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SDPs and Robust Satisfiability of Promise CSP
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Abstract

For a constraint satisfaction problem (CSP), a robust satisfaction algorithm is one that outputs an
assignment satisfying most of the constraints on instances that are near-satisfiable. It is known that the
CSPs that admit efficient robust satisfaction algorithms are precisely those of bounded width, i.e., CSPs
whose satisfiability can be checked by a simple local consistency algorithm (eg., 2-SAT or Horn-SAT in
the Boolean case). While the exact satisfiability of a bounded width CSP can be checked by combinato-
rial algorithms, the robust algorithm is based on rounding a canonical Semidefinite Programming (SDP)
relaxation.

In this work, we initiate the study of robust satisfaction algorithms for promise CSPs, which are a
vast generalization of CSPs that have received much attention recently. The motivation is to extend the
theory beyond CSPs, as well as to better understand the power of SDPs. We present robust SDP rounding
algorithms under some general conditions, namely the existence of particular high-dimensional Boolean
symmetries known as majority or alternating threshold polymorphisms. On the hardness front, we prove
that the lack of such polymorphisms makes the PCSP hard for all pairs of symmetric Boolean predicates.
Our method involves a novel method to argue SDP gaps via the absence of certain colorings of the
sphere, with connections to sphere Ramsey theory.

We conjecture that PCSPs with robust satisfaction algorithms are precisely those for which the fea-
sibility of the canonical SDP implies (exact) satisfiability. We also give a precise algebraic condition,
known as a minion characterization, of which PCSPs have the latter property.
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1 Introduction

Horn-SAT and 2-SAT are Boolean constraint satisfaction problems (CSPs) that admit simple combinatorial
algorithms for satisfiability. They are both examples of bounded width CSPs: the existence of locally
consistent assignments (which satisfy all local constraints involving some bounded number of variables,
and which are consistent on the intersections) implies the existence of a global satisfying assignment.

While the simple local propagation algorithms for Horn-SAT and 2-SAT work when the instance is
perfectly satisfiable, they are not robust to errors—if the given instance is almost satisfiable, the local con-
sistency based algorithms do not guarantee solutions that satisfy almost all the constraints. In a beautiful
work, Zwick [Zwi98] initiated the study of finding “robust" algorithms for CSPs, namely algorithms that
output solutions satisfying 1− f (ε) fraction of the constraints when the instance is promised to be 1− ε

satisfiable, where f (ε) → 0 as ε → 0. Zwick obtained robust algorithms for 2-SAT using SDP rounding
and for Horn-SAT based on LP rounding. The PCP theorem together with Schaefer’s reductions [Sch78]
shows that Boolean CSPs that are NP-Hard are also APX-hard with perfect completeness, which in partic-
ular means that they do not admit robust satisfiability algorithms. The only other interesting Boolean CSP
besides Horn-SAT and 2-SAT for which satisfiability is polynomial-time decidable is Linear Equations mod-
ulo 2. Håstad [Hås01] in his seminal work showed that even for 3-LIN (when all equations involve just three
variables), for every ε ,δ > 0, it is NP-Hard to output a solution satisfying 1

2 +δ fraction of the constraints
even when the instance is guaranteed to have a solution satisfying (1− ε) fraction of the constraints.

Unlike Horn-SAT or 2-SAT, the satisfiability algorithm for 3-LIN is not local, and 3-LIN does not have
bounded width. Together with Schaefer’s dichotomy theorem [Sch78], this yields that for Boolean CSPs,
bounded width characterizes robust satisfiability. For CSPs over general domains, a landmark result in the
algebraic approach to CSP due to Barto and Kozik [BK14] showed that CSPs that are not bounded width can
express linear equations. A reduction from Håstad’s result then shows that CSPs that are not bounded width
do not admit robust algorithms. Guruswami and Zhou [GZ12] conjectured the converse—namely that all
bounded width CSPs, over any domain, admit robust algorithms. Another work by Barto and Kozik [BK16]
resolved this conjecture in the affirmative, thus giving a full characterization of CSPs that have robust
algorithms.

In this work, we study robust algorithms for the class of Promise Constraint Satisfaction Problems (PC-
SPs). PCSPs are a generalization of CSPs where each constraint has a strong form and a weak form. Given
an instance that is promised to have a solution satisfying the stronger form of the constraints, the objective is
to find a solution satisfying the weaker form of the constraints. A classic example of PCSPs is (1-in-3-SAT,
NAE-3-SAT). While both the underlying CSPs are NP-Hard, the resulting PCSP does have a polynomial-
time algorithm: given an instance of 1-in-3-SAT that is promised to be satisfiable, we can find an assignment
to the variables in polynomial time that satisfies each constraint as an NAE-3-SAT instance. PCSPs are a
vast generalization of CSPs and capture key problems such as approximate graph and hypergraph coloring.

Since their formal introduction in [AGH17] and subsequent detailed study in [BG21] and [BBKO21],
there has been a flurry of recent works on PCSPs [AB21, AD22, ABP20, BBB21, BK22, BG19, BG20,
BGWZ20,BGS23,BWZ21,CZ23a]. These have led to a rich and still developing theory aimed at classifying
the complexity of PCSPs, by tying their (in)tractability to the symmetries associated with their defining re-
lations, and understanding the power and limitations of various algorithmic approaches influential for CSPs
in the context of PCSPs.

Against this backdrop, we initiate the study of robust algorithms for PCSPs. The motivation is two-
fold. First, as algorithms resilient to a small noise in the input, robust algorithms are important in their own
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right. Second, in the CSP world, the existence of efficient robust algorithms is equivalent to having bounded
width and being decided by O(1) levels of Sherali Adams for CSPs [TZ17]. It is also proven [TZ18] to be
equivalent to being decided by the basic semidefinite programming (SDP) relaxation [Rag08]. Here, we say
that the basic SDP decides a CSP if for every instance Φ of the CSP, Φ has an assignment satisfying all the
constraints if and only if there is a vector solution satisfying all the constraints in the SDP relaxation. For
CSPs, therefore, the study of robust algorithms sheds light on, and in fact, precisely captures, the power of
the most popular algorithmic approaches. Robust algorithms for PCSPs provide a rich context to understand
how well these algorithmic tools generalize beyond CSPs.

The main question that we are interested in this work is the following.

Question 1.1. Which PCSPs admit polynomial time robust algorithms?

As is the case with CSPs, a natural approach to characterize which PCSPs have robust algorithms is via
the bounded width of PCSPs. However, it turns out that bounded width for PCSPs is weaker than having
robust algorithms. Concretely, Atserias and Dalmau [AD22] have proved recently that the PCSP (1-in-3-
SAT, NAE-3-SAT) does not have bounded width. Our work implies there is a robust algorithm for this PCSP.
Atserias and Dalmau also proved that this PCSP is decided by O(1) levels of Sherali-Adams, and as we shall
prove later, it is also decided by the basic SDP.1 On the other hand, Raghavendra’s framework of converting
integrality gaps of CSPs to the hardness of approximation applies to PCSPs as well [Rag08]. In particular,
his result implies that every PCSP that is not decided by the basic SDP does not admit a polynomial-time
robust algorithm, assuming the Unique Games Conjecture [Kho02a]. This gives a powerful tool to show the
absence of a polynomial time robust algorithm for a PCSP Γ (albeit under the Unique Games Conjecture):
showing an integrality gap for the basic SDP relaxation of Γ. With this connection, Question 1.1 naturally
leads to the following question.

Question 1.2. Which PCSPs are decided by the basic SDP relaxation?

We make progress on Question 1.1 and Question 1.2 by studying the polymorphisms of PCSPs. Poly-
morphisms are closure properties of satisfying solutions to (Promise) CSPs. As a concrete example, consider
the 2-SAT CSP: given an instance Φ of 2-SAT over n variables x1,x2, . . . ,xn, suppose that u,v,w are three
assignments to these variables satisfying all the constraints in Φ, then the assignment z that is coordinatewise
Majority operation on three bits, i.e., zi = MAJ(ui,vi,wi) for every i ∈ [n], also satisfies all the constraints
in Φ. This shows that the Majority function on three variables is a polymorphism of the 2-SAT CSP. More
generally, the Majority function on any odd number of variables is a polymorphism of the 2-SAT CSP. Sim-
ilarly, the Parity function on any odd number of variables is a polymorphism of 3-LIN. On the other hand,
there are no non-trivial polymorphisms for 3-SAT. Polymorphisms are the central objects in the Universal

algebraic approach to CSPs [JCG97, Jea98, BJK05, BKW17, Bul17, Zhu20], which has then been extended
to PCSPs [BG21, BBKO21].

At a high level, the existence of non-trivial polymorphisms implies algorithms, and vice-versa. The key
challenge is to precisely characterize which polymorphisms lead to algorithms. It is known that the polymor-
phism family of a PCSP fully captures its computational complexity, i.e., if there are PCSPs Γ,Γ′ such that
the polymorphism family of Γ, Pol(Γ) is contained in Pol(Γ′), then Γ′ is formally easier than Γ, i.e., there
is a gadget reduction from Γ′ to Γ. It turns out that this gadget reduction preserves the existence of robust
algorithms as well. Thus, Question 1.1 and Question 1.2 can be rephrased as Which polymorphisms lead to

robust algorithms for PCSPs? Which polymorphisms lead to being decided by the basic SDP relaxation?

1We say that the basic SDP decides a PCSP (formally defined in Section 2) if for every instance Φ of the PCSP, if there is a
vector solution satisfying all the strong constraints in Φ, then, Φ has an assignment satisfying all the weak constraints.
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We make progress on these questions on two fronts: first, for a large class of Boolean symmetric2 PCSPs
where we allow negation of variables, we characterize the polymorphisms that lead to robust algorithms. Our
algorithms are based on novel rounding schemes for the basic SDP relaxation, and our hardness results are
proved using integrality gaps for the basic SDP relaxation. Second, towards understanding the power of
basic SDP for promise CSPs, we introduce a minion M and show that a PCSP Γ can be decided by basic
SDP if and only if there is a minion homomorphism from M to the minon of polymorphisms of Γ.

1.1 Our results: Robust algorithms and hardness

As is the case with CSPs, if a PCSP is NP-Hard, then it does not admit polynomial time robust algorithms,
assuming P 6= NP. Thus, Question 1.1 is only relevant for PCSPs that can be solved in polynomial time.
A large class of PCSPs for which polynomial time solvability has been fully characterized is the Boolean
symmetric PCSPs. In [BG21], the authors showed that a Boolean symmetric PCSP with folding (i.e., we
allow negating the variables) can be solved in polynomial time if and only if it contains at least one of
Alternate-Threshold (AT), Majority (MAJ) or Parity polymorphisms of all odd arities.3

Robust algorithms. Our main algorithmic result shows that in two of these cases when the PCSP has MAJ
or AT polymorphisms of all odd arities, the PCSP admits a robust algorithm.

Theorem 1.3. Every Boolean folded PCSP Γ that contains AT or MAJ polymorphisms of all odd arities

admits a polynomial time robust algorithm. In particular,

1. If Γ contains MAJ polymorphisms of all odd arities, then for every ε > 0, there exists a polynomial

time algorithm that given an instance of Γ that is promised to have a solution satisfying 1−ε fraction

of the constraints, outputs a solution satisfying 1− Õ(ε
1
3 ) fraction of the constraints.4

2. If Γ contains AT polymorphisms of all odd arities, then for every ε > 0, there exists a polynomial time

algorithm that outputs a solution satisfying 1−O
(

log log 1
ε

log 1
ε

)

fraction of the constraints on an instance

promised to have a solution satisfying 1− ε fraction of the constraints.

Similar to the robust algorithms for CSPs [Zwi98, CMM09, BK16], our robust algorithms for PCSPs
with MAJ and AT polymorphisms are based on rounding the basic SDP relaxation. The main challenge
here is to obtain robust algorithms for a large class of PCSPs without access to the predicates and just using
the properties of their polymorphisms. We achieve this using a combination of polymorphic tools where
we use the fact that the PCSP contains AT or MAJ polymorphisms to deduce structural properties of the
underlying predicate pairs, and SDP rounding tools where we then use these structural properties to get a
robust algorithm.

For MAJ polymorphisms, we first reduce the problem to the case when every weak predicate is of the
form k-SAT. We then show that the robust algorithm of Charikar, Makarychev, and Makarychev [CMM09]
for the 2-SAT CSP generalizes to these classes of PCSPs. While the analysis of [CMM09] is tailored towards
2-SAT, we give a completely different analysis that is not based on predicates and instead uses the existence
of MAJ polymorphisms as a black box. Similarly, for the AT polymorphisms, we first use the properties of

2A predicate P is symmetric if for every satisfying assignment (x1, . . . ,xn) to P, any permutation of that assignment also satisfies
P. For a Boolean predicate whether an assignment satisfies a predicate depends only on the Hamming weight. A PCSP is said to
be symmetric if all the predicates in the template are symmetric.

3Later an analogous result was shown without the folding restriction in [FKOS19].
4Here, Õ hides multiplicative poly logarithmic factors.
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AT polymorphisms to reduce to the weighted hyperplane PCSP that generalizes the (1-in-3-SAT, NAE-3-
SAT) PCSP. We then give a robust algorithm for the weighted hyperplane PCSP based on a random threshold
rounding technique. A detailed overview of our algorithmic ideas appears in Sections 3.1 and 3.2.

Hardness results. Unlike our robust algorithms, which work for general Boolean PCSP with the said
polymorphisms, in our hardness results, we rely on the symmetry of the predicates defining the PCSP.
Furthermore, we assume that the PCSP contains a single predicate pair Γ = (P,Q) that does not admit AT
or MAJ polymorphisms of all odd arities. We show that for such Boolean symmetric folded PCSPs, the
basic SDP relaxation has an integrality gap with perfect completeness, i.e., there is a finite instance on
which the SDP relaxation satisfies all the strong constraints with zero error but the instance is not satisfiable
even using the weak constraints. By Raghavendra’s framework connecting SDP gaps and Unique-Games
hardness [Rag08], the integrality gap rules out robust satisfaction algorithms (under the Unique Games
conjecture (UGC) [Kho02a]).

Theorem 1.4. Let Γ = (P,Q) be a pair of symmetric Boolean predicates such that ATL1 ,MAJL2 /∈ Pol(Γ)
for some odd integers L1,L2. Then, under the UGC, unless P = NP, there is no polynomial time robust

algorithm for the PCSP associated with Γ, where we allow negating variables and setting constants in the

constraints.

Similar to our algorithmic result, we first use the properties of the polymorphisms to reduce to a small
set of fixed template PCSPs. We obtain integrality gaps for these PCSPs for the basic SDP relaxation, which
then implies robust hardness under the UGC. For CSPs, strong integrality gaps [Sch08, Tul09, STT07] are
known for the basic SDP relaxation and its strengthenings such as the Lasserre hierarchy, almost all of them
being random constructions. For the case of PCSPs, analyzing the random constructions is trickier since
we need to sample the constraints with a precise density such that there is a vector solution to the strong
constraints, but the weak constraints are not satisfied. Instead, we take the opposite approach where we
first construct the vector solution and then add all the constraints that the vector solution satisfies. This is
similar in spirit to Feige and Schechtman’s integrality gap [FS01] for MAX-CUT where they first sampled
n uniformly random points on a d-dimensional sphere and then added edges between every pair of points
whose distance falls within a preset range.

In particular, we first construct an infinite integrality gap instance where the vertex set corresponds to
the n-dimensional sphere Sn for a large integer n and there are constraints for every tuple of vertices whose
corresponding vectors satisfy the SDP constraints. For the set of fixed template PCSPs that we study, we
show that this instance is not satisfiable, even using weak constraints. A compactness argument then implies
the existence of a finite integrality gap instance. As we shall see later, by using our minion characterization
result, showing that the infinite instance has no satisfiable assignment is a necessary step to obtain a finite
integrality gap instance. Toward showing that the infinite instance does not have an assignment satisfying all
the weak constraints, we study colorings of the sphere f : Sn →{−1,+1} and use a result of Matoušek and
Rödl [MR95] from sphere Ramsey theory where the existence of monochromatic configurations in colorings
of the sphere are studied. While their result directly applies to some PCSPs, for others, we combine their
result with new techniques to prove the existence of structured configurations in sphere colorings. A more
detailed overview appears in Section 3.3.

The power of SDPs and robust PCSP algorithms. Both our algorithmic and hardness results crucially
use the basic SDP relaxation. As our algorithms for the AT and MAJ polymorphisms are based on rounding
the basic SDP, we get that every Boolean folded PCSP that contains AT or MAJ polymorphisms is decided
by the basic SDP. On the hardness front, Theorem 1.4, shows that a vast majority of Boolean symmetric
folded PCSPs without AT or MAJ polymorphisms cannot be decided by the basic SDP. This suggests a
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more general relation between the basic SDP and robust algorithms for PCSPs. At an intuitive level, for
both the existence of robust algorithms and being decided by the basic SDP, the underlying requirement
seems to be the existence of polymorphism families that are robust to noise. While our results show that this
is true for the PCSPs that we study in this paper (noise stability is one crucial aspect that distinguishes MAJ
and AT from Parity.), we believe this is a more general phenomenon and motivates us to make the following
conjecture.

Conjecture 1.5. A PCSP Γ has a polynomial time robust algorithm if Γ is decided by the basic SDP relax-

ation. Else, there is no polynomial time robust algorithm for Γ, unless P = NP.

As mentioned earlier, if there is an integrality gap for Γ with respect to the basic SDP relaxation, then
by Raghavendra’s [Rag08] result, we get that Γ does not have a polynomial time robust algorithm, assuming
the Unique Games Conjecture. This already proves one direction of Conjecture 1.5. The other direction
is more interesting: can we obtain robust algorithms for PCSPs just using the fact that basic SDP decides
them? We remind the reader that the conjecture is already proven for CSPs, where the existence of robust
algorithms [BK16] and decidability by basic SDP [TZ18] are both shown to be equivalent to having bounded
width.

1.2 Minion characterization of basic SDP

In addition to our concrete characterization of robust algorithms for a subfamily of PCSPs, we also present
a novel algebraic characterization of which PCSPs can be decided via basic SDP. Originally, in the study of
CSPs, such algebraic characterizations were structured as follows (e.g., [Bul17, Zhu20]).

• “Algorithm A solves CSP(Γ), if and only if there is a polymorphism f ∈ Pol(Γ) with specific proper-

ties.”

Since the early days of PCSPs, it has been known that a single polymorphism cannot dictate hardness
(c.f., [BG21]), and thus one must instead consider a sequence of polymorphisms (e.g., [BGWZ20]):

• “Algorithm A solves PCSP(Γ), if and only if there is an infinite sequence of polymorphism f1, f2, . . .∈
Pol(Γ) with specific properties.”

However, in many cases, such a characterization is unfeasible or unwieldy. Instead, a more general ap-
proach, pioneered by [BBKO21], captures the structure of polymorphism via a minion (formally defined in
Section 6). A key property of the polymorphisms of a PCSP Γ is that the function family Pol(Γ) is closed
under taking minors5. A minion is an abstraction based on this: it is a collection of objects each with an arity,
and for every object a of arity m, and a mapping π : [m]→ [n], there is a unique object b of arity n that is said
to be a minor of a w.r.t. π . A minion homomorphism is a mapping between minions that preserves the minor
operation. A powerful way to capture the limits of algorithms for PCSPs is via minion homomorphisms:

• “Algorithm A solves PCSP(Γ), if and only if there is minion homomorphism from MA to Pol(Γ).”

Many recent papers [BGWZ20, CZ23a, CŽ22] have proven such characterizations in various contexts.
Our contribution to this line of work is showing that the basic SDP can be captured by a minion, which we
call MSDP.

5A function f : Dn
1 → D2 of arity n is said to be a minor of another function g : Dm

1 → D2 of arity m with respect to a mapping
π : [m]→ [n] such that f (x1,x2, . . . ,xn) = g(xπ(1),xπ(2), . . . ,xπ(m)) for every x ∈ Dn

1.
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Theorem 1.6. The basic SDP decides a PCSP Γ if and only if there is a minion homomorphism from MSDP

to Pol(Γ).

We note that a similar minion was concurrently and independently discovered by Ciardo-Zivny [CZ23b].
The theorem applies equally to Boolean and non-Boolean PCSPs.

The construction of the MSDP minion is inspired by the vector interpretation of solutions to the basic
SDP. Each object in the minion is a collection of orthogonal vectors which sum to a reference vector v0. The
minors involve adding groups of vectors together. Having a minion homomorphism from MSDP to Pol(Γ)
implies that there are polymorphisms of Γ whose minors behave exactly like combining orthogonal vectors.

Proving Theorem 1.6 has a few technical hurdles. One challenge is that SDP solutions may require vec-
tors of an arbitrarily large dimension. For these arbitrarily-large dimensional relationships to be captured in
our minion, we have that the families of vectors making up MSDP reside in a (countably) infinite-dimensional
vector space. Similar techniques have been used in other minion constructions [CZ23a, CŽ22].

Another challenge that appears specifically unique to this paper is that a Basic SDP solution gives a
vector corresponding to each variable, but for the proof to go through additional vectors are needed which
correspond to the constraints. (The variable vectors are "projections" of the constraint vectors.) Obtaining
such constraints would typically be done via Sum-of-Squares or a related routine, but we prove that including
such vector constraints are without loss of generality. That is, any basic SDP solution can be extended to
a solution that includes constraint vectors without modifying the original variable vectors. This gives us
enough vector structure to prove that the minion homomorphism corresponds to the basic SDP solution.

Relation with sphere colorings. By a result of [BBKO21], there is a minion homomorphism MSDP →
Pol(Γ) if and only if there is an assignment satisfying all the constraints in a “universal” instance of PCSP(Γ)
known as a free structure. In the case that Γ is a Boolean folded PCSP, this free structure for MSDP turns out
to be an instance where every possible unit vector is a variable. The constraints correspond to collections of
vectors that satisfy the corresponding basic SDP constraints. This is precisely the same infinite instance that
we use to show integrality gaps. Thus, the result of [BBKO21] translates to the Boolean folded PCSPs world
as stating that a Boolean folded PCSP Γ is decided by the basic SDP if and only if there is an assignment
satisfying all the constraints in the infinite integrality gap instance. For the general theory of approximation
of basic SDPs, similar constructs with sphere coloring being a ‘universal’ gap have appeared in the literature
(eg. in [BHPZ21]).

1.3 Connections to Discrete Analysis

Before concluding the introduction, we want to outline some viewpoints related to Discrete Analysis, and
specifically the analysis of Boolean functions, that underlie the polymorphic approach to CSPs in general,
and the study of robust satisfiability in particular.

First, polymorphisms embody a discrete analogue of convexity, as they are operations under which the
space of satisfying assignments to a CSP are closed. The existence of certain symmetric Boolean functions
(such as OR, Majority, Parity) as polymorphisms drives the tractable cases of Boolean CSP [Sch78,Che09].
The study of Boolean promise CSPs is much richer, and includes polymorphisms such as the Alternating
Threshold polymorphism which govern efficient satisfiability algorithms [BG21, BGWZ20, BBKO21].

