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On the maximal L1 influence of

real-valued boolean functions

Andrew J. Young and Henry D. Pfister

Abstract

We show that any sequence of well-behaved (e.g. bounded and
non-constant) real-valued functions of n boolean variables {fn} ad-
mits a sequence of coordinates whose L1 influence under the p-biased
distribution, for any p ∈ (0, 1), is Ω(var(fn)

lnn
n
).

1 Introduction

The celebrated KKL result of Kahn, Kalai and Linial [1] shows that any
boolean-valued function of n boolean variables has a variable whose influ-
ence is Ω

(

var(f) ln(n)
n

)

which is a factor ln(n) larger than predicted. The
definition of influence in this result is the classic one and has many equiva-
lent formulations. The definition we use is introduced in the next paragraph
and discussed in Section 3. Some related work [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] has sought to
generalize the class of applicable functions, in particular the domain, using
a variety of definitions for influence, e.g. geometric.

We provide a similar result for the L1 influence of real-valued boolean
functions (Theorem 1), where the Lp influence of variable i equals the Lp

norm to the p-th power of the difference between the function and its average
over the i-th coordinate. This has implications for sharp thresholds (e.g.
see [8, 9]) that follow from Rossignol’s generalization of a lemma [10] due
to Margulis and Russo [11, 12]. The proof is based on a variation of the
hypercontractivity theorem for p-biased measures studied by Talagrand [8]
(Corollary 3).

More recently, Kelman et al. [13] analyze L1 influences to provide varia-
tions of several well known theorems. Their results hold for bounded func-
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tions and p = 1/2. In contrast, our results apply to a wider class of functions
and any 0 < p < 1. Moreover, our proof technique is quite different.

The final result is of an auxiliary nature and, as such, some details are
omitted. It concerns a converse, up to a small multiplicative factor, to The-
orem 1 achieved by a well known sequence of boolean functions, the tribes
functions of Ben-Or and Linial [14]. While this result is well known, we in-
clude if for completeness and to demonstrate the tightness of the constant in
Theorem 1.

2 Main result

We state our main Theorem and some direct consequences. Some standard
definitions are deferred to the subsequent sections.

Theorem 1. Let µ be the p-biased measure, fn : {−1, 1}n → R and f
(i)
n =

fn − Ei [fn]. If var(fn) is strictly positive and o(nε), for all ε > 0, then

lim inf
n→∞

maxi‖f (i)
n ‖1

var(fn)
lnn
n

≥ C0

M0

,

where

M0 = lim sup
n→∞

max
i:f

(i)
n 6=0

‖f (i)
n ‖22

‖f (i)
n ‖1

C0 = sup
α>0

tanh
(

α
2

)

α− ln ρ2(α)2
,

ρ2(α) = ρ (eα + 1) and ρ is any of the smoothing parameters in Theorem 2.

If M0 happens to be 0, then the constant C0/M0 is interpreted as infinity
and the RHS of Theorem 1 can be taken to be any desired nonnegative
constant.

For p = 1/2, it is known that the constant in the original KKL theorem
can be improved to 1/2 (see e.g. [15] Exercise 9.30). This is a direct corollary
because the L1 and L2 influences coincide for boolean functions givingM0 = 1
and C0 =

1
2
when p = 1

2
. Moreover, by letting α = 1 and applying Hölder’s

inequality, we see that one implication of Theorem 1 is

lim inf
n→∞

maxi‖f (i)
n ‖1

var(fn)
lnn
n

≥ 9

20

1

supn‖fn‖∞
1

1 +
∣

∣

∣
ln p

1−p

∣

∣

∣

, (1)

where ρ has the form of item (iii) in Theorem 2.
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3 Fourier analysis on the p-biased hypercube

The domain of most functions is the Cartesian product of {−1, 1}, and,
typically, we assign −1 weight 1 − p and 1 weight p. Such functions whose
range is the real numbers will be referred to as real-valued boolean functions.
For any n, the functions τ±i : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}n fix the i-th coordinate
to be 1 for + and −1 for − and operate as the identity on all remaining
coordinates. Given a measure µ, we use

∫

· dµ and E [·] interchangeably.
Moreover, Ei [·] is integration over only the i-th coordinate, the Lp norms are
defined in the usual way (i.e. ‖f‖qq =

∫

|f |q dµ) and the Lq influence of the
i-th coordinate is ‖f −Ei [f ]‖qq.

