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Multi-Pass Streaming Lower Bounds for Approximating Max-Cut

Yumou Fei∗ Dor Minzer† Shuo Wang‡

Abstract

In the Max-Cut problem in the streaming model, an algorithm is given the edges of an
unknown graph G = (V,E) in some fixed order, and its goal is to approximate the size of the
largest cut in G. Improving upon an earlier result of Kapralov, Khanna and Sudan, it was shown
by Kapralov and Krachun that for all ε > 0, no o(n) memory streaming algorithm can achieve a
(1/2+ ε)-approximation for Max-Cut. Their result holds for single-pass streams, i.e. the setting
in which the algorithm only views the stream once, and it was open whether multi-pass access
may help. The state-of-the-art result along these lines, due to Assadi and N, rules out arbitrarily
good approximation algorithms with constantly many passes and n1−δ space for any δ > 0.

We improve upon this state-of-the-art result, showing that any non-trivial approximation
algorithm for Max-Cut requires either polynomially many passes or polynomially large space.
More specifically, we show that for all ε > 0, a k-pass streaming (1/2 + ε)-approximation
algorithm for Max-Cut requires Ωε

(
n1/3/k

)
space. This result leads to a similar lower bound

for the Maximum Directed Cut problem, showing the near optimality of the algorithm of [Saxena,
Singer, Sudan, Velusamy, SODA 2025].

Our lower bounds proceed by showing a communication complexity lower bound for the Dis-
tributional Implicit Hidden Partition (DIHP) Problem, introduced by Kapralov and Krachun.
While a naive application of the discrepancy method fails, we identify a property of protocols
called “globalness”, and show that (1) any protocol for DIHP can be turned into a global pro-
tocol, (2) the discrepancy of a global protocol must be small. The second step is the more tech-
nically involved step in the argument, and therein we use global hypercontractive inequalities,
and more specifically strong quantitative versions of the level d inequality for global functions.

1 Introduction

The approximability of constraint satisfaction problems (CSPs in short) has been a central point of
study in complexity theory. By now, thanks to the theories of NP-hardness and of probabilistically
checkable proofs, we have a fairly good understanding (though incomplete) of approximation ratios
achievable by polynomial time algorithms. For example, for the Max-Cut problem—which is the
focus of this paper—the best known approximation algorithm due to Goemans-Williamson [GW95]
achieves approximation ratio of αGW ≈ 0.878, and furthermore this is best possible assuming the
Unique-Games Conjecture [Kho02, KKMO07].

In this paper we focus on the streaming model [AMS96], in which an input CSP instance is
given to the algorithm as a stream. Namely, suppose that the instance is Ψ = (X,E) where X is
a set of variables, and E = {C1, . . . , Cm} is a set of constraints. Then the stream consists of the
constraints of Ψ given in some predetermined order, and the goal of the algorithm is to output a
number that approximates the value of Ψ, which is defined as the largest number of constraints that
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can be simultaneously satisfied. Here, we think of the algorithm as space bounded (but otherwise
it can carry out very costly computations), and the question is how much space is needed/ suffices
to approximate CSPs of interest. Casting the the Max-Cut problem in this lens, we think of the
variables as nodesX = {x1, . . . , xn}, and of the constraints as corresponding to edges, specifying we
want their endpoints to be on different sides of the cut. In other words, for each edge e = {i, j} in
the graph, we have the constraints xi + xj = 1 (mod 2). The value of an instance is the maximum
number of equations satisfied over all F2-labeling of the variables.

The study of CSPs in the streaming model has received much attention over the last decade,
see for example [KKS15, GVV17, KK19, CGV20, AKSY20, CGS+22, AN21, CGS+22, SSSV23a,
SSSV23b, HSV24, CGSV24, SSSV25] (and [Sud22] for a survey). The starting point of this line
of study is the Max-Cut problem, for which it was observed that one can get a 1/2-approximation
streaming algorithm with O(log n) space. Indeed, the algorithm simply counts the number of edges
in the graph and divides it by 2. Building on the work [GKK+07], the work of [KKS15] was the
first to show that beating this trivial 1/2-approximation ratio requires a large amount of space.
More specifically, they showed that for all ε > 0, any (1/2+ ε)-approximation streaming algorithm
requires Ωε(

√
n) memory. This result was later improved in [KK19], who showed a lower bound of

Ωε(n) for the same problem, which is tight up to constant factors.
Subsequent works have further developed both the algorithmic as well as the lower bound

machinery, leading to non-trivial algorithms as well as hardness results for different CSPs. In a
sense, the main goal is to determine, for each CSP, what is the best approximation ratio achievable
by an efficient streaming algorithm. Here and throughout, an efficient streaming algorithm is one
that uses poly-logarithmic space. For example, the work [CGSV24] considers a special sub-class
of (single-pass) streaming algorithms known as sketching algorithms, and shows that they exhibit
a dichotomy behavior. Namely, for each CSP there is an approximation ratio achievable by an
efficient sketching algorithm, and doing any better than that (with a sketching algorithm) requires
polynomial memory. The main open problem thus is to establish a similar dichotomy behavior for
the more general class of streaming algorithms. While this challenge remains largely open, much
progress has been made over the last decade.

1.1 Multi-pass Streaming Algorithms

With a few exceptions that we soon mention, all of the above results are concerned with single-pass,
worst case order streaming algorithm. By that, we mean that the algorithm views the input stream
once, and furthermore that its order is predetermined by an adversary. This naturally leads one to
consider other settings of streaming algorithms:

1. Random order streaming model: what if the input stream is given in a random, uniformly
chosen order?

2. Multi-pass streaming algorithms: what if the algorithm is given mulitple passes on the stream,
say k passes where k > 1?

Indeed, these directions have been highlighted as two of the most interesting directions in which
not much is known, see for example [Sud22]. The result of [KKS15], showing that any 1/2 + ε
approximation streaming algorithm for Max-Cut must use Ωε(

√
n) space, also holds in the first

model above. The focus of the current paper is on the second model, which we refer to as the
multi-pass model. With this in mind, the results of [KKS15, KK19] only hold in the single-pass
model. In fact, this is true for almost all of the known lower bounds for streaming algorithms.

Exceptions to this assertion are the works [AKSY20, AN21, CKP+23], which address the
multi-pass setting, and they do so using information theoretic techniques. In particular, the
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works [AKSY20, AN21] rule out arbitrarily good approximations for Max-Cut using sub-linear
space and constantly many passes. Their proofs proceed by studying the associated cycle detec-
tion problem/ cycle counting problem, and showing a communication complexity lower bound for
them. In the cycle counting problem, each one of K-players is given some of the edges of an un-
known graph, and their goal is to determine whether the graph has at least r cycles, or less than
r cycles. These works prove communication complexity lower bounds for this problem, and use it
(via standard reductions) to show hardness of approximation results for Max-Cut in the multi-pass
streaming model. We refer the reader to [Ass23] for a more detailed discussion on the subject.

The works [AKSY20, AN21] establish Ω(n1−O(kε)) lower bound for (1 − ε)-approximation of
Max-Cut, where k is the number of passes, namely a near linear space lower bound provided that
the number of passes is much smaller than 1/ε. While giving evidence towards the hardness of
Max-Cut in the multi-pass setting, this result leaves open the possibility of, say, a polylog-space
0.9-approximation using even two passes.

The work [CKP+23] studies the search version of the associated cycle finding problem, and
rules out o(log n)-pass, no(1)-space algorithms for it. To the best of our knowledge, it has no direct
implications on the approximability of Max-Cut in the multi-pass model.

1.2 Main Result

Our main result is a new space lower bound for multi-pass streaming algorithms for Max-Cut. Our
lower bound works against any non-trivial (1/2 + ε)-approximations, and remains meaningful for
even polynomially many passes on the stream.

Theorem 1.1. For all ε > 0 and k ∈ N, any randomized, k-pass, (1/2 + ε)-approximation stream-
ing algorithm for Max-Cut requires Ωε(n

1/3/k) space.

In words, Theorem 1.1 asserts that even if an algorithm takes, say, n1/6 many passes on the
stream, it still requires polynomial space to achieve a non-trivial approximation for Max-Cut.

Maximum Directed Cut: Theorem 1.1 has an interesting corollary for the directed version of
Max-Cut. In the Maximum Directed Cut problem one is given a directed graph G = (V,E), and
the goal is to find a partition V = L ∪ R of V maximizing the fraction of edges going from L
to R. For this problem, the naive algorithm that counts the number of edges in the graph gives
approximation ratio of 1/4. The work [CGV20] gives a single-pass, logarithmic space algorithm
achieving approximation ratio 4/9, and furthermore shows that improving this ratio requires Ω(

√
n)

space. It turns out that multi-pass algorithms can achieve strictly better approximation ratios
for this problem, and the work [SSSV25] gives a logarithmic space, O(1/ε)-pass algorithm with
approximation ratio 1/2−ε. The following result, which is a direct corollary of Theorem 1.1, shows
that going beyond 1/2-approximation requires polynomial space.

Theorem 1.2. For all ε > 0 and k ∈ N, any randomized k-pass (1/2+ε)-approximation streaming
algorithm for Maximum Directed Cut requires Ωε(n

1/3/k) space.

Proof technique: The technique in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is fairly general, and it may apply
to wider classes of predicates. Indeed, in contrast to the arguments in [AKSY20, AN21, CKP+23]
which are all information theoretic and rely fairly heavily on the cycle detection problem and its
connection to the Max-Cut problem, our proof is Fourier analytic, closer in spirit to the arguments
in [KKS15, KK19]. We defer a detailed discussion of our techniques to Section 1.3. While we have
put some effort into optimizing the quantitative aspects of Theorem 1.1, it seems that currently
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our techniques are unable to establish linear space lower bounds for Max-Cut, and we think that
this is an interesting open challenge.

1.3 Streaming Lower Bounds via Communication Complexity

As was done in prior works, our proof of Theorem 1.1 proceeds by establishing a communication
complexity lower bound for a related problem. More specifically, the problem we study is the
distributional implicit hidden partition problem (abbreviated as DIHP henceforth) from [KK19],
which we define next.

Definition 1.3. Fix a ground set U and an integer m 6 |U |/2. An element y ∈ {−1, 0, 1}(U2) is

said to be a labeled matching over U if the edge set supp(y) :=
{
{u, v} ∈

(
U
2

)
: y{u,v} 6= 0

}
consists

of vertex disjoint edges. In that case, we think of the support of y as a graph, and of the label of
an edge {u, v} as y{u,v}.

Definition 1.4. The space of labeled matchings, denoted by ΩU,m ⊆ {−1, 0, 1}(U2), is defined as

ΩU,m :=
{
y ∈ {−1, 0, 1}(U2) : supp(y) is a matching with m edges

}
.

Throughout this paper we will mostly consider the case the ground set U is [n], and the matching
size m is αn where α > 0 is a small absolute constant. When both the ground set and the matching
size are clear from context, we often abbreviate notations and write Ω instead of Ω[n],αn. In
particular, we denote by ΩK the Cartesian product of K copies of Ω.

With this in mind, in the DIHP problem we have K players, each receiving a labeled matching
from Ω[n],αn as an input. Their goal is to be able to tell if the labels of their matchings are consistent,
in the sense that there is a bipartition of the vertex set U so that edges that cross this bipartition
are labeled by −1, and edges that stay within one side of the bipartition are labeled by 1. We
stress here that each player only gets to see the edges they received, so while that player can find
bipartitions of the vertices consistent with their edges, the challenge here is that the bipartition
should be consistent with the edges of other players as well.

Lower bounds for DIHP: To prove that this communication problem is hard, [KK19] introduce
two distributions over the inputs of the players. In the YES distribution, all of the labels follow
from one common bipartition of the vertices, whereas in the NO distribution each matching is
labeled independently. Formally, we define these distributions as follows:

Definition 1.5. For K ∈ N, define two distributions Dyes and Dno over ΩK :

1. The no distribution: define Dno to be the uniform distribution over ΩK .

2. The yes distribution: sample a uniformly random vector x ∈ F
n
2 , then independently and

uniformly sample K matchings M (1),M (2), . . . ,M (K) of size αn. For each i ∈ [K], we let

y(i) ∈ Ω have support supp(y(i)) = M (i) and be defined as y
(i)
uv = (−1)xu+xv for {u, v} ∈M (i).

We define Dyes to be the joint distribution of (y(1), . . . , y(K)) obtained by this procedure.

The work [KK19] shows an Ω(n) communication lower bound for this problem for protocols in
which player 1 sends a message to player 2, which sends a message to player 3 and so on until its
player K turn to speak. In that step, player K should decide whether to accept or reject. These
type of restricted protocols suffice for establishing single-pass lower bounds, and are typically easier
to prove.
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A subtle difference between the communication problem we consider here and the one used
in [KK19], is that in our case each player only knows their matching. In contrast, in the setting
of [KK19], player i knows all of the matchings M (1), . . . ,M (i), and only the labels are private. This
does not matter for [KK19], as their setting is specifically designed to facilitate their single-pass
analysis. This distinction is crucial in the multi-pass setting, though, as without it the problem is
no longer hard. The multi-pass setting corresponds to protocols similar to the above, except that
in the end, player K sends a message to player 1, and then the protocol continues in the same
way. For such protocols, note that in the “no distributions”, with high probability the matchings
M (1), . . . ,M (K) will not be edge-disjoint. Hence, if the matchings were public, the last player to
act can announce a common edge to two of the matchings, and the players could broadcast their
label of that edge and compare it.

In light of this, we will consider the version of this problem wherein both the matchings and
the labels are private.

Definition 1.6 (Distributional Implicit Hidden Partition Problem). We define DIHP(n, α,K) to
be the K-player communication game in the number-in-hand (NIH) communication model where
the i-th player gets as private input y(i) ∈ Ω, and their goal is to decide whether (y(1), . . . , y(K))
comes from Dyes or Dno. For a protocol Π, we define its “advantage” to be

adv(Π) :=

∣∣∣∣∣ Pr
y(1),...,y(K)∼Dyes

[
Π
(
y(1), . . . , y(K)

)
= 1
]
− Pr

y(1),...,y(K)∼Dno

[
Π
(
y(1), . . . , y(K)

)
= 1
]∣∣∣∣∣ .

Our main result regarding the DIHP(n, α,K) is the following communication complexity lower
bound:

Theorem 1.7. Let α ∈ (0, 10−7] be a constant. Any communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K)
with advantage at least 0.1 requires Ω

(
n1/3K−2

)
bits of communication.

Theorem 1.1 follows quickly from Theorem 1.7; see Appendix A for a formal argument. Our
proof of Theorem 1.7 combines a type of “structure-vs-randomness” argument along with a global
hypercontractive inequality. The structure-vs-randomness approach has achieved great success
in proving lifting theorems and lower bounds for search problems in the area of communication
complexity, see for example [RM97, GPW17, YZ24]. In our case, it refers to the fact that we are
able to take any protocol for Theorem 1.7 and break it into a “structured” part, in which players
fully expose information about edges, and a “pseudo-random” part, in which players do not expose
too much information about any small set of individual edges. We refer to the last property as
“globalness” of protocols, taking inspiration from the notion of globalness for sets/ functions in the
context of discrete Fourier analysis.

To analyze global protocols, we use global hypercontractive inequalities, a tool from discrete
Fourier analysis that has its origins in the theory of PCPs [KMS17, DKK+18, DKK+21, KMS23] and
by now has found applications throughout discrete mathematics [LM19, EKL22, KM22, KLLM23,
MZ24, MZ23, KLM23, KLM24, LM23, KLLM24, GS24]. Most relevant to us is the result of Keller,
Lifshitz and Marcus [KLM23] which establishes quantitatively optimal global hypercontractive
inequalities for product spaces. At a high level, this is because we are concerned with functions
over the space Ω[n],αn as per Definition 1.4, which is close in spirit to a product distribution over

{−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ).