Among variants of promise CSPs, robust PCSPs (and more broadly approximate PCSPs) are particularly
suited to the tools of discrete analysis. Satisfiability algorithms can be very brittle to noise, with Gaussian
elimination to solve linear equations being the quintessential example. In fact this is inherent as solving
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linear systems becomes highly intractable under noise [Hås01], and this can be attributed to the fact that the
underlying polymorphism (Parity function) is highly sensitive to noise. The robustness criterion seems to
require that the associated polymorphisms are essentially “smooth” objects (i.e., concentrate on low-degree
Fourier coefficients and demonstrate some noise stability). Understanding such phenomenon has been piv-
otal in developments to the theory of approximation algorithms over the last few decades, including the
formulation of the Unique Games Conjecture [Kho02b, KKMO07, MOO10, Mos10, O’D14, KMS18]. The
more brittle algebraic methods used throughout the study of (P)CSPs therefore seem less useful. This is
in part why the breakthrough of Raghavendra [Rag08] for approximate CSP satisfaibility algorithms relied
heavily on analytical methods whereas the proof of the CSP Dichotomy Theorem needed a number of break-
throughs in universal algebra [JCG97, Jea98, BJK05, BKW17, Bul17, Zhu20]. Even with this “smoothness”
condition simplifying the landscape, proving a dichotomy for all promise CSPs will be much trickier than
the corresponding result for CSPs due to a much richer family of smooth polymorphisms such as Alternating
Threshold. Thus, robust algorithms for promise CSPs provides an excellent avenue to further develop the
analytical machinery that has shaped the approximation algorithms field in CSPs, and potentially uncover
deeper connections with universal algebra tools.

As mentioned earlier, our hardness results are obtained by connections to sphere Ramsey theory, and
specifically the existence of certain monochromatic vector configurations in colorings of high-dimensional
spheres. Such continuous analogs of questions normally posed in discrete/combinatorial settings seem inter-
esting in their own right, and hold many exciting challenges. For instance, are there density analogs of such
sphere Ramsey statements which bound the measure of subsets that avoid monochromatic configurations
(see Section 7 for a discussion)?

Organization of the paper. We first start by introducing formal definitions and some general observations
in Section 2 (experts familiar with SDPs and CSPs can skip or just skim this section). We then give a
detailed technical overview of our results in Section 3. We provide our algorithmic results (Theorem 1.3)
in Section 4 and prove the hardness results (Theorem 1.4) in Section 5. We propose and establish properties
of the basic SDP minion in Section 6. Finally, we conclude in Section 7 with several intriguing challenges
and open problems raised by our work.

2 Preliminaries

Notations. We use [n] to denote the set {1,2, . . . ,n}. A predicate or a relation over a domain D of arity k is a
subset of Dk. For a relation P ⊆ [q]k of arity k, we abuse the notation and use P both as a subset of [q]k, and
also as a function P : [q]k → {0,1}. We use boldface letters to denote vectors and roman letters to denote
their elements, e.g., x = (x1,x2, . . . ,xk). We have Sn := {v ∈ Rn+1 : ‖v‖2 = 1}. For a vector v ∈ Dk

1 and a
function f : D1 → D2, we use f (v) ∈ Dk

2 to denote ( f (v1), f (v2), . . . , f (vk)).

For a vector x ∈ {−1,+1}k, we use hw(x) to denote the number of +1s in x, i.e., hw(x) =
k+∑n

i=1 xi

2 . For
S ⊆ {0,1, . . . ,k}, we use Hamk S to denote {x ∈ {−1,+1}k : hw(x) ∈ S}. We use NAEk to denote the set
Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k−1}, and k-SAT to denote the set Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k}. For vectors x,y ∈Rn, we use x ·y and
〈x,y〉 interchangeably to denote ∑i xiyi.

2.1 PCSPs and polymorphisms

We first define Constraint Satisfaction Problems(CSP).
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Definition 2.1. (CSP) Let Γ = {P1,P2, . . . ,Pl} be a finite set of predicates over a finite domain D, where Pi ⊆
Dki . In an instance Φ = (V,C ) of CSP(Γ), the Constraint Satisfaction Problem(CSP) associated with the

predicate set Γ, we have a set of n variables V = {u1,u2, . . . ,un} that are to be assigned values from D. There

are m constraints C = {C1,C2, . . . ,Cm} each consisting of a tuple of variables C j = (u j,1,u j,2, . . . ,u j,l j
)∈V l j

and an associated predicate P( j) ∈ Γ of the same arity l j. An assignment σ : V → D is said to satisfy

the constraint C j if σ(C j) = (σ(u j,1),σ(u j,2), . . . ,σ(u j,l j
)) ∈ P( j). There are two computational problems

associated with CSP(Γ).

1. In the decision version of CSP(Γ), the objective is to decide if there is an assignment that satisfies all

the constraints.

2. In the search version of CSP(Γ), the objective is to find an assignment that satisfies all the constraints.

We next define Promise Constraint Satisfaction Problems (PCSP).

Definition 2.2. (PCSP) In a Promise Constraint Satisfaction Problem PCSP(Γ) over a pair of domains

D1,D2, we have a finite set of pairs of predicates Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} such that for every

i ∈ [l], Pi is a subset of D
ki

1 and Qi is a subset of D
ki

2 . Furthermore, there is a mapping h : D1 → D2 such that

for all i ∈ [l] and x ∈ D
ki

1 , x ∈ Pi implies h(x) ∈ Qi.

In an instance Φ = (V,C ) of PCSP(Γ), we have a set of n variables V = {u1,u2, . . . ,un} and m con-

straints C = {C1,C2, . . . ,Cm} each consisting of a tuple of variables C j = (u j,1,u j,2, . . . ,u j,l j
) ∈ V l j and

an associated predicate pair (P( j),Q( j)) ∈ Γ of the same arity l j. An assignment σ1 : V → D1 is said to

strongly satisfy the constraint C j if σ(C j) ∈ P( j), and an assignment σ2 : V → D2 is said to weakly satisfy

the constraint C j if σ(C j) ∈ Q( j). The following are computational problems associated with PCSP(Γ).

1. In the decision version of PCSP(Γ), given an input instance Φ = (V,C ) of PCSP(Γ), the objective is

to distinguish between the two cases.

(a) There is an assignment σ1 : V → D1 that strongly satisfies all the constraints.

(b) There is no assignment σ2 : V → D2 that weakly satisfies all the constraints.

2. In the search version of PCSP(Γ), given an input instance Φ = (V,C ) of PCSP(Γ) with the promise

that there is an assignment σ1 : V → D1 that strongly satisfies all the constraints, the objective is to

find an assignment σ2 : V → D2 that weakly satisfies all the constraints.

3. In the robust version of PCSP(Γ), given an input instance Φ = (V,C ) of PCSP(Γ) with the promise

that there is an assignment σ1 : V → D1 that strongly satisfies 1− ε fraction of the constraints, the

objective is to find an assignment σ2 : V → D2 that weakly satisfies at least 1− f (ε) fraction of the

constraints for some monotone, nonnegative function f that satisfies f (ε)→ 0 as ε → 0.

In this paper, we restrict ourselves to Boolean PCSPs where both the domains are equal to {−1,+1}.
Following the robust algorithms literature of CSPs, we allow the constraints to use the negation of variables
and refer to such PCSPs as Boolean folded PCSPs.

Definition 2.3. (Boolean folded PCSPs.) In a Boolean folded PCSP Γ, we have a set of pairs of predicates

Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} where Pi ⊆ Qi ⊆{−1,+1}ki for every i ∈ [l]. In an instance Φ = (V,C )

of PCSP(Γ), we have a set of n variables V = {u1,u2, . . . ,un}, and associated with each variable ui, there

are two literals, ui and ui. Let V denote the set of all negated literals: V := {u1,u2, . . . ,un}. There are m
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constraints C = {C1,C2, . . . ,Cm} each consisting of a tuple of literals C j = (x j,1,x j,2, . . . ,x j,l j
) ∈ {V ∪V}l j

and an associated predicate pair (P( j),Q( j)) ∈ Γ of the same arity l j.

Consider an assignment σ : V →{−1,+1}, and let σ ′ : V ∪V →{−1,+1} be defined as σ ′(ui) = σ(ui)

and σ ′(ui) = −σ(ui) for every i ∈ [n]. The assignment σ is said to strongly (and resp. weakly) satisfy the

constraint C j in Φ if σ ′(C j) ∈ P( j) (and resp. σ ′(C j) ∈ Q( j)).

Similar to the general PCSPs, for a Boolean folded PCSP Γ, in the robust version of PCSP(Γ), given an
input instance Φ = (V,C ) of PCSP(Γ) with the promise that there is an assignment σ1 : V →{−1,+1} that
strongly satisfies 1− ε fraction of the constraints, the objective is to find an assignment σ2 : V → {−1,+1}
that weakly satisfies at least 1− f (ε) fraction of the constraints for some function f that satisfies f (ε)→ 0
as ε → 0. For simplicity, we use “robust algorithm for Γ” to refer to an algorithm that solves the robust
version of PCSP(Γ).

In our hardness results, we study Boolean folded PCSPs that are symmetric and idempotent. We say that
a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k is symmetric if for every x,y ∈ {−1,+1}k such that hw(x) = hw(y), we have
x ∈ P if and only if y ∈ P. A Boolean folded symmetric idempotent PCSP Γ is a Boolean folded PCSP in
which every predicate involved is symmetric and we also allow the constraints to use constants. We give a
formal definition below.

Definition 2.4. (Boolean folded symmetric idempotent PCSPs) A Boolean folded PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,

(Pl,Ql)} where Pi ⊆ Qi ⊆ {−1,+1}ki is referred to as symmetric and idempotent if the following hold.

1. (Symmetric) Pi, Qi are symmetric for every i ∈ [l].

2. (Idempotent) We now allow the constraints to use +1 and −1 along with the literals V,V ,i.e., each

constraint C j satisfies C j ∈ {V ∪V ∪{−1,+1}}l j . Consider an assignment σ : V → {−1,+1}, and

let σ ′ : V ∪V ∪{−1,+1}→ {−1,+1} be defined as σ ′(ui) = σ(ui),σ
′(ui) =−σ(ui) for every i ∈ [n],

and σ ′(b) = b∀b ∈ {−1,+1}. The assignment σ is said to strongly (and resp. weakly) satisfy the

constraint C j in Φ if σ ′(C j) ∈ P( j) (and resp. σ ′(C j) ∈ Q( j)).

Associated with every PCSP, there are polymorphisms that capture the closure properties of the satisfy-
ing solutions to the PCSP. More formally, we can define the polymorphisms of a PCSP as follows.

Definition 2.5. (Polymorphisms of PCSPs) For PCSP(Γ) with Γ = {((P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql))} such

that for every i ∈ [l], Pi ⊆ D
ki

1 ,Qi ⊆ D
ki

2 , a polymorphism of arity n is a function f : Dn
1 → D2 that satisfies the

below property for every i ∈ [l]. For all v1,v2, . . . ,vki
∈ Dn

1 satisfying ((v1) j,(v2) j, . . . ,(vki
) j) ∈ Pi for each

j ∈ [n], we have

( f (v1), f (v2), . . . , f (vki
)) ∈ Qi

For a Boolean folded PCSP Γ, we require that f : {−1,+1}n → {−1,+1} satisfy an additional property

that f is folded, i.e., f (−v) = − f (v)∀v ∈ {−1,+1}n. Similarly, for Boolean folded idempotent PCSPs,

we require that f is folded and idempotent, i.e., f (1,1, . . . ,1) = 1 and f (0,0, . . . ,0) = 0. We use Pol(Γ) to

denote the family of all the polymorphisms of PCSP(Γ).

We extensively study Alternate-Threshold (AT) and Majority (MAJ) polymorphisms in this paper:

1. For an odd integer L ≥ 1 and x ∈ {−1,+1}L, we have ATL(x) =+1,if x1 −x2 +x3 − . . .+xL > 0, and
−1, otherwise.
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2. For an odd integer L ≥ 1 and x ∈ {−1,+1}L, we have MAJL(x) = +1,if x1 + x2 + x3 + . . .+ xL > 0,
and −1, otherwise.

We also use ATL(x1,x2, . . . ,xL) for xi ∈ {−1,+1}k (similarly for MAJ) when applying ATL coordinatewise.
For a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k, we use ATL(P) to denote the set

⋃

x1,x2,...,xL∈P ATL(x1,x2, . . . ,xL).

We say that a AT ⊆ Pol(Γ)(and resp. MAJ) if ATL (and resp. MAJL) is in Pol(Γ) for every odd in-
teger L ≥ 1. For a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k, we use OAT(P) (and similarly OMAJ(P)) to denote the set
⋃

L∈N, odd ATL(P).

Relaxations of PCSPs. We say that a PCSP Γ′ is a relaxation of another PCSP Γ if Pol(Γ)⊆ Pol(Γ′). If Γ′

is a relaxation of Γ, then there is a gadget reduction from Γ′∪{(=,=)} to Γ∪{(=,=)}, where = denotes
the equality predicate in the relevant domain. More formally, it is referred to as Γ′ ∪{(=,=)} is positive

primitive promise (ppp)-definable from Γ∪{(=,=)}.

Definition 2.6 (ppp-definability of PCSPs [Che09, BG21]). We say that a PCSP Γ′ = (P′,Q′) containing a

single pair of predicates of arity k is ppp-definable from a PCSP Γ over the same domain pair if there exists

a fixed constant l and an instance Φ of PCSP(Γ) over k+ l variables u1,u2, . . . ,uk,v1,v2, . . . ,vl such that

1. If (x1,x2, . . . ,xk) ∈ P′, then there exist y1,y2, . . . ,yl such that the assignment (x1, . . . ,xk,y1, . . . ,yl)

strongly satisfies all the constraints in Φ.

2. If there is an assignment (z1, . . . ,zk+l) weakly satisfying all the constraints in Φ, then (z1,z2, . . . ,zk) ∈
Q′.

More generally, we say that Γ′ is ppp-definable from Γ if every predicate pair in Γ′ is ppp-definable from Γ.

Note that if Γ′ is ppp-definable from Γ, then the decision version of PCSP(Γ′) can be reduced to PCSP(Γ)
in polynomial time. We now observe that the same holds for the robust version as well. More formally, we
have the following proposition.6

Proposition 2.7. Suppose that the PCSP Γ′ over a pair of domains D1,D2 is ppp-definable from Γ over the

same domain pair. If Γ has a polynomial time robust algorithm that finds an assignment weakly satisfying

1− f (ε) fraction of the constraints on instances promised to have an assignment strongly satisfying 1− ε

fraction of the constraints, then Γ′ has a polynomial time robust algorithm as well, i.e., there is a polynomial

time algorithm that finds an assignment weakly satisfying 1−OΓ,Γ′( f (ε)) fraction of the constraints on

instances promised to have an assignment strongly satisfying 1− ε fraction of the constraints.

We defer the proof of Proposition 2.7 to Appendix B.

2.2 The basic SDP

We now describe the Basic SDP relaxation of an instance of a PCSP, similar to how it is presented in [Rag08].
Let Φ be an instance of a PCSP Γ over n variables V = {u1,u2, . . . ,un} and m constraints C1,C2, . . . ,Cm. Sup-
pose that the constraint C j contains the tuple C j = (u j,1,u j,2, . . . ,u j,l j

) using the predicate pair (P( j),Q( j)).

6We previously claimed falsely that the reduction holds more generally when we are given that Γ′ is a relaxation of Γ. We are
grateful to Andrei Krokhin for pointing this mistake to us. Under the general assumption that Γ′ is a relaxation of Γ, we can reduce
the robust version of Γ′ to the robust version of Γ together with binary equality constraints. For the sake of exact satisfiability, the
equality constraints do not matter [BKW17,BG21] but we do not know a way to obtain a robust algorithm for the PCSP Γ together
with binary equality constraints just using the fact that Γ has a robust algorithm. Even for CSPs, direct way to show this is not
known [DK13], without using the full robust dichotomy result of [BK16].
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In the basic SDP relaxation of Γ corresponding to Φ, we have a vector vi,a corresponding to each variable
ui, i ∈ [n], along with a label a ∈ D. We also have a unit vector v0. For each constraint C j, j ∈ [m], there is
a probability distribution (referred to as the local distribution of the constraint C j) that is supported on the
set of functions { f : C j → D}. We represent this using a variable λ j( f ) for every j ∈ [m] and assignment
f : C j → D. Finally, we have an error parameter ε j corresponding to the constraint j, j ∈ [m], equal to the
probability that λ j is supported outside P( j). We refer to ε j as the error of the basic SDP relaxation on the
constraint j, and ∑m

j=1 ε j as the error of the basic SDP relaxation of the instance Φ.

minimize:
m

∑
j=1

ε j

subject to: ε j ≥ 0 ∀ j ∈ [m]

λ j( f )≥ 0 ∀ j ∈ [m], f : C j →{−1,+1}
∑

f :C j→D

λ j( f ) = 1 ∀ j ∈ [m]

∑
f :C j→D, f (C j)∈P( j)

λ j( f ) = 1− ε j ∀ j ∈ [m]

(First moments.) vi,a ·v0 = ∑
f :C j→D

f (xi)=a

λ j( f ) ∀ j ∈ [m], xi ∈C j, a ∈ D

(Second moments.) vi,a ·vi′,a′ = ∑
f :C j→D

f (xi)=a, f (xi′ )=a′

λ j( f ) ∀ j ∈ [m], xi,xi′ ∈C j, a,a′ ∈ D

Boolean folded variant. In Sections 4 and 5 of the paper, we prefer to consider an alternative formulation
of the Basic SDP. In particular, if we assume that D = {−1,+1} and allow folding, then the Basic SDP
can be simplified as follows. Consider an instance Φ = (V,C ) of a Boolean folded PCSP Γ where V =

{u1,u2, . . . ,un} and C = {C1,C2, . . . ,Cm} with the constraint C j using the predicate pair (P( j),Q( j)) for
j ∈ [m]. We have a variable vi associated with each variable ui ∈V . If a constraint C j uses a negated literal
ui, we use the vector −vi in the first moment and second moment equations of C j. Towards this, for a literal
x ∈ {u1,u2, . . . ,un,u1,u2, . . . ,un}, we define v(x) = vi if x = ui, and v(x) =−vi if x = ui.

minimize:
m

∑
j=1

ε j

subject to: ε j ≥ 0 ∀ j ∈ [m]

λ j( f )≥ 0 ∀ j ∈ [m], f : C j →{−1,+1}
∑

f :C j→{−1,+1}
λ j( f ) = 1 ∀ j ∈ [m]

∑
f :C j→{−1,+1}, f (C j )∈P( j)

λ j( f ) = 1− ε j ∀ j ∈ [m]

‖vi‖2
2 = 1 ∀i ∈ {0,1, . . . ,n}

(First moments.) v(x) ·v0 = ∑
f :C j→{−1,+1}

λ j( f ) f (x) ∀ j ∈ [m], x ∈C j

(Second moments.) v(x) ·v(x′) = ∑
f :C j→{−1,+1}

λ j( f ) f (x) f (x′) ∀ j ∈ [m], x,x′ ∈C j

We say that basic SDP is feasible on Φ if the above objective function is zero on Φ. We show that the SDP
is feasible if there is an assignment that strongly satisfies all the constraints of Φ.
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Proposition 2.8. Suppose that Φ = (V,C ) is an instance of a Boolean folded PCSP such that there is an

assignment σ : V → {−1,+1} that strongly satisfies all the constraints. Then, the basic SDP is feasible on

Φ.

Proof. We set v0 = 1, and vi := σ(ui) ∈ R for every i ∈ [n]. Let σ ′ : V ∪V → {−1,+1} be defined as
σ ′(ui) = σ(ui) and σ ′(ui) =−σ(ui) for every i∈ [n]. For a j ∈ [m] and f : C j →{−1,+1}, we set λ j( f ) = 1
if f (x) = σ ′(x) for every x ∈C j, and we set λ j( f ) = 0 otherwise. These variables satisfy all the constraints
in the basic SDP relaxation with ε j = 0 for all j ∈ [m].

More generally, we get that if there is an assignment that strongly satisfies 1−ε fraction of the constraints
in Φ, the objective value of the above relaxation is at most εm, for every ε ≥ 0. On the other hand, if the
basic SDP is feasible for an instance Φ of a PCSP, it doesn’t necessarily imply that Φ has an assignment
weakly satisfying all the constraints. For some PCSPs however, this is indeed the case, and we say that such
PCSPs are decided by the basic SDP.

Definition 2.9. We say that the basic SDP decides the PCSP Γ if for every instance Φ such that the basic

SDP is feasible on Φ, there is an assignment to Φ that weakly satisfies all the constraints.

We remark that polynomial-time SDP solving algorithms can only compute the objective to within
1/poly(n) accuracy [Fre04]. For the sake of robust algorithms, this issue is not relevant: if an instance Φ

has a solution strongly satisfying 1− ε fraction of the constraints, we can find a vector solution to the basic
SDP with error at most (ε +C)m in polynomial time, for arbitrarily small constant C > 0.

2.3 Elementary properties of Gaussians

We prove a couple of elementary properties of Gaussian distribution that we use later. First, we prove the
following anti-concentration inequality for the standard Gaussian random variable.

Proposition 2.10. Suppose that X ∼N (0,1) has the standard Gaussian distribution. Then, for every ε ≥ 0,

Pr(|X | ≤ ε)≤ ε .

Proof. We have

Pr(|X | ≤ ε) =

∫ +ε

−ε

1√
2π

e−
x2
2 dx ≤

∫ +ε

−ε

1√
2π

dx ≤ ε .

We also need the following concentration inequality for 1-dimensional Gaussian.

Proposition 2.11. Suppose that X ∼N (0,σ 2) has Gaussian distribution with variance σ 2. Then, for every

t ≥ 0,

Pr(X ≥ t)≤ e
− t2

2σ2 .

3 Overview of techniques

3.1 Robust algorithm for MAJ polymorphisms

We obtain our robust algorithms by first solving the basic SDP relaxation and then rounding the vectors. We
first illustrate the SDP rounding idea with a warm-up algorithm (originally appeared in [Zwi98]) to solve
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the decision version of 2-SAT CSP P = {(−1,+1),(+1,−1),(+1,+1)}. Consider an instance Φ of 2-SAT
over a set of n variables and m constraints. We first solve the basic SDP relaxation of Φ. If the basic SDP
relaxation has a strictly positive error, then the instance is clearly not satisfiable. Instead, suppose that the
relaxation has zero error and we found a set of vectors v0,v1, . . . ,vn, and the local probability variables λ j( f )

for all j ∈ [m], f : C j → {−1,+1} that satisfy all the constraints in the basic SDP relaxation with ε j = 0 for
every j ∈ [m]. Consider an arbitrary constraint C j using the literals x1,x2. We abuse the notation and let
v1,v2 denote the vectors assigned by the SDP to x1 and x2 respectively. Using the first moment and second
moment properties satisfied by the local probabilities λ j( f ), we get the following.

1. 〈v1,v0〉+ 〈v2,v0〉 ≥ 0.

