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STRONG CONTRACTION AND INFLUENCES IN TAIL SPACES
STEVEN HEILMAN, ELCHANAN MOSSEL, AND KRZYSZTOF OLESZKIEWICZ

ABSTRACT. We study contraction under a Markov semi-group and influence bounds for
functions in Lo tail spaces, i.e. functions all of whose low level Fourier coefficients vanish.
It is natural to expect that certain analytic inequalities are stronger for such functions than
for general functions in L. In the positive direction we prove an L,, Poincaré inequality and
moment decay estimates for mean 0 functions and for all 1 < p < oo, proving the degree one
case of a conjecture of Mendel and Naor as well as the general degree case of the conjecture
when restricted to Boolean functions In the negative direction, we answer negatively two
questions of Hatami and Kalai concerning extensions of the Kahn-Kalai-Linial and Harper
Theorems to tail spaces. That is, we construct a function f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1} whose
Fourier coefficients vanish up to level clogn, with all influences bounded by C'logn/n for
some constants 0 < ¢,C < oco. We also construct a function f: {—1,1}" — {0,1} with
nonzero mean whose remaining Fourier coefficients vanish up to level ¢’ logn, with the sum
of the influences bounded by C'(Ef)log(1/Ef) for some constants 0 < ¢/, " < 0.

1. INTRODUCTION

Consider the uniform measure on {—1,1}". Any f: {—1,1}" — X can be written as

~

=2 scq. ny [(S)Ws, where for all z = (z1,...,2,) € {-1,1}", Ws(x) := [[;c5 2 and

~

f(8) =273 i1y J(@)Ws(z). For any ¢ > 0, define Bf == 3 gy e ISl F(S)Ws,

and define Lf := ng{l,...,n} IS| f(S)Ws.
Our interest in this paper is in tail spaces. For the case of the uniform measure on {—1,1}",

~

we are interested in the linear subspace of all functions satisfying f(S) = 0 for all S with
|S| < k. Our interest in understanding such functions follows recent conjectures by Mendel
and Naor and by Hatami and Kalai.

1.1. Heat Smoothing. In their study of a general notion of expander (with respect to all
uniformly convex spaces), Mendel and Naor made the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1 (Heat Smoothing). [14, Remark 5.5] Let 1 < p < oco. Let f: {—-1,1}" - R
with EfWs =0 for all S C{1,...,n} with |S| < k. Then

vt >0, [|Pfllp < e P, (1)
In our main result we prove a special case of their conjecture for k£ = 1:
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Theorem 1.1 (Heat Smoothing). For every p € (1,00) and every f : {—1,1}" — R with
Ef =0, for every t > 0,

(2p — 2)t
L O e LI

This proof of the theorem covers all Markov operators satisfying Poincaré inequality. We
also show that if we restrict to {—1, 0, 1}-valued functions, then (1) always holds.

Theorem 1.2 (Conjecture [ for {—1,0,1}-valued functions). Let 1 < p < oo and let
f{-11}" = {=1,0,1} with EfWs = 0 for all S C {1,...,n} with |S| < k. Then
for allt >0,
— min( 2=t L
|Bfll, < e £ e

The constant in Theorem for k = 1, which comes from an application of Holder’s
inequality, is strictly worse than that of Theorem [LI]for C' = 1. Again the proof of Theorem
extends to cover P; being any symmetric Markov semigroup as long as f: Q2 — {—1,0,1}
satisfies || P f|l, < e ™ || f]],.

Our results in Theorem [Tl and Theorem should be compared to the following result
of Mendel-Naor below, which they attributed to P. A. Meyer [15].

Theorem 1.3. [I4, Lemma 5.4] Let 2 < p < co. Then there ezists c(p) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let f: {—1,1}" — R with EfWg =0 for all |S| < k. Then

VE>0, |Pf], < e FmntRem@ g .
ILfllp, > C(p)\/EHfIIp-

The second inequality can be considered a “higher-order” Poincaré inequality, and it fol-
lows from the first by writing f = [~ e "L fdt and then applying the L,({—1,1}") triangle
inequality.

One should also compare our results to the following result of Hino (in a much more
general setup) that is also briefly mentioned at the end of the proof of Theorem 1 in [15].

Theorem 1.4. [0, Theorem 3.6(ii)b] Let 1 < p < oo. Then there ezists co > M(n),d(n) >0
such that, for any f: {—1,1}" = R with Ef =0, for anyt > 0,

1Pfl, < M(n)e ™" || £]],

The dependence of the constants M(n) and §(n) on the dimension makes this inequal-
ity weaker than the previous two in settings where dimension independent inequalities are
desired.

