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ON SHARP ISOPERIMETRIC INEQUALITIES ON THE

HYPERCUBE

DAVID BELTRAN, PAATA IVANISVILI, AND JOSÉ MADRID

Abstract. We prove the sharp isoperimetric inequality

Eh
log2(3/2)
A ≥ µ(A)∗(log2(1/µ(A)∗))log2(3/2)

for all sets A ⊆ {0, 1}n, where µ denotes the uniform probability measure,
µ(A)∗ = min{µ(A), 1 − µ(A)}, hA is supported on A and to each vertex
x assigns the number of neighbour vertices in the complement of A. The
inequality becomes equality for any subcube. Moreover, we provide lower

bounds on Ehβ
A in terms of µ(A) for all β ∈ [1/2, 1], improving, and in some

cases tightening, previously known results. In particular, we obtain the sharp
inequality Eh0.53

A ≥ 2µ(A)(1−µ(A)) for all sets with µ(A) ≥ 1/2, which allows
us to refine a recent result of Kahn and Park on isoperimetric inequalities about
partitioning the hypercube. Furthermore, we derive Talagrand’s isoperimetric
inequalities for functions with values in a Banach space having finite cotype:
for all f : {−1, 1}n → X, ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, and any p ∈ [1, 2] we have

‖Df‖p &
1

q3/2Cq(X)
‖f‖

2/p
2

(

log
e‖f‖2

‖f‖1

)1/q

,

where ‖Df‖pp = E‖
∑

1≤j≤n x′
jDjf(x)‖p, x′ is independent copy of x, and

Cq(X) is the cotype q constant of X. Different proofs of the recently resolved
Talagrand’s conjecture will be presented.

1. Introduction

Let n ≥ 1 be an integer and {0, 1}n be the hypercube of dimension n. One can
regard {0, 1}n as a graph where two vertices x, y ∈ {0, 1}n are joined by an edge if
the vectors x = (x1, . . . , xn) and y = (y1, . . . , yn) differ in exactly one coordinate.
We denote such an edge by (x, y). The goal of this article is to prove several sharp
isoperimetric inequalities for subsets of {0, 1}n.

1.1. One sided boundary. Let A ⊂ {0, 1}n and Ac := {0, 1}n\A. Define the
edge boundary of A by ∇A := {(x, y) : x ∈ A, y ∈ Ac}. Associated to ∇A, we
define the function hA : {0, 1}n → R by hA(x) = 0 if x ∈ Ac, and if x ∈ A we let
hA(x) be the number of edges joining x with a vertex in Ac. Let µ be the uniform
probability measure on {0, 1}n and let E denote the expectation operator. One of
the goals of this paper is to investigate the quantity

B(t, β, n) = min
A⊂{0,1}n,µ(A)=t

EhβA, (1.1)

for any β > 0, t ∈ [0, 1], n ≥ 1; note that for fixed n ≥ 1, the admissible values for
t ∈ [0, 1] are of the form t = m/2n for all integers 0 ≤ m ≤ 2n.
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When β = 1, the quantity EhA has an additional structure, i.e., EhA = EhAc ,

and we have EhA = |∇A|
2n , where | · | denotes the cardinality of a set. In this case,

it is known [5] that

B(t, 1, n) = nt− 1

2n−1

2nt−1
∑

j=1

s(j), (1.2)

where s(j) denotes the sum of ones in the binary representation of the integer
j. The minimum in (1.1) is achieved on the set A, with µ(A) = t, consisting of
those vertices x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ {0, 1}n such that

∑n
j=1 2

j−1xj = ℓ, for each
ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , t2n. The corresponding edge isoperimetric inequality derived from
(1.2) has applications in game theory [5], distributed algorithms, communication
complexity and network science (see [13] and references therein).

Despite the optimality of the function B(t, 1, n), it is often more convenient to
use the lower bound

EhA ≥ µ(A)∗ log2

( 1

µ(A)∗

)

, (1.3)

where t∗ = min{t, 1 − t} for all t ∈ [0, 1]. This is commonly known as the clas-
sical isoperimetric inequality on the hypercube. An advantage of the inequality
B(t, 1, n) ≥ t∗ log2(1/t

∗) is that a) the right-hand side is independent of n; b) it
becomes an equality1 at the points t = 2−k for 0 ≤ k ≤ n. In this case (β = 1,
t = 2−k), the minimum in (1.1) is achieved on subcubes of co-dimension k, for any
0 ≤ k ≤ n. In what follows we will be interested in infn≥1B(t, β, n).

By considering hamming balls {x1 + . . .+ xn ≤ [n/2]} in (1.1) one can see that

if β < 1/2 then inf
n≥1

B(t, β, n) = 0; (1.4)

see Section 3. On the other hand, by considering subcubes in (1.1) it follows that

t(log2(1/t))
β ≥ inf

n≥1
B(t, β, n) at the points t = 2−k, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (1.5)

A straightforward application of the Hölder inequality in (1.3) implies

EhβA ≥ µ(A)
(

log2

( 1

µ(A)

))β

for all β ≥ 1,

and combining this with (1.5) establishes infn≥1B(t, β, n) = t(log2(1/t))
β at t =

2−k for all k ≥ 0 and all β ≥ 1. From now on, we will be concerned with 1/2 ≤
β < 1.