2. If 〈v1,v0〉+ 〈v2,v0〉= 0, v1 +v2 = 0.

These properties motivate the following simple rounding algorithm that outputs the assignment σ : V →
{−1,+1}. We sample a random unit vector ζ ∼ N (0,I), and set

σ(ui) =























+1, if 〈vi,v0〉> 0.

−1, if 〈vi,v0〉< 0.

+1, if 〈vi,v0〉= 0 and 〈ζ ,vi〉> 0.

−1, if 〈vi,v0〉= 0 and 〈ζ ,vi〉< 0.

This ensures that if a constraint uses the literals x1,x2, at least one of x1 or x2 is rounded to +1.

While this algorithm finds a satisfying solution when the underlying instance Φ has a solution satisfying
all the constraints, it does not give any non-trivial guarantees when the instance is only promised to have a
solution satisfying 1−ε fraction of the constraints. Zwick [Zwi98] gave a robust algorithm for 2-SAT which
was later improved by Charikar, Makarychev, and Makarychev [CMM09] with the following clever robust
algorithm for 2-SAT. They sample a uniformly random vector ζ ∼ N (0,I), and set

σ(ui) =

{

+1, if 〈vi,ζ 〉 ≥ − 〈vi,v0〉√
ε

.

−1, otherwise.

One can view their algorithm as a smoothed version of the earlier discussed algorithm: if |〈vi,v0〉| >
√

ε ,
then we just round σ(ui) to +1 if and only if 〈vi,v0〉> 0. On the other hand, if 〈vi,v0〉= 0, we set σ(ui)=+1
if and only if 〈ζ ,vi〉 ≥ 0.

We use this algorithm in our proof of Theorem 1.3 but we give a completely different analysis. Consider
a constraint C in the 2-SAT instance and let v1,v2 denote the vectors assigned by the basic SDP to the
literals in a constraint. Let ζ1 = 〈ζ ,v1〉 and ζ2 = 〈ζ ,v2〉. Note that both ζ1 and ζ2 are standard Gaussian
variables with covariance Cov(ζ1,ζ2) = 〈v1,v2〉. To upper bound the probability that the output assignment
σ violates the constraint C, [CMM09] calculate the probability that ζ1 < − 〈vi,v0〉√

ε
and ζ2 < − 〈vi,v0〉√

ε
. They

do so by computing the probability that a pair of Gaussian random variables with known covariance lie in a
given intersection of two half-spaces. While this analysis works for 2-SAT, these calculations turn out to be
significantly harder when there are more than two Gaussian random variables.

Instead, we take a conceptually different, and arguably simpler route. As a concrete example, consider
the PCSP Γ = (P,Q) where P = Ham4{2,3,4}, Q = Ham4{1,2,3,4}, i.e.,

P =
{

x ∈ {−1,+1}4 : ∑
i∈4

xi ≥ 0
}

, Q = {−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1,−1,−1)}.
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Consider a constraint C of an instance Φ of Γ. As the average error of SDP over all the constraints is at most
ε , for at least 1− ε1/4 fraction of the constraints, the error is at most ε3/4. We restrict ourselves to these
constraints and let v1, . . . ,v4 denote the vectors assigned by the SDP to the literals in the constraint. We have
that ∑i∈[4]〈vi,v0〉 ≥−ε3/4. Recall that if for some i ∈ [4], 〈vi,v0〉 ≥

√
ε , the corresponding literal is rounded

to +1 with probability 1. On the other hand, if for some i ∈ [4], 〈vi,v0〉 ≤ −4
√

ε , there is some i′ ∈ [4] with
〈vi′ ,v0〉 ≥

√
ε , which again ensures that there is at least one literal that is rounded to +1. Hence, if there is

at least one i ∈ [4] with |〈vi,v0〉| ≥ 4
√

ε , at least one literal is rounded to +1.

Thus the interesting case is when |〈vi,v0〉| ≤ O(
√

ε) for every i ∈ [4]. In this case, using the first
and second moment properties satisfied by these vectors, we get that

∥

∥∑i∈[4] vi

∥

∥

2
is at most O(ε1/4). The

output assignment σ violates Q on this constraint only if 〈ζ ,vi〉 ≤ − 〈vi,v0〉√
ε

for every i ∈ [4], or equivalently,

〈ζ ,vi〉+ 〈vi,v0〉√
ε

≤ 0 for every i ∈ [4]. However, using
∥

∥∑i∈[4] vi

∥

∥

2
≤ O(ε1/4) and ∑i∈[4]〈vi,v0〉 ≥ −ε3/4, we

get that

∑
i∈[4]

(

〈ζ ,vi〉+
〈vi,v0〉√

ε

)

≥−O(ε1/4).

If σ does not satisfy Q, then for some i ∈ [4], we have that

〈ζ ,vi〉+
〈vi,v0〉√

ε
∈
[

−O(ε1/4),0
]

Finally, we can upper bound the probability that this occurs to be at most Õ
(

ε1/4
)

using anti-concentration
of the Gaussian 〈ζ ,vi〉 ∼ N (0,1). Thus, we can infer that the assignment σ satisfies at least 1− Õ(ε1/4)

fraction of the constraints in expectation. A careful analysis of the parameters gives a guarantee of 1−
Õ(ε1/3).

For an arbitrary PCSP Γ with MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ), we obtain a robust algorithm by first reducing to the case
when all the predicate pairs are of the form (P,Q) with Q = {−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}, generalizing
the above two examples of 2-SAT and (Ham4{2,3,4},Ham4{1,2,3,4}). Then, we find a weight vector w

which satisfies that w · x ≥ 0 for all x ∈ P (w = (1,1, . . . ,1) suffices for the previous two examples). We
prove the existence of such a vector w by using a Linear Programming relaxation, and we crucially use the
fact that (P,Q) contains MAJ polymorphisms in the analysis of this LP relaxation. Once we find the vector
w, the above analysis of (Ham4{2,3,4},Ham4{1,2,3,4}) can be generalized, the main change being that
we study the properties of the weighted sum of the vis with weights being given by the vector w.

3.2 Robust algorithm for AT polymorphisms

For the Alternating-Threshold (AT) case, we combine these ideas with a random geometric sampling trick.
As a concrete example, consider the PCSP (1-in-3-SAT, NAE-3-SAT). For the exact case, we can solve the
problem using the basic SDP relaxation via random hyperplane rounding as follows. Consider an arbitrary
constraint C and let v1,v2,v3 denote the vectors assigned by the basic SDP to the literals in C. Using the
fact that these vectors satisfy the first and second moment constraints of the basic SDP relaxation with zero
error, we can infer that their sum vs = v1 + v2 + v3 is equal to −v0 for every constraint C. Let vi ⊥ v0 =

vi −〈vi,v0〉v0 for i ∈ [3]. Note that ∑i∈[3] vi ⊥ v0 = 0. Using this observation, we can design a rounding
scheme. We first sample ζ ∼ N (0,I), and set σ(ui) = +1 if 〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 > 0, and −1 if 〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 < 0.
We also need to set σ(v0) = +1 and σ(−v0) = −1. As v1 + v2 + v3 = −v0, the rounding scheme ensures
that at least one literal associated with these vectors is set to +1, and at least one literal is set to −1.
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For the robust setting where we are only guaranteed that there is a solution satisfying 1−ε fraction of the
constraints, we get that the average SDP error is at most ε . By Markov’s inequality, we are guaranteed that
for at least 1−√

ε fraction of the constraints, the SDP error is at most
√

ε . For these constraints, we get that
the sum vector vs’s component orthogonal to v0 has ℓ2 norm at most O(ε1/4), i.e., ‖∑i∈3 vi ⊥ v0‖2 ≤O(ε1/4).
Using this, we design a rounding scheme that is similar to the above, with the addition that when ‖vi ⊥ v0‖2

is very small, we want to round it to +1 or −1 depending on its component along v0, similar to how we were
rounding v0 to +1 and −v0 to −1 in the exact algorithm earlier. We have the following compact algorithm
based on this idea.

σ(ui) =

{

+1, if 〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 ≥ −δ 〈vi,v0〉.
−1, otherwise.

Here, we choose δ to be a constant that is equal to εκ for an absolute constant κ < 1/4. Note that when |〈vi ⊥
v0,ζ 〉| is larger than δ , then our new rounding scheme is the same as the exact algorithm earlier, i.e., σ(ui) =

+1 if 〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 > 0 and −1 otherwise. Thus, if |〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉| > 3δ for some i ∈ [3], ‖∑i∈3 vi ⊥ v0‖2 ≤
O(ε1/4) < δ implies that there exist i, i′ ∈ [3] with 〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 > δ ,〈vi′ ⊥ v0,ζ 〉 < −δ , in which case
σ(ui) = +1 and σ(ui′) =−1. Thus, the output assignment satisfies the NAE-3-SAT constraint.

On the other hand, when |〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉| is much smaller than δ for every i ∈ [3], our rounding function
sets σ(ui) to +1 if 〈vi,v0〉 > 0 and −1 otherwise for each i ∈ [3]. Since ∑i∈[3] vi is close to −v0, even in
this case, our output satisfies the NAE-3-SAT constraint. The final ingredient is a geometric sampling trick
where we sample δ uniformly at random from a geometric series to ensure that with high probability, either
|〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉| > 3δ for some i ∈ [3] or |〈vi ⊥ v0,ζ 〉| is much smaller than δ for every i ∈ [3].

For an arbitrary Boolean folded PCSP Γ with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ), we first reduce Γ to a weighted hyperplane
predicate pair PCSP (P,Q) where

P = {v ∈ {−1,+1}k : 〈v,w〉= b}, Q = {−1,+1}k \{x,−x}

for some w ∈ Rk,b ∈ R with wi 6= 0 ∀i ∈ [k], where we set x as xi = +1 if wi > 0, and −1 otherwise. This
generalizes the (1-in-3-SAT, NAE-3-SAT) PCSP which corresponds to the case when w = (1,1,1),b =−1.
We show that the algorithm above works for this general predicate pair as well, thereby obtaining a robust
algorithm for every Boolean folded PCSP Γ with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ).

3.3 UG-hardness of robust algorithms

As mentioned earlier, our Unique Games hardness for a PCSP Γ (Theorem 1.4) is based on an integrality
gap for the basic SDP relaxation, i.e., we need to show that there is a finite instance Φ of Γ that has SDP
error of zero, yet there is no assignment that weakly satisfies all the constraints. In pursuit of this goal,
we develop a general recipe for showing integrality gaps with respect to basic SDP for Promise CSPs via
colorings of the n-dimensional unit sphere Sn.

We first start by showing an integrality gap instance for the CSP 3-LIN. Recall that the 3-LIN CSP has
the predicate P with

P = {x ∈ {−1,+1}3 : x1 + x2 + x3 =−1 or x1 + x2 + x3 =+3}.

Consider the instance Φ that uses three variables and uses two constraints C1,C2 with C1 = {(x1,x2,x3)},C2 =

{(x1,x2,x3)}. The instance has no assignment that satisfies both the constraints, and we now show that the
basic SDP solution has zero error on Φ. We first describe the local probability variables: we set

λ j( f ) =
1
4

∀ j ∈ [2], f (C j) ∈ P
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That is, we set each local distribution to be the uniform distribution over P. Substituting these in the first
and second moment constraints, we get the following requirements that the vectors v1,v2,v3 need to satisfy.

vi ·v0 = 0 ∀i ∈ [3] (1)

vi ·vi′ = 0 ∀i 6= i′ ∈ [3] (2)

We can find such three vectors by picking three orthogonal vectors that are all orthogonal to v0. This shows
that there is a solution to the basic SDP relaxation of Φ that has zero error, thus finishing the proof of the
existence of an integrality gap for Φ.

While the simple example gives an integrality gap for the 3-LIN CSP, it is a challenging task to find
such explicit integrality gap instances for general predicates. We develop a non-explicit approach where we
first construct an infinite integrality gap instance I n(Γ) for a given PCSP Γ and then use it to show the
existence of a finite integrality gap instance. The variable set V of I n(Γ) to be the set of unit vectors in
Rn+1: V = {uv : v ∈ Sn}.

We fix an arbitrary vector to be assigned v0 and add a constraint using k variables uv1 ,uv2 , . . . ,uvk
if there

is a probability distribution λ ( f ) supported on P such that these vectors v1,v2, . . . ,vk satisfy the first moment
and second moment constraints of the basic SDP relaxation with respect to λ ( f ) and the fixed vector v0. We
refer to such a set of k vectors as P-configurations with respect to v0. The way we have added the constraints
ensures that setting a to the variable ua satisfies all the basic SDP constraints with zero error. We then show
that the instance I n(Γ) does not have any assignment σ that weakly satisfies all the constraints to obtain
the integrality gap. Towards this, we study the sphere colorings fn : Sn → {−1,+1} that weakly satisfy all
the constraints of I n(Γ).

We take a look at the CSP P = 3-LIN again, now in terms of I n(P). As mentioned earlier, a set of
three vectors v1,v2,v3 are a P-configuration with respect to v0 if they satisfy Equation (1) and Equation (2).
Thus, to show that the instance I n(P) does not have any assignment satisfying all the constraints, it suffices
to show that for some positive integer n, there is no function f : Sn → {−1,+1} that satisfies the following
condition: For all vectors v1,v2,v3 ∈ Sn are mutually orthogonal and are orthogonal to v0, we have

f (v1)+ f (v2)+ f (v3) ∈ {−1,+3} .

As we allow negation of variables, we also require such a function f to be folded, i.e., f (−v) = − f (v)

for every v ∈ Sn−1. Such a coloring f trivially does not exist: consider a set of three mutually orthogonal
vectors that are all orthogonal to v0, V = (v1,v2,v3) and their negations, V ′ = (−v1,−v2,−v3). Such a set
of vectors is guaranteed to exist if n ≥ 4. Note that both these are valid P-configurations, but at least one
of f (v1)+ f (v2)+ f (v3), f (−v1)+ f (−v2)+ f (−v3) does not belong to {−1,+3}, thus completing the
proof that there is no assignment satisfying all the constraints of I n(P). Hence, I n(P) is an integrality gap
instance for the 3-LIN CSP, and this implies the existence of a finite integrality gap instance as well. While
there is a direct integrality gap instance for the 3-LIN, for an arbitrary PCSP Γ, to show the existence of an
integrality gap for the basic SDP relaxation, it is more convenient and practical to show the absence of any
assignment f : Sn → {−1,+1} satisfying all the constraints of I n(Γ) for some n which then implies the
existence of a finite integrality gap instance by a compactness argument.

While the P-configurations in the above proof for 3-LIN are easy to study, in general, proving the ab-
sence of sphere coloring is challenging. For example, consider the PCSP Γ = (P,Q) where P = Ham5{2,5},
Q = Ham5{1,2,3,4,5}:

P =
{

x ∈ {−1,+1}5 : |{i ∈ [5] : xi =+1}| ∈ {2,5}
}

, Q =
{

x ∈ {−1,+1}5 :
5

∑
i=1

xi >−5
}

.
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Here, a set of P-configurations with respect to a vector v0 are five unit vectors {v1,v2, . . . ,v5} such that
every two distinct vectors have an inner product equal to −1

5 , and vi · v0 = 0 for every i ∈ [5]. The sphere
coloring problem is then to show that there exists n such that for any folded f : Sn →{−1,+1}, there exists
a set of five vectors in Sn with every pair of them having inner product equal to −1

5 that are all colored −1.

Such problems where the goal is to find a monochromatic structure in sphere colorings are studied in a
topic called sphere Ramsey theory. In a striking result using tools from combinatorics, linear algebra, and
Banach space theory, Matoušek and Rödl [MR95] proved that every set of affinely independent vectors V

whose circumradius is smaller than 1 is sphere Ramsey—i.e., for every r, there exists n large enough such
that every r-coloring of Sn must have a monochromatic set U that is congruent to V . This directly answers
the above question regarding sphere coloring of Γ = (P,Q) where P = Ham5{2,5}, Q = Ham5{1,2,3,4,5}.

For an arbitrary Boolean symmetric PCSP Γ = (P,Q), to prove Theorem 1.4, we first reduce the problem
into a fixed number of templates using the properties of AT and MAJ polymorphisms, following [BG21].
For some of these templates, the result of Matoušek and Rödl [MR95] directly answers the sphere coloring
problem associated with them. For others, we need extra work built on the sphere Ramsey result. We
highlight one such template Γ = (P,Q) where P = Hamk{1,k}, Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k} \ {b} for positive
integers k,b : 0 ≤ b ≤ k. In the sphere coloring problem associated with this template, we need to show
that for any real α ∈ [0,1], in any folded f : Sn →{−1,+1}, there are k vectors all of whose pairwise inner
products are equal to α , and exactly b of them are assigned +1 according to f . We refer to such a set of
vectors S = {v1, . . . ,vk} ⊆ Sn as α-configuration if vi ·v j = α for all i 6= j ∈ [k].

The sphere Ramsey result shows that there is an α-configuration with b vectors being colored +1 only
when b = 0 or b = k. To extend to general b, we prove the following connectivity lemma: Between any two
arbitrary α-configurations S,T , there is a path U1,U2, . . . ,UL of α-configurations with length L := L(α ,k,n)

where U1 = S, UL = T , and any two consecutive configurations Ui, Ui+1 differ in at most one element. The
sphere Ramsey result shows that there is an α-configuration with all the vectors being colored +1, and by
negating these vectors, we get an α-configuration with all the vectors being colored −1. Finally, using the
connectivity lemma between these two configurations, we get that for every b ∈ {0,1, . . . ,k}, there is an
α-configuration where in exactly b vectors are colored +1, thereby finishing the proof of the integrality
gap. We also remark that while our integrality proofs are non-constructive in general, we get an explicit
integrality gap instance for Γ inspired by the connectivity lemma.

4 Robust Algorithms

4.1 CMM is a robust algorithm when Majority is a polymorphism

We restate Theorem 1.3 for the case of MAJ polymorphisms.

Theorem 4.1. Let Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} be a Boolean folded PCSP with MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ). For

every ε > 0, there is a randomized polynomial time algorithm that given an instance Φ of PCSP(Γ) that is

promised to have an assignment satisfying 1− ε fraction of the constraints, finds an assignment to Φ that

satisfies 1− ÕΓ(ε
1
3 ) fraction7 of the constraints in expectation.

In the rest of this subsection, we prove Theorem 4.1. Our strategy is to reduce the problem into a special
case when every predicate pair in the PCSP Γ is of the form (P,{−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}), and then
use the algorithm of Charikar, Makarychev, and Makarychev [CMM09].

7We use OΓ to denote a hidden constant which depends on the specific template Γ.
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For ease of notation, we use O(·) instead of OΓ(·) when Γ is clear from the context. We first get rid
of all the constraints that use a predicate pair (P,Q) where P ⊆ Q = {−1,+1}k for some integer k since
these constraints are trivially satisfied by any assignment. Suppose that there are m constraints in Φ, and
m′ = αm of them use predicates of the form (P,Q) where P ⊆ Q = {−1,+1}k. We consider the instance
Φ′ containing m−m′ constraints obtained by deleting the constraints that use predicates of the form (P,Q)

where P⊆Q= {−1,+1}k. In the instance Φ′, we are promised that there is a solution satisfying m−m′−εm

constraints, i.e., 1− ε
1−α fraction of the constraints. We use the algorithm that we will present later in

the subsection on the instance Φ′ to get an assignment weakly violating at most Õ
(

(

ε
1−α

) 1
3

)

(m − m′)

constraints. The same assignment weakly violates at most

Õ

(

(

ε

1−α

) 1
3

)

(m−m′) = Õ

(

(

ε

1−α

) 1
3

)

(1−α)m ≤ Õ(ε
1
3 )m

constraints in Φ. Thus, it suffices to study Boolean folded PCSPs where no predicate pair is of the form
(P,{−1,+1}k).

We further transform the instance into one in which every predicate pair is of the form (P,{−1,+1}k \
{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}).

Lemma 4.2. Fix ε > 0, and consider a Boolean folded PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} where Pi ⊆ Qi (
{−1,+1}ki for every i ∈ [l]. Given an instance Φ of Γ over a set of variables V , there is a polynomial time

algorithm that outputs an instance Φ′ of a Boolean folded PCSP Γ′ = {(P′
1,Q

′
1), . . . ,(P

′
l′ ,Q

′
l′)} over the same

variable set V such that the following hold.

1. (Completeness.) If an assignment σ : V →{−1,+1} strongly satisfies 1−ε fraction of the constraints

in Φ, then σ strongly satisfies at least 1−O(ε) fraction of the constraints in Φ′ as well.

2. (Soundness.) If an assignment σ : V →{−1,+1} weakly satisfies 1− ε fraction of the constraints in

Φ′, then σ weakly satisfies at least 1−O(ε) fraction of constraints in Φ.

3. The resulting PCSP Γ′ satisfies the below two properties:

(a) For every i ∈ [l′], Q′
i is equal to {−1,+1}k′i \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)} for some positive integer k′i.

(b) If MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ), then, MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ′).

Proof. We obtain the above transformation in two steps. First, we construct a Boolean folded PCSP Γ∗ from
Γ as follows:

Γ∗ :=
{(

Pi,{−1,+1}ki \{x}
)

: i ∈ [l],x ∈ {−1,+1}ki \Qi

}

Note that for every predicate pair (P,Q) ∈ Γ∗, there is a predicate pair (P,Q′) ∈ Γ with Q′ ⊆ Q, and thus,
Pol(Γ)⊆ Pol(Γ∗).

Given an instance Φ of Γ over a set of variables V , we obtain an instance Φ∗ of Γ∗ over the same set
of variables V as follows. We order the constraints of Φ as C1,C2, . . . ,Cm. Consider a constraint C j in Φ

using the predicate pair (Pi,Qi) over the tuple of literals S j = (x j,1,x j,2, . . . ,x j,ki
). In the instance Φ∗, we

add 2ki −|Qi| constraints C j,x associated with every x ∈ {−1,+1}ki \Qi. The constraint C j,x uses the same
tuple of literals as C j but uses the predicate pair (Pi,{−1,+1}k

i \ {x}). We analyze the completeness and
soundness of this reduction.
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1. (Completeness.) If σ : V →{−1,+1} strongly satisfies a constraint C j, then σ strongly satisfies C j,x

for every x ∈ {−1,+1}ki \{x}. If σ strongly satisfies (1− ε)m constraints in Φ, then the number of
constraints that σ does not strongly satisfy in Φ∗ is at most 2Kεm, where K := maxi∈[l] ki. Thus, σ

strongly satisfies at least m∗−2Kεm≥ (1−2Kε)m∗ constraints, where m∗ is the number of constraints
in Φ∗. Here, we are using the fact that m∗ ≥ m, as we have Qi 6= {−1,+1}ki for every i ∈ [k].

2. (Soundness.) Suppose that σ : V →{−1,+1} weakly satisfies 1− ε fraction of the constraints in Φ∗.
As σ weakly violates at most εm∗ ≤ 2Kεm constraints, for at least 1− 2Kε fraction of the original
constraints C j, σ weakly satisfies C j,x for every x ∈ {−1,+1}ki \Qi. For these constraints C j, σ

weakly satisfies C j as well, and thus, σ weakly satisfies at least 1−2Kε fraction of the constraints in
Φ.