1.2. Poincaré Inequalities. This heat smoothing estimate in Theorem [[.1]is equivalent to
the following Poincaré inequality.

Theorem 1.5 (Poincaré Inequality). Under the above assumptions for every p € (1,00) and

every f: {=1,1}" — R with Ef = 0 there is
_ 2p — 2

E|fP 'sign(f)Lf > —*% =

77 sim(LS > e

The usual Poincaré inequality corresponds to the case p = 2 of Theorem Theorem

should be contrasted with Beckner’s Poincaré inequality.
2
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Theorem 1.6. [1] Let f: {—1,1}" - R. For all1 <p <2,
(2= p)EfLf > E[f[" = (E|f]")*".

Specifically, Beckner notes that, for ¢t > 0 with e ™ = p —1, (2 — p)EfLf > IE\f|2 —
E|P,f |2 by Fourier analysis. He then adds the hypercontractive inequality [3], 16, 4] to this
inequality to prove Theorem [[L6l However, Theorem [[.I7] does not seem to follow from
hypercontractivity so we need to apply different methods.

1.3. The KKL, Talagrand and Harper theorems in Tail Spaces. The KKL Theorem
and its strengthening by Talagrand are two of the most fundamental theorems in the theory of
Boolean functions. Harper’s theorem is an edge-isoperimetric inequality on the hypercube.
Recent questions by Hatami and Kalai asked if the KKL and Harper theorems could be
improved for functions in tail spaces. It is natural to ask the same question for Talagrand’s
theorem.

We recall some standard definitions.

Definition 1.7 (Influences). Let f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1} and let ¢ € {1,...,n}. Define the
i'th influence I;(f) € R of a function f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1} by

Iz(f) = P[f([lfl, s L1 Ly it 1y -+ -y le'n) 7& f(l’l, e L1, Y L1y - - ,l’n)],
where x;,y are i.i.d. uniform random variables on {—1,1} for all i = 1,... n.

Since the range of a Boolean function is restricted to {—1, 1}, its Fourier coefficients should
satisfy some constraints that general real-valued functions with || f||, = 1 do not satisfy.
For instance, the influences of a Boolean function could be slightly larger than expected.
For example, the non-Boolean function f = (n(n — 1)/2)~/2 > oSCiL. my: |5|=2 Wi satisfies
| fll, = 1, where ;f = 2/n for all i = 1,...,n. At the opposite extreme, the Boolean
examples in mind,’”%;ve may be led to believe that Boolean functions have larger influences
than arbitrary functions with || f|l, = 1. Indeed, Ben-Or and Linial proved the following
Proposition, and they conjectured that their bound on influences was the best possible.

Proposition 1.8. [2 Theorem 3] There exists a universal constant ¢/ > 0 and there exists
a Boolean function f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1} with Ef = 0 such max;—;__,, I;(f) < (logn)/n.

Kahn, Kalai and Linial then showed that the influence bound in Proposition is in fact
the best possible, thereby proving the conjecture of Ben-Or and Linial.

Theorem 1.9 (KKL). [8, Theorem 3.1] There ezists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that,
for any f: {—=1,1}" = {—1,1}, max;—1,_, L;i(f) > ¢«(E(f —Ef)?)(logn)/n.

If a function f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1} not only has mean zero, but it also has many Fourier
coefficients which are zero, it similarly seems that even more special structure should exist
within the Fourier coefficients of f. That is, perhaps this function should have a larger influ-
ence than a mean zero function. Hatami and Kalai therefore asked the following question,
which would improve upon Theorem

Question 1.10. Suppose k = k(n) — 0o as n — oo. Does there exist w(k) > 0 such that
w(k) — oo as k — oo, such that the following statement holds? Let f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1}
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Hatami speculated that a positive answer to the question above may help in proving the
Entropy Influence Conjecture. Here we prove that the answer to the question is negative by
showing that

Theorem 1.11 (Question for k = logn). There exists 0 < C,c < oo such that,
for infinitely many n € N, there exists f: {—1,1}" — {—=1,1} with EfWs = 0 for all
S C{1,...,n} with |S| < clogn such that max,—y__, I;f < C(logn)/n.

.....

In other words, there is a phase transition for the maximum influence of Boolean functions
with vanishing Fourier coefficients. This phase transition occurs when we require the first
k(n) Fourier coefficients to vanish where k(n)/logn is either bounded or unbounded, as
n — 0o. We note that the functions constructed in Theorem [LL.TT] do not provide a counter
example to the Entropy Influence conjecture as their entropy is of the same order as for the
standard Tribes function.