The case β = 1/2 was first considered by Talagrand in [14]. By an inductive
argument, he proved the reverse inequality to (1.5) up to a universal constant
K > 1, namely

E

√

hA ≥ Kµ(A)∗
√

log2(1/µ(A)
∗) (1.6)

for all A ⊆ {0, 1}n. Furthermore, he also proved that

E

√

hA ≥
√
2µ(A)(1 − µ(A)) (1.7)

1The inequality (1.3) also becomes an equality when µ(A) = 1 − 2−k due to the identity
EhA = EhAc
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holds for all A ⊂ {0, 1}n. Bobkov and Götze [1] came up with an improved and

elegant inductive argument and, in particular, one of their results implies that
√
2

can be replaced by
√
3 in (1.7). Recently, Kahn and Park [10] showed that

Eh
log2(3/2)
A ≥ 2µ(A)(1 − µ(A)), (1.8)

and the constant 2 in the right-hand side of (1.8) is sharp: the inequality becomes
an equality for subcubes of co-dimension 1 and 2. In fact, for any given β ≥ 1/2, the

largest possible constant Cβ in an inequality of the form EhβA ≥ Cβµ(A)(1− µ(A))
for all A ⊆ {0, 1}n is Cβ ≤ 2; this follows from testing the inequality on a half cube.
Furthermore, by considering subcubes of co-dimension 2, the constant Cβ = 2 is
only possible if β ≥ log2(3/2).

In this paper we prove a theorem which, in particular, reverses the inequality
(1.5) for all β ≥ log2(3/2) = 0.5849... and therefore gives the value for inf

n≥1
B(t, β, n)

for that range of β whenever t = 2−k, k ≥ 0.

Theorem 1.1. Let β0 := log2(3/2). Then the inequality

Ehβ0

A ≥ µ(A)∗(log2(1/µ(A)
∗))β0 (1.9)

holds for all A ⊂ {0, 1}n. In particular, if µ(A) ≤ 1/2 we have

EhβA ≥ µ(A)(log2(1/µ(A)))
β for all β ≥ log2(3/2). (1.10)

The equality holds in both (1.9) and (1.10) for any subcube A ⊂ {0, 1}n.
Note that the above theorem is a tight version of (1.8) on all subcubes. The

comparison between the inequalities (1.8) and (1.9) is that the function 2t(1− t) is
larger or equal than t∗(log2(1/t

∗))β0 on [1/4, 3/4], whereas the second function is
larger or equal than the first one in the complementary range. In general, a similar
phenomenon happens when comparing 2t(1−t) and t∗(log2(1/t∗))β for other values
of 1/2 ≤ β ≤ 1: the second one is significantly larger in neighborhoods of t = 0 and
t = 1 and, moreover, it satisfies (1.5). It is an interesting question to understand
whether the inequality (1.9) holds for all β0 ≥ 1/2.

Let ∂A = supp(hA) ⊂ A be the vertex boundary of A. An application of the

Hölder inequality EhβA ≤ (Eh
β/α
A )αµ(∂A)1−α for all α ∈ [0, 1] implies the following

corollary, which sharpens the classical isoperimetric inequality (1.3).

Corollary 1.2. For γ = 1
log2(3/2)

− 1 = 0.709..., and any A ⊂ {0, 1}n with µ(A) ≤
1/2 we have

EhA ≥
(

µ(A)

µ(∂A)

)γ

µ(A) log2

( 1

µ(A)

)

. (1.11)

Moreover, the equality holds for any subcube.

The constant
√
3 in Bobkov’s inequality E

√
hA ≥

√
3µ(A)(1−µ(A)) is not sharp.

We obtain the following improvement.

Theorem 1.3. For any β ∈ [1/2, log2(3/2)] we have

EhβA ≥ Cβ µ(A)(1 − µ(A)) (1.12)

for all A ⊂ {0, 1}n, where Cβ = 2
√
2β+1 − 2.
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The theorem applied to the case β = 1/2 gives the improved constant C1/2 =

1.82... >
√
3 = 1.73.... Testing the inequality EhβA ≥ Cβµ(A)(1 − µ(A)) on sub-

cubes of co-dimension 2, we obtain the upper bound Cβ ≤ 2β+2/3 for 1/2 ≤ β ≤
log2(3/2). For β = log2(3/2) the inequality (1.12) coincides with (1.8).

1.2. Separating the cube. If one considers sets A ⊂ {0, 1}n with measure µ(A) ≥
1/2, it is conceivable that EhβA ≥ 2µ(A)(1 − µ(A)) could hold for a wider range of
exponents β ≥ 1/2. In this direction we obtain the following.

Theorem 1.4. For all A ⊂ {0, 1}n,

Eh0.53A ≥ 8µ(A)(1 − µ(A))
[(

1− 2
√
2

3

)

µ(A) +

√
2

3
− 1

4

]

. (1.13)

By an immediate comparison of the right-hand side of (1.13) with 2µ(A)(1 −
µ(A)) we obtain an extension of (1.8).

Corollary 1.5. If µ(A) ≥ 1/2 then

Eh0.53A ≥ 2µ(A)(1− µ(A)).

The above Corollary has an immediate application in isoperimetric inequalities
involving partitions of {0, 1}n. Let (A,B,W ) be a partition of {0, 1}n, with W
typically thought to be small. With this setup, define ∇(A,B) = {(x, y) : x ∈
A, y ∈ B}. For β ≥ 1/2, Kahn and Park [10] considered inequalities of the form

|∇(A,B)| +Knβ|W | ≥ 2n−1 (1.14)

for sets A with measure µ(A) = 1/2 and some absolute constant K > 0. Note that
if W = ∅ (that is, B = Ac), then (1.14) becomes |∇A| ≥ |A|, which is the classical
isoperimetric inequality (1.3) for sets of measure µ(A) = 1/2. They conjectured
[10, Conjecture 1.3] that (1.14) should hold for β = 1/2; here β ≥ 1/2 is again
necessary from testing the inequality on Hamming balls (see Section 3). By an
elementary argument (see the end of §2.4 for completeness), they showed that the
inequality (1.8) implies (1.14) for β = log2(3/2) and K = 1. Our Corollary 1.5
yields a further improvement in the exponent β.

Corollary 1.6. Let (A,B,W ) be a partition of {0, 1}n such that µ(A) = 1/2. Then

|∇(A,B)| + n0.53|W | ≥ 2n−1.

