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Abstract

We revisit the Kahn-Kalai conjecture, recently proved in striking fashion by Park and Pham [3], and
present a slightly reformulated simple proof which has a few advantages: (1) it works for non-uniform
product measures, (2) it gives near-optimal bounds even for sampling probabilities close to 1, (3) it gives

a clean bound of p. < 4q¢. log,(7¢) for every ¢-bounded set system, £ > 1.

1 Introduction

Let X be a finite set and |X| = n. Let p € (0,1)% and let u, denote the product measure on 2% given
by p1p(S) = [l,esPe [1,¢s(1 — py). Let Xp denote a random set sampled from the distribution jip. Given
a family F C 2% which is non-trivial (F # @,2%) and up-monotone (if A € F and A C B then B € F),
we are interested in the probability that X, € F. The Kahn-Kalai conjecture [2] concerns the comparison
between two notions of a threshold for such an event. Stating the conjecture requires a bit of notation which

we adopt from [3].
Definition 1 (¢-bounded). G C 2% is f-bounded if |S| < ¢ for all S € G.
Definition 2 (cover). Given G C 2%, let (G) := Ugeg{T : T 2 S}. If H C (G), we say that G covers H.

Definition 3 (g-cost, g-small). Given # C 2% and q € (0,1)%, let eq(H) := > gey [Lses - Equivalently,
eq(H) =E[{S € H: Xq D S}|]. Let cq(H) := min{eq(G) | H C (G)}. We say that cq(H) is the q-cost of H
and H is q-small if cq(H) < 1/2.

In the uniform setting, we have a single probability p € (0,1) instead of p € (0,1)% and all the notions
above are considered with the uniform probability vector p = (p,p, ...,p). Given a non-trivial, up-monotone
family F C 2%, we can compare two thresholds: The probability threshold p. := sup{p : Pr[X, € F| < 1/2},
and the expectation threshold q. := sup{q : F is ¢g-small}. It is easy to verify that ¢. < p.. Kahn and Kalai
[2] conjectured that the ratio between the two thresholds is always O(logn) = O(log|X]), which implies
several difficult results in probabilistic combinatorics. This conjecture remained open until last year when
Park and Pham found a shockingly elegant proof [3].

In this note, we give a reformulation and simplification of their proof, which yields the followingEl

Theorem 1. Let L=4,0>1,q € (0,1)%, and p, = 1 — (1 — q,)*1°8COIHT for o € X. For any (-bounded
H C 2%, if cq(H) > 1/2, then Pr[Xp € (H)] > 1/2.

LAll logarithms in this paper are base 2.
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A natural interpretation of Theorem 1 is that if H is not g-small, then a union of O(log¢) independent
copies of Xq is in (H) with constant probability. In particular, since p, < ¢, (4log(2¢)+7) for x € X, Theorem
1 implies that p. < g.(41og(20)+7) < 4q.log(7¢), i.e. the uniform Kahn-Kalai conjecture. However, Theorem
1 also gives a meaningful result when the ¢,’s are non-uniform, and possibly close to 1.

We remark that the best known multiplicative constant is L & 3.995 [4] [6]. However this comes with a
rather large additive term, and we do not pursue this bound here. (It could be obtained with some additional
work, as our method is fundamentally the same as [3| [6].) Alternatively, our method also gives the bound
pe < 4.5¢.1og(2¢) which strictly improves p. < 8¢.log(2¢) given in [I].

Our proof has the same structure as the proof of Park and Pham [3], and the same key concept of minimal
fragments. The main difference is that we work directly with random sets under a product measure rather
than random sets of a fixed size. As a result, we are able to streamline the argument of [3] and apply it
to non-uniform product measures. We also remark that another way to prove a non-uniform version of the
Kahn-Kalai conjecture appears to be an element duplication scheme along the lines of [5]. However, this

would incur additional technicalities and a weaker quantitative bound.