In the next section, we provide a more detailed discussion of our techniques and an overview of
the proof.
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1.4 Proof Overview

1.4.1 The Discrepancy Method via Globalness

As is often the case in communication complexity, we prove Theorem 1.7 using the discrepancy
method, which we state below for convenience.

Lemma 1.8. Let Π be a deterministic protocol for DIHP(n, α,K), and let R be the partition it
induces over of ΩK into combinatorial rectangles. Then

adv(Π) 6
1

2

∑

R∈R
|Dyes(R)−Dno(R)|.

Proof. The proof follows from definitions quickly, after breaking down each one of the probabilities
in the definition of adv(Π) according to the rectangle R ∈ R the input lies in.

A naive application of the discrepancy method: by Lemma 1.8, our result would follow if
we were able to show that for any sizable rectangle R, we have that the probability masses Dyes(R)
and Dno(R) are very close to each other. Indeed, if we were able to show that for any rectangle R
such that Dno(R) > 2−nc

(where c is a small constant), it holds that

|Dyes(R)−Dno(R)| 6 0.01 · Dno(R), (1.1)

then we would get (by summing up) that the advantage of Π is at most 0.01+|R|2−nc
, which quickly

yields a Ω(nc) communication lower bound. Alas, there are sizable combinatorial rectangles R
for which (1.1) fails. Indeed, consider the rectangle R = A(1) × . . . × A(K) where A(i) is the
collection of labeled matchings containing the edge e = {1, 2} with label (−1)i. Then we have that
Dno(R) ≈ (α/n)K meaning that R is sizable, but Dyes(R) = 0 so the gap between them is almost
as big as it can be.

Thus, we see that there are in fact rectangles violating (1.1). The example we have seen though
is very special, and it heavily relies on knowing full information about one specific edge e. Given
that a sizable rectangle cannot give a lot of information about many specific edges, there does
not seem to be a way to use such rectangles to construct a protocol for DIHP. Can we prove that
these are the only violations of (1.1)? If true, can we use such a result to prove a lower bound for
DIHP(n, α,K) via (an appropriate adaptation of) the discrepancy method?

Global rectangles: the observation above motivates us to define a certain type of sets called
the global sets. Informally speaking, a set A ⊆ Ω is called global if no edge e is significantly more
prevalent than others in members in A; we refer the reader to Definition 2.4 for a more precise
definition. This notion naturally extend to rectangles: R = A(1) × · · · × A(K) is called a global
rectangle if for every i, A(i) is a global set.

With the notion of global rectangles, one may wonder if indeed the only rectangles violating (1.1)
are not global. In other words, one may wonder if (1.1) holds for for every global rectangle R
with Dno(R) > 2−O(nc). We show that this is indeed true for c = 1/3; see Lemma 2.11 for
a precise statement. The proof of this uses discrete Fourier analysis, and in particular global
hypercontractivity.

Global protocols: having shown that (1.1) holds for global rectangles, one may wonder how
to convert it into a communication complexity lower bound. Clearly, an arbitrary protocol Π
need not induce a partition of ΩK into global rectangles. However, we prove a sort of regularity
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lemma, showing that Π can be modified to obtain this property while roughly keeping the same
communication complexity and advantage. We refer to such protocols as global protocols. At a
high level, if a protocol Π is not global and we take a rectangle R = A(1) × . . . × A(K) in its
induced partition that is not global, and consider any i and a labeled edge (e, b) such that (e, b)
is significantly more likely to appear in A(i). We then modify the protocol by saying that if the
players reached rectangle R, then player i exposes the bit corresponding to (e, b). Since each time
a player exposes a bit due to lack of globalness the relative density of A(i) increases by at least a
constant factor, player i will overall expose at most log(|Ω|/|A(i)|) many edges before getting to
the case their set is global. Thus, overall this operation leads to a protocol in which players expose
on average only a few more edges compared to the original protocol (roughly O(n1/3) in our case),
and besides that the rectangles produced in the rectangle partition of the protocol are all global.

Finishing the proof: given a protocol Π that solves DIHP(n, α,K), we first transform it via our
regularity lemma to a global protocol Πref that roughly has the same advantage and communication
complexity. We then prove an variant of the assertion that (1.1) holds for global rectangles R,
tailored to the case some edges are fixed. Indeed, in our setting we have to deal with rectangles
R = A(1)× . . .×A(K) where each A(i) lives inside a (possibly different) restriction of Ω. This setting
is slightly more complicated compared to the (cleaner setting) of global rectangles R ⊆ ΩK , but we
show that (1.1) still works. Morally speaking, combined with the fact that a protocol where each
player exposes O(n1/3) of their edges fails, this shows that the advantage of Πref (and hence of Π)
must be small.

1.4.2 Applying Global Hypercontractivity

We now give some intuition as to the relevance of global hypercontractivity to us. Consider a global
rectangle R = A(1)×. . .×A(K), fix some i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, and let A = A(i). By reaching the rectangle
R, player i has communicated the fact that their input belongs to the set A. It is natural to ask
what sort of partitions x ∈ {0, 1}n of the vertex set are consistent with that behavior. Indeed, if for
i 6= i′ the partitions consistent with A(i) are very different from the partitions that are consistent
with A(i′), then the players may (rightfully) suspect that the input has been drawn from Dno.

This line of thought leads to considering the induced distribution of the partition x conditioned
on A. More precisely, suppose that we sample a bipartition x ∈ {0, 1}n and a labeled matching
y ∈ Ω consistent with x. What is the distribution of x conditioned on y ∈ A? For any fixed y, the
set of bipartitions x that are consistent with it is the affine subspace

L(y) =
{
x ∈ F

n
2 | ∀{u, v} ∈ supp(y), y{u,v} = (−1)xu+xv

}
.

Thus, the distribution of x conditioned on y is the uniform convex combination of the uniform
distributions over L(y), over all y ∈ A. Intuitively, the fact that the set A is global means that for
typical y, y′ ∈ A, the subspaces L(y) and L(y′) look “independent”, and we use this to show that the
distribution of x is nearly uniform. A good model case to keep in mind is the case A is a randomly
chosen set of some specified density, in which case this can be proved via standard concentration
inequalities. While our actual case wherein A is global cannot be analyzed this way, intuition
suggests that as no edge is too prevalent in elements in A, the intersection of supp(y), supp(y′) for
typical y, y′ ∈ A behaves like in the random case, and that this determines the distribution of x.

To formalize this argument, we consider the Fourier expansion of the function x 7→ Pr[x|y ∈ A],
and relate its Fourier coefficients to Fourier coefficients of 1A : Ω → {0, 1}. The above assertions
(morally) translate to proving that the Fourier mass on small degrees is small, and this is where
global hypercontractivity and level d inequalities for global functions enters the picture.
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2 Transforming Protocols to Global Protocols

The goal of this section is to formally define the notions of global sets, rectangles and protocols.
We then prove that any protocol for DIHP can be transformed into a global protocol at only a
mild cost in its communication complexity. Finally, we formally state the discrepancy bound for
global protocols, and prove it modulo a discrepancy bound for global rectangles which is proved in
subsequent sections.

2.1 Pseudorandomness Notions

Throughout this section, Ω = Ω[n],αn will be a space of labeled matchings as per Definition 1.4, and
µ will be the uniform measure over Ω. Thus, for a subset A ⊆ Ω we have that µ(A) is the relative
size of A inside Ω. To define the notion of globalness we shall be interested in restrictions of Ω and
µ, by which we mean the resulting probability space once we fix a few of the coordinates.

Definition 2.1 (Restrictions). For each string z ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ), we let Ωz ⊆ Ω be the restricted

domain defined by
Ωz := {y ∈ Ω : yuv = zuv for all {u, v} ∈ supp(z)} .

We call z a “restriction” if Ωz 6= ∅. In particular, for z to qualify as a restriction, the edge set
supp(z) must be a matching of size no more than αn.

Note that in the space Ω, if we fix the entry corresponding to edge {i, j} ∈
([n]
2

)
to a non-zero

value, then the entry corresponding to any other edge {i, j′} and {i′, j} must be given the value
0. Indeed, this is because each element in Ω is a signed matching. This motivates the following
definition:

Definition 2.2. For a string z ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ), we denote by N(z) ⊆ [n] the set of vertices incident

to some pair in supp(z).

Writing Ω = Ω[n],αn, note that the restricted space Ωz is “isomorphic” to Ω[n]\N(z), αn−|supp(z)|.
We will often want to further restrict an already restricted space. Towards this end, for a

restriction z′ we wish to consider the restrictions z that extend/ subsume it:

Definition 2.3. For two strings z, z′ ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ), we say z subsumes z′ if supp(z′) ⊆ supp(z)

and for all {u, v} ∈ supp(z′) we have that zuv = z′uv.

Armed with the notion of restrictions, we can now formally define the notion of global sets.

Definition 2.4. A subset A ⊆ Ω is said to be z′-global if A ⊆ Ωz′, and for all restrictions z that
subsume z′ we have

|A ∩Ωz|
|Ωz|

6 2|supp(z)|−|supp(z′)| · |A ∩ Ωz′|
|Ωz′ |

.

When z′ = ~0 is the trivial restriction, we simply say that A is global (omitting the z′).

In words, for a set A and a restriction z′, we say that A is z′-global if any further restrictions z
that subsumes z′ increases the relative density of A by factor at most 2|supp(z)|−|supp(z′)|. We next
define global rectangles.

Definition 2.5 (ζ-global rectangles). Let R = A(1) × · · · × A(K) ⊆ ΩK be a rectangle, and let
ζ = (z(1), . . . , z(K)) be a sequence of restrictions. We say that R is ζ-global if for all i’s, A(i) is
z(i)-global. Abusing notations, we define |ζ| :=∑K

i=1

∣∣supp
(
z(i)
)∣∣.
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2.2 The Decomposition Lemma

We now show that any subset S with large size can be decomposed into global subsets with large
size by restricting (on average) not too many coordinates. More precisely:

Lemma 2.6 (Decomposition lemma). Let z′ be any restriction, and let A ⊆ Ωz′ be any subset.
Then we can decompose A into a disjoint union of subsets A(1), A(2), . . . , A(k) such that:

1. Globalness: for each i ∈ [k], there exists a restriction z(i) that subsumes z′ such that A(i) ⊆
Ωz(i) and A(i) is z(i)-global.

2. Size of the restrictions: the restrictions z(i) satisfy the following inequality:

k∑

i=1

|A(i)|
|A|

(
∣∣supp(z(i))

∣∣+ log
|Ωz(i) |
|A(i)|

)
6
∣∣supp(z′)

∣∣+ log
|Ωz′ |
|A| + 2.

Proof. The proof of the lemma is algorithmic, and the decomposition is the result of the following
procedure:

Algorithm 1: Decompose(A, z′)

Input : a restriction z′ and a set A ⊆ Ωz′

Output: a sequence of sets A(1), . . . , A(k) and a sequence of restrictions z(1), . . . , z(k)
1 i← 0
2 while A is not z′-global do
3 i← i+ 1
4 find a restriction z(i) with largest possible support size such that z(i) subsumes z′ and

∣∣∣A ∩ Ωz(i)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Ωz(i)

∣∣∣
> 2|supp(z(i))|−|supp(z′)| · |A||Ωz′ |

(2.1)

5 A(i) ← A ∩ Ωz(i)

6 A← A \A(i)

7 if A is nonempty (and z′-global) then

8 A(i+1) ← A

9 z(i+1) ← z′

To check the first property, assume on the contrary that some A(i) is not z(i)-global. Then by
Definition 2.4, there must exists a restriction z that subsumes z(i) and

|A(i) ∩ Ωz|
|Ωz|

> 2|supp(z)|−|supp(z(i))| ·

∣∣∣A(i) ∩Ωz(i)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Ωz(i)

∣∣∣
. (2.2)

Since the choice of z(i) satisfies (2.1) and A(i) = A ∩ Ωz(i) , we can combine (2.2) and (2.1) and get

|A ∩Ωz|
|Ωz|

> 2|supp(z)|−|supp(z′)| · |A ∩ Ωz′|
|Ωz′ |

.

9



This contradicts the maximality of the choice of z(i) since |supp(z)| >
∣∣supp(z(i))

∣∣.
We now check the second property, and towards that end we denote A(>i) =

⋃k
j=iA(j). Taking

logs of (2.1) gives

log
|Ωz(i) |
|A(i)|

+
∣∣supp(z(i))

∣∣ 6 log
|Ωz′ |
|A(>i)|

+ |supp(z′)| = log
|Ωz′ |
|A| + log

|A|
|A(>i)|

+ |supp(z′)|.

Multiplying this inequality by |A(i)|/|A| and summing over all i ∈ [k] we get:

k∑

i=1

|A(i)|
|A|

(
|supp(z(i))|+ log

|Ωz(i) |
|A(i)|

)
6 log

|Ωz′ |
|A| + |supp(z′)|+

k∑

i=1

|A(i)|
|A| · log

|A|
|A(>i)|

6 log
|Ωz′ |
|A| + |supp(z′)|+

∫ 1

0
log

1

1− x
dx

6 log
|Ωz′ |
|A| + |supp(z′)|+ 2,

where the second transition is because
∑k

i=1
|A(i)|
|A| ·log

|A|
|A(>i)| is a lower Riemann sum for the function

f(x) = log (1/(1 − x)) with points x(i) =
|A(1)|
|A| + . . .+

|A(i−1)|
|A| , and the last transition is by a direct

calculation.

2.3 From Arbitrary Protocols to Global Protocols

We next show how to use Lemma 2.6 to transform any protocol into a global protocol. Before doing
so, we must formally define what we mean by “global protocols” and how we measure their cost. The
most natural way to define a global protocol is by saying that at each node in the communication
tree, the set of inputs leading up to it form a global rectangle. This structure seems a bit too strict
to achieve however, and instead we consider a slight relaxation which is essentially as good as the
natural candidate. This adaptation is slightly more complicated to explain, and involves the notion
of rounds of communication. In each round of communication only a single player speaks, and the
globalness requirement asserts that at the end of each round of communication, the set of inputs
leading up to that node is global.

To quantize the information revealed in the communication process, we define the following
potential function for rectangles.

Definition 2.7 (Potential function of rectangles). For restrictions ζ = (z(1), . . . , z(K)) and a rect-
angle R = A(1) × · · · ×A(K) such that A(i) ⊆ Ωz(i), we define the potential of (ζ,R) as:

p(ζ,R) :=

K∑

i=1

|supp(z(i))|+ log

( |Ωz(i) |
|A(i)|

)
.

We now formally define global protocols.

Definition 2.8 (Global protocols). A communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K) is called an
r-round global communication protocol if it specifies the following procedure of communications:

• the K players take turns to send messages according Π;

• there are at most r rounds of communications, there is only one player sending message in a
single round;

10



• the length of message in each round of communications is not bounded; instead, from the
perspective of rectangles, after each round of communications, a ζ-global rectangle R is further
partitioned into several global rectangles R := R(1)∪· · ·∪R(k) such that: (1) R(i) is ζ(i)-global;
(2) ζ(i) subsumes ζ; (3) the following inequality holds:

k∑

i=1

|R(i)|
|R| p(ζ(i), R(i)) 6 p(ζ,R) + 3.

We now show an explicit construction of global protocol Πref , given any communication protocol
Π, and show that adv(Πref) > adv(Π).

Lemma 2.9. Given a communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K) with communication complexity
at most r , we can construct a protocol r-round global protocol Πref for DIHP(n, α,K) such that
adv(Πref) > adv(Π).