1.3. Two-sided boundary. Given A ⊆ {0, 1}n, define the two-sided boundary
function wA : {0, 1}n → R by wA(x) = hA(x) if x ∈ A and wA(x) = hAc(x)

if x ∈ Ac. We remark that one can obtain bounds for Ewβ
A from those for EhβA

noting that wβ
A = hβA + hβAc . Indeed, if there is a function B : [0, 1] → R such that

EhβA ≥ B(µ(A)) holds for all A ⊆ {0, 1}n, then Ewβ
A ≥ B(µ(A)) +B(1− µ(A)). In

particular, using Theorem 1.1 one obtains

inf
n≥1,µ(A)=t

Ewβ0

A ≥ 2t∗(log2(1/t
∗))β0 , β0 = log2(3/2),

and combining Theorem 1.1 with Theorem 1.4 one has

inf
n≥1,µ(A)=t

Ewβ
A ≥ t∗(log2(1/t

∗))β + P (t∗) for β > log2(3/2),
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where t∗ := max(t, 1 − t) and P is the cubic polynomial on the right-hand side
of (1.13). In the particular case µ(A) = 1/2 we obtain sharp lower bounds for all
β ≥ 0.53 using Corollary 1.5.

Corollary 1.7. For all β ≥ 0.53,

inf
n≥1,µ(A)=1/2

Ewβ
A = 1.

Moreover, for all 0.5 ≤ β < 0.53,

1 ≥ inf
n≥1,µ(A)=1/2

Ewβ
A ≥

√

2β+1 − 2. (1.15)

The upper bound 1 ≥ infn≥1,µ(A)=1/2 Ew
β
A comes from testing on a half-cube,

and the non-sharp lower bound in (1.15) in the range 0.5 ≤ β < 0.53 follows from
Theorem 1.3. This improves over a recent result in [6, Section 3.6] which says that

1 ≥ inf
n≥1, µ(A)=1/2

Ewβ
A ≥ max

{

√

2

π
, s2β(2β)′

}

for 1/2 ≤ β ≤ 1.

Here, for any 1 ≤ q < ∞, q′ = q
q−1 , and sq denotes the smallest positive zero

of the confluent hypergeometric functions x 7→ 1F1

(

− q
2 ,

1
2 ,

x2

2

)

. We remark that

sp′ ≥
√

2(p−1)
p for all p ∈ [1, 2] and sp′ → 0 as p → 1. Corollary 1.7 for β = 1/2

gives

inf
n≥1,µ(A)=1/2

E
√
wA ≥

√

23/2 − 2 = 0.91... >

√

2

π
= 0.79....

Remark 1. Let C1 be the largest constant in the L1 Poincaré inequality

CE|f − Ef | ≤ E|∇f | (1.16)

for all f : {−1, 1}n 7→ R and all n ≥ 1 (see Section 1.4 for the meaning of |∇f |).
Let C1,B be the largest constant in (1.16) for all f : {−1, 1}n 7→ {0, 1}. Clearly

C1 ≤ C1,B. It was proved in [7] that 2
π < C1 ≤

√

2
π , and it is believed that

C1 =
√

2
π . One may suspect that C1 = C1,B. However, notice that for an indicator

function f = 1A, A ⊂ {−1, 1}n, we have

E|∇f |
E|f − Ef | =

E
√
wA

4µ(A)(1 − µ(A))
;

see Section 1.4 for the relation between |∇f | and wA. On the other hand, The-

orem 1.3 combined with the fact
√
wA =

√
hA +

√
hAc shows

√
23/2 − 2 ≤ C1,B

which implies C1,B − C1 ≥
√
23/2 − 2−

√

2/π = 0.112... > 0.

1.4. Talagrand’s isoperimetric inequalities for the discrete gradient. It
will be convenient to work with {−1, 1}n instead of {0, 1}n.2 For any f : {−1, 1}n 7→
R and any x = (x1, , . . . , xn) ∈ {−1, 1}n we set

Djf(x) =
f(x1, . . . , xj , . . . , xn)− f(x1, . . . ,−xj , . . . , xn)

2
.

2Note that hA and wA can be defined analogously for sets A ⊂ {−1, 1}n.
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We say f is boolean if f takes values 0 or 1. Define

|∇f(x)| =

√

√

√

√

n
∑

j=1

|Djf |2, and |Mf(x)| =

√

√

√

√

n
∑

j=1

(Djf)2+,

where (a)+ = max{0, a} for any a ∈ R. For any A ⊂ {−1, 1}n, let 1A denote the
indicator function of the set A. Notice that if x /∈ A then |M1A(x)|2 = 0, and if
x ∈ A then |M1A(x)|2 equals 1/4 times the number of neighbors of x in Ac. Thus
|M1A(x)|2 = hA(x)/4. On the other hand, the “two-sided” gradient |∇1A|2 takes
the form |∇1A(x)|2 = hA(x)/4 + hAc(x)/4 = wA(x)/4.

In this section we will be concerned with functional isoperimetric inequalities
which are not sharp in terms of constants but capture the correct behaviour of the
quantities involved. To this end, we introduce the notation A & B to mean that
A ≥ CB with some universal constant C > 0.

Any function f : {−1, 1}n → R has a Fourier–Walsh representation

f(x) =
∑

S⊂{1,...,n}

f̂(S)xS , xS =
∏

j∈S

xj .

Let p ≥ 1, and define ‖f‖p = (E|f |p)1/p. Recently, using random restriction argu-
ments in an elegant way, Eldan–Kindler–Lifshitz–Minzer obtained the following.

Theorem A ([4]). For any f : {−1, 1}n 7→ {−1, 1}, and any p ∈ [1, 2], we have

‖∇f‖p & sup
d≥0





∑

|S|≥d

|f̂(S)|2




1/p

√
d. (1.17)

It was also explained in [4] that essentially by choosing d ≈ log e
Var(f) , the in-

equality (1.17) implies Talagrand’s sharp isoperimetric inequality,

‖∇f‖p & (Var(f))1/p
√

log
e

Var(f)
(1.18)

for all f : {−1, 1}n 7→ {−1, 1}, and by choosing d ≈ log e
W (f) , where W (f) =

∑n
j=1(E|Djf |)2, the inequality (1.17) implies Talagrand’s conjecture3

‖∇f‖p & (Var(f))1/p
√

log
e

W (f)
(1.19)

for all f : {−1, 1}n 7→ {−1, 1}, which was recently resolved in [3]. Notice that
for monotone boolean functions f , i.e., f(x) ≥ f(y) whenever xi ≥ yi for all
i = 1, . . . , n, we have

W (f) =

n
∑

j=1

f̂({j})2 ≤
∑

S 6=∅

f̂(S)2 = Var(f).

