), α = 1

and is known as the α-logarithm (or q-logarithm) introduced by Tsallis [4], but with a
slight reparameterization. Note that Φα(t) and Φsym

α (t) are non-decreasing in α given
t ∈ [0, 1] (since so is lnα(t)), and Φ1 and Φsym

1 (with α = 1) is the continuous exten-
sion of the ones with α > 1. For brevity, we term the maximal Φα-stability and the
maximal Φsym

α -stability respectively as the maximal asymmetric and symmetric α-
stabilities1, denoted as MaxStabα and MaxStabsym

α . Similarly, the Φα-entropy and
Φsym
α -entropy are respectively termed as the asymmetric and symmetric α-entropies,

which are respectively denoted as Entα and Entsym
α . Similar conventions also apply

to the Φα-mutual information and Φsym
α -mutual information, denoted as Iα and

Isym
α . For Boolean f and for α = 1, by definition, Entsym

1 (f), Entsym
1 (f(Y)|X), and

Isym
1 (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 , Entα(f) and Entsym

α (f) are
nondecreasing in α; see [8, Theorem 33]. Moreover, it is easily seen that if dictator
functions maximize the asymmetric α-stability over all balanced Boolean functions,
then they also maximize the symmetric α-stability. Here, dictator functions refer to
the functions fd := 1{xk = 1} or 1{xk = −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 Gács and Körner’s and Witsenhausen’s
seminal papers [9, 10]. By utilizing the tensorization property of the maximal cor-
relation, Witsenhausen [10] showed that for α = 2, the asymmetric and symmetric
2-stability w.r.t. a = 1/2 are attained by dictator functions. The symmetric α-stability
problem with α ∈ {3, 4, 5, ...} was studied by Mossel and O’Donnell [7], but only
the case α = 3 was solved by them. For α = 3, the maximal symmetric α-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 α = 10. Mossel and O’Donnell conjectured2 that
dictator functions maximize the symmetric α-stability over all balanced Boolean func-
tions for all α ∈ {4, 5, ..., 9}. Since for α = 1, the symmetric 1-mutual information

1The concept “α-stability” for real α was introduced in [5] for Gaussian distributions and in [6] for
binary distributions. The special case with α being a positive integer was introduced in [7]. More precisely,
the “α-stability” defined there refers to the Φ-stability with Φ : t 7→ tα for the asymmetric version and
Φ : t 7→ tα+ (1− t)α for the symmetric version. Hence, our definition is a linear transform version of theirs.
We abuse the term “α-stability” here, since when the mean a is given, computing the maximal Φ-stabilities
defined in [6] is equivalent to computing the maximal Φ-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).
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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 conjectured3 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 α ∈ (1, 2), the maximal asymmetric α-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 α-Stability Conjecture). For 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1 and
α ∈ [1, 9], MaxStabα( 1

2 ) is attained by dictator functions.
Conjecture 2 (Maximal Symmetric α-Stability Conjecture). For 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1 and
α ∈ [1, 9], MaxStabsym

α ( 1
2 ) is attained by dictator functions.

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

Recently, Barnes and Özgür [18] showed that Conjecture 1 with α = 1 and the
same one but with α ∈ (1, 2) are equivalent, and Conjecture 2 with α = 1 and the
same one but with α ∈ (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 Özgür’s proofs
in [18, Subsections III.C and III.D], one can obtain the following lemma, which slightly
generalizes the “only if” parts of Barnes and Özgür’s Theorems 1 and 2 in [18].
Lemma 1. For a = 1/2, there are two thresholds αmin and αmax satisfying 1 ≤
αmin ≤ 2 ≤ αmax such that dictator functions are optimal in attaining the asymmetric
max α-stability with α ≥ 1 if and only if α ∈ [αmin, αmax]. This statement also holds
for the symmetric max α-stability but with possibly different thresholds ᾰmin and ᾰmax

satisfying the same condition 1 ≤ ᾰmin ≤ 2 ≤ ᾰmax.
Here are some consequences of this lemma. Firstly, in terms of these thresholds,

Conjectures 1 and 2 can be restated as that αmin = ᾰmin = 1 and αmax, ᾰmax ≥ 9.
Secondly, as mentioned previously, it was shown by Mossel and O’Donnell [7] that
max{αmax, ᾰmax} < 10. Lastly, Since Conjecture 2 holds for α = 3 [7], we actually
have ᾰmax ≥ 3, i.e., Conjecture 2 holds for all α ∈ [2, 3]. In other words, Conjecture 2
is only open for α ∈ [1, 2)∪(3, 9]. Combining all these points yields that 2 ≤ αmax < 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.
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and 3 ≤ ᾰmax < 10. If Conjectures 1 and 2 are true, then the estimates of αmax and
ᾰmax can be improved to 9 ≤ αmax, ᾰmax < 10.

1.1 Our Contributions
Our main contributions in this paper are:
Theorem 1 (Formally Stated in Corollary 2). For (ρ, α) such that

0 ≤ ρ ≤

{
ρ∗ α ∈ [1, 2)

1 α ∈ [2, 5]
,

MaxStabsym
α ( 1

2 ) is attained by dictator functions, where ρ∗ ≈ 0.461491 (the solution
to (16)).
Theorem 2 (Formally Stated in Corollary 3). For (ρ, α) such that

0 ≤ ρ ≤

{
1−θ(α)
1+θ(α) α ∈ (1, 2)

1 α ∈ [2, 3]
,

MaxStabα( 1
2 ) is attained by dictator functions, where θ(α) is some function (the

solution to (20)).
For symmetric α-stability, our bound in Theorem 1 improves the previously best

known bound ᾰmax ≥ 3 to ᾰmax ≥ 5, and for the asymmetric case, our bound in
Theorem 2 improves the previously best known bound αmax ≥ 2 to αmax ≥ 3. In
other words, we have verified the Mossel–O’Donnell conjecture for all 2 ≤ α ≤ 5 in
the symmetric setting, and for all 2 ≤ α ≤ 3 in the asymmetric setting. Our results
for 3 < α ≤ 5 in the symmetric setting and for 2 < α ≤ 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 ρ∗ ≈ 0.461491 for which the symmetric versions of
the Courtade–Kumar and Li–Médard conjectures hold for all ρ ∈ [0, ρ∗].

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
Φ-stability derived in this paper by using these techniques. Furthermore, we also
improve our bound for symmetric α-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 ρ∗ 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
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survey on [22, p. 68]. In [21], only the case of α = 2 was studied. As mentioned
previously, this was subsequently generalized to the cases of α > 2, α = 1, and
1 < α < 2 in [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); g(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 ρ2,
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, andWeinstein [15] improve this bound to a sharper one for small
ρ. This new bound turns out to be asymptotically sharp in the limiting case ρ→ 0. In
2016, Samorodnitsky [16] made a significant breakthrough on the Courtade–Kumar
conjecture. Specifically, he proved the existence of a dimension-independent threshold
ρ0 for which the Courtade–Kumar conjecture holds for all ρ ∈ [0, ρ0]. However, the
value of ρ0 was not explicitly given in his paper, and required to be “sufficiently small”.
A weaker version of this result in which the threshold ρ0 is replaced by a sequence
that vanishes as n → ∞ 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 α-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 α-stability problem with the
means vanishing exponentially as n→∞ was studied in [32–35]. Various stronger ver-
sion of hypercontractivity inequalities were derived or used to obtain sharper bounds
on the α-stability in these papers. The optimal exponent for the α-stability problem in
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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 Φ-stability problem in the Gaussian setting with Φ restricted to be
convex and increasing was fully resolved by Borell [20] in 1985. In particular, he showed
that the Φ-stability is maximized by the indicators of half-spaces over all measurable
Boolean functions f : Rn → {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 Φ-stability for given volume a ∈
(0, 1). By using Fourier analysis, we first prove a general bound on the maximal Φ-
stability.
Theorem 3. For a, ρ ∈ (0, 1), MaxStabΦ(a) ≤ Γρ(a), where

Γρ(a) := sup
PZ|S

E[Φ(a+ ρZ)] (2)

s.t. 0 ≤ a+ ρZ ≤ 1 a.s. (3)
E[Z] = 0 (4)

E[Z2] ≤ E[SZ] (5)

with4

PS(s) =

{
1− a s = −a
a s = 1− a

. (6)

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

Note that the constraint in (5) effectively dominates (i.e., upper bounds) the energy
of Z, since obviously, this constraint implies E[Z2] ≤ E[SZ] ≤ E[S2] = a(1−a). On the
other hand, Φ 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.
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Proof of Theorem 3. Our proof relies on Boolean Fourier analysis [22]. Consider the
Fourier basis5 {χS}S⊆[n] with χS(x) :=

∏
i∈S xi for S ⊆ [n]. Then for a function

f : {−1, 1}n → R, define its Fourier coefficients as

f̂S := EX∼Unif{−1,1}n [f(X)χS(X)], S ⊆ [n].

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

f(x) =
∑
S⊆[n]

f̂SχS(x).

The degree-k Fourier weight of f is defined as

Wk[f ] :=
∑
S:|S|=k

f̂2
S , k ∈ [0 : n].

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

with volume Ef = a,

W0 = a2 and
n∑
k=0

Wk = a.

Define the degree-k part of f as

fk(x) :=
∑

S⊆[n]:|S|=k

f̂SχS(x).

Then it is easy to check that

Tρf(x) =

n∑
k=0

ρkfk(x)

n∑
k=0

fk(x) = f(x) ∈ [0, 1],∀x

f0(x) = a,∀x
n∑
k=0

E[fk(X)2] =

n∑
k=0

Wk = a

E[fk(X)fk′(X)] = 0, 0 ≤ k′ < k ≤ n.

Denote

Z :=

n∑
k=1

ρk−1fk(X) (7)

5Throughout this paper, we denote [m : n] := {m,m + 1, ..., n}. When m = 1, for brevity, we denote
[n] := [1 : n].
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S := f − a =

n∑
k=1

fk(X). (8)

Then

Tρf(X) = a+ ρZ, EZ = 0,

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

E[Z2] =

n∑
k=1

ρ2(k−1)Wk ≤
n∑
k=1

ρk−1Wk = E[SZ].

Hence MaxStabΦ(a) ≤ Γρ(a).

We next provide several properties of the optimization problem in (2). Denote
S := {−a, 1 − a}. The set A := {(Φ(a + ρz), z, z2 − sz) : 0 ≤ a + ρz ≤ 1} lies in
the 3-dimensional Euclidean space, and E[(Φ(a + ρZ), Z, Z2 − 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 PZ|S 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 supPZ|S in (2) can be
rewritten as three-fold optimizations: supZ supPS|Z supPZ , where the first sup is taken
over all countable subsets Z of R with each element z satisfying 0 ≤ a + ρz ≤ 1,
the second sup is taken over all conditional pmfs PS|Z (specifically, {PS|Z=z, z ∈ Z}),
and the last sup is taken over all pmfs PZ on Z such that

∑
z∈Z PS|Z(−a|z)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 −∞. Given Z and PS|Z , the third sup above,
supPZ , 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)i∈[m] ∈ Rm as a vector consisting of all (possibly
repetitions of) the elements in the support of PZ|S=s. Denote (ps,i)(s,i)∈S×[m] as a joint
pmf on S×[m] whose marginal on S is PS . Then, the optimization in (2) is equivalently
taken over all the tuples (zs,i, ps,i)(s,i)∈S×[m] such that

∑
i∈[m] ps,i = PS(s),∀s ∈ S.

