
ar
X

iv
:2

31
1.

00
44

0v
3 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  1
2 

Fe
b 

20
24

Maximum 9- vs. ℓ -colourings of graphs*

Tamio-Vesa Nakajima
University of Oxford

tamio-vesa.nakajima@cs.ox.ac.uk

Stanislav Živný
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Abstract

We present polynomial-time SDP-based algorithms for the following problem: For fixed 9 ≤ ℓ ,
given a real number Y > 0 and a graph � that admits a 9-colouring with a d-fraction of the edges
colouredproperly, it returns an ℓ -colouringof� with an (Ud−Y)-fractionof the edges colouredproperly
in polynomial time in � and 1/Y. Our algorithms are based on the algorithms of Frieze and Jerrum
[Algorithmica’97] and of Karger, Motwani and Sudan [JACM’98].

For 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, our algorithm achieves an approximation ratio U = 1, which is the best possible.
When 9 is fixed and ℓ grows large, our algorithm achieves an approximation ratio of U = 1 − =(1/ℓ ).
When 9, ℓ are both large, our algorithm achieves an approximation ratio of U = 1 − 1/ℓ + 2 ln ℓ/9ℓ −
=(ln ℓ/9ℓ ) −$ (1/92); if we fix 3 = ℓ − 9 and allow 9, ℓ to grow large, this is U = 1−1/ℓ +2 ln ℓ/9ℓ −
=(ln ℓ/9ℓ ).

By extending the results of Khot, Kindler, Mossel and O’Donnell [SICOMP’07] to the promise
setting, we show that for large 9 and ℓ , assuming Khot’s Unique Games Conjecture (UGC), it is NP-
hard to achieve an approximation ratio U greater than 1 − 1/ℓ + 2 ln ℓ/9ℓ + =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ), provided that
ℓ is bounded by a function that is =(exp( 3

√
9)). For the case where 3 = ℓ − 9 is fixed, this bound

matches the performance of our algorithm up to =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ). Furthermore, by extending the results
of Guruswami and Sinop [ToC’13] to the promise setting, we prove that it is NP-hard to achieve an
approximation ratio greater than 1− 1/ℓ + 8 ln ℓ/9ℓ + =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ), provided again that ℓ is bounded as
before (but this time without assuming theUGC).

1 Introduction

The three most studied objectives in approximation algorithms are to maximise the number of satisfied con-
straints, to minimise the number of unsatisfied constraints, and to find a solution that satisfies a (1− 5 (Y))-
fraction of the constraints given an instance inwhich a (1− Y)-fraction of the constraints is satisfiable, where
5 is some function satisfying 5 → 0 as Y → 0 and not depending on the input size.1 All three objectives are
examples of a quantitative approximation. Another approach to approximation is a qualitative approxima-
tion, which insists on satisfying all constraints but possibly in a weaker form. A canonical example of this
is the approximate graph colouring problem [GJ76]: Given a 9-colourable graph, find an ℓ -colouring, where
9 ≤ ℓ . In this work, we shall combine the two approaches. In particular, we are interested in the follow-
ing type of problems: Given a graph in which a large fraction of edges can be properly 9-coloured, can we

*This work was supported by UKRI EP/X024431/1 and by a Clarendon Fund Scholarship. For the purpose of Open Access,
the authors have applied aCCBYpublic copyright licence to anyAuthorAcceptedManuscript version arising from this submission.
All data is provided in full in the results section of this paper.

1This notion of tractability, coined robust solvability, was introduced by Zwick [Zwi98].
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find an ℓ -colouring of it with a good fraction of the edges properly coloured? Our main result is an efficient
algorithm for this problem and showing its optimality in many cases.

Given a graph � = (+ , �) and 9 ∈ N, a 9-colouring of � is an assignment 2 : + → {1, . . . , 9} of
colours to the vertices of�. The value d9 (2) of a 9-colouring 2 is the fraction of properly coloured edges:

d9 (2) =
|{(C, D) ∈ � | 2 (C) ≠ 2 (D)}|

|� | .

A 9-colouring 2 is called proper if d9 (2) = 1; i.e., if no edge is monochromatic under 2. We denote by d9 (�)
the largest value of d9 (2) over all 9-colourings 2 of�:

d9 (�) = max
2:+→{1,...,9}

d9 (2) .

Testingwhether d9 (�) = 1 is the same as determiningwhether� admits a proper 9-colouring; this problem
isNP-hard for 9 ≥ 3, as shown by Karp [Kar72], and solvable in polynomial time for 9 = 1, 2.

Given a graph�, say with d = d2 (�) < 1 (since the case d2 (�) = 1 is solvable exactly efficiently), the
celebrated result of Goemans andWilliamson uses a semidefinite programming (SDP) relaxation, equivalent
to an eigenvalue minimisation problem proposed earlier by Delorme and Poljak [DP93a, DP93b], to design
a polynomial-time randomised algorithm that finds a 2-colouring 2 of � with d2 (2) ≥ UGW d [GW95],
where UGW ≈ 0.87856. Their algorithmwas later derandomised byMahajan and Ramesh [MR99]. On the
hardness side, thework ofHåstad [Hås01] andTrevisan, Sorkin, Sudan, andWilliamson [TSSW00] showed
that obtaining a 2-colouring 2 with d2 (2) ≥ Ud is NP-hard for any U ≥ 16/17 + Y for an arbitrarily small
Y > 0. Note that16/17 ≈ 0.94117 and thus there is a gapbetween UGW and16/17. However, underKhot’s
influential Unique Games Conjecture (UGC) [Kho02], Khot, Kindler, Mossel and O’Donnell showed that
finding a 2-colouring 2 with d2 (2) ≥ Ud isNP-hard for any U ≥ UGW + Y [KKMO07],2 thus showing that
the algorithm of Goemans andWilliamson [GW95] is optimal (up to an arbitrarily small additive constant).
In fact, the Goemans-Williamson algorithm finds, given a graph � with d2 (�) = 1 − Y, a 2-colouring 2 of
� with d2 (2) = 1 −$ (√Y) [GW95]. Moreover, the dependence on Y isUGC-optimal [KKMO07].

What about colourings with more than two colours? Building on the work of Goemans and William-
son [GW95], Frieze and Jerrum [FJ97] provided an SDP-based algorithm for approximating d9 (�) for every
� and constant 9 ≥ 2. Asymptotic optimality of this algorithm for large 9 (up to an arbitrarily small addit-
ive constant) was shown by Khot, Kindler, Mossel, and O’Donnell under theUGC [KKMO07], as we will
discuss in more detail later. All the results mentioned so far are concerned with quantitative approximation.
We now turn to qualitative approximation.

Let� be a graph that canbeproperly 9-coloured; i.e., d9 (�) = 1. Is it possible to find efficiently a proper
ℓ -colouring of � for some constant 9 ≤ ℓ ? Garey and Johnson conjectured that this problem is NP-hard
as long as 9 ≥ 3 [GJ76]. For 9 = 3, NP-hardness is known for ℓ = 3 [Kar72], ℓ = 4 [KLS00, GK04], and
ℓ = 5 [BBKO21]; the case of ℓ ≥ 6 is open. For 9 ≥ 4, better bounds are known [KOWŽ23]. However,
NP-hardness has been shown for all constant 3 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ under stronger assumptions. Namely, under
a non-standard variant of the Unique Games Conjecture by Dinur, Mossel, and Regev [DMR09], under
the 3-to-1 conjecture of Khot [Kho02] (for any fixed 3) by Guruswami and Sandeep [GS20], and under the
rich 2-to-1 conjecture of Braverman, Khot, andMinzer [BKM21] by Braverman, Khot, Lifshitz, andMinzer
in [BKLM21].

We now combine the quantitative and qualitative approaches. Given a graph� of value d9 (�), what is
the largest 0 < U ≤ 1 so that dℓ (�) can be U-approximated? It is not hard to show that, for 3 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ ,

2The results in [KKMO07] was initially conditional on the “majority is stablest” conjecture, later proved byMossel, O’Donnell,
and Oleszkiewicz [MOO10].

2



9
ℓ

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

3 .836 .904 .938 .957 .969 .976 .982 .985 .988 .990 .992 .993 .994
4 .858 .899 .924 .940 .952 .960 .967 .972 .975 .979 .981 .983
5 .877 .904 .923 .936 .946 .954 .960 .964 .968 .972 .974
6 .892 .911 .926 .936 .945 .952 .957 .961 .965 .968
7 .903 .918 .930 .938 .945 .951 .956 .960 .963
8 .913 .924 .934 .941 .947 .952 .956 .960
9 .920 .930 .937 .944 .949 .953 .957
10 .927 .935 .941 .946 .951 .954
11 .932 .939 .944 .949 .953
12 .937 .942 .947 .951
13 .941 .946 .950
14 .944 .949
15 .948

Table 1: Approximate values of U9ℓ . As all values are between 0 and 1, we omit the leading 0.

a 1-approximation is at least as hard approximate graph colouring, cf. Appendix A. For U < 1, not much
is known other than what follows immediately from the already mentioned previous work: The algorithm
from [FJ97] gives an U-approximationwith U ≥ 1−1/ℓ +(1+ Y (ℓ )) (2 ln ℓ/ℓ 2), where Y (ℓ ) → 0 as ℓ → ∞,
and for ℓ = 9 ≥ 2 this algorithm isUGC-optimal (up to an arbitrarily small additive constant) [KKMO07].
However, the situation is unclear for general 9 and ℓ and in fact already for 9 = 2 ≤ ℓ and U = 1. If
d2 (�) = 1 then� is bipartite and the problem is easy but what if d2 (�) < 1?

Contributions Weinitiate a systematic investigationofpromisemaximumcolouring, i.e., 9- vs. ℓ -colourings.
As our first result, we extend the algorithm of Frieze and Jerrum [FJ97] to work for 9- vs. ℓ -colourings. We
analyse the power of the algorithm in two cases: for 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, and for 9 ≤ ℓ as 9, ℓ → ∞. For the case
9 = 2 one gets the best possible scenario: There is an efficient approximation algorithmwith approximation
factor U = 1 already for 3-colourings (and thus also for ℓ -colourings for any ℓ ≥ 3). In particular, we will
show the following result.

Theorem 1. There is a randomised algorithmwhich, given a graph� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and
a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of expected value U9ℓ d − Y in polynomial time in� and log(1/Y).
In particular,

1. For 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, we have U2,3 = 1.

2. We have that U9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
−$

(
1

92

)
.

3. Furthermore, U9ℓ > 1 − 1/ℓ , hence the algorithm is better than random guessing for d near 1.3

For illustration, we tabulated numerical approximate values for U9ℓ in Table 1 on page 3.4 Our algorithm
solves the Frieze-JerrumSDP for 9-colourings, then rounds like Frieze and Jerrumdo for ℓ -colourings [FJ97].
For 2- vs. 3-colourings our analysis begins much like, but is simpler than that of Frieze and Jerrum, because
we only care about the casewherewe get 3 colours; in particular, we establish a closed form for the probability
that a pair of vectors is cut properly using the results of Cheng [Che68, Che69]. For 9- vs. ℓ -colourings, we
largely follow the analysis from [FJ97].

We will also show how to derandomise our algorithm.

3The =(·), $ (·) notation hides only terms and factors dependant on 9, ℓ , not on Y.
4The exact definition of U9ℓ is given in Definition 7. The probabilities %ℓ (0) that appear in that definition were computed

using the methods and R library from [AG18].
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Theorem 2. Fix 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ and let U9ℓ be as in Theorem 1. There is a deterministic algorithmwhich, given a
graph� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of value U9ℓ d− Y
in polynomial time in� and 1/Y.

The proof of Theorem 2 uses the method of conditional expectation; however our method is conceptually
simpler (if less efficient) than previous ones: to compute our conditional probabilities, we approximate the
normal distribution with a normalised binomial distribution. Moreover, our method explicitly works not
only for the rounding scheme in our algorithm but also in the rounding scheme of Frieze and Jerrum [FJ97]
(which we use), in contrast to previous work that did not explicitly handle this rounding scheme [MR99,
EIO02, BK05, GOWZ10]; cf. Section 4 and the discussion therein for details. Theorem 2 implies the fol-
lowing corollary for 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, which eliminates any dependence on Y.

Corollary 3. There is a deterministic algorithm which, given a graph� that admits a 2-colouring of value d,
finds a 3-colouring of value d in polynomial time in�.

Proof. By Theorems 1 and 2, there exists an algorithm which, if given a graph � that admits a 2-colouring
of value d, will find a 3-colouring of value d − Y in polynomial time in � and 1/Y. Note that the value of
any colouring is of the form 9/;, where; is the number of edges of�; in particular suppose d = 9/;. Set
Y = 1/2; and note that the algorithm returns a 3-colouring of value at least 9/; − 1/2;; since the value
of the returned colouring is of the form 9′/;, it must be at least 9/; as required. �

The algorithm fromTheorem 2 has good performance when both 9 and ℓ grow large. What if 9 is fixed
and only ℓ grows large? We give an algorithm that has good performance in this case as well. The idea is based
on an algorithm of Karger, Motwani and Sudan for approximate graph colouring [KMS98, Section 6], but
rather than cutting byΘ(log(<)) random hyperplanes we cut with ⌊log2(ℓ )⌋ hyperplanes.

Theorem 4. Let 9 > 2 be fixed5 and ℓ ≥ 9 be large. There is a deterministic algorithm which, given a graph
� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of� of value U′

9ℓ
d − Y

in polynomial time in� and 1/Y. In particular, for a fixed 9 there exists a constant C9 > 1 such that

U′9ℓ ≥ 1 −$ (1/ℓ C9 ) ,

which is 1 − =(1/ℓ ) when ℓ grows large.6

Of course, by running the algorithms of Theorem 2 and Theorem 4 in parallel and then taking the better of
the two results, we can get an algorithm that is at least as good as either of them.

Using the framework of Khot, Kindler, Mossel, and O’Donnel [KKMO07], we will show that, under
the UGC, it is NP-hard to beat the approximation guarantee of our algorithm from Theorem 2 by more

than a constant that grows small for any large 9, ℓ with 9 ≤ ℓ and ℓ bounded by a function that is =(4
3√
9).

We combine this with the methods of Guruswami and Sinop [GS13]7 to also find some weaker (non-tight)
unconditional results.8 Wewill present a unified version of these proofs, using ideas from thework ofDinur,
Mossel and Regev [DMR06] (on which [GS13] also draws). The way the unification of these two proofs
works out is also similar to the work of Guruswami and Sandeep [GS20].