We also note that if & = g(n)logn, where g(n) — oo then it is trivial to improve the KKL

estimate since
Snf= Y SIS
i=1

SC{1,...,n}

which implies max;—y__, I;f > g(n)(logn)/n.
With a similar motivation to Question [L10] Kalai also asked whether or not the following
isoperimetric inequality could be improved.

Theorem 1.12 (Harper’s Inequality). [I7, Theorem 2.39],[5] For any f: {—1,1}" — {0,1},
Sor o Lf > (2/1og2)(Ef)log(1/Ef).

To see the isoperimetric content of Theorem [[.I2] we consider the hypercube {—1,1}" as
the vertices of a graph, where an edge connects (z1,...,2,), (y1,...,ys) € {—1,1}" if and
only if Y% | |z; — y;| = 1. Then the quantity (1/n)> ", I,f is equal to the fraction of edges
of {—1,1}" between the sets {z € {—1,1}": f(z) =0} and {x € {—-1,1}": f(z) = 1}. And
the quantity (Ef)log(1/Ef) measures the volume of the set {z € {—1,1}": f(z) = 1}.

If f(xy,...,2,) == (21 + 1)/2, then equality nearly holds in Theorem Note that, in
this case, f has Fourier coefficients only of degrees zero and one. It therefore seems sensible
that, if f has only Fourier coefficients of higher order, then f will oscillate, so the perimeter
of its level sets should be much larger than the volume of its level sets. Kalai therefore
asked if the constant 2 in Theorem would become large when a large number of Fourier
coefficients of the function are zero.

Question 1.13. Suppose k = k(n) — oo as n — oo. Does there exist w(k) > 0 such
that w(k) — oo as k — oo, such that the following statement holds? Let f: {—1,1}" —
{0,1} with EfWg = 0 for all S C {1,...,n} with 1 < |S| < k. Then ) . Lf >
w(k)(Ef)log(1/Ef).

A simplification of the function from Theorem [[L.TTlshows that Question LT3 has a negative

answer.

Theorem 1.14 (Negative Answer to Question [[LI3). There exists 0 < C,c < oo such
that, for infinitely many n € N, there exists f: {—1,1}" — {0,1} with EfWg = 0 for all
S C{l,...,n} with 1 <|S| < clogn such that > | I,f < C(Ef)log(1/Ef).
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A less trivial argument allows to extend Talagrand’s theorem to tail spaces.

Theorem 1.15 (Talagrand Inequality for Tail Space). Let k > 1. Let f: {-1,1}" — R
with EfWs = 0 for all S C {1,...,n} with |S| < k. Fori = 1,...,n, define D;f(z) :=
[f(zy, .. xn) — f(2y, .o mimy, =X, Tigay - .-, )] /2. Then
E(D;f)?
[Di fll2/1Ds fll1)
(3)
Note that the usual form of Talagrand’s inequality is obtained by setting & = 0 and
substituting f — Ef in place of f on the left side of (B (which is redundant for k£ > 1).
We note that while in principle, Theorem may indicate that the answer to Question
is positive, since the usual Talagrand Inequality implies the Kahn-Kalai Linial Theorem

L9 However, the improvement of Theorem [[.I5] over Theorem only occurs for k of the
form k = g(n)logn where g(n) — oo as n — oo.

3 n n
Bf* < 3 S E(D)? mas(L, Jos(1Dufll/ 1 D:f luse-)) < 83 o
i=1 i=1

1.4. General Setting. Theorem [[.]] and Theorem are proven in the following general
setup. Let (2,22 1) be a finite probability space and let (P);>o be a symmetric Markov

semigroup on L?(€, u), with generator L = —%Pt L By E we will denote the expectation
t

with respect to the invariant measure p and || f||, will stand for (E|f[?)"/?. Let us assume
additionally that L satisfies the Poincaré inequality with a positive constant C, i.e.

Ef? - (Ef)? < C-EfLf, (4)

for every f : Q — R, or equivalently, E(P,f)? < e 2/¢ . Ef? for every t > 0 and every
mean-zero f. Theorem [[LT]is a special case of the following theorem:

Theorem 1.16 (Heat Smoothing). Under the above assumptions for every p € (1,00) and
every f:Q — R with Ef =0, for every t > 0,

IR, < oxp (— (2p — 2t ) Nl

(P> —2p+2)C
For Q =R, p =4 and du = e‘xz/zdx/\/ 27, Theorem [[.I7 was proven by P. Cattiaux, as
noted in [14].

Theorem is a special case of the following result.