Without loss of optimality, we may additionally assume ps,i > 0,∀s ∈ S, i ∈ [m], since
if ps,i = 0, ps,j > 0, then we can re-choose ps,i ← ps,j

2 , ps,j ← ps,j
2 , zs,i ← zs,j which

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

Λ(m)
ρ (a) := max

zs,i∈R,ps,i>0,(s,i)∈S×[m]

∑
(s,i)∈S×[m]

ps,iΦ(a+ ρzs,i) (9)

9



s.t.
∑
i∈[m]

ps,i = PS(s),∀s ∈ S, (10)

0 ≤ a+ ρzs,i ≤ 1,∀(s, i) ∈ S × [m],∑
(s,i)∈S×[m]

ps,izs,i = 0, (11)

∑
(s,i)∈S×[m]

ps,i(z
2
s,i − szs,i) ≤ 0. (12)

As discussed above, without changing the value of the optimization, we can add the
additional constraint |{zs,i}(s,i)∈S×[m]| ≤ 4 into the maximization problem in (9).
Combining all the points above, we arrive at the following results.
Proposition 1. For a, ρ ∈ (0, 1) and m ≥ 3, the following hold.
1. It holds that Γρ(a) = Λ

(m)
ρ (a). (Hence we denote Λρ(a) := Λ

(m)
ρ (a) for m ≥ 3.)

2. Any optimal solution to the optimization problem in (2) (or the equivalent one in
(9)) satisfies E[Z2] = E[SZ].
3. Any optimal solution to the maximization problem in (9) satisfies that z1−a,j ≥
z−a,i + 1

2 for all i, j ∈ [m] such that z−a,i > −a
ρ , z1−a,j <

1−a
ρ . Moreover, this condi-

tion is satisfied by some i, j ∈ [m].
4. The linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ) 6 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 α-stabilities, as follows.

2.1 Symmetric Φ

We first consider symmetric Φ. Here Φ is said to be symmetric (w.r.t. 1
2 ) if Φ( 1

2 − t) =
Φ( 1

2 + t) for t ∈ [0, 1
2 ]. Define

Γρ(a) := sup
(z1,z2)∈Z

(1− a− p)Φ(0) + pΦ(a+ ρz1) + qΦ(a+ ρz2) + (a− q)Φ(1),

where

p =
(1− a)a(1− ρ)

(1− ρ− ρz1 + ρz2)(a+ ρz1)
, (13)

q =
(1− a)a(1− ρ)

(1− ρ− ρz1 + ρz2)(1− a− ρz2)
, (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.
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and

Z :=

{
(z1, z2) ∈ (

−a
ρ
,

1− a
ρ

)2 : z2 − z1 ≥
1

2
,

z2 − z1 ≥
(1− ρ)z2

1− a− ρz2
, z2 − z1 ≥ −

(1− ρ)z1

a+ ρz1

}
.

Define

Γ̂ρ(a) := sup
max{−aρ ,c}≤z̃≤

−a(1+b)
2(1−a)

(1−a−p)Φ(a+ρz̃)+pΦ(a+ρ(b− z̃))+aΦ(a+ρẑ), (15)

where b = 1−2a
ρ , c = 1

2 (b−
√

a+2ab+b2

1−a ), and

ẑ =
1

2
(

√
∆

a
+ b+ 1),

p =
−
√
a∆− (a(b+ 1− 2z̃) + 2z̃)

2(b− 2z̃)

with ∆ = a(b2−4bz̃+2b+4z̃2 +1)+4z̃(b− z̃). For symmetric Φ, we prove the following
result, whose proof is provided in Section 5.
Theorem 4. Assume that Φ is symmetric and continuous on [0, 1], and differentiable
on (0, 1) whose derivative Φ′ is increasing and continuous. Assume ρ ∈ (0, 1).
1) If additionally, Φ′ is strictly concave on (0, 1

2 ], then for a ∈ (0, 1
2 ], MaxStabΦ(a) ≤

Λρ(a) = Γρ(a). Moreover, for a = 1
2 , we can additionally assume z1 + z2 = 0 in the

supremization in (43).
2) If additionally, Φ′ is strictly convex on (0, 1

2 ], then for a ∈ (0, 1
2 ], MaxStabΦ(a) ≤

Λρ(a) = max{Γ̂ρ(a), Γ̂ρ(1 − a),E[Φ(a + ρS)]}. In particular, for a = 1
2 , we have

MaxStabΦ( 1
2 ) ≤ Λρ(

1
2 ) = Φ(1−ρ

2 ).
Note that Φsym

α with α ∈ (1, 2) ∪ (3,∞) satisfies the assumption in Statement 1
of Theorem 4, and Φsym

α with α ∈ (2, 3) satisfies the assumption in Statement 2 of
Theorem 4. We now apply Theorem 4 to the symmetric α-stability. Let ρ∗ be the
solution in (0, 1) to the equation

ψ(ρ) := (1 + ρ2) log(
1 + ρ

2
)− (1− ρ)2 log(

1− ρ
2

) = 0. (16)

We have that ρ∗ ≈ 0.461491. Then we prove the Courtade–Kumar conjecture for
ρ ≤ ρ∗. The proof is provided in Section 6.
Corollary 1. MaxStabsym

1 ( 1
2 ) is attained by dictator functions for 0 ≤ ρ ≤ ρ∗.

Samorodnitsky [16] proved the Courtade–Kumar conjecture for ρ ∈ [0, ρ0], where
0 < ρ0 < 1 is some absolute constant. However, the value of ρ0 was not explicitly
given in [16], and also it was assumed to be “sufficiently small”. In contrast, the value
of ρ∗ 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 nonconvex 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 supa∈[0,1/2] Γρ(a) − Φsym

1 (a), and observe that this supremum is attained at
a = 1/2 for 0 ≤ ρ ≤ ρ∗. This indicates that Statement 1 of Theorem 4 seems to
imply the original Courtade–Kumar conjecture for 0 ≤ ρ ≤ ρ∗, 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 α ∈ [1, 5]. The proof of the
following corollary is provided in Section 7.

Corollary 2. For (ρ, α) such that 0 ≤ ρ ≤

{
ρ∗ α ∈ [1, 2)

1 α ∈ [2, 5]
, MaxStabsym

α ( 1
2 ) is

attained by dictator functions.
Corollary 2 resolves the Mossel–O’Donnell conjecture for α ∈ [2, 5]. However, our

result for cases α = 2, 3 is not new. The case α = 2 was resolved by Witsenhausen
[10] by using the tensorization property of maximal correlation, and the case α = 3
was resolved by Mossel and O’Donnell [7] by reducing the case α = 3 to the case
α = 2. Note that Mossel and O’Donnell’s method seems difficult to extend to the case
α > 3. Moreover, the case α ∈ [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 α = 10 in [7] yields that the
estimation of ᾰmax is improved to 5 ≤ ᾰmax ≤ 10.

2.2 Asymmetric Φ

We next consider asymmetric Φ. Define7

Γ̃ρ(a) = sup
0≤z2≤1−a

(1− a− p)Φ(0) + pΦ(a+ ρz1) + aΦ(a+ ρz2),

where

z1 =
z2(ρ(1− z2)− a)

1− a− ρz2
, (17)

p =
a(1− a− ρz2)2

a+ ρ2z2 − (a+ ρz2)2
. (18)

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

7Indeed, the range of z2 can be further restricted to 1−a
2−ρ ≤ z2 ≤ 1 − a. For simplicity, we only restrict

0 ≤ z2 ≤ 1− a, which is sufficient to show our result on the asymmetric α-stability in Corollary 3.
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Fig. 1: The region of 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1−θ(α)
1+θ(α) .

Theorem 5. If Φ is continuous on [0, 1] and differentiable on (0, 1) whose derivative
Φ′ is increasing, continuous, and strictly concave on (0, 1), then for a, ρ ∈ (0, 1),

MaxStabΦ(a) ≤ Λρ(a) = Γ̃ρ(a). (19)

Remark 1. If Φ′ is increasing, continuous, and strictly convex, then by redefining
Φ̃ : t ∈ [0, 1] 7→ Φ(1− t) and substituting a← 1− a, (19) still holds.

We now consider the asymmetric α-stability. Denote θ(α) as the solution to

θ2−α +
1

α
(1− θ) = 1 (20)

with unknown θ for given α ∈ (1, 2). Then the following holds, whose proof is provided
in Section 8.

Corollary 3. For (ρ, α) such that 0 ≤ ρ ≤

{
1−θ(α)
1+θ(α) α ∈ (1, 2)

1 α ∈ [2, 3]
, MaxStabα( 1

2 ) is

attained by dictator functions.
This result partially resolves the Li–Médard conjecture for the case of 0 ≤ ρ ≤

1−θ(α)
1+θ(α) , α ∈ (1, 2). This region is plotted in Fig. 1. The question whetherMaxStabα( 1

2 )

is attained by dictator functions for the case α = 3 was posed in [6]. Our Corol-
lary 3 gives a positive answer to this question. Combining Corollary 3 and the
counterexample for α = 10 in [7] implies 3 ≤ αmax ≤ 10.
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3 Further Improvement of Our Results
In this section, we further improve our bounds on the maximal Φ-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{xi = 1} or 1{xi = −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, β ∈ 2−n[0 : 2n], define

W (n)(a, β) := max
f :{−1,1}n→{0,1}:Ef=a,maxi∈[n] |f̂{i}|=β

W1[f ].

The quantity W (n)(a, β) was implicitly studied by Friedgut, Kalai, and Naor [19] who
showed that for a = 1

2 , W ( 1
2 , β)→ 1

4 if and only if β → 1
2 .

Similarly, we define

W (n)(a) := max
f :{−1,1}n→{0,1}:Ef=a

W1[f ].

Here without ambiguity, we use the same notation W (n) but with different numbers
of parameters to denote two different functions W (n)(a, β) and W (n)(a). We first
use W (n)(a) to bound W (n)(a, β) in the following lemma. The proof of Lemma 2 is
provided in Section 9.
Lemma 2. For any Boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → {0, 1}, we have

W1[f ] ≤ β2 +

(√
W (n)(a)− a2 +

√
W (n−1)(a− β)

)2

(21)

where a := Ef and β := |f̂{1}|. In particular, for balanced Boolean functions (i.e.,
a = 1

2), we have

W1[f ] ≤ β2 +W (n−1)(
1

2
− β). (22)

Moreover, for any possible values of β such that there exists at least one Boolean
function with f̂{1} = β, equality in (22) is attained by some balanced Boolean function.
Remark 2. (21) implies that W (n)(a, β) is no larger than the RHS of (21), but (21)
is indeed stronger than this conclusion in the sense that given β, (21) holds for any
Boolean functions f such that there is at least one i satisfying |f̂{i}| = β, without
requiring other j ∈ [n]\{i} satisfying |f̂{j}| ≤ β.
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In fact, the quantity W (n)(a) was relatively well studied in the literature. Define

φ(t) :=


2t2 ln 1

t 0 < t ≤ 1
4

2t2( 1√
t
− 1) 0 < t ≤ 1

4
t
2

1
4 ≤ t ≤

1
2

.

Define for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1,
ϕ(t) := φ(min{t, 1− t}).