Next, we transform Γ∗ to Γ′ to ensure that every weak predicate is of the form {−1,+1}k \{(−1, . . . ,−1)}.
We use the following entry-wise product notation: for a pair of vectors u,v ∈ Rk, we let

u⊙v := (u1v1,u2v2, . . . ,ukvk).

For a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k, we let

P⊙v := {u⊙v : u ∈ P}.

We let Γ′ be the following.

Γ′ :=
{(

P⊙ (−x),{−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}
)

:
(

P,{−1,+1}k \{x}
)

∈ Γ∗
}

Given the instance Φ∗ of Γ∗ that is obtained from Φ, we construct an instance Φ′ of Γ′ on the same set of
variables as follows. Consider a constraint C j,x using the predicate pair (Pi,{−1,+1}ki \ {x}). We have
a constraint C′

j,x in Φ′ using the predicate pair (Pi ⊙ x,{−1,+1}ki \ {(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}. However, in the
constraint C′

j,x, we negate the literals corresponding to the indices p ∈ [ki] where xp = 1. More formally, the
constraint C′

j,x uses a tuple S′j := (y j,1,y j,2, . . . ,y j,ki
) that is obtained from S j as follows.

y j,p :=

{

x j,p, if xp =−1.

x j,p, if xp = 1.

An assignment σ : V → {−1,+1} strongly (and resp. weakly) satisfies C′
j,x if and only if σ strongly (and

resp. weakly) satisfies C j,x. Thus, we get that Φ′ satisfies the completeness and soundness properties of
the lemma. Finally, the operation of negating a subset of coordinates preserves all polymorphisms that are
folded, and thus, if MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ), MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ′) as well.

Given an instance Φ of an Γ, we transform it to an instance Φ′ of a PCSP Γ′ using Lemma 4.2. If Φ

is promised to have an assignment strongly satisfying at least 1− ε fraction of the constraints, then Φ′ has
an assignment strongly satisfying 1−O(ε) fraction of the constraints as well. If there is a polynomial time
robust algorithm that outputs an assignment weakly satisfying 1− f (ε) fraction of the constraints, then we
can use this assignment to obtain a robust algorithm for Γ as well. Thus, a polynomial time robust algorithm
for Γ′ gives a polynomial time robust algorithm for Γ as well.

For such a Γ where every predicate pair is of the form (P,{−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}) with MAJ ⊆
Pol(Γ), we show that the robust algorithm of Charikar, Makarychev, and Makarychev [CMM09] for 2-
SAT generalizes and gives a robust algorithm for the Boolean folded PCSP Γ as well. First, we state their
algorithm.
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1. Given an instance Φ of Γ containing n variables u1,u2, . . . ,un, solve the basic SDP and obtain a set of
vectors v0,v1, . . . ,vn. Let µ ∈ Rn denote the first moments and Σ ∈ Rn×n be the gram matrix of these
vectors.

µi = vi ·v0 ∀i ∈ [n]

Σi, j = vi ·v j ∀i, j ∈ [n]

2. Sample an n dimensional Gaussian ζ ∼ N (0,Σ). (Note that Σ is positive semidefinite.)

3. Set8γ = ε
2
3 .

4. For each i ∈ [n], round as follows

σ(ui) =

{

+1 ζi ≥−µi/γ .

−1 otherwise.

We shall prove the following guarantee about the algorithm.

Theorem 4.3. Let Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} be a Boolean folded PCSP such that MAJ ⊆ Pol(Γ)
where Pi ⊆ Qi = {−1,+1}ki \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)} for every i ∈ [l]. Let Φ be an instance of PCSP(Γ) over n

variables and using m constraints for which the basic SDP relaxation has a solution with error value at most

εm. Then, the assignment σ output by the above CMM algorithm weakly satisfies 1− ÕΓ(ε
1/3) fraction of

the constraints in expectation.

We analyze the probability that the output assignment weakly satisfies each constraint separately. Fix
a constraint C j using the predicate pair (P,Q) of arity k with P ⊆ Q = {−1,+1}k \ {(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}.
Suppose that the basic SDP solution has error equal to c on this constraint, i.e., ε j = c. Our goal is to upper
bound the probability that the rounded solution violates the constraint Q by a function of ε and c. Using
the fact that the expected value of c over all the constraints is at most ε , we get our required robustness
guarantee. More formally, we prove the following.

Lemma 4.4. Fix j ∈ [m], and suppose that the basic SDP solution has an error value equal to c on C j, i.e.,

ε j = c. Then, the probability that σ does not weakly satisfy C j is at most

O





√
ε +

√

√

√

√

(

γ

√

log
1
ε
+2c

)

log
1
ε
+

c

γ



 .

By summing over all the constraints, and using linearity of expectation, the expected number of con-
straints that are not weakly satisfied by σ is at most

O





√
εm+ ∑

j∈[m]





√

√

√

√

(

γ

√

log
1
ε
+2ε j

)

log
1
ε
+

ε j

γ







 . (3)

8We change the parameter slightly – in the original CMM algorithm, γ is set to be
√

ε .
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As the basic SDP has a total error at most εm, the average value of ε j over j ∈ [m] is at most ε . Also note
that the expression in Equation (3) is a concave function of ε j. Thus, using Jensen’s inequality, we get that
the expected number of constraints that are not weakly satisfied by σ is at most

O





√
εm+m ·





√

√

√

√

(

γ

√

log
1
ε
+2ε

)

log
1
ε
+

ε

γ







≤ Õ
(

mε1/3
)

This completes the proof of Theorem 4.3. In the rest of the subsection, we prove Lemma 4.4.

Let P be the convex hull of P, where the tuples are viewed as vectors in Rk.

P :=

{

∑
a∈P

λaa : λa ≥ 0 ∀a ∈ P, ∑
a∈P

λa = 1

}

.

We prove the following property about P using the fact that the PCSP (P,Q) has Majority of all odd
arities as polymorphisms. We recall that OMAJ(P) denotes the set

⋃

x1,...,xL∈P,L∈N, odd MAJL(x1, . . . ,xL) for a
predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k .

Lemma 4.5. Let P ⊆ {−1,+1}k be a predicate such that (−1,−1, . . . ,−1) 6∈ OMAJ(P). Then, there is a

hyperplane separating P from the origin: there exists w ∈ Rk, w ≥ 0 and ‖w‖1 = 1 such that for every

a ∈ P , 〈a,w〉 ≥ 0.

Proof. Consider the following linear program,

maximize: η

subject to:
k

∑
i=1

wi = 1

∀a ∈ P, η −
k

∑
i=1

aiwi ≤ 0

w ≥ 0

It suffices to prove that the objective of this linear program is non-negative. To do this, we consider the
dual program on variables ν ∈ R and λa ∈ R for a ∈ P:

minimize: ν

subject to: λ ≥ 0∧ ∑
a∈P

λa = 1 (dual of η)

∀i ∈ [k],ν − ∑
a∈P

aiλa ≥ 0 (dual of w)

As all the coefficients used in the LP are rational, we may assume that ν and λ are rational. Assume for
sake of contradiction that there is a solution to the dual LP with ν < 0. Then, we have that for all i ∈ [k],

∑
a∈P

aiλa < 0.

Let N be the least common denominator of the λas. Consider the set of satisfying assignments to P where we
take 2Nλa copies of a for each a ∈ P. We also add an arbitrary element b of a to our set. As ∑a∈P aiλiN < 0
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for every i ∈ [k], and ∑a∈P aiλiN is an integer, we get that for every i ∈ [k], 2∑a∈P aiλaN + b ≤ 0. In other
words, when we apply MAJ2N+1 coordinatewise to this set of assignments in P, we get (−1,−1, . . . ,−1).
As (P,Q) contains Majority of all odd arities as polymorphisms, this implies that the resulting output
(−1,−1, . . . ,−1) is in Q, a contradiction.

Thus, the objective η of the original LP is non-negative, completing the proof.

Now we use this lemma to complete the proof of Lemma 4.4. Recall that our goal is to lower bound the
probability that the assignment σ output by the above algorithm weakly satisfies the constraint C j. Suppose
that the constraint C j is on a tuple of literals S j = (x j,1,x j,2, . . . ,x j,k), and uses the predicate pair (P,Q) where
P ⊆ Q = {−1,+1}k \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}. We first simplify the notation a bit. Let K = 2k. We order all the
tuples in {−1,+1}K as a1,a2, . . . ,aK .

{a1,a2, . . . ,aK} := {−1,+1}k.

We can also view the tuple ai as a function fi : S j →{−1,+1} where fi(x j,p) = (ai)p. We use p1, p2, . . . , pK

to denote the probabilities assigned by the SDP solution corresponding to the K local assignments a1, . . . ,aK .

pi := λ j( fi).

We have that each pi ≥ 0, ∑i∈[K] pi = 1 and

∑
i∈[K],ai∈P

pi = 1− c

Using Lemma 4.5, we get w ∈Rk with w ≥ 0 and ‖w‖1 = 1 such that wT ai ≥ 0 for all ai ∈ P. Combining
this with the above properties of the basic SDP solution, we get the following.

1. (First moment). We have

wT µ = ∑
i∈[K]

piw
T ai

≥−c (Using Lemma 4.5 and −1 ≤ wT ai ≤ 1∀i ∈ [K] )

2. (Second moment). We have

wT Σw = ∑
i∈K

pi(w
T ai)

2 ≤ ∑
i∈K,ai∈P

pi(w
T ai)

2 + c ≤ ∑
i∈K,ai∈P

piw
T ai + c ≤ wT µ +2c .

We do casework on the value of wT µ . First, consider the case that wT µ ≥ κ = γ
√

log 1
ε . As ‖w‖1=1, and

w ≥ 0, there exists i ∈ [k] such that µi ≥ κ . As ζi ∼ N (0,1), using Proposition 2.11, with probability at
least 1−√

ε , we have ζi ≥− µi

γ . Thus, with probability at least 1−√
ε , the rounded solution satisfies Q.

Henceforth, we assume wT µ < κ . For notational convenience let t =−µ/
√

ε . We have

wT t ≤ c

γ
(4)

and wT Σw ≤ κ +2c. Note that wT ζ ∼N (0,wT Σw). Thus, using Proposition 2.11, with probability at least
1−

√
ε , we have that

|wT ζ | ≤ O

(

√

(κ +2c) log
1
ε

)

(5)
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Note that the rounded solution does not satisfy Q only if t ≥ ζ . We now upper bound the probability
that this can occur. Together with Equation (4) and Equation (5), t ≥ ζ implies that

0 ≤ wT (t−ζ )≤ O

(

√

(κ +2c) log
1
ε
+

c

γ

)

.

Take some coordinate with wi ≥ 1/k and note that

ti −ζi ∈
[

0,O

(

√

(κ +2c) log
1
ε
+

c

γ

)]

,

but this can only happen with probability O
(√

κ + c log 1
ε +

c√
ε

)

using Proposition 2.10. Thus, the proba-

bility that the assignment σ does not satisfy Q is at most

O

(

√
ε +

√

(κ +2c) log
1
ε
+

c

γ

)

.

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.4.

4.2 Warm-up for AT: Random threshold rounding algorithm for Dual-Horn SAT

As a stepping-stone for our algorithm for AT presented in the next section, we present a robust algorithm for
the Dual-Horn SAT CSP. In the Dual-Horn SAT CSP Γ = (P1,P2, . . . ,Pl), the predicates are all of the k-SAT
form, i.e., Pi = {−1,+1}ki \{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1)}, with the additional restriction that in every constraint, there
is at most one literal that is a negated variable. A robust algorithm for Dual-Horn SAT was found previously
by Zwick [Zwi98], and a matching hardness result was obtained by Guruswami and Zhou [GZ12]. We
now present a robust algorithm for Dual-Horn SAT achieving similar guarantees as [Zwi98]. The random
thresholding idea that we use here serves as a good warmup for the AT algorithm presented in the next
subsection.

1. Given an instance Φ of Γ containing n variables {u1,u2, . . . ,un}, solve the basic SDP and obtain a set
of vectors v0,v1, . . . ,vn. Let µ ∈ Rn denote the first moments.

µi = vi ·v0 ∀i ∈ [n]

2. Let T be a geometric progression with first term
√

ε , last term 1/K and spacing between terms is at
least K, where K is the maximum arity of the predicates in Γ.

3. Sample a uniformly random threshold t ∈ T .

4. For each i ∈ [n], round as follows

σ(xi) =

{

+1 if yi ≥ t −1.

−1 otherwise.
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Theorem 4.6. Let Φ be an instance of Dual-Horn SAT using the CSP(Γ) for which there is a basic

SDP solution with error at most ε . Then, the assignment σ output by the above algorithm satisfies 1−
OΓ(1/ log(1/ε)) fraction of the constraints of Φ in expectation.

Proof. As with the analysis of MAJ, we fix a single constraint C j using the predicate P and analyze the
probability that σ satisfies C j. Since the average SDP error over the constraints is equal to ε , by Markov’s
inequality, for at least 1−√

ε fraction of the constraints, the SDP error value is at most
√

ε . Henceforth, we
assume that c ≤√

ε .

Suppose that the constraint C j uses the variables x1, . . . ,xk. First, consider the case when none of the
variables are negated. Using the fact that the local assignments in the SDP solution have weight at least
1−√

ε fraction on assignments in P, we get that

k

∑
i=1

µi ≥ (1−
√

ε)(−(k−2))+
√

ε(−k) =−(k−2)−2
√

ε

By the pigeonhole principle, we must have some i with

µi ≥
−(k−2)−2

√
ε

k
=−1+

2−2
√

ε

k
≥−1+

1
K

where in the final step, we assumed that ε is small enough that 2
√

ε ≤ 1. Thus, µi ≥ t −1 for all t ∈ T . In
this case, σ(xi) = +1, and the constraint is satisfied by σ .

Consider the case when a literal is a negated variable in the constraint. Without loss of generality, assume
that x1 is negated. Then, we have that

−µ1 +µ2 + · · ·+µk ≥ (1−
√

ε)(−(k−2))+
√

ε(−k) =−(k−2)−2
√

ε .

In particular, there exists an integer i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k} such that

µi ≥
µ1 − (k−2)−2

√
ε

(k−1)
=−1+

µ1 +1−2
√

ε

k−1

The algorithm rounds xi to −1 only if t > µ1+1−2
√

ε
k−1 . On the other hand, the algorithm rounds x1 to +1 only

if t ≤ µ1 + 1. Since there is at most one element in T in ( µ1+1−2
√

ε
k−1 ,µ1 + 1), there exists at most one t ∈ T

which would round xi to −1 but x1 to +1. Therefore, the probability the constraint is satisfied is at least
1− 1/|T | = 1− 1/ log(1/ε). By linearity of expectation over all the constraints with error at most

√
ε , we

get the required claim.

Remark 4.7. We remark that the above algorithm applies directly to Horn-SAT as well. Furthermore, for

an arbitrary PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} with OR polymorphisms9 OR ⊆ Pol(Γ), it’s been

proved [BG21] that OR ⊆ Pol(Γ′) where Γ′ is the CSP containing the predicates {Q1,Q2, . . . ,Ql}. By

Schaefer’s theorem [Sch78], any CSP(Γ) with OR ⊆ Pol(Γ) is ppp-definable from k-Horn-SAT, and thus,

our algorithm proves that there is a polynomial time robust algorithm for every PCSP Γ with OR ⊆ Pol(Γ).
9OR(x1,x2, . . . ,xL) is equal to +1 if there is i ∈ [L] with xi =+1, and −1 otherwise.
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4.3 Algorithm for AT

We now show how to combine the ideas in the previous two subsections to obtain a polynomial time robust
algorithm for every Boolean folded PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)},Pi ⊆ Qi ⊆ {−1,+1}ki with AT ⊆
Pol(Γ). Similar to the MAJ polymorphisms case, we can without loss of generality assume that Qi 6=
{−1,+1}ki for every i ∈ [l]. We first reduce an arbitrary PCSP Γ with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ) to a specific PCSP that
we will work with. For a vector w ∈Rk, define sgn(w)i to be −1 if wi ≤ 0 and +1 otherwise. Define ΓAT to
be the following family of weighted hyperplane predicates:

ΓAT := {(Pw,b := {x ∈ {−1,+1}k : w · x = b},Qw,b := {−1,+1}k \{sgn(w),−sgn(w)}) :

b ∈Q,w ∈ (Q\{0})k,w.sgn(w)> b,−w.sgn(w)< b}

We observe that these predicates indeed have AT of all odd arities as polymorphisms.

Claim 4.8. AT ⊆ Pol(ΓAT )

Proof. Fix b ∈ Q and w ∈ (Q \ {0})k. Let (Pw,b,Qw,b) be the corresponding predicate for these values. It
suffices to show that AT ⊆ Pol(Pw,b,Qw,b). Fix an odd arity L and pick x1, . . . ,xL ∈ Pw,b. Observe that

AT(x1, . . . ,xL) = sgn(x1 −x2 + · · ·+xL).

Further, w · (x1 −x2 + · · ·+xL) = b. This implies that sgn(x1 −x2 + · · ·+xL) 6= sgn(w) as otherwise,

b = w · (x1 −x2 + · · ·+xL)≥ w · sgn(w)> b.

where we used the fact that the absolute value of each entry in x1 − x2 + . . .+ xL is at least 1. By a similar
argument, sgn(x1 −x2 + · · ·+xL) 6=−sgn(w). Thus, AT(x1, . . . ,xL) ∈ Qw,b, as desired.

Let Γconst be the PCSP where constants can be specified. That is {({−1},{−1}),({+1},{+1})}. We
show that an arbitrary Boolean PCSP with AT polymorphisms can be reduced to the union of the weighted
hyperplane and the constant predicates.

Lemma 4.9. Let Γ be any Boolean folded PCSP with Γ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)},Pi ⊆ Qi ( {−1,+1}ki

with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ). Then, Γ is ppp-definable from a Boolean folded PCSP Γ′ with Γ′ ⊆ ΓAT∪Γconst .

We prove Lemma 4.9 in Section 4.4.

Recall that if a PCSP Γ is ppp-definable from another PCSP Γ′, if Γ′ has a polynomial time robust
algorithm, then Γ has a polynomial time robust algorithm as well (up to losing constant factors in the error
parameter). In the rest of this section, we obtain a robust algorithm for a Boolean folded PCSP Γ with
Γ ⊆ ΓAT ∪Γconst , thereby obtaining a robust algorithm for every Boolean folded Γ with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ). We
state our algorithm below.
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1. Given an instance Φ of Γ containing n variables V = {u1,u2, . . . ,un}, solve the basic SDP and obtain
a set of vectors v0,v1, . . . ,vn.

2. Sample a vector ζ ∈ Rn by choosing each coordinate independently from N (0,1).

3. Choose δ uniformly at random from {p,rp, . . . ,rκ p} where p = εc1 , and r = κ = Θ
(

log 1
ε

log log 1
ε

)

such

that rκ p = εc2 . Here, c1 and c2 are two arbitrary real constants satisfying 0 < c2 < c1 < 0.25.

4. For every i ∈ [n], let vi = αiv0 + v′i, where v′i is orthogonal to v0. We output an assignment σ as
follows.

σ(ui) =

{

−1, if 〈ζ ,v′i〉 ≥ δαi |〈ζ ,v0〉| .
+1, otherwise.

We now analyze the algorithm.

Theorem 4.10. Let Γ be a Boolean folded PCSP such that Γ ⊆ ΓAT ∪ Γconst . Let Φ be an instance of

PCSP(Γ) for which there is a basic SDP solution with average error at most ε . Then, the assignment output

by the above algorithm satisfies at least 1−OΓ

(

log 1
ε

log log 1
ε

)

fraction of constraints of Φ in expectation.

Theorem 4.10, Lemma 4.9 together with Lemma 4.2, Theorem 4.3 complete the proof of Theorem 1.3.

For ease of notation, we just use O() instead of OΓ() when Γ is clear from the context. As before,
we prove Theorem 4.10 by proving a lower bound on the probability that a particular constraint is sat-
isfied. Consider the constraint C over the tuple S = (x1,x2, . . . ,xk) using the predicate pair (P,Q) where
P ⊆ Q ⊆ {−1,+1}k, and let c denote the error of the SDP solution on constraint C. As the average value
of c over all the constraints is at most ε , using Markov’s inequality, at least 1−√

ε fraction of the con-
straints have SDP error at most

√
ε . We restrict our analysis to these constraints with SDP error c ≤ √

ε

and show that the rounded solution violates the predicate Q with probability at most O
(

log log 1
ε

log 1
ε

)

, thereby

proving Theorem 4.10.

We first consider the case when P = Q and P ⊆ Hamk{0,k}.

Lemma 4.11. Let Γ be a Boolean folded PCSP with AT ⊆ Pol(Γ), and let Φ be an instance of PCSP(Γ). In

the basic SDP solution of Φ, suppose that the constraint C using the predicate pair (P,Q) has error at most√
ε , and P = Q, P ⊆ Hamk{0,k}. Then, the assignment σ output by the above algorithm does not weakly

satisfy C with probability at most O
(

log log 1
ε

log 1
ε

)

.

We defer the proof of Lemma 4.11 to Appendix A.

We now consider the case when P = Pw,b and Q = Qw,b. For ease of notation, we let v1,v2, . . . ,vk to
denote the vectors assigned to the literals in the constraint C. Let K = 2k. As in the analysis of the CMM
algorithm, we order all the tuples in {−1,+1}k as a1,a2, . . . ,aK .

{a1,a2, . . . ,aK} := {−1,+1}k.

We also view the tuple ai as a function fi : S →{−1,+1} where fi(xp) = (ai)p. We use p1, p2, . . . , pK to de-
note the probabilities assigned by the SDP solution corresponding to the K local assignments a1,a2, . . . ,aK .

pi := λ j( fi).
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We have that each pi ≥ 0, ∑i∈[K] pi = 1 and

∑
i∈[K],ai∈P

pi ≥ 1−
√

ε

Let vs = ∑i∈[k] wivi, and let the component of vs along v0 be αv0, and the component normal to v0 be equal
to v′s.

vs = αv0 +v′s,〈v0,v
′
s〉= 0.

We use the first and second moments properties of the vectors v1,v2, . . . ,vk to get the following.

1. (First moments). We have

α =
k

∑
i=1

wi〈vi,v0〉

=
k

∑
i=1

wi

(

K

∑
j=1

p j(a j)i

)

=
K

∑
j=1

p j

(

k

∑
i=1

wi(a j)i

)

=
K

∑
j=1

p j〈w,a j〉

= ∑
j∈[K],a j∈P

p j〈w,a j〉+ ∑
j∈[K],a j /∈P

p j〈w,a j〉

= ∑
j∈[K],a j∈P

p jb+ ∑
j∈[K],a j /∈P

p j〈w,a j〉

= b+κ

where
κ = ∑

j∈[K],a j /∈P

p j(1−〈w,a j〉)

We have |κ |= O(
√

ε).