Remark 2. We should point out that the inequality (1.19) for p = 1 can be ob-

tained from Theorem 31 in [12], which states that NSδ(f) .
√
δ E|∇f | holds for

all δ ∈ [0, 1] and all f : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}, where NSδ(f) is the noise sensi-

tivity of f . Using the bound NSδ(f) & Var(f)(1 − (W (f)/Var(f))
δ

2−δ ) from [11],

3The case p ∈ (1, 2] was known to Talagrand, and he was asking the question in the endpoint
case p = 1.
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and choosing δ = 1
log(Var(f)/W (f)) , where we can assume Var(f)/W (f) > 100 by

(1.18), we obtain E|∇f | & Var(f)
√

log Var(f)
W (f) . Invoking again (1.18) we can assume

Var(f) ≥
√

W (f) which leads us to one more proof of (1.19).

In this paper we present new arguments in obtaining (1.17) which unlike random
restriction methods [4] or inductive proofs [12] extend the results to functions with
values in an arbitrary Banach space having finite cotype. Recall that a Banach
space (X, ‖ ·‖) has Rademacher cotype q ∈ [2,∞] if there exists a finite C such that

n
∑

j=1

‖xj‖q ≤ Cq
E‖

n
∑

j=1

εjxj‖q

holds for all n ≥ 1, and all x1, . . . , xn ∈ X , where ε1, . . . , εn, are independent
identically distributed symmetric±1 Bernoulli random variables. The best constant
C = Cq(X) is called the cotype q constant of X . Let ∆ =

∑n
j=1Dj, and let e−t∆

be the heat semigroup.

Theorem 1.8. Let f : {−1, 1}n → X, ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1. Then for any p ∈ [1, 2] we have

‖Df‖p &
1

q3/2Cq(X)
‖f‖2/p2

(

log
e‖f‖2
‖f‖1

)1/q

,

where ‖Df‖pp = E‖∑1≤j≤n x
′
jDjf(x)‖p and x′ is independent copy of x.

Remark 3. If f is boolean, then one can apply the theorem to f − Ef and use
Khintchine’s inequality to recover Talagrand’s isoperimetric inequality (1.18).

Theorem 1.8 will be obtained as a consequence of the following “noise sensitivity”
inequality for vector valued functions.

Theorem 1.9. For all p ∈ [1, 2] the inequality

‖f − e−t∆f‖p . Cq(X)q3/2(1 − e−2t)
1
q ‖Df‖p, t ≥ 0, (1.20)

holds for all f : {−1, 1}n → X.

Remark 4. If f is boolean, then Theorem 1.9 together with the simple estimate

‖f − e−∆/df‖p &
(

∑

|S|≥d f̂(S)
2
)1/p

, p ∈ [1, 2], implies (1.17).

Acknowledgments. D.B. was partially supported by the NSF grant DMS-1954479
and the AEI grant RYC2020-029151-I. P.I was supported in part by NSF grant
CAREER-DMS-2152401.

2. The proofs

2.1. An inductive lemma. The next lemma is a standard inductive argument
which follows the same steps as in [14, 1] with the latest upgrade found in [10].

Lemma 2.1 ([10, pp. 4217-4219]). Let β ∈ [1/2, 1]. If B : [0, 1] → [0,∞) satisfies
B(0) = B(1) = 0, B(1/2) ≤ 1/2, and the inequality

max{((y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β , y − x+ (2β − 1)B(y)}

+B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

(2.1)

holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1, then EhβA ≥ B(µ(A)) for all A ⊂ {0, 1}n and all n ≥ 1.
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This Lemma will be used in the proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.3 and 1.4.

Remark 5. Notice that max{((y − x)1/β + B(y)1/β)β , y − x + (2β − 1)B(y)} =
((y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β if and only if B(y) ≥ y − x.

2.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1: logarithmic function. The following “two-point
inequality” will play a crucial role in our proofs.

Lemma 2.2. For any β ∈ [ 12 , 1] and all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1
2 we have

((y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β +B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

, (2.2)

where B(x) = x
(

log2(1/x)
)β
.

Proof. First we rewrite the inequality (2.2) as
(

y1/β log2(1/y) + (y − x)1/β
)β

+ x(log2(1/x))
β ≥ (x+ y)

(

log2

( 2

x+ y

))β

.

(2.3)

We divide the proof into three steps.

Step 1. If the inequality holds for β = 1/2, then it holds for all β ≥ 1/2. Indeed,

let us rewrite the inequality (2.3) as
[

y

x+ y

(

log2(1/y) +
(y − x

y

)1/β)β

+
x

x+ y
(log2(1/x))

β

]1/β

≥ log2

(

2

x+ y

)

.

(2.4)

Next, apply
(

y−x
y

)1/β

≥
(

y−x
y

)2

and the fact that β 7→ (E|X |β)1/β is non-

decreasing on [0,∞) for a random variable X .

In what follows we assume β = 1
2 in (2.3).

Step 2. The inequality for y = 1
2 implies the inequality for all y ∈ [x, 12 ]. Indeed,

let x = yt where 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, and let a = log2(1/y) ∈ [1,∞). Then (2.4) can be
rewritten as

[

1

t+ 1

(

a+ (1 − t)1/β
)β

+
t

t+ 1
(a+ log2(1/t))

β

]1/β

− a ≥ log2

(

2

t+ 1

)

.