It is known that [22, 40, 41] for any f : {−1, 1}n → {0, 1} with Ef = a ∈ [0, 1],

W (n)(a) ≤ ϕ(a). (23)

The bounds t
2 and 2t2( 1√

t
− 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 1

t 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. For 0 ≤ β ≤ a ≤ 1

2 ,

W (n)(a, β) ≤ β2 +
(√

ϕ(a)− a2 +
√
ϕ(a− β)

)2
. (24)

In particular, for 0 ≤ β ≤ a = 1
2 ,

W (n)(
1

2
, β) ≤ β2 + ϕ(

1

2
− β).

This bound improves the existing bound proven in [43]. Moreover, our bound is
sharp for a = 1

2 , β = 1
4 , and asymptotically sharp for a = 1

2 , β ↑
1
2 . The sharpness

for a = 1
2 , β = 1

4 can be seen from that for β = 1
4 , W

(n−1)( 1
4 ) = ϕ( 1

4 ) = 1
8 for

n ≥ 3, which is attained by 1{(x2, .., xn) : x2 = x3 = 1}. The asymptotic sharpness for
a = 1

2 , β ↑
1
2 can be seen from that if we define An = {(x2, .., xn) : 1√

n−1

∑n
i=2 xi ≥ rn}

with limn→∞ rn = Q−1(ε) as a sequence of Hamming balls with volumes asymptot-
ically approaching ε, where Q is the Q-function, then we have that for β = 1

2 − ε,
limn→∞W1[1An ] = ψ(Q−1(ε)) ∼ 2ε2 ln 1

ε as ε ↓ 0 [22], where ψ is the probability
density function of the standard Gaussian.

As mentioned in Remark 2, in Lemma 2 we have not used the information |f̂{i}| ≤ β
for all i ∈ [2 : n]. Hence, Lemma 2 (or Proposition 2) cannot provide a good bound
when β is small, since for this case |f̂{i}| could be significantly larger than β 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 König, Schütt,
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 ≤ β ≤ a = 1
2 ,

W (n)(
1

2
, β) ≤ 1

4

(√
4(

1

2
− 1√

2π
)β +

1

2π
+

1√
2π

)2

. (25)

Proof. We have that

W1[f ] = E
[ n∑
i=1

f̂{i}Xif(X)
]

(26)

≤ E
[ n∑
i=1

f̂{i}Xi 1{
n∑
i=1

f̂{i}Xi ≥ 0}
]

(27)

=
1

2
E
[
|
n∑
i=1

f̂{i}Xi|
]

≤ 1

2

(√ 2

π

√
W1[f ] + (1−

√
2

π
)β
)
, (28)

where (27) follows since if we relax (f̂{i})i∈[n] and f to be independent quanti-
ties, then given f̂{i}, the Boolean function f : x 7→ 1{

∑n
i=1 f̂{i}xi ≥ 0} maximizes

the expectation in (26), and (28) follows from the following variant of Khintchine’s
inequality ∣∣∣E[∣∣∣ n∑

i=1

ciXi

∣∣∣]−√ 2

π
‖c‖2

∣∣∣ ≤ (1−
√

2

π

)
‖c‖∞

with c := (c1, c2, ..., cn) which was proven by König, Schütt, and Tomczak-Jaegermann
[44]. Solving the inequality in (28), we obtain (25).

3.2 Further Improvement of Our Bounds on Noise Stability
Based on upper bounds on W (n)(a, β) (e.g., (24) and (25)), we improve Theorem 3 as
follows.
Theorem 6. Let ω(a, β) be an upper bound on W (n)(a, β). Then for a, ρ ∈ (0, 1),
MaxStabΦ(a) ≤ Υρ(a), where

Υρ(a) := sup
β,PZ|SX

E[Φ(a+ ρZ)] (29)

s.t. 0 ≤ β ≤ a, 1− a,
0 ≤ a+ ρZ ≤ 1 a.s.

EZ = 0,

E[XZ] = β, (30)

E[Z2] ≤ (1− ρ)ω(a, β) + ρE[SZ], (31)
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with

PSX(s, x) =


1−a+β

2 (s, x) = (−a,−1)
1−a−β

2 (s, x) = (−a, 1)
a−β

2 (s, x) = (1− a,−1)
a+β

2 (s, x) = (1− a, 1)

. (32)

Proof. Recall that {f̂S} are the Fourier coefficients of f . WLOG, we assume |f̂{1}| ≥
|f̂{i}| for all 2 ≤ i ≤ n. If f̂{1} ≥ 0, denote β := f̂{1} and X := X1; otherwise,
β := −f̂{1} and X := −X1. Hence β ≥ 0. Denote

Y =

n∑
i=2

f̂{i}Xi, Ŝ =

n∑
k=2

fk(X), Ẑ =

n∑
k=2

ρk−2fk(X).

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

S = f − a = βX + Y + Ŝ

Z = βX + Y + ρẐ

E[XZ] = β

E[SZ] = W1 + ρE[ŜẐ], (33)

and (S,X) follows the distribution in (32) (since E[SX] = β). Observe that

E[Ẑ2] =

n∑
k=2

ρ2(k−2)Wk ≤
n∑
k=2

ρk−2Wk = E[ŜẐ]. (34)

Combining (33), (34), and the fact that W1 ≤ ω(a, β), yields that

E[Z2] = W1 + ρ2E[Ẑ2]

≤ (1− ρ)W1 + ρ(W1 + ρE[ŜẐ])

≤ (1− ρ)ω(a, β) + ρE[SZ].

Hence MaxStabΦ(a) ≤ Υρ(a).

Here ω(a, β) 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., β, and then
optimizes the bound over all possible β. To better understand the intuition of Theorem
6, we focus on the case a = 1/2. For this case, if β 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) = 1+X

2 , and Y = Ŝ = Ẑ = 0, S = Z = X/2
where X = Xi or −Xi for some i ∈ [n]). On the other hand, if β is far from 1/2,
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then ω(a, β) 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 β 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 ω(β) := ω(1/2, β) is continuous in β and satisfies the trivial inequality ω(β) ≤ 1

4
for all β (since W0 + W1 ≤ E[f2] = a and W0 = a2). Similarly to the definition of
Λ

(m)
ρ (a) in (9), for such ω(β) and m ≥ 4, we define

Ψ(m)
ρ := max

β,zs,x,i∈R,
ps,x,i>0,

(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m]

∑
(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m]

ps,x,iΦ(
1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) (35)

s.t. 0 ≤ β ≤ 1

2
,

0 ≤ 1

2
+ ρzs,x,i ≤ 1,∀(s, x, i) ∈ S × X × [m],∑

i∈[m]

ps,x,i = PSX(s, x),∀(s, x) ∈ S × X ,

∑
(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m]

ps,x,izs,x,i = 0,

∑
(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m]

ps,x,ixzs,x,i = β,

∑
(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m]

ps,x,i(z
2
s,x,i − ρszs,x,i) ≤ (1− ρ)ω(β). (36)

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 that8 Φ is symmetric and continuous on [0, 1], and differ-
entiable on (0, 1) whose derivative Φ′ is increasing and continuous (0, 1), and strictly
concave on (0, 1

2 ]. Suppose that ω(β) is continuous in β and satisfies that ω(β) ≤ 1
4

for all β. For a = 1/2, ρ ∈ (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=x)| ≤ 4 for (s, x) ∈ S × X , which implies that Υρ(

1
2 ) = Ψ

(m)
ρ .

2. Any optimal solution to the optimization problem in (29) with a = 1/2 (or the
equivalent one in (35)) satisfies E[Z2] = (1− ρ)ω(β) + ρE[SZ].
3. Any optimal solution to the maximization problem in (35) satisfies that z 1

2 ,x,j
≥

z− 1
2 ,x,i

+ 1
2 for all i, j ∈ [m], x ∈ X such that z− 1

2 ,x,i
> −1

2ρ , z 1
2 ,x,j

< 1
2ρ .

4. For even m ≥ 8, there is an optimal solution PSXZ to the maximization problem in
(35) such that PSXZ(−s,−x,−z) = PSXZ(s, x, z) for all (s, x, 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

PSXZ(s, x, z) =


1+2β

4 (s, x, z) = (− 1
2 ,−1, z1)

1−2β
4 (s, x, z) = ( 1

2 ,−1, z2)
1−2β

4 (s, x, z) = (− 1
2 , 1,−z2)

1+2β
4 (s, x, z) = ( 1

2 , 1,−z1)

(37)

for some z1, z2 such that − 1
2ρ ≤ z1 ≤ z2 ≤ 1

2ρ .
Define

Υρ := max
β∈[0, 12 ]

max
(z1,z2)∈Ž

h(β, z1, z2), (38)

where

Ž := {(z1, z2) : − 1

2ρ
≤ z1 ≤ z2 ≤

1

2ρ
, 0 ≤ p ≤ 1

4
+
β

2
, 0 ≤ q ≤ 1

4
− β

2
},

and
h(β, z1, z2) := (1− 2p− 2q)Φ(0) + 2pΦ(

1

2
+ ρz1) + 2qΦ(

1

2
+ ρz2),

with

p =
(1− ρ)(1 + ρ− 4ρ2ω(β) + 2β(1 + 2ρz2 − ρ2))

4(1 + 2ρz1)(1 + ρz2 − ρz1 − ρ2)
, (39)

q =
(1− ρ)(1 + ρ− 4ρ2ω(β)− 2β(1− 2ρz1 − ρ2))

4(1− 2ρz2)(1 + ρz2 − ρz1 − ρ2)
. (40)

Theorem 7. If Φ is symmetric and continuous on [0, 1] and differentiable on (0, 1)
whose derivative Φ′ is increasing and continuous (0, 1), and strictly concave on (0, 1

2 ],
then MaxStabΦ( 1

2 ) ≤ Υρ.
The proof of Theorem 7 is provided in Section 11 which is similar to that of

Theorem 4.
We now focus on the case Φ = Φsym

1 . Numerical results show that for the case
Φ = Φsym

1 , Υρ in Theorem 7 (with ω(β) taken as the minimum of the upper bounds
in (24) and (25)) is (almost) attained by dictator functions for 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 0.83, which
means that the threshold ρ∗ 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 ρ > 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 PZ|S is an optimal solutions to (2) such that
E[Z2] < E[SZ]. We first assume that a + ρz = 0 or 1 for all z such that PZ(z) > 0,

19



which is equivalent to Z ∈ {−a/ρ, (1− a)/ρ} (with probability one). By (4), we know

that PZ(z) =

{
1− a z = −a/ρ
a z = (1− a)/ρ

. From this, we have E[SZ] ≤
√

E[Z2]E[S2] =

ρE[Z2] which contradicts with (5). Hence, our assumption is false, or equivalently,
0 < a+ ρz∗ < 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 QZ|S(z|s) = PZ|S(z|s) for all (s, z) 6= (s∗, z∗), and

QZ|S(z∗ − δ|s∗) = QZ|S(z∗ + δ|s∗) =
1

2
PZ|S(z∗|s∗),

where δ > 0 is small enough such that 0 < a + ρ(z∗ ± δ) < 1. By the choice of δ,
(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 δ. Hence for sufficiently
small but positive δ, (5) still holds. Since Φ is strictly convex, E[Φ(a+ ρZ)] increases
after replacing PZ|S with QZ|S . This contradicts with the optimality of PZ|S . This
completes the proof of Statement 2.

4.2 Statement 3
We continue to use a perturbation method to prove Statement 3. Let
(zs,i, ps,i)(s,i)∈S×[m] be an optimal solution to the maximization in (9). Let PSZ be the
joint distribution induced by (zs,i, ps,i)(s,i)∈S×[m]. By Statement 2, EP [Z2] = EP [SZ]
under PSZ .