5The case 9 = 2, ℓ ≥ 2 is covered by Theorem 2.
6For example, for 9 = 3 we have C9 = 2 and the approximation ratio is 1 − $ (1/ℓ 2). This is significantly better, for large ℓ ,

than the random guessing algorithm which has performance 1 − 1/ℓ .
7The results of [GS13] were, at the time, conditional on the 2-to-1 conjecture of Khot [Kho02]; however this has recently been

proved by Khot, Minzer and Safra [KMS23].
8We thank Venkat Guruswami for bringing [GS13] to our attention.
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Theorem 5. Fix some function" (9) = =(4
3√
9). Let 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ be such that ℓ ≤ " (9). For any small

enough Y > 0, consider the problem of deciding whether a given graph� admits a 9-colouring of value 1 − Y,
or not even an ℓ -colouring of value V + Y. We have the following.

• Assuming theUGC, the problem isNP-hard for V = V9ℓ = 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
+ =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

• Unconditionally, the problem isNP-hard for V = V′9ℓ = 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 8 ln ℓ

9ℓ
+ =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

Both of these results only hold when V9ℓ , V
′
9ℓ

∈ (0, 1).9

TheNP-hardness bound inTheorem5 is limited due to the fact that, for a fixed 9, we cannot have ℓ arbitrarily
large. This is intrinsic to the expression above: for a large ℓ and a fixed 9 we have V9ℓ > 1. Moreover, any
NP-hardness bound for a fixed 9 and a large ℓ must take into account the algorithm with approximation
ratio 1 − =(1/ℓ ) we gave in Theorem 4.

Evaluation of performance bounds For 9 = ℓ we recover the positive results of [FJ97] (and indeed our
algorithm is the sameas that of [FJ97] for 9 = ℓ ) and thenegative result of [KKMO07]. Indetail, wehave that
our algorithm fromTheorem 1 has performance1−1/ℓ +2 ln ℓ/ℓ 2− =(ln ℓ/ℓ 2) and that it isNP-hard to do,
under theUGC, any better than1−1/ℓ +2 ln ℓ/9ℓ +=(ln ℓ/ℓ 2).10 Wealso recover theunconditional (in light
of [KMS23]) result of [GS13], i.e. that it isNP-hard to do any better than 1− 1/ℓ + 8 ln ℓ/9ℓ + =(ln ℓ/ℓ 2).

For 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, we get an approximation ratio of 1. This is the best possible result.11

For the fixed-gap case, i.e. ℓ = 9 + 3 for some fixed 3 ≥ 0, we get the same type of result as for 9 = ℓ :
performance 1− 1/ℓ + 2 ln ℓ/9ℓ − =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ) andNP-hardness, under theUGC, of 1− 1/ℓ + 2 ln ℓ/9ℓ +
=(ln ℓ/9ℓ ), since in this case the 1/92 term is strictly dominated by ln ℓ/9ℓ .12 Furthermore, uncondition-
ally we find that an approximation ratio of 1 − 1/ℓ + 8 ln ℓ/9ℓ + =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ) is NP-hard to achieve. This
unconditional result is not yet tight, since already the second order term is different.

For fixed 9 and large ℓ , the algorithm from Theorem 4 has performance 1 − =(1/ℓ ). This algorithm
cannot be improved by more than =(1/ℓ ), since no algorithm can have approximation ratio greater than 1.
We believe that the algorithm fromTheorem 2 is at least as strong as the algorithm fromTheorem 4 even for
fixed 9 and large ℓ .

We note that the fact that our NP-hardness bound in Theorem 5 only works for ℓ bounded by some
function of 9mirrors the current state-of-the-art for approximate graph colouring: distinguishing proper 9-

vs. ℓ -colourings is only known to beNP-hard whenever ℓ ≤
( 9
⌊9/2⌋

)
− 1 [KOWŽ23].

Related work Graph colouring is a canonical example a Constraint Satisfaction Problem (CSP) [FV98,
KSTW00]. Robust solvability ofCSPswas studied, amongothers, byCharikar,Makarychev, andMakarychev [CMM09],
Guruswami and Zhou [GZ12], and Barto and Kozik [BK16]. Raghavandra showed UGC-optimality of the
basic SDP programming relaxation for all CSPs [Rag08]. The notion of an almost 9-colouring (a large frac-
tion of the graph being properly 9-coloured) was recently studied by Hecht, Minzer, and Safra [HMS23],

9The constants hidden in the expression defining V9ℓ depend on" (9), 9, ℓ , but not on Y.
10The negative result of [KKMO07] is slightly more specific as their asymptotic error term is$ (ln ln ℓ/ℓ 2). A careful inspection

of our analysis shows that our error term is$ (1/ℓ 2 + ln ℓ ln ln 9/ℓ 9 ln 9), which for ℓ = 9 is precisely their $ (ln ln ℓ/ℓ 2).
11The graph on 2 > + ? vertices consisting of > disjoint edges and ? disjoint loops has a 9-colouring of value >/( > + ?), and no

ℓ -colouring of value greater than >/( >+ ?). Thus it is not possible in general to find an ℓ -colouring of value greater than >/( >+ ?)
for a graph with a 9-colouring of value >/( > + ?).

12As an example, this implies that for large 9 we can do 9- vs. (ℓ = 9 + 10)-colourings with approximation ratio 1 − 1/ℓ +
1.999 ln ℓ/9ℓ , but it isNP-hard under the UGC to do it with approximation ratio 1 − 1/ℓ + 2.001 ln ℓ/9ℓ .
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who showed that finding an almost 9-colouring of a graph that admits an almost 3-colouring is NP-hard
for every constant 9. Austrin, O’Donnell, Tan and Wright showed NP-hardness of distinguishing whether
d3 (�) = 1 or d3 (�) < 16

17 + Y [AOTW14].
Approximate graph colouring is an exampleof aPromiseConstraint SatisfactionProblem (PCSP) [AGH17,

BG21, BBKO21]. Robust solvability of PCSPs has recently been investigated by Brakensiek, Guruswami,
andSandeep [BGS23]. Bhangale,Khot, andMinzerhave recently studied approximability of certainBoolean
PCSPs [BKM22, BKM23a, BKM23b].

We finish with a remark about our result on 2- vs. 3-colourings in the context of PCSPs: our tractability
result cannot be explained by a finite sandwich (in the sense of [BG19]), cf. Appendix B.

2 Preliminaries

For any positive integer < let [<] = {1, . . . , <}. For any predicate q, we let [q] = 1 if q is true, and 0
otherwise. We shall use semidefinite programming and refer the reader to [GM12] for a reference.

For an event q we let Pr[q] be the probability that q is true. For a random variable - , we let E[- ]
denote its expected value. Note that E[[q]] = Pr[q].

For any two distributionsD,D′ with domains �, �′, we letD × D′ denote the product distribution,
whose domain is �× �′. For any distributionD overR and 0, 1 ∈ R, the distribution 0D + 1 is the distri-
bution of 0- + 1 when - ∼ D. We use the standard probability theory abbreviations i.i.d. (independent
and identically distributed) and p.m.f. (probability mass function).

We introduce a few classic distributions we will need. The uniform distributionU(�) over a finite set
� is the distribution with p.m.f. 5 : � → [0, 1] given by 5 (F) = 1/|� |. Note thatU(�<) is the same as
U(�)<, a fact which we will use implicitly. We letNBin(<) denote a normalised binomial distribution: it
is the distribution of -1 + · · · + -<, where -7 ∼ U({−1/√<, 1/√<}). The domain of this distribution is
{(−< + 29)/√< | 0 ≤ 9 ≤ <}, the probability mass function is (−< + 29)/√< ↦→

(<
9

)
/2<, the expectation

is 0, and the variance is 1. If `, f ∈ R, then we let N(`, f 2) denote the normal distribution with mean
` and variance f 2. Fixing 3, if ` ∈ R3,Σ ∈ R3×3, then we let N(`,Σ) denote the multivariate normal
distribution with mean ` and covariance matrix Σ. We let I3 denote the 3 × 3 identity matrix. Observe
that if x ∼ N(`,Σ), where x ∈ R3, then for any matrix A ∈ R3′×3 we have thatAx ∼ N(A`,AΣA) ).
Furthermore if x ∼ N(`,Σ) with Σ positive semidefinite, then by finding the Cholesky decomposition
Σ = AA) , whereA ∈ R3×3, we find that x is identically distributed toAx′ + `, where x′ ∼ N(0, I3).

3 Main result

In this section, we will prove our main result, restated here.

Theorem 1. There is a randomised algorithmwhich, given a graph� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and
a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of expected value U9ℓ d − Y in polynomial time in� and log(1/Y).
In particular,

1. For 9 = 2, ℓ = 3, we have U2,3 = 1.

2. We have that U9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
−$

(
1

92

)
.

3. Furthermore, U9ℓ > 1 − 1/ℓ , hence the algorithm is better than random guessing for d near 1.13

13The =(·), $ (·) notation hides only terms and factors dependant on 9, ℓ , not on Y.
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In order to prove Theorem 1, we first introduce an auxiliary notion, which already appears in [FJ97].

Definition 6. Fix 0, 1 ∈ R such that 02+12 = 1, 1 ≥ 0, and ℓ ∈ N. Suppose that F1, . . . , Fℓ , G1, . . . , Gℓ ∼
N(0, 1); i.e., they are i.i.d. standard normal variables. We let %ℓ (0) denote the probability that

F1 ≥ F2 ∧ · · · ∧ F1 ≥ Fℓ ∧ 0F1 + 1G1 ≥ 0F2 + 1G2 ∧ · · · ∧ 0F1 + 1G1 ≥ 0Fℓ + 1Gℓ .

We then write #ℓ (0) = ℓ %ℓ (0). This is just the probability that argmax2 F2 = argmax2 0F2 + 1G2 .

The following quantity is similar to U9 from [FJ97].

Definition 7. Let

U9ℓ = min
−1/(9−1)≤0<1

9(1 − ℓ %ℓ (0))
(9 − 1) (1 − 0) .

Observe that for 0 = 1 the ratio would be 0/0, hence for −1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 ≤ 1 it holds that

U9ℓ
9 − 1

9
(1 − 0) ≤ 1 − ℓ %ℓ (0). (1)

The proof of Theorem 1 is split into the following four propositions.

Proposition 8. There is a randomised algorithm which, given a graph� that admits a 9-colouring of value
d, finds an ℓ -colouring of expected value U9ℓ d − Y in polynomial time in � and log(1/Y) for an arbitrarily
small Y > 0.

Proposition 9. U2,3 = 1.

Proposition 10. U9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
−$

(
1

92

)
.

Proposition 11. U9ℓ > 1 − 1/ℓ .

3.1 Proof of Proposition 8

Our algorithm solves the SDP of [FJ97] for 9-colourings, then rounds the solution of the SDP like [FJ97]
but for ℓ -colourings. Henceforth fix 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ , and Y > 0. The following lemma also appears, essentially,
as [FJ97, Lemma 3] and the preceding definitions; we include it for completeness.

Lemma 12. For any < ≥ 9, there exist vectors e1, . . . , e9 ∈ R< such that e7 · e7 = 1 and e7 · e8 = −1/(9 − 1)
for 7 ≠ 8 .

Proof. Let e7 =
1

9 (9−1) (1, . . . , 1, 1 − 9, 1, . . . , 1, 0, . . . , 0)
) , where there are 9 nonzero values, and where

the value 1 − 9 appears at the 7-th position. These vectors satisfy the required conditions. �

Proof of Proposition 8. Suppose we are given a graph� = (+ , �), which we are promised has a 9-colouring
of value d. Suppose+ = [<] and |� | = ;. If < ≤ 9 then simply iterating over all possible 9-colourings and
finding the best one is sufficient, thus assume < ≥ 9.

By relabelling thepromised colouring to e1, . . . , e9 ∈ R<, wefind that there exist variablesa∗7 ∈ {e1, . . . , e9} ⊆
R
< for 7 ∈ [<] such that 1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈� [a∗7 ≠ a∗8 ] ≥ d. We find that [a∗7 ≠ a∗8 ] =

9−1
9 (1 − a∗7 · a∗8 ), when

7



a∗7 , a
∗
8 ∈ {e1, . . . , e9}. We now relax as Frieze and Jerrum [FJ97], and Goemans and Williamson before

them [GW95], to a semidefinite program; namely, we solve the following program:

max
1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

9 − 1

9
(1 − a7 · a8 )

s.t. a7 · a7 = 1,

a7 · a8 ≥ − 1

9 − 1
, 7 ≠ 8,

a7 ∈ R<.

(2)

The semidefinite program (2) can be solved with an additive error of at most Y/U9ℓ in time polynomial with
respect to <,; and log(U9ℓ/Y) = log(1/Y) +$ (1). By the discussion in the previous paragraph, we see that
the SDP must have value at least d, due to the potential solution a∗1, . . . , a

∗
<. Thus, by solving the program

we now have a collection of < unit vectors a1, . . . , a< ∈ R< with pairwise inner product at least −1/(9 − 1)
such that

1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

9 − 1

9
(1 − a7 · a8 ) ≥ d − Y/U9ℓ .

Our algorithm now randomly rounds as Frieze and Jerrum does [FJ97], for ℓ -colourings. Namely, we
take ℓ standard normal variables x1, . . . , xℓ ∈ R<; for each vertex 7 ∈ + we compute 2 = argmax8 a7 · x8 ,
and then assign vertex 7 colour 2 (breaking possible ties arbitrarily).

Now, let us compute the expected value of the resulting rounding. Consider an edge (7, 8) ∈ � ; in
terms of 9−19 (1 − a7 · a8 ), what is the probability that (7, 8) is properly coloured? This is the same as the
probability that argmax2 a7 · x2 ≠ argmax2 a8 · x2 , which, by symmetry, is equal to

1 − ℓ Pr
x1,...,xℓ

[
ℓ∧
2=2

a7 · x1 ≥ a7 · x2 ,
ℓ∧
2=2

a8 · x1 ≥ a8 · x2

]
. (3)

Since x1, . . . , xℓ are drawn from a rotationally symmetric distribution, we can rotate everything to be in a 2-
dimensional plane without affecting the probability in (3). Furthermore, rotate so that a7 is moved to (1, 0),
and a8 is at (0, 1), where 0 = a7 · a8 and 1 =

√
1 − 02 (note that this rotation is possible since it preserves

the angle between a7 and a8 , and their lengths). Since the vectors x1, . . . , xℓ are (after the rotation) bivariate
standard normal variables, we can see them as pairs (F1, G1), . . . , (Fℓ , Gℓ ), where F1, . . . , Fℓ , G1, . . . , Gℓ ∼
N(0, 1) are i.i.d. standard normal variables. Then, we can rewrite (3) as

1 − ℓ Pr
F1,...,Fℓ
G1,...,Gℓ

[
ℓ∧
2=2

F1 ≥ F2 ,
ℓ∧
2=2

0F1 + 1G1 ≥ 0F2 + 1G2

]
= 1 − ℓ %ℓ (0) = 1 − ℓ %ℓ (a7 · a8 ). (4)

Since −1/(9 − 1) ≤ a7 · a8 ≤ 1, by (1), we have that

U9ℓ
9 − 1

9
(1 − a7 · a8 ) ≤ 1 − ℓ %ℓ (a7 · a8 ).