Notice that ϕ(a) = (E(a + |X |)β)1/β − a is non-decreasing on (0,∞) for a random
variable X . Indeed,

ϕ′(a) = (E(a+ |X |)β) 1
β
−1

E(a+ |X |)β−1 − 1 ≥ 0

by Hölder’s inequality.

Hence it suffices to verify the inequality for y = 1/2.

Step 3. We verify the inequality

√

1 + (1 − t)2 + t
√

1 + log2(1/t) ≥ (t+ 1)

√

1 + log2

(

2

t+ 1

)

, t ∈ [0, 1]. (2.5)

If we denote 1− t = s, then the inequality (2.5) takes the form

√

1 + s2 + (1 − s)
√

1− log2(1 − s) ≥ (2− s)

√

1 + log2

(

2

2− s

)

. (2.6)
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Next we use two simple inequalities

− log2(1− s) ≥ s

ln(2)
+

s2

2 ln(2)
; (2.7)

log2

(

2

2− s

)

≤ s

2 ln(2)
+

(

1− 1

2 ln(2)

)

s2. (2.8)

The first inequality follows by Taylor’s theorem. The second inequality follows by

considering the function g(s) = s
2 ln(2) +

(

1− 1
2 ln(2)

)

s2 − log2

(

2
2−s

)

. Note that

g(0) = g(1) = 0. Furthermore,

g′(s)

s
= − (4 ln(2)− 2)s+ 5− 8 ln(2)

2(2− s) ln(2)

changes sign only once from + to − on (0, 1) (notice that 5 − 8 ln(2) < 0 and
3− 4 ln(2) > 0). Hence g(s) ≥ 0 on [0, 1].

Next, we replace the logarithms in (2.6) by their lower and upper bounds corre-
spondingly obtained in (2.7) and (2.8). After squaring both sides of the obtained
inequality, it suffices to prove

1 + s2 + 2(1− s)

√

(1 + s2)

(

1 +
s

ln(2)
+

s2

2 ln(2)

)

+ (1− s)2
(

1 +
s

ln(2)
+

s2

2 ln(2)

)

≥ (2 − s)2
(

1 +
s

2 ln(2)
+

(

1− 1

2 ln(2)

)

s2
)

.

Isolating the square root term on the left-hand side of the inequality, and squaring
both sides again, it suffices to prove

4(1− s)2(1 + s2)

(

1 +
s

ln(2)
+

s2

2 ln(2)

)

≥
[

−(1− s)2
(

1 +
s

ln(2)
+

s2

2 ln(2)

)

+(2− s)2
(

1 +
s

2 ln(2)
+

(

1− 1

2 ln(2)

)

s2
)

− 1− s2
]2

.

After opening the parentheses we see that the difference (the left-hand side minus

the right-hand side) simplifies to − s2(1−s)2

4 ln2(2)
× v(s), where

v(s) = 4(ln(2)− 1)2s4 + 12(1− ln(2))(2 ln(2)− 1)s3 − (17− 18 ln(2))(2 ln(2)− 1)s2

− (12− 24 ln(2) + 16 ln2(2))s+ 32 ln2(2)− 32 ln(2) + 4.

The factor s2(1− s)2 should not be surprising as s = 0 and s = 1 are the equality
cases in (2.6) and, by the several reductions that we did, we kept the values at
s = 0 and s = 1 unchanged. The signs of the coefficients in v(s), from the highest
to the lowest power, are +,+,−,−,−. Therefore, by Descartes’ rule of sign, the
number of positive roots of the polynomial v is at most one. As v(s) is positive at
infinity, and v(1) = 32 ln2(2) − 32 ln(2) + 1 < 0 it follows that v(s) < 0 on [0, 1],
and thus g(s) > 0 on [0, 1], concluding the proof of the inequality (2.5) and hence
of Lemma 2.2. �

The following lemma will be used for sets of measure greater than 1/2.

Lemma 2.3. For any β ∈ [ 12 , ln(2)] and all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1
2 we have

(

(y − x)1/β +B(x)1/β
)β

+B(y) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

, (2.9)
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where B(x) = x (log2(1/x))
β
.

Proof. Notice that B is non-decreasing on [0, 1/2] since

B′(x) = (log2(1/x))
β−1

(

log2(1/x)−
β

ln(2)

)

≥ 0

for β ∈ [1/2, ln(2)]. For all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1/2 we have

((y − x)1/β +B(x)1/β)β − ((y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β +B(y)−B(x) ≥ 0. (2.10)

Indeed, for each β ∈ (0, 1] the map ψ(t) = ((y−x)1/β + t1/β)β − t is non-increasing
on [0,∞). Thus, using the fact B(x) ≤ B(y) it follows that ψ(B(x)) ≥ ψ(B(y)),
which is the same as (2.10). Finally, the left-hand side of (2.9) minus the left-hand
side of (2.10) coincides with the left-hand side of (2.2) and the lemma follows. �

The next lemma is the main technical part of [10]. We note that this result is
also contained in Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6 for β = log2(3/2).

Lemma 2.4 ([10, pp. 4219-4220]). The function B(x) = 2x(1 − x) satisfies (2.1)
for β = log2(3/2).

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.1. Let β = β0 = log2(3/2) in Lemma 2.1,
and consider

B(t) :=











t(log2(1/t))
β0 t ∈ [0, 1/4),

2t(1− t) t ∈ [1/4, 3/4],

(1− t)(log2(1/(1− t)))β0 t ∈ (3/4, 1].

(2.11)

Notice that

B(t) = max{t∗(log2(1/t∗))β0 , 2t(1− t)} =: max{B1(t), B2(t)}, t ∈ [0, 1],

where t∗ = min{t, 1− t}. The left-hand side of the inequality (2.1) can be rewritten
as Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)), where

Φ(u, v, w) := max{(w1/β0 + v1/β0)β0 , w + (2β0 − 1)v}+ u.

The map (u, v, w) ∈ [0,∞)3 7→ Φ(u, v, w) is non-decreasing in u and v. The goal is
to show that

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) ≥ 2B
(x+ y

2

)

(2.12)

holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1 and the choice of B in (2.11). There will be six cases in
total to consider.