Suppose that z−a,i > z1−a,j for some i, j ∈ [m]. Then, for a sufficiently
small ε > 0, we define a new distribution QSZ by replacing (z−a,i, p−a,i) ←
(z−a,i, p−a,i − ε), (z1−a,j , p1−a,j) ← (z1−a,j , p1−a,j − ε) and introducing new points
(z−a,m+1, p−a,m+1)← (z1−a,j , ε), (z1−a,m+1, p1−a,m+1)← (z−a,i, ε). 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 QSZ ,
and the value of the objective function induced by QSZ remains unchanged. As for con-
straint in (12), E[Z2] remains the same, and EQ[SZ]−EP [SZ] = ε(z−a,i−z1−a,j) > 0.
So, EQ[SZ] > EP [SZ] = EP [Z2] = EQ[Z2]. Hence, (12) is satisfied by QSZ ,
which further implies that QSZ is an optimal solution to (9). However, by State-
ment 2, EQ[SZ] = EQ[Z2] should hold, which leads to a contradiction. Therefore,
z−a,i ≤ z1−a,j for all i, j ∈ [m].

Suppose that z−a,i ≤ z1−a,j < z−a,i + 1
2 for some i, j ∈ [m] such that z−a,i >

−a
ρ , z1−a,j <

1−a
ρ . Then, we define a new distribution QSZ by replacing z−a,i ←

z−a,i − ε, z1−a,j ← z1−a,j + ε′ for some ε, ε′ > 0 such that p−a,iε = p1−a,jε
′. By

definition, QSZ does not change E[Z], but it enlarges E[SZ]−E[Z2] for small enough
ε, ε′ > 0 since

(EQ[SZ]− EQ[Z2])− (EP [SZ]− EP [Z2])

= (p−a,iεa+ p1−a,jε
′ā)− (−p−a,iε(2z−a,i − ε) + p1−a,jε

′(2z1−a,j + ε′))

= p−a,iε(1− 2(z1−a,j − z−a,i)− (ε+ ε′)),
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which is positive for small enough ε, ε′ > 0. Hence, QSZ is feasible. On the other
hand, QSZ also enlarges the objective function. This is because, by denoting Φ̂(z) =
Φ(a+ ρz),

EQ[Φ̂(Z)]− EP [Φ̂(Z)]

= p−a,iΦ̂(z−a,i − ε) + p1−a,jΦ̂(z1−a,j + ε′)− p−a,iΦ̂(z−a,i)− p1−a,jΦ̂(z1−a,j)

= (p1−a,jε
′)

Φ̂(z1−a,j + ε′)− Φ̂(z1−a,j)

ε′
− (p−a,iε)

Φ̂(z−a,i)− Φ̂(z−a,i − ε)
ε

which is positive since p1−a,jε
′ = p−a,iε, and by the convexity of Φ,

Φ̂(z1−a,j+ε
′)−Φ̂(z1−a,j)
ε′ >

Φ̂(z−a,i)−Φ̂(z−a,i−ε)
ε (note that z1−a,j ≥ z−a,i). Hence, QSZ

induces a larger value of the objective function than PSZ , which contradicts with
the optimality of PSZ . Hence, z1−a,j ≥ z−a,i + 1

2 for all i, j ∈ [m] such that
z−a,i >

−a
ρ , z1−a,j <

1−a
ρ .

If {z1−a,j}j∈[m] = { 1−a
ρ }, then by (36), {z−a,i}i∈[m] = {−aρ }. Hence, we have

Z = S
ρ , and hence, E[Z2] = 1

ρE[SZ], which contradicts with E[Z2] ≤ E[SZ]. Therefore,
z1−a,j <

1−a
ρ for some j ∈ [m]. Similarly, one can show that z−a,i > −a

ρ for some
i ∈ [m].

4.3 Statement 4
Suppose that LICQ is not satisfied. Denote (zs,i, ps,i)(s,i)∈S×[m] as an optimal solution
to the maximization in (9). Here and subsequently, we assume the first m components
are indexed by {−a} × [m] and the last m indexed by {1 − a} × [m]. Denote I :=
{(s, i) : a+ρzs,i = 0} and J := {(s, i) : a+ρzs,i = 1}. By Statement 3, I ⊆ {−a}×[m]
and J ⊆ {1− a} × [m].

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

G :=


ρII 01×2m

−ρIJ 01×2m

01×2m (I1×m,01×m)
01×2m (01×m, I1×m)
(ps,i)s,i (zs,i)s,i

(ps,i(2zs,i − s))s,i (z2
s,i − szs,i)s,i

 .

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

Ĝ :=

[
(ps,i)(s,i)∈(I∪J )c (zs,i − zs,1)(s,i)∈S×[2:m]

(ps,i(2zs,i − s))(s,i)∈(I∪J )c ((zs,i − zs,1)(zs,i + zs,1 − s))(s,i)∈S×[2:m]

]
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is not of full rank. We next prove this is impossible.

Since the submatrix
[

(ps,i)(s,i)∈(I∪J )c

(ps,i(2zs,i − s))(s,i)∈(I∪J )c

]
of Ĝ is not of full rank, we

know that z−a,i = z1 or −a/ρ and z1−a,i = z2 or (1 − a)/ρ for all i ∈ [m] and
some z1, z2 such that −a − 2z1 = 1 − a − 2z2. Furthermore, since the submatrix[

(p−a,i)(−a,i)∈(I∪J )c (z−a,i − z−a,1)i∈[2:m]

(p−a,i(2z1 + a))(−a,i)∈(I∪J )c ((z−a,i − z−a,1)(z−a,i + z−a,1 + a))i∈[2:m]

]
of Ĝ is also

not of full rank, we know that z−a,i’s are identical for all i, and combining this with
Statement 3 implies that z−a,i = z1 for all i ∈ [m]. Similarly, z1−a,i = z2 for all i ∈ [m].
Additionally, z1, z2 should satisfy E[Z] = 0,E[Z2] = E[SZ], and hence, we have Z = 0
or Z = S. This contradicts with −a− 2z1 = 1− a− 2z2, which implies that LICQ is
satisfied.

5 Proof of Theorem 4
The Lagrangian of the optimization problem in (9) is

L :=
∑
s,i

ps,i

{
Φ(a+ ρzs,i) + θs,i(a+ ρzs,i) + θ′s,i(1− (a+ ρzs,i)) + λ(szs,i − z2

s,i) + ηzs,i

}
+
∑
s

µs(
∑
i

ps,i − 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:

∂L
∂zs,i

= ps,i[ρ(Φ′(a+ ρzs,i) + θs,i − θ′s,i) + λ(s− 2zs,i) + η] = 0

∂L
∂ps,i

= Φ(a+ ρzs,i) + θs,i(a+ ρzs,i) + θ′s,i(1− (a+ ρzs,i)) + λ(szs,i − z2
s,i) + ηzs,i + µs

= Φ(a+ ρzs,i) + λ(szs,i − z2
s,i) + ηzs,i + µs = 0

0 ≤ a+ ρzs,i ≤ 1,∀(s, i) ∈ S × [m]∑
s,i

ps,izs,i = 0

∑
s,i

ps,i(szs,i − z2
s,i) = 0 (41)

∑
i

ps,i = PS(s),∀s ∈ S

ps,i > 0,∀(s, i) ∈ S × [m]

θs,i(a+ ρzs,i) = 0

θ′s,i(1− a− ρzs,i) = 0

λ ≥ 0,
−→
θ ,
−→
θ′ ≥ −→0 ,
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z

z2

(1− a)/ρ−a/ρ
z1

z3

ρΦ′(a+ ρz)
λ(2z + a)− η
λ(2z + a− 1)− η

(a) Φ′ is concave on (0, 1
2 ].

z(1− a)/ρ−a/ρ
z1

z3 λ(2z + a− 1)− η
λ(2z + a)− η

ρΦ′(a+ ρz)
z2

(b) Φ′ is convex on (0, 1
2 ].

Fig. 2: Plots of z 7→ ρΦ′(a+ ρz), z 7→ λ(2z + a)− η, and z 7→ λ(2z + a− 1)− η.

where the equality in (41) follows from Statement 2 of Proposition 1. Here,
−→
θ ,
−→
θ′ ≥ −→0

denotes all the components of
−→
θ ,
−→
θ′ are nonnegative.

For (s, i) such that −a/ρ < zs,i < (1− a)/ρ, we have θs,i = θ′s,i = 0. Denote

g(s, z) := ρΦ′(a+ ρz) + λ(s− 2z) + η, (42)

G(s, z) :=

∫ z

0

g(s, t)dt.

Hence, for (s, i) such that −a/ρ < zs,i < (1− a)/ρ, it holds that

1

ps,i

∂L
∂zs,i

= g(s, zs,i) = 0, (43)

and moreover, for all (s, i), it holds that

∂L
∂ps,i

= G(s, zs,i) + Φ(a) + µs = 0. (44)

Equations (43) and (44) imply that given s, for all z ∈ {zs,i}i∈[m], g(s, z) is always
equal to 0 and G(s, z) remains the same.

5.1 Statement 1
By assumption, Φ is symmetric w.r.t. 1

2 and Φ′ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1), and
strictly concave on (0, 1

2 ]. 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 z1, z2, z3 such that −a/ρ =: z0 < z1 < z2 < z3 < z4 := (1 − a)/ρ. Obviously, for
these solutions, the values of G(s, zi) and G(s, zi+1) for i ∈ {1, 2} are different (note
that G is an antiderivative of g). Hence, given s, zi and zi+1 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, {zs,i}i∈[m] contains
at least one solution of (43) and (44). Moreover, the solutions to g(−a, z) = 0 are the
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intersection of the curve z 7→ ρΦ′(a + ρz) and the line z 7→ λ(2z + a) − η (with a
positive slope), and the solutions to g(1 − a, z) = 0 are the intersection points of the
same curve z 7→ ρΦ′(a+ ρz) and another line z 7→ λ(2z + a− 1)− η which is parallel
to the previous one. See Fig. 2a.

From the points above, we claim that for each s, {zs,i}i∈[m] cannot contain two dis-
tinct solutions of (43) and (44). This is because, for example, for s = −a, if {zs,i}i∈[m]

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 z1, z3

respectively, must be contained in {zs,i}i∈[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−a,i}i∈[m] (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−a,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {−a/ρ, ẑ1} and {z1−a,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {(1− a)/ρ, ẑ2}, (45)

where ẑ1 is a solution of (43) and (44) with s = −a, and ẑ2 is a solution of (43) and
(44) with s = 1−a. By Statement 3 of Proposition 1, ẑ2− ẑ1 ≥ 1

2 . This means, optimal
solutions PSZ to the optimization problem in (9) satisfy

PSZ(s, z) =


1− a− p s = −a, z = −a

ρ

p s = −a, z = ẑ1

q s = 1− a, z = ẑ2

a− q s = 1− a, z = 1−a
ρ

for some (p, q, ẑ1, ẑ2) such that 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 − a, 0 ≤ q ≤ a,−aρ < ẑ1 ≤ ẑ2 < 1−a
ρ ,

ẑ2 − ẑ1 ≥ 1
2 , and

EZ = 0, E[SZ] = E[Z2]. (46)

Solving equations in (46) with respect to unknowns (z1, z2), we obtain p, q given in
(13) and (14). Since ẑ2 ≥ ẑ1, 0 ≤ p ≤ 1− a, and 0 ≤ q ≤ a, we know that

ẑ2 − ẑ1 ≥
(1− ρ)ẑ2

1− a− ρẑ2

ẑ2 − ẑ1 ≥ −
(1− ρ)ẑ1

a+ ρẑ1
.