Hence, by linearity of expectation the expected value of the ℓ -colouring we return is, as required, at least

U9ℓ
1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

9 − 1

9
(1 − a7 · a8 ) ≥ U9ℓ d − Y. �
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3.2 Proof of Proposition 9

In this section we prove Proposition 9, i.e. that U2,3 = 1. For this case, we can find %3 (0) explicitly.

Lemma 13. %3 (0) =
1

9
+
arcsin 0 + arcsin 0

2

4c
+
(arcsin 0)2 − (arcsin 0

2 )
2

4c2
.

To prove Lemma 13, we will use the following result of Cheng.

Theorem 14 ([Che68][Che69, Equation (2.18)]). Supposeu = (C1, C2, C3, C4) ∼ N (0,Σ) are drawn from
a quadrivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix

Σ =

©«

1 0 1 01
0 1 01 1
1 01 1 0
01 1 0 1

ª®®®¬
,

where 0, 1 ∈ [−1, 1]. Then Pru[C1 ≥ 0, C2 ≥ 0, C3 ≥ 0, C4 ≥ 0] is

1

16
+ arcsin 0 + arcsin 1 + arcsin 01

4c
+ (arcsin 0)2 + (arcsin 1)2 − (arcsin 01)2

4c2
.

Proof of Lemma 13. Define the following normally distributed random variables:

C1 = (F1 − F2)/
√
2, C3 = (0F1 + 1G1 − 0F2 − 1G2)/

√
2,

C2 = (F1 − F3)/
√
2, C4 = (0F1 + 1G1 − 0F3 − 1G3)/

√
2.

By simple computation and since 02 + 12 = 1, we have that u = (C1, C2, C3, C4) ∼ N (0,Σ), where

Σ =

©«

1 1
2 0 0

2
1
2 1 0

2 0
0 0

2 1 1
2

0
2 0 1

2 1

ª®®®¬
.

The probability we want is just Pru [C1 ≥ 0, C2 ≥ 0, C3 ≥ 0, C4 ≥ 0]. Apply Theorem 14 with 0 =
1
2 and

1 = 0 to find that the probability we want is

1

16
+
arcsin 1

2 + arcsin 0 + arcsin 0
2

4c
+
(arcsin 1

2 )
2 + (arcsin 0)2 − (arcsin 0

2 )
2

4c2

=
1

9
+
arcsin 0 + arcsin 0

2

4c
+
(arcsin 0)2 − (arcsin 0

2 )
2

4c2
,

as required. �

The bound we want on %3 is the following.

Lemma 15. For −1 ≤ 0 ≤ 1, 1 − 3%3 (0) ≥ 1−0
2 .

The functions involved are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Plot of expressions from Lemma 15.

Proof. Define

5 (0) = 1 − 3%3 (0) −
1 − 0
2

=
1

6
+ 0
2
− 3

4c

(
arcsin 0 + arcsin

0

2

)
− 3

4c2

(
(arcsin 0)2 −

(
arcsin

0

2

)2)
.

We want to show that 5 (F) ≥ 0 for F ∈ [−1,−1]. First we show that 5 (F) ≥ 0 for F ∈ [−1, 0].
Numerically, we can find that

max
−1<F<1

5 ′′′ (F) ≈ −0.1454 < 0,

at F ≈ −0.5681. Thus 5 ′′ (F) is decreasing, and 5 ′ (F) is concave. Thus, by Jensen’s inequality, for F ∈
(−1, 0),

5 ′ (F) ≥ −F lim
B→−1+

5 ′ (B) + (1 + F) 5 ′ (0),

(as 5 ′ is not defined at −1). But 5 ′ (0) ≈ 0.1419 > 0, and limB→−1+ 5 ′(B) ≈ 0.1642 > 0, so 5 ′ (F) > 0
for F ∈ (−1, 0). It follows that 5 is increasing on [−1, 0], which is sufficient to show that 5 (F) ≥ 0 for
F ∈ [−1, 0], as 5 (−1) = 0.

Now, we consider F ∈ [0, 1]. Observe again that we know that 5 ′′ (F) is decreasing. But since 5 ′′ (0) ≈
−0.1139 < 0, it follows that 5 ′′ (F) < 0 for F ∈ [0, 1); so 5 is concave on [0, 1]. Again applying Jensen’s
inequality, we find that for F ∈ [0, 1], 5 (F) ≥ F 5 (0) + (1 − F) 5 (1). As 5 (0) = 1/6 > 0 and 5 (1) = 0,
we get 5 (F) ≥ 0 for F ∈ [0, 1]. Thus our conclusion follows in all cases. �

Proof of Proposition 9. By Lemma 15 we have that

2(1 − 3%3 (0))
(2 − 1) (1 − 0) =

1 − 3%3 (0)
1
2 (1 − 0)

≥ 1

for all 0 ∈ [−1, 1). Hence

U2,3 = min
0∈[−1,1)

2(1 − 3%3 (0))
(2 − 1) (1 − 0) ≥ 1.

Furthermore, the minimised quantity is 1 when 0 = −1, hence U2,3 = 1. �
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3.3 Proof of Proposition 10

Our proof of Proposition 10, restated below, very closely follows [FJ97, Corollary 6, Corollary 7].

Proposition 10. U9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
−$

(
1

92

)
.

The following result follows from the analysis in [FJ97, Lemma 5, Corollary 6, Corollary 7].

Theorem 16. The Taylor series for #ℓ (F), given by

#ℓ (F) =
∞∑
7=0

27 F
7

converges for −1 ≤ F ≤ 1. Every 27 ≥ 0. Furthermore 20 = 1/ℓ , 21 ∼ 2 ln ℓ/(ℓ − 1), and∑∞
7=0 227 = 1/2.

The following fact was observed in [FJ97]; we include a proof for completeness.

Lemma 17. For 0 ≤ 0 ≤ 1, we have
9 − 1

9
(1 − 0) ≤ 1 − #ℓ (0).

Proof. We first wish to find #ℓ (0), #ℓ (1). %ℓ (0) is just the probability that F1 ≥ F7 and G1 ≥ G7 for
F1, . . . , Fℓ , G1, . . . , Gℓ ∼ N(0, 1). By symmetry these events occur with probability 1/ℓ each, and thus
overall they occur with probability 1/ℓ 2. On the other hand, %ℓ (1) is just the probability that F1 ≥ F7 for
F1, . . . , Fℓ ∼ N(0, 1). By symmetry this is 1/ℓ .

Observe that since every term in the Taylor series of #ℓ is nonnegative, the function is convex on [0, 1],
hence 1 − #ℓ (0) is concave. Since furthermore (9 − 1) (1 − 0)/9 = 1 − 1/9 ≤ 1 − 1/ℓ = 1 − #ℓ (0) and
(9 − 1) (1 − 1)/9 = 0 ≤ 0 = 1 − #ℓ (1), by Jensen’s inequality we have, for 0 < 0 < 1, that

9 − 1

9
(1 − 0) < 1 − ℓ #ℓ (0). �

Proof of Proposition 10. First observe that we only need to prove this result for large enough 9; for all small
9 we can just force the bound to hold by increasing the =(·) term arbitrarily. Thus we will prove that the
bound holds only for large enough 9. We will try to find some ' ∈ [1/2, 1] such that

'
9 − 1

9
(1 − 0) ≤ 1 − ℓ %ℓ (0) = 1 − #ℓ (0), (5)

for −1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 ≤ 1. We will then conclude U9ℓ ≥ '. (The stipulation that ' ≥ 1/2will be necessary
later; it is justified by the fact that at the end we will find such an '.)

By Lemma 17, (5) is true for any 0 ≤ ' ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ 0 ≤ 1. In other words, we need only to care about
−1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 ≤ 0; thus assume that this is the case.

Now, for−1/(9−1) ≤ 0 ≤ 0, we have 027 ≤ 02 and 027+1 ≤ 0; sincewe know the first two coefficients
of the Taylor series of #ℓ , and the sum of the even coefficients, by ignoring the higher-order odd terms and
summing together the even terms we can deduce therefore that

#ℓ (0) ≤
1

ℓ
+ (1 + Y (ℓ )) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ
0 + 0

2

2
, (6)

where limℓ→∞ Y (ℓ ) = 0. (This is because we know that the first-order coefficient is of order 2 ln ℓ/(ℓ −1) ∼
2 ln ℓ/ℓ .) We suppress the ℓ in Y (ℓ ) henceforth.
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By substituting (6) into (5) and factoring out (−0), we get the following sufficient condition on '

1 − 1

ℓ
+ (−0)

(
(1 + Y) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ
+ 0
2

)
︸                   ︷︷                   ︸

�

≥ 9 − 1

9
(1 − 0)'.

Observe that the left-hand side is a linear function of �with nonnegative slope; thus by substituting �with
its minimum value we get another sufficient condition on '. Observe that the value of 0 that minimises �
is 0 = −1/(9 − 1), i.e. the minimum value. Hence the following holding for all −1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 ≤ 0 is a
sufficient condition for ':

1 − 1

ℓ
+ (−0)

(
(1 + Y) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ
− 1

2(9 − 1)

)
≥ 9 − 1

9
(1 − 0)'.

Now subtract −0(9 − 1)'/9 to get that the following must hold

1 − 1

ℓ
+ (−0)

(
(1 + Y) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ
− 1

2(9 − 1) −
9 − 1

9
'

)
︸                                            ︷︷                                            ︸

�

≥ 9 − 1

9
'. (7)

� is negative for large enough 9, as ℓ ≥ 9 and ' ≥ 1/2. Hence to minimise the left-hand side of (7) we
must take 0 = −1/(9 − 1) again. Thus it is a sufficient condition on ' that

1 − 1

ℓ
+ (1 + Y) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ (9 − 1) −
1

2(9 − 1)2
− '
9

≥ 9 − 1

9
'.

Add '/9 and reverse the bound to find the sufficient condition

' ≤ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ (1 + Y) 2 ln ℓ

ℓ (9 − 1) −
1

2(9 − 1)2
.

Rearrange again to find the sufficient condition

' ≤ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

ℓ (9 − 1) +
2Y (ℓ ) ln ℓ
ℓ (9 − 1) − 1

2(9 − 1)2

= 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

ℓ 9
+

(
2 ln ℓ

ℓ 9(9 − 1) +
2Y (ℓ ) ln ℓ
ℓ (9 − 1) − 1

2(9 − 1)2

)
︸                                             ︷︷                                             ︸

�

Observe that � = $ (ln ℓ/92ℓ ) + =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ) + $ (1/92) = =(ln ℓ/ℓ 9) + $ (1/92). Hence, since this
condition is a sufficient condition on ', we find that for large enough 9,

U9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
−$

(
1

92

)
. �

3.4 Proof of Proposition 11

Now, we prove Proposition 11.

Proposition 11. U9ℓ > 1 − 1/ℓ .
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This proposition serves a role analogous to [FJ97, Corollary 6] (which is equivalent to the case 9 = ℓ ).
We believe that our proof of this fact is simpler; also the direct generalisation of the proof in [FJ97] does not
seem to work for 9 much smaller than ℓ . We will first need a technical lemma.

Lemma 18. For −1 ≤ 0 ≤ 0, we have #ℓ (0) ≤ 1/ℓ , with equality only at 0 = 0.

Proof. First, recall that#ℓ (0) = 1/ℓ . Note that#ℓ (0) is the probability that argmax7 F7 = argmax7 0F7 +√
1 − 02G7 , where F1, . . . , Fℓ , G1, . . . , Gℓ ∼ N(0, 1) are i.i.d. variables. Now, suppose without loss of gen-

erality that the values of (F7) 7∈[ℓ ] are fixed, and in particular F1 > · · · > Fℓ (the inequalities are strict with
probability 1). Letting � = −0/

√
1 − 02 ≥ 0, we have that#ℓ (0) is just Pr[argmax7 G7 − �F7 = 1]. Now,

fix G1, and note that conditional on this, the probability above becomes

ℓ∏
7=2

Pr[G1 − �F1 > G7 − �F7] =
ℓ∏
7=2

Pr[G7 < G1 − �(F1 − F7)]

by independence. As F1− F7 > 0, term-by-term this probability is maximised at � = 0 = 0 (and only there).
Since all the probabilities are nonzero, we get that the only 0 that minimises this expression is 0 = 0. Hence,
after integrating over all possible choices of G1, we get that #ℓ (0) ≤ #ℓ (0) = 1/ℓ , with equality only at
0 = 0. �

Proof of Proposition 11. Wewish to prove that, for −1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 < 1,

9 − 1

9

ℓ − 1

ℓ
(1 − 0) < 1 − #ℓ (0).

For 0 ∈ [0, 1), this follows immediately by Lemma 17, so assume 0 < 0. For such 0, we know that#ℓ (0) <
1/ℓ . Furthermore, note that 0 ≤ (9 − 1) (1 − 0)/9 ≤ 1 for our choice of 0, so

9 − 1

9

ℓ − 1

ℓ
(1 − 0) ≤ ℓ − 1

ℓ
= 1 − 1

ℓ
< 1 − #ℓ (0). �

4 Derandomisation

In this section, we will show how to derandomise our algorithm and thus establish Theorem 2.14

Westartwith briefly comparing our approach topreviouswork. There is a line ofwork that uses pseudor-
andom generators for derandomisation, such as the work of Engebretsen, Indyk, and O’Donnell [EIO02],
and Gopalan, O’Donnell, Wu, and Zuckerman [GOWZ10]. In [EIO02], the loss due to derandomisation
has to be constant for themethod to be polynomial, whereaswewant this to be of the order of 1/;, where;
is the number of edges of the input graph. The result of [GOWZ10] does not immediately give a polynomial-
time algorithm in our setting due to their required seed length. The method of conditional expectations,
which we use, was also used by Mahajan and Ramesh [MR99]. In comparison to [MR99], our approach
is simple, easy to generalise, and also explicitly works for our rounding scheme (and also for [FJ97], which
we use). The approach of Bhargava and Kosaraju [BK05] derandomises conditional probabilities by an ap-
proximation of normal distributions via polynomials; we approximate simply just with a scaled bionomial
distribution. Finally, there is also the approach of Sivakumar [Siv02], which goes through complexity theory.
We believe that our approach is more straightforward overall.

Our goal will be the following general derandomisation theorem.

14Throughout we will ignore issues of real precision.
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Theorem 19. Fix a constant 3. There exists an algorithm that does the following. Suppose we are given<, ; ∈
N, a78 ∈ R< and 178 , Y ∈ R for all 7 ∈ [;], 8 ∈ [3]. Suppose x = (F1, . . . , F3) ∼ N (0, I3) and that

;∑
7=1

Pr
x


3∧
8=1

a78 · x > 178


≥ U

for some U ∈ R. Then the algorithm computes some particular x∗ = (F∗1, . . . , F∗3) ∈ R
3 such that

;∑
7=1


3∧
8=1

a78 · x∗ > 178

≥ U − Y,

in polynomial time with respect to <, ;, 1/Y.