Proof. We start with some setup. For convenience, given an arbitrary communication protocol Π
with |Π| = r, we consider its tree structure. Without loss of generality, assume that at each round,
a player sends exactly one bit of message. In this case, the communication tree is a binary tree.
Furthermore, we extend the tree so that all leaf nodes lie at the same depth. In particular, these
modifications do not increase the communication cost or decrease the advantage of Π. Each node
u on the tree has an associated rectangle Ru = A(1) × · · · × A(K). We use Nd to denote the set of
all rectangles (nodes) of Π of depth d, where root node is of depth 0. In particular, Nr denotes
the set of all leaf rectangles (nodes) of Π, and each leaf rectangle (node) is labeled with an output,
either “1” or “0”.

With the setup described above, we now construct the global protocol Πref (where the super-
script “ref” stands for “refined”). The formal construction of Πref is described in Algorithm 2, but
it is helpful to think of the construction slightly less formally. Note that viewing the protocol Π as
a communication tree, we have that each node in it corresponds to a rectangle. Thus, in Πref we
proceed going over the nodes of this tree, starting with the root node of Π, and decompose each
one of these rectangle into global rectangles using Lemma 2.6.

Πref is global: to analyze the protocol Πref , we define a round of communication as the event in
which a player i sends both a bit b and an integer ℓ (see Lines 3–10 in Algorithm 2). Note that
every rectangle produced by the refined protocol Πref after rounds of communications is a global
rectangle with some associated restriction. We will keep track of the restriction corresponding
to each rectangle R. We define N ref

d to be the set of all restriction-rectangle pairs (ζ,R) that
are generated by Πref after the first d rounds of communication. There are two subtle differences
between Nd and N ref

d :

1. Nd is a set of rectangles, whereas N ref
d is a set of pairs, each consisting of a restriction and a

rectangle.

2. The notion of “depth” differs: a rectangle R ∈ Nd is obtained by protocol Π after exactly d
bits have been communicated, while a pair (ζ,R) ∈ N ref

d is produced by protocol Πref after d
rounds of communication, with each round involving the transmission of a bit b ∈ {0, 1} and
an integer ℓ.

1Strictly speaking, the protocol Π at node v does not directly divide the set A(i) itself, since A(i) is a set dynamically

maintained during the execution of the refined protocol Πref . However, there always exists a superset A
(i)
original ⊇ A

(i)

that is divided at node v into two subsets based on the communication of player i in the original protocol Π. The

partition A
(i) = A0 ∪A1 is then the restriction of the partition of A

(i)
original according to Π.
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Algorithm 2: Construction of the global protocol Πref

Input : the i-th player gets input y(i) ∈ Ω
Output: a bit ans ∈ {0, 1}

1 initialize: v ← the root of Π; for every i ∈ [K], A(i) ← Ω, z(i) = ∅; R← A(1) × · · · ×A(K)

2 while v is not a leaf node do

3 suppose player i communicates a bit at node v according to Π

4 let A(i) = A0 ∪A1 be the partition1 at v according to Π

5 let b ∈ {0, 1} be such that y(i) ∈ Ab

6 player i sends b, and we update A(i) ← Ab, R← A(1) × · · · ×A(K), v ← vb
7 if A(i) is not z(i)-global then

8 (A(1), z(1)), . . . , (A(k), z(k))← Decompose(A(i), z(i)) (running Algorithm 1)

9 let ℓ ∈ [k] be such that y(i) ∈ A(ℓ)

10 player i sends ℓ, and we update A(i) ← A
(ℓ)
, z(i) ← z(ℓ), R← A(1) × · · · ×A(K)

11 let ans = 1 if Dyes(R) > Dno(R), otherwise let ans = 0
12 output ans

First, we show that Πref is a global protocol as per Definition 2.8. The discussion above shows that
(1) Πref has exactly r rounds of communications; (2) after 0 6 d 6 r rounds of communications,
the resulting rectangles in N ref

d are all global rectangles with restrictions; (3) for all (ζ,R) ∈ N ref
d−1

and (ζ ′, R′) ∈ N ref
d such that R′ ⊆ R, we have ζ ′ subsume ζ. Thus, we have the first two items

in Definition 2.8, and we next show the third item.
It suffices to upper bound the potential increment after each round of communications. Assume

that after d rounds of communication according to Πref , we obtain a pair (ζ,R) ∈ N ref
d and player i

will speak in the next round. The communication of the player i divides A(i) into two parts A0, A1,
which decomposes the rectangle R into two disjoint rectangles R0, R1 via the message of b (see lines
3 to 6 in Algorithm 2). In lines 7 to 10, R0 and R1 are further decomposed into several global
rectangles separately by the message of ℓ. We have:

∑

(ζ′,R′)∈N ref
d+1

R′⊆R

|R′|
|R| · p(ζ

′, R′) =
|R0|
|R|

∑

(ζ′,R′)∈N ref
d+1

R′⊆R0

|R′|
|R0|

· p(ζ ′, R′) +
|R1|
|R|

∑

(ζ′,R′)∈N ref
d+1

R′⊆R1

|R′|
|R1|

· p(ζ ′, R′)

6
|R0|
|R|

(
p(ζ,R) + log

( |R|
|R0|

)
+ 2

)
+
|R1|
|R|

(
p(ζ,R) + log

( |R|
|R1|

)
+ 2

)

6 p(ζ,R) + 3,

where the second transition is by Lemma 2.6, and the last transition comes from the fact that the
binary entropy is upper bounded by 1.

Upper bounding adv(Π) by adv
(
Πref

)
. By the definition of adv(Π), we have

2 · adv(Π) 6
∑

R∈Nr

|Dyes(R)−Dno(R)|.
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By construction, it is easy to see that each leaf rectangle R of Π is decomposed into several
subrectangles by the refined protocol Πref , and we have:

2 · adv(Π) 6
∑

R∈Nr

|Dyes(R)−Dno(R)| 6
∑

R∈Nr

∑

R′⊆R
(ζ,R′)∈N ref

r

|Dyes(R
′)−Dno(R

′)| = 2 · adv(Πref).

Here, the second inequality comes from the fact that each R ∈ Nr is the disjoint union of all R′

such that R′ ⊆ R and (ζ,R′) ∈ N ref
r for some ζ. The last equality comes from the construction of

Πref in lines 11 and 12.

2.4 Analyzing Global Protocols: Preparatory Statements

Armed with Lemma 2.9, we would now like to analyze global protocols. In this section, we give
two statements that will be useful to us towards this goal.

The first statement captures the following intuition: for a ζ =
(
z(1), . . . , z(K)

)
-global rectangle

R, if
⋃K

i=1 supp(z
(i)) is small, then the probability that a random element from R contains an

edge between vertices appearing in ζ which doesn’t already appear in one of the z(i)’s, is small.
Intuitively, this is true because there are at most 4|ζ|2 such edges, and by definition of globalness
none of them is particularly more prevalent in members of R.

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that R is a ζ =
(
z(1), . . . , z(K)

)
-global rectangle where |ζ| = m 6 αn/10. Let

B ⊆ R be the subset consisting of all tuples (y(1), . . . , y(K)) ∈ R, such that
⋃K

i=1

(
supp(y(i)) \ supp(z(i))

)

contains at least one edge within
⋃K

i=1N
(
supp

(
z(i)
))
. Then

Dno(B) 6 Dno(R) ·
(
2m

2

)
· 8αK

n
.

Proof. Denote N =
⋃K

i=1N
(
supp

(
z(i)
))
, and for each i ∈ [K] define

B(i) =
{
(y(1), . . . , y(K)) ∈ R : supp

(
y(i)
)
\ supp

(
z(i)
)

contains some edge from N
}
.

Clearly B ⊆ ⋃K
i=1 B

(i), so it suffices to show that Dno

(
B(i)

)
6 Dno(R) ·

(2m
2

)
8α
n for all i ∈ [K].

Fix i ∈ [K] and an edge e = {u, v}. Using z(i)-globalness of A(i), the fraction of y(i) ∈ A(i) such
that e ∈ supp

(
y(i)
)
\ supp

(
z(i)
)
is upper bounded by

2 ·
∣∣{y(i) ∈ Ωz(i)

∣∣ e ∈ supp(y(i))
}∣∣

|Ωz(i) |
6 4 · αn − |supp(z

(i))|
(n−2|supp(z(i))|

2

) 6
8α

n
.

Taking a union bound over all edges within N completes the proof.

The second statement captures the idea that if a restriction contains no cycle and R is global
with respect to it, then its the measure of R under Dyes and Dno remains nearly identical. This is
the most technical lemma of this paper, and it is proved in Section 3.

Lemma 2.11 (Discrepancy bound). Let R = A(1) × · · · ×A(K) be a rectangle and suppose that for
all i, A(i) is z(i)-global. Suppose the following conditions hold for constants γ, η ∈ (0, 1

10):

1. The edge sets
{
supp(z(i))

}
i∈[K]

are disjoint, and their union does not contain any cycle.

2.
∑

i |supp(z(i))| 6 γn1/3.
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3. |A(i)|/|Ωz(i) | > 2−ηn1/3
for all i.

Then:
|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

|Dno(R)| 6 exp
(
K
√
4ηγ2K2 + 4η + 2γ + o(1)

)
− 1.

Proof. Deferred to Section 3.

2.5 Analyzing Global Protocols

We are now ready to analyze global protocols. The following lemma asserts that any global protocol
for DIHP(n, α,K) with small number of rounds of communication has a small advantage.

Lemma 2.12. Let α ∈ (0, 10−7] be a constant, and suppose that r 6 10−10n1/3/K2. If Π is an
r-round, global protocol for DIHP(n, α,K), then adv(Π) < 0.1.

Proof. Write r = γn1/3 so that γ 6 10−10/K2. For each 0 6 d 6 r define Nd as the set of pairs of
restrictions and rectangles (ζ,R) that are obtained after d rounds of communications according in
Π. We further classify pairs (ζ,R) ∈ Nr (which correspond to leaf nodes) into three types:

1. R1 is the collection of pairs (ζ,R) ∈ Nr such that p(ζ,R) > 103γn1/3;

2. R2 is the collection of pairs (ζ,R) ∈ Nr such that
⋃K

i=1 supp
(
z(i)
)
contains a cycle or there

exist two distinct indices i, j such that supp
(
z(i)
)
∩ supp

(
z(j)
)
6= ∅;

3. R3 is the collection of pairs (ζ,R) ∈ Nr not in the first two types.

We will prove the following properties regarding the partition R1,R2,R3:

1.
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1
Dno(R) 6 0.01;

2.
∑

(ζ,R)∈R2\R1
Dno(R) 6 0.01;

3. |Dno(R)−Dyes(R)| 6 0.01 · Dno(R) for every (ζ,R) ∈ R3.

Before establishing these items, we quickly show how to conclude the proof of the lemma from
them. Indeed, by Lemma 1.8 we have

2 · adv(Πref) 6
∑

(ζ,R)∈Nr

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

=
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1∪R2

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|+
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

6
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1∪R2

(Dyes(R) +Dno(R)) +
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

=
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1∪R2

Dno(R) + 1−
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

Dyes(R) +
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

6
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1∪R2

Dno(R) + 1−
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

Dno(R) + 2 ·
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

6 2 ·
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1∪R2

Dno(R) + 0.02 ·
∑

(ζ,R)∈R3

Dno(R) < 0.1.

In the sixth transition, we used |Dno(R) − Dyes(R)| 6 0.01 · Dno(R) for every (ζ,R) ∈ R3, and in
the last transition we used

∑
(ζ,R)∈R1

Dno(R) 6 0.01 and
∑

(ζ,R)∈R2
Dno(R) 6 0.01. We now move

on the prove the properties of R1,R2,R3.
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Proving the property of R3: For any (ζ,R) ∈ R3, writing ζ =
(
z(1), . . . , z(K)

)
and R =

A(1) × · · · ×A(K), we get that as (ζ,R) 6∈ R1 we have

|ζ| 6 p(ζ,R) 6 103γn1/3
6 10−7n1/3/K2,

|A(i)|
|Ωz(i) |

> 2−p(ζ,R)
> 2−10−7n1/3/K2

.

Also, as (ζ,R) 6∈ R2 we get that
⋃K

i=1 supp
(
z(i)
)
does not contain any cycle and no edge e exists

such that and two distinct indices i, j such that e ∈ supp
(
z(i)
)
∩ supp

(
z(j)
)
. Using Lemma 2.11,

we get our desired bound of

|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|
Dno(R)

6 exp(K
√

4 · (10−7/K2)3K2 + 6 · (10−7/K2))− 1 6 0.01.

Upper bounding R1. To upper bound of the pairs (ζ,R) with p(ζ,R) > 103γn1/3, we first
bound the weighted sum of potentials p(ζ,R) over all leaf pairs (ζ,R) ∈ Nr. More precisely, we
show that

∑

(ζ,R)∈Nr

|R|
|ΩK | · p(ζ,R) 6 3 · r, (2.3)

and the proof proceeds by induction argument on the depth d. We prove that for all d,

∑

(ζ,R)∈Nd

|R|
|ΩK | · p(ζ,R) 6 3 · d. (2.4)

When d = 0 the statement is clear as N0 only contains the trivial rectangle ΩK , so it has potential
equal to 0. Let d > 0 and assume that (2.4) holds for d− 1. We have

∑

(ζ′,R′)∈Nd

|R′|
|ΩK | · p(ζ

′, R′) =
∑

(ζ,R)∈Nd−1

|R|
|ΩK |

∑

R′⊆R,(ζ′,R′)∈Nd

|R′|
|R| · p(ζ

′, R′)

6
∑

(ζ,R)∈Nd−1

|R|
|ΩK | · (p(ζ,R) + 3)

6 3(d − 1) + 3 = 3d,

where the first transition is by definition, the second one is by Definition 2.8, and the last transition
is by the inductive hypothesis. This completes the inductive step, and in particular establishes (2.3).

The bound on R1 now follows by Markov’s inequality applied on (2.3):

∑

(ζ,R)∈R1

Dno(R) =
∑

(ζ,R)∈R1

|R|
|ΩK | 6

∑
(ζ,R)∈Nr

|R|
|ΩK | · p(ζ,R)

103γn1/3
6

3 · r
103 · r < 0.005.

Upper bounding R2 \ R1. The key ingredient in the proof is the following observation:

∑

(ζ,R)∈R2\R1

Dno(R) 6

r−1∑

d=0

∑

(ζ,R)∈Nd

|ζ|6103γn1/3

Dno(R) · 8αK
n
·
(
2|ζ|
2

)
. (2.5)
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Indeed, once we have that, the right hand side is clearly at most 8αK
n · r ·

(2·103γn1/3

2

)
< 0.01 using

the conditions on r and γ.
We now move on to establish (2.5). For every pair

(
ζ = (z(1), . . . , z(K)), R

)
such that R is a

ζ-global rectangle, let N(ζ) =
⋃K

i=1 N
(
supp

(
z(i)
))

and denote by B(ζ,R) ⊆ ΩK the set
{
(y(1), . . . , y(K)) ∈ R :

K⋃

i=1

(
supp

(
y(i)
)
\ supp

(
z(i)
))

contains an edge within N(ζ)

}
.

With this definition, we prove (2.5) in two steps:

• First, we prove that

∑

(ζ,R)∈R2\R1

Dno(R) 6
r−1∑

d=0

∑

(ζ,R)∈Nd

|ζ|6103γn1/3

Dno(B(ζ,R)). (2.6)

• Secondly, we use Lemma 2.10 to get that Dno(B(ζ,R)) 6
8αK
n ·

(2|ζ|
2

)
, and plug it into the

right hand side of (2.6) to get (2.5).

The rest of the argument is devoted to proving (2.6), and we first establish the following claim.