Hence, the first part of Statement 1 holds.
We next prove the second part of Statement 1, in which a = 1/2. Denote δx as the

Dirac measure at x. For an optimal solution zs,i, ps,i, (s, i) ∈ S×[m] to the optimization
problem in (9) which must satisfy (45), we now construct a new distribution QSZ =∑

s,i
1
2ps,i · (δs,zs,i + δ−s,−zs,i) 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, ẑ1 + ẑ2 = 0 holds.

5.2 Statement 2
We next consider the case in which Φ′ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1), and strictly
convex on (0, 1

2 ]. Let zs,i, ps,i, (s, i) ∈ S × [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/ρ) > 0 with g defined in (42). For this case,
at (s, z) = (−a,−a/ρ), 1

ps,i
∂L
∂zs,i

∣∣∣
(−a,−a/ρ)

= g(−a,−a/ρ) + θ > 0. Hence, {z−a,i}i∈[m]

does not contain −a/ρ, 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/ρ) > 0, and meanwhile, {z−a,i}i∈[m] contains
exactly two distinct solutions of (43) and (44) (with s = −a), then {z−a,i}i∈[m] =
{z̃, b − z̃} with b = 1−2a

ρ for some z̃ > −a/ρ, and moreover, {z1−a,i}i∈[m] is a single-
ton. We next prove this claim. If {z−a,i}i∈[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/ρ < z1 < z2 < z3 ≤ (1 − a)/ρ, and the solutions contained in {z−a,i}i∈[m] are
z1, z3. See Fig. 2b. Moreover, by the facts that G is an antiderivative of g and Φ′ is
symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, it holds that G(−a, z1) = G(−a, z3) only if a+ρz1 +a+ρz3 = 1
(since only in this case, the two areas enclosed by the curve z 7→ ρΦ′(a+ ρz) and the
line z 7→ λ(2z+a)−η have the same size). In this case, by Statement 3 of Proposition 1,
for s = 1−a, {z1−a,i}i∈[m] only contain (1−a)/ρ and/or the largest solution ẑ3 to (43)
and (44) with s = 1− a. If ẑ3 < (1− a)/ρ, obviously, G(−a, ẑ3) > G(1− a, (1− a)/ρ),
and hence, ẑ3 and (1 − a)/ρ cannot be solutions to (44) at the same time. Hence,
{z1−a,i}i∈[m] is a singleton and {z−a,i}i∈[m] = {z̃, b−z̃} for some z̃ > −a/ρ, completing
the proof of the claim.

We next consider the case g(−a,−a/ρ) ≤ 0. We claim that for this case,
{z−a,i}i∈[m] is a singleton. We next prove it. For this case, the equation (43) has at
most two distinct solutions in (−a/ρ, (1 − a)/ρ). Since adjacent solutions cannot be
both contained in {z−a,i}i∈[m], only one solution can be contained in {z−a,i}i∈[m]. In
other words, {z−a,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {−a/ρ, z̃} for some solution z̃. Suppose that {z−a,i}i∈[m] =
{−a/ρ, z̃} with z̃ > −a/ρ. For this case, by the fact that G is an antiderivative of g, we
have that G(−a,−a/ρ) = G(−a, z̃) only if g(−a, z) = 0 has two distinct solutions in
(−a/ρ, (1−a)/ρ), denoted by −a/ρ < z1 < z2 ≤ (1−a)/ρ, and the solution contained
in {z−a,i}i∈[m] is z2. Moreover, G(−a,−a/ρ) = G(−a, z2) if and only if the two areas
enclosed by the curve z 7→ ρΦ′(a+ ρz) and the lines z 7→ λ(2z + a)− η and z = −a/ρ
have the same size. However, since Φ′ is symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, the area at the left side
of z = z1 is strictly larger than the one at the right side (note that z2 is strictly smaller
than (1 − a)/ρ by Statement 3 of Proposition 1). This leads to a contradiction, and
hence, {z−a,i}i∈[m] is a singleton and moreover, {z−a,i}i∈[m] = {z̃} with z̃ > −a/ρ.

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}i∈[m] ⊆ {z̃, b − z̃}, {z1−a,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {ẑ, b − ẑ}, and {z−a,i}i∈[m] or {z1−a,i}i∈[m]

25



is a singleton, where b = 1−2a
ρ , −a/ρ < z̃ ≤ b

2 ≤ ẑ < (1 − a)/ρ. Moreover, ẑ ≥ b+1
2

if {z−a,i}i∈[m] has size 2, and z̃ ≤ b−1
2 if {z1−a,i}i∈[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−a,i}i∈[m] and {z1−a,i}i∈[m] are

singletons. Solving EZ = 0,E[SZ] = E[Z2] 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[Φ(a+ ρS)] = (1− a)Φ(a+ ρ(−a)) + aΦ(a+ ρ(1− a)).

Case 2: We next consider the case in which {z−a,i}i∈[m] is of size 2 and {z1−a,i}i∈[m]

is a singleton. In this case, the optimal solution to the optimization problem in (9) is

PSZ(s, z) =


1− a− p s = −a, z = z̃

p s = −a, z = b− z̃
a s = 1− a, z = ẑ

for some (p, z̃, ẑ) such that 0 < p < 1−a,−a/ρ < z̃ ≤ b
2 ≤ ẑ < (1−a)/ρ, and ẑ ≥ b+1

2 .
Solving EZ = 0,E[SZ] = E[Z2] yields the feasible solution satisfying ẑ ≥ b+1

2 which
is given by

ẑ =
1

2
(

√
∆

a
+ b+ 1), (47)

p =
−
√
a∆− (a(b+ 1− 2z̃) + 2z̃)

2(b− 2z̃)
(48)

with ∆ = a(b2− 4bz̃+ 2b+ 4z̃2 + 1) + 4z̃(b− z̃). To ensure ∆ ≥ 0, p ≥ 0, it is required
that z̃ ≤ −a(1+b)

2(1−a) . Hence, the optimal value of the program for this case is Γ̂ρ(a).
Case 3: We lastly consider the case in which {z1−a,i}i∈[m] is of size 2 and

{z−a,i}i∈[m] is a singleton. In this case, the optimal solution to the optimization
problem in (9) is

PSZ(s, z) =


1− a s = −a, z = z̃

p s = 1− a, z = b− ẑ
a− p s = 1− a, z = ẑ

for some (p, z̃, ẑ) such that 0 < p < a,−a/ρ < z̃ ≤ b
2 ≤ ẑ < (1−a)/ρ, and z̃ ≤ b−1

2 . By
symmetry, substituting a← 1− a, z̃ ← −ẑ, ẑ ← −z̃ (which implies b← −b) into (47)
and (48), we obtain the optimal p, z̃ for this case, which results in the value Γ̂ρ(1− a)
of the program. Hence, the first part of Statement 2 holds.

For a = 1/2, we have b = 0 and both −a(1+b)
2(1−a) and c are equal to −1/2. Hence,

z̃ = −1/2 is the unique feasible solution to the supremization in (15), which results in
the value Φ( 1−ρ

2 ). Furthermore, for a = 1/2, E[Φ(a + ρS)] 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 ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗]. By definition, Φ = Φsym

α with
α ∈ (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+z2 = 0,
which further implies p = q. From (z1, z2) ∈ Z, we know − 1

2 ≤ z1 ≤ − 1
4 . Denote the

bound in (2) for Φ = Φsym
α as Γ

(α)

ρ (a) where α ∈ [1, 2). Then, by the monotonicity of
Φsym
α in α, we have for α ∈ (1, 2),

Γ
(1)

ρ (
1

2
) ≤ lim

α↓1
Γ

(α)

ρ (
1

2
) = lim

α↓1
max

− 1
2≤z1≤−

1
4

hα(z1),

where

hα(z1) := 2pΦsym
α (

1

2
+ ρz1)

=
1− ρ

(1 + 2ρz1)(1− ρ− 2ρz1)
Φsym
α (

1

2
+ ρz1).

We now swap the limit and maximization. Denote {αk} as a decreasing
sequence with limit 1. Denote z1,k as an optimal solution to the optimization
max− 1

2≤z1≤−
1
4
hα(z1) with α = αk. By passing to a subsequence, we assume

that {z1,k} converges to some z∗1 . Then, by the continuity of hα(z1) in (α, z1),
Γ

(αk)

ρ ( 1
2 ) = hαk(z1,k) → h1(z∗1) ≤ max− 1

2≤z1≤−
1
4
h1(z1), which implies Γ

(1)

ρ ( 1
2 ) ≤

max− 1
2≤z1≤−

1
4
h(z1), with h(z1) := h1(z1) for brevity. More explicitly,

h(z1) =
1− ρ

(1 + 2ρz1)(1− ρ− 2ρz1)
((

1

2
+ ρz1) log(

1

2
+ ρz1) + (

1

2
− ρz1) log(

1

2
− ρz1)).

To compute the maximum of h(z1) over − 1
2 ≤ z1 ≤ − 1

4 , we take its derivative which
is a standard technique. That is,

h′(z1) =
−ρ(1− ρ)ϕρ(z1)

(1 + 2ρz1)2(1− ρ− 2ρz1)2
,

where

ϕρ(z1) := ((1− 2ρz1)2 − 2ρ) log(
1

2
− ρz1)− (1 + 2ρz1)2 log(

1

2
+ ρz1).

We claim that h is non-increasing given ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗]. We next prove it. It is easy to
verify that

ϕ′′ρ(z1) =
8ρ2(ρ+ (1− 2ρz1)2 log( 1−2ρz1

1+2ρz1
))

(1− 2ρz1)2
≥ 0.
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Hence, ϕ′ is increasing. Furthermore, ϕ′ρ(− 1
2 ) = 4ρg(ρ)

ρ+1 , where

g(ρ) := −(1− ρ2) log(
1− ρ

2
)− (1 + ρ)2 log(

1 + ρ

2
)− 1.

It is easy to verify that g′′(ρ) ≤ 0, and g(0), g( 1
2 ) ≥ 0. Hence, g(ρ) ≥ 0 (i.e., ϕ′ρ(− 1

2 ) ≥
0) for ρ ∈ (0, 1

2 ]. Combining this with the fact that ϕ′ρ is increasing gives ϕ′ρ(z1) ≥ 0

for z1 ∈ [− 1
2 , 0] and ρ ∈ (0, 1

2 ]. Hence, for ρ ∈ (0, 1
2 ], ϕρ is increasing on [− 1

2 , 0].
Recall ψ(ρ) defined in (16), and observe that ϕρ(− 1

2 ) = ψ(ρ). We now prove
ψ(ρ) ≥ 0 for ρ ∈ [0, ρ∗]. It is easy to verify ψ′′′(ρ) ≥ 0, and hence ψ′(ρ) is convex. Also,
ψ′(0) ≥ 0, ψ′( 1

2 ) ≤ 0. Hence, ψ′ is first-positive-then-negative9 on [0, 1
2 ], which means

that ψ is first-increasing-then-decreasing on [0, 1
2 ]. Observe that ψ(0), ψ(ρ∗) = 0 and

ρ∗ ∈ [0, 1
2 ]. Hence ψ(ρ) ≥ 0 for ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗], i.e., ϕρ(− 1

2 ) ≥ 0.
Combining the facts that ϕρ is increasing and ϕρ(− 1

2 ) ≥ 0 for ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗] yields
that ϕρ(z1) ≥ 0 for z1 ∈ [− 1

2 , 0] and ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗]. It means that h′(z1) ≤ 0 and hence h
is non-increasing given ρ ∈ (0, ρ∗], completing the proof of the claim above.