(i) If x, y ∈ [0, 1/4]. Then (x + y)/2 ∈ [0, 1/4], so B in (2.12) coincides with B1

and then (2.12) follows from Lemma 2.2.
(ii) If x, y ∈ [3/4, 1]. Then (x+ y)/2 ∈ [3/4, 1], so B in (2.12) coincides with B1.

Denote x = 1− b, y = 1− a. Then 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ 1/4, and we have

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) = Φ(B1(x), B1(y), (y − x)) = Φ(B1(b), B1(a), (b − a))

≥ 2B1((a+ b)/2) = 2B((x+ y)/2),

where the inequality follows by Lemma 2.3.
(iii) If x, y ∈ [1/4, 3/4]. Then (x + y)/2 ∈ [1/4, 3/4], so B in (2.12) coincides with

B2 and then (2.12) follows from Lemma 2.4.
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(iv) If x ∈ [0, 1/4], y ∈ [3/4, 1]. Then (x + y)/2 ∈ [1/4, 3/4]. Therefore

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) ≥ Φ(B2(x), B2(y), (y − x))

≥ 2B2((x + y)/2) = 2B((x+ y)/2),

where the second inequality follows by Lemma 2.4.
(v) If x ∈ [0, 1/4], y ∈ [1/4, 3/4]. Then (x+ y)/2 ∈ [1/8, 1/2]. We distinguish two

cases:
• if (x+ y)/2 ∈ [0, 1/4], then y ≤ 1/2 and we have

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) ≥ Φ(B1(x), B1(y), (y − x))

≥ 2B1((x + y)/2) = 2B((x+ y)/2),

where in the second inequality we have used Lemma 2.2.
• If (x+ y)/2 ∈ [1/4, 3/4] then

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) ≥ Φ(B2(x), B2(y), (y − x))

≥ 2B2((x + y)/2) = 2B((x+ y)/2),

where in the second inequality we have used Lemma 2.4.
(vi) If x ∈ [1/4, 3/4], y ∈ [3/4, 1]. Then (x+ y)/2 ∈ [1/2, 7/8]. We distinguish two

cases:
• If (x+y)/2 ∈ [1/4, 3/4] then we use the bound B(y) ≥ B2(y) and proceed
by Lemma 2.4, similarly to (iv), or the second item in (v).

• If (x+y)/2 ∈ [3/4, 1], then x ≥ 1/2. As in (ii), denote x = 1−b, y = 1−a.
Note that 0 ≤ a ≤ 1/4 ≤ b ≤ 1/2 and we have

Φ(B(x), B(y), (y − x)) ≥ Φ(B1(x), B1(y), (y − x)) = Φ(B1(b), B1(a), (b − a))

≥ 2B1((a+ b)/2) = 2B((x+ y)/2),

where in the second inequality we have used Lemma 2.3.

Thus we have verified that (2.12) holds for the choice of B in (2.11). Conse-
quently, combining this with Lemma 2.1 we obtain

Ehβ0

A ≥ B(µ(A)) ≥ µ(A)∗(log2(1/µ(A)
∗))β0 .

This finishes the proof of the main inequality (1.9).
To verify (1.10), we apply Hölder’s inequality to (1.9) for any α ∈ [0, 1], and any

A ⊂ {0, 1}n with µ(A) ≤ 1/2. This yields,

(Eh
β0/α
A )αµ(A)1−α ≥ (Eh

β0/α
A )αµ(∂A)1−α ≥ Ehβ0

A ≥ µ(A)(log2(1/µ(A)))
β0 ,

where the first inequality uses the trivial bound µ(∂A) ≤ µ(A). Thus we obtain

(Eh
β0/α
A )αµ(A)1−α ≥ µ(A)(log2(1/µ(A)))

β0 . Dividing both sides of the inequality
by µ(A)1−α and rising it to the power 1/α we obtain (1.10). This concludes the
proof of Theorem 1.1.

2.3. Proof of Theorem 1.3: quadratic polynomial. The proof of Theorem 1.3
will be a consequence of the upcoming Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6, when combined with
Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 2.5. Let β ∈ [1/2, log2(3/2)]. If Cβ = 2
√
2β+1 − 2 and B(x) = Cβx(1−x),

then the inequality

y − x+ (2β − 1)B(y) +B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

(2.13)
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holds for all 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ x ≤ y −B(y).

Proof. Let f(x, y) be the left-hand side of (2.13) minus the right-hand side of (2.13),
that is,

f(x, y) := Cβ(2
β − 2)y(1− y)− 1

2
(x − y)(Cβ(x− y) + 2). (2.14)

The map x 7→ f(x, y) is concave, so in order to see that f(x, y) ≥ 0 for y ∈ [0, 1]
and x ∈ [0, y−B(y)], it suffices to check the two inequalities: (i) f(y−B(y), y) ≥ 0
and (ii) f(0, y) ≥ 0. To verify (i) we have

f(y −B(y), y) =
Cβ

2
y(1− y)(2β+1 − 2− C2

βy(1− y)).

Notice that 2β+1 − 2−C2
βy(1− y) ≥ 2β+1 − 2− C2

β

4 = 0 for all y ∈ [0, 1]. To verify

(ii) we have

2f(0, y)/y = yCβ(3− 2β+1) + 2β+1Cβ − 4Cβ + 2.

Notice that 3 − 2β+1 ≥ 0 for all β ∈ [1/2, log2(3/2)]. Furthermore, y − B(y) ≥ 0

implies
Cβ−1
Cβ

≤ y. The value of 2f(0, y)/y at the point y =
Cβ−1
Cβ

equals to

(
√
2β+1 − 2− 1)2 ≥ 0. �

Lemma 2.6. Let β ∈ [1/2, log2(3/2)]. If Cβ = 2
√
2β+1 − 2 and B(x) = Cβx(1−x),

then the inequality
(

(y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β +B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

(2.15)

holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ 1 such that x ∈ [y −B(y), y].