2. (Second moments). We have

‖vs‖2
2 = ∑

i, j∈[k]
wiw j〈vi,v j〉= ∑

i∈[K]

pi(ai ·w)2 = b2 +κ ′

where |κ ′|= O(
√

ε).

Thus, we get ‖v′s‖2
2 = ‖vs‖2

2 −α2 = (b2 +κ ′)− (b+κ)2 which is at most O(
√

ε).

We are now ready to analyze the algorithm. We consider two cases separately:

Case 1. Suppose that there exists i ∈ [k] such that ‖v′i‖2 ≥ kδ r2. We claim that in this case, the rounded
solution satisfies Q with probability at least 1−O(1

r
).

Note that 〈ζ ,v′j〉 ∼ N (0,
∥

∥

∥v′j

∥

∥

∥

2

2
) for every j ∈ [k]. Suppose that we have

∥

∥

∥v′j

∥

∥

∥

2
≥ δ r2 for some j ∈ [k].

Using Proposition 2.10, this implies that |〈ζ ,v′j〉| ≥ rδ with probability at least 1− 1
r
. Furthermore, as

〈ζ ,v0〉 ∼N (0,1), using Proposition 2.11, we get that |〈ζ ,v0〉| ≤ r with probability at least 1−O(ε). Thus,
with probability at least 1−O(1

r
), x j is set to be equal to +1 if 〈ζ ,v′j〉> 0, and −1 otherwise.
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Hence, to show that the rounded solution satisfies Q, it suffices to show that there exist i1, i2 ∈ [k]

such that |〈ζ ,v′i1〉| ≥ δ r, |〈ζ ,v′i2〉| ≥ δ r, and 〈ζ ,v′i1〉 and 〈ζ ,v′i2〉 have opposite signs. As ‖v′i‖2 ≥ kδ r2, with
probability at least 1−O(1

r
), we have that |〈ζ ,v′i〉| ≥ kδ r. Recall that ‖v′s‖2 ≤ ε0.25 ≤ δ . Thus, |〈ζ ,v′s〉| ≤ rδ

with probability at least O(1
r
). As |〈ζ ,v′i〉| ≥ kδ r, there exists i′ ∈ [k], i′ 6= i such that |〈ζ ,v′i′〉| ≥ kδ r, and

〈ζ ,v′i〉 and 〈ζ ,v′i′〉 have opposite signs. Thus, with probability at least 1−O(1
r
), i and i′ are rounded to

different values, which implies that the rounded solution satisfies Q.

Case 2. Suppose that for every i ∈ [k], we have ‖v′i‖2 ≤ δ
2r2 .

As 〈ζ ,v′i〉 ∼ N (0,‖v′i‖2
2), using Proposition 2.11, we get that with probability at least 1−O(1

r
), for

every i ∈ [k], |〈ζ ,v′i〉| ≤ δ
2r

. On the other hand, using Proposition 2.10, we have that |〈ζ ,v0〉| ≥ 1
r

with

probability at least 1− 1
r
. Furthermore, As α2

i +‖v′i‖2
2 = 1 for every i ∈ [k], we get that |αi| ≥ 1−δ ≥ 1

2 for
every i ∈ [k]. Thus, with probability at least 1−O(1

r
), for every i ∈ [k], xi is set to be +1 if αi ≤ 0, and −1

otherwise. Combining this with the fact that ∑i wiαi = b+O(
√

ε), and that ∑i wi > b and ∑i wi > −b, for
small enough ε , we get the rounded solution has variables assigned +1 and −1.

Completing the proof. We finish the proof by showing that with probability at least 1−O(1
r
), at least one

of the above two cases holds. None of the above two cases hold if for some i ∈ [k], we have

δ

2r2 <
∥

∥v′i
∥

∥

2 < kδ r2

Or equivalently,
‖v′i‖2

kr2 < δ <
∥

∥v′i
∥

∥

2 2r2

This holds with probability at most O(1
r
) for every value of ‖v′i‖ as we are picking δ from {p,rp, . . . ,rκ p}

uniformly at random with κ = r.

4.4 Proof of Lemma 4.9

For a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k, we let Aff(P)⊆ Rk to denote the affine hull of P.

Aff(P) :=

{

∑
a∈P

λaa : ∑
a∈P

λa = 1,λa ∈ R

}

.

We recall that OAT(P) denotes the set
⋃

x1,...,xL∈P,L∈N, odd, ATL(x1, . . . ,xL) for a predicate P ⊆ {−1,+1}k. To
prove Lemma 4.9, we need to use the following lemma implicit in [BG21].

Lemma 4.12. Let P ⊆ {−1,+1}k be a predicate such that there is non-trivial dependence in each coordi-

nate, i.e., for every i∈ [k], there exist vectors x,y∈P with xi =−1 and yi =+1. Then, OAT(P)= {sgn(x−y) :
x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi}.

We present the proof in Appendix A for the sake of completeness.

We also need the following claim.

Claim 4.13. Let H be a vector space in Rk such that there is no y ∈ H with yi > 0 for all i. Then, there exists

w with wi > 0 for all i and w · y = 0 for all y ∈ H.

Proof. Since H and the positive orthant Rk
+ := {y ∈Rk : yi > 0∀i ∈ [k]} are both convex bodies, there exists

v ∈ Rk and b ∈R such that for all w ∈ Rk
+, w ·v > b and for all y ∈ H , y ·v ≤ b. Taking the limit as w → 0,
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we have that b ≤ 0. Further, since (0,0, . . . ,0) ∈ H , we must have that b = 0 and since H is a vector space,
y ·v = 0 for all y ∈ H . Thus, v is normal to H . Note that v has all coordinates positive as v ·w > 0 for all w

in the positive orthant.

Proof of Lemma 4.9. Fix a pair of predicates (P,Q)∈ Γ. It suffices to show that (P,Q) is ppp-definable from
ΓAT ∪ Γconst . If P has coordinates of fixed value, we can use a gadget reduction from Γconst to simulate
these values. Thus, we assume that P has non-trivial dependence in each coordinate, and thus we apply
Lemma 4.12 to get that Q ⊇ OAT(P) = {sgn(x− y) : x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi}. We may without loss of
generality assume that Q = {sgn(x−y) : x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi}.

For every x ∈ {−1,+1}k \Q, we find w,b such that

Pw,b := {x ∈ {−1,+1}k : w · x = b}, Qw,b := {−1,+1}k \{sgn(w),−sgn(w})

satisfy P ⊆ Pw,b,Pw,b ⊆ Qw,b and sgn(w) = x. By applying this for every x ∈ {−1,+1}\Q, we get a set of
predicate pairs (P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(PL,QL) with L ≤ 2k such that

1. P ⊆ Pi for every i ∈ [L].

2. (Pi,Qi) ∈ ΓAT for every i ∈ [L].

3.
⋂

i∈[L] Qi = Q.

This shows that (P,Q) is ppp-definable from {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2), . . . ,(PL,QL)} ⊆ ΓAT .

Henceforth, our goal is to show that for every x ∈ {−1,+1}k \Q, we can find w,b such that Pw,b :=
{x ∈ {−1,+1}k : w · x = b} satisfies P ⊆ Pw,b, w · sgn(w) > b,w · sgn(w) > −b and sgn(w) = x. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that x = (+1,+1, . . . ,+1). Fix an arbitrary vector x ∈ P such that x /∈
{(−1,−1, . . . ,−1),(+1,+1, . . . ,+1)}. Such a vector is guaranteed to exist as P does not contain x and has
non-trivial dependence on each coordinate. Let H be a subspace of Rk defined as follows:

H := {y−x : y ∈ Aff(P)}

As x /∈ OAT (P), using Lemma 4.12, we get that for every z ∈ H , sgn(z) 6= x, or in other words, there is
no z ∈ H with zi > 0 for all i ∈ [k]. Using Claim 4.13, we can obtain w such that w · y = 0 for all y ∈ H ,
and wi > 0 for all i ∈ [k]. This shows that w · y = b for every y ∈ P, where b = w · x satisfies ∑i wi > b,
∑i wi >−b.

5 Unique Games based Hardness

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4.

First, we use the analysis of AT and MAJ polymorphisms for symmetric PCSPs with folding and idem-
potence in [BG21] to show that we can relax Γ into one of five candidate PCSP types.

Lemma 5.1. Let Γ = (P,Q) be a Boolean folded symmetric idempotent PCSP such that MAJL1 ,ATL2 /∈
Pol(Γ) for some odd integers L1,L2. Then, there exists a Boolean folded PCSP Γ′ = (P,Q) that is ppp-

definable from Γ that is equal to either of the following:

1. k is even, and Γ1 = (P,Q),P = Hamk{ k
2},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b ∈ {1,k−1}.
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2. k is odd, Γ2 = (P,Q),P = Hamk{l, k+1
2 }, Q = Hamk{0,1,2, . . . ,k−1}, where l ≤ k−1

2 .

3. Γ3 = (P,Q),P = Hamk{l,k}, Q = Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k}, where l 6= 0, l ≤ k−1
2 .

4. Γ4 = (P,Q),P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{0,k−1} where l ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1}, l ≤ k−1
2 .

5. Γ5 = (P,Q),P = Hamk{1,k},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} for arbitrary b ∈ {0,1, . . . ,k}.

We defer the proof of Lemma 5.1 to Appendix A.

Recall that if a PCSP Γ′ is ppp-definable from another PCSP Γ, if Γ has a polynomial time robust algo-
rithm, then Γ′ has a polynomial time robust algorithm as well (Proposition 2.7). Thus, to show Theorem 1.4,
it suffices to show Unique Games based hardness of obtaining robust algorithms for the PCSPs Γ1—5. We
achieve this by showing integrality gaps for the basic SDP relaxation of them. Raghavendra’s result for
CSPs [Rag08] shows that integrality gaps for the basic SDP relaxation can be translated to Unique Games
Conjecture (UGC) [Kho02a] based inapproximability results. In fact, his result is verbatim applicable to
Promise CSPs as well.

Theorem 5.2 (Special case of [Rag08] for Boolean folded PCSPs when the SDP is feasible). Suppose that

for a Boolean folded PCSP Γ, there is a finite integrality gap for the basic SDP relaxation, i.e., there is a

finite instance I of PCSP(Γ) on which the basic SDP relaxation is feasible but there is no assignment that

weakly satisfies I. Then, there exists a constant s < 1 that is a function of Γ, I such that the following decision

problem is NP-hard for sufficiently small ε ,δ > 0, assuming UGC. Given an instance Φ of Γ, distinguish

between the two cases:

1. (Completeness.) There exists an assignment that strongly satisfies 1− ε fraction of the constraints in

Φ.

2. (Soundness.) No assignment weakly satisfies s+δ fraction of the constraints in Φ.

Thus, to show Theorem 1.4, our goal is to show the existence of finite integrality gaps for the basic SDP
relaxations of the Boolean folded PCSPs in Lemma 5.1. To obtain such an integrality gap for the basic SDP
relaxation of a PCSP, we study colorings of the n dimensional sphere Sn that satisfy certain properties. We
start by defining a few notations that we need.

Definition 5.3. Fix a predicate P⊆{−1,+1}k. We say that a tuple of vectors V =(v1,v2, . . . ,vk),vi ∈ Sn∀i∈
[k] are a P-configuration with respect to another vector v0 ∈ Sn if the tuple of vectors can be assigned to

a set of literals in a constraint by the basic SDP relaxation of an instance of PCSP(P,Q) with zero error,

for some Q ⊇ P. In other words, there exists a probability distribution {λ (a) : a ∈ P} supported on P that

satisfies the following properties.

1. 0 ≤ λ (a)≤ 1 for all a ∈ P, and

∑
a∈P

λ (a) = 1.

2. First moments:

vi · v0 = ∑
a∈P

λ (a)ai ∀i ∈ [k].

3. Second moments:

vi · vi′ = ∑
a∈P

λ (a)aiai′ ∀i, i′ ∈ [k].
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We now define the notion of a function respecting a Boolean folded PCSP. We refer to functions f :
Sn →{−1,+1} as colorings of the sphere.

Definition 5.4. Fix a vector v0 and we say that a coloring of the sphere f : Sn →{−1,+1} that is folded, i.e.,

f (−v) = − f (v) for every v ∈ Sn respects the Boolean folded PCSP (P,Q) with respect to a vector v0 ∈ Sn

if the following condition holds. For every P-configuration V = (v1,v2, . . . ,vk) with respect to v0, we have

that the colors of the vectors satisfy Q, i.e.,

( f (v1), f (v2), . . . , f (vk)) ∈ Q

More generally, we say that a coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1} respects a Boolean folded PCSP Γ with respect

to a vector v0 if it respects every predicate pair in Γ with respect to v0.

Our key observation is that the absence of such a sphere coloring respecting Γ for some finite n gives an
integrality gap for the basic SDP relaxation of Γ.

Lemma 5.5. For every Boolean folded PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)}, the Basic SDP decides PCSP(Γ)
if and only if for every integer n≥ 1, there exists a coloring f (n) : Sn →{−1,+1} that respects Γ with respect

to a vector v
(n)
0 .

Proof. We slightly abuse the notation and say that a folded function f : S → {−1,+1},S ⊆ Sn respects a
Boolean PCSP (P,Q) w.r.t. v0 if and only if for every P-configuration of vectors V = (v1, . . . ,vk) w.r.t. v0

with vi ∈ S∀i ∈ [k], f (V ) ∈ Q. More generally, for a Boolean folded PCSP Γ, f : S → {−1,+1} respects Γ

if and only if it respects every predicate pair in Γ. Via a compactness10 argument (e.g., like the De Brujin-
Erdos theorem [BE51], for more details see Remark 7.13 of [BBKO21] or [CZ23a]), we can infer that there
is a coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1} respecting Γ w.r.t. v0 if and only if for every finite subset S ⊂ Sn, there
exists a coloring fS : S → {−1,+1} that respects Γ w.r.t. v0.

First, assume that the Basic SDP decides PCSP(Γ). Fix an arbitrary set of vectors v
(n)
0 ,n ∈ Z+. For any

finite subset S ⊂ Sn, we construct an instance ΦS of Γ as follows. The variable set is xv,v ∈ S. We add a
constraint over (Pi,Qi) using the variables xv1 , . . . ,xvki

if V = (v1,v2, . . . ,vki
) is a Pi-configuration w.r.t. v

(n)
0

for i ∈ [l]. We have that xv 7→ v is a basic SDP solution with zero error. Thus, there exists an assignment to
the variables that weakly satisfies all the constraints in ΦS, or equivalently, there exists fS : S → {−1,+1}
that respects the PCSP Γ w.r.t. v

(n)
0 . Thus, there exists a coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ w.r.t.

v
(n)
0 for every positive integer n.

Second, suppose that for every integer n ≥ 1, there exists a coloring f (n) : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects

Γ w.r.t. some vector v
(n)
0 . We seek to show that the Basic SDP decides PCSP(Γ). Take an arbitrary instance

Φ of PCSP(Γ) such that there is a solution to Basic SDP with zero error. We solve the SDP relaxation
of Φ and obtain a set of vectors v0 and v1, . . . ,vn ∈ Sn corresponding to the variables in Φ that satisfies
all the constraints in Φ with zero error. As there is a function f (n) : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ w.r.t.

some vector v
(n)
0 , by rotating f (n), we get a function f ′(n) : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ w.r.t. v0. The

assignment f ′(n)(vi) to the variable ui weakly satisfies all the constraints in Φ. Thus, for every instance Φ

of PCSP(Γ) with zero error on the basic SDP relaxation, there is an assignment that weakly satisfies all the
constraints in Φ, or equivalently, the basic SDP decides Γ.

As a corollary, we get the following.

10We assume the axiom of choice.
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Corollary 5.6. Let Γ be a Boolean folded PCSP. Then, there is a finite integrality gap for the basic SDP

relaxation of Γ if and only if for some positive integer n, there exists no folded coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1}
that respects Γ.

Theorem 5.2 together with Corollary 5.6 shows that if for a Boolean folded PCSP Γ does not admit
a sphere coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ for some positive integer n, then, Γ does not admit a
polynomial time robust algorithm, assuming the Unique Games Conjecture. Thus, our goal is to show that
the PCSPs mentioned in Lemma 5.1 do not admit sphere coloring that respects them, and use Corollary 5.6
to prove Theorem 1.4.

In the rest of this section, we first prove a couple of lemmas regarding sphere Ramsey theory. Then, we
show that the earlier mentioned PCSPs Γ1—5 do not have folded sphere coloring respecting them using the
sphere Ramsey results.

5.1 Sphere Ramsey theory

We start with a few notations. For a tuple of vectors S = (v1,v2, . . . ,vk) with vi ∈ Sd , we use ρ(S) to denote
the sphere of the smallest radius that contains S as a subset.

ρ(S) := min{r : ∃c ∈ Rd,‖c−vi‖2 = r∀i ∈ [k]}.

Let S1 = (u1,u2, . . . ,uk), S2 = (v1,v2, . . . ,vk) with ui ∈ Sd1 , vi ∈ Sd2 be two tuples with the same arity. We
say that S1 and S2 are congruent if they have the same pairwise inner products, i.e., ui ·u j = vi · v j for all
i, j ∈ [k]. Matoušek and Rödl [MR95] proved the following:

Theorem 5.7 ( [MR95]). Let S = (u1,u2, . . . ,uk) be a tuple of affinely independent vectors with ρ(S) < 1.

Then, for every positive integer r ≥ 2, there exists an integer n0 := n0(S,r) such that for every n ≥ n0,

for every partition f : Sn → [r], there exists a tuple of vectors S′ = (v1,v2, . . . ,vk),vi ∈ Sn∀i ∈ [k] that is

congruent to S, and is monochromatic, i.e., f (vi) = f (v j) for every i, j ∈ [k].

We will use this to show the following lemma regarding sphere colorings.

Lemma 5.8. Fix an integer k ≥ 3 and r ≥ 2. There exists n0 := n0(k) such that for every n ≥ n0 and coloring

f : Sn → [r] and γ ∈R with −1
k−1 < γ < 1, there exists a monochromatic set of vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk}⊆ Sn

such that vi · v j = γ for every i 6= j.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary set S = {u1,u2, . . . ,uk} of k unit vectors in Sn such that ui ·u j = γ for every
i 6= j. Such a set S is guaranteed to exist when n is large enough. We show that the vectors are affinely
independent: suppose for contradiction that there exists reals c1,c2, . . . ,ck not all zero, ∑i ci = 0 and ∑i ciui =

0. We have

0 = u1 ·
(

∑
i

ciui

)

= c1 + γ(c2 + . . .+ ck) = c1 + γ(−c1)

implying that c1 = 0. The same argument shows that ci = 0 for all i ∈ [k], a contradiction.

The set of vectors can be embedded on a sphere of radius strictly smaller than 1: let α ∈ R such that
0 < α < 2

k
, and let us = ∑i∈[k] ui, c = αus. We have

‖us‖2
2 = ∑

i

‖ui‖2
2 +2∑

i6= j

ui ·u j = k+
k(k−1)

γ
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Note that

‖ui − c‖2
2 = ‖ui‖2

2 +‖c‖2
2 −2c ·ui

= 1+α2
(

k+
k(k−1)

γ

)

−2α(1+(k−1)γ)

= 1− k(1+(k−1)γ)α

(

α − 2
k

)

which is strictly smaller than 1 when 0 < α < 2
k
. Thus, all the vectors are on a sphere centered at c and

radius strictly smaller than 1, implying that ρ(S) < 1. Now, we can use Theorem 5.7 on S and f to obtain
the required set of vectors V .

While Theorem 5.7 is applicable to a wide range of sets S, we sometimes need to apply it to sets S that
do not form a simplex or have ρ(S) = 1. Towards this, we use the “Spreads” based idea in [MR95] to obtain
a version of Theorem 5.7 directly for certain sets S where Theorem 5.7 is not applicable.

We use the following notion of Spread vectors from [MR95]. For an integer n, a vector a ∈Rk, and a set
J ⊆ [n] of cardinality k with J = { j1, j2, . . . , jk}, we let

Spreadn(a,J) =
k

∑
i=1

aie ji

where e1,e2, . . . ,en is an orthonormal basis of Rn. For a set I ⊆ [n], we let

Spreadn(a, I) = {Spreadn(a,J) : J ⊆ I, |J|= k}

We get the following as a direct application of the hypergraph Ramsey theorem.

Lemma 5.9. ( [MR95]) For every a∈Rk,n,k, there exists N such that in any coloring f : SpreadN(a, [N])→
[r], there exists I with |I|= n such that SpreadN(a, I) is monochromatic with respect to f , i.e., ∃p ∈ [r] such

that f (v) = p for all v ∈ SpreadN(a, I).

Lemma 5.9 implies the following immediately.

Corollary 5.10. Let U = {u1,u2, . . . ,uk} be a set of k unit vectors such that ui ∈ SpreadN(a, [N]) for all

i ∈ [k] for an integer N, and a vector a ∈ RN with ‖a‖2 = 1. Then there exists n0 := n0(U,a,N) such that

for every n ≥ n0,r, for every sphere coloring f : Sn → [r], there exists a set of k vectors V = {v1, . . . ,vk} that

are all colored the same, and vi · v j = ui ·u j for every i, j ∈ [k].

We use Corollary 5.10 to prove a lemma regarding sphere colorings. For ease of notation, we call a set
of k unit vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} to be k-regular if vi ·v j =− 1

k−1 for every i 6= j.

Lemma 5.11. Fix an integer k ≥ 2. There exists n0 := n0(k) such that for every n ≥ n0 and folded coloring

f : Sn → {−1,+1}, there exist a k-regular set of vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} ⊆ Sn such that exactly k− 1
vectors in V are colored −1.

Proof. We construct a set of k unit vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} in SpreadN(a, [N]) such that the set of vec-
tors {v1,v2, . . . ,vk−1,−vk} is a k-regular set, where N and a depend only on k, and ‖a‖2 = 1. Using Corol-
lary 5.10, we can infer that in the coloring f , there exist k vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} that are all assigned
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the same color, such that {v1,v2, . . . ,vk−1,−vk} is a k-regular set. As f is folded, this implies that there is a
k-regular set in which exactly k−1 vectors are assigned the color −1.

Thus our goal is to construct k unit vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} in SpreadN(a, [N]) such that the set of
vectors {v1,v2, . . . ,vk−1,−vk} is a k-regular set. Or equivalently, we construct the vectors v1,v2, . . . ,vk−1

in SpreadN(a, [N]) and vk in SpreadN(−a, [N]) such that {v1, . . . ,vk} is a k-regular set. We set γ = 1√
2(k−1)

and a = (γ ,−γ ,γ ,−γ , . . . ,−γ) ∈ R2(k−1). We set vi = Spreadn(a,Ji), i ∈ [k−1],vk = Spread(−a,Jk) where
J1,J2, . . . ,Jk such that |Ji| = 2(k − 1) for every i ∈ [k]. We obtain these sets by induction on k. First, we
consider the base case when k = 2. In this case, we set J1 = J2 = {1,2} and N = 2 suffices. The vectors are
the following:

v1 = (γ ,−γ)

v2 = (−γ ,γ)

where γ = 1√
2
. Note that the above two vectors are a 2-regular set, and letting a = (γ ,−γ), we have

v1 ∈ Spread2(a, [2]), and v2 ∈ Spread2(−a, [2]). Now, suppose that J1,J2, . . . ,Jk,N are such that vi =

SpreadN(a,Ji), i ∈ [k − 1],vk = SpreadN(−a,Jk) satisfy the property that {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} is a k-regular set
with a = (γ ,−γ , . . . ,γ ,−γ) ∈R2(k−1), γ = 1√

2(k−1)
. We construct J′1, . . . ,J

′
k+1 such that v′i = SpreadN′(a′,J′i )

for all i ∈ [k], v′k+1 = SpreadN′(−a′,Jk+1) satisfy the property that {v′1,v
′
2, . . . ,v

′
k+1} is a (k+1)-regular set

with a′ = (γ ′,−γ ′, . . . ,γ ′,−γ ′) ∈R2k, γ ′ = 1√
2k

.