Therefore, by the claim above,

Γ
(1)

ρ (
1

2
) ≤ h(−1

2
) = (

1− ρ
2

) log(
1− ρ

2
) + (

1 + ρ

2
) log(

1 + ρ

2
).

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 ρ ∈ (0, 1). We next prove Corollary 2. The
case α ∈ (1, 2) is implied immediately by Lemma 1 and Corollary 1. For α ∈ [2, 5], by
Lemma 1, it suffices to only prove the case α = 5.

For a = 1/2 and Φ(t) = tα + (1 − t)α with α = 5, similarly as in Section 16,
by applying Statement 1 of Theorem 4, we have z1 + z2 = 0, and hence p = q,
− 1

2 ≤ z1 ≤ − 1
4 , and

Γρ(
1

2
) = sup

− 1
2≤z1≤−

1
4

2[
1

2
− p+ pΦ(

1

2
+ ρz1)]

with p = 1−ρ
2(1−ρ−2ρz1)(1+2ρz1) . Denoting z = −2ρz1 ∈ [ρ2 , ρ], we have Γρ(

1
2 ) =

sup ρ
2≤z≤ρ

h(z), where

h(z) :=
−ρ+ 5(ρ− 1)z3 + 5(ρ− 1)z2 + 15ρz + z + 1

16(−ρ+ z + 1)
.

9We say a function f is first-positive-then-negative if there exists some real number a such that f(x) ≥ 0
for x < a and f(x) ≤ 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 Γρ(a) = h(ρ) = Φ( 1−ρ

2 ), completing the proof. We next
provide the details on how to take derivatives to show that h(z) is non-decreasing.

Taking derivative for h, we have h′(z) = 5ϕ(z)
16(−ρ+z+1)2 , where

ϕ(z) = −3(ρ− 1)ρ+ 2(ρ− 1)z3 + (−3ρ2 + 7ρ− 4)z2 − 2(ρ− 1)2z.

Taking derivative again, we further have ϕ′(z) = −2(1 − ρ)(3z + 1)(1 − ρ + z) ≤ 0.
Hence, ϕ(z) is non-increasing, which implies that ϕ(z) ≥ ϕ(ρ) = (1 − ρ)3ρ ≥ 0, i.e.,
h′(z) ≥ 0. Therefore, h(z) is non-decreasing.

8 Proof of Corollary 3
Excluding the trivial cases, we assume ρ ∈ (0, 1).

8.1 Case of α ∈ (1, 2)

Here, we denote Φ(t) = tα with α ∈ (1, 2). Observe that Φ′ is concave. By Theorem
5, for a = 1/2,

Γ̃ρ(
1

2
) = sup

0≤z2≤ 1
2

p(
1

2
+ ρz1)α +

1

2
(
1

2
+ ρz2)α.

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. z1, z2, we obtain two solutions:{

z
(1)
1 = p(1−2p−ρ)−T (p)

2(1+2p)pρ ,

z
(1)
2 =

1
2−p(1−ρ)+T (p)

(1+2p)ρ ,

and {
z

(2)
1 = p(1−2p−ρ)+T (p)

2(1+2p)pρ ,

z
(2)
2 =

1
2−p(1−ρ)−T (p)

(1+2p)ρ ,

where
T (p) =

√
p(p(2− 2ρ+ ρ2) + ρ− 1).

To ensure the term in the square root above is nonnegative, it is required that

1− ρ
2− 2ρ+ ρ2

≤ p ≤ 1

2
.

Observe that given p, pz1 + 1
2z2 remains the same for (z

(1)
1 , z

(1)
2 ) and (z

(2)
1 , z

(2)
2 ), and

moreover, z(1)
1 ≤ z

(2)
1 ≤ z

(2)
2 ≤ z

(1)
2 . By the convexity of Φ, we have that (z

(1)
1 , z

(1)
2 )
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leads to a larger value of p( 1
2 + ρz1)α + 1

2 ( 1
2 + ρz2)α than (z

(2)
1 , z

(2)
2 ). Hence,

Γ̃ρ(
1

2
) ≤ sup

1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2

≤p≤ 1
2

hα(p)

where

hα(p) := p(
1

2
+ ρz

(1)
1 )α +

1

2
(
1

2
+ ρz

(1)
2 )α

= p(
(2− ρ)p− T (p)

2(1 + 2p)p
)α +

1

2
(
1 + pρ+ T (p)

1 + 2p
)α.

Define

ϕ(α, p) := −A(p)D(p)α−1 − B(p)

α
+ C(p)

where

A(p) := p[(−1 + 6p)(1− ρ) + 2pρ2 − 2(2− ρ)T (p)]

B(p) := [(2− ρ)p− T (p)]2(1 + 2p)T (p)

C(p) := p[(3− 2p− 8p2)(1− ρ)− 4ρ2p2 + 4p(2− ρ)T (p)]

D(p) :=
(pρ+ 1 + T (p))2p

(2− ρ)p− T (p)
.

It is easy to verify that A(p), B(p), D(p) ≥ 0 for 1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤

1
2 . Then,

d

dp
hα(p) = (

(2− ρ)p− T (p)

2(1 + 2p)p
)α−1 −αϕ(α, p)

4(1 + 2p)2pT (p)
. (49)

Recall that the function θ is defined in (20). Obviously, it holds that θ−1( 1−ρ
1+ρ ) ≥ 1

for 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1.
Lemma 3. For θ−1( 1−ρ

1+ρ ) ≤ α < 2 and 1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤

1
2 , we have ϕ(α, p) ≤ 0.

By this lemma and (49), for θ−1( 1−ρ
1+ρ ) ≤ α < 2, hα is non-decreasing for 1−ρ

2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤
p ≤ 1

2 , which further implies that Γ̃ρ(
1
2 ) ≤ hα( 1

2 ). Observe that hα( 1
2 ) = 1

2Φ( 1−ρ
2 ) +

1
2Φ( 1+ρ

2 ) is the Φ-stability of dictator functions. Hence, Γ̃ρ(
1
2 ) is attained by dictator

functions for θ−1( 1−ρ
1+ρ ) ≤ α < 2 (or equivalently, for ρ ≤ 1−θ(α)

1+θ(α) ), which completes
the proof of Corollary 3 for the case α ∈ (1, 2). Hence, the rest is to prove the lemma
above.

Proof of Lemma 3. Since A(p), B(p), D(p) ≥ 0, by definition, given p, ϕ(α, p) is con-
cave in α. It is easy to verify that ϕ(1, p) = 0. Hence, given p, one of the following
two statements is true: 1) ϕ(α, p) ≤ 0 for any α > 0; 2) the equation ϕ(α, p) = 0 with
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unknown α has exactly two distinct solutions, 1 and α∗(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 α∗(p) < 1, by the concavity of ϕ(α, p) in α, we have that ϕ(α, p) ≤
0 for any α ≥ 1. Hence, Lemma 3 holds for such p.

We next consider the case α∗(p) > 1. Similarly, by the concavity of ϕ(α, p) in
α, we have that ϕ(α, p) ≤ 0 for any α ≥ α∗(p). Hence, Lemma 3 holds for α ≥
sup 1−ρ

2−2ρ+ρ2
≤p≤ 1

2
α∗(p). To determine the supremization here, we need the following

technical lemma. Its proof is deferred to Section 8.1.1.

Lemma 4. For any 1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤

1
2 such that 1 < α∗(p) < 2, we have d

dpα
∗(p) ≥ 0.

By the lemma above, sup 1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2

≤p≤ 1
2
α∗(p) = α∗( 1

2 ). It is easy to check that

α∗( 1
2 ) = θ−1( 1−ρ

1+ρ ). Hence Lemma 3 holds for α ≥ θ−1( 1−ρ
1+ρ ).

Combining all the cases above completes the proof of Lemma 3.

8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Denote ϕ1(α, p) := ∂
∂αϕ(α, p) and ϕ2(α, p) := ∂

∂pϕ(α, p). By the assumption α∗(p) > 1,
the definition of α∗(p), and the concavity of ϕ(α, p) in α, we have ϕ1(α∗(p), p) < 0.
By the implicit function theorem,

d

dp
α∗(p) =

−ϕ2(α∗(p), p)

ϕ1(α∗(p), p)
.

Hence, it suffices to show ϕ2(α∗(p), p) ≥ 0.
Observe that

ϕ2(α, p) = −A′(p)D(p)α−1 − (α− 1)A(p)D(p)α−2D′(p)− B′(p)

α
+ C ′(p) (50)

Since α∗ = α∗(p) is a solution, i.e., ϕ(α∗, p) = 0, we obtain A(p)D(p)α
∗−1 = C(p) −

B(p)
α∗ . Substituting it into (50) with α replaced by α∗, we obtain

ϕ2(α∗, p) = −A′(p)D(p)α
∗−1 − (α∗ − 1)A(p)D(p)α

∗−2D′(p)− B′(p)

α∗
+ C ′(p)

= −A(p)D(p)α
∗−1
(A′(p)
A(p)

+ (α∗ − 1)
D′(p)

D(p)

)
− B′(p)

α∗
+ C ′(p)

= −(C(p)− B(p)

α∗
)
(A′(p)
A(p)

+ (α∗ − 1)
D′(p)

D(p)

)
− B′(p)

α∗
+ C ′(p)

= φ(α∗, p), (51)

where

φ(α, p) := −C(p)
(A′(p)
A(p)

+ (α− 1)
D′(p)

D(p)

)
+
B(p)

α

(A′(p)
A(p)

− D′(p)

D(p)
− B′(p)

B(p)

)
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+B(p)
D′(p)

D(p)
+ C ′(p).

By standard arguments, it can be shown that

A′(p)

A(p)
− D′(p)

D(p)
− B′(p)

B(p)
≤ 0; (52)

see details below. Hence, given 1−ρ
2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤

1
2 , φ(α, p) is concave in α > 0.

On the other hand, using Mathematica, it is easy to show that φ(1, p) = 0, φ(2, p) ≥
0 for 1−ρ

2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤
1
2 . Hence, φ(α, p) ≥ 0 for 1 < α < 2 and 1−ρ

2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤
1
2 , which,

combined with (51), implies ϕ2(α∗(p), p) ≥ 0 since by assumption, 1 < α∗(p) < 2.
This completes the proof of Lemma 4.

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

A′(p)

A(p)
− D′(p)

D(p)
− B′(p)

B(p)
=

p(F (p) + E(p)T (p))

2(2p+ 1)T (p)2(pρ+ 1 + T (p))A(p)
,

where

E(p) := −16(2ρ4 − 9ρ3 + 17ρ2 − 16ρ+ 6)p3

− 8(ρ4 + ρ3 − 10ρ2 + 14ρ− 7)p2 − 8(ρ3 − ρ2 − 2ρ+ 2)p− 2(ρ− 1)2,

and

F (p) :=− 16(2ρ5 − 11ρ4 + 27ρ3 − 36ρ2 + 26ρ− 8)p4

− 4(2ρ5 + 4ρ4 − 39ρ3 + 86ρ2 − 83ρ+ 32)p3

− 4(3ρ4 − 4ρ3 − 5ρ2 + 13ρ− 7)p2 − (ρ− 1)2(5ρ+ 4)p− (ρ− 1)2.