Let µi be the measure on {−1, 1} with Ei [xi] = 2pi−1 for some 0 < pi < 1
and µ = µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µn. The canonical orthonormal basis is

χS =
∏

i∈S
χi,

where

χi(x) =
1

σi

(xi − Ei [xi])

and
σ2
i = Ei

[

(xi − Ei [xi])
2]

is the variance. More explicitly,

χi(x) =







−
√

pi
1−pi

if xi = −1,
√

1−pi
pi

if xi = 1.

Every real-valued boolean function has a Fourier expansion

f =
∑

S⊆[n]

f̂(S)χS,

where [n] is {1, 2, . . . , n} and

f̂(S) = 〈f, χS〉 =
∑

x∈{−1,1}n
f(x)χS(x)µ(x)

are the Fourier coefficients. By Parseval’s theorem the variance of such a
function is the sum of all its squared Fourier coefficients not indexed by the
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empty set. The smoothing operator Tδ acts on real-valued boolean functions
as

Tδf :=
∑

S⊆[n]

δ|S|f̂(S)χS.

If pi = p for all i, then µ is called the p-biased measure.
The following Theorem and its immediate Corollary provide the necessary

p-biased variation of the hypercontractivity theorem for our purposes.

Theorem 2. Let µ be the p-biased measure and f : {−1, 1}n → R, then for
all q ≥ 2

‖Tγf‖q ≤ ‖f‖2,
where γ = 1√

q−1
ρ(q) and ρ(q) is any one of the following:

i)

λ
1
2
− 1

q ;

ii)

√

q − 1

√

√

√

√

√

sinh
(

−1
q
ln
(

λ
1−λ

)

)

sinh
(

−
(

1− 1
q

)

ln
(

λ
1−λ

)

) ;

iii)
√

λ

1− λ
,

where λ = min{p, 1− p}.

Proof. (i) See [15, Chapter 10]. (ii) See [16]. (iii) Suppose q = ∞. Then

‖T0f‖∞ = |E [f ]| ≤ ‖f‖1 ≤ ‖f‖2.

Suppose q is finite. Let
νS(x) = ρ|S|χS(x)
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and m be the uniform measure on {−1, 1}n. Then, Fubini’s theorem implies
that

‖Tδf‖qq =
∫

‖Tδf‖qq dm(y)

=

∫ ∫

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

S

(

ρ√
q − 1

)|S|
f̂(S)χS(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

q

dµ(x) dm(y)

=

∫ ∫

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

S

(

1√
q − 1

)|S|
f̂(S)νS(x)y

S

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

q

dµ(x) dm(y)

=

∫ ∫

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

S

(

1√
q − 1

)|S|
f̂(S)νS(x)y

S

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

q

dm(y) dµ(x).

By standard hypercontractivity, for the uniform measure applied to the func-
tion with uniform Fourier coefficients f̂(S)νS(x), [17] and Parseval’s theorem

∫

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

S

(

1√
q − 1

)|S|
f̂(S)νS(x)y

S

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

q

dm(y) ≤
(

∑

S

f̂(S)2νS(x)
2

)
q
2

≤
(

∑

S

f̂(S)2

)
q
2

= ‖f‖q2,

where, by definition of ρ,

|νS(x)| = ρ|S|
∏

i∈S
|χi(x)| ≤ ρ|S|max

{
√

p

1− p
,

√

1− p

p

}|S|

= 1.

By [16], item (ii) is optimal.