2 The Proof

We begin with some preliminaries (adopted from [3]).

Definition 4 (fragments and minimal fragments). Given H C 2% and W € 2%, any element of F(H, W) :=
{S\W | S € H} is called a fragment of H and W. We denote by F*(H,W) the set of (inclusion-wise)

minimal elements of F(H, W), which we call minimal fragments.

Definition 5 (large and small minimal fragments). Given H C 2% and W € 2%, we define £,,(H, W) :=
{T € F*(H,W) : |T| > m}, the set of “large” minimal fragments. Similarly, we define S,,(H,W) :=
F*(H W)\ Lin(H, W) ={T € F*(H,W) : |T| < m}, the set of “small” minimal fragments.

Moreover, note that g-cost is subadditive: If H = Hi UHa, then cq(H) < c¢q(H1) + cq(H2), since a union

of the respective covers of Hy and Hs is a cover of H.

2.1 The g-cost Lemma

Our proof of Theorem 1 involves the following g-cost lemma analogous to Lemma 2.1 in [3].

Lemma 1. Let L>1,(>m>1,q€ (0,1)%, and p, =1 — (1 — q,)" for x € X. If H C 2% is £-bounded,
then

4
E[Cq(ﬁm(vaXp))] < Pr[Xp SGHE Z % (f)

Jj=
We remark that a version analogous to [3] would have a slightly looser bound of 2¢/L™ on the right-hand

side. The difference between the two leads to different constants in the main theorem.

Proof. In the following, we use the notation q° := [l.cs @ and (1 — q? = [I,er(1 = qz). By definition,

Elcq(Lm(H, Xp))] < Eleq(La(H, Xp)] = Y pV(A-p)\ > q.
we2X SeLm(H,W)



The following is the key double-counting trick of Park and Pham: Let Z = W U S (a disjoint union) and

rewrite the summation over W and S as a summation over Z and S, where W = Z'\ S:

Elcq(Lm(H, Xp)] < Z Z pZ\S(1 — p)X\(A\9)gS

Ze2X SCZ,
SELp(H,Z\S)

s s
a”1-p
- Y oera-pt oy TSR
ze2X SCZ, p
S€LM(H,Z\S)

If Z contains no set in A, then there is no S C Z such that S € £,,,(#, Z \ S) and thus no contribution to
the inner sum. Otherwise, fix some Tz € H such that Tz C Z. Then, for any S C Z we have by definition
SNTz € F(H,Z\ S). This means that for any S C Z, it S € F*(H,Z\ S), then S C Tz. In other words,
Tz contains all the minimal fragments in F*(H, Z \ S), and hence also all the sets in L, (H, W). Therefore,

we have

Eleq(Ln(H, Xp)] < > p’A-pV a®(l-p)°

pS
Ze2X, SCTz,|S|>m
3T, CZ,T7eH

Note that the expression at the end is

S H QLE 1 _pw _ Qm(l —Qm)L

— (1 _ - \L
Sl (1—qz)

TES

QI(I QI

The function = = ) r is decreasing for ¢, € (0,1), as can be verified by taking the derivative, and the

a°1-p)® - _1_ g i 1S CTy|S|>
=55 < 77sr. Summing up over all S C z,|S| = m, we

obtain ZJ —m I7 (li) since H is (-bounded and Tz € H. Finally, > ,cox 57, z1,e2 P7 (1= p)¥\ is exactly
the probability that Xp € (H) as desired. O

limiting value as ¢, — 0 is 1/L. Hence, we have

In the special case £ = m = 1, we can prove directly the following bound.

Lemma 2. Let L>1,0=m=1,q€ (0,1)X, and p; =1 — (1 — q)* for v € X. If H C 2% is (-bounded,

Eleq(Lm(H, Xp))] <

h|“

Proof. Since H is 1-bounded, we can assume that # = {{h1},...,{h,}}. If X contains any of the elements
hi, then F*(H,X},) contains the empty set, which is the only minimal fragment and hence £;(H, Xp) is
empty. Otherwise, we see that £1(H,Xp) = H. Therefore, we have

Eleq(L1(H,Xp))] = cq(H) - Pr[Xp N {hq,..., (Z qn, ) . H (1—qn)".