Using Mathematica10, one can show that F (p) ≤ 0 and F (p)2 ≥ E(p)2T (p)2 for
1−ρ

2−2ρ+ρ2 ≤ p ≤
1
2 (and 0 < ρ < 1). Hence, F (p) +E(p)T (p) ≤ 0, which in turn implies

(52).

8.2 Case of α ∈ [2, 3]

For α ∈ [2, 3], by Lemma 1, to prove Corollary 3, it suffices to prove the case α = 3.
Here we let Φ(t) = t3. Observe that Φ′ is convex. By Remark 1, we have Γ̃ρ(a) =
sup0≤z2≤a g(z2), where

g(z2) := a− p+ p(a− ρz1)3 + (1− a)(a− ρz2)3

with

z1 =
z2(ρ(1− z2)− (1− a))

a− ρz2
,

10The code can be found in the link https://www.dropbox.com/s/kll3157wfuwaw7c/code.nb?dl=0
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p =
(1− a)(a− ρz2)2

1− a+ ρ2z2 − (1− a+ ρz2)2
.

For a = 1/2, by defining z = 2ρz2 ∈ [0, ρ], we have Γ̃ρ(a) = sup0≤z≤ρ h(z), where

h(z) := g(
z

2ρ
) =

1− (1− 4ρ)z − (2ρ2 + 2ρ+ 1)z2 − (1− 2ρ)z3

8(1− z)
.

By standard arguments, it can be shown that h′(z) ≥ 0; see details below. Hence,
h(z) is increasing, which implies Γ̃ρ(a) = h(ρ) = 1

2Φ( 1+ρ
2 ) + 1

2Φ( 1−ρ
2 ). 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) = ϕ(z)
4(z−1)2 , where

ϕ(z) := (1− 2ρ)z3 + (ρ2 + 4ρ− 1)z2 − (2ρ2 + 2ρ+ 1)z + 2ρ.

Taking derivative again, we have

ϕ′(z) = (3− 6ρ)z2 + 2(ρ2 + 4ρ− 1)z − 2ρ2 − 2ρ− 1.

For ρ ≤ 1/2, ϕ′(z) is convex in z. Hence for this case, ϕ′(z) ≤ max{ϕ′(0), ϕ′(ρ)} ≤ 0.
For ρ > 1/2, ϕ′(z) is increasing in z for z ≤ ρ ≤ ρ2+4ρ−1

6ρ−3 . Hence for this case,
ϕ′(z) ≤ ϕ′(ρ) ≤ 0. Combining these two cases, ϕ′(z) ≤ 0 and hence ϕ(z) is decreasing
for ρ ∈ [0, 1]. Hence ϕ(z) ≥ ϕ(ρ) = (1− ρ)3ρ ≥ 0, which implies h′(z) ≥ 0.

9 Proof of Lemma 2
Let B be the support of f . Hence |B| = a2n. Denote A1 := {x : x1 = 1} and Ac1 :=
{−1, 1}n\A1 = {x : x1 = −1}. Then by definition, |B ∩ A1| = a+β

2 2n. Let A ⊆ A1

be an arbitrary subset such that B ∩ A1 ⊆ A and |A| = a2n. Denote g := 1A, h :=
1{x ∈ {−1, 1}n−1 : (1,x) ∈ A, (1,x) /∈ B}, and l := 1{x ∈ {−1, 1}n−1 : (−1,x) ∈ B}.
Then Eh = El = a−β

2 2n. Moreover, f = g− h · 1{x1 = 1}+ l · 1{x1 = −1}, and hence,
f̂S = ĝS − 1

2 ĥS\{1} + 1
2 l̂S\{1},∀S ⊆ [n]. Note that h and l are Boolean functions on

the (n − 1)-dimensional space. Hence, their Fourier coefficients ĥS , l̂S ,S ⊆ [2 : n] are
also defined on the (n− 1)-dimensional space. By the Minkowski inequality,

W1[f ]− β2 =

n∑
i=2

f̂2
{i} =

n∑
i=2

(ĝ{i} −
1

2
ĥ{i} +

1

2
l̂{i})

2

≤
(√√√√ n∑

i=2

ĝ2
{i} +

√√√√1

4

n∑
i=2

ĥ2
{i} +

√√√√1

4

n∑
i=2

l̂2{i}

)2

=
(√

W1[g]− a2 +
1

2

√
W1[h] +

1

2

√
W1[l]

)2

(53)
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≤
(√

W (n)(a)− a2 +
√
W (n−1)(a− β)

)2

where (53) follows by the facts that ĝ{1} = a and W1[h] =
∑n

i=2 ĥ
2
{i},W1[l] =∑n

i=2 l̂
2
{i} since the Fourier coefficients of h, l are defined on the (n − 1)-dimensional

space. Therefore, (21) holds.
By Parseval’s theorem, W (n)(a) ≤ a− a2. Substituting this into (21) and special-

izing (21) to the case a = 1
2 , we obtain (22). On the other hand, this upper bound is

attained by the Boolean function

f(x) = 1{x : x1 = 1, (x2, x3, ..., xn) ∈ Ac}+ 1{−x : x1 = 1, (x2, x3, ..., xn) ∈ A}

for some A ⊆ {−1, 1}n−1 such that 1A attains W (n−1)( 1
2 − k). This can be seen from

the fact that

f(x) =
1 + x1

2
−

∑
S⊆[2:n]:|S| odd

ĝSχS(x2, .., xn)− x1

∑
S⊆[2:n]:|S| even

ĝSχS(x2, .., xn)

where {ĝS} are Fourier coefficients of g(x2, .., xn) = 1A(x2, .., xn).

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,x,i, ps,x,i)(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m] as an optimal solution to the maximization in
(9) such that z−s,−x,i = −zs,x,i, p−s,−x,i = ps,x,i for all (s, x, i). Such an optimal
solution always exists since for any optimal solution (ẑs,x,i, p̂s,x,i)(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m/2] to
the optimization problem in (9) withm← m/2, we can construct a desired distribution
PSXZ =

∑
s,x,i

1
2 p̂s,x,i(δs,x,ẑs,x,i +δ−s,−x,−ẑs,x,i), which is optimal for the optimization

in (35) and meanwhile satisfies PSXZ(−s,−x,−z) = PSXZ(s, x, z) for all (s, x, z).
Suppose that LICQ is not satisfied by the solution (zs,x,i, ps,x,i)(s,x,i)∈S×X×[m].

Denote

I := {(s, x, i) : a+ ρzs,x,i = 0} and J := {(s, x, i) : a+ ρzs,x,i = 1}.

By Statement 3, we can write I = I− ∪ I+ and J = J− ∪ J + for some I− ⊆
{(−a,−1)} × [m], I+ ⊆ {(−a, 1)} × [m], J− ⊆ {(1 − a,−1)} × [m], and J + ⊆
{(1−a, 1)}× [m]. The gradients of the active inequality constraints (including (36) by
Statement 2) and the gradients of the equality constraints constitute the (|I|+ |J |+
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5)× (4m) matrix

G :=



ρII 01×2m

−ρIJ 01×2m

01×2m (I1×m,01×m)
01×2m (01×m, I1×m)

(ps,x,i)s,x,i (zs,x,i)s,x,i
(xps,x,i)s,x,i (xzs,x,i)s,x,i

(ps,x,i(2zs,x,i − ρs))s,x,i (z2
s,x,i − ρszs,x,i)s,x,i


.

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

Ĝ :=

 (ps,−1,i)(s,i)∈(I−∪J−)c 01×(2m−|I+|−|J+|) A− 01×2(m−1)

01×(2m−|I−|−|J−|) (ps,1,i)(s,i)∈(I+∪J+)c 01×2(m−1) A+

(ps,−1,i(2zs,−1,i − ρs))(s,i)∈(I−∪J−)c (ps,1,i(2zs,1,i − ρs))(s,i)∈(I+∪J+)c B− B+


is not of full rank where

A− := (zs,−1,i − zs,−1,1)(s,i)∈S×[2:m],

A+ := (zs,1,i − zs,1,1)(s,i)∈S×[2:m],

B− := ((zs,−1,i − zs,−1,1)(zs,−1,i + zs,−1,1 − ρs))(s,i)∈S×[2:m],

B+ := ((zs,1,i − zs,1,1)(zs,1,i + zs,1,1 − ρs))(s,i)∈S×[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, x), zs,x,i’s are identical for all i ∈ [m]. Since the
submatrix[

(p− 1
2 ,−1,i)(− 1

2 ,i)∈(I−∪J−)c (z− 1
2 ,−1,i − z− 1

2 ,−1,1)i∈[2:m]

(p− 1
2 ,−1,i(2z− 1

2 ,−1,i + ρ 1
2 ))(− 1

2 ,i)∈(I−∪J−)c ((z− 1
2 ,−1,i − z− 1

2 ,−1,1)(z− 1
2 ,−1,i + z− 1

2 ,−1,1 + ρ 1
2 ))i∈[2:m]

]

of Ĝ is not of full rank (due to that ps,x,i > 0 for all s, x, i), we know that z− 1
2 ,−1,i’s

are identical for all i ∈ [m]. Similarly, the same conclusion holds for other pairs (s, x).
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

L :=
∑
s,x,i

ps,x,i

{
Φ(

1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) + θs,x,i(

1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) + θ′s,x,i(1− (

1

2
+ ρzs,x,i))
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+ λ(ρszs,x,i − z2
s,x,i + (1− ρ)ω(β)) + ηzs,x,i + η′(xzs,x,i − β)

}
+
∑
s,x

µs,x(
∑
i

ps,x,i − PSX(s, x)).

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
to p = 1

4 + β
2 , q = 1

4 −
β
2 ). Hence the objective value induced by this solution is no

more than Υρ. 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,−z) = 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,

∂L
∂zs,x,i

= ps,x,i[ρ(Φ′(
1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) + θs,x,i − θ′s,x,i) + λ(s− 2zs,x,i) + η + η′x] = 0

∂L
∂ps,x,i

= Φ(
1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) + λ(ρszs,x,i − z2

s,x,i + (1− ρ)ω(β))

+ ηzs,x,i + η′(xzs,x,i − β) + µs,x = 0

0 ≤ 1

2
+ ρzs,x,i ≤ 1,∀(s, x, i) ∈ S × X × [m]∑

s,x,i

ps,x,izs,x,i = 0,

∑
s,x,i

ps,x,ixzs,x,i = β,

∑
s,x,i

ps,x,i(z
2
s,x,i − ρszs,x,i) = (1− ρ)ω(β).

∑
i

ps,x,i = PSX(s, x),∀(s, x) ∈ S × X ,

ps,x,i > 0,∀(s, x, i) ∈ S × X × [m]

θs,x,i(
1

2
+ ρzs,x,i) = 0

θ′s,x,i(
1

2
− ρzs,x,i) = 0

λ ≥ 0,
−→
θ ,
−→
θ′ ≥ −→0 .

For (s, x, i) such that − 1
2ρ < zs,x,i <

1
2ρ , we have θs,x,i = θ′s,x,i = 0, and hence,

1

ps,x,i

∂L
∂zs,x,i

= g(s, zs,x,i) = 0 (54)
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∂L
∂ps,x,i

= G(s, zs,x,i) + Φ(
1

2
) + λ(1− ρ)ω(β)− η′β + µs,x = 0, (55)

where

g(s, x, z) := ρΦ′(
1

2
+ ρz) + λ(s− 2z) + η + η′x,

G(s, x, z) :=

∫ z

0

g(s, x, z)dz.