Corollary 3. Let µ be the p-biased measure and f : {−1, 1}n → R, then for
all 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1

‖Tρ1(δ)δf‖2 ≤ ‖f‖1+δ2 ,

where ρ1(δ) = ρ
(

1
δ2

+ 1
)

.
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Proof. Since δ = 1√
q−1

for some q ≥ 2, we choose q to satisfy this equality.

Let γ = ρ(q)δ = ρ
(

1
δ2

+ 1
)

δ. Then by Hölder’s inequality

‖Tγf‖22 = 〈Tγ2f, f〉
≤ ‖Tγ2f‖q‖f‖1+ 1

q−1

= ‖Tγ (Tγf)‖q‖f‖1+ 1
q−1

≤ ‖Tγf‖2‖f‖1+ 1
q−1

.

Lemma 4. Let µ be the p-biased measure, f : {−1, 1}n → R and fi =
f −Ei [f ]. Then, for all i, we have

i)

f̂i(S) =

{

f̂(S) if S ∋ i,

0 otherwise;

ii)

fi =
σ

2

(

f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i
)

χi.

Proof. (i)

Ei [χS] =

{

χS S 6∋ i

0 else
.

(ii)

χS ◦ τ+i − χS ◦ τ−i =

{

2
σ
χS\{i} S ∋ i

0 else
.

4 Proof of Theorem 1

The function ρ(q) will be used often and with varying parameterization. In
particular, when δ is used, following the notation in Corollary 3, ρ1(δ) =
ρ
(

1
δ2

+ 1
)

and, when α, α0 are used, as in Theorem 1, ρ2(α) = ρ (eα + 1).
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If M0 = ∞, there is nothing to prove, i.e. the LHS is nonnegative.
Suppose M0 is finite. Fix α0 > 0. Relabel {fn} as {fk} and let fn = fkn be
any subsequence. Suppose

lim sup
n→∞

maxi‖f (i)
n ‖1

var(fn)
lnn
n

<
1

M0

tanh
(

α0

2

)

α0 − ln ρ2(α0)2
.

Then, by Lemma 5, there exists 0 < ε < tanh
(

α0

2

)

and N1 ∈ N such that for
all n ≥ N1 and 1 ≤ i ≤ n

‖f (i)
n ‖1 ≤

1

M0 + ε

tanh
(

α0

2

)

− ε

α0 − ln ρ2(α0)2
(1− ε)var(fn)

lnn

n
,

for any such ε there exists N2 ≥ N1 such that for all n ≥ N2 and 1 ≤ i ≤ n
such that f

(i)
n 6= 0

‖f (i)
n ‖22

‖f (i)
n ‖1

≤ M0 + ε

and there exists N3 ≥ N2 such that for all n ≥ N3

anb > 1
ln anb

anb− 1
< α0 − ln ρ2(α0)

2,

where

an =
tanh

(

α0

2

)

− ε

α0 − ln ρ2(α0)2
(1− ε)var(fn) lnn b =

1

(1− ε)var(fn)
.

Fix an n ≥ N3, f = fn and fi = f
(i)
n . Let M = M0 + ε and

I =

n
∑

i=1

‖fi‖22.

By Lemma 4 and Parseval’s theorem

‖fi‖22 =
∑

i∋S
f̂(S)2 =⇒ I =

∑

S⊆[n]

|S|f̂(S)2.

By assumption ‖fi‖22 ≤ an
n

for all i implying I ≤ an. Therefore, by letting

ν(E) =
∑

S⊆E
f̂(S)2,
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we see that

A = {S : |S| > anb} =⇒ ν(A) ≤ 1

b
.

Let B = {S : 0 < |S| ≤ anb}. Then

var(f) = ν(B) + ν(A) =⇒ ν(B) ≥ var(f)− 1

b
.

Thus, by definition of b,

εvar(f) = var(f)− 1

b
≤ ν(B).

For all 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1, by Corollary 3,

∑

i∋S
(ρ1(δ)δ)

2|S| f̂(S)2 = ‖Tρ1(δ)δfi‖22 ≤ ‖fi‖21+δ2 .