1. For every i ∈ [k−1], we obtain J′i from Ji by adding two new elements.

J′i = Ji ∪{N +2i,N +2i+1}
This ensures that v′i ·v′j =−(γ ′)2 for every i, j ∈ [k−1], i 6= j.

2. We obtain Jk+1 from Jk by adding two new elements.

Jk+1 = Jk ∪{N +1,N +2k}
This ensures that v′i ·v′k+1 =−(γ ′)2 for every i ∈ [k−1].

3. Finally, we set Jk.
Jk = {N +1,N +2, . . . ,N +2k}

This ensures that v′i ·v′k =−(γ ′)2 for every i ∈ [k+1], i 6= k.

We illustrate our construction by obtaining the vectors for the case when k = 3 and k = 4:

v1 = (α ,−α ,0,α ,−α ,0)

v2 = (0,0,α ,−α ,α ,−α)

v3 = (−α ,α ,−α ,0,0,α)

v1 = (β ,−β ,0,β ,−β ,0,0,β ,−β ,0,0,0)

v2 = (0,0,β ,−β ,β ,−β ,0,0,0,β ,−β ,0)

v3 = (0,0,0,0,0,0,β ,−β ,β ,−β ,β ,−β )

v4 = (−β ,β ,−β ,0,0,β ,−β ,0,0,0,0,β )

where α = 1
2 and β = 1√

6
.

As the pairwise inner product of every pair in {v′1,v
′
2, . . . ,v

′
k+1} is equal to −(γ ′)2 = − 1

k
, we get that

these set of vectors are a (k+1)-regular set, completing the inductive proof.
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5.2 Absence of sphere coloring via sphere Ramsey theory

First, we show the absence of sphere coloring respecting Γ1 using Lemma 5.11.

Lemma 5.12. Fix an even integer k ≥ 4. There exists an integer n0 such that for every n ≥ n0, there is

no folded f : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ1 = (P,Q), P = Hamk{ k
2}, Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where

b ∈ {1,k−1}.

Proof. Consider a large integer n and suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is a folded function
f : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ1 with respect to a vector v0 ∈ Sn. We get the P-configuration of vectors
v1,v2, . . . ,vk where we set λ (a) = 1

|P| for every a ∈ P in Definition 5.3. The vectors satisfy the following
properties.

1. (First moments.) vi ·v0 = 0 for every i ∈ [k].

2. (Second moments.) vi ·v j =
2(

k
2
2)−

k2
4

(k
2)

= −1
k−1 .

Our goal is to show that there is a P-configuration of such vectors such that exactly b of them are colored
+1 according to f . Consider the set of vectors

v⊥0 := {u ∈ Sn : u ·v0 = 0}

Using Lemma 5.11, we can obtain a set of k vectors u1,u2, . . . ,uk ∈ v⊥0 such that ui ·u j =
−1
k−1 and exactly

k−1 of {u1,u2, . . . ,uk} are colored −1.

|{i : f (ui) =−1}|= k−1.

Note that both {u1,u2, . . . ,uk} and {−u1,−u2, . . . ,−uk} are P-configurations with respect to v0. Since f

is folded, in at least one of these two P-configurations, there are exactly b vectors that are colored +1, a
contradiction.

We show the absence of sphere coloring respecting Γ2, Γ3, and Γ4 using Lemma 5.8.

Lemma 5.13. Fix an odd integer k ≥ 3 and integer l : 0 ≤ l ≤ k−1
2 . There exists an integer n0 such that

for every n ≥ n0, there is no folded f : Sn → {−1,+1} that respects Γ2 = (P,Q), P = Hamk{l, k+1
2 }, Q =

Hamk{0,1,2, . . . ,k−1}.

Proof. Consider a large integer n and suppose for contradiction that there is a folded function f : Sn →
{−1,+1} that respects Γ2 with respect to a vector v0 ∈ Sn. The P-configuration that we consider is a set
of vectors v1,v2, . . . ,vk that are obtained by setting λ (a) in Definition 5.3 as follows. We first sample an
integer t ∈ {l, k+1

2 } as below.

t =

{

l, with probability 1
1−s

.
k+1

2 , with probability −s
1−s

.

where s = l − (k − l) < 0. The probability distribution λ is obtained by sampling a uniform element of
Hamk{t}. In other words, we have

λ (a) :=



















1
(1−s)(k

l)
, if a ∈ Hamk{l}.

−s

(1−s)( k
k+1

2
)
, else if a ∈ Hamk{ k+1

2 }.

0, otherwise.
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We obtain the following properties:

1. (First moments). vi ·v0 =
1

1−s
(l − (k− l))+ −s

1−s
1 = 0 for every i ∈ [k].

2. (Second moments). By symmetry of variables, we get that vi · v j = γ for every i 6= j, for some
γ := γ(k, l). We have

k+ k(k−1)γ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑
i

vi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

= ∑
a∈P

λ (a)‖a‖2 > 0.

Thus, we get that −1
k
< γ < 1.

Now, restricting ourselves to the vectors in Sn that are orthogonal to v0, and using Lemma 5.8, we get that
there exists a P-configuration of vectors that are all colored the same. By taking the negation of these vectors
if needed, we get our required claim.

Lemma 5.14. Fix integers k, l such that 0 < l ≤ k−1
2 . Then, there exists an integer n0 such that for every n ≥

n0, there is no folded f : Sn →{−1,+1} that respects Γ3 = (P,Q), P = Hamk{l,k}, Q = Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k},

where l 6= 0, l ≤ k−1
2 .

Proof. Consider a large integer n and suppose for contradiction that there is a folded function f : Sn →
{−1,+1} that respects Γ3 with respect to a vector v0 ∈ Sn. We pick the P-configuration along the same
lines as in Lemma 5.13. We sample t ∈ {l,k} with

t =

{

l with probability k
k−s

k with probability −s
k−1

where s = l − (k − l) < 0. As before, the probability distribution λ is obtained by sampling a uniform
element of Hamk{t}. We get

1. (First moments). vi ·v0 =
(

k
k−s

)

s
k
+
( −s

k−s

)

1 = 0 for every i ∈ [k].

2. (Second moments). As in Lemma 5.13, we have vi ·v j = γ for every i 6= j, for some γ := γ(k, l) with

k+ k(k−1)γ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑
i

vi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

= ∑
a∈P

λ (a)‖a‖2 > 0.

Thus, we get that −1
k
< γ < 1.

We restrict ourselves to vectors in Sn that are orthogonal to v0, and applying Lemma 5.8, we get that for any
coloring f : Sn → {−1,+1}, there is a monochromatic P-configuration that we described. By negating the
vectors if needed, we get our required proof.

For the proof of the next case Γ4 we will need Lemma 5.8 applied to 4-colorings of the sphere.

Lemma 5.15. Fix integers k ≥ 3, l ∈ {1, . . . ,k − 1}, l ≤ k−1
2 . There exists integer n0 such that for every

n ≥ n0, there does not exist coloring f : Sn → {0,1} that is folded and respects the PCSP Γ4 = (P,Q),P =

Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{0,k−1}.
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Proof. As before, consider a large integer n and suppose for contradiction that there is a folded function
f : Sn →{−1,+1} that respects Γ4 with respect to a vector v0 ∈ Sn. We partition the predicate P into P1 and
P−1 depending on the value of the first element, i.e.,

Pi = {x ∈ P : x1 = i}, i ∈ {−1,+1}

We pick the probability distribution λ as follows: sample i from {−1,+1} uniformly at random, then,
sample a uniformly random element from Pi. We get

1. (First moments). By our choice of Pis, we get that

v1 ·v0 = 0

By using the symmetry of the rest of the variables and the fact that ∑k
i=1 vi ·v0 = l− (k− l) = 2l − k ,

we get that

vi ·v0 =
2l − k

k−1
∀i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}.

For ease of notation, let α = 2l−k
k−1 .

2. (Second moments). We have

v1 ·
(

k

∑
i=2

vi

)

=
1
2
(1 · (2l − k−1))+

1
2
((−1) · (2l − k+1))

=−1

Thus, we get

v1 ·vi =
−1

k−1
∀i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}.

Note that we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k

∑
i=1

vi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

= (2l − k)2.

Using this, we get that

vi ·v j =
(2l − k)2 − (k−2)
(k−1)(k−2)

∀i, j ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}, i 6= j

For ease of notation, let β = (2l−k)2−(k−2)
(k−1)(k−2) .

Our goal is to show that there exists n0 such that for every n ≥ n0, for every folded sphere coloring
f : Sn →{−1,+1} and v0 ∈ Sn, there exists a set of k vectors V = {v1,v2, . . . ,vk} that satisfy the above first
and second moments, and exactly b vectors in V are colored +1, where b ∈ {0,k−1}. For i ∈ [k], let v′i be
the component of vi orthogonal to v0:

v′i = vi − (vi ·v0)v0, i ∈ [k]
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Note that ‖v′i‖=
√

1−α2 for i ∈ {2, . . . ,k} and ‖v′1‖= 1. We let ui =
v′i
‖v′i‖ . We have

ui ·u j =
v′i ·v′j

1−α2

=
(vi −αv0) · (v j −αv0)

1−α2

=
β −α2

1−α2 ∀i, j ∈ {2, . . . ,k}, i 6= j.

For ease of notation, γ = β−α2

1−α2 .

We have

k−2l =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k

∑
i=1

vi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

v1 +
k

∑
i=2

v′i +α(k−1)v0

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

u1 +
√

1−α2
k

∑
i=2

ui +(2l − k)v0

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

As ui ·v0 = 0 for every i ∈ [k], we get that

u1 +
√

1−α2
k

∑
i=2

ui = 0

Thus,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k

∑
i=2

ui

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=
1

1−α2

On the other hand,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k

∑
i=2

ui

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

= k−1+2 ∑
i, j∈{2,...,k},i6= j

ui ·u j

= k−1+(k−1)(k−2)γ

Thus, we get

γ =
1

(1−α2)(k−1)(k−2)
− 1

k−2
(6)

We apply Lemma 5.8 on the following coloring of the sphere. For a vector u ∈ Sn such that u · v0 = 0,
let f ′ : Sn−1 →{−1,+1}2 be defined as

f ′(u) =
(

f
(

αv0 +
√

1−α2u
)

, f
(

αv0 −
√

1−α2u
))

Using Lemma 5.8 on f ′ combined with the fact that γ > −1
k−2 obtained from Equation (6), we can infer that

there exist k−1 unit vectors u1,u2, . . . ,uk−1 ∈ Sn−1 such that ui ·v0 = 0 for all i, ui ·u j = γ for all i 6= j and
f ′(ui) = f ′(u j) for all i 6= j, i, j ∈ [k−1].
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We define v
(1)
1 ,v

(1)
2 , . . . ,v

(1)
k ,v

(2)
1 , . . . ,v

(2)
k as follows. For i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}, we let

v
(1)
i = αv0 +

√

1−α2ui−1

v
(2)
i = αv0 −

√

1−α2ui−1

We let

v
(1)
1 =− ∑k−1

i=1 ui
∥

∥∑k−1
i=1 ui

∥

∥

and v
(2)
1 = −v

(1)
1 . We now prove that the set of vectors v

(1)
1 , . . . ,v

(1)
k and the set of vectors v

(2)
1 , . . . ,v

(2)
k are

a P-configuration with first and second moments as computed earlier, where we sampled i from {−1,+1}
uniformly at random and set the probability distribution λ as the uniform distribution over Pi.

1. (First moments). As ui ·v0 = 0 for all i ∈ [k−1], we get that

v
(1)
1 ·v0 = v

(2)
1 ·v0 = 0

and
v
(1)
i ·v0 = v

(2)
i ·v0 = α ∀i ∈ {2, . . . ,k}

2. (Second moments). We have ∀i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k},

v
(1)
1 ·v(1)i =−

(∑k−1
j=1 u j) · (αv0 +

√
1−α2ui−1)

∥

∥

∥∑k−1
j=1 u j

∥

∥

∥

=

√
1−α2

k−1
−

(∑k−1
j=1 u j) · (∑k−1

j=1 u j)
∥

∥

∥∑k−1
j=1 u j

∥

∥

∥

=−
√

1−α2

k−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k−1

∑
j=1

u j

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=−
√

1−α2

k−1

√

k−1+2
(k−1)(k−2)

2
γ

=−
√

1−α2

k−1

√

1
1−α2 Using Equation (6)

=
−1

k−1
.

Furthermore, ∀i, j ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}, i 6= j,

v
(1)
i ·v(1)j = (αv0 +

√

1−α2vi) · (αv0 +
√

1−α2v j)

= α2 +(1−α2)γ

= β .
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Similarly, we have

v
(2)
1 ·v(2)i =

(∑k−1
j=1 u j) · (αv0 −

√
1−α2ui−1)

∥

∥

∥∑k−1
j=1 u j

∥

∥

∥

=
−1

k−1
∀i ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}.

v
(2)
i ·v(2)j = (αv0 −

√

1−α2vi) · (αv0 −
√

1−α2v j)

= α2 +(1−α2)γ = α2 +(1−α2)γ = β ∀i, j ∈ {2,3, . . . ,k}, i 6= j

Thus, both the set of vectors v
(1)
1 ,v

(1)
2 , . . . ,v

(1)
k and the set of vectors v

(2)
1 ,v

(2)
2 , . . . ,v

(2)
k are P-configurations

with respect to v0. As f ′(u1) = f ′(u2) = . . .= f ′(uk−1), we can infer that f (v
(1)
2 ) = f (v

(1)
3 ) = . . .= f (v

(1)
k )

and f (v
(2)
2 ) = f (v

(2)
3 ) = . . . = f (v

(2)
k ). Furthermore, as v

(1)
1 = −v

(2)
1 and f is folded, we can infer that

f (v
(1)
1 ) = − f (v

(2)
1 ). Thus, there exists p ∈ {1,2} such that f (v

(p)
1 ) = −1. Thus, there are either 0 or k− 1

vectors among v
(p)
1 ,v

(p)
2 , . . . ,v

(p)
k that are colored +1 according to f , contradicting the fact that f respects

the PCSP (P,Q).

5.3 Absence of sphere coloring via connectivity of configurations

Finally, we show the absence of sphere coloring for Γ5 using a connectivity lemma.

Lemma 5.16. Fix integers k ≥ 3,b ∈ {0,1, . . . ,k} \ {1,k}. There exists an integer n0 such that for every

n ≥ n0, there does not exist coloring f : Sn → {0,1} that is folded and respects the PCSP Γ5 = (P,Q),

P = Hamk{1,k}, Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b}.

We dedicate the rest of the section to proving Lemma 5.16. We pick the configuration of vectors along
the same lines as in Lemma 5.13. Fix v0 ∈ Sn. The P-configuration that we study is a set of vectors
v1,v2, . . . ,vk that is obtained by first sampling t ∈ {1,k} such that

t =

{

1 with probability k
2k−2

k with probability k−2
2k−2

Then, we sample a uniform element from Hamk{t}. We get the following properties:

1. (First moments). vi ·v0 =
(

k
2k−2

)

2−k
k

+
(

k−2
2k−2

)

1 = 0 for every i ∈ [k].

2. (Second moments). For every i 6= j ∈ [k], we get

vi ·v j =

(

k

2k−2

)

(

k−1
2

)

− (k−1)
(

k
2

) +

(

k−2
2k−2

)

1 =
k−3
k−1

For ease of notation, let α = k−3
k−1 . Furthermore, by restricting ourselves to vectors in Sn that are or-

thogonal to v0, we just focus on P-configurations that are a set of k unit vectors all of whose pairwise inner
product is equal to α . We refer to these sets of vectors, i.e., a set V of k unit vectors v1,v2, . . . ,vk ∈ Sn an
α-configuration if the inner product of every pair of them is equal to α . Given the folded sphere coloring f ,
our goal is to show that there is an α-configuration of vectors V among which exactly b of them are assigned
+1.

Unlike the earlier studied PCSPs, here, the setting when b = 0 is relatively straightforward, simply
because α ≥ 0. α ≥ 0 implies that there are an arbitrarily large number of unit vectors (as we can pick n
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to be large enough) all of whose pairwise inner product is equal to α . In particular, we pick a set of 2k−1
unit vectors all of whose pairwise inner product is equal to α . Among those, k of them are colored the same
according to f . By taking the negation of these if needed, we can infer that there are α-configurations that
are all colored +1, and also α-configurations that are all colored −1.

Before delving further, we handle the case when α = 0, i.e., when k = 3. In this case, we just pick a set
of k unit vectors that are all orthogonal to each other and their negations. Note that these are 2k pairwise
orthogonal vectors where exactly k of them are colored +1 according to f . Thus, we can pick k pairwise
orthogonal vectors from this set where exactly b of them are colored +1 according to f . Henceforth, we
assume that α > 0.

To show that there are α-configurations that have exactly b vectors that are colored +1, we show a
connectivity lemma (Lemma 5.19) where we prove that between any two α-configurations, there exists a
path using Ok,α(1) α-configurations where we change a single vector at each step in the path. As there is
an α-configuration where all are k vectors are colored +1, and the α-configuration obtained by negating
these vectors where all the vectors are colored −1, the connectivity lemma then shows that for every b ∈
{0,1, . . . ,k}, there exists an α-configuration that has exactly b vectors that are colored +1.

We first prove a simplified version of the connectivity lemma that we use to prove Lemma 5.19.

Lemma 5.17. Given an α-configuration U = {u1,u2, . . . ,uk} ⊆ Sn, and a unit vector w ∈ Sn that is or-

thogonal to each vector in U, there exists L := L(k,α) and a set of α-configurations V1,V2, . . . ,VL such

that

1. The consecutive configurations differ in a single vector i.e.,|Vi ∩Vi+1|= k−1 for every i ∈ [L−1].

2. Final configuration contains w, i.e., w ∈VL, and the initial configuration V1 is equal to U.

Proof. We prove the lemma by studying the inner product of w with an α-configuration V , which is equal to
all zeroes initially when V =U , and changing V one vector at a time such that the inner product of V with w

eventually reaches all αs. Towards this end, for an α-configuration V , we define the matrix (k+1)× (k+1)
matrix I(V,w) = [v1v2 . . .vkw]T [v1v2 . . .vkw] defined as follows:

I(V,w)i, j =























〈vi,v j〉 if 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k.

〈vi,w〉 if i = k+1,1 ≤ j ≤ k.

〈w,v j〉 if j = k+1,1 ≤ i ≤ k.

〈w,w〉= 1, if i = j = k+1.

Starting with I(V,w) where V =U , our goal is to change one vector in V at a time so that we eventually
reach a configuration where the last column in I(V,w) is equal to (α ,α , . . . ,α ,1). Note that changing one
vector in V corresponds to changing a single value in the last column (and the corresponding value in the
last row) in I(V,w). We show that the opposite direction also holds, i.e., by changing a single value in the
last column (and the corresponding value in the last row) of I(V,w), we obtain a new matrix that is I(V ′,w)

with V ′ being different from V only in a single vector, as long as the new matrix is positive semidefinite.

Claim 5.18. Suppose that A is a m×m real symmetric positive semidefinite matrix with A = UTU with

U = [u1u2 . . .um] where ui ∈ Rn with n ≥ m, and A′ is another real symmetric positive semidefinite matrix

such that A′ and A differ only in A1,2 = A2,1. Then, there exists U ′ = [u′
1u2 . . .um] such that A′ = (U ′)TU ′.
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Proof. As A′ is a positive semidefinite matrix, there exist v1,v2, . . . ,vm ∈ Rn such that A′ = V TV where
V = [v1v2 . . .vm]. Let A[2 : m] be the (m− 1)× (m − 1) submatrix of A excluding the first row and the
column, i.e., A[2 : m]i, j = Ai+1, j+1. We define the corresponding submatrix of A′ as A′[2 : m]. Note that
A[2 : m] = A′[2 : m]. Let U [2 : m] = [u2u3 . . .um], and similarly, let V [2 : m] = [v2v3 . . .vm]. Note that
A[2 : m] = U [2 : m]TU [2 : m], and A′[2 : m] = V [2 : m]TV [2 : m]. However, as A[2 : m] = A′[2 : m], we can
infer that there exists a unitary n× n matrix H such that U [2 : m] = HV [2 : m]. Now, setting U ′ = HV , we
get the required matrix U ′ with A′ = (U ′)TU ′.

Thus, our goal is to obtain a series of (k+ 1)× (k + 1) real symmetric positive semidefinite matrices
M1,M2, . . . ,ML such that

1. M1 = I(U,w).

2. The diagonal entries of Mi for every i ∈ [L] are all equal to 1.

3. All the off-diagonal entries of ML are equal to α .

4. For every i ∈ [L−1], Mi and Mi+1 differ only in one element in the last column (and the corresponding
element in the last row).

Towards this end, for ε ≥ 0, 0 ≤ γ ≤ α , and d ∈ [k], we define the (k+ 1)× (k+ 1) matrix M(γ ,ε ,d) as
follows:

M(γ ,ε ,d)i, j =























1, if i = j.

α , if 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k.

γ + ε , if i = k+1,1 ≤ j ≤ d or j = k+1,1 ≤ i ≤ d.

γ , if i = k+1,d +1 ≤ j ≤ k or j = k+1,d +1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Note that IU,w = M(0,0,k), and our goal ML is equal to M(α ,0,k). We consider the below sequence of
positive semidefinite matrices M(0,0,k),M(0,ε ,1),M(0,ε ,2), . . . ,M(0,ε ,k),M(ε ,ε ,1),M(ε ,ε ,2), . . . ,M(ε ,ε ,k),
M(2ε ,ε ,1), . . . , . . . ,M(α−ε ,ε ,k). At each step, we change a single element in the last column (and the cor-
responding element in the last row).

The final step is to show that when we set ε ≤ 1−α
k

, M(γ ,ε ,d) is positive semidefinite for every d ∈
[k],0 ≤ γ ≤ α . This follows from a simple calculation.

xT M(γ ,ε ,d)x = γ(
k+1

∑
i=1

xi)
2 +(α − γ)(

k

∑
i=1

xi)
2 +(1−α)

k

∑
i=1

x2
i +(1− γ)x2

k+1 + ε(xk+1)(
d

∑
i=1

xi)

≥ (1−α)
k+1

∑
i=1

x2
i + ε(xk+1)(

d

∑
i=1

xi)

≥
(

1−α

k

)

(

k
k+1

∑
i=1

x2
i −
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(xk+1)(
d

∑
i=1

xi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≥ 0 .