To facilitate the proof of Theorem 19, we will need a multidimensional version of the Berry-Esseen the-
orem. We will use the following version with explicit constants, due to Raič [Rai19].

Theorem 20 ([Rai19, Theorem 1.1]). Suppose t1, . . . , t# ∈ R3 are independent random variables with
mean zero, such that the sum of their covariance matrices is I3 . Let s = t1 + · · · + t# . Suppose x ∼ N(0, I3),
and let ( ⊆ R3 be convex and measurable. Then

���Pr
s
[s ∈ (] − Pr

x
[x ∈ (]

��� ≤ (
42

4
√
3 + 16

) #∑
7=1

E
[
| |t7 | |3

]
.

The following is an easy and well-known corollary of Theorem 20: We can approximate a multivariate
normal distribution with binomial distributions. For completeness, we provide a proof.

Corollary 21. Let 3 ∈ N be a constant and take Y ∈ (0, 1). Take

# = %Y ≥
(
4237/4 + 1633/2

Y

)2
=
b3
Y2
, (8)

where b3 = $ (37/2) depends only on 3. Suppose A1, . . . , A# ∼ NBin(# ) are i.i.d., and let s = (A1, . . . , A3).
Let x ∼ N(0, I3). Then for all convex measurable sets ( ⊆ R3 we have

| Pr
s
[s ∈ (] − Pr

x
[x ∈ (] | ≤ Y.

Proof. Note that each component of s is i.i.d. and distributed as the sum of # independent trials that take

value ±1/
√
# equiprobably. In other words, we can see s as the sum t1 + · · · + t# , where t1, . . . , t# ∼

U({−1/
√
# , 1/

√
# }3) are i.i.d. Observe that the covariance matrix of t7 is I3/# , so the sum of these

covariance matrices for all 7 is I3. Furthermore

| |t7 | | =

√(
± 1
√
#

)2
+ · · · +

(
± 1
√
#

)2
=

√
3

#

with probability 1. Now, apply Theorem 20 to s =
∑#
7=1 t7 . We find that

���Pr
s
[s ∈ (] − Pr

x
[x ∈ (]

��� ≤ (
42

4
√
3 + 16

) #∑
7=1

E
[
| |t7 | |3

]
=

(
42

4
√
3 + 16

)
#

√
3

#

3

=
4237/4 + 1633/2

√
#

.

Substituting (8), it follows that | Prs[s ∈ (] − Prx[x ∈ (] | ≤ Y, as required. �
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Theorem 22. Fix a constant 3, and take a1, . . . , a3 ∈ R<, 11, . . . , 13 ∈ R, 21, . . . , 23 ∈ R, Y ∈ R. Consider
the function

>(B) = Pr
x∼N(0,I< )

[
3∧
7=1

a7 · x + 27 B > 17

]
.

There exists a step function >̂ with poly(1/Y) steps, where the steps and the values at those steps are computable
in polynomial time with respect to 1/Y and <, such that | >̂(B) − >(B) | ≤ Y for all B ∈ R.

Proof. Observe that the tuple (a1 · x, . . . , a3 · x) (interpreted as a column vector) is a 3-variate normally
distributed vector; namely, if we let

A =

©«
a)1
...
a)
3

ª®®¬
be a block matrix whose rows are a)1 , . . . , a

)
3
, then (a1 · x, . . . , a3 · x) = Ax ∼ N(0,AI�A) ) =

N(0,AA) ).
We can compute the covariance matrix, namely AA) , in polynomial time with respect to <. Now, by

computing the Cholesky decomposition of this positive semidefinite matrix, we can find A′ ∈ R3×3 such
thatA′A′)

= AA) . Thus (a1 · x, . . . , a3 · x) ∼ N (0,A′A′) ). Letting a′)1 , . . . , a′)3 be the rows of A′,
we find that (a1 · x, . . . , a3 · x) is identically distributed to (a′1 · x′, . . . , a′3 · x

′), when x ∼ N(0, I<) and
x′ ∼ N(0, I3), since both follow the distributionN(0,A′A′) ). Thus,

>(B) = Pr
x∼N(0,I3 )

[
3∧
7=1

a′7 · x + 27 B > 17

]
.

In other words, we have reduced the dimensionality of our problem from < to 3, a constant.

Note that the set defined by
∧3
7=1 a

′
7 ·x > 17 + B is necessarily convex andmeasurable, being the intersec-

tion of finitelymany half-spaces. Thuswe can applyCorollary 21. Let# = %Y and A1, . . . , A# ∼ NBin(# ),
and suppose s = (A1, . . . , A3). Then, we know that�����>(B) − Pr

s

[
3∧
7=1

a′7 · s + 27 B > 17

]����� ≤ Y.
This suggests using the following definition:

>̂(B) = Pr
s

[
3∧
7=1

a′7 · s + 27 B > 17

]
,

as this must satisfy the condition | >̂(B) − >(B) | ≤ Y. It remains to show that >̂ is a step function, and
that these steps can be efficiently computed. Intuitively, this is the case since the probability distribution we
define >̂ over is discrete. More precisely, letting

� = {−# /
√
# , (−# + 2)/

√
# , . . . , (# − 2)/

√
# , # /

√
# }3

be the domain of s, and letting ? be the p.m.f. of s (note that it can be efficiently computed, since s is essen-
tially distributed according to a product distribution of normalised binomials), we note that

>̂(B) = Pr
s

[
3∧
7=1

a′7 · s + 27 B > 17

]
=

∑
u∈�

?(u)
[
3∧
7=1

a′7 · u + 27 B > 17

]
=

∑
u∈�

?(u)
[
27 B > max

1≤7≤3
17 − a′7 · u

]
.
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Now observe that, for each u ∈ �, the function

B ↦→ ?(u)
[
27 B > max

1≤7≤3
17 − a′7 · u

]

is a step function with at most one step: if 27 = 0 then the function is a constant (whose value is easy to
compute); otherwise the step is at (1/27)max1≤7≤3 17 − a′7 ·u, where the step being increasing or decreasing
is determined by the sign of 27 (and again the values of the function are easy to compute). It therefore follows
that >̂ is a step function that has at most |� | = % 3Y = poly(1/Y) steps, and that each of the values that the
function takes can be computed in polynomial time with respect to 1/Y and <. �

Proof of Theorem 19. We give a recursive algorithm. If < = 0 then there is nothing to output, so assume
< ≥ 1. Let x = (B, x′), and a78 = (278 , a′78 ) — in other words, separate out the first variable. We are given

;∑
7=1

Pr
x′ ,B


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ + 278 B > 178

=

;∑
7=1

Pr
x


3∧
8=1

a78 · x > 178


≥ U,

when x = (x′, B) ∼ N (0, I3). But then this must be true for some particular value of B , say B∗, i.e.

;∑
7=1

Pr
x′


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ + 278 B∗ > 178

≥ U. (9)

Apply Theorem 22 to each of the probabilities above viewed as functions of B , with Y′ = Y/2<;; we thus
build step functions >1, . . . , >; in polynomial time with respect to < and 1/Y′ = 2<;/Y, such that������>7 (B) − Pr

x′


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ + 278 B > 178

������ ≤

Y

2<;

for all B . Add these equations for 7 = 1, . . . , ; to find������
;∑
7=1

>7 (B) −
;∑
7=1

Pr
x′


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ + 278 B > 178

������ ≤

Y

2<
. (10)

Observe that
∑;
7=1 >7 is a step function with polynomially many steps with respect to <,;, whose values

are also computable in polynomial time. Thus it is easy to find some value B̂ that maximises the expression∑;
7=1 >7 ( B̂). By (9) and (10) we have that

∑;
7=1 >7 ( B̂) ≥ ∑;

7=1 >7 (B∗) ≥ U − Y
2< , and by (10) again we find

that
;∑
7=1

Pr
x′


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ + 278 B̂ > 178

≥ U − Y

<
.

Equivalently,
;∑
7=1

Pr
x′


3∧
8=1

a′78 · x′ > 178 − 278 B̂

≥ U − Y

<
,

and we can recursively find optimal values for the remaining random variables in x′. Observe that our recurs-
ive depth is <, that at each level we use polynomial time with respect to <, ;, 1/Y, and that, finally, at each
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step we lose Y/< from the sum of our probabilities. These facts together imply the correctness of our general
derandomisation procedure.

We note in passing that the total time complexity of our method is exponential in 3; however this does
not matter, as we consider 3 a constant. �

This is enough to derandomise our algorithm.

Theorem 2. Fix 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ and let U9ℓ be as in Theorem 1. There is a deterministic algorithmwhich, given a
graph� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of value U9ℓ d− Y
in polynomial time in� and 1/Y.

Proof. Let � = (+ , �), where+ = [<] and ; = |� |. Assume that < ≥ 9 (otherwise simply check all
possible colourings). By the analysis of our randomised algorithm from Theorem 1, using SDP we can find,
in polynomial time with respect to� and log(1/Y) +$ (1), a set of vectors a1, . . . , a< such that a7 · a7 = 1,
a7 · a8 ≥ −1/(9 − 1) for 7 ≠ 8 and, if x1, . . . , xℓ ∼ N(0, I<) are normally distributed variables, then

1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

Pr
x1,...,xℓ

[
argmax

2
x2 · a7 ≠ argmax

2
x2 · a8

]
≥ U9ℓ d −

Y

2
.

Now, let x = (x1, . . . , xℓ ) ∼ N (0, Iℓ <), and define a7 2 such that x · a7 2 = x2 · a7 ; in other words, pad out
a7 with (ℓ − 1)< zeroes. We first claim that the event

argmax
2

x2 · a7 ≠ argmax
2

x2 · a8

can be seen as the disjoint union of ℓ (ℓ − 1) intersections of 2(ℓ − 1) hyperplanes in the space of x. To
express it in this way, first fix the value of the respective sides to 20 ≠ 21, where 20, 21 ∈ [ℓ ], in ℓ (ℓ − 1) ways.
Observe that the event that argmax2 x2 · a7 = 20 is the same as∧

2≠20

x20 · a7 > x2 · a7 .

Now, using the notation from before, this is equivalent to∧
2≠20

x · (a7 20 − a7 2) > 0.

It follows that

U9ℓ d −
Y

2
≤ 1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

Pr
x1,...,xℓ

[
argmax

2
x2 · a7 ≠ argmax

2
x2 · a8

]

=
1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

∑
20≠21

Pr
x1,...,xℓ

[∧
2≠20

x · (a7 20 − a7 2) > 0 ∧
∧
2≠21

x · (a821 − a82) > 0

]
.

By Theorem 19 for 3 = 2(ℓ −1), in polynomial timewith respect to<, ;, 1/Y, we can find particular values
x∗ such that

1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

∑
20≠21

[∧
2≠20

x∗ · (a7 20 − a7 2) > 0 ∧
∧
2≠21

x∗ · (a821 − a82) > 0

]
≥ U9ℓ d −

Y

2
− Y

2
= U9ℓ d − Y.
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Defining (x∗1, . . . , x∗ℓ ) = x∗, this is equivalent to

1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

[argmax
2

x∗2 · a7 ≠ argmax
2

x∗2 · a8 ] ≥ U9ℓ d − Y.

In other words, if we set the colour of vertex 7 to argmax2 x∗2 · a7 , then the resulting ℓ -colouring will have
value U9ℓ d − Y, as required. �

5 Algorithm for fixed k and large ℓ

We show the following theorem.

Theorem 4. Let 9 > 2 be fixed15 and ℓ ≥ 9 be large. There is a deterministic algorithmwhich, given a graph
� that admits a 9-colouring of value d and a real number Y > 0, finds an ℓ -colouring of� of value U′

9ℓ
d − Y

in polynomial time in� and 1/Y. In particular, for a fixed 9 there exists a constant C9 > 1 such that

U′9ℓ ≥ 1 −$ (1/ℓ C9 ) ,

which is 1 − =(1/ℓ ) when ℓ grows large.16

Note that Theorem 4 together with Theorem 5 do not contradict the UGC and P ≠ NP, since The-
orem 5 only works for bounded ℓ .

Proof. As always, we will only care about when ℓ grows large. We will first give a randomised algorithm, and
then derandomise it. We solve the same semi-definite program as in Theorem 1 (which is also the same as
in [FJ97, KMS98]), i.e.

max
1

;

∑
(7,8 ) ∈�

9 − 1

9
(1 − a7 · a8 )

s.t. a7 · a7 = 1,

a7 · a8 ≥ − 1

9 − 1
, 7 ≠ 8,

a7 ∈ R<.

As inTheorem 1, the value is at least d. Wenow randomly round in the followingway: Sample B = ⌊log2 (ℓ )⌋
random hyperplanes that pass through the origin �1, . . . , �B in < dimensions; then, to colour node 7 check
on which side of �1, . . . , �B the vector a7 is, and depending on this assign a unique colour. Note that we
use 2B ≤ ℓ colours in this way. Fix an edge (7, 8) and consider 0 = a7 · a8 ; what is the probability that the
colours assigned to 7 and8 are different? Note that theprobability that a7, a8 are separated by onehyperplane

among �1, . . . , �B is just
1
c arccos 0 (this observation is originally from [GW95]). So the probability that

a7 , a8 will be separated by at least one hyperplane is

1 −
(
1 − 1

c
arccos 0

) B
.

15The case 9 = 2, ℓ ≥ 2 is covered by Theorem 2.
16For example, for 9 = 3 we have C9 = 2 and the approximation ratio is 1 − $ (1/ℓ 2). This is significantly better, for large ℓ ,

than the random guessing algorithm which has performance 1 − 1/ℓ .
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Now, the approximation ratio is given by

U′9ℓ = min
−1/(9−1)≤0<1

9(1 − (1 − arccos 0/c)B )
(9 − 1) (1 − 0) .

We first deal with 0 around a neighbourhood of 1, similarly to Lemma 17. We claim that there exists some
0 < 09 < 1 such that

arccos 0

c
≥ (9 − 1) (1 − 0)

9

for all 0 ∈ (09, 1]. Indeed, consider arccos 0/c − (9 − 1) (1 − 0)/9. The derivative tends to −∞ as
0 → 1 (from below), so for some neighbourhood of 1 the derivative is negative. Suppose (09, 1] is this
neighbourhood. Thus the function is decreasing on this interval. Since the function is equal to 0 at 1, our
conclusion follows.

Now, observe that arccos 0/c ∈ [0, 1], hence

1 −
(
1 − arccos 0

c

) B
≥ 1 −

(
1 − arccos 0

c

)
=
arccos 0

c
≥ (9 − 1) (1 − 0)

9

when 0 ∈ (09, 1]. Hence the expressionminimised in the definition of U9ℓ is at least 1 whenever 0 ∈ (09, 1],
and thus does not affect the value of U′

9ℓ
. We now focus on the case −1/(9 − 1) < 0 ≤ 09 < 1.