Theorem 1.17 (Poincaré Inequality). Under the above assumptions for every p € (1,00)
and every f: Q) — R with Ef =0 there is
_ 2p — 2
E|f[* ' sign(f)Lf > CEfP.
7 sign()Lf > et B
After the proof of Theorem we briefly discuss how Theorem and Theorem [LT7
can be extended to infinite spaces.

1.5. Organization. We prove Theorem [LL16 in Section [2 Theorem [LLIT is then derived
as a Corollary in Section Bl where Theorem is also shown. Theorem [[L15] is proven in

Section M| and Theorem [[LT1]is proven in Section
5



2. POINCARE INEQUALITIES

In this section we prove Theorem and Theorem [[LIT

Let x € R. In what follows, we use the standard notation z, := max(z,0) and z_ :=
max(—x,0), so that * = z; — z_ and |z|” = 2% + 2" for any € R and p > 0. Also, for
s > 0 we will denote by ¢, the function ¢,(x) := sign(z) - ||, so that ¢ (z) = x5 — 2% for
every x € R.

Lemma 2.1. Let p > 1, and let X be a real random variable with E| X" < oo and EX = 0.
For every p € (1,00) \ {2},

2p2

(XY + (BXT)? 4 (BX®) 755 (BXP?) 7% 4 (EXP?) 7752 (BXY?) 72 <E|XP. (5)

Proof. Since EX = 0,
EX, =EX_ = (1/2)E|X]. (6)
Assume p > 2. Note that Jensen’s inequality implies that

p2—2p

EXY? —EX° X7 < (EX?)52 . (EX, )5
Also, by Holder’s inequality,
() _ p/2\2/p p=2
E|X|/2=EX; =EX 1x. < (EX{)?-P(X >0) 7 . (8)

Applying (@) to X and (—X) separately, exponentiating both sides to the power (2p —
2)/(p — 2), and then adding the results,

: B ®x2)5 (B [X]/2)5E. (T)

EX7) 3 1 (BX7)FF 2 o7 (B X)) (EXD +EX?) = 2 F3(E X)) PIE|XP . (9)

Applying ) to X and (—X ) separately, exponentiating both sides to the power —p/(p —2),
and then adding the results,

@
(EXP?)72 4 (BEXP/?)75%2 < 2572 [P(X > 0) + P(X < 0))(E |X]) 752 < 2072 (B|X|)77"2.
(10)
Finally, multiplying (@) and (I0) gives (@), if p > 2.
Assume 1 < p < 2. Then (@), (I0) and (B]) also hold. To see this, we use the following two
consequences of Holder’s inequality.

18

EX?? = EX?/ 1{X>0} < (EX, )2 . P(X > 0)2" (IE|X| /2)”/2-IP>(X >0)2". (11

Elx|/2 R EX, = EX? X2 < EXY) T (EXD) S (12)
Applying () to X and (—X) separately, exponentiating both sides by the power 2/(2—p),
and then adding the results, we obtain (I0),

(]m P P P P
(EXI)77 + (BXT?)75 <2775 (BIX))7 - [P(X > 0) + P(X < 0)] < 2775 (E|X|)77.

Applying (I2) to X and (—X) separately, exponentiating both sides to the power —p/(2—
p), and then adding the results, we obtain (),

- M p D p D
5 < 225 (B|X]) 7 (EXY + EXP) = 275 (B |X|) 7#E | X|.
O

(EXP/%) 35 4 (EXP/?) %



Lemma 2.2. Let p € (1,00) \ {2}. For any a,b >0,

s e (@B aTE b 4 b qr?).

b < -
(a—=b) 22 —4dp+4

Proof. Without loss of generality, a > b. Define s := p/(p—2). Since |s| > 1, for every x > 0
we have

2j+1 2]+1 2+l

s
o et > Gl —|x_2;\\2j+1 HZ sl — ). (13)
Set z := (1/2)log(a/b) and square the inequality (I3)) to get
a*b™* + 0%+ 2> s*(ab™! +ba! —2). (14)
Multiplying both sides of (I4]) by ab, then adding (a — b)? to both sides,
@ B 4 a0 0 > (14 62 (a — b2, (15)
And (I5) completes the Lemma. U

Lemma 2.3. Let p > 1 and let X be a real random variable such that E|X" < oo and
EX =0. Then

2
EX?? _EX" < (1—-— P ). E|xP. 16

Proof. If p = 2, then both sides are zero. If X = 0 then both sides are zero. So, we may
assume p € (1,00) \ {2} and X is nonzero on a set of positive measure. In this case, set

a:= EXi/Q, b:=EX"? and apply Lemma [Z2 and then (F). O
Lemma 2.4 (Stroock-Varopoulos). [18, 20] Let a,b € R, p > 1. Then
Alp—1)