Now, we prove the connectivity lemma.

Lemma 5.19. Fix an integer k ≥ 2 and 0 < α < 1. Suppose that U and V are two α-configurations in Sn.

Then, there exists n0 := n0(k,α), and L := L(k,α) such that as long as n ≥ n0, there exist α-configurations

V1,V2, . . . ,VL such that
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1. The endpoints are U and V i.e., U =V1,V =VL.

2. Any two consecutive configurations differ in exactly one vector i.e., |Vi ∩Vi+1| = k− 1 for every i ∈
[L−1].

Proof. We use induction on k. First, we consider the case when k = 2. Let U = {u1,u2}, and V = {v1,v2}
be two α-configurations. Consider an arbitrary vector w that is orthogonal to all the vectors in U and V .
Such a w is guaranteed to exist when n is large enough. Now, using Lemma 5.17, we can infer that there
exists a configuration W = {w,w′} such that there is a path of length Oα(1) from U to W , and from V to W .
Thus, there exists a path of length Oα(1) from U to V .

Assume that the proof holds for k − 1, and we are given the configurations U and V consisting of k

vectors each. We choose a vector w that is orthogonal to each of the vectors in U and V . Using Lemma 5.17,
there are configurations X = {w,x1,x2, . . . ,xk−1} and Y = {w,y1,y2, . . . ,yk−1} such that there is a path of
length Oα ,k(1) from U to X and from V to Y . Now, our goal is to show that there is a path from X to Y of
length Oα ,k(1). We achieve this by restricting ourselves to components orthogonal to w of the (k−1)-sized
configurations X ′ = {x′1,x′2, . . . ,x′k−1} and Y ′ = {y′1,y

′
2, . . . ,y

′
k−1}, where x′i = xi − 〈xi,w〉w for each

i ∈ [k− 1] (and similarly for y′i). Note that X ′ and Y ′ are (α −α2) configurations, and by the induction
hypothesis, there exists a path from X ′ to Y ′ using only vectors orthogonal to w. Adding the component
along w, we get a path from X to Y of length Oα ,k(1), finishing the proof.

We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.16.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there exists a coloring f : Sn → {0,1} that is folded and respects the
PCSP Γ5. Consider an arbitrary set of vectors {v1,v2, . . . ,v2k−1} that are all orthogonal to v0, and have
pairwise inner product α . Such a set is guaranteed to exist as α ≥ 0. There exists a set of k vectors among
these that are all assigned the same color in f . Let these form the configuration U , and the set of negations of
these vectors be the configuration V . Using Lemma 5.19, there exists a path from U to V where we change a
single vector in each step. Note that the endpoints of the path have 0 and k vectors assigned +1 respectively.
Since we change at most one vector at a time, there exists a configuration where we have exactly b 1s, a
contradiction.

Lemmas 5.12 to 5.16 for templates Γ1-Γ5, together with Lemma 5.1, Theorem 5.2 and Lemma 5.5 finish
the proof of our main hardness result Theorem 1.4.

Explicit Construction. We give an explicit construction of an integrality gap instance for Γ5 = (P,Q),P =

Hamk{1,k},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} for arbitrary b ∈ {0,1, . . . ,k}. Let L be a large constant (depends

on k, to be set later). We have n= 2k−1+
(2k−1

k

)

L variables xi : i∈ [2k−1],x(i)S : i ∈ [L],S ⊆ [2k−1], |S|= k.
Our constraints are the following: for every subset S ⊆ [2k] with |S| = k and S = {i1, i2, . . . , ik}, we pick L

new variables x
(1)
S ,x

(2)
S , . . . ,x

(L)
S . The constraints are

{xi1 ,xi2 , . . . ,xik},{xi2 ,xi3 , . . . ,xik ,x
(1)
S },{xi3 , . . . ,x

(1)
S ,x

(2)
S }, . . . ,{x

(L−k+1)
S , . . . ,x

(L)
S },

{x
(L−k+2)
S , . . . ,x

(L)
S ,xi1},{x

(L−k+3)
S , . . . ,xi1 ,xi2}, . . . ,{xi1 ,xi2 , . . . ,xik}.

We choose L to be the constant factor from Lemma 5.19 with α = k−3
k−1 . The idea is that when all the variables

in the constraint {xi1 ,xi2 , . . . ,xik} are all set to be True, all the variables in {xi1 ,xi2 , . . . ,xik}, and as there are
a series of constraints between them where we alter a single variable, there must exist a constraint where
there are exactly b variables that are set to True.
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Formally, we show that this instance does not satisfy Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k} \ {b}. Suppose for con-
tradiction that there is an assignment that satisfies all the constraints. Since there are 2k − 1 variables
x1,x2, . . . ,x2k−1, at least k of them are set to be true. If not, then at least k of the negated variables are set to
be true. This implies that there is a sequence of constraints where the endpoints are assigned all True and all
False, and at every point, we change a single variable. This implies that there is a constraint where there are
exactly b variables that are set to True, a contradiction.

We now show that the instance has a basic SDP solution with zero error. Set v1,v2, . . . ,v2k−1 ∈ Sn to
the variables x1,x2, . . . ,x2k−1 such that vi · v0 = 0, and vi · v j = α for every i 6= j. Such a set of vectors is

guaranteed to exist as n is large enough, and α ≥ 0. Finally, we use Lemma 5.19 to set the vectors v
(i)
S for

every S ⊆ [2k−1], |S| = k, i ∈ [L].

6 The SDP minion

As previously mentioned, polymorphisms are a powerful tool for understanding the computational com-
plexity of PCSPs. However, beyond some of the simplest classes of PCSPs, individually classifying the
complexity based on specific polymorphisms can be unwieldy. Instead, one often looks to higher-level struc-
ture between classes of polymorphisms, which is captured by the notion of minions (also called clonoids)
[BBKO21].

In this section, we describe the structure of the “basic SDP minion,” which gives a precise algebraic
condition for when the basic SDP decides a Promise CSP. We note that a similar minion was concurrently
and independently discovered by Ciardo-Zivny [CZ23b].

To maintain consistency with the notation of [BBKO21], in this section, we define the notion of a
Promise CSP as a homomorphism problem between structures. A signature τ consists of a list of (abstract)
relations R each of which has an arity arR ∈ N. A structure X with signature τ consists of a domain X and
relations RX for each R ∈ τ , where each RX is a subset of X arR . A homomorphism between two structures X

and Y of the same signature τ , denoted by X 7→ Y, is a map σ : X →Y such that each R ∈ τ and x ∈ RX, we
have that σ(y) ∈ RY (where σ is applied element-wise).

PCSP consists of a pair of structures A and B of the same signature τ , with a homomorphism from
A → B. An instance of PCSP(A,B) is then any structure X with signature τ . The decision version of
PCSP(A,B) is to distinguish between the scenarios in which X 7→ A and X 67→ B. The search version is
to find an explicit homomorphism X → B when promised that X → A. To compare with the definition in
Section 2, note that the pairs (RA,RB) for R ∈ τ correspond to the signature Γ. Likewise, the domain X

represents the variables of the PCSP instance, and the relations RX denote the constraints of each type. As
has been observed previously (e.g., [BG21]), constraints like allowing negated literals or constants can be
emulated by adding suitable relations to the structures A and B.

The polymorphisms of PCSP(A,B), denoted by Pol(A,B) is the set of all homomorphisms AL 7→ B, for
all L ≥ 1. Here, AL denotes the L-wise product structure (i.e., RAL

is the L-wise Cartesian product of the set
RA).

6.1 Minion preliminaries

We now give the definition of a minion.

Definition 6.1. A minion M is a family of sets M1,M2, . . ., where Mi are the objects are arity i. For every
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pair of positive integers i and j and map π : [i]→ [ j], there exists a map f /π : Mi → M j known as a minor
map. In the case that i = j and π : [i]→ [i] is the identity map, we have that f /π(M) = M ∀M ∈Mi. Further,

these minor maps commute: ( f /π)/π ′
= f /π ′◦π .

The most commonly discussed minion is the family of polymorphisms Pol(A,B) of PCSP(A,B). In this
case, the minors correspond to the identification of coordinates. Given a function f of arity i and a map
π : [i]→ [ j], we have that

f /π(x1, . . . ,x j) = f (xπ(1),xπ(2), . . . ,xπ(i)).

It is straightforward to verify that the minor maps commute in the required manner.

However, the ‘objects’ of a minion need not correspond to mathematical functions. The following are a
few known examples:

• The trivial minion Mtriv has that every arity has a single object: Mi = {e}. All minor maps are thus
the "trivial" map.

• The dictator minion (or projection minion) Mdict has each Mi = [i]. The minor maps are then appli-
cation of π: k/π = π(k).

• The basic LP minion11 MBLP has each Mi = {(p1, . . . , pi) : p1, p2, . . . , pi ≥ 0, p1 + · · ·+ pi = 1} be
the probability distributions on i elements. The minor maps combine elements of the probability
distribution which map to the same value. That is,

(p1, . . . , pi)
/π =

(

∑
π(k)=1

pk, . . . , ∑
π(k)=i

pk

)

.

In order to better understand the complexity of PCSPs, we relate the polymorphic minions to other
minions like the ones mentioned above. We can determine the relationship between minions via minion

homomorphisms.

Definition 6.2. A minion homomorphism ψ : M →N between two minions consists of maps ψi : Mi →Ni

such that these maps commute with the respective minor maps of M and N . That is, for all f ∈ Mi and

π : [i]→ [ j], we have that

ψ j( f /π) = ψi( f )/π

Our goal in this section is to prove a characterization for when a PCSP is decided by the basic SDP in
terms of minion homomorphisms.

The free structure

One of the most important tools for understanding minion homomorphisms, specifically minion homomor-
phisms of the form M → Pol(A,B), is known as the free structure [BBKO21]. We denote the free structure
by FM (A). The domain of the free structure is M|A|, the set of all minion elements of arity the size of the
domain of A. For each R ∈ τ , the relation RFM (A) is the set of all arR-tuples (M1, . . . ,MR) of elements of

11The basic LP relaxation computes a probability distribution of assignments for each variable and constraint, subject to the
constraint that the probability distribution of a variable is consistent with the constraint distributions the variable appears in. Equiv-
alently, it is the basic SDP relaxation without the second moment constraints. The basic LP minion is referred to as Qconv in the
literature (e.g., [BBKO21]).
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M|A| such that there exists M ∈ M|RA| such that M/πi = Mi, where πi : RA → A is the map which projects
each tuple of RA to its ith coordinates.

The fundamental property of the free structure is the following.

Theorem 6.3 ( [BBKO21]). M → Pol(A,B) if and only if FM (A) 7→ B.

We remark that in the Boolean case, i.e., when |A| = 2, for the SDP minion MSDP (formally defined
in the next subsection), we have that maps FMSDP(A) 7→ B correspond to the sphere colorings studied in
Section 5.

6.2 SDP Minion Definition

The objects in the SDP minion we construct correspond to vectors output by the basic SDP relaxation.
However, since the SDP minion is a universal object, we need to be able to represent vectors of arbitrary
large dimensions. We achieve this using infinite-dimensional vectors that are eventually zero. Similar
techniques have been used in other minion constructions [CZ23a].

Let Rω be infinite sequences of real numbers which are eventually 0 (and thus can be thought of as the
union R1 ∪R2 ∪R3 ∪ ...). Note that Rω is an inner product space.

We now define the minion MSDP whose k-arity symbol is a list of k vectors (w1, . . . ,wk) in Rω . When
convenient, we shall think of the whole object as a matrix W ∈ Rk×ω .

We impose the following conditions on the vectors:

1. For all i, j ∈ [k] with i 6= j, wi ·w j = 0.

2. ∑i∈[k] ‖wi‖2
2 = 1.

Observe that the second condition is equivalent to ‖∑i∈[k] wi‖2 = 1.

The minors of MSDP are not too surprising, given W ∈ M
(k)
SDP and a map π : [k]→ [ℓ], W /π is the matrix

in W ′ ∈ Rℓ×ω where w′
i := ∑ j∈π−1(i) w j.

Claim 6.4. MSDP is a minion.

Proof. First, for each W ∈ M
(k)
SDP and a map π : [k] → [ℓ] we verify that W ′ := W /π ∈ M

(ℓ)
SDP. First, fix

i 6= i′ ∈ [ℓ]. We have that

w′
i ·w′

i′ =

(

∑
j∈π−1(i)

w j

)

·
(

∑
j′∈π−1(i′)

w j′

)

= ∑
j∈π−1(i)

j′∈π−1(i′)

w j ·w j′ = 0

Further,
(

∑
i′∈[ℓ]

w′
i′

)

·
(

∑
i′∈[ℓ]

w′
i′

)

=

(

∑
i∈[k]

wi

)

·
(

∑
i∈[k]

wi

)

= 1.

Thus, W /π ∈ M
(ℓ)
SDP. It is trivial to observe that identity minors are identity maps.

The only remaining condition to check is that the minors commute. Consider π : [a]→ [b] and η : [b]→
[c]. Let U ∈ M

(a)
SDP, V ∈ M

(b)
SDP, and W ∈ M

(c)
SDP such that V = U/π and W = V /η . We seek to verify that

W =U/(η◦π). For all i ∈ [c], we have that

wi = ∑
i′∈η−1(i)

vi′ = ∑
i′∈η−1(i)

∑
i′′∈π−1(i′)

ui′′ = ∑
i′′∈(η◦π)−1(i)

ui′′ .
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The goal of the rest of this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 6.5. The basic SDP decides PCSP(A,B) if and only if MSDP → Pol(A,B)

6.3 On the basic SDP

We shall modify some notation from [CZ23a]. Define sR(x) to be the set of valid assignments to the con-
straint x ∈ RX . For a variable x appearing in x and for each a ∈ sR(x), we let a(x) denote the value assigned
to x by a.

We define a solution to the basic SDP relaxation for an instance X of PCSP(A,B) to be a collection of
vectors ux,a ∈ Rω for all x ∈ X ,a ∈ A as well as weights λx(a), for each x ∈ RX and assignment a ∈ sR(x).
We let u0 be an arbitrary unit vector. Modifying the definition of the basic SDP relaxation in Section 2 for
our current notation as well as observing that we can set each εi, we can cast the “traditional” basic SDP as
the following feasibility problem.12

(a1) For all R ∈ τ , x ∈ RX and a ∈ sR(x), λx(a)≥ 0.

(a2) For all R ∈ τ , x ∈ RX, ∑a∈sR(x) λx(a) = 1.

(a3) For all R ∈ τ , x ∈ RX,x ∈ x,a ∈ A,

ux,a ·u0 = ∑
a∈sR(x)
a(x)=a

λ j(a).

(a4) For all R ∈ τ , x ∈ RX, x,x′ ∈ x, a,a′ ∈ A.

ux,a ·ux′,a′ = ∑
a∈sR(x)

a(x)=a,a(x′)=a′

λ j(a).

6.3.1 An alternative basic SDP

We now present a modified basic SDP which is more convenient to work with.

An alternative basic SDP solution to X for PCSP(A,B) is a collection of vectors ux,a ∈ Rω for all
x ∈ X ,a ∈ A as well as vx,a ∈ Rω for x ∈ RX and a ∈ sR(x) (which is defined to be the set of the valid
assignments to the constraint x) with the following properties:13

(b1) For all x ∈ X , Ux := (ux,a : a ∈ A) ∈ M
(A)
SDP.

(b2) For all x ∈ RX, Vx := (vx,a : a ∈ sR(x)) ∈ M
(A)
SDP.

(b3) For all x ∈ RX with arity k and i ∈ [k] and a ∈ A, we have that

uxi,a = ∑
a∈sR(x)

ai=a

vx,a.

12Although we specify here that the vectors can have an arbitrarily large dimension, it is known that an SDP with n vector or
scalar variables is feasible if and only if it is feasible in n dimensions. Thus, nothing is lost from Section 2 by making the vectors
have an arbitrarily large (but finite) dimension.

13Usually, there is a special vector v0, but we can omit it without changing the power of the algorithm. This will be more
convenient for the analysis.
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6.3.2 Equivalence with traditional basic SDP

We now prove that these two notions formulations of the basic SDP are equivalent. That is, a solution to
either SDP can be transferred to the other.

Alternative to traditional. First, we show that a solution to the alternative basic SDP is a solution to the
traditional basic SDP. For each x ∈ X , define ux = ∑a∈A ux,a. By (b1), we know that each ux is a unit vector.
Further by (b3), we can deduce that ux = ux′ whenever x and x′ appear in a common constraint x. Thus,
ux = ux′ whenever x and x′ are in the same connected component of X. Note that each of the constraints (b1),
(b2), and (b3) are preserved when we apply a rigid rotation to the variable vectors and constraint vectors
of a single connected component. Thus, by applying suitable rigid rotations, we can achieve a solution to
(b1-3) such that ux is the same unit vector for all x ∈ X , which we shall call u0.

In our solution to the traditional basic SDP, we shall also copy over the vectors ux,a from the alternative
basic SDP to the traditional basic SDP, and set u0 to be our newly-defined u0. We also set λx(a) = ‖vx,a‖2.

To see that the traditional basic SDP is satisfied, note that condition (a1) follows by inspection, and con-
dition (a2) follows from (b2). Condition (a3) follows by substituting ux to u0 and applying (b3). Condition
(a4) follows from combining (b2) and (b3).

Traditional to alternative. We now show that any solution to the traditional basic SDP is a solution to
the alternative basic SDP. Assume we have a traditional basic SDP solution. Recall that each ux,a ∈Rω . We
shall use the same vectors ux,a in both solutions. Note that (b1) then follows from (a4) and (a2).

Since there are finitely many vectors, there exists some N ∈N such that each u has its support within the
first N coordinates. Provisionally assign v̂x,a to be

√

λx(a) · ei, where i > N are chosen uniquely for each
constraint-assignment pair. As there are finitely many constraint-assignment pairs, all of these are in Rω .

However, as written the v̂’s are not compatible with the u’s. However, we can define over all suitable
choices of i ∈ [k] and a ∈ A,

ûxi,a := ∑
a∈sR(x)

ai=a

v̂x,a

It is not hard to see that uxi,ai
·ux j,a j

= ûxi,ai
· ûx j ,a j

for all suitable choices of xi,ai,x j,a j.

For a fixed x, let V̂x ⊆ Qω be the subspace spanned by v̂x,a and ux,a for the x ∈ x. Note that each û is
also in V̂x. Since the û’s and the u’s have the same dot products, there is a rigid rotation ψ : V̂x → V̂x which
sends each û(x,a) to u(x,a).

Define vx,a = ψ(v̂x,a). Then, observe that

uxi,a = ψ(ûxi,a) = ∑
a∈sR(x)

ai=a

ψ(v̂x,a) = ∑
a∈sR(x)

ai=a

vx,a,

as desired. Thus, conditions (b2) and (b3) hold. Thus, the two SDP formulations are equivalent.

6.4 From minion homomorphism to SDP rounding algorithm

Recall that we are trying to prove that the basic SDP decides PCSP(A,B) if and only if MSDP → Pol(A,B).
We begin by showing the “easy” direction that the minion homomorphism implies that the basic SDP decides
PCSP(A,B).

Theorem 6.6. If MSDP → Pol(A,B), then the basic SDP decides PCSP(A,B).
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Proof. Fix X and a basic SDP solution MX with corresponding vectors ux,a and vx,a (and Ux,Vx) with the
prescribed properties. Let ψ : MSDP → Pol(A,B) be the minion homomorphism.

Define the assignment f : X → B to be ψ(Ux)(a : a ∈ A). Unpacking this, ψ(Ux) ∈ Pol(A,B) is of arity
A, so we just plug in the coordinates of A listed in canonical order. For any constraint x, we know that
b := ψ(Vx)(a : a ∈ sR(x)) satisfies RB. Thus, it suffices to show that bi = f (xi) for all i ∈ k.

Let πi : RA → A which maps a to ai. It is straightforward to show that condition (b3) of the alternative
basic SDP implies that Ux = (Vx)/πi

. Thus, since ψ is a minion homomorphism,

f (xi) = ψ(Ux)(a : a ∈ A) = ψ(Vx)/πi
(a : a ∈ A) = ψ(Vx)i(a : a ∈ sR(x)) = bi,

as desired. Thus, the basic SDP decides PCSP(A,B).

6.5 From SDP rounding algorithm to minion homomorphism

We now prove the converse.

Theorem 6.7. If the basic SDP decides PCSP(A,B), then MSDP → Pol(A,B).

Proof. We adopt the proof technique of [CZ23a]. Let F ⊂ MSDP be any finite subset. Let F be an instance
of PCSP(A,B) whose variables F = F ∩M

(A)
SDP – the arity-A elements of F . The constraints RF are on

k-tuples (W1, . . . ,Wk) of F for which there is Z ∈ F ∩M
(RA)
SDP with the following property. For all i ∈ [k], let

πi : RA → A be the ith coordinate projection map. Then, Wi = Z/π .

If we can show that the basic SDP decides F , then we know that F → B by definition of the basic
SDP solving PCSP(A,B). Then, via a suitable compactness argument14 this implies that the free structure
FMSDP(A)→ B which implies that MSDP → Pol(A,B) (Theorem 6.3). Thus, it suffices to construct a basic
SDP solution to F.

We now outline the remainder of the proof. For every W ∈ F and a ∈ A, let uW,a = wa (the ath column

of W). Likewise, for every constraint τ on (W1, . . . ,Wk) via Z ∈ F ∩M
(RA)
SDP and a ∈ sR(Z) (that is a valid

solution to the constraint indexed by Z), we let vτ ,a = Za.

We then need to check conditions (b1-3). Conditions (b1) and (b2) are verbatim from W,Z ∈ MSDP.
Condition (b3) is precisely that Wi = Z/πi

. Thus, the basic SDP decides F, so MSDP → Pol(A,B).

This completes the proof of Theorem 6.5.

7 Conclusion

We studied the robust satisfiability of promise CSPs, and specifically the power of SDPs in this context,
revealing a number of new phenomena on both the algorithmic and integrality gap fronts. Our work brings
to the fore a number of intriguing questions and directions. We list a few below.

• Can we get a robust dichotomy result for all Boolean symmetric folded PCSPs? We conjecture that
every Boolean symmetric folded idempotent PCSP without MAJ or AT polymorphisms does not admit
a robust algorithm. In our hardness result Theorem 1.4, we showed the same when there is a single
predicate pair. Extending our result to multiple predicate pairs is an interesting challenge.