Proof. Let g(x, y) be the left-hand side of (2.15) minus the right-hand side of (2.15),
that is,

g(x, y) :=
[

(Cβy(1− y))1/β + (y − x)1/β
]β

− Cβy(1− y)− Cβ

2
(y − x)2.

We observe that g(y, y) = 0 and, by the proof of Lemma 2.5 we have g(y−B(y), y) =
f(y − B(y), y) ≥ 0 on [0, 1], where f is as in (2.14). Then, for a fixed y ∈ [0, 1],
in order to prove that g(x, y) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ [y − B(y), y], it suffices to show the
following two claims:

(i) the map x 7→ g(x, y) has at most one critical point on (y −B(y), y);
(ii) there exists ǫ > 0 such that g(x, y) > 0 for all x ∈ (y − ǫ, y).

We first show (i). We have that

∂xg(x, y) = −(y − x)
1
β
−1

[

(Cβy(1− y))
1
β + (y − x)

1
β

]β−1

+ Cβ(y − x). (2.16)

Let A := y−x and B := Cβy(1−y). Notice that 0 ≤ A ≤ B, and B is independent
of x. We have

∂xg(x, y) = −A 1
β
−1[B

1
β +A

1
β ]β−1 + CβA,

so that ∂xg(x, y) = 0 is equivalent to

B
1
β +A

1
β = C

1
β−1

β A
2β−1

β(β−1) . (2.17)

For β ≥ 1/2, the left-hand side above increases in A, whereas the right-hand side
decreases in A. Thus, (2.17) can hold in at most one point, establishing (i).
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Item (ii) follows from noting that limx→y
∂xg(x,y)

(y−x)
1
β

−1
< 0 and g(y, y) = 0. �

2.4. Proof of Theorem 1.4: cubic polynomial. In this section we will be
concerned with the polynomial

B(x) = 8x(1− x)
[(

1− 2α+1

3

)

x+
(2α

3
− 1

4

)]

. (2.18)

We remark that B is chosen to satisfy B(0) = B(1) = 0, B(1/2) = 1/2 and
B(1/4) = 2α/4. It will be convenient for later use to expand B as

B(x) = 8
(2α

3
− 1

4

)

x− 8
(

2α − 5

4

)

x2 − 8
(

1− 2α+1

3

)

x3. (2.19)

Theorem 1.4 follows from combining Lemma 2.1 and the upcoming Lemmas 2.7
and 2.8.

Lemma 2.7. Let α = 1/2 and β = 0.53. The inequality

y − x+ (2β − 1)B(y) +B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

.

holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤ y −B(y), 0 ≤ y ≤ 1.

Proof. We first observe that if B(y) ≤ y, then y ≥ 1/2. Indeed, a computation
reveals that

y −B(y) =
8(3− 2α+1)

3
y

(

y − 1

2

)(

y − 2α − 9/8

2α − 3/2

)

. (2.20)

The claim now follows trivially since 2α−9/8
2α−3/2 < 0 for α = 1/2 ≤ log2(3/2).

Let

f(x, y) := (2β − 1)B(y) + (y − x) − 2B
(x+ y

2

)

+B(x). (2.21)

To verify Lemma 2.7 it suffices to show the inequality f(x, y) ≥ 0 for all 1/2 ≤ y ≤ 1
and all 0 ≤ x ≤ y−B(y). The inequality will be implied by the following 3 claims:

(i) f(0, y) ≥ 0 for all y ∈ [1/2, 1];
(ii) x 7→ f(x, y) is concave on [0, y −B(y)] for each fixed y ∈ [1/2, 1];
(iii) f(y −B(y), y) ≥ 0 for all y ∈ [1/2, 1].

To verify (i), notice that ϕ(y) := f(0, y)/y is concave parabola as

3ϕ′′(y) =
(

20− 2β+4
) (

3− 2α+1
)

< 0.

On the other hand, ϕ(1/2) = 2β − 2α > 0 and ϕ(1) = 0. Thus ϕ(y) ≥ 0 on [1/2, 1],
and (i) follows.

To verify (ii) notice that

∂2xxf(x, y) = −2(3− 2α+1)(6x− 2y + 2α+1 + 1) ≤ 0 for all x, y ∈ [0, 1].

Next we verify (iii). Notice that f(y −B(y), y) = B(y)G(y), where

G(y) =
(

11− 70

9
· 2α

)

27y6 + (2α+7 − 181)
26

3
y5 +

(

1453− 3082

3
· 2α

)23

3
y4

−
(331

3
− 78 · 2α

)

24y3 +
(

563− 1192

3
· 2α

)2

3
y2 −

(

47− 2α+5
)2

3
y

+ 2β − 1



14 DAVID BELTRAN, PAATA IVANISVILI, AND JOSÉ MADRID

is a polynomial of degree 6. We have G′′′(y) ≥ G′′′(1/2) = (5
√
2 − 7)27 ≥ 0 on

[1/2, 1] since the signs of all coefficients of the polynomial G′′′(y) are positive except

of the free coefficient. Also G′′(1/2) = (147−100
√
2) ·4/9 > 0. Thus G(y) is convex

on [1/2, 1]. Therefore, G(y) ≥ L(y) = G(y0) + G′(y0)(y − y0), where y0 = 0.631.
Since G′(y0) = 0.00036... > 0 and L(1/2) = 0.000067... > 0 it follows that G(y) ≥ 0
on [1/2, 1]. �

Lemma 2.8. Let α = 0.5 and β = 0.53. The inequality

(

(y − x)1/β +B(y)1/β)β +B(x) ≥ 2B
(y + x

2

)

holds for all 0 ≤ x, y ≤ 1 such that x ∈ [max{y −B(y), 0}, y].
Proof. Let

g(x, y) :=
(

B(y)
1
β + (y − x)

1
β

)β

− 2B
(x+ y

2

)

+B(x).