Claim 2.13. For every pair (ζ,R) ∈ R2 \ R1, there exist an integer d′ ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} and a pair
(ζ ′, R′) ∈ Nd′ with |ζ ′| 6 103γn1/3 such that R ⊆ B(ζ ′, R′).

Proof. Fix a pair (ζ,R) ∈ R2\R1, so that by definition (ζ,R) ∈ Nr. It follows that for every integer
d′′ ∈ {0, . . . , r}, there exists a pair (ζ ′′, R′′) ∈ Nd′′ such that R ⊆ R′′ and |ζ ′′| 6 |ζ| 6 103γn1/3.
We pick the smallest d′′ ∈ {0, . . . , r} such that there exists a pair (ζ ′′, R′′) ∈ Nd′′ with the following
properties:

1. R ⊆ R′′ and |ζ ′| 6 |ζ| 6 103γn1/3;

2. writing ζ ′′ =
(
z′′(1), . . . , z′′(K)

)
, we have that either (1)

⋃K
i=1 supp

(
z′′(i)

)
contains a cycle, or

(2) there exists an edge e such that e ∈ supp
(
z′′(i)

)
∩ supp

(
z′′(j)

)
for two distinct indices

i, j ∈ [K].

With d′′ and (ζ ′′, R′′) in hand, we set d′ = d′′ − 1 and pick (ζ ′ =
(
z′(1), . . . , z′(K)

)
, R′) ∈ Nd′ to be

the parent node of (ζ ′′, R′′) in the communication tree. We claim that the pair (ζ ′, R′) satisfies the
assertion of the claim. First we argue that 1 6 d′′ 6 r, so that this parent node exists. Indeed,
(ζ,R) itself has the two properties so d′′ 6 r, but the pair at the root node (~0,ΩK) ∈ N0 does not
so d′′ > 0.

Next, we show that R ⊆ B(ζ ′, R′), and as R ⊆ R′′ it suffices to show that R′′ ⊆ B(ζ ′, R′). By
the minimality of d′′ we know that property 2 does not hold for the pair (ζ ′, R′). Furthermore,
because exactly one player speaks in each round, there exists at most one coordinate i ∈ [K] for
which z′′(i) 6= z′(i). We consider two cases, according to which condition in property 2 holds.

1. If
⋃K

j=1 supp
(
z′′(j)

)
contains a cycle, then that cycle must contain an edge from supp(z′′(i)) \

supp(z′(i)) as otherwise (ζ ′, R′) would also satisfy property 2. Calling that edge e = {u, v}, we
note that as the support of z′′(i) is a matching and u, v are on a cycle in

⋃K
j=1 supp

(
z′′(j)

)
, there

must be j, ℓ 6= i such that u appears in some edge in supp
(
z′′(j)

)
= supp

(
z′(j)

)
and v appears

in some edge in supp
(
z′′(ℓ)

)
= supp

(
z′(ℓ)

)
. In particular, we get that u, v ∈ N(ζ ′), so e is an

edge within N(ζ ′). Noting that any (y′′(1), . . . , y′′(K)) ∈ R′′ has e ∈ supp(y′′(i)) \ supp(z′(i)),
we get that (y′′(1), . . . , y′′(K)) ∈ B(ζ ′, R′).
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2. Else, there are j 6= ℓ and an edge e = {u, v} ∈ supp(z′′(j))∩supp(z′′(ℓ)). As property 2 fails for
(ζ ′, R′) it must be the case that either j = i or ℓ = i, say without loss of generality that ℓ = i
so that e 6∈ supp(z′(i)). As e ∈ supp(z′′(j)) = supp(z′(j)) we get that u, v ∈ N(ζ ′) so e is an
edge within N(ζ ′). Noting that any (y′′(1), . . . , y′′(K)) ∈ R′′ has e ∈ supp(y′′(i)) \ supp(z′(i)),
we get that (y′′(1), . . . , y′′(K)) ∈ B(ζ ′, R′).

We finish by noting that Claim 2.13 implies (2.6). Indeed, noting that the for distinct rectangle-
restriction pairs (ζ1, R1), (ζ2, R2) ∈ R2 \ R1 we have R1 ∩ R2 = ∅, we get that their contributions
on the right hand side of (2.6) is disjoint so no overcounting occurs.

2.6 Lower Bound for DIHP

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.7, restated below.

Theorem 1.7. Let α ∈ (0, 10−7] be a constant. Any communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K)
with advantage at least 0.1 requires Ω

(
n1/3K−2

)
bits of communication.

Proof. Assume we have a communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K) such that |Π| = r 6

10−10n1/3/K2. By Lemma 2.9 we get that there exists a r-round global protocol Πref such that
adv(Π) 6 adv(Πref), and by Lemma 2.12 we have adv(Πref) 6 0.1. Thus, adv(Π) 6 0.1, and the
proof is concluded.

Remark 1. A more refined analysis yields a Ω(
√
n) lower bound for the search version of the DIHP

problem, as studied in [CKP+23]. Roughly speaking, the Θ(n1/3) bottleneck in the above argument
appears both when we apply Lemma 2.11 as well as when we use (2.6) to bound the contribution of
R2 \ R1. As we do not know how to improve Lemma 2.11 beyond Θ(n1/3), this is the limit of our
argument. However, Lemma 2.11 is not necessary when studying the search version of the problem,
and in this context the only bottleneck is the use of (2.6). A more careful analysis may yield a
lower bound of Ω(

√
n) in this context.

3 Bounding the Discrepancy of Global Rectangles

In this section we prove Lemma 2.11 assuming a global hypercontractivity result, which we prove
later in Section 4.

3.1 The Induced Distribution over Bipartitions

Recall that a node in the protocol tree corresponds to a rectangle R = A(1) × . . . × A(K), where
A(i) ⊆ Ω is the subset of possible inputs for player i. A natural question is what information do
players j 6= i learn about the bipartitions x ∈ F

U
2 that are consistent with player i based on A(i).

These type of questions come up in the proof of Lemma 2.11, and in this section we formally define
the corresponding probability distribution over bipartition and state a result about it.

To begin the discussion, note that each element y ∈ ΩU,m corresponds to a labeled set of edges
on U , giving rise to bipartitions x ∈ F

U
2 that are consistent with it, which we denote by L(y):

Definition 3.1. For every string y ∈ {−1, 0, 1}(U2), we define the affine subspace L(y) ⊆ F
U
2 by

L(y) :=
⋂

{u,v}: yuv=1

{
x ∈ F

U
2 : xu + xv = 0

}
∩

⋂

{u,v}: yuv=−1

{
x ∈ F

U
2 : xu + xv = 1

}
.

When used in this context, we call the string y a “constraint”.
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We will often consider constraints y whose supports are matchings, i.e., such that y ∈ Ω[n],αn.
In that case we note that L(y) is a subspace of co-dimension αn and so |L(y)| = 2n−αn. It is
easy to see that each bipartition x ∈ L(y) is consistent with y, and furthermore if we sample
(y(1), . . . , y(K)) ∼ Dyes conditioned on y(1) = y, then the distribution of x is uniform over L(y).

We may now associate a probability distribution over FU
2 with a given subset A ⊆ Ω = ΩU,m:

Definition 3.2. For a subset A ⊆ ΩU,m and x ∈ F
U
2 , we define

Pr[x|A] := 1

|A|
∑

y∈A

1{x ∈ L(y)}
|L(y)| .

In words, each y ∈ A induces the uniform distribution over L(y), and the distribution associated
with A is the uniform mixture of all of these.

We will be interested in studying the distribution of x|A in the case that A is global, and to gain
some intuition we first consider the case that the set A ⊆ ΩU,m is chosen randomly by including each
element with probability p. In that case, one can show (using standard concentration bounds) that
a typical x ∈ F

U
2 lies in (1 + o(1))2−m · p|ΩU,m| many of the L(y)’s, in which case the distribution

of x|A is close to being uniform. We will show that something close in spirit holds in the case
that A is global (instead of random). Our notion of closeness is with respect to K-norms, where
K is fairly large (this is the number of players). This type of closeness is stronger than the more
standard statistical distance closeness, and it is required in our application. The statement below
is essentially such a statement, except that it applies in a slightly more general case that includes
restrictions:

Lemma 3.3. Let A ⊆ Ωz′ be a z′-global set, let z be a constraint that subsumes z′ and define the
function h : L(z) → R by h(x) = 2n−|supp(z′)| Pr[x|A] − 1. Suppose that the following conditions
hold for constants γ, η ∈ (0, 1

10 ):

1. supp(z) does not contain any cycles;

2. |supp(z)| 6 γn1/3;

3. |A|/|Ωz′ | > 2−ηn1/3
.

Then we have that ‖h‖K 6
√

4ηγ2K2 + 4η + 2γ + o(1). Here, the K-norm of h is with respect to

the uniform distribution on the subspace L(z), i.e., ‖h‖K =
(
Ex∈L(z) |h(x)|K

)1/K
.

Proof. Deferred to Section 3.2.

3.1.1 Bounding Discrepancy via K-norms

Before beginning the proof of Lemma 3.3, we first show how it can be used to prove Lemma 2.11.
The following lemma shows that for every rectangle R in ΩK , one may relate Dyes(R) and Dno(R)
via the probability distribution associated with the components of R.

Lemma 3.4. For Ω = Ω[n],αn and for any rectangle R = A(1) × · · · ×A(K) ⊆ ΩK , we have

Dyes(R) = Dno(R) · 2(K−1)n ·
∑

x∈Fn
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)].
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Proof. Recall that in the sampling process of Dyes, we first uniformly sample a vector x ∈ F
n
2 , and

for each i ∈ [K], sample matchings M (i) of size αn independently and uniformly. The labeling
y(i) is then the unique y(i) ∈ Ω with supp(y(i)) = M (i) and x ∈ L(y(i)). Therefore, conditioned on
x ∈ F

n
2 , the distribution of each y(i) is uniform over all y ∈ Ω such that x ∈ L(y), and the number

of such y is equal to the number of matchings of size αn, which is |Ω|/2αn. Therefore, we have

Dyes(R) =
∑

x∈Fn
2

1

2n

K∏

i=1

∑
y∈A(i) 1{x ∈ L(y)}
|Ω|/2αn =

∑

x∈Fn
2

1

2n

K∏

i=1

(
2n · |A(i)|
|Ω| ·Pr[x|A(i)]

)

=

(
K∏

i=1

|A(i)|
|Ω|

)
· 2(K−1)n ·

∑

x∈Fn
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)]

= Dno(R) · 2(K−1)n ·
∑

x∈Fn
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)],

where in the second transition we used Definition 3.2 and |L(y)| = 2n−αn.

We now prove Lemma 2.11, restated below.

Lemma 2.11 (Discrepancy bound). Let R = A(1) × · · · ×A(K) be a rectangle and suppose that for
all i, A(i) is z(i)-global. Suppose the following conditions hold for constants γ, η ∈ (0, 1

10):

1. The edge sets
{
supp(z(i))

}
i∈[K]

are disjoint, and their union does not contain any cycle.

2.
∑

i |supp(z(i))| 6 γn1/3.

3. |A(i)|/|Ωz(i) | > 2−ηn1/3
for all i.

Then:
|Dno(R)−Dyes(R)|

|Dno(R)| 6 exp
(
K
√
4ηγ2K2 + 4η + 2γ + o(1)

)
− 1.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4, it suffices to show

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1− 2n(K−1) ·

∑

x∈F2
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
6 exp

(
K
√
4ηγ2K2 + 4η + 2γ + o(1)

)
− 1.

Define z ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ) by

zuv =

{
z
(i)
uv , if {u, v} ∈ supp(z(i)) for some i ∈ [K],

0, if {u, v} 6∈ supp(z(i)) for all i ∈ [K].

We note that z is well defined since
{
supp(z(i))

}
i∈[K]

are disjoint. Also, using this fact and the fact

their union does not contain any cycles, we have

dim(L(z)) = n− |supp(z)| = n−
K∑

i=1

∣∣∣supp(z(i))
∣∣∣ = −(K − 1)n +

K∑

i=1

dim
(
L(z(i))

)
. (3.1)
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Since L(z) =
⋂K

i=1 L(z
(i)) and each distribution Pr[x|A(i)] is supported on L(z(i)), we have

∑

x∈Fn
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)] =
∑

x∈L(z)

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)]. (3.2)

Defining hi : L(z)→ R as in Lemma 3.3 by hi(x) :=
∣∣L(z(i))

∣∣ ·Pr[x|A(i)]− 1, we get

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1− 2n(K−1) ·

∑

x∈Fn
2

K∏

i=1

Pr[x|A(i)]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1− 1

|L(z)|
∑

x∈L(z)

K∏

i=1

(1 + hi(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(using (3.1) and (3.2))

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

T⊆[K], T 6=∅
E

x∈L(z)

[
∏

i∈T
hi(x)

]∣∣∣∣∣∣

6
∑

T⊆[K], T 6=∅
E

x∈L(z)

∣∣∣∣∣
∏

i∈T
hi(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where the last transition is by the triangle inequality. Using Hölder’s inequality, the last expression
is at most

∑

T⊆[K]
T 6=∅

∏

i∈T
‖hi‖|T | 6

∑

T⊆[K]
T 6=∅

∏

i∈T
‖hi‖K =

K∏

i=1

(1 + ‖hi‖K)− 1 6 e
K
(√

4ηγ2K2+4η+2γ+o(1)
)

− 1,

where the last transition is by the inequality 1 + s 6 es and by Lemma 3.3.

3.2 Norm Bounds via Decay of Fourier Coefficients

In this section we present tools that will be useful in the proof of Lemma 3.3.
We begin by giving some high level motivation. The domain of the function h in Lemma 3.3 is

a linear space L(z) over F2, hence it can be identified with a Boolean cube Fn′

2 . With this in mind,
the function h can be thought of as being defined over Fn′

2 and therefore it may be expanded to its
discrete Fourier transform (see [O’D14]). In particular we may consider its degree decomposition
h = h=0+h=1+ . . .+h=n′

. As h was normalzied to have expectation 0 we get that h=0 ≡ 0, so our
task is to bound high norms of the h=i’s. The analysis of the contribution of small i’s and large i’s
is done in a similar way, but we carry it out separately. Indeed, while both bounds boil down to
Fourier coefficients estimates, the argument for large i’s requires one additional trick (in the form
of an application of Hölder’s inequality). Hence we focus the discussion on small i’s.

For small i’s, we may use the (standard) hypercontractive inequality to argue that ‖h=i‖K
is comparable to ‖h=i‖2. The benefit of 2-norms is that, using Parseval’s equality, they can be
expressed using the Fourier coefficients of h of level i. Thus, upper bounding the K-norm of h=i

amounts to sufficiently good understanding of the degree i Fourier coefficients of h.
Establishing these Fourier coefficients bounds is the main content of Lemma 3.10. While the

proof of that lemma is the main subject of Section 4, it is useful to have a high level picture of
how that lemma is proved. Ideally, we would have liked to conclude such bounds by appealing to
the level i inequality, which asserts that a Boolean-valued function with small average has small
level i Fourier weight (see [O’D14, page 259] for example). Alas, the function h in our case is not
Boolean-valued. Instead, we relate the Fourier coefficients of h to (sort of) Fourier coefficients of
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1A : Ω→ {0, 1} via direct calculation, and then prove a variant of the level i inequality for functions
over Ω.