Moreover, for all 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 and fi 6= 0, we have

‖fi‖1+γ
1+γ =

∑

x

|fi|1+γµ(x)

= ‖fi‖1
∑

x

|fi|γ
|fi|
‖fi‖1

µ(x)

≤(a) ‖fi‖1
(

∑

x

|fi|
|fi|
‖fi‖1

µ(x)

)γ

= ‖fi‖1
(‖fi‖22
‖fi‖1

)γ

≤ ‖fi‖1Mγ ,

where (a) is an application of Jensen’s inequality. Taking this to the 2
1+γ

power gives

‖fi‖21+γ ≤ ‖fi‖
2

1+γ

1 M
2γ
1+γ ,

where this bound holds for all i. Thus, letting γ = δ2,

∑

i∋S
(ρ1(δ)δ)

2|S| f̂(S)2 ≤ ‖fi‖
2

1+δ2

1 M
2δ2

1+δ2
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and, letting δ2 = e−α,

∑

S

|S|e−(α−lnρ2(α)2)|S|f̂(S)2 =

n
∑

i=1

∑

i∋S
e−(α−ln ρ2(α)2)|S|f̂(S)2

≤
n
∑

i=1

‖fi‖
2

1+e−α

1 M
2e−α

1+e−α

≤ n

(

1

M

an
n

)
2

1+e−α

M
2e−α

1+e−α .

Combining terms, with tanh
(

α
2

)

= 1−e−α

1+e−α , for all α ≥ 0,

∑

S

|S|e−(α−ln ρ2(α)2)|S|f̂(S)2 ≤ a
1+tanh(α

2 )
n n− tanh(α

2 )M−2 tanh(α
2 ).

Then, as xe−βx is increasing then decreasing in x, for x, β ≥ 0,

∑

S

|S|e−(α−lnρ2(α)2)|S|f̂(S)2 ≥
∑

S∈B
|S|e−(α−lnρ2(α)2)|S|f̂(S)2

≥ min{e−(α−ln ρ2(α)2), anbe
−(α−ln ρ2(α)2)anb}ν(B),

where, for x > 1,

min{e−β, xe−βx} =

{

e−β β ≤ lnx
x−1

xe−βx β > lnx
x−1

.

Therefore, letting α = α0, by the conditions imposed on an, b with regard to
α0,

min{e−(α0−lnρ2(α0)2), anbe
−(α0−lnρ2(α0)2)anb} = anbe

−(α0−ln ρ2(α0)2)anb.

Combining with the bounds of previous paragraphs

εvar(f) ≤ ν(B)

≤ 1

anb
e(α0−ln ρ2(α0)2)anb

∑

S

|S|e−(α0−lnρ2(α0)2)|S|f̂(S)2

≤ 1

anb
e(α0−ln ρ2(α0)2)anba

1+tanh(α0
2 )

n n− tanh(α0
2 )M−2 tanh(α0

2 ).
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Thus, multiplying both sides by b and taking a ln,

ln
ε

1− ε
≤ (α0 − ln ρ2(α0)

2)anb+ tanh
(α0

2

)

ln an − tanh
(α0

2

)

lnn

− 2 tanh
(α0

2

)

lnM,

where, by definition of an and b,

(α0 − ln ρ2(α0)
2)anb =

(

tanh
(α0

2

)

− ε
)

lnn

and

ln an = ln

(

tanh
(

α0

2

)

− ε

α0 − ln ρ2(α0)2
(1− ε)var(f) lnn

)

= ln lnn+ ln o(nε) +O(1),

where var(f) = o(nε) by assumption. Combining

ln
ε

1− ε
≤ −ε lnn + ln lnn + ln o(nε) +O(1).