(Pp-1(a) = ¢p-1(b))(a = b) > (6p/2(a) — dp/2(D))*. (17)

Proof. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

b 2 b b
o sign(a) — o sign(®)? = [ ar) < [er-tare o
p a a a

— L1(|@|p_1 sign(a) — |b|" " sign(b))(a — b).

p —
0
Proof of Theorem[1.17 Recall that for any g, h: Q2 — R we have
1
EgLh = 5 Y (“ElpyLig) - (9(x) — g(y) (h(z) — h(y)), (18)
z,yef
and that for x # y there is
d
— Bl Llyy = p({y}) - 5 (PL)(y)| 20 (19)

t=0"*
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Therefore,

NIDATD 4(p — 1)

@ Al
Egy1(f)LS 20 D) Lnls) 2 4p—1)

Cp?
_4p-1) p p/2 pin2) @@ 4(p — 1) p? )
- op? <E|f| - (BT -Ef )) = o <2(p2—2p+2))E‘f| '

O

(Edppa(f)* = (Bdpp2(/)))

3. HEAT SMOOTHING
We now show that Theorem [L.T7 implies Theorem [[L.TG

Proof of Theorem[L. 16 Note that Ef = 0 implies EP,f = 0 for all ¢ > 0. So, by Theorem
17

it (o0 () AT

_ (2p — 2)pt (2p —2)p b
= exp ((p2 —2p—|-2)C') ((p2 2+ 2)C E|PfIP—p E¢p—l(Ptf)LRtf) <0.

U

Remark 3.1. One easily extends Theorem [[.T7 from real-valued functions to f taking values
in a Euclidean space, with the same constant. In particular, we get the same statement for
complex-valued functions. Indeed, it suffices to apply Theorem [ TG to f,(z) := (f(x),v) and
average over v’s from the unit sphere. Note that |(w, v)|? averaged over the unit sphere (with
respect to the uniform measure) is proportional to ||w||?, and the proportionality constant
will cancel out.

5 pp’

p —
Let k(p) = inf,~1 % Note that £(p) = k(p') since -E5 = P2 A simple analysis

of the proof shows that we may strengthen the assertion of Theorem [L.17 to
(4p — 4)t
Bifl, < _ L
25l < e (-~ ) g,
We have established (in the proof of Lemma [2.2) the estimate r(p) > [-%;]. One can do
better, however. For example, there is k(4) = k(4/3) = 2¢/2 and k(6) = x(6/5) = 2, so that
for every mean-zero f we have

_ 2t _ 2t
1P flla < e3¢ | fls, | Pifllays < e 30 1 fllas3,

_ At _ 4t
1P flls < el flls, 1S Nloss < e[ flless-
Also, one can easily strengthen the lower bound to k(p) > @/fﬂp —2. Indeed, for s = )

2 _dp+d-

we have |s| > 1, so that ul*l/? — u=151/2 > |s|(u!/? — u~='/?) for every u > 1. Squaring this
inequality, we get u® +u =% > 2 + s?(u +u~! — 2), so that

huT 2ttt -2 24 4p— 4
n(p) = inf ST s g 2 ST 22 ey [P Adp—d

u>1 y —u~l T u>l u—u~t p?—4p+4
8



which, for p > 1 and mean-zero functions f, yields

— Z+5 )t/C
[P fllp < e ( )N Fllp

Remark 3.2. In what follows, L is the generator of the standard one-dimensional Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck semigroup and + is the standard A(0, 1) Gaussian measure.

For ¢ > 0, let g. : R — R be an increasing 2-Lipschitz function, smooth on R \ {0} and
such that g.(z) = « for |x| > ¢ and g. = ¢35,/ on some neighbourhood of zero. Furthermore,
let f. = ¢2/p 0 g.. Then f. is a smooth function and it belongs to the domain of L. We have

E |ffP=Eg:> / 22 dy(r) =5 1
R\[—¢,¢]

and
2 2

b SN A o f.)f! =
ip—1) By gp1(fo)Lfe = p—1) /R(%—l fo) fidy

/R ((%/2 © fe)/>2 dy = /R(ggfdv < AR\ [~¢,¢]) + 4y([—¢,¢]) €—>_0; 1.