—Lx

Since 1 —t < et for t € R and é is the maximum of the function xe for x > 0, we conclude that

S 1
e Lo R —
Eleq(£1(H, Xp)) (E Qh> s



2.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Let k = [log(2¢)| > 1 such that £ € [2¥=1,2F). Let {L;};>1 be a sequence of reals such
that L; > 1foralli > 1. Let r{Y = 1— (1—q,)Li foreachi > 1 and = € X. Finally, let Ho := H and inductively
define H; = Sor—i (Hi—1, W;) for i € [k] where W; ~ pi1-+ are independent. Let W : Ul 1 Wi. Note
that W ~ pp where p, = 1 — (1 — gq)L2 7 TEr for each € X. We aim to choose {L;};>1 that minimizes
S | L; and satisfies Pr[W € (H)] > 1/2.

By construction, H; is (2=% — 1)-bounded for i € {0,1,...,k}. In particular, Hy is 0-bounded. Thus,
Hy = @ or Hy, = {@}. If the event E = {H; = {@}} occurs, this means that some fragment of a set in H
eventually became @ after iterating k£ times, which means that W contains this set. Depending on whether
E holds, the g-cost at the end is ¢q(Hy) = 1 or 0. Hence, if cq(Hr) > 0 then E occurs and thus W € (H).

By subadditivity of cq, for each ¢ € [k] we have

cq(Hi) > cq(F*(Hi—1, Wi)) — cq(Lor—i(Hi—1, Wi)) > cq(Hi-1) — cq(Lor—i (Hi—1, W)

To check the second inequality, note that if F*(H,—1,W;) C (G), then H;,_1 C (G) since F*(Hi—1, Ws)

contains a fragment of every set in H;_;. Iterating through i € [k], we have

Mz—

(Hk > Cq Cq Egk 1 Hi_ 1,W1‘)).

i=1

Let Z := ZZ 1 Cq(Lop—i(Hi—1, W5)). If Z < cq(H), then we have cq(Hy) > 0 and thus W € (H). Hence, we
will choose {L;}i>1 such that P(Z < cq(H)) > 1/2 while minimizing >>% | L.

Let m; = 28=% for i € [k]. Applying Lemma 1 for i € [k — 1] with parameters ¢ = 2m; — 1 = 2k=+1 — 1

and m = m; = 257%, we have

Elca(Lon, (Hit, W) | Huet] < PrWi € (Hot) | Hica] 3 m(mj‘l).

j=m;

Taking expectations over H;_; for both sides and noting

PI’[WZ' S <Hi_1>] < Pl“[Wl U---Uw,; e <H>] < PF[W S <H>],

we have
2m;—1 1 2mi -1
Elcq(Lo—: (Hi1, Wi)] < Pr[W € (H)] 3 [T ( j )

If i = k, since Hy—1 is 1-bounded, by Lemma 2 we have E[cq(L£1(Hi—1, Wk))] < 1/(eL1). Therefore, we have

1 _ 2m;—1 1 2mz_1
E{z]SZ-F;PrWE(’Hﬂ Z m< j )

j=mi

1 < 2] 20 — 1
<6—L1+PrWe ZZ ( )

12]211



By Markov’s inequality, Pr[Z > c¢q(H)] < ]E[(Z] If cq(H) <P[W € (H)], then P[W € (H)] > 1/2 by the

hypothesis. Otherwise, we use c¢q(H) > 1/2 and cq(H) > P[W € (H)] to deduce

(21—1)' 0

Hence, if we choose {L;};>1 such that the right-hand side of () is less than 1/2, then we always have
Pr[W € (H)] > 1/2 as desired. In particular, it is easy to see that L; = L for L > 4 large enough makes (I
less than 1/2; which is sufficient to prove the Kahn-Kalai conjecture.