Define

5 (0) = 1 − (1 − arccos 0/c)B
1 − 0 .

Observe that

(0 − 1)2 5 ′ (0) = 1 − B

c

√
1 − 0
1 + 0

(
1 − arccos(0)

c

) B−1
−

(
1 − arccos(0)

c

) B
.

Note that for large enough B (i.e. large enough ℓ ), we have that 5 ′ (0) > 0 for −1/(9 − 1) ≤ 0 ≤ 09 < 1.
(The size required of ℓ depends on 09 and hence on 9.) Hence,

U′9ℓ =
9

9 − 1

1 −
(
1 − 1

c arccos
(
− 1
9−1

)) B
(
1 + 1

9−1

) = 1 −
(
1 − 1

c
arccos

(
− 1

9 − 1

)) B
.

(This value is indeed less than 1, so 0 ∈ (09, 1] did not matter.) We now observe that for any fixed 9 > 2,

-9 ≔ 1 − 1

c
arccos

(
− 1

9 − 1

)
∈

(
0,
1

2

)
.

Define C9 = − log2(-9) > 1. Hence

U′9ℓ = 1 − - B9 = 1 − 2log2 -9 ⌊log2 ℓ ⌋ .

Observe that

log2 -9 ⌊log2 ℓ ⌋ ≤ log2 -9 (−1 + log2 ℓ ) = − log2 -9 + log2 -9 log2 ℓ = − log2 -9 − C9 log2 ℓ .

Thus
U′9ℓ ≥ 1 − 1/(-9ℓ C9 ) = 1 −$ (1/ℓ C9 ).
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We now turn to derandomising this algorithm. It is sufficient to show that the event that two vectors
a7 , a8 are properly cut by one of the �1, . . . , �B hyperplanes is the disjoint union of the intersection of con-
stantly many half-spaces in some multivariate normal probability distribution. Then, the derandomisation
works precisely as for Theorem 1, using Theorem 19. First, we must express our hyperplanes �1, . . . , �B
in terms of normal variables. As was first observed by [FJ97], a uniformly random hyperplane �7 can be
sampled by taking the set of points at equal distance between two vectors x7 , y7 ∼ N(0, I<), and the points
to one side or the other of the hyperplane are those points closer (in terms of inner product) to x7 or y7 re-
spectively. We label the two sides of �7 with 0 and 1, with side 0 containing x7 and side 1 containing y7 , and
take the convention that if a vector is on �7 then it is on side 0. Then the event that a7 is on side 0 of �8 is

a7 · x8 ≥ a7 · y8 .

Call this event � (7, 8 , 0), and the complementary event � (7, 8 , 1). If as before we write

x = (x1, . . . , x<, y1, . . . , y<) ∼ N (0, I2B<),

then each event � (7, 8 , F) is equivalent to x belonging to a half-space. Now, the event that vertex 7 is as-
signed colour 2 (call it � (7, 2)) is equivalent to a conjunction of B of these events, one for each hyperplane
�1, . . . , �B . Furthermore, the event that a7 , a8 are properly cut is equivalent to the disjoint union of atmost
2B × 2B of conjunctions of these events, namely∨

2≠2′
� (7, 2) ∧ � (8, 2′).

Hence we can derandomise as before, and our conclusion follows. �

6 Hardness

In this sectionweuse the approach ofKhot, Kindler,Mossel andO’Donnell [KKMO07] and ofGuruswami
and Sinop [GS13] respectively to prove the following hardness result.

Theorem 5. Fix some function" (9) = =(4
3√
9). Let 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ be such that ℓ ≤ " (9). For any small

enough Y > 0, consider the problem of deciding whether a given graph� admits a 9-colouring of value 1 − Y,
or not even an ℓ -colouring of value V + Y. We have the following.

• Assuming theUGC, the problem isNP-hard for V = V9ℓ = 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 2 ln ℓ

9ℓ
+ =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

• Unconditionally, the problem isNP-hard for V = V′9ℓ = 1 − 1

ℓ
+ 8 ln ℓ

9ℓ
+ =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

Both of these results only hold when V9ℓ , V
′
9ℓ

∈ (0, 1).17

The conditional bound in the first bullet point matches the bound in Theorem 1 (up to the asymptotic
error terms), but only when ℓ is bounded by some" (9) that is strictly smaller, asymptotically, than the super-

polynomial function 4
3√
9. Throughout this entire section, fix the function" (9) and 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ .

In the rest of this introduction to Section 6, we give a brief overview of the proof of Theorem 5 and how
it differs from existing work. All definitions not stated here explicitly can be found, together with all details,
in later subsections. We first recall the definition of label cover.

17The constants hidden in the expression defining V9ℓ depend on" (9), 9, ℓ , but not on Y.
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Definition 23. An instance of label cover with >-to-1 constraints with domain size @ is a tuple � = (+ =

+�∪+� , �, c), where (+�∪+� , �) is a bipartite graph, and for each edge (0, 1) ∈ � we have a constraint18

c0,1 : [ >@] → [@] that is >-to-1; i.e., for every F ∈ [@] there are precisely > values G ∈ [ >@] such that
F = c0,1 (G). We call the instance left-regular if every vertex 0 ∈ +� has the same degree. A solution to this
instance is a mapping 2 that takes+� to [@] and+� to [ >@]. The value of the solution is the proportion of
edges (0, 1) ∈ � with 2 (0) = c0,1 (2 (1)). The value of the instance is the maximum value of any solution.

The problem of (1− [, [)-approximating a label cover with >-to-1 constraints with domain size @ is the
following: Given an instance � of label cover with >-to-1 constraints and domain size @ , decide if its value is
at least 1 − [ or at most [.

The following two are not the original forms of the Unique Games Conjecture or the 2-to-1 Theorem,
but they are equivalent to them due to the reductions in [KR08]— the original forms considered weighted
non-left-regular label cover instances.

Conjecture 24 (Unique Games Conjecture (UGC) [Kho02]). For every small [ > 0, there exists an @ ∈ N
such that it isNP-hard to (1− [, [)-approximate a left-regular label cover with 1-to-1 constraints and domain
size @ .

Theorem25 (2-to-1Theorem [KMS23]). For every small [ > 0, there exists an @ ∈ N such that it isNP-hard
to (1 − [, [)-approximate a left-regular label cover with 2-to-1 constraints and domain size @ .

Theorem 5 follows from Propositions 26 and 27 stated below. Proposition 26 serves the same role
as [KKMO07, Proposition 12] and [GS13, Proposition 3.21]; we reprove it here since the promise version
does not immediately follow from the non-promise version, and since Lemma 43 (needed in the proof of
Proposition 26) fixes a small bug in the published proofs. On the other hand, Proposition 27 is a standard
PCP construction, analogous to [KKMO07, Section 11.4] and [GS13, Section 3.4]; we prove it here in a
unified way (covering simultaneously 2-to-1 and 1-to-1 constraints) rather than repeating most of the proof
twice. The way the unification works is similar to the proof in [GS20].

Proposition 26. Fix > ∈ {1, 2} and 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ such that ℓ ≤ " (9). Suppose) is a symmetric Markov
operator on [9 >] with spectral radius 0 < 2/(9 − 1) < 1, where 2 ≤ 4. Then there exists g > 0 and 3 ∈ N
such that for any 5 : [9 >]@ → Δℓ with Inf

≤3
7 ( 5 ) ≤ g for all 7 ∈ [@], we have

〈5 ,) ⊗< 5 〉 ≥ 1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

Proposition 27. Let > ∈ {1, 2} and 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ . Assume that there is a colourful symmetricMarkov operator

) on [9 >] and g > 0, 3 ∈ N such that for any 5 : [9 >]@ → Δℓ with Inf
≤3
7 ( 5 ) ≤ g for all 7 ∈ [<], we have

that 〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ 1 − V for some V ∈ (0, 1). Assume further that all the values of) are nonnegative integer
multiples of a rational number !. Then, assuming that (1 − [, [)-approximating a label cover instance with
>-to-1 constraints is NP-hard, for any small enough Y, it is NP-hard to decide whether a given graph � has a
9-colouring of value 1 − Y, or not even an ℓ -colouring of value V + Y.

18We note that alternatively we could have defined our constraints as >-to-1 relations c ⊆ [ >@] × [@] i.e. relations where for
every F ∈ [@] there exist exactly > values G ∈ [ >@] such that (G, F) ∈ c , and furthermore every G ∈ [ >@] corresponds to exactly
one F ∈ [@] such that (G, F) ∈ c . To translate from this view to ours, map every F ∈ [ >@] to that G ∈ [@] such that (F, G) ∈ c ;
to translate from our view to this one, take the graph of the function we use as a constraint.
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The Markov operators mentioned above will be given in the following theorems. The notion of a “col-
ourful”Markov chainmerely unifies two properties that we are interested in for our PCP construction. This
property appears without a name also in [GS20, Lemma 10].19

Theorem 28. Fix 9 ≥ 2. The Bonami-Beckner operator)−1/(9−1) on [9] is a symmetric Markov operator
that is colourful with spectral radius 1/(9 − 1). Furthermore, all the values in the matrix are nonnegative
integer multiples of 1/(9 − 1).

Theorem 29 ([GS13, Lemma 3.8]). Fix 9 ≥ 6. There exists a colourful symmetric Markov operator on [92]
whose spectral radius is at most 4/(9 − 1). Furthermore, all the values in the matrix are nonnegative integer
multiples of 1/(9 − 1) (9 − 2) (9 − 3).

The proof of Theorem 5 thus follows by combining all the facts listed above, together with the obser-
vation that we can take 9 to be large, since the fact that ℓ is bounded by a function of 9 means that the
asymptotic term can be increased for small 9 to make the theorem hold for small 9.

6.1 Fourier-analytic notions

We closely follow the exposition of Fourier analysis on discrete domains from [DMR06]. We also include
some results from [GS13]. Wediverge from these only in that they number their colours0, . . . , 9−1, whereas
we number them 1, . . . , 9; also we simplify the notation for our Fourier coefficients.

We will be looking in general at functions of the form [�]@ → [ℓ ] or [�]@ → [0, 1]. Note that
[ℓ ] can be naturally embedded in the set of probability distributions over [ℓ ], which can be seen as the set
Δℓ = {(F1, . . . , Fℓ ) | ∑7 F7 = 1, F7 ≥ 0}. Such functions form a vector space under point-wise addition
and multiplication, and they have a natural inner product, namely

〈5 , 6〉 = E
x∼U([�]@ )

[
5 (x) · 6 (x)

]
.

The inner product induces a norm | | · | |2. In general we will assume that a variable x that is mentioned
in an expectation will be taken uniformly at random from an appropriate set. Observe that if 5 (x) =

( 5 1 (x), . . . , 5 ℓ (x)) and 6 (x) = ( 61 (x), . . . , 6 ℓ (x)), then

〈5 , 6〉 =
ℓ∑
7=1

〈5 7 , 6 7〉.

So in particular | | 5 | |22 =
∑ℓ
7=1 | | 57 | |22.

For any two functions 5 : � → R, 6 : � → R we define 5 ⊗ 6 : � × � → ' by ( 5 ⊗ 6) (0, 1) =
5 (0) 6 (1); thus ⊗ is a tensor product. For every [�], fix some orthonormal (under 〈·, ·〉20) basis of the set
of functions [�] → R, namely some functions U1, . . . , U� , such that U1 (1) = . . . = U1 (�) = 1.21 For
x ∈ [�]@ we define Ux : [�]@ → R by

Ux = UF1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UF@
19[GS13, Lemma 3.8] constructs a Markov chain that is colourful in our terminology, and implicitly uses this fact in their PCP

construction. However their lemma states merely that the Markov chain has diagonal elements equal to zero, which is not by itself
enough to make the PCP reduction work.

20The only difference between orthonormality of function [�] → R under 〈·, ·〉 and of R� under the normal inner product is
a matter of normalisation.

21In Lemma 38, and only there, we will need a particular choice of U1, . . . , U� . However, the lemma does not mention any
quantity dependant on this choice in its statement, so the choice is “contained” within that lemma.
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or equivalently

Ux (G1, . . . , G@ ) =
@∏
7=1

UF7 (G7 ).

It can be seen that for x ≠ ywe have that Ux ⊥ Uy. Furthermore, since there are [�]@ such function (i.e. the
same as the dimension of the set of functions from [�]@ toR), for any 5 : [�]@ → Rwe have

5 =
∑

x∈[�]@
〈5 , Ux〉Ux =

∑
x∈[�]@

5̂ (x)Ux,

where 5̂ (x) = 〈5 , Ux〉. This 5̂ (x) is known as a Fourier coefficient. Clearly �05 + 1 6 = 05̂ + 1 6̂ , hence ·̂ is
linear. We have a version of Parseval’s identity now, since {Ux}x forms a basis:

| | 5 | |22 =
∑

x∈[�]@
5̂ 2 (x).

Indeed, in general we have that

〈5 , 6〉 =
∑

x∈[�]@
5̂ (x) 6̂ (x).

Wealso generalise ournotionofFourier coefficient to functions 5 : [�]@ → Rℓ . If 5 (x) = ( 51(x), . . . , 5ℓ (x)),
then

5̂ (x) = ( 5̂1(x), . . . , 5̂ℓ (x)).

With these, Parseval’s inequality generalises to

| | 5 | |22 =
ℓ∑
7=1

| | 57 | |22 =
ℓ∑
7=1

∑
x∈[�]@

5̂7
2
(x) =

∑
x∈[�]@

| 5̂ (x) |2.

We now introduce the notion of low-degree influence. First for x ∈ [�]@ , we let |x| to be the number of
coordinates 7 ∈ [@] such that x7 ≠ 1. With this in hand, for 5 : [�]@ → R, 7 ∈ [@], 3 ≤ @ , we define

Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) =
∑

x∈[�]@
x7≠1
|x | ≤3

5̂ 2 (x).

This definition does not depend on the basis U1, . . . , U� taken initially (only that U1 (F) = 1); for details
see [DMR06, Definition 2.5].

We now generalise this definition to functions of the form 5 : [�]@ → Rℓ ; for such a function suppose
5 (x) = ( 51(x), . . . , 53 (x)). Then, for 7 ∈ [@], 3 ≤ @ , we define

Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) =
ℓ∑
8=1

Inf ≤37 ( 58 ).

Observe that

Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) =
ℓ∑
8=1

∑
x∈[�]@
x7≠1
|x | ≤3

5̂8
2
(x) =

∑
x∈[�]@
x7≠1
|x | ≤3

ℓ∑
8=1

5̂8
2
(x) =

∑
x∈[�]@
x7≠1
|x | ≤3

| 5̂ (x) |2.
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Next, we deduce some classic inequalities for sums of low-level influences. Consider 5 : [�]@ → Δℓ .
Note that

| | 5 | |22 = Ex [| 5 (x) |
2] ≤ 1,

since for any y ∈ Δℓ we have |y|2 ≤ 1. Thus, by Parseval’s identity, we have

1 ≥ || 5 | |22 =
∑

x∈[�]
| 5̂ (x) |2.