We remark that to do the relation between the Fourier coefficients of h and 1A effectively,
namely for degree i Fourier coefficients of h to be related to degree i Fourier coefficients of 1A,
it is important that the identification between L(z) and a Boolean cube F

n′

2 is meaningful (as
opposed to arbitrary). This motivates our discussion of partitions B and subspaces V B,b defined
by them. Next, a closer inspection of the function h in Lemma 3.3 suggests to view it as a function
over L(z′) ⊇ L(z), as it is more related to the domain where A lives. Indeed, our arguments
naturally give Fourier coefficients bounds for that function, and we then need to translate them
to the restriction of the function to L(z). Towards this end, using the fact that L(z) ⊆ L(z′) and
using their identification with Boolean cubes, we conclude a meaningful embeddings between the
Boolean cubes they are identified with. This provides us relations between the Fourier coefficients
of h as a function over L(z′) and its Fourier coefficients as a function over L(z), and allows us to
translate Fourier decay bounds from the former function to the latter function. This motivates our
discussion of “refinements” and “unrefinements” of partitions, and of their effect on Fourier decay
bounds.

3.2.1 The Fourier Analytic Setup

To present a meaningful identification of the subspace L(z) with a Boolean cube, we give a different
way of presenting subspaces of the form of L(z).

Definition 3.5. Let B = (B1, . . . , Bk) be a partition of [n], and let b = (b1, . . . , bn) ∈ F
n
2 . We

define the affine subspace V B,b ⊆ F
n
2 by

V B,b :=

k⋂

ℓ=1

{x ∈ F
n
2 : xi + bi = xj + bj, ∀i, j ∈ Bℓ} .

We note that not every affine subspaces of Fn
2 can be represented by a partition and a string as

in Definition 3.5. However, it is easy to see that for any constraint z ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ), the subspace

L(z) can indeed be expressed in this form.2 The main benefit of working with Definition 3.7 is that
it naturally gives rise to a canonical identification between V B,b and a Boolean cube, and thus with
a canonical Fourier basis for functions over V B,b.

Definition 3.6. Define the canonical identification map id : V B,b → F
k
2 that maps x ∈ V B,b to

z ∈ F
k
2 defined by xi + bi = zℓ, where ℓ ∈ [k] is such that i ∈ Bℓ.

We note that id is well defined, as by definition the value of xi + bi is the same for all i ∈ Bℓ.
We also note that id is a 1-to-1 map, as x can be recovered from z (when b and B are thought of
as fixed). Finally, we note that as the sets B1, . . . , Bk are disjoint, sampling x ∈ V B,b uniformly,
the distribution of id(x) is uniform over Fk

2. Hence it makes sense to define the Fourier basis of the
space V B,b using the Fourier basis over Fk

2.

Definition 3.7. For a subset S ⊆ [k], we define the character function χS : V B,b → {−1, 1} by

χS(x) :=
∏

ℓ∈S
(−1)(id(x))ℓ .

2In fact, it is easily seen that the family of subspaces that can be expressed as in Definition 3.1 coincides with the

family of subspaces that can be expressed as in Definition 3.5.
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Definition 3.8. For a function f : V B,b → R and a subset S ⊆ [k], we define the corresponding
Fourier coefficient of f by

f̂(S) :=
1

2k

∑

x∈V B,b

f(x)χS(x).

Thus, the Fourier expansion of a function f : V B,b → R is given as f(x) =
∑

S⊆[k]

f̂(S)χS(x).

Fourier analysis on L(z) is in essence identical to the analysis on Boolean cubes Fk
2. We will therefore

adopt many of the notations therein, and specifically define the degree d part of a function f as
f=d(x) =

∑
|S|=d

f̂(S)χS(x).

3.2.2 Decay of Fourier Coefficients and the Main Decay Lemma

The following definition of decay of Fourier coefficients is specifically designed for our context.

Definition 3.9. Let w be a real number in the range (0, n), and let c be a positive real number.
We say a function f : Fn

2 → R, is (w, δ, c)-decaying if

1. f̂(∅)2 6 δ,

2. for every d > 1, f=2d−1 = 0, and

3. for every 1 6 d 6 n/2,
∥∥f=2d

∥∥2
2
6 c−dF (n, d,w), where F (n, d,w) is defined by

F (n, d,w) =

{(
w
n

)d
, if 0 6 d 6 w,

(
d
4n

)d · 22w, if d > w.

We remark that for d = 0 the value F (n, d,w) is defined to be 1. Although this case is
irrelevant for the definition of decaying functions, adopting this convention will be useful for
subsequent analysis.

With setup, we now state the main decay lemma, asserting that if A is global, then (an appro-
priate normalization of) Pr[x|A] is decaying:

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that U has |U | > 107m where m > 10(w+1), and let A ⊆ ΩU,m be a global
set with |A| = 2−w ·

∣∣ΩU,m
∣∣. Then the function f : FU

2 → R defined by f(x) := 2|U | ·Pr[x|A]− 1 is
(w/2, 0, 2)-decaying.

Proof. Deferred to Section 4.

3.2.3 Useful Properties of F (n, d,w)

We will need the following proposition ensuring that the piecewise definition of the Fourier weight
bound F (n, d,w) is well-behaved and convenient to work with.

Proposition 3.11. The function F (n, d,w) has the following properties:

(1) For fixed n and d, the bound F (n, d,w) is increasing in w, and for all t > 1

F (n, d, tw)

F (n, d,w)
> tmin{d,w}.
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(2) For fixed n and w < n, the bound F (n, d,w) is decreasing in d, and

F (n, d,w)

F (n, d− 1, w)
6

max{d,w}
n

.

Proof. We begin with the first item, and we fix n and d. The function F (n, d,w) is continuous and
piecewise differentiable in w, in the range w ∈ (0, n). We have

d

dw
lnF (n, d,w) =

{
ln 4, if 0 < w < d

d/w, if w > d

> min{d,w}/w.
It follows that

∫ tw

w

d

dr
lnF (n, d, r)dr >

∫ tw

w

min{d, r}
r

dr >

∫ tw

w

min{d,w}
r

dr = min{d,w} · ln t,

which translates to F (n, d, tw)/F (n, d,w) > tmin{d,w}, giving the first item.
For the second item, we have

F (n, d,w)

F (n, d− 1, w)
6 max

{
w

n
,

dd

4(d− 1)d−1 · n

}
6

max{d,w}
n

,

as desired.

3.2.4 Fourier Decay implies K-norm Bounds

The following results shows that fast decay of Fourier coefficients coupled with mild bounds on the
L∞-norm implies good bounds for the K-norm of a function.

Lemma 3.12. Let K > 2 be an integer and let γ ∈ (0, 14 ) be a constant. Suppose h : Fk
2 → R is

(γk, δ, 1)-decaying, and that ‖h‖∞ 6 2o(k). Then ‖h‖K 6
√

δ + 2γK2 + ok(1).

Proof. By classical hypercontractivity (see [O’D14], proof of Theorem 9.21), we have

∥∥∥h62γk
∥∥∥
K

6




⌊γk⌋∑

d=0

(K − 1)2d
∥∥∥h=2d

∥∥∥
2

2




1/2

6


δ +

⌊γk⌋∑

d=1

K2dγd




1/2

6
√

δ + 2γK2.

Using Parseval and Proposition 3.11 we also get

∥∥∥h>2γk
∥∥∥
2
6




k/2∑

d=⌈γk⌉
F (k, d, γk)




1/2

6
√

2F (k, ⌈γk⌉, γk) 6
√

2γγk.

Therefore, using Hölder’s inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz we get that

‖h‖KK =
〈
hK−1, h

〉
=
〈
hK−1, h62γk

〉
+
〈
hK−1, h>2γk

〉

6
∥∥hK−1

∥∥
K/(K−1)

∥∥∥h62γk
∥∥∥
K
+
∥∥hK−1

∥∥
2

∥∥∥h>2γk
∥∥∥
2

6
√

δ + 2γK2 ‖h‖K−1
K +

√
2γγk‖h‖K−1

∞

6
√

δ + 2γK2 ‖h‖K−1
K + ok(1),

and the conclusion follows by rearranging.
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3.2.5 Refinements, Unrefinements and Fourier Decay

In this section we present the notion of unrefinement and study its effect on Fourier decay bounds.

Suppose we have z, z′ ∈ {−1, 0, 1}([n]
2 ) where z subsumes z′, and suppose we have some function

g : L(z′)→ R for which we managed to prove that it has a strong Fourier decay. What can we say
about the function h|L(z)? Does it also have a Fourier decay? Such questions arise in our argument
for Lemma 3.3, and in this section we develop some machinery to answer to them.

Recall that the definition of the Fourier transform proceeds by thinking of L(z′) as a space V B′,b,
and then considering the cube given by the image of the map id. Each block B′

i then corresponds
to a coordinate, and the Fourier expansion is defined correspondingly. Thinking of supp(z′) as a
graph, the blocks {B′

i} are its connected components. To get L(z) into the picture we need to
explain how its representation relates to V B′,b. The simplest example for z that subsumes z′ is z
that is identical to z′, except that zuv is non-zero for some {u, v} 6∈ supp(z′). In that case, the
graph of z is the graph of z′ with one additional edge, which may lead to a merge of two of the
connected component of z′. More generally, the graph of z that subsumes z′ is the graph of z with
additional edges, which may lead to merges between connected components of z′s. In other words,
the connected components of z are unions of B′

i’s, and this is what refer to as “unrefinement”. The
unrefinement operation gives a representation of L(z) as the space V B,b where each Bi is a union
of possibly several B′

j’s. In the other direction, B′ may be viewed as a refinement of B.
The following result asserts that for a function g as above that has Fourier decay, applying a

mild unrefinement operation one gets a function that also has a decent Fourier decay.

Lemma 3.13. Suppose B and B′ are partitions of the set [n], and b ∈ F
n
2 is a string of bits.

Suppose B′ is a refinement of B, that is, every component of B is a union of components of B′.
Let γ, η ∈ (0, 1

10 ), and suppose that

∑

ℓ

|Bℓ| · 1{|Bℓ| > 2} 6 γn1/3.

If g : V B′,b → R is
(
ηn1/3, 0, 1

)
-decaying, then h = g|V B,b is

(
4ηγ2k, 8η + 2γ, 1

)
-decaying.

Proof. Suppose |B| = k and |B′| = k′. Note that the conditions imply k′ > k > n/2. For any
S ⊆ [k], we define T (S) to be the collection of subsets T ⊆ [k′] such that:

1. for every ℓ ∈ S, the number of elements j ∈ T such that B′
j ⊆ Bℓ is odd;

2. for every ℓ ∈ [k] \ S, the number of elements j ∈ T such that B′
j ⊆ Bℓ is even.

We will first show that the Fourier coefficient ĥ(S) is equal to the sum of the coefficients ĝ(T ) for
T ∈ T (S). Towards this end, note that if χ′

T : V B′,b → R is character on V B′,b for T ⊆ [k′], and
χS : V B,b → R is the character on V B,b for S ⊆ [k], then

∑

x∈V B,b

χ′
T (x)χS(x) =

{
2k, if T ∈ T (S),
0, if T 6∈ T (S).
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Therefore,

ĥ(S) =
1

2k

∑

x∈V B,b

h(x)χS(x) =
1

2k

∑

x∈V B,b

g(x)χS(x) =
1

2k

∑

x∈V B,b

∑

T⊆[k′]

ĝ(T )χ′
T (x)χS(x)

=
1

2k

∑

T⊆[k′]

ĝ(T )
∑

x∈V B,b

χ′
T (x)χS(x)

=
∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T ). (3.3)

Next, to relate the squares of coefficients we want to have an upper bound on |T (S)|. Denote m =∑k
ℓ=1 |Bℓ| · 1{|Bℓ| > 2}, so that by assumption m 6 γn1/3. Note that the collections {T (S)}S⊆[n]

have the following property:

1. For S1, S2 ⊆ [k] such that S1 6= S2, we have T (S1) ∩ T (S2) = ∅.

Next, let Q ⊆ [k′] be the set of all indices j ∈ [k′] such that B′
j is contained in the set⋃

ℓ∈[k]: |Bℓ|>2Bℓ. Since the latter set has size m, we know that Q has size at most m. By definition
of T (S), it is not hard to see that a member T ∈ T (S) is uniquely determined by the set Q ∩ T .
Also, |Q ∩ T | 6 |T | − |S|+ s where s is the number of elements ℓ ∈ S such that |Bℓ| > 2. We thus
get the following additional properties of T (S):

2. Fix T ∈ T (S). As each ℓ ∈ S contributes an odd number of elements to T and each ℓ 6∈ S
contributes an even number of elements to T , we get that |T | − |S| is an even integer. By the
above, we get that it is in the range

[
0, |Q|

]
⊆ [0,m].

3. For integer j ∈ [0,m/2], the number of sets T in T (S) with |T | − |S| = 2j is at most
( |Q|
2j+s

)
,

which we upper bound as
( |Q|
2j+s

)
6
(
m
2j

)
·m|S|. Indeed, this is an upper bound on the number

of choices for Q ∩ T , and each such choice determines a unique element in T (S).

From this point onward in the proof, we will refer to the three properties mentioned listed above
as the first, second and third properties of T (S).

By the second property of T (S), we know that if |S| is odd then |T | is odd for every T ∈ T (S),
which implies ĝ(T ) = 0 by the assumption on g, and thus ĥ(S) = 0 by (3.3). We are now ready to
show that h satisfies the desired Fourier weight bound on even degrees, and we split into cases.

Case 1: the low degree case. Suppose that |S| = 2d where 0 6 d 6 ηn1/3. Using (3.3),
Cauchy-Schwarz and the third property of {T (S)} above we have:

ĥ(S)2 6


 ∑

T∈T (S)

n−(|T |−|S|)/3




 ∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2 · n(|T |−|S|)/3




6




⌊m/2⌋∑

j=0

(
m

2j

)
m|S|n−2j/3




 ∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2 · n(|T |−|S|)/3




6 m|S|(1 + n−1/3)m
∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2 · n(|T |−|S|)/3

6 eγm|S| ∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2 · n(|T |−|S|)/3,
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where we used m 6 γn1/3 in the last transition. Using the first property of {T (S)}, the decaying
assumption of g, and then Proposition 3.11(2), we get

∑

|S|=2d

ĥ(S)2 6 eγm2d

⌊m/2⌋∑

j=0

n2j/3 ·


 ∑

|T |=2d+2j

ĝ(T )2




6 eγm2d
∥∥∥g=2d

∥∥∥
2

2
+ eγm2d

⌊m/2⌋∑

j=1

n2j/3 · F
(
k′, d+ j, ηn1/3

)
.

6 eγm2d
∥∥∥g=2d

∥∥∥
2

2
+ eγm2dF

(
k′, d, ηn1/3

)
·
⌊m/2⌋∑

j=1

n2j/3

(
2ηn1/3

k′

)j

6 eγm2d
∥∥∥g=2d

∥∥∥
2

2
+ eγm2d 4η

1− 4η
· F
(
k′, d, ηn1/3

)
,

where we used k′ > k > n/2 in the last inequality. For the special case d = 0 (recall that we defined
F (·, 0, ·) = 1) we have

∥∥h=0
∥∥2
2
6 eγ · 4η

1− 4η
6 8η + 2γ,

using γ, η ∈ (0, 1
10 ). For d > 0, using

∥∥g=2d
∥∥2
2
6 F

(
k′, d, ηn1/3

)
we get

∥∥∥h=2d
∥∥∥
2

2
6

eγm2d

1− 4η
F
(
k′, d, ηn1/3

)
6 2(γn1/3)2d · F

(
k′, d, ηn1/3

)

6 F
(
k′, d, 2ηγ2n

)
(by Proposition 3.11(1))

6 F
(
k′, d, 4ηγ2k

)
(using k′ > k > n/2)

6 F (k, d, 4ηγ2k),

where the last inequality is because k′ > k.

Case 2: the high degree case. Suppose that |S| = 2d where d > ηn1/3. Then by (3.3),
Cauchy-Schwarz and the third property of {T (S)} above we have:

ĥ(S)2 6


 ∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2




 ∑

T∈T (S)

1


 6


 ∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2






⌊m/2⌋∑

j=1

(
m

2j + s

)
 6 2m−1

∑

T∈T (S)

ĝ(T )2.