Remark 3.3. The proof of Theorem [.T6 used the finiteness of the space {2 in a nonessential
way. Infinite spaces require a bit more care, so we have chosen the above presentation. The
only place where finiteness was used was in ([I8). A suitable replacement for this inequality
appears e.g. in [I0, Eq. (2.7)], where it is shown that for all ¢ > 0, there exist functions
pe: Q x Q — [0, 00] such that, for any regular enough functions f,g: Q@ — R, we have

t—0+ 2t

EfLg= lim ~ / / (F(@) = F)(9(x) — g(u))pelrsy)dpa() duly). (20)

A natural approach is to consider a dense linear subspace of functions { P,h;t > 0, ||h]|s <
oo} € Dom(L) and use ([20) to deduce from the Stroock-Varopoulos inequality that for such
functions there is ¢, »(f) € Dom(LY/?).

To conclude the section, we prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem [1.2. Recall that

Vi<g<oo, [Eflq=<Ifll,- (21)
Also, it EfWg =0 for all S C {1,...,n} with |S| < k, then for all ¢t > 0,
IPiflla < e ™I fl,- (22)

Let f: {-1,1}" — {—1,0,1}. For such f we have that E[|f|?] = E[|f]] for all p and
| Pif]loe <1 forall ¢ > 0. Now, if p > 2, then

E|Pf|? <E[Rf[* < e ™ Ef* = e **E| f|”.
If 1 < p < 2, then from Hélder’s inequality,
E|PfP < (E|Pf])* P(E|P.fI*)P

CDHAE2)
< (E|f|)>PeR2eDE|fP)P = e 2 VE | £



4. TALAGRAND’S INEQUALITY FOR TAIL SPACE

Proof of Theorem[L.13 The argument follows the one in [I1]. Let f: {—1,1}" — R with
EfWs =0 for all S C {1,...,n} with |S| < k. Hence ||Pfl]2 < e | f]l2 and thus

(1= DB < Ef? — B(Ppf)? = — /1/]c Lpp)2dt =2 /W EPfLPfdt  (23)
B o dt 0

1/k n n 1/k n 1/k
:2/ ZE (D;P,f) dt:QZ/ E(PtDif)2dt§22/ 1D f3 oz dt,
0 i=1 70 i=1 70

where the last mequahty is the usual hypercontractive bound [3} [16) [4].
By Holder’s inequality, for 0 < ¢ < p < 2 we have

—p)q 2(p—q)

2-p p=q
Elgl” = Elg| =" |g| 4 < (Elg|)>7 (Eg®)* . (24)
Applying this estimate to g = D;f, ¢ =1+ e 2/* and p =1 + e~ with t € (0,1/k),

2tanht k
1Dl se-2e < NDif113 (1 Dif s ez /N Dif 1) =207 < \[Dif |15 (1Dif llige-2r /1 Difl]2)*

tanh t

since t +— is decreasing on (0, 00). Therefore

1/k 1/k
A H&MinHHWJ%A (IDsfll e s/ | Dif )™ dt

) Do/ 1D o ( | )
”ZN%Mngmywwm%wa— 1Dl min \ L e B o T ey )

where we have used the fact that 72— = 42— . 11;;”;1 < 1 for a > 1. Together with (23)
this ends the proof of the first 1nequahty of Theorem

Applying @4) to g = Dif, ¢ =1, and p = 1 +e¢ 2/’“, we get || Dif |2/ Dif l1e-2n =
(1 Dsfll2/ 1 Dif]]0) =™ ™ " Since ktanh(1/k) > tanh(1), the second inequality of Theorem
easily follows. O

5. THE CobpING TRIBES FUNCTION

Recall that in Proposition Ben-Or and Linial constructed a Boolean function which
is balanced and all of whose influences are O(logn/n). The results of KKL in Theorem
imply that it is impossible for the maximal influence of a balanced Boolean function to be of
lower order. In Question [L.I0 Hatami and Kalai asked if the KKL result can be strengthen is
the function f satisfies additionally that E[fWg]| = 0 for all S with |S| < k where k(n) — oo
as n — Q.

The KKL result in fact implies that balanced Boolean function have influence sum which
is Q(logn). We first note, that by taking the Ben-Or and tribe function f and letting
g(x1, . Ty Y1, - yk) = f(2)y1 ... yg, We obtain a function all of whose coefficients up to
level k vanish and such that it’s sum of influences is O(logn + k). Thus one cannot improve
on the KKL sum of influence result unless k/logn — oo. In this section we will construct
an example of a function all of whose coefficients up to level Q(logn) vanish and all of whose
individual influences are at most O(logn/n) thus proving Theorem [[.T1] and answering in

the negative Question [LL.10.
10



We denote by L>*({—1, 1}") the space of all functions f: {—1,1}" — R such that EfWg =
0 for all S C {1,...,n} with |S| < k. We denote by L7*({—1,1}") the space of all functions
f:{-1,1}" — {—1,1} such that EfWWs = 0 for all S C {1,...,n} with 1 < |S| < k. The
difference between the two families is that the latter functions are allowed to have non-zero

expectation.