Observe that the formula giving Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) as a sum of square lengths of Fourier coefficients contains each

term in the sum above at most 3 times; since the sum is at most 1, we derive that Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) ≤ 3.

Minor operations Consider any vector x ∈ [�]@ and a function c : [A] → [@]. Then we define
xc ∈ [�] A by

xc = (xc (1) , . . . , xc ( A) ).
Furthermore, consider any function 5 : [�]@ → R3, and let c : [@] → [A]. Then define 5 c : [�] A → R3
by

5 c (x) = 5 (xc ) = 5 (Fc (1) , . . . , Fc (@ ) ).
Observe that when the function c : [@] → [@] is a bijection, and for function 5 , 6 : [�]@ → R3, we have
that

〈5 c , 6c 〉 = E
x
[〈5 c (x), 6c (x)〉] = E

x
[〈5 (xc ), 6 (xc )〉] = E

x
[〈5 (x), 6 (x)〉] = 〈5 , 6〉.

Next, observe that for such c ,

Ucx (G1, . . . , G@ ) = Ux (Gc (1) , . . . , Gc (@ ) ) =
@∏
7=1

UF7 (Gc (7 ) ) =
@∏
7=1

UFc−1 ( 7 ) (G7) = Uxc−1 (G1, . . . , G@ ).

Hence Ucx = U
xc−1 . Furthermore this implies that for bijective c ,

5̂ c (x) = 〈5 c , Ux〉 = 〈5 , Uc−1
x 〉 = 〈5 , Uxc 〉 = 5̂ (xc ).

Coordinate regrouping lemmas We reuse and slightly modify the notation from [DMR06, Definition
2.6], which reappears in [GS13, Definition 3.22]. The notation there does not include the (2) we use— this
will be important for us since what we do is in greater generality.

We will implicitly use the fact that [92] � [9]2 ; fix some arbitrary bijection between the two. For
x ∈ [9]2@ , we define x(2) ∈ [92]@ � ([9]2)@ by

x(2)
= ((F1, F2), . . . , (F2@−1, F2@ )).

Conversely, for x ∈ [92]@ � ([9]2)@ , where x = ((F1, F′1), . . . , (F<, F′<)), we have

x(2) = (F1, F′1, . . . , F<, F′<).

From the definitions, x(2)
(2) = x. Now, we define these transformations on the inputs for functions, as follows.

For 5 : [9]2@ → R3, 6 : [92]@ → R3, we have

5
(2)

(x) = 5 (x(2) ),
6
(2)

(x) = 6 (x(2) ).

Again, 5
(2)

(2)
= 5 . Next, we recall the following result.
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Lemma 30 ([DMR06, Claim 2.7]). For 5 : [9]2@ → R, 7 ∈ [@], and 1 ≤ 3 ≤ @ , we have

Inf ≤37 ( 5
(2)

) ≤ Inf ≤327−1 ( 5 ) + Inf ≤327 ( 5 ).

The following is an obvious corollary.

Corollary 31. For 5 : [9]2@ → Rℓ , 7 ∈ [@], and 1 ≤ 3 ≤ @ , we have

Inf ≤37 ( 5
(2)

) ≤ Inf ≤327−1 ( 5 ) + Inf ≤327 ( 5 ).

Proof. Apply the previous lemma to each term in the sum that defines Inf ≤37 for functions toRℓ . �

Now, we define x(1) = x(1) = x and likewise 5
(1)

= 5
(1)

= 5 , and thus immediately

Inf ≤37 ( 5
(1)

) ≤ Inf ≤37 ( 5 ).

Therefore we find that

Corollary 32. Fix > ∈ {1, 2}. For 5 : [9] >@ → Rℓ , 7 ∈ [@] and 3 ∈ [@], we have

Inf ≤37 ( 5
( >)

) ≤
>7∑

8=> (7−1)+1
Inf ≤38 ( 5 ).

This setup will allow us to painlessly unify the proofs of [KKMO07] and [GS13]. We note that Corol-
lary 32 is a special case (i.e. for > ∈ {1, 2}) of [GS20, Lemma 6].

6.2 Markov operators

Werecount somedefinitions forMarkov operators, following [DMR06,GS13], aswell as an important result
from [GS13].

AMarkov operator) on [�] is a � × � stochastic matrix; we say that the operator is symmetric if)
is symmetric. For such an operator, we say that the spectral radius @ () ) is the second-largest absolute value
of any eigenvalue (such an operator has an eigenvalue equal to 1, and all its eigenvalues must be at most 1 in
absolute value). We will usually let ) (F ↔ G) denote the probability that F goes to G i.e. the element at
position (F, G) in) .

Such an operator operates on the space of functions 5 : [�] → R3, in the following way. For F ∈ [�],
we let) (F) be the distribution associated with row (or equivalently column) F in) . Then we have

() 5 ) (F) = E
G∼) (F )

[ 5 (G)].

Note that) acts linearly on 5 , since) (05 + 1 6) = 0() 5 ) + 1() 6) by linearity of expectation. Observe
that if 5 (F) = ( 5 1 (F), . . . , 5 3 (F)), then

() 5 ) (F) = (() 5 1) (F), . . . , () 5 3) (F)).

For any two operators) ,) ′ on [�], [�′] respectively, we define the operator) ⊗) ′ on [�] × [�′]
as being the matrix which, at position ((F, F′), (G, G′)) for F, G ∈ [�], F′, G′ ∈ [�′] has value) (F ↔
G)) (F′ ↔ G′). (In other words,) ⊗ ) ′ is the Kronecker product of) and) ′.)
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Furthermore, define ) ⊗@
= ) ⊗ . . . ⊗ ) where ) is multiplied @ times. Observe that) ⊗@ acts on a

function 5 : [�]@ → R3 in the following way. Let) ⊗@ (x) be the product distribution over [�]@ which
gives y probability

∏@
7=1) (F7 ↔ G7 ). Then

() 5 ) (x) = E
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[ 5 (y)].

Furthermore, we see immediately that () ⊗ ) ′) ( 5 ⊗ 5 ′) = () 5 ) ⊗ () 6). Thus, in particular,

) ⊗@ Ux =
@⊗
7=1

) UF7 .

We observe that for a symmetric Markov operator) , we have 〈) 5 , 6〉 = 〈5 ,) 6〉.
The followingunifies concepts from[KKMO07,GS13]. The idea also appearswithout aname in [GS20].

Definition 33. Consider a symmetric Markov chain) on [9 >] � [9] > . We say that the Markov chain is
colourful if, for any F1, . . . , F >, G1, . . . G> ∈ [9] such that) ((F1, . . . , F >) ↔ (G1, . . . , G>)) > 0, we have
{F1, . . . , F >} ∩ {G1, . . . , G>} = ∅.

We now introduce two very important colourful operators. The first is (a special case of) the Bonami-
Beckner operator.

Definition 34. Fix� ≥ 2. For each −1/(� − 1) ≤ d ≤ 1we define the Bonami-Beckner operator by

)d = dI� +
1 − d
�

J� .

Thematrix J� is the all-ones matrix of size� ×�. This operator is clearly symmetric and doubly stochastic
i.e. it is a symmetricMarkov operator. Its eigenvalues are 1 and (9 − 1) copies of d. Furthermore, any vector
xwhose sum is zero (i.e. is perpendicular to the all-ones vector) is an eigenvector of)d with eigenvalue d, as

)dx = dx +
1 − d
�

J�x = dx.

Theorem 28. Fix 9 ≥ 2. The Bonami-Beckner operator)−1/(9−1) on [9] is a symmetric Markov operator
that is colourful with spectral radius 1/(9 − 1). Furthermore, all the values in the matrix are nonnegative
integer multiples of 1/(9 − 1).
Proof. The operator is given by the symmetric matrix whose diagonal elements are zero (this is sufficient for
colourfulness), and whose off-diagonal elements are 1/(9 − 1). The eigenvalues of this operator are 1 and
(9 − 1) copies of −1/(9 − 1), hence the spectral radius is | − 1/(9 − 1) | = 1/(9 − 1). �

Theorem 29 ([GS13, Lemma 3.8]). Fix 9 ≥ 6. There exists a colourful symmetric Markov operator on [92]
whose spectral radius is at most 4/(9 − 1). Furthermore, all the values in the matrix are nonnegative integer
multiples of 1/(9 − 1) (9 − 2) (9 − 3).

(We note that [GS13, Lemma 3.8] does not explicitly state the fact that the operator is colourful, or that
its elements are multiples of 1/(9 − 1) (9 − 2) (9 − 3), but these are easy to observe.)

Given these definitions, we also define the notion of noise stability.

Definition 35. Let 5 : [�]@ → R. Then we define, for −1/(� − 1) ≤ d ≤ 1, the noise stability of 5 as

Sd ( 5 ) = 〈5 ,) ⊗@
d 5 〉.

Equivalently,

Sd ( 5 ) =
∑

x∈[�]@
d |x | 5̂ 2 (x),

regardless of the choice of U1, . . . , U� provided U1 (F) = 1.
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6.3 MOO theorem, bounds

We introduce some simple definitions from [KKMO07]. (In fact, the exact definition of the quantityΛd (`)
is not needed, only the bound in Theorem 39.)

Definition 36. Fix −1 ≤ d ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ ` ≤ 1. Let C be some value such that if F ∼ N(0, 1), then

Pr[F ≤ C] = `. Let Σ =

(
1 d
d 1

)
, and suppose (F, G) ∼ N (0,Σ). Then, we define

Λd (`) = Pr[F ≤ C, G ≤ C].

We will need the following theorem to prove the main technical lemma. It follows from what is called
the MOO Theorem (i.e. Mossell, O’Donnell, Oleszkiewicz) in [KKMO07], proved originally by Mossel,
O’Donnel and Oleszkiewicz [MOO10], together with [KKMO07, Proposition 13].

Theorem 37. For any 9 ≥ 2, 0 ≤ d < 1 and Y > 0, there exists g > 0, 3 ∈ N such that the following holds.

Suppose 5 : [9]@ → [0, 1] is such that Inf ≤37 ( 5 ) ≤ g for all 7 ∈ [<], and let ` = E[ 5 ]. Then

Sd ( 5 ) ≤ Λd (`) + Y.

In order to link this theoremwith our setting,wewill need the following relation between 〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 for
some symmetricMarkov operator) with spectral radius d and Sd ( 5 ). The following bound generalises the
first step in proving [KKMO07, Proposition 12], following the first step in the proof of [GS13, Propositio
3.21].

Lemma 38. Let ) be a symmetric Markov operator on [�] with spectral radius 0 < d < 1. For any 5 :
[�]@ → [0, 1], where ` = E[ 5 ], we have that

〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ `2 − Sd ( 5 ).

Proof. Suppose that U1, . . . , U� : [�] → R are orthonormal (with respect to 〈·, ·〉) eigenvectors of ) ,
seen as functions, whose eigenvalues are _1, . . . , _� . Suppose U1 = 1 is the constant one function, with
eigenvalue 1. Then we find that U2, . . . , U� are all perpendicular to the constant-ones function, and have
eigenvalue at most d in absolute value. Furthermore, we find that U1, . . . , U� are also eigenvectors of )d ,
with eigenvalues 1, d, . . . , d.

Recall that) ⊗@ Ux =
⊗@

7=1) UF7 ; now) UF7 = _F7 UF7 , so

) ⊗@ Ux =
@⊗
7=1

_F7 UF7 =

(
@∏
7=1

_F7

) (
@⊗
7=1

UF7

)
=

(
@∏
7=1

_F7

)
Ux.

So, recalling that) is symmetric and hence) ⊗@ is also thus,

〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 =
∑

x∈[�]@
5̂ (x) �) ⊗@ 5 (x) =

∑
x∈[�]@

5̂ (x)〈) ⊗@ 5 , Ux〉

=

∑
x∈[�]@

5̂ (x)〈5 ,) ⊗@ Ux〉 =
∑

x∈[�]@
5̂ (x)

〈
5 ,

(
@∏
7=1

_F7

)
Ux

〉
=

∑
x∈[�]@

(
@∏
7=1

_F7

)
5̂ (x)

〈
5 , Ux

〉

=

∑
x∈[�]@

(
@∏
7=1

_F7

)
5̂ 2 (x).
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Observe now that
∏@
7=1 _1 = 1 and that

∏@
7=1 _F7 ≥ −d |x | . Noting that 5̂ (1) = 〈1, 5 〉 = Ex 5 (x) = `, we

have that
〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ 2`2 −

∑
x∈[�]@

d |x | 5̂ 2 (x) = 2`2 − Sd ( 5 ). �

We will also need an estimate forΛd (`). The following appears in [KKMO07].

Theorem 39 ([KKMO07, Proposition 11]). For all small enough ` and 0 < d ≤ 1/ln3 (1/`), we have

Λd (`) ≤ `
(
` + 2d` ln(1/`)

(
1 +$

(
ln ln(1/`) + ln ln(1/d)

ln(1/`)

)))
.

Wewill also need an estimate for when ` is not small. A fact similar to the following appears in the proof
of [KKMO07, Proposition 12]; we offer a derivation from the literature for completeness.

Proposition 40. Suppose d ≥ 0 is small and 0 < ` < 1. Then

Λd (`) ≤ `2 + 3d.

We use the following bound due to Willink [Wil05]. Their results are expressed using the following
functions:

!(C, D, d) = Pr[F ≥ C, G ≥ D]
Φ(C) = Pr[F ≤ C]

Φ(C, D, d) = Pr[F ≤ C, G ≤ C],

where (F, G) ∼ N (0,Σ), Σ =

(
1 d
d 1

)
. Observe that (−F,−G) and (F, G) have the same distribution;

furthermore Pr[F ≥ C, G ≥ D] = Pr[−F ≤ −C,−G ≤ −D]. Hence we see that if C is selected so that
Φ(C) = Pr[F ≤ C] = `, thenΛd (`) = Pr[F ≤ C, G ≤ C] = Pr[−F ≥ −C,−G ≥ −C] = !(−C,−C, d).

Theorem 41 ([Wil05, Equation (1.2)]). Define \ =

√
1−d
1+d . For ℎ > 0, d ≥ 0, we have

!(ℎ, ℎ, d) ≤ Φ(−ℎ)Φ(−\ℎ) (1 + d).

Also recall the following intuitive fact.

Theorem 42 ([Wil05, Equation (1.1)]). !(ℎ, 9, d) = 1 −Φ(ℎ) −Φ(9) +Φ(ℎ, 9, d).

Proof of Proposition 40. First suppose ` < 1/2. Take C < 0 such that Φ(C) = `. Note that as Λd (`) =

!(−C,−C, d), we have
Λd (`) ≤ Φ(C)Φ(\C) (1 + d).