So using the first property of {T (S)}, we get:

∑

|S|=2d

ĥ(S)2 6 2m−1

⌊m/2⌋∑

j=0

∑

|T |=2d+2j

ĝ(T )2

6 2m−1

⌊m/2⌋∑

j=0

F
(
k′, d+ j, γn1/3

)
(by assumption on g)

6 2m−1F
(
k′, d, γn1/3

) ⌊m/2⌋∑

j=0

2−j (by Proposition 3.11(2))

6 2mF
(
k′, d, γn1/3

)
6 F

(
k′, d, 2γ/min{γ,η} · γn1/3

)
(by Proposition 3.11(1))

6 F
(
k, d, 2γ/min{γ,η} · γn1/3

)
(using k′ > k).
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Since γ, η are constants, k > n/2 and n is assumed to be sufficiently large, the bound obtained is
at most F (k, d, 4ηγ2k).

3.3 Proof of Lemma 3.3

We are now ready to finish the proof of Lemma 3.3. Fix a restriction z′, let A ⊆ Ωz′ be a z′-global
set, let z be a constraint that subsumes z′ and let h be as in the statement of the lemma.

Bringing the subspaces L(z), L(z′) to form: let G = ([n], supp(z)) be the graph formed by
the constraint z, and let B1, B2, . . . , Bk be the connected components of G. For each ℓ ∈ [k], pick
an arbitrary vertex vℓ ∈ Bℓ and set bvℓ = 0. For any other vertex u ∈ Bℓ, pick the unique simple
path (u0, u1, . . . , uj) in G such that u0 = u, uj = vℓ, and define

bu =

j∑

i=1

zui−1ui .

By inspection, the affine subspace V B,b associated with the partition B and string b = (b1, . . . , bn)
is exactly the affine subspace L(z).

Similarly, letting G′ = ([n], supp(z′)) be the graph formed by the constraint z′, and letting
B′

1, . . . , B
′
k′ be the connected components of G′, the graph G′ is a subgraph of G and so B′ is a

refinement of B. Using a similar reasoning to before we see that V B′,b coincides with L(z′).
Since z′ is a restriction in the sense of Definition 2.1, we have that each one of B′

1, . . . , B
′
k′ is

a set of cardinality 1 or 2. Denoting t = |supp(z′)|, we assume without loss of generality that
B′

1, . . . , B
′
n−2t are the singletons among them, and B′

n−2t+1, . . . , B
′
n−t have size 2. We also assume

without loss of generality that B′
j = {j} for every j ∈ [n− 2t].

Noting that V B,b ⊆ V B′,b, we let ι : V B,b → V B′,b be the identity map. We recall the map
id : V B′,b : Fk′

2 as in Definition 3.6. Finally, consider the projection map π : Fk′
2 → F

n−2t
2 defined by

(x1, . . . , xk′) 7→ (x1 + b1, . . . , xn−2t + bn−2t). These maps give rise to the following diagram:

L(z) = V B,b L(z′) = V B′,b
F
k′
2 F

n−2t
2

R

ι

h

id

g

π

f

Figure 1: A commutative diagram of maps between sets

Working in Ωz′: Recall that we may identify Ωz′ with the space Ω[n−2t], αn−t. This identification
will enable us to think of Ωz′ as a matching space, and thus apply Lemma 3.10 on it. Towards this
end we adapt the definition of the linear spaces associated with restrictions and the probability
distribution a set of edges induces. More precisely, for each y ∈ Ωz′ we define the affine subspace
L(y|z′) ⊆ F

n−2t
2 by

L(y|z′) :=
⋂

{u,v}⊆[n−2t]
yuv=1

{
x ∈ F

n−2t
2 : xu + xv = 0

}
∩

⋂

{u,v}⊆[n−2t]
yuv=−1

{
x ∈ F

n−2t
2 : xu + xv = 1

}
,

and define a distribution Pr[·|A, z′] on F
n−2t
2 by

Pr[x|A, z′] = 1

|A|
∑

y∈A

1{x ∈ L(y|z′)}
|L(y|z′)| .
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Applying Lemma 3.10 to A ⊆ Ωz′ , we see that the function f : Fn−2t
2 → R defined by f(x) :=

2n−2tPr[x|A, z′]− 1 is (ηn1/3/2, 0, 2)-decaying. Also, we note that

−1 6 f(x) 6
2n−2t

|A|
∑

y∈Ωz′

1{x ∈ L(y|z′)}
|L(y|z′)| =

2αn−t

|A|
∑

y∈Ωz′

1{x ∈ L(y|z′)}

=
2αn−t · |Ωz′ |
|A| E

y∈Ωz′

[1{x ∈ L(y|z′)}].

Sampling y ∈ Ωz′ , for each {u, v} ∈ supp(y)\ supp(z′) the bit yuv is independent and is hence equal
to (−1)xu+xv with probability 1/2. It follows that the last expectation is equal to 2−(αn−t), and so
f(x) 6 |Ωz′ |/|A|. Summarizing, we get

‖f‖∞ 6
|Ωz′ |
|A| 6 2ηn

1/3
. (3.4)

Returning to the space L(z′): we want to convert the information we have on f to information
about the function h in the statement of the lemma. Towards that end, we first note that A ⊆
Ωz′ directly induces a distribution Pr[·|A] supported on L(z′) = V B′,b, and we define g(x) :=
2n−tPr[x|A] − 1. Observe that

L(y) = (π ◦ id)−1
(
L(y|z′)

)
,

and as π ◦ id is a linear map of rank n − 2t we get that |L(y)| = 2t |L(y|z′)|. Thus, we get by
definitions that

Pr[x|A] = 2−tPr[π ◦ id(x)|A, z′]
for all x ∈ V B′,b, and hence g(x) = f(π(id(x))) (as also indicated by Figure 1). Considering the
Fourier expansion, we get that for all S ⊆ [k′]

ĝ(S) = 2−n+t
∑

x∈V B′,b

g(x)χS(id(x)) = 2−n+t
∑

ξ∈Fn−2t
2

f(ξ)


 ∑

x∈Fn−t
2

χS(x) · 1{π(x) = ξ}




= 2−n+t
∑

ξ∈Fn−2t
2

f(ξ)


 ∑

x∈π−1(ξ)

χS(x)




=

{
2−n+t

∑
ξ∈Fn−2t

2
f(ξ) · 2tχS(ξ + b) if S ⊆ [n− 2t]

0 if S 6⊆ [n− 2t]

=

{
χS(b)f̂(S), if S ⊆ [n− 2t]

0, if S 6⊆ [n− 2t].

Therefore, for every d > 0, we have
∥∥g=d

∥∥
2
=
∥∥f=d

∥∥
2
. Since f is (ηn1/3/2, 0, 2)-decaying, we know

that f=d ≡ 0 for d which is either 0 or odd, yielding that g=d ≡ 0 for such d’s. For even d’s, we get
∥∥∥g=2d

∥∥∥
2

2
=
∥∥∥f=2d

∥∥∥
2

2
6 2−dF

(
n− 2t, d, ηn1/3/2

)
6 F

(
n− t, d, ηn1/3/2

)
,

where the last inequality follows by the definition of F . This means g is (ηn1/3/2, 0, 1)-decaying.
To finish the proof, we note that h := g|V B,b , so by Lemma 3.13 we get that g is (2ηγ2k, 4η +

2γ, 1)-decaying. By (3.4) we get that ‖h‖∞ = ‖f‖∞ 6 2ηn
1/3

= 2o(k), so applying Lemma 3.12 we
conclude that

‖h‖K 6
√
4ηγ2K2 + 4η + 2γ + o(1).
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4 Global Hypercontractivity in Ω

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 3.10.
As discussed earlier, the proof proceeds by relating the Fourier coefficients of h in the statement

to Fourier-style coefficients of 1A : Ω → {0, 1}, and then etablishing a type of level-d inequality
for functions over Ω. Indeed, the bulk of the effort in our argument is devoted to the proof of a
“projected level-d inequality” for global functions over Ω (Theorem 4.20). Towards this end we first
have to establish an appropriate global hypercontractive inequality, and we do so using analogous
results for product spaces from [KLM23].

4.1 Fourier Analytic Setup for Functions over Ω

To facilitate Fourier-type analysis over Ω, our first task is to introduce a collection of character
functions on ΩU,m. The characters we define are indexed by “partial matchings” on the ground
set U , that is, matchings of size smaller than or equal to m. To facilitate the definition, we first
introduce the following notations.

Definition 4.1. For a ground set U and an integer d > 0, we letMU,d denote the collection of all

matchings over U of size exactly d, and let MU,6d :=
⋃d

s=0MU,s.

Definition 4.2. For integers n,m such that n > 2m > 0, we define Ψ(n,m, 0) := 1, and for

1 6 d 6 m we define inductively Ψ(n,m, d) := m
(n
2

)−1 ·Ψ(n− 2,m− 1, d− 1).

It is easy to see that Ψ(n,m, d) is equal to the probability that a fixed matching of size d over
a ground set of size n is contained in a uniformly random matching of size m. We now define an
associated collection of character:

Definition 4.3. For a matching S ∈ MU,6m and an element y ∈ ΩU,m, we define yS :=
∏

{u,v}∈S yuv.

We then define the character function χS : ΩU,m → R by

χS(y) := Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1/2 · yS.

Note that the dimension of the inner product space L2(ΩU,m) is much larger than the number
of partial matchings on U . In particular, the character functions we defined do not form a basis
for L2(ΩU,m). Nevertheless, they will be sufficient for us, as Fourier coefficients coming from h in
the context of Lemma 3.10 will only be related to correlations with these character functions.

The next proposition shows the functions from Definition 4.3 form an orthonormal set.

Proposition 4.4. For matchings S, T ∈ MU,6m, we have 〈χS , χT 〉 = 1{S = T}.

Proof. First consider the case where S 6= T . If S ∪ T is not a matching, then yS · yT = 0 for all
y ∈ ΩU,m, and therefore 〈χS , χT 〉 = 0. If S ∪T is a matching, then conditioned on S ∪T ⊆ supp(y)
(which is equivalent to yS · yT 6= 0), the coordinates {ye}e∈S∪T are jointly uniformly distributed on
{−1, 1}S∪T . Therefore S 6= T implies Ey∈ΩU,m [yS · yT ] = 0, and hence 〈χS , χT 〉 = 0.

Next, consider the case where S = T . Note that Ey∈ΩU,m [yS · yS ] = Pry∈ΩU,m [S ⊆ supp(y)],
which equals the probability that a fixed matching of size |S| is contained in a uniformly random
matching of size m. Thus

E
y∈ΩU,m

[
χS(y)

2
]
= Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1 · E

y∈ΩU,m

[
yS · yS

]
= Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1 ·Ψ(|U |,m, |S|) = 1.
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4.2 Discrete Derivatives and Derivated-based Globalness

In this section we introduce the notion of discrete derivatives for functions over Ω, as well a related
notion of globalness. These concepts are important in our subsequent argument, and more precisely
in the derivation of the level-d inequality from our global hypercontractive inequality.

For these purposes, we will want to further study “restrictions” as in Definition 2.1. While
in the context of Definition 2.1, restrictions on ΩU,m are viewed as fixing a set of coordinates to
certain values in {−1, 1}, in this section, we are primarily interested in restrictions that require
some coordinates to take values in {−1, 1} (i.e. not 0), without specifying which ones. Let S be a
matching on U of size at most m, and consider the restricted domain {y ∈ ΩU,m : supp(y) ⊇ S}.
An element in this domain is determined by two choices:

1. Assigning labels to the edges in S, which corresponds to selecting an element from {−1, 1}S .
2. Choosing the remaining labeled matching on U \N(S), which corresponds to an element in

ΩU\N(S), m−|S|.

This leads to the following definition:

Definition 4.5. For a matching S ∈ MU,6m, there is a canonical embedding

i : ΩU\N(S), m−|S| × {−1, 1}S →֒ ΩU,m.

This embedding proceeds by mapping a pair (y, z) from the left hand side to the vector ξ ∈ ΩU,m

defined by ξuv = yuv for {u, v} ⊆ U \ N(S), ξuv = zuv for {u, v} ∈ S, and ξuv = 0 for all other
pairs {u, v}. We will also use shorthand ΩU,m

\S to denote the space ΩU\N(S), m−|S|.

We now define derivative operators on L2(ΩU,m):

Definition 4.6 (Derivatives). Consider a function f : ΩU,m → R. For a matching S ∈ MU,6m,

we define a function DS [f ] : Ω
U,m
\S → R by

DS [f ](y) := E
z∈{−1,1}S

[
zS · f(i(y, z))

]
,

where the embedding i : ΩU,m
\S × {−1, 1}S → ΩU,m is as in Definition 4.5.

A nice property of these derivative operators is that they are closed under composition.

Lemma 4.7. Suppose S and T are vertex disjoint matchings over U with |S ∪ T | 6 m. For
f : ΩU,m → R we have

DSDT [f ] = DS∪T [f ].

Proof. Recall from Definition 4.5 that we have canonical embeddings

i2 : Ω
U,m
\(S∪T ) × {−1, 1}

S × {−1, 1}T →֒ ΩU,m and i1 : Ω
U,m
\(S∪T ) × {−1, 1}

S →֒ ΩU,m
\T .

Thus, we get

DSDT [f ](y) = E
z(1)∈{−1,1}S

[
zS(1) ·DT [f ]

(
i1(y, z(1))

)]

= E
z(1)∈{−1,1}S

[
zS(1) · E

z(2)∈{−1,1}T

[
zT(2) · f

(
i2(y, z(1), z(2))

)]]

= E
z(1)∈{−1,1}S

E
z(2)∈{−1,1}T

[
zS(1)z

T
(2)f

(
i2(y, z(1), z(2))

)]

= DS∪T [f ](y).
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Following [KLM23, Definition 4.4], we define a notion of derivative-based globalness.

Definition 4.8. Let r, λ > 0 and 1 6 p < ∞. For a function f : ΩU,m → R, we say it is
(r, λ, d)-Lp-global if for every matching S ∈ MU,6d, we have ‖DSf‖p 6 r|S|λ.

Lemma 4.7 then has the following important corollary.

Corollary 4.9. If f : ΩU,m → R is (r, λ, d)-Lp-global, then for any matching S ∈ MU,6d, the
derivative DS [f ] is (r, r|S|λ, d− |S|)-Lp-global.

Proof. For each matching T ∈ MU\N(S),6d−|S|, we know that S ∪ T ∈ MU,6d. So by the assump-

tion that f is (r, λ, d)-Lp-global, we have ‖DS∪T f‖p 6 r|S|+|T |λ. By Lemma 4.7 it follows that

‖DT [DSf ]‖p 6 r|T | · r|S|λ, as required.

Thinking of the derivative with respect to S as measuring the effect that the coordinates of S
have the the mass of the function, an intuitive way to think about the notion of derivative-based
globaness is that no small set of variables can bump the mass of f too much beyond λ (it is typical
to think of λ as Θ(‖f‖p). With this in mind, the following proposition (similar to [KLM23, Lemma
4.9]) shows that globalness in the sense of Definition 2.4 implies discrete derivative based globalness
as in Definition 4.8.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose a subset A ⊆ ΩU,m is a global set (in the sense of Definition 2.4). Let
ϕ : ΩU,m → {0, 1} be the indicator function of A. Then for every 1 6 p < ∞, the function ϕ is
(21/p, ‖ϕ‖p,m)-Lp-global.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary matching S ∈ MU,6m, and let i : ΩU,m
\S × {−1, 1}S →֒ ΩU,m be the

embedding defined in Definition 4.5. For any fixed z ∈ {−1, 1}S , by Definition 2.4, the function
ϕ(i(·, z)) : ΩU,m

\S → {0, 1} is the indicator function of a set of size at most 2|S| · |A| · |ΩU,m
\S |/|ΩU,m|.