Hence
ε

1− ε
= o(1),

a contradiction. Thus

lim sup
n→∞

maxi‖f (i)
n ‖1

var(fn)
lnn
n

≥ 1

M0

tanh
(

α0

2

)

α0 − ln ρ2(α0)2

and, as {fn} was an arbitrary subsequence, this extends to the lim inf by
Lemma 5. As α0 was arbitrary, the result follows.

Lemma 5. For any sequence {xn ∈ R}, the following statements hold.

i) For all ε > 0, there exists N ∈ N such that n ≥ N implies xn ≤
lim supn→∞ xn + ε;

ii) If lim supn→∞ xn < c, then for any decreasing continuous function f :
(0, b] → [0,∞) such that f(b) = 0 and limx↓0 f(x) = c there exists
0 < ε < b and N ∈ N such that n ≥ N implies xn ≤ f(ε);

iii) If, for all subsequences {xnk
}, lim supk→∞ xnk

≥ c, then lim infn→∞ xn ≥
c.

10



Proof. (ii) If c = ∞, as the inequality is strict, there is a finite positive c1
that satisfies the inequality. Moreover, f(a) = c1 for some 0 < a < b by
decreasing and continuity, and g(x) = f(x + a) on (0, b − a] satisfies the
conditions. Thus WLOG suppose c is finite. There exists δ > 0 such that
lim supn→∞ xn ≤ c− δ. Moreover, for all 0 < γ < δ there exists N ∈ N such
that n ≥ N implies xn ≤ c− δ+ γ < c. Choose by decreasing and continuity
ε such that c − δ + γ ≤ f(ε). (iii) Let L = lim infn→∞ xn and ε > 0. Then
there exists a subsequence {xnk

} such that

L+ ε > xnk

for all k. Thus
L+ ε ≥ lim sup

k→∞
xnk

≥ c.

5 Large derivatives

We use a result of Rossignol to relate the derivative of the expectation to the
sum of L1 influences.

Lemma 6. [10] Let µ be the p-biased measure and f : {−1, 1}n → R, then

d

dp
E [f ] =

n
∑

i=1

E
[

f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i
]

.

Proof. Let

µ(x) =

n
∏

i=1

µi(x),

where

µi(x) =
2p− 1

2
(xi + 1) + 1− p.

Then
d

dp
µ(x) =

n
∑

i=1

(

d

dp
µi(x)

)

∏

j 6=i

µj(x) =

n
∑

i=1

xi

∏

j 6=i

µj(x).
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For any n, an element π of the symmetric group Sn acts on x ∈ {−1, 1}n
by [π(x)]i = xπ(i). Given a real-valued boolean function f its symmetry group
G is the following subset of Sn

G := {π ∈ Sn : f ◦ π = f}.

The function f is said to be symmetric if G is transitive, i.e. for all i, j ∈
{1, . . . , n} there exists π ∈ G such that π(i) = j. The boolean domain is
endowed with the standard partial order, x � y if xi ≤ yi for all i. We call a
function monotone (or more precisely monotone increasing) if x � y implies
f(x) ≤ f(y).

Combining with Lemma 4, for any monotone function

d

dp
E [f ] ≥ 2

n
∑

i=1

‖f −Ei [f ]‖1.

If f is symmetric then the sum on the RHS is constant in i, i.e. given i and
j choose π ∈ G with π(i) = j then

f ◦ τ±i = (f ◦ π) ◦ τ±i = (f ◦ τ±j ) ◦ π = f ◦ τ±j .

Therefore, for a sequence of non-constant monotone symmetric functions all
bounded by b, by Equation 1, eventually

d

dp
E [fn] ≥

9

10b

1

1 +
∣

∣

∣
ln p

1−p

∣

∣

∣

var(fn) lnn.

5.1 Conditions implying monotonicity

Let µ = µ1⊗ . . .⊗µn where each µi is the measure with Ei [xi] = 2pi−1 and

g(p) = E [f ]

for some f : {−1, 1}n → R.
For n = 1

g(p) = (1− p)f(−1) + pf(1) g′(p) = f(1)− f(−1).