14Like the De Bruijn-Erdos theorem [BE51], for more details see [CZ23a] or Remark 7.13 of [BBKO21].
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As a concrete example, consider the PCSP Γ = {(P1,Q1),(P2,Q2)} where P1 = Hamk{ k+1
2 },Q1 =

Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k−1},P2 = Hamt{1},Q2 = Hamt{0,1, . . . , t −2, t} for odd integers k, t ≥ 3. We have
AT ⊆ Pol(P1,Q1),MAJ ⊆ Pol(P2,Q2) while both AT,MAJ * Pol(Γ). To obtain the integrality gap
for Γ for the basic SDP relaxation, we need to show that there is no folded sphere coloring that
respects Γ. There is a sphere coloring f1 : Sn → {−1,+1} respecting (P1,Q1), and a sphere coloring
f2 : Sn →{−1,+1} respecting (P2,Q2) for every positive integer n. The challenge lies in showing that
there is an integer n for which there is no single coloring f : Sn →{−1,+1} that respects both (P1,Q1)

and (P2,Q2) simultaneously. We are able to prove this for small values of k, t under an assumption that
Theorem 5.7 extends to the density setting: for any constant 0 < σ < 1, and any tuple S of vectors in
Sn satisfying the conditions in Theorem 5.7, in any subset T of Sn with spherical measure at least σ ,
there is a tuple of vectors S′ ⊆ T that is congruent to S, as long as n ≥ n0 := n0(S,σ). Both proving
the density sphere Ramsey theorem, and showing that Γ does not admit a sphere coloring respecting
it are interesting open problems, and the former problem could have applications elsewhere as well.

On the other hand, extending the result to all (not necessarily folded) Boolean symmetric PCSPs
requires a better understanding of polymorphisms of arbitrary Boolean symmetric PCSPs. We remark
that for the decision version of Boolean symmetric PCSPs, a dichotomy was first proved for the
folded case [BG21], and later, the restriction was removed [FKOS19], where the authors showed that
the decision version of a Boolean symmetric PCSP can be solved in polynomial time if and only if it
has Threshold, AT or Parity polymorphisms. Our algorithm for the MAJ polymorphisms extends to
the setting when there are threshold polymorphisms, similar to the algorithmic result of [FKOS19].
Combining the polymorphic ideas in [FKOS19] with our sphere coloring results is a potential venue
to generalize our hardness results to general Boolean symmetric PCSPs.

Finally, can we get a robust dichotomy result for general Boolean PCSPs? We believe new algorith-
mic techniques are needed to understand what polymorphic families lead to robust algorithms. For
the symmetric folded case, MAJ and AT polymorphisms resulted in robust algorithms while Parity
polymorphisms resulted in just the decision version being solved in polynomial time. This suggests
that the existence of a suitable notion of noise stable family of polymorphisms could be the key to
robust algorithms for PCSPs.

• Can we improve the quantitative aspects of our robust approximation algorithm based on the Majority
polymorphism to satisfy a 1−O(

√
ε) fraction of the constraints (which would be optimal [KKMO07]

under the UGC)? Even for Max-Cut, such an algorithm that makes black-box use of the Majority
polymorphism is not known. More generally, we do not know how to translate a polymorphism
for the CSP into an approximation or robust satisfaction algorithm for it. For a suitable notion of
“approximate" polymorphisms, there is such a connection [BR16].

• For the case of AT polymorphisms, our algorithm incurs an exponential loss, and only satisfies

1−O
(

log log 1
ε

log 1
ε

)

fraction of the constraints in a (1− ε)-satisfiable instance. Is this inherent (which

is known to be the case for Horn-SAT [GZ12])? Can one show (Unique Games) hardness of how
robustly one can approximate concrete PCSPs like 1-in-3-SAT vs. NAE-3-SAT?

• For CSPs it is known that if Sherali Adams LP correctly ascertains exact satisfiability, then the CSP
has a robust satisfaction algorithm (albeit not LP based). Does this connection remain true for PCSPs
(similar to Conjecture 1.5)?

• We have minion characterizations for the solvability of PCSPs by SDPs (this work) and the Sherali
Adams hierarchy [CŽ22]. What is the relationship between these minions? Do there exist PCSPs
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whose exact satisfiability is decided by the basic SDP but which cannot be decided by O(1) levels of
the Sherali Adams hierarchy? Note that for CSPs, both these classes are the same and coincide with
the class of bounded width CSPs.

• As mentioned earlier, our algorithm for Majority polymorphism can be generalized for arbitrary
threshold polymorphisms. Together with the hardness results in [BGS23], this gives a dichotomy
w.r.t robust satisfiability for the class ordered Boolean PCSPs (whose polymorphisms are monotone
functions).
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A Missing Proofs

Proof of Lemma 4.11. We first consider the case when k = 1, i.e., Γconst . Without loss of generality, let
P = Q = {+1}, and we use v1 = αv0 + v′1 to denote the SDP vector corresponding to the variable used in
the constraint. As the basic SDP has error at most

√
ε , we get that

α1 ≥ 1−
√

ε

As α2
1 + ‖v′1‖

2
2 = 1, ‖v′1‖2 ≤ O(ε0.25). Thus, using Proposition 2.11, we get that 〈ζ ,v′1〉 ≤ O(ε0.25r) with

probability at least 1− e
−r2

2 ≥ 1−
√

ε . On the other hand, using Proposition 2.10, we get that |〈ζ ,v0〉| ≥ 1
r
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with probability at least 1− 1
r
. This implies that

δα1|〈ζ ,v0〉| ≥
δ

2r

Thus, with probablity at least 1−O(1
r
), we have

〈ζ ,v′1〉 ≤ O(ε0.25r)<
δ

2r
≤ δα1|〈ζ ,v0〉|

Hence, with probability at least 1−O(1
r
), we round the variable to +1.

We now consider the general case when k ≥ 2. Note that the above proof for k = 1 holds when P =

Hamk{0} or when P = Hamk{k}. We are left with the setting when P = Hamk{0,k}. In order to show that
our algorithm is a robust algorithm for this PCSP, it suffices to show that all the elements in the predicates
are rounded to the same value with high probability. Consider i, j ∈ [k]. We show that the probability that
the variables xi and x j get rounded to different values is at most O

(

1
r

)

. Using the union bound over all the
(

k
2

)

pairs of indices, we get our required claim.

We first collect useful properties using the fact that the basic SDP is supported with a probability of at
least 1− c on P.

1. (First moment.) We have
|µi −µ j| ≤ 2c.

2. (Second moment.) We have
〈vi,v j〉 ≥ 1−2c

Using this, we get

∥

∥v′i −v′j
∥

∥

2
2
= vi −v j +(α j −αi)v0

≤
∥

∥vi −v j

∥

∥

2
2 +(αi −α j)

2

≤ O(c).

Thus,
∥

∥

∥v′i −v′j

∥

∥

∥≤ O(
√

c).

As earlier, we assume that c is at most
√

ε .

Recall that our goal is to upper bound the probability that xi and x j are rounded to different values.
Without loss of generality, suppose that xi is rounded to +1, and x j is rounded to −1. We get that

〈ζ ,v′i〉 ≥ δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉|
〈ζ ,v′j〉< δα j|〈ζ ,v0〉|

Using Proposition 2.11, we can infer that

|〈ζ ,v′i〉− 〈ζ ,v′j〉| ≤ O(r
√

c)

with probability at least 1− 1
r
.
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We consider two cases: first, when |αi| ≤ 1
2 . As α2

i +‖v′i‖2
2 = 1, and |αi −α j| ≤ 2c, we get that

∥

∥

∥v′j

∥

∥

∥=

Ω(1). In this case, we have

〈ζ ,v′j〉 ≥ 〈ζ ,v′i〉−O(r
√

c)

≥ δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉|−O(r
√

c)

Thus, we have
〈ζ ,v′j〉 ∈ [δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉|−O(r

√
c),δα j|〈ζ ,v0〉|]

Here, 〈ζ ,v′j〉 ∈ [p,q] where q− p ≤ O(δ r)+O(r
√

c)≤ O(δ r). However, as
∥

∥

∥
v′j

∥

∥

∥
≥ Ω(1), this happens with

probability at most O(δ r).

Now, suppose that |αi| ≥ 1
2 . We have

δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉| ≥ δα j|〈ζ ,v0〉|−2δc|〈ζ ,v0〉|

However, as 〈ζ ,v0〉 ∼N (0,1), we have |〈ζ ,v0〉| ≤ r with probability at least 1−√
ε . Thus, with probability

at least 1−√
ε , we have

〈ζ ,v′i〉 ≥ δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉| ≥ 〈ζ ,v′j〉−2δcr

We have δαi|〈ζ ,v0〉| ∈ [p,q] where q− p ≤ O(δcr)+O(r
√

c). However, this happens with probability at

most O( r
√

c

δ )≤ O(1
r
).

Proof of Lemma 4.12. Suppose that a = sgn(x−y) for x,y ∈ Aff(P), and xi 6= yi∀i ∈ [k]. By modifying the
affine combinations slightly, we can assume that x and y are rational affine combinations of P while still
preserving the fact that a = sgn(x−y). In other words, there exist p1, p2, . . . , pK ,q1,q2, . . . ,qK ∈Q such that

∑i∈[K] pi = ∑i∈[K] qi = 1, and x = ∑i∈[K] piai, y = ∑i∈[K] qiai, where {−1,+1}k = {a1,a2, . . . ,aK}. Let N be

a positive integer such that we can write pi =
p′i
N
,qi =

q′i
N

where p′i,q
′
i are integers for every i ∈ [K].

Let S be a multiset of {−1,+1}k where we take union over all i ∈ [K], p′i copies of ai, assign them a
sign sgn(p′i), and q′i copies of ai, assign them a sign sgn(−q′i). As we have ∑i∈[K] p′i = ∑i∈[K] q

′
i, the number

of vectors in S that are assigned +1 are is equal to the number of vectors that are assigned −1. Let z denote
the signed sum of all vectors (including repetitions) in S. Note that sgn(z) = sgn(x− y). As each element
of z is an integer, we get that the absolute value of each coordinate in z is at least 1. Furthermore, we can
take multiple copies of S to ensure that the absolute value of each coordinate in z is at least 2. Now, we
add an arbitrary element of P with sign +1 to S. Note that we still have that the signed sum of S, i.e.,
the updated z satisfies sgn(z) = sgn(x− y). Furthermore, z = x1 − x2 + . . .+ xL where each xi ∈ P. Thus,
a = sgn(x−y) = sgn(w) = sgn(x1 −x2 + . . .+xL) ∈ OAT (P). Thus,

{sgn(x−y) : x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi} ⊆ OAT (P)

To prove the other direction, suppose that a ∈ OAT (P). That is, a = sgn(x1 − x2 + . . .+ xL). Let S be
a multiset of x1,x2, . . . ,xL with the corresponding sign as in the summation. As P is non-trivial in every
coordinate i.e., for every i ∈ [k], there exist assignments x in P where xi = +1, and similarly, x′ ∈ P where
x′i = −1. By adding vectors with both signs +1 and −1, we can assume that S is non-trivial in every
coordinate while still preserving the fact that the sign vector of the signed sum of S is equal to sgn(a). We
modify S while still preserving this property to ensure that the signed sum of vectors in S has an absolute
value of at least 2 in every coordinate.
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As there are an odd number of vectors in S, the signed sum of the vectors has an absolute value of at
least 1 in every coordinate. Fix a vector xi ∈ S. Create two copies of every other vector in S (with the same
sign as the original). Note that this operation does not alter the sign vector of the signed sum of the vectors
in S. We can repeat this process at most 2k times to ensure that in the final multiset S, the signed sum has
an absolute value of at least 2 in every coordinate. Finally, we add an arbitrary vector with sign −1 to S,
to ensure that the number of vectors with +1 sign and the number of vectors with −1 sign are equal in S.
Overall, we get that there are x1,x2, . . . ,xN ∈ P and y1,y2, . . . ,yN ∈ P such that

a = sgn(x1 + . . .+xN −y1 − . . .−yN) = sgn

(

1
N

x1 + . . .+
1
N

xN − 1
N

y1 − . . .− 1
N

yN

)

Thus, we get that a ⊆ {sgn(x−y) : x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi}, completing the proof that

OAT (P)⊆ {sgn(x−y) : x,y ∈ Aff(P),∀i,xi 6= yi}

Proof of Lemma 5.1. We extensively use the properties of AT,MAJ polymorphisms of Boolean symmetric
folded idempotent PCSPs proved in [BG21].15 We recall that OAT(P) (resp. OMAJ(P)) denotes the set
⋃

x1,...,xL∈P,L∈N, odd,ATL(x1, . . . ,xL) (resp. MAJL) for a predicate P.

Let k denote the arity of P,Q, i.e., P ⊆ Q ⊆ {−1,+1}k. Note that P * {(−1, . . . ,−1),(+1, . . . ,+1)}
as in that case OMAJ(P) = P ⊆ Q, contradicting the fact that MAJ * Pol(P,Q). Thus, there exists l ∈
{1,2, . . . ,k−1} such that Hamk{l} ⊆ P.

Case 1. We first consider the case when P = Hamk{l} for some l ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k− 1}. As P is symmetric,
OMAJ(P) is symmetric as well [BG21]. Furthermore, as MAJ * Pol(P,Q), there exists b ∈ {0,1, . . . ,k} such
that Hamk{b}∩Q = φ and Hamk{b} ⊆ OMAJ(P).

Suppose that b /∈ {0,k}. Let Q′ = {−1,+1}k \ Hamk{b}. By definition, MAJ * Pol(P,Q′). Using
the fact that OAT(Hamk{l}) = Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k − 1}, we get that AT * Pol(P,Q′). Thus, we get a PCSP
(P,Q) that is ppp-definable from original PCSP where P = Hamk{l}, Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k} \ {b} where
b ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1}\{l}. Note that MAJ,AT /∈ Pol(P,Q). We now modify this PCSP furthermore, updating
P,Q, l,k,b while preserving the following two properties:

1. At every step, P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1}\{l}.

2. MAJ,AT /∈ Pol(P,Q).

As OMAJ(P) = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}∩{2l−k+1, · · · ,2l−1}, and Hamk{b} ∈ OMAJ(P), we get that b ∈ {2l−
k+ 1, · · · ,2l − 1}∩{0, · · · ,k}. Furthermore, as b > 0, we get that l > 1. Similarly, we get that l < k− 1.
This also implies that k ≥ 4 as l ∈ {1, . . . ,k−1}.

We use the following two tools to repeatedly obtain a new PCSP that is ppp-definable from the previous
one.

1. Given a PCSP P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k− 1}\{l}, then the
PCSP P′ = Hamk−1{l},Q′ = Hamk−1{0,1, . . . ,k− 1} \ {b} is ppp-definable from (P,Q) (Claim 4.2
of [BG21]). As long as b < k−1 and b 6= 2l − k+1, this update preserves the above two properties.

2. Given a PCSP P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k− 1}\{l}, then the
PCSP P′ =Hamk−1{l−1},Q′ =Hamk−1{0,1, . . . ,k−1}\{b−1} is ppp-definable from (P,Q) (Claim
4.4 of [BG21]). As long as b > 1 and b 6= 2l −1, this update preserves the above two properties.

15The notion of ppp-reduction used in [BG21] implicitly allows for equality constraints. However, the ppp-reductions we use in
this proof (particularly those in Claims 4.2 and 4.4 of [BG21]) do not use equalities.
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Now, we update the PCSP using the above two steps. As k is decreasing at every step, this procedure
terminates at some point. Then, either of the two conditions holds:

1. b = 1,b = 2l− k+1. In this case, we get that l = k
2 and b = 1. Thus, (P′,Q′) is ppp-definable from Γ

where P′ = Hamk{ k
2},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{1} where k is even and is at least 4.

2. b = k− 1,b = 2l − 1. In this case, we get that l = k
2 and b = k− 1. Thus, (P′,Q′) is ppp-definable

from Γ where P′ = Hamk{ k
2},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{k−1} where k is even and is at least 4.

Suppose that there is no b /∈ {0,k} such that Hamk{b} ⊆OMAJ(P)\Q. As OMAJ(P)*Q, by negating the
variables if needed, we can assume that Hamk{0} ∈OMAJ(P)\Q. Furthermore, there exists b∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−
1} such that Hamk * Q as OAT(P)* Q. Thus, we obtain (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original PCSP
such that P =Hamk{l},Q =Hamk{1, . . . ,k}\{b} where l,b ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1},b > 2l−1. By using the first
type of update used above (Claim 4.2 of [BG21]), we obtain a new PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from
the original PCSP such that P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{0,k−1}, where l ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1}, l ≤
k−1

2 .

Case 2. There exist l 6= l′ such that Hamk{l, l′} ⊆ P. Recall that P * Hamk{0,k}. This implies that
OAT(P) = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}. Hence, we can get a PCSP (P,Q′) that is ppp-definable from the original
PCSP such that Q′ = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} and Hamk{b}* OMAJ(P).

For ease of notation, let P = Hamk S, where S ⊆ {0,1, . . . ,k}. First, consider the case when minS =

0,maxS = k. As mentioned earlier, we know that there exists l ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k − 1} such that Hamk{l} ⊆
P. Thus, we can obtain a new PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original PCSP where P =

Hamk{0, l,k},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} and b /∈ {0, l,k}. We consider three cases separately:

1. Suppose that l ≤ k−1
2 . In this case, we have a PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original

PCSP where P = Hamk{l,k} and Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k} \ {b} and b /∈ {l,k}. Note that this PCSP
does not contain AT or MAJ as polymorphisms.

2. Suppose that l = k
2 . In this case, we have a PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original PCSP

where P = Hamk{l} and Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b /∈ {0, l,k}. This also doesn’t have AT
and MAJ as polymorphisms. We have already shown that we can relax this further to the earlier
mentioned three PCSPs.

3. Suppose that l ≥ k+1
2 . In this case, we have a PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original

PCSP where P = Hamk{0, l} and Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b /∈ {0, l}. Note that this PCSP
does not contain AT or MAJ as polymorphisms.

Thus, there is a PCSP (P,Q) that is ppp-definable from the original PCSP where P = Hamk{l, l′},Q =

Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} such that l < l′,{l, l′} 6= {0,k}, b ∈ OMAJ(P). We end up with the same PCSP when
{minS,maxS} 6= {0,k}.

If {l, l′} = {1,k} or {0,k − 1}, we get that the PCSP P = Hamk{1,k},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k} \ {b} is
ppp-definable from the original PCSP, and we are done. If not, we update the PCSP while maintaining the
two below properties:

1. P = Hamk{l, l′} with l < l′ and {l, l′} 6= {0,k} and Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b}. We also assume that
{l, l′} 6= {1,k} and {l, l′} 6= {0,k−1}.

2. AT,MAJ * Pol(P,Q).

58



As with the earlier case, we obtain a series of new PCSPs that are ppp-definable from the previous PCSPs
using the below tools.

1. We get P′ = Hamk−1{l, l′} and Q = Hamk−1{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} using Claim 4.2 of [BG21]. For this to
preserve the above properties, we need that l′ 6= k,b 6= k and b 6= 2l − k+1.

2. We get P′ = Hamk−1{l−1, l′−1} and Q = Hamk−1{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b−1} using Claim 4.4 of [BG21].
For this to preserve the above properties, we need that l 6= 0,b 6= 0 and b 6= 2l′−1.

As the arity of the predicates is decreasing at each step, this process terminates in finite steps. When we are
unable to update the PCSP using the above procedures, one of the following must be true.

1. l′ = k,b = 0. In this case, we have a PCSP (P,Q) where P = Hamk{l,k}, Q = Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k},
where l 6= 0, l ≤ k−1

2 .

2. b = k, l = 0. By negating the variables, we can observe that the above PCSP is ppp-definable from
this PCSP.

3. b = k,b = 2l′− 1. We have l′ = k+1
2 . In this case, we have PCSP (P,Q) where P = Hamk{l, k+1

2 },
Q = Hamk{0,1,2, . . . ,k−1}, where l ≤ k−1

2 .

4. We have b = 2l − k+ 1,b = 0. By negating the variables, we can observe that the above PCSP is
ppp-definable from this PCSP.

Thus, we have obtained a new PCSP that is ppp-definable from the original PCSP and is equal to either
of the following PCSPs.

1. k is even, and P = Hamk{ k
2},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} where b ∈ {1,k−1}.

2. k is odd, P = Hamk{l, k+1
2 }, Q = Hamk{0,1,2, . . . ,k−1}, where l ≤ k−1

2 .

3. P = Hamk{l,k}, Q = Hamk{1,2, . . . ,k}, where l 6= 0, l ≤ k−1
2 .

4. P = Hamk{l},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{0,k−1} where l ∈ {1,2, . . . ,k−1}, l ≤ k−1
2 .

5. P = Hamk{1,k},Q = Hamk{0,1, . . . ,k}\{b} for arbitrary b.

Finally, we note that if a Boolean folded idempotent PCSP Γ′ = {(P1,Q1), . . . ,(Pl,Ql)} is ppp-definable
from another Boolean folded idempotent PCSP Γ, then Γ′ remains ppp-definable from Γ even when we
disallow the constraints in Γ′ to use constants, i.e., the Boolean folded PCSP associated with Γ′ is ppp-
definable from Γ as well.

B Gadget reductions of PCSPs and robust algorithms

Proof of Proposition 2.7. Given an instance Φ′ = (V ′,C ′) of Γ′ over a set of variables V ′ and containing m

constraints C ′ = {C′
1,C

′
2, . . . ,C

′
m}, we output an instance Φ of Γ containing |V ′| original variables and a set of

dummy variables. For every constraint C′
j using (P′,Q′) of arity k j involving the variables (if Γ′ is folded or

idempotent, these include literals and constants accordingly) C′
j = (u j,1,u j,2, . . . ,u j,k j

) in Φ′, we have a set of
dummy variables w j,1,w j,2, . . . ,w j,l j

and a set of constraints S j among C j = {u j,1,u j,2, . . . ,u j,k,w j,1,w j,2, . . . ,w j,l j
}

as in Definition 2.6. Let W = ∪ j{w j,1,w j,2, . . . ,w j,l j
} and let V =V ′∪W be the set of variables of Φ, and

C = ∪ j∈[m]S j are the set of constraints in Φ. We claim that this reduction preserves robust algorithms.
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1. (Completeness). Suppose that there exists an assignment σ ′ : V ′ → D1 strongly satisfying 1− ε frac-
tion of the constraints in Φ′. For every j ∈ [m] such that σ ′ strongly satisfies the constraint C′

j, there
is an assignment σ j : {w j,1,w j,2, . . . ,w j,l j

} → D1 such that σ ∪ σ j : C j → D1 strongly satisfies all
the constraints S j. Consider an assignment σ : V → D1 where we set σ(ui) = σ ′(ui) for ui ∈ V ′,
σ(w j,i) = σ j(w j,i) for all w j,i ∈ W such that σ strongly satisfies the constraint C′

j. If σ does not
strongly satisfy the constraint C′

j, we set σ(w j,i) arbitrarily. The assignment σ strongly satisfies at
least 1−OΓ,Γ′(ε) fraction of the constraints in Φ.

2. (Soundness). Suppose that there is an assignment σ : V → D2 weakly satisfying 1− ε fraction of
the constraints in Φ. For at least 1−OΓ,Γ′(ε) values of j ∈ [m], all the constraints in S j are weakly
satisfied by σ . This shows that the assignment σ restricted to V ′ weakly satisfies 1−OΓ,Γ′(ε) fraction
of the constraints in Φ′.
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