We will use the convention that 1 and —1 map to the logical values TRUE and FALSE,
respectively. Thus for xq,...,x, € {—1,1}, we have 21 V- --Vz, = —1iffx; =--- =2, = —1
and gy A ANx, =1iffx;=--- =2, =1.

Our strategy is to construct a function in L7*({—1,1}") with low influences that is almost
balanced and then “correct” it so that it has mean zero

The basic idea behind the construction is the following: we want to mimic the construction
of the tribes function. Recall that the tribe function is given by

(T A AT VY (T oty Ao A Tyy)

In our construction, which we call the Coding Tribes function instead of substituting AND
functions into the arguments of an OR function, we will substitute functions in L7* into the
arguments of an OR function.

For example for £ = 1, instead of the AND function on r bits we will take the function
ALLEQ on 7 + 1 bits, where ALLEQ(x1, ..., x,41) takes the value 1 exactly if the z; are all
1 or all —1. Clearly the function ALLEQ is in L' since it is not correlated with a single
bit. To analyze this tribe-like construction we need the following.

Proposition 5.1. Let g: {—1,1}" — {—1,1}. Consider a function f: {—1,1}" — {-1,1}
of the form

f(I) = fb,r(z) = g(xla cee 7$T) \ g(£7’+1a s 7$2T) VeV g(x(b—l)r—i-la cee 7$br)a br = n,
and where P(g = 1) < 27 where m < r. Then

Ef=2(1-(1-P(g=1))" -1, (25)
max [;(f) <2x27™. (26)

One can choose b so that
IEf] <27™H, (27)

Proof. Equation (28) is obvious, and (7)) follows from the fact that
0< E[fb,r - fb—i—l,r] < 2—m+1.

Equation (28] is also easy: for x; to be pivotal where i € {dr + 1,dr +2,...(d+ 1)r}, we
need that the g value of the other z; in the block with j € {dr + 1,dr +2,...,(d + 1)r},
together with either x; = —1 or x; = 1 evaluate to 1. O

We will also need the following fact
Proposition 5.2. Consider a function of the form:

f(l‘) = F(gl(l’l, e ,Ir), g2<l’7«+1, . ,LEQT) . gb<l’(b_1)7«+1, . ,Ibr)), br = n,
where {g;}}_, are Boolean functions all taking the values {0,1} or all taking the val-
ues {—1,1}. Assume further that g; € L7*({—1,1}") for all j = 1,....,b. Then f €
L7F({-1,1}").
11



Proof. Since we can write F' as a multilinear polynomials of its binary inputs, it suffices to
show that each product of a subset of the g; is in L7*. By induction it suffices to show this
for two functions which is immediate. O

We are particularly interested in the case where ¢ is an indicator of a linear code. Recall
that a linear code is a linear subspace of {0,1}", where we treat {0,1} as the field of two
elements. The minimal weight w(C') of a code C' is defined by

w(C) =min{||z|, : 0 # z € C},

where ||(z1, ..., 2,)]|; == D 1, |2i| is the Hamming weight of 2. The dual code of C' denoted
C+ C {0,1}" is given by

ot = {y e {0,1}": leyl =0 mod?2, Vx € C’}.
i=1
Given a code C' C {0,1}", we will write go: {—1,1}" — {—1, 1} for the following Boolean
function
1, i ((1=a1)/2,....(1—x,)/2) €C
oy [ )2 1=
By the MacWilliams identities [13], see e.g. [9, Lemma 3.3] we have:
Proposition 5.3. Let C' be a linear code. Then gc € L3* if and only if w(C*) > k.

For example, for C = {(0,...,0),(1...1)}, we have go(x) = 1 if and only if 2 =
+(1,...,1), and the code C* consists of all codewords x with ||z||, even, so C* has minimal
weight w(C+) = 2.

Proposition 5.4. There exists a constant v > 1 such that for every m > 0, there exists a

function ¢ : {—1,1}" — {—1,1} with g € L7™ and 273" < P[g = 1] < 27™,

Proof. The function ¢ will be constructed via the dual of a“good code.” It is well known
that good codes exist [12]. Such (linear) codes C' C {0,1}™ have the following properties
(where ¢ is independent of m/).

e (3/4)m' > dim(C) > m'/4,
o w(C) > oém’, where § > 0.