Thus g ≥ 0 if and only if f ≥ 0 and g′ ≥ 0 if and only if f is monotone.

12



For the general case g ≥ 0 if and only if f ≥ 0, evaluate g at e.g. 1 for
f(1). Moreover,

Ei [f ] = (1− pi)f ◦ τ−i + pif ◦ τ+i = f ◦ τ−i + pi(f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i ),

where f ◦ τ±i are independent of xi. Thus

E [f ] = E
[

f ◦ τ−i
]

+ piE
[

f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i
]

and
∂

∂ipi
g(p) = E

[

f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i
]

.

Hence f is monotone if and only if, for all i, ∂
∂i
g(p) ≥ 0.

5.2 Weak conditions

The combination of full monotonicity and symmetry is a rather strong con-
dition. It suffices to show that there exists γ > 0 such that eventually

n
∑

i=1

E
[

fn ◦ τ+i − fn ◦ τ−i
]

≥ γnmax
i

‖fn ◦ τ+i − fn ◦ τ−i ‖1.

This can be decomposed into a weak monotonicity and weak symmetry
condition as follows. A real-valued boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → R is
weakly monotone if there exists α > 0 such that

n
∑

i=1

E
[

f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i
]

≥ α
n
∑

i=1

‖f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i ‖1.

Similarly, a real-valued boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → R is weakly sym-
metric if there exists β > 0 such that

n
∑

i=1

‖f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i ‖1 ≥ βnmax
i

‖f ◦ τ+i − f ◦ τ−i ‖1.

A sequence of functions {fn} is weakly monotone (symmetric) if fn is eventu-
ally weakly monotone (symmetric) for some fixed α (β). It should be noted
that E [·], ‖·‖1 are implicit functions of p.
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6 Tribes

Recall the tribes [14] boolean function defined as the logical OR of a collection
of disjoint logical ANDs. This function is known to demonstrate the tightness
of the original KKL. As Theorem 1 includes boolean functions, this applies
similarly, and we provided the explicit calculations for completeness.

Consider the tribes boolean function with n
ℓ
equal-sized tribes of size ℓ.

Then, the influences satisfy

Ii = 2−(ℓ−1)
(

1− 2−ℓ
)

n
ℓ
−1

for all i with variance

4
(

1− 2−ℓ
)

n
ℓ

(

1−
(

1− 2−ℓ
)

n
ℓ

)

.

Thus, the ratio of influence to variance is

2−(ℓ−1) 1

4 (1− 2−ℓ)
(

1− (1− 2−ℓ)
n
ℓ

) .

Let n = m2m and fn be the boolean function defined by uniform tribes
of size ℓ = m. Then

Ii(fn) = 2−(m−1)

(

1− 1

2m

)2m−1

,

where
(

1− 1

2m

)2m

→ 1

e

and
2−m

logn
n

=
2−m

m+logm
m2m

=
m

m+ logm
= 1 + o(1).

Thus, we have

lim inf
n→∞

Ii(fn)

var(fn)
lnn
n

≤ lim
m→∞

2 log e

4
(

1− 1
e

)

+ o(1)
(1 + o(1))

=
1

2

log e

1− 1
e

.
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Let n = m2m+k, for a fixed k, and fn be the boolean function defined by
uniform tribes of size ℓ = m. Then

Ii(fn) = 2−(m−1)

(

1− 1

2m

)2m+k−1

,

where
(

1− 1

2m

)2m+k

→ e−2k

and
2−m

logn
n

=
2−m

m+k+logm
m2m+k

= 2k
m

m+ k + logm
= 2k(1 + o(1)).

Thus

lim inf
n→∞

Ii(fn)

var(fn)
lnn
n

≤ 1

2
2k

log e

1− e−2k
.

Letting k tend to −∞, for all ε > 0, there exists fn : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}
such that

lim inf
n→∞

Ii(fn)

var(fn)
lnn
n

≤ 1

2
log e+ ε.
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