Let q(F) = Φ
′ (F) be the density function of the normal distribution. It is well known that Φ(C) ≤

−q(C)/C for C < 0. So, asmaxF q(F) = 1/
√
2c ≤ 1, we have that −1/C ≥ −q(C)/C ≥ Φ(C) = `, hence

−C ≤ 1/`. Observe now that

Φ(\C) ≤ Φ(C) − (1 − \)C ≤ ` + 1 − \
`
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asΦ is Lipschitz with constant 1/
√
2c ≤ 1. So,

Λd (`) ≤ Φ(C)Φ(\C) (1 + d) ≤ `
(
` + 1 − \

`

)
(1 + d).

Now note that \ =
√
(1 − d)/(1 + d) ≥ 1 − d for 0 ≤ d ≤ 1, hence

Λd (`) ≤ (1 + d) (`2 + d) = `2 + d(`2 + 1) + d2 ≤ `2 + 3d,

for small enough d.
Now we deal with the case ` > 1/2 i.e. C > 0. By Theorem 42, and sinceΦ(−C) = 1 −Φ(C) = 1 − `,

we have that

Λd (`) = !(−C,−C, d) = 1 − 2Φ(−C) +Φ(−C,−C, d) = 1 − 2(1 − `) + Λd (1 − `).

Now apply the result we have proved above to 1 − ` < 1/2, to find that

Λd (`) ≤ 1 − 2(1 − `) + (1 − `)2 + 3d = `2 + 3d.

The case ` = 1/2 follows by continuity. �

6.4 Proof of Proposition 26

In this section, we prove Proposition 26, which we restate here.

Proposition 26. Fix > ∈ {1, 2} and 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ such that ℓ ≤ " (9). Suppose) is a symmetric Markov
operator on [9 >] with spectral radius 0 < 2/(9 − 1) < 1, where 2 ≤ 4. Then there exists g > 0 and 3 ∈ N
such that for any 5 : [9 >]@ → Δℓ with Inf

≤3
7 ( 5 ) ≤ g for all 7 ∈ [@], we have

〈5 ,) ⊗< 5 〉 ≥ 1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

We first prove the following technical lemma.22

Lemma 43. Let �) (F) = F2(1 + ) ln F), where �) (0) = 0. Fix ℓ and take some ) > 0 smaller than
an absolute constant, such that ℓ < 41/) . Suppose F1 + · · · + Fℓ = 1, F7 ≥ 0. Then,

∑ℓ
7=1 �) (F) ≥ 1/ℓ −

) ln ℓ/ℓ − 4ℓ 4−1/) .

Proof. Note that � ′
) (F) = 2) F ln F +) F + 2F and � ′′

) (F) = 2) ln(F) + 3) + 2. The second derivative

is negative for F < 4−1/)−3/2, positive for F > 4−1/)−3/2 and zero for F = 4−1/) −3/2. The first derivative is
zero at 4−1/)−1/2, negative for smaller F ≥ 0, and positive for greater F. Hence the function decreases below
4−1/)−1/2, then increases above it, and is convex whenever F > 4−1/)−3/2. These functions can be seen for
) = 10 in Figure 2.

We wish first to prove that the function is Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1]. Observe that the derivative is
minimised at 4−1/) −3/2, and is maximised at 1. At 4−1/) −3/2 the derivative is

2) 4−1/)−3/2
(
− 1

)
− 3

2

)
+) 4−1/)−3/2 + 2) ,

22A variant of this lemma exists implicitly within [KKMO07], in the proof of [KKMO07, Proposition 12], but this assumes that
�) is convex on an interval of the form (0, 2) where 2 does not depend on) . This seems to not be the case, so we give a different
proof here. The proof in [GS13] claims their bound follows precisely as in [KKMO07], so it also implicitly makes this claim about
�)
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Figure 2: Plot of �) (F), � ′
) (F), �

′′
) (F) for) = 10.

which for small) is at least −1; furthermore at 1 the derivative is just) + 2, which for small) is at most 3.
So we find that �) is Lipschitz continuous with constant 3 for all small enough) .

Split [ℓ ] into two sets �, �: let 7 ∈ � if F7 > 4−1/)−3/2, and let 7 ∈ � otherwise. Since ℓ 4−1/) −3/2
< 1,

we have that |�| ≥ 1. Now consider two cases.

Summing over G Observe that
∑
7∈� F7 = 1 − ∑

7∈� F7 . Note that since �) is convex above 4−1/)−3/2,
theminimum value of

∑
7∈� �) (F7) when

∑
7∈� F7 is fixed is attained when all F7 for 7 ∈ � are equal.

Hence∑
7∈�

�) (F7) ≥ |�|�)
(
1 − ∑

7∈� F7
|�|

)
≥ |�|�) (1/|�|)−3

∑
7∈� F7
|�| ≥ |�|�) (1/|�|)−3ℓ 4−1/)−3/2

by Lipschitz continuity, and since F7 ≤ 4−1/)−3/2 when 7 ∈ � . Observe that this quantity is just

1 −) ln |�|
|�| − 3ℓ 4−1/) −3/2 ≥ 1 −) ln |�|

|�| − 3ℓ 4−1/) .

Now consider the function

0 ↦→ 1 −) ln 0

0
.

The first derivative of this is
) ln 0 −) − 1

02
,

For 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ 41/) , we have that this derivative is negative. Thus the function is minimised when 0 is
as large as possible i.e. |�| = ℓ . Hence, we find that.

∑
7∈�

�) (F7) ≥
1

ℓ
− ) ln ℓ

ℓ
− 3ℓ 4−1/) .
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Summing over H For F7 ≤ 4−1/)−3/2wehave that that �) (F7) is decreasing,with itsminimumat 4−1/) −3/2.
Note that this minimum is

�) (4−1/)−3/2) = −3) 4
−2/)−3

2
≥ −4−1/) ,

for small enough) > 0. Hence, summing over � , we find that∑
7∈�

�) (F7) ≥ −ℓ 4−1/) .

Thus we conclude that
ℓ∑
7=1

�) (F7) ≥
1

ℓ
− ) ln ℓ

ℓ
− 4ℓ 4−1/) . �

Theproof of Proposition 26 given below follows the proof of [KKMO07, Proposition 12] and of [GS13,
Propositoin 3.21].

We also use the following notation from [KKMO07]: let [F]+ = max(F, 0).

Proof of Proposition 26. Observe that, as in the proof of Proposition 10, we need only prove this result for
large enough 9. Thus assume 9 is large. Fix g, 3 to be those numbers given by Theorem 37 for 9, d =

2/(9 − 1), Y = 1/ℓ 3.
We will actually prove that

〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ 1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

(9 − 1)ℓ − �
22 ln ℓ

ℓ

ln ln 9

(9 − 1) ln 9 − 4ℓ 4−9/32 − �ℓ 4−
3√
9−1 − 1

ℓ 2
(11)

for some absolute constants �, � > 0. Since ℓ ≤ " (9) = =(4
3√
9), 22 ln ℓ/(9 − 1)ℓ = 22 ln ℓ/9ℓ +

22 ln ℓ/9(9 − 1)ℓ = 22 ln ℓ/9ℓ + =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ), and also 1/ℓ 2 ≤ 1/9ℓ = =(ln ℓ/9ℓ ), our conclusion that

〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ 1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

9ℓ
− =

(
ln ℓ

9ℓ

)
.

follows immediately.
Define 5 1, . . . , 5 ℓ : [9] @ → Δℓ by 5 (x) = ( 5 1(x), . . . , 5 ℓ (x)), and define `7 = Ex[ 5 7 (x)]. Since∑

7 5
7 (x) = 1, by linearity we have that

∑
7 `7 = 1. By Lemma 38,

〈5 7 ,) ⊗@ 5 7〉 ≥ `27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7 ).

Furthermore, since the codomain of 5 7 contains only nonnegative numbers we have that 〈5 7 ,) ⊗@ 5 7〉 ≥ 0.
Hence

〈5 7 ,) ⊗@ 5 7〉 ≥
[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+
,

and summing over ℓ , we have

〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 =
ℓ∑
7=1

〈5 7 ,) ⊗@ 5 7〉 ≥
ℓ∑
7=1

[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+
. (12)

Our goal will now be to prove the inequality

ℓ∑
7=1

[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+ ≥
(
ℓ∑
7=1

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
− �ℓ 4−

3√
9−1 − 1

ℓ 2
(13)
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for some absolute constants�, � > 0. We take the convention that `27 ln(1/`7) = 0when `7 = 0.

Wenow split the integers [ℓ ] into two sets �, � . Let 7 ∈ � if 2/(9−1) ≤ 1/ln3 (1/`7) i.e. 4−
3
√

(9−1)/2 ≤
`7 , and let 7 ∈ � otherwise. We will prove (13) first on �, then on � , then sum. We will fix� when looking
at �, then fix� depending on� when looking at � .

Summing over G. We wish to prove that

∑
7∈�

[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+ ≥
(∑
7∈�

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
− 1

ℓ 2

for some value of � that does not depend on 2, `7 , 9. First, by Theorem 37 with Y = 1/ℓ 3, we find
that

S2/(9−1) ( 5 7 ) ≤ Λ2/(9−1) (`7) +
1

ℓ 3

If any `7 = 1, then theboundwewantholds immediately (for large enough 9), as thenΛ2/(9−1) (`7) =
1, and all other `8 = 0. Thus suppose `7 < 1. Note that by Proposition 40, each term for 7 ∈ �
within the sum from the right-hand side of (12) contributes (for large 9) at least `27 −32/(9−1)−1/ℓ 3
to the sum. If there exists some `7 > (1/9)1/10, say, then these values are large enough (for large 9) to
make (11) hold automatically (since for large enough 9 we have that (1/9)1/5 is larger than$ (1/9)).
Thus we can assume that `7 ≤ (1/9)1/10 for all 7 ∈ � i.e. all `7 are small for 7 ∈ �.
Since 2/(9 − 1) ≤ 1/ln3(1/`7) and all `7 are small when 7 ∈ �, we apply Theorem 39 to find that

S2/(9−1) ( 5 7 ) ≤ Λ2/(9−1) (`7) +
1

ℓ 3

≤ `7
(
`7 +

22`7 ln(1/`7)
9 − 1

(
1 +$

(
ln ln(1/`7) + ln ln(9 − 1)/2

ln(1/`7)

)))
+ 1

ℓ 3
.

We observe that as 4−
3
√

(9−1)/2 ≤ `7 ≤ (1/9)1/10 for 7 ∈ � there exists some constant � such that
for large 9 this quantity is bounded by

`7

(
`7 +

22`7 ln(1/`7)
9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
+ 1

ℓ 3
.

Hence by rearranging the sum, we get that

∑
7∈�

[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+ ≥
∑
7∈�

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

)
− 1

ℓ 3

≥
(∑
7∈�

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
− 1

ℓ 2
.

Summing over H. We wish to prove that

∑
7∈�

[
2`27 − S2/(9−1) ( 5 7)

]+ ≥
(∑
7∈�

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
︸                                                ︷︷                                                ︸

(

−�ℓ 4−
3√
9−1.

Note that the left-hand side is nonnegative; furthermore, every term in ( is, for large 9, at most some

universal constant times 4−2
3
√

(9−1)/2 . By assumption 2 ≤ 4, so 4−2
3
√

(9−1)/2 ≤ 4−
3√
9−1. Thus setting

� large enough makes the inequality true.
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Now, by adding the bound when summing over � and � , we get that (13) is true. Combined with (13)
with (12), what we must now show to prove (11) is:

ℓ∑
7=1

`27 −
22`27 ln(1/`7)

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

)
≥ 1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

(9 − 1)ℓ − �
22 ln ℓ

ℓ

ln ln 9

(9 − 1) ln 9 − 4ℓ 4−9/32 . (14)

Recall the function �) (F) from Lemma 43. We observe that (14) is equivalent to

ℓ∑
7=1

�) (`7) ≥
1

ℓ
− 22 ln ℓ

(9 − 1)ℓ − �
22 ln ℓ

ℓ

ln ln 9

(9 − 1) ln 9 ,

where

) =
22

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

)
≥ 0.

For large 9, we have that) ≤ 32/9. Hence for large 9 we have) arbitrarily small; furthermore, by assump-

tion ℓ < " (9) = =(4
3√
9) = =(49/32) = =(41/) ). Thus, for large 9, we have that ℓ < 41/) . Thus, applying

Lemma 43, we have simply that

ℓ∑
7=1

�) (`7) ≥
1

ℓ
− ln ℓ

ℓ

(
22

9 − 1

(
1 + � ln ln 9

ln 9

))
− 4ℓ 4−9/32 ,

which by rearranging yields (14). �

6.5 Proof of Proposition 27

We will prove the following hardness fact.

Proposition 27. Let > ∈ {1, 2} and 2 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ . Assume that there is a colourful symmetricMarkov operator

) on [9 >] and g > 0, 3 ∈ N such that for any 5 : [9 >]@ → Δℓ with Inf
≤3
7 ( 5 ) ≤ g for all 7 ∈ [<], we have

that 〈5 ,) ⊗@ 5 〉 ≥ 1 − V for some V ∈ (0, 1). Assume further that all the values of) are nonnegative integer
multiples of a rational number !. Then, assuming that (1 − [, [)-approximating a label cover instance with
>-to-1 constraints is NP-hard, for any small enough Y, it is NP-hard to decide whether a given graph � has a
9-colouring of value 1 − Y, or not even an ℓ -colouring of value V + Y.

The construction here is very standard, and essentially identical to that in [KKMO07, Section 11.4]
or [GS13, Section 3.4]. We will express our results in a more algebraic way, though, rather than using the
language of PCP verifiers.

Proof of Proposition 27. Fix > ∈ {1, 2}. Henceforth let ·, · be ·( >) and ·( >) respectively. We will consider
some value [ that depends on >, Y; at the end of the proof we will fix [ small enough for everything to
follow. By assumption, there exists an @ ∈ N such that, given a left-regular label cover instance � = (+ =

+� ∪+� , �, c∗), with >-to-1 constraints, it is NP-hard to decide whether there exists a solution with value
at least 1 − [, or all solutions have value at most [.

We observe that a constraint is a >-to-1 function from [ >@] to [@]; such a function can be written as
a composite between a permutation c : [ >@] → [ >@] and the function f : [ >@] → [@], given by
f (1) = . . . = f ( >) = 1, f ( > + 1) = . . . = f (2>) = 2 i.e. f (F) = ⌈F/>⌉. Thus we assume that the
constraint that corresponds to the edge (0, 1) is given by f ◦ c0,1 .