Pr[Z > cq(H eL1 22 Z
=gi-

In order to obtain a good quantitative bound, we want to find a choice of {L;};>1 that also minimizes
Zle L;. The bound of Theorem 1 is obtained by L; = 5if ¢ < 7 and L; = 4 if ¢ > 7. This gives W ~ pup
where p, <1 — (1 — g,)*1°8OJ+7 which is our desired random set. We now show that

201 9i _ 1 oo 201 9i _ 1 1
2y S LTS T 2 ()<
=2 j=2i—-1 =8 j=2i—1

To see this, first note that

2i-1 ; ; ) ;

1 /2'—-1 2*—1 1 2*—1 1
> 57 )<00) 2 50 )

j:2i—1 j:2i—1

Using (*"') = (*")/2 < 22"=1/\/7n, we obtain

oo 2-1 9 _ 1 o0 92 —1 B 1_|_\/_
Z Z 4J( j ) g,/Ter T42171(1 — 1/4) 231/7&1 1 124/

18]211

Bringing everything together, we have

21 21\ 1+v2 1
2y 3 ()2

127211 ']

which can be verified by computer. This concludes our proof. o

Remark. The additive constant 7 in 4|log(2¢)] + 7 could be optimized slightly further, since one can use

constants smaller than 5 to define L; when ¢ < 7.

2.3 Concluding Remarks

Alternative bounds can be obtained by other choices of {L;};>1 in the proof of Theorem 1. First, assume
that L; = L for all ¢ > 1 and recall ({]) from the proof of Theorem 1. As we mentioned, it is easy to see that
as L — oo, the right-hand side converges to 0, which is sufficient to prove the Kahn-Kalai conjecture.

In fact, setting L = 4.5 works, which can be verified (by computer) similar to the final calculations in
our proof of Theorem 1. Indeed, if L = 4.5, then W ~ p, where p, =1 — (1 — q)*°1o8(O]  which implies
the result p. < 4.5¢.log(2¢) mentioned in the introduction.

To obtain a concrete bound which can be verified easily by hand, we can set L = 6. Again recall (D) in



the proof of Theorem 1. Using Lemma 1 for all i € [k] instead of just ¢ € [k — 1] and letting L; = L = 6 for
all i > 1, we have (if cq(#H) > P[W € (H)]) the inequality

Pz ] <SS S =0

i=1 j=2i—1 J

Note that the term L~/ appears exactly once in the summation above for each j > 1. For j € [4], take the
exact coefficients of L=7. For j > 5, we use (T;l) < (2j]71) <2271 to get

1 3 1 35 x2%!
=L L2 ﬁ+ﬂ+z; Li
J:
f1+3+1+35+ (4/L)5 723<1
L L2 I3 L4 2(1—-4/L) 48 "2

as desired. This gives p. < 6¢.log(2¢).

As long as we define the sequence of hypergraphs H; to be (2°=% — 1)-bounded, the proof does not go
through for a multiplicative constant L smaller than 4. However, it is possible to achieve a multiplicative
constant slightly less than 4 with a factor slightly different from 2 to define the iterative process. E.g. [0]
achieves a constant L ~ 3.998 for the Kahn-Kalai conjecture and [4] cites an improvement to L ~ 3.995.
These improvements come with a larger additive term, as the summation analogous to ([Il) does not converge
very quickly for L < 4. We do not pursue this here. We note that the bound proved in [6] is roughly
Pe < ((3.998 + §) log £ + 1000 log(1/d))q., which beats our bound of p. < 4q.log(7¢) asymptotically, but our

bound is stronger for ¢ < 21,000,000 Tt appears that a new idea would be required to push the multiplicative

constant significantly below 4.
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