We let g := gor. Then Plg = 1] = 27 4m(C) g0
279 < Plg=1] <27,
and by Proposition 5.3, g € L7* where
w(CHH) =w(C) > ém/ = k.
Setting v = max (4,57 1), the proof follows. O

Propositions [B.1] and [5.4] are already enough to prove that Harper’s inequality cannot be
improved for tail spaces.

Proof of Theorem[1.74 Let b =1 in Proposition i1l and use g from Proposition 5.4l Setting

2P(g = 1). Then, the function f := (1 + h)/2 = 1=y satisfies f: {—1,1}" = {0,1},
12



Yo Lif <2nP(g=1) <ymP(g9 =1),and Ef = 1/2+Eh/2 =P(g = 1). From Proposition
B4, Plg = 1] < 27™. That is,
Zﬁ—l [zf ym
- < <SY— =7
(Ef)log(1/Ef) ~ log(1/Ef) = "m

3

O

Substituting ¢ from Proposition [£.4] into Propositions [B.1] and 5.2, and letting n = mb,
where b is chosen so that E[f] is as close to 0 as possible (so that m = O(logn)), we obtain:

Theorem 5.5. There exist a family of Boolean functions f = f, : {—1,1}" — {—1,1} such
that

o fe LM ({—1, 1)),

o Forallie{1,....n}, Li(f) < O((logn)/n).

o [Ef| < O((logn)/n).

We now wish to find similar functions that have zero mean.

Corollary 5.6. There exist a family of functions g = g, : {—1,1}*" — {—1,0,1} such that
o gc [>Mogn)(f 1 1}2n)
e Forallie{l,...,n}, I,(9) < O(logn/n).
e Plg=1]=1/4—0O((logn)/n), Plg = —1] =1/4 — O((logn)/n).

Proof. Let f from Theorem and define

9wt t) 3= () = )
U

With a little more work we can construct functions with the desired properties taking only
values 0 and 1. For this we note that Proposition [5.4] implies the following:

Corollary 5.7. There exists a constant and v > 1 such that for every n, there exists
a function g : {—1,1}" — {0,1} with ¢ € L7" and P[g = 1] = 27" for some non-
negative integer d. Moreover, g has the following property: For y € {—1,1}"", write
gy(z) = g(y1z1, ..., ynx,). Then for all y,y' € {—1,1}"" we either have g, = g, or the
function g,g,/ is identically 0.

Proof. Let h be the function from Proposition B4 and let g = 1(,—1) = (h 4+ 1)/2. Then all
the stated properties but the last one clearly hold if v is large enough. The last property
follows from the fact that cosets of linear codes are either identical or disjoint. O

Lemma 5.8. The exists a constant v > 1, such that the following holds. Let 0 <t < 2™,
t € Z. Then there exists a function f : {—=1,1}"" — {0,1} such that Ef = t/2" and

fe Ll ({=1L11m).

Proof. From Corollary 5.7 in the case ¢t = 1 we can find a function in L7" and E[f] = 27",
where d is a nonnegative integer. The general case follows by taking h = 3, g, where y' are
chosen so that g,ig,; = 0 for i # j. O

Theorem 5.9. There exist a family of Boolean functions G = G, : {—1,1}" — {-1,1}

such that
13



e (G c L>Q(logn)
e Forallie{l,....,n}, L;(G) < O((logn)/n).

Proof. We revise the construction of Theorem as follows. Using Lemma 5.8, choose
Gos- - gp: {—1, 1} — {—1,1} all in LZ™. Moreover, for 1 <i < b, let Plg; = 1] = 27"
and for ¢ = 0, let Plgo = 1] =4 x 27™.

We choose b to be the largest integer so that

Ef =(1—(1-2")%1-2""")—-1>0.
and let n = (b+ 1)[ym]. Note that m = O(logn) and that
0<Ef<2™,
By Lemma 58| let h: {—1,1} — {0,1} with
2Eh = Ef[Plgo = 1] (28)

and such that h is in L7"({—1,1}"").
Let G: {—1,1}"*t" — {—1,1} be a function of the x and y given by:

G(a,y) = f(x) =2 go(x) - h(y)
Then clearly G(z,y) € L({—1,1}*") and moreover Eg = 0 by [28). so we have G €
L™({—1,1}"1%™) " Finally, since f(x) and go(z) have all of their influences O((logn)/n)
the same is true for all of the x variables in g. Moreover, a y variables can be influential iff

go(z) = 1. Therefore the influence of all of the y variables is also O((logn)/n). The proof
follows. O
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