We will reduce this instance in polynomial time to an instance of maximum 9- vs. ℓ -colouring, namely a
graph� = (+ ′, � ′), and then prove the completeness and soundness of the reduction.
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Reduction For every variable 1 ∈ +� , introduce a set of variables in our graph in the following way. For
every vector x ∈ [9] >@ , we introduce a vertex D1 (x). Thus our graph� will have the vertex set

+ ′
= {D1 (x) | 1 ∈+� , x ∈ [9] >@ },

with 9 >@ |+� | vertices. As for the edges, consider every pair of edges (0, 1), (0, 1′) ∈ � . For such a pair, for
every x, y ∈ [9] >@ , we add in an edge between (xc0,1 ) and D1′ (xc0,1′ ) exactly !@) ⊗@ (x ↔ y) ≤ !@ times.
This is well defined sincex, y ∈ [9 >]@ , and) ⊗@ can be seen as aMarkov chain over [9 > ]@ . Furthermore each
probability in) is a nonnegative integer multiple of !, hence we never add non-integer or negative numbers
of edges between vertices.

Throughout the following, we will let 50 (x) denote the colour of D0 (x). Observe that this reduction
works in polynomial time, since !, 9, >, @ are constants.

Completeness Suppose there exists a solution to � , say 2 : + → [@], that satisfies a 1 − [ fraction of
constraints. Consider the following 9-colouring of �: let 5D (F1, . . . , F@ ) = F2 (D) . Now, we must compute
the value of this colouring. Suppose val(0) is the proportion of edges incident to 0 ∈+� solved by 2. Since
the instance � is regular on+�, we have that the value of the instance isE[val(0)] ≥ 1− [, where 0 is drawn
uniformly at random from+�.

What fraction of the edges in � ′ were constructed due to a pair of edges (0, 1), (0, 1′) ∈ � which are
both satisfied by 2? Since the degree of all vertices in+� is equal, and thus the same number of edges is added
for each 0, this is equivalent to asking “what is the probability that, if we select 0 ∈ +� and 1, 1′ ∈ +�
incident to 0 uniformly and independently at random, then the edges (0, 1), (0, 1′) are solved by 2”. But
observe that this probability, for fixed 0, is at least1−2(1−val(0)) = 2 val(0)−1. By linearity of expectation,
the required probability is thus at least E[2 val(0) − 1] ≥ 2(1 − [) − 1 = 1 − 2[.

Now, note that every edge (D1 (xc0,1 ), D1′ (yc0,1′ )) ∈ � ′ where (0, 1), (0, 1′) are solved by 2 will also
be properly coloured by 2′. To see why, note that 51 (xc0,1 ) = 51 (Fc0,1 (1) , . . . , Fc0,1 ( >@ ) ) = Fc0,1 (2 (1) ) , and
likewise 51′ (yc0,1′ ) = Gc0,1′ (2 (1′ ) ) . Defining 7 = c0,1 (2 (1)), 8 = c0,1′ (2 (1′)), these are F7 and G8 . But since
the edges (0, 1), (0, 1′) are solved, we have f (7) = 2 (0) = f (8), or equivalently

7, 8 ∈ { >2 (0), >2 (0) + 1, . . . , >2 (0) + > − 1}.

Since we have added in the edge (D1 (xc0,1 ), D1′ (yc0,1′ )), it follows that the transition between x and y in
) ⊗@ hasnonzeroprobability. Thus, the transitionbetween (F >2 (0) , . . . , F >2 (0)+>−1) and (G>2 (0) , . . . , G>2 (0)+>−1)
has nonzero probability in) ; by the colourfulness of) ,

{F >2 (0) , . . . , F >2 (0)+>−1} ∩ {G>2 (0) , . . . , G>2 (0)+>−1} = ∅.

Thus F7 ≠ G7 . Hence the edge is properly coloured, as

51 (xc0,1 ) = Fc0,1 (2 (1) ) = F7 ≠ G8 = Gc0,1′ (2 (1′ ) ) = 51′ (y
c0,1′ ).

Thus the resulting graph has a 9-colouring of value 1 − 2[; taking 2[ < Y thus implies completeness.

Soundness Suppose that the graph� has an ℓ -colouring of value at least V + Y; call it 2. As opposed to the
completeness case, let val(0) denote the proportion of edges in � added due to edges (0, 1), (0, 1′) ∈ �
that are properly coloured. Having fixed such an 0, note that every choice of x ∈ [9 >]@ induces the same
number of edges, and for this x every choice of y induces a number of edges proportional to) ⊗ (x ↔ y).
Hence

val(0) = E
x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[ 50 (xc0,1 ) ≠ 51 (yc0,1 )].
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Observe that since all vertices in+� have the same degree, similarly the same number of edges of the form
(0, 1), (0, 1′) ∈ � exist for every 0 ∈+�; hence the value of 2 can be expressed asE[val(0)] ≥ V+ Y, where
0 is drawn uniformly at random from+�. Now apply Markov’s inequality to 1 − val(0) to find that the
probability that 1− val(0) ≥ 1− V, i.e., val(0) ≤ V is at most (1− V− Y)/(1− V) = 1− Y/(1− V) ≤ 1− Y.
Hence the probability that val(0) > V is at least Y. Let ( ⊆ +� be the set of 0 ∈ +� for which val(0) ≥ V;
we have that |( | ≥ Y |+� |.

Our goal will be to assign, to each vertex in ( ∪+� , at most � = max(⌈2>3/g⌉, 1) possible values; if
2 (0) ⊆ [@] for 0 ∈ ( and 2 (1) ⊆ [ >@] for 1 ∈+� is the set of values, we will want

2 (0) ∩ f (c0,1 (2 (1))) ≠ ∅ (15)

for at least a g/2> fraction of the edges (0, 1) ∈ � for any fixed 0 ∈ ( . Then, by randomly selecting a
value for D from 2 (D), we find that each of these g/2> fraction of edges of the form (0, 1) ∈ � for any fixed
0 ∈ ( are satisfied with probability at least 1/�2. Since � is regular on+� and |( | ≥ Y |+� |, this implies that
this solution (if extended arbitrarily to+� \ () has value at least Yg/2>�2. Taking [ small enough so that
Yg/2>�2 ≥ [ is then enough to prove soundness.

Note that [ 51 (x) ≠ 51′ (y)] = 1 − 51 (x) · 51′ (y), if we see the codomain [ℓ ] of 51 as being embedded
withinΔℓ ; fixing some 0 ∈ ( , we then observe that

V < val(0) = E
(0,1) ,(0,1′ ) ∈�

x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[
1 − 51 (xc0,1 ) · 51′ (yc0,1′ )

]
= 1− E

x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[
E

(0,1) ,(0,1′ ) ∈�

[
51 (xc0,1 ) · 51′ (yc0,1′ )

] ]
.

Observe that the inner product above is between two independent variables, hence the expression is equal to

1 − E
x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[
E

(0,1) ∈�

[
51 (xc0,1 )

]
· E
(0,1) ∈�

[
51 (yc0,1 )

] ]
.

Now, define 60 (x) = E(0,1) ∈�
[
51 (xc0,1 )

]
i.e. 60 = E(0,1) ∈� [ 5

c0,1
1

]. Hence, by substituting x, y with x, y,

we get that the expression is

1 − E
x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[
60 (x) · 60 (y)

]
= 1 − E

x∈[9 > ]@
y∼) ⊗@ (x)

[
60 (x) · 60 (y)

]
.

Now, separating the choice of x from y, and by linearity, this is

1 − E
x∈[9 > ]@

[
60 (x) · E

y∼) ⊗@ (x)
60 (y)

]
= 1 − E

x∈[9 > ]@

[
60 (x) ·

(
() ⊗@ 60) (x)

)]
= 1 − 〈60,) ⊗@ 60〉.

Hence, 〈60,) ⊗@ 60〉 < 1 − V for 0 ∈ ( . By assumption we must have Inf ≤37 ( 60) > g for at least one
7 ∈ [@]. By Corollary 32, for at least one 7 ∈ [ >@] we must have Inf ≤37 ( 60) > g/>. Let 2 (0) = {7}; thus
|2 (0) | ≤ � . Thus we have labelled ( . For 1 ∈+� , define

2 (1) = {7 ∈ [@] | Inf ≤37 ( 51) ≥ g/2>}.

Note that
∑@
7=1 Inf

≤3
7 ( 51) ≤ 3, and furthermore Inf ≤37 ( 51) ≥ 0 as 51 takes nonnegative values, so |2 (1) | ≤

2>3/g ≤ � .
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Now, we must prove that this mapping 2 satisfies (15) for any fixed 0 ∈ ( , and for a g/2> fraction of
edges of the form (0, 1) ∈ � . Fixing 0 ∈ ( , letting 6 = 60, {7} = 2 (0), we observe first that

6̂ = �
E

(0,1) ∈�
[ 5 c0,1
1

] = E
(0,1) ∈�

[ 5̂ c0,1
1

],

by linearity of ·̂ and hence 6̂ (x) = E(0,1) ∈� [ 5̂
c0,1
1

(x)]. Thus

g/> < Inf ≤37 ( 6) =
∑

x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

�� 6̂ (x)��2 = ∑
x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

���� E(0,1) ∈�
[ 5̂ c0,1
1

(x)]
����
2

≤
∑

x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

E
(0,1) ∈�

[��� 5̂ c0,11
(x)

���2
]

= E
(0,1) ∈�



∑
x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

��� 5̂ c0,11
(x)

���2

= E

(0,1) ∈�

[
Inf ≤37 ( 5 c0,1

1
)
]
,

where all the inequalities followby linearity or convexity. WenowapplyMarkov’s inequality tomax(Inf ≤37 ( 5 c0,1
1

))−
Inf ≤37 ( 5 c0,1

1
). For a g/2> fraction of the edges (0, 1) ∈ � we have

Inf ≤37 ( 5 c0,1
1

) ≥ g/2>.

Now note that for such 1,

g/2> ≤ Inf ≤37 ( 5 c0,1
1

) =
∑

x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

��� 5̂ c0,11
(x)

���2 =

∑
x∈[9]@
F7≠1
|x | ≤3

��� 5̂1 (xc0,1 )���2 =

∑
y∈[9]@
G
c−1
0,1

( 7 )≠1

|y | ≤3

��� 5̂1 (y)���2 = Inf c−1
0,1

(7 ) ( 51).

where y = xc0,1 . Hence c−1
0,1

(7) ∈ 2 (1), so in particular (15) holds for this 0 and for at least a g/2> fraction
of the edges (0, 1). This concludes the proof. �
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46(5):1554–1573, 2017. doi:10.1137/15M1006507.

[AOTW14] Per Austrin, Ryan O’Donnell, Li-Yang Tan, and John Wright. New np-hardness results for 3-coloring
and 2-to-1 label cover. ACMTrans. Comput. Theory, 6(1):2:1–2:20, 2014. doi:10.1145/2537800.

[BBKO21] Libor Barto, Jakub Bulı́n, Andrei A. Krokhin, and Jakub Opršal. Algebraic approach to promise con-
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A AGC-hardness of 1-approximation

We show a reduction from AGC to 1-approximation of d9 (�) via dℓ (�).

Proposition 44. Fix3 ≤ 9 ≤ ℓ and some rational d ∈ (0, 1]. There is a log-space reduction from the problem
of distinguishing d9 (�) = 1 vs. dℓ (�) < 1 to the problem of distinguishing d9 (�) ≤ d vs. dℓ (�) > d.
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Proof. Let d = >/?, > > 0. Suppose we are given a graph�; we are then asked to decide if it is 9-colourable
or not even ℓ -colourable. Let � have; edges and let 1 denote the graph with one vertex and an edge from
that vertex to itself. (This notation is justified, since this graph is a unit with respect to the direct product
of graphs.) Let + denote disjoint union of graphs. We also allow multiplication of a graph by a scalar in
the obvious way. (For example, 3� = � + � + �.) Then our reduction takes the graph � to the graph
>� + (? − >);1.

Note first that the reduction can be done in logarithmic space. For completeness, note that if � is 9-
colourable, then >� + (? − >);1 has a 9-colouring of value d, namely the one that colours each of the >
disjoint copies of� as in the 9-colouring of�. This colouring correctly colours >; of the >;+ (?− >); =

?; edges i.e. it has value d = >;/?; = >/?. For soundness, suppose that >� + (? − >);1 has an ℓ -
colouring of value d. This colouring must correctly colour a >/? fraction of the edges of >� + (? − >);1.
Since this graph has ?; edges, it must correctly colour >; edges. But the only edges that could possibly be
correctly coloured are the ones in >� (since the remaining edges in (? − >);1 are all loops). Furthermore,
there are >; edges in >�, thus all the edges in >� must be correctly coloured. But this implies that� has
an ℓ -colouring, as required. �

B Nonsolvability by finite sandwiches

The problem studied in this paper is an example of a promise Max-CSP, which is a special case of promise
valued CSP [VŽ21]. A graph (in particular  2 and  3) is seen as a {0, 1}-valued structure. We denote by
→ a fractional homomorphism between two valued structures; a fractional polymorphism from� to � is
a fractional homomorphism from�< to � for some < ∈ N [VŽ21].

Proposition 45. Assume P ≠ NP. Let Γ be a valued structure such that  2 → Γ →  3. Then, VCSP(Γ)
isNP-hard.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that the template ( 2,  3) admits no cyclic fractional polymorphisms of arity
at least 2 as in this case Γ has no such fractional polymorphisms, which implies that VCSP(Γ) is NP-hard
by [KO15], cf. also [KKR17]. To see why ( 2,  3) has no cyclic fractional polymorphisms of arity at least
2, we split into two cases. First, consider the case of even arity. In this case, consider the following matrix:(

0 1 · · · 0 1
1 0 · · · 1 0

)
.

Any cyclic fractional symmetric polymorphism outputs a constant tuple (i.e. one with value 0) with probab-
ility 1; whereas all the columns of thematrix are within 2, and thus the value of the outputted tuple should
have expected value at least 1.23 Thus no cyclic fractional polymorphisms of even arity exists. Now, consider
odd arity not less than 3. In this case, consider the following matrix:(

0 1 · · · 0 1 1
1 0 · · · 1 1 0

)
.

In the arity 3 case, for example, the matrix is (
0 1 1
1 1 0

)
.

As before, the fractional polymorphism outputs a tuple with value 0, whereas it should output a tuple with
value at least 2/3 (in any case, a positive value). Thus no such polymorphism exists. �

23The definition of a fractional polymorphism in [KO15, KKR17] requires that the expected value should be at most 1; this is
because [KO15, KKR17] deal with minimisation problems.
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Remark 46. To the best knowledge of the authors, our result is the first example of a promise {0, 1}-valued
CSP [VŽ21] whose tractability does not come from a finite sandwich. There are examples of non-{0, 1}-
valued PVCSPs whose tractability does not come from a finite sandwich but these examples actually encode
solving aMax-CSP approximately. For example, if Γ denotes a set of rational-valued functions let dΓ be the
same set but with all functions scaled by d. Then, a d-approximation of any Max-CSP(Γ) is encoded by
PVCSP( dΓ, Γ). We believe that these examples do not essentially use the gap between two combinatorially
different structures, whereas ( 2,  3) does— and the reason why it must use this combinatorial structure
is because the PCSP template ( 2,  3) is {0, 1}-valued.
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