Equations (43) and (44) imply that given (s, x), g(s, x, z) is always equal to 0 and
G(s, x, z) remains the same for all z ∈ {zs,x,i}i∈[m].

By assumption, Φ is symmetric w.r.t. 1
2 and Φ′ is increasing, continuous on (0, 1),

and strictly concave on (0, 1
2 ]. Hence, for each (s, x), 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, x), zi and zi+1 cannot be solutions of (55) at the same time.
Moreover, if given (s, x), the set {zs,x,i}i∈[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, z3 respectively, are contained
in {zs,x,i}i∈[m]. Since G is the integral of g and G(s, x, z1) = G(s, x, z3) and Φ′ is
symmetric w.r.t. 1/2, we have z1 + z3 = 0. Hence, one of the following three cases
could occur for some ẑ1, ẑ2.
Case 1: {z− 1

2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {− 1
2ρ , ẑ1} and {z 1

2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {ẑ2,
1
2ρ}.

Case 2: {z− 1
2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {−ẑ1, ẑ1} and {z 1

2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ { 1
2ρ}.

Case 3: {z− 1
2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {− 1

2ρ} and {z 1
2 ,−1,i}i∈[m] ⊆ {−ẑ2, ẑ2}.

Since by assumption, the optimal solution PSXZ is symmetric in the sense that
PSXZ(−s,−x,−z) = PSXZ(s, x, z) for all (s, x, z), the values of {zs,1,i}(s,i)∈S×[m] are
determined by {zs,−1,i}(s,i)∈S×[m]. Specifically, for Case 1, PSXZ can be expressed as

PSXZ(s, x, z) =


1+2β

4 − p (s, x, z) = ±(− 1
2 ,−1,− 1

2ρ )

p (s, x, z) = ±(− 1
2 ,−1, ẑ1)

1−2β
4 − q (s, x, z) = ±( 1

2 ,−1, 1
2ρ )

q (s, x, z) = ±( 1
2 ,−1, ẑ2)

Solving EZ = 0,E[XZ] = β gives the solution p, q in (39) and (40) with z1 ← ẑ1, z2 ←
ẑ2. This solution yields Υρ.

For Case 2,

PSXZ(s, x, z) =


1+2β

4 − p (s, x, z) = ±(− 1
2 ,−1,−ẑ1)

p (s, x, z) = ±(− 1
2 ,−1, ẑ1)

1−2β
4 (s, x, z) = ±( 1

2 ,−1, 1
2ρ )

Solving EZ = 0,E[XZ] = β gives ẑ1 = − 4βρ−2β+1
4βρ−16pρ+2ρ . However, for this case, E[Z2]−

ρE[SZ] ≥ (1−ρ)/4, which is strictly larger than (1−ρ)G(β) for β ∈ [0, 1/2). Moreover,
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E[Z2]− ρE[SZ] = (1− ρ)/4 holds only if β = p = 1/2. For the case β = p = 1/2, we
have z0 = 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 β = p = 1/2,−z1 = z2 = 1/2). Hence the objective
value induced by this solution is no more than Υρ.

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

Acknowledgments. This research was supported by by the NSFC grant 62101286
and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities of China (Nankai
University).

Data availibility. Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no data were
created or analyzed in this study.

References
[1] Csiszár, I.: Eine informationstheoretische ungleichung und ihre anwendung auf

beweis der ergodizitaet von markoffschen ketten. Magyer Tud. Akad. Mat. Kutato
Int. Koezl. 8, 85–108 (1964)

[2] Csiszár, I.: Information-type measures of difference of probability distributions
and indirect observation. Studia Scientiarum Mathematicarum Hungarica 2, 229–
318 (1967)

[3] Ali, S.M., Silvey, S.D.: A general class of coefficients of divergence of one
distribution from another. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B
(Methodological) 28(1), 131–142 (1966)

[4] Tsallis, C.: What are the numbers that experiments provide. Quimica Nova 17(6),
468–471 (1994)

[5] Eldan, R.: A two-sided estimate for the Gaussian noise stability deficit. Inven-
tiones Mathematicae 201(2), 561–624 (2015)

[6] Li, J., Médard, M.: Boolean functions: Noise stability, non-interactive correlation
distillation, and mutual information. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory (2019)

[7] Mossel, E., O’Donnell, R.: Coin flipping from a cosmic source: On error correction
of truly random bits. Random Structures & Algorithms 26(4), 418–436 (2005)

[8] Sason, I., Verdú, S.: f -divergence inequalities. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 62(11),
5973–6006 (2016)

[9] Gács, P., Körner, J.: Common information is far less than mutual information.
Problems of Control and Information Theory 2(2), 149–162 (1973)

38



[10] Witsenhausen, H.S.: On sequences of pairs of dependent random variables. SIAM
Journal on Applied Mathematics 28(1), 100–113 (1975)

[11] Kumar, G.R., Courtade, T.A.: Which Boolean functions are most informative? In:
2013 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, pp. 226–230 (2013).
IEEE

[12] Courtade, T.A., Kumar, G.R.: Which Boolean functions maximize mutual
information on noisy inputs? IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 60(8), 4515–4525 (2014)

[13] Anantharam, V., Gohari, A.A., Kamath, S., Nair, C.: On hypercontractivity and
the mutual information between Boolean functions. In: Communication, Control,
and Computing (Allerton), 2013 51th Annual Allerton Conference On, pp. 13–19
(2013). IEEE

[14] Kindler, G., O’Donnell, R., Witmer, D.: Remarks on the most informative
function conjecture at fixed mean. arXiv preprint arXiv:1506.03167 (2015)

[15] Ordentlich, O., Shayevitz, O., Weinstein, O.: An improved upper bound for
the most informative Boolean function conjecture. In: 2016 IEEE International
Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pp. 500–504 (2016). IEEE

[16] Samorodnitsky, A.: On the entropy of a noisy function. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory
62(10), 5446–5464 (2016)

[17] Pichler, G., Piantanida, P., Matz, G.: Dictator functions maximize mutual
information. The Annals of Applied Probability 28(5), 3094–3101 (2018)

[18] Barnes, L.P., Özgür, A.: The Courtade-Kumar most informative Boolean function
conjecture and a symmetrized Li-Médard conjecture are equivalent. In: 2020 IEEE
International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pp. 2205–2209 (2020).
IEEE

[19] Friedgut, E., Kalai, G., Naor, A.: Boolean functions whose fourier transform is
concentrated on the first two levels. Advances in Applied Mathematics 29(3),
427–437 (2002)

[20] Borell, C.: Geometric bounds on the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck velocity process.
Probability Theory and Related Fields 70(1), 1–13 (1985)

[21] Benjamini, I., Kalai, G., Schramm, O.: Noise sensitivity of Boolean functions and
applications to percolation. Publications Mathématiques de l’Institut des Hautes
Etudes Scientifiques 90(1), 5–43 (1999)

[22] O’Donnell, R.: Analysis of Boolean Functions. Cambridge University Press, ???
(2014)

[23] Witsenhausen, H., Wyner, A.: A conditional entropy bound for a pair of discrete

39



random variables. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 21(5), 493–501 (1975)

[24] Erkip, E.: The efficiency of information in investment. PhD thesis, Ph.D.
dissertation, Dept. Electr. Eng., Stanford Univ. Press, Stanford, CA, USA (1996)

[25] Wyner, A.D., Ziv, J.: A theorem on the entropy of certain binary sequences and
applications: Part I. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 19(6), 769–772 (1973)

[26] Yang, H., Wesel, R.D.: On the most informative boolean functions of the very
noisy channel. In: 2019 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory
(ISIT), pp. 1202–1206 (2019). IEEE

[27] Eldan, R., Mikulincer, D., Raghavendra, P.: Noise stability on the Boolean
hypercube via a renormalized Brownian motion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.06508
(2022)

[28] Yu, L., Tan, V.Y.F.: On non-interactive simulation of binary random variables.
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 67(4), 2528–2538 (2021)

[29] Kahn, J., Kalai, G., Linial, N.: The influence of variables on Boolean functions. In:
29th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pp. 68–80 (1988).
IEEE

[30] Mossel, E., O’Donnell, R., Regev, O., Steif, J.E., Sudakov, B.: Non-interactive
correlation distillation, inhomogeneous Markov chains, and the reverse Bonami-
Beckner inequality. Israel Journal of Mathematics 154(1), 299–336 (2006)

[31] Kamath, S., Anantharam, V.: On non-interactive simulation of joint distributions.
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 62(6), 3419–3435 (2016)

[32] Ordentlich, O., Polyanskiy, Y., Shayevitz, O.: A note on the probability of rect-
angles for correlated binary strings. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 66(12), 7878–7886
(2020)

[33] Kirshner, N., Samorodnitsky, A.: A moment ratio bound for polynomials and
some extremal properties of Krawchouk polynomials and Hamming spheres. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1909.11929 (2019)

[34] Yu, L., Anantharam, V., Chen, J.: Graphs of joint types, noninteractive simula-
tion, and stronger hypercontractivity. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.00668 (2021)

[35] Yu, L.: Strong Brascamp-Lieb inequalities. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.06935
(2021)

[36] Bunt, L.N.H.: Bijdrage Tot de Theorie der Convexe Puntverzamelingen. Rijksuni-
versiteit te Groningen, ??? (1934)

[37] Eggleston, H.G.: Convexity. Oxford University Press (1966)

40



[38] Peterson, D.W.: A review of constraint qualifications in finite-dimensional spaces.
Siam Review 15(3), 639–654 (1973)

[39] Bazaraa, M.S., Sherali, H.D., Shetty, C.M.: Nonlinear Programming: Theory and
Algorithms. John Wiley & Sons, ??? (2013)

[40] Fu, F.-W., Wei, V.K., Yeung, R.W.: On the minimum average distance of binary
codes: Linear programming approach. Discrete Applied Mathematics 111(3),
263–281 (2001)

[41] Yu, L., Tan, V.Y.F.: An improved linear programming bound on the average
distance of a binary code. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.09416 (2019)

[42] Chang, M.-C.: A polynomial bound in Freiman’s theorem. Duke mathematical
journal 113(3), 399–419 (2002)

[43] Jendrej, J., Oleszkiewicz, K., Wojtaszczyk, J.O.: On some extensions of the FKN
theorem. Theory of Computing 11(1), 445–469 (2015)

[44] König, H., Schütt, C., Tomczak-Jaegermann, N.: Projection constants of sym-
metric spaces and variants of Khintchine’s inequality. Journal für die reine und
angewandte Mathematik 1999(511), 1–42 (1999)

41


	Introduction
	Our Contributions
	Related Works
	Organization

	Main Results
	Symmetric 
	Asymmetric 

	Further Improvement of Our Results
	Improvements of FKN Theorem
	Further Improvement of Our Bounds on Noise Stability

	Proof of Proposition 1 
	Statement 2
	Statement 3
	Statement 4 

	Proof of Theorem 4
	Statement 1
	Statement 2

	Proof of Corollary 1
	Proof of Corollary 2
	Proof of Corollary 3
	Case of (1,2)
	Proof of Lemma 4

	Case of [2,3]

	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Proposition 4
	Proof of Theorem 7
	Acknowledgments
	Data availibility