As φ is Boolean valued we get ‖ϕ(i(·, z))‖pp 6 2|S| · ‖ϕ‖pp, and so

‖DS [ϕ]‖p =
∥∥∥∥ E
z∈{−1,1}S

[
zS · ϕ(i(·, z))

]∥∥∥∥
p

6 E
z∈{−1,1}S

‖ϕ(i(·, z))‖p 6 2|S|/p · ‖ϕ‖p .

4.3 Level-d Projection

To state and prove our level d, we first define the projection operator on the space of degree d
functions spanned by the characters {χS}S∈MU,d

.

Definition 4.11. Define CU,m,d = span {χS : S ∈ MU,d} and define the operator P=d
C : L2(ΩU,m)→

CU,m,d to be the orthogonal projection onto the subspace CU,m,d.

Using the fact that {χM : M ∈ MU,d} forms an orthonormal basis of CU,m,d (see Proposi-
tion 4.4), we have the following direct formula for projections.

Proposition 4.12. Given am integer d > 0, for each function f : ΩU,m → R we have

P=d
C [f ](y) :=

∑

S∈MU,d

〈f, χS〉 · χS(y).

Proof. Follows immediately from Proposition 4.4.
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Our next goal is to show that the projection operator (roughly) commutes with derivative
operators. We first compute the derivative of character functions.

Proposition 4.13. On the space ΩU,m, for all matchings S,M ∈ MU,6m we have

DS [χM ] =

{
Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1/2 · χM\S if S ⊆M,

0 if S 6⊆M.

Proof. We consider the following two cases respectively.

Case 1: S 6⊆ M . If M ∪ S is not a matching, then χM (i(y, z)) = 0 for all y ∈ ΩU,m
\S and

z ∈ {−1, 1}S . If M ∪ S is a matching, then

χM (i(y, z)) = Ψ(|U |,m, |M |)−1/2 · yM\S · zM∩S .

Using Definition 4.6 and M 6= M ∩ S, it follows that

DS [χM ](y) = Ψ(|U |,m, |M |)−1/2 · E
z∈{−1,1}S

[
zS · yM\S · zM∩S

]
= 0.

Case 2: S ⊆M . In this case we have

DS [χM ](y) = Ψ(|U |,m, |M |)−1/2 · E
z∈{−1,1}S

[
zS · yM\S · zM∩S

]

= Ψ(|U |,m, |M |)−1/2 · yM\S ,

= Ψ(|U |,m, |M |)−1/2 ·Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m− |S|, |M \ S|

)1/2
· χM\S(y)

= Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1/2 · χM\S(y).

In the above equation χM is the character on ΩU,m while χM\S is the character on ΩU,m
\S .

The next lemma shows that the operator P=d
C commutes with derivative operators (up to taking

into account the obvious change in degrees):

Lemma 4.14. For f : ΩU,m → R and any matching S ∈MU,6d, we have DSP
=d
C [f ] = P

=d−|S|
C DS [f ].

Proof. It follows from Propositions 4.12 and 4.13 that

DSP
=d
C [f ] = Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1/2

∑

M∈Md
M⊇S

〈f, χM 〉 · χM\S. (4.1)

Note that in the above equation χM is the character on ΩU,m while χM\S is the character on ΩU,m
\S .

For any partial matching T over U \N(S) of size d− |S|, we have

〈DS [f ], χT 〉 = Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m − |S|, |T |

)−1/2
· E
y∈ΩU,m

\S

[
E

z∈{−1,1}S
[
zS · f(i(y, z))

]
· yT

]

= Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m − |S|, |T |

)−1/2
· E
y∈ΩU,m

\S
,z∈{−1,1}S

[
f(i(y, z)) · yT zS

]

= Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m − |S|, |T |

)−1/2
·Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1 · E

ξ∈ΩU,m

[
f(ξ) · ξS∪T

]

= Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m − |S|, |T |

)−1/2
·Ψ(|U |,m, |S ∪ T |)1/2 ·Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1 · 〈f, χS∪T 〉

= Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1/2 · 〈f, χS∪T 〉.
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In the third transition above, we use the facts that ξS∪T is nonzero only if ξ lies in the image of
the embedding i : ΩU,m

\S × {−1, 1}S →֒ ΩU,m, and that this image has size Ψ(|U |,m, |S|) ·
∣∣ΩU,m

∣∣.
Comparing the above with (4.1) shows that DSP

=d
C [f ] = P

=d−|S|
C DS [f ].

4.4 The Hypercontractive Inequality

In this section we establish our global hypercontractive inequality, which is later used in Section 4.5
to obtain the desired level-d inequality with respect to the operator P=d

C from the previous section.
Our proof uses a similar result in [KLM23], except that it is in the context of product spaces.

To relate our setting and the product setting we introduce some setup. For a function f ∈ CU,m,d,
it will be useful to think of f as a formal polynomial in

(n
2

)
variables.

Definition 4.15. For f ∈ CU,m,d, we define its associated polynomial in the polynomial ring

R

[
Yuv : {u, v} ∈

(U
2

)]
to be

f̃(Y ) :=
∑

M∈MU,d

aM
∏

{u,v}∈M
Yuv,

where aM = 〈f, χM 〉 ·Ψ(|U |,m, d)−1/2. For each subset S ⊆
(U
2

)
we define the formal derivative of

f̃ with respect to S by

D̃S f̃(Y ) :=
∑

M∈MU,d

M⊇S

aM
∏

{u,v}∈M\S
Yuv.

The following proposition follows easily from Definition 4.3 and Proposition 4.13 and shows
that the generalization into formal polynomials and formal derivatives are backward compatible.

Proposition 4.16. For f ∈ CU,m,d, Definition 4.15 satisfies the following properties.

1. For y ∈ ΩU,m, we have f̃(y) = f(y).

2. For S ⊆
(U
2

)
, D̃S f̃ is nonzero only if S ∈MU,6d.

3. For S ∈ MU,6d, we have D̃S f̃ = D̃Sf as polynomials in the ring R

[
Yuv : {u, v} ∈

(
U
2

)]
.

Another observation useful for connecting the product space results with our setting is that
although the uniform distribution on ΩU,m is far from a product distribution, if it is projected onto
a few coordinates, the projection is close to a product distribution. Concretely, this observation
corresponds to the fact that the probability parameters Ψ(n,m, d) defined in Definition 4.2 grows
approximately exponentially in d when d is small, as formalized below.

Proposition 4.17. Fix integers n,m, d such that n > 10m and m > 10(d + 1). Let p =
Ψ(n,m, d)1/d.

(1) For s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d} we have ps 6 Ψ(n,m, s) 6 (2p)s.

(2) For s ∈ {d, d+ 1, . . . ,m} we have Ψ(n,m, s) 6 ps.

Proof. For i ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,m− 1}, we have

Ψ(n− 2i− 2,m− i− 1, 1)

Ψ(n− 2i,m − i, 1)
=

(
n−2i
2

)
(n−2i−2

2

) · m− i− 1

m− i
6

(
1 +

2

n− 2i− 3

)2

· m− i− 1

m− i
< 1.
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So Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1) is decreasing in i. Furthermore,

Ψ(n,m, 1)

Ψ(n− 2d,m− d, 1)
=

(n−2d
2

)
(n
2

) · m

m− d
6

m

m− d
6 2.

Therefore, for s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d} we have

Ψ(n,m, s) =
s−1∏

i=0

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1) 6 2s ·Ψ(n− 2d,m− d, 1)s

6 2s ·
(

d−1∏

i=0

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1)

)s/d

= 2s ·Ψ(n,m, d)s/d = (2p)s,

as well as

Ψ(n,m, s) =
s−1∏

i=0

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1) >

(
d∏

i=0

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1)

)s/d

= Ψ(n,m, d)s/d = ps.

For s > d we have

Ψ(n,m, s) = Ψ(n,m, d) ·
s−1∏

i=d

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1) 6 Ψ(n,m, d) ·Ψ(n− 2d,m− d, 1)s−d

6 Ψ(n,m, d) ·
(

d−1∏

i=0

Ψ(n− 2i,m− i, 1)

)(s−d)/d

= Ψ(n,m, d)s/d = ps.

We need the following result, which is a direct consequence of [KLM23, Theorem 4.1] adapted
to our setting.

Lemma 4.18. Let p ∈ (0, 1) and let z = {ze}e∈(U2) be a set of mutually independent random

variables, each following the distribution

Pr[ze = −1] = Pr[ze = 1] =
p

2
, and Pr[ze = 0] = 1− p.

Suppose q is a positive integer and ρ ∈ (0, 1
3
√
2q
). For any f ∈ CU,m,d we have

E
z

[
f̃(z)2q

]
6 ρ−2dq

∑

S∈MU,6d

β2q|S|(2q)−q|S| · p|S| · E
z

[
D̃S f̃(z)

2
]q

,

where β := ρ
√
2q
(
1 + 4(q−1)

ln(ρ−1(2q)−1/2)

)
.

Utilizing Lemma 4.18, we obtain the following analogous hypercontractive inequality for our
(non-product space) setting. In words, it says that if f is discrete derivative global, then the
q-norms of f (for possibly large q) are bounded.

Lemma 4.19 (Derivative-based hypercontractivity). Suppose |U | > 10m and m > 10(d + 1). Fix
r > 0 and integer d, q > 1. For f ∈ CU,m,d we have

‖f‖2q2q 6 2dρ−2dq ‖f‖22 · max
S∈MU,6d

(
r−|S| ‖DSf‖2

)2q−2
,

where

ρ :=
1

4
√
2
min

{
q−1/2, q−1r−

q−1
q

}
. (4.2)
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Proof. Let z = {ze}e∈(U2) be the random variables in Lemma 4.18 with the parameter p defined

by p = Ψ(|U |,m, d)1/d, and write f(y) =
∑

M∈MU,d
aMyM . We define g ∈ CU,m,d to be g(y) :=∑

M∈MU,d
|aM |yM . Expanding, we get

E
y∈ΩU,m

[
f(y)2q

]
=

∑

M1,...,M2q∈MU,d

E
y∈ΩU,m

[
2q∏

i=1

yMi

]
2q∏

i=1

ai.

For each tuple of matchings M1, . . . ,M2q ∈ MU,d, the expectation Ey∈ΩU,m

[∏2q
i=1 y

Mi

]
evaluates to

either 0 (if some edge appears an odd number of times in these matchings) or some positive value.
So replacing all ai’s on the right hand side with their absolute values does not decrease the total
value of the sum. We therefore have

E
y∈ΩU,m

[
f(y)2q

]
6

∑

M1,...,M2q∈MU,d

E
y∈ΩU,m

[
2q∏

i=1

yMi

]
2q∏

i=1

|ai|

=
∑

M1,...,M2q∈MU,d

Ψ

(
|U |,m,

∣∣∣∣∣

2q⋃

i=1

Mi

∣∣∣∣∣

)
·

2q∏

i=1

|ai| (by Definition 4.2)

6
∑

M1,...,M2q∈MU,d

p|
⋃2q

i=1 Mi| ·
2q∏

i=1

|ai| (by Proposition 4.17(2))

= E
z

[
g̃(z)2q

]
. (4.3)

Using Proposition 4.16, for S ∈MU,6d we also have

E
y∈ΩU,m

\S

[
DS [f ](y)

2
]
= E

y∈ΩU,m
\S

[
D̃S f̃(y)

2
]
= E

y∈ΩU,m
\S




 ∑

M∈MU,d,M⊇S

aMyM\S




2


=
∑

M∈MU,d,M⊇S

a2M ·Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m − |S|, d − |S|

)

= Ψ(|U |,m, d) ·Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)−1 ·
∑

M∈MU,d,M⊇S

a2M .

> pd(2p)−|S| ∑

M∈MU,d,M⊇S

a2M

= 2−|S|E
z

[
D̃S g̃(z)

2
]
, (4.4)

where the fifth transition uses Proposition 4.17(1). Plugging (4.3) and (4.4) into Lemma 4.18 yields

‖f‖2q2q 6 ρ−2dq
∑

S∈MU,6d

β2q|S|(2q)−q|S| ·p|S| ·2q|S| ‖DSf‖2q2 = ρ−2dq
∑

S∈MU,6d

β2q|S|q−q|S|·p|S| ·‖DSf‖2q2 ,

(4.5)

where β := ρ
√
2q
(
1 + 4(q−1)

ln(ρ−1(2q)−1/2)

)
and ρ is given by (4.2). Using ρ−1(2q)−1/2 > 4 we get

β 6 ρ
√
2q · 4q. Now the other upper bound ρ 6

1
4
√
2
q−1r

− q−1
q yields β2qq−qr2q−2 6 1. Plugging
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back into (4.5), we get

‖f‖2q2q 6 ρ−2dq
∑

S∈MU,6d

p|S| · ‖DSf‖22 ·
(
r−|S| ‖DSf‖2

)2q−2

6 ρ−2dq


 ∑

S∈MU,6d

p|S| · ‖DSf‖22


 · max

S∈MU,6d

(
r−|S| ‖DSf‖2q−2

2

)
. (4.6)

Now using Proposition 4.17(1) again, we have
∑

S∈MU,6d

p|S| · ‖DSf‖22 6
∑

S∈MU,6d

Ψ(|U |,m, |S|) · ‖DSf‖22

=
∑

S∈MU,6d

Ψ(|U |,m, |S|) · E
y∈ΩU,m

\S




 ∑

M∈MU,d,M⊇S

aMyM\S




2


=
∑

S∈MU,6d

Ψ(|U |,m, |S|)Ψ
(
|U \N(S)|,m− |S|, d− |S|

) ∑

M∈MU,d

M⊇S

a2M

=
∑

S∈MU,6d

Ψ(|U |,m, d)
∑

M∈MU,d

M⊇S

a2M = 2d
∑

M∈MU,d

Ψ(|U |,m, d) · a2M

= 2d E
y∈ΩU,m




 ∑

M∈MU,d

aMyM




2
 = 2d ‖f‖22 .

Plugging the above into (4.6) yields the conclusion.

4.5 The Level-d Inequality

We next run an induction argument along the lines of [KLM23, Theorem 5.2] to prove the projected
level-d inequality, formally stated below. To get some sense of the statement and the argument,
the reader should keep in mind the setting that f is {0, 1}-valued, and λ1 = ‖f‖1, λ2 = ‖f‖2,
so that λ2

2 = λ1, and in particular λ1 is much smaller than λ2. Indeed, level-d inequalities are
typically stated and used for Boolean functions. However, the argument presented here proceeds
by induction on the degree parameter d, and we appeal for the inductive hypothesis on the discrete
derivatives of f . Note that if f is Boolean, then DS [f ] need not be Boolean. However, it is easy
to note that the values of DS [f ] are integer multiples of 2−|S|, so its values are not completely
arbitrary, and in particular there is still a large gap between the 1-norm and 2-norm of DS [f ].
Thus, the parameter that replaces Booleanity in the below statement is essentially that the ratio
λ2/λ1 is large.

Theorem 4.20 (Projected level-d inequality). Suppose |U | > 10m and m > 10(d + 1). Suppose
f : ΩU,m → R is both (r, λ1, d)-L

1-global and (r, λ2, d)-L
2-global, for some d 6 log(λ2/λ1) and

r > 1. Then
∥∥∥P=d

C f
∥∥∥
2

2
6 λ2

1

(
105r2 log(λ2/λ1)

d

)d

.

Proof. The conclusion in the case d = 0 is simply Ey[f(y)]
2 6 λ2

1, which holds by the L1-globalness
assumption. We proceed by an induction on d. Towards this end, fix d > 1 and assume that the
statement holds for all d′ < d.
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Fix S 6= ∅, so that by Corollary 4.9 we know that DSf is both (r, r|S|λ1, d− |S|)-L1-global and
(r, r|S|λ2, d−|S|)-L2-global. Our first goal will be to show that P=d

C [f ] has discrete derivatives with
small norms, and towards this end we use the induction hypothesis. Since |U | − 2|S| > 10(m− |S|)
and m − |S| > 10(d − |S| + 1), we can apply the induction hypothesis on DS [f ] : Ω

U,m
\S → R.

Combining with Lemma 4.14, we get

∥∥∥DSP
=d
C [f ]

∥∥∥
2

2
=
∥∥∥P=d−|S|

C DS [f ]
∥∥∥
2

2
(4.7)

6 r2|S|λ2
1

(
105r2 log(λ2/λ1)

d− |S|

)d−|S|

= 105(d−|S|)λ2
1r

2d logd−|S|(λ2/λ1)d
−(d−|S|)

(
1 +

|S|
d− |S|

)d−|S|

6 105(d−|S|)λ2
1r

2d logd−|S|(λ2/λ1)d
−(d−|S|) · 105|S|

= λ2
1

(
105r2 log(λ2/λ1)

d

)d
( √

d

log1/2(λ2/λ1)

)2|S|

= (r′)2|S|(λ′)2, (4.8)

where we let

λ′ = λ1

(
105r2 log(λ2/λ1)

d

)d/2

and r′ =

√
d

log1/2(λ2/λ1)
.

We intend to apply Lemma 4.19, and for that we pick

q =

⌊
4 log(λ2/λ1)

d

⌋
and ρ =

1

4
√
2
min

{
q−1/2, q−1(r′)−

q−1
q

}
.

This choice of parameters ensure that ρ−2 6 103q, and thus

2dρ−2dqλ2q
1 (λ2/λ1)

2
6 λ2q

1

(
2ρ−2(λ2/λ1)

2/(dq)
)dq

6 λ2q
1 (104q)dq

6 λ2q
1

(
105r2 log(λ2/λ1)

d

)dq

= (λ′)2q. (4.9)

Since P=d
C is an orthogonal projection, we have

∥∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥∥
4q

2
=
〈
f, P=d

C f
〉2q

6

∥∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥∥
2q

2q
· ‖f‖2q2q/(2q−1)

6

∥∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥∥
2q

2q
· ‖f‖2q−2

1 · ‖f‖22

6 2dρ−2dqλ2q−2
1 λ2

2

∥∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥∥
2

2
· max
S∈MU,6d

(
(r′)−|S|

∥∥∥DSP
=d
C f

∥∥∥
2

)2q−2

6 (λ′)2q ·
∥∥∥P=d

C f
∥∥∥
2

2
max

(∥∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥∥
2q−2

2
, (λ′)2q−2

)
,

where the second and third transition are by Hölder’s inequality, the fourth transition is by Lemma 4.19,
and the last transition is by (4.9) and (4.8). It follows that

∥∥P=d
C f

∥∥
2
6 λ′, as desired.
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4.6 Proof of Lemma 3.10

We now prove Lemma 3.10, restated below.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that U has |U | > 107m where m > 10(w+1), and let A ⊆ ΩU,m be a global
set with |A| = 2−w ·

∣∣ΩU,m
∣∣. Then the function f : FU

2 → R defined by f(x) := 2|U | ·Pr[x|A]− 1 is
(w/2, 0, 2)-decaying.

Proof. By definition of the function f , we know that f̂(∅) = 0. For any non-empty subset S ⊆ U ,
we know from Definition 3.2 that

f̂(S) =
1

2|U |
∑

x∈FU
2

f(x) · (−1)
∑

i∈S xi

=
1

|A|
∑

y∈A


 1

|L(y)|
∑

x∈FU
2

1{x ∈ L(y)} · (−1)
∑

i∈S xi




=
1

|A|
∑

y∈A

(
1

{
L(y) ⊆

{
x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S
xi = 0

}}
− 1

{
L(y) ⊆

{
x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S
xi = 1

}})
.

(4.10)

The last transition holds because the function (−1)
∑

i∈S xi is constant in the events appearing in
the last expression, and else it has average 0 inside L(y).

LetM(S) be the collection of perfect matchings of the vertices in S (if |S| is odd thenM(S) =
∅). For a given labeled matching y ∈ Ω, observe that L(y) ⊆ {x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S xi = 0} if and only if
there exists some M ∈ M(S) such that

∏
{u,v}∈M yuv = 1. Similarly, L(y) ⊆ {x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S xi =
1} if and only if there exists some M ∈ M(S) such that

∏
{u,v}∈M yuv = −1. Furthermore, for a

given y ∈ Ω there can be at most one such M ∈ M(S) such that
∏

{u,v}∈M yuv 6= 0. We thus have

1

{
L(y) ⊆

{
x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S
xi = 0

}}
− 1

{
L(y) ⊆

{
x ∈ F

U
2 :
∑

i∈S
xi = 1

}}

=
∑

M∈M(S)

∏

{u,v}∈M
yuv =

{
0 if |S| is odd,
Ψ(|U |,m, |S|/2)1/2 ·∑M∈M(S) χM (y) if |S| is even. (4.11)

The second transition above is by the definition of the characters.
Plugging into (4.10), we see that f̂(S) = 0 for all S ⊆ [n] of odd size, as required for f to be

(w, 0, 2)-decaying. In the following, we only focuse on sets of even size and Fourier weights on even
levels.

Let ϕ : ΩU,m → {0, 1} be the indicator function of A. When |S| = 2d for some d > 1, again by
plugging (4.11) into (4.10) we get

f̂(S) =
1

|A|Ψ(|U |,m, d)1/2 ·
∑

y∈A

∑

M∈M(S)

χM (y) =

∣∣ΩU,m
∣∣

|A| ·Ψ(|U |,m, d)1/2 ·
∑

M∈M(S)

〈ϕ,χM 〉 .

Note that since |S| = 2d, the collectionM(S) has size (2d− 1)!!, the number of perfect matchings
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in a complete graph of 2d vertices. We then apply Cauchy-Schwarz to the above equation and get

f̂(S)2 6

∣∣ΩU,m
∣∣2

|A|2 ·Ψ(|U |,m, d) · |M(S)| ·
∑

M∈M(S)

〈ϕ,χM 〉2

=
1

‖ϕ‖21

(
d−1∏

i=0

m− i(|U |−2i
2

)
)
· (2d − 1)!! ·

∑

M∈M(S)

〈ϕ,χM 〉2

=
1

‖ϕ‖21

(
m

d

)(|U |
2d

)−1

·
∑

M∈M(S)

〈ϕ,χM 〉2.

For every matching M ∈ MU,d, there exists exactly one set S ⊆ [n] of size 2d such that M ∈ M(S).
Therefore we deduce that

∥∥∥f=2d
∥∥∥
2

2
=
∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=2d

f̂(S)2 6
1

‖ϕ‖21

(
m

d

)(|U |
2d

)−1

·
∑

M∈MU,d

〈ϕ,χM 〉2

=
1

‖ϕ‖21

(
m

d

)(|U |
2d

)−1

·
∥∥∥P=d

C ϕ
∥∥∥
2

2
. (4.12)

Since A is a global set in ΩU,m of size 2−w ·
∣∣ΩU,m

∣∣, we know from Proposition 4.10 that its indicator

function ϕ is both (2, 2−w, d)-L1-global and (2, 2−w/2, d)-L2-global. If d 6 w/2, we can apply
Theorem 4.20 to the right hand side of (4.12) and get

∥∥∥f=2d
∥∥∥
2

2
6

(
m

d

)(|U |
2d

)−1

·
(
105 · 4 · (w/2)

d

)d

6

(
3m

d

)d( 2d

|U |

)2d(2 · 105w
d

)d

6

(
w/2

2|U |

)d

,

since m 6 10−7|U |. If d > w/2, we note that
∥∥P=d

C ϕ
∥∥2
2
6 ‖ϕ‖22. Then from (4.12) we have

∥∥∥f=2d
∥∥∥
2

2
6
‖ϕ‖22
‖ϕ‖21

·
(
m

d

)(|U |
2d

)−1

6 2w
(
3m

d

)d( 2d

|U |

)2d

6 2w ·
(

d

8|U |

)d

,

since m 6 10−7|U |. Combining the above two equations, we conclude for any d > 1 that
∥∥f=2d

∥∥2
2
6

2−dF (|U |, d, w/2), and we thus conclude the proof.
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Canada, May 21-24, 2002, page 25. IEEE Computer Society, 2002.

[KK19] Michael Kapralov and Dmitry Krachun. An optimal space lower bound for approximat-
ing max-cut. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory
of Computing, STOC 2019, page 277–288, New York, NY, USA, 2019. Association for
Computing Machinery.

[KKMO07] Subhash Khot, Guy Kindler, Elchanan Mossel, and Ryan O’Donnell. Optimal in-
approximability results for max-cut and other 2-variable CSPs? SIAM J. Comput.,
37(1):319–357, April 2007.

[KKS15] Michael Kapralov, Sanjeev Khanna, and Madhu Sudan. Streaming lower bounds for
approximating max-cut. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth Annual ACM-SIAM Sym-
posium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA ’15, page 1263–1282, USA, 2015. Society for
Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

[KLLM23] Peter Keevash, Noam Lifshitz, Eoin Long, and Dor Minzer. Forbidden intersections
for codes. Journal of the London Mathematical Society, 108(5):2037–2083, 2023.

[KLLM24] Peter Keevash, Noam Lifshitz, Eoin Long, and Dor Minzer. Hypercontractivity for
global functions and sharp thresholds. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 37(1):245–279, 2024.

[KLM23] Nathan Keller, Noam Lifshitz, and Omri Marcus. Sharp hypercontractivity for global
functions, 2023.

[KLM24] Peter Keevash, Noam Lifshitz, and Dor Minzer. On the largest product-free subsets of
the alternating groups. Inventiones mathematicae, 237(3):1329–1375, 2024.

[KM22] Tali Kaufman and Dor Minzer. Improved optimal testing results from global hyper-
contractivity. In FOCS 2022, pages 98–109, 2022.

[KMS17] Subhash Khot, Dor Minzer, and Muli Safra. On independent sets, 2-to-2 games, and
Grassmann graphs. In STOC 2017, pages 576–589, 2017.

[KMS23] Subhash Khot, Dor Minzer, and Muli Safra. Pseudorandom sets in grassmann graph
have near-perfect expansion. Annals of Mathematics, 198(1):1–92, 2023.

[LM19] Noam Lifshitz and Dor Minzer. Noise sensitivity on the p-biased hypercube. In FOCS
2019, pages 1205–1226, 2019.

[LM23] Noam Lifshitz and Avichai Marmor. Bounds for characters of the symmetric group: A
hypercontractive approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.08694, 2023.

41



[MZ23] Dor Minzer and Kai Zhe Zheng. Optimal testing of generalized Reed-Muller codes in
fewer queries. In FOCS 2023, pages 206–233. IEEE, 2023.

[MZ24] Dor Minzer and Kai Zhe Zheng. Near optimal alphabet-soundness tradeoff PCPs. In
STOC 2024, pages 15–23. ACM, 2024.

[O’D14] Ryan O’Donnell. Analysis of boolean functions. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[RM97] R. Raz and P. McKenzie. Separation of the monotone NC hierarchy. In Proceedings
38th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 234–243, 1997.

[SSSV23a] Raghuvansh R Saxena, Noah Singer, Madhu Sudan, and Santhoshini Velusamy.
Streaming complexity of CSPs with randomly ordered constraints. In Proceedings
of the 2023 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages
4083–4103. SIAM, 2023.

[SSSV23b] Raghuvansh R Saxena, Noah G Singer, Madhu Sudan, and Santhoshini Velusamy.
Improved streaming algorithms for maximum directed cut via smoothed snapshots. In
2023 IEEE 64th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS),
pages 855–870. IEEE, 2023.

[SSSV25] Raghuvansh R Saxena, Noah G Singer, Madhu Sudan, and Santhoshini Velusamy.
Streaming algorithms via local algorithms for maximum directed cut. In Proceedings
of the 2025 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages
3392–3408. SIAM, 2025.

[Sud22] Madhu Sudan. Streaming and sketching complexity of csps: A survey. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2205.02744, 2022.

[YZ24] Guangxu Yang and Jiapeng Zhang. Communication lower bounds for collision problems
via density increment arguments. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium
on Theory of Computing, STOC 2024, page 630–639, New York, NY, USA, 2024.
Association for Computing Machinery.

A Theorem 1.7 Implies Theorem 1.1

The proof that Theorem 1.7 implies Theorem 1.1 follows a standard reduction from communication
protocols to streaming algorithms. Such arguments appear in [KKS15, KK19] in the context of
one-pass streaming algorithms, and below we give a straightforward extension to the multi-pass
setting for the sake of completeness.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose we have a s-space streaming algorithm A that, given k passes over
a data stream of edges of a graph G, outputs a

(
1
2 + ε

)
-approximation to the value of the maximum

cut of G with probability at least 0.99. We show that we can construct a communication protocol
Π that solves DIHP(n, α,K), where K = 512/(αε2), with advantage adv(Π) > 0.1 using k · s ·K
bits of communication, and then applying Theorem 1.7 gives the lower bound on s.

Let α = 10−7,K = 512/(αε2). Given an instance (y(1), y(2), . . . , y(K)) of DIHP(n, α,K), we
construct a data stream of edges as follows: for each i = 1, . . . ,K, player i constructs a part of
the data stream σ(i) using y(i). The part σ(i) consists of all edges {u, v} ∈ supp(y(i)) such that

y
(i)
uv = 1. The final data stream σ is the concatenation of the K parts constructed above, namely

42



σ := σ(1) ◦ σ(2) ◦ · · · ◦ σ(K). We use G to denote the graph that contains the edges in σ. We
use DN

graph and DY
graph to denote the distribution of G when (y(1), y(2), . . . , y(K)) follows Dno and

Dyes respectively. Note that DN
graph and DY

graph may be multigraphs with repeated edges here. The

expected number of repeated edges is O( 1
ε2
), and edge multiplicities are bounded by 2 with high

probability. We use the following result from [KK19], stating that DN
graph and DY

graph have very
different max-cut values.

Lemma A.1 (Lemma 2.4, [KK19]). For every α, ε ∈ (n−1/10, 1), α < 1/4, K = 512
αε2 , and large

enough n, there exists k0 = k0(n, α,K) such that G ∼ DN
graph has Max-Cut value at most k0/(2− ε)

and G ∼ DY
graph has Max-Cut value at least k0 both with probability at least 1− 1√

n
.

With this lemma, we can then transform A into a communication protocol Π for DIHP(n, α,K)
as follows: the first player locally simulates A on σ(1), and sends the memory state to player 2 after
processing all data in σ(1); the second player continues the simulation of A on σ(2), and sends the
memory state to player 3 after the simulation; the process continues until the player K after the
simulation of the first pass of A on σ, it then sends the memory state back to player 1 again and
player 1 continues the simulation of the second pass of A. After k passes of simulation of A, the
protocol Π outputs “yes ”if the output of A is bigger than k0/(2− ε) and outputs “no” otherwise.

It is easy to check that the protocol Π only costs k · s ·K bits of communication.
For correctness, by Lemma A.1 and our assumptions of A, we know that in the yes case, Π

outputs “yes” with probability at least 0.99 − 1√
n
since (12 + ε) > 1

2−ε ; in the no case, Π outputs

“yes” with probability at most 0.01 + 1√
n
. As a result, the advantage of Π is lower bounded by 0.1

when n is large enough.
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