The goal is to show g(x, y) ≥ 0 for all 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 and all max{y − B(y), 0} ≤
x ≤ y. It is clear that g(y, y) = 0. We recall from the proof of Lemma 2.7 that
max{y − B(y), 0} = y − B(y) if and only if y ∈ [1/2, 1]. Therefore, notice that
for y ∈ [1/2, 1] we have g(y − B(y), y) = f(y − B(y), y) ≥ 0 due to positivity of
the polynomial G(y) on [1/2, 1] defined in Lemma 2.7; here f is as in (2.21). If
y ∈ [0, 1/2], then

g(0, y) = (B(y)1/β + y1/β)β − 2B(y/2) ≥ (B(y)2 + y2)1/2 − 2B(y/2).

Next, we have

B(y)2 + y2 − (2B(y/2))2 =

17− 12
√
2

3
· y2(1 − 2y)(1− y)(10y2 + y(29 + 28

√
2) + 51 + 36

√
2) ≥ 0

for all y ∈ [0, 1/2]. So we obtain g(max{y −B(y), 0}, y) ≥ 0 for all y ∈ [0, 1].
Thus to prove Lemma 2.8 it suffices to obtain the following two claims for each

fixed y ∈ [0, 1]:

(i) the map x 7→ g(x, y) has at most one critical point on (0, y);
(ii) there exists ε > 0 such that ∂xg(x, y) < 0 for all x ∈ (y − ε, y).

For the claim (ii), an immediate computation shows

∂xg(x, y) = −
(

B(y)
1
β + (y − x)

1
β

)β−1

(y − x)
1
β
−1 −B′

(x+ y

2

)

+B′(x).

Therefore, since 1
β − 1 < 1 it follows that limx→y

∂xg(x,y)

(y−x)
1
β

−1
> 0.

To verify the claim (i), notice that

(y − x)1−
1
β ∂xg(x, y) = −

(

B(y)
1
β + (y − x)

1
β

)β−1

+

2(3− 23/2)(y − x)2−
1
β (3x+ y + 23/2 + 1).

It suffices to show that for each y ∈ [0, 1] the map

ψ(x) := −(B(y)
1
β + (y − x)

1
β ) + [2(3− 23/2)(y − x)2−

1
β (3x+ y + 23/2 + 1)]

1
β−1
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satisfies ψ′ > 0 on (0, y). We have

ψ′(x)(y − x)−
2β−1

β(β−1)
+1

(2(3− 2
√
2)(3x+ y + 23/2 + 1))

1
β−1

=
((y − x)(3x+ y + 23/2 + 1))

1
1−β

β(2(3− 2
√
2))

1
β−1

+
2β − 1

β(1− β)

− 3(y − x)

(1− β)(3x + y + 23/2 + 1)
. (2.22)

Set x = y − t in (2.22) where y ∈ [t, 1] and t ∈ (0, 1). Then the right-hand side of
(2.22) is increasing in y for each fixed t, and for y = t it takes the form

(t(t+ 23/2 + 1))
1

1−β

β(2(3− 2
√
2))

1
β−1

+
2β − 1

β(1 − β)
− 3t

(1− β)(t+ 23/2 + 1)
=: ϕ(t).

Clearly ϕ(t) is convex on [0, 1] as it is the sum of two convex functions. Therefore
ϕ(t) ≥ L(t) := ϕ(0.22) + ϕ′(0.22)(t − 0.22). Since ϕ′(0.22) = 0.053... > 0 and
L(0) = 0.033... > 0 the lemma follows. �

We finish this section discussing how Theorem 1.4 (or Corollary 1.5) implies
Corollary 1.6. This is already contained in [10, Corollary 3.2], but we include it
here for completeness.

Proof of Corollary 1.6. Let (A,B,W ) be a partition of {0, 1}n with µ(A) = 1/2.

Assume that EhβA ≥ P (µ(A)) holds for all such A. Then we have

P (µ(A)) ≤ EhβB∪W = E(hβB∪W1B) + E(hβB∪W1W ) ≤ |∇(A,B)|
2n

+ nβµ(W ),

where in the last inequality we have used the bound hB∪W ≤ n. The desired result
then follows if P (1/2) = 1/2, which is the case for the function on the right-hand
side of (1.13). �

2.5. Proof of Theorems 1.8 and 1.9. We start from an identity in [8] stating
that

− d

dt
e−t∆f(x) =

1√
e2t − 1

Eξ

n
∑

j=1

δj(t)Djf(ξ(t)x), (2.23)

where xξ(t) = (x1ξ1(t), . . . , xnξn(t)), and ξi(t) are i.i.d. r.v. with

P(ξj(t) = ±1) =
1± e−t

2
, δj(t) =

ξj(t)− Eξj(t)
√

Var(ξj(t))
.

The identity is easily verified for Walsh functions xS , and by linearity it follows for
all functions f . By (2.23) and the fundamental theorem of calculus we have

‖f − e−t∆f‖p
(2.23)
.

∫ t

0

(

E

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

j=1

δj(s)Djf(x)
∥

∥

∥

p)1/p ds√
e2s − 1

. Cq(X)
√
q‖Df‖p

∫ t

0

(1 − e−2s)
1
q
−1ds

. Cq(X)q3/2(1− e−2t)
1
q ‖Df‖p,

where we also used Theorem 4.1 in [8] in the second inequality. This concludes the
proof of Theorem 1.9.
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For Theorem 1.8, we note that since ‖e−t∆f‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1 the above inequality
and Minkowski’s inequality imply that

‖f‖2/p2 − ‖e−t∆f‖2/p2 . Cq(X)q3/2(1− e−2t)
1
q ‖Df‖p. (2.24)

Denote ε = 1 − e−2t. By hypercontractivity [2] and the Hölder inequality we have

‖e−t∆f‖2 ≤ ‖f‖2
(

‖f‖1

‖f‖2

)
ε

2−ε

. Thus

1−
(

‖f‖1

‖f‖2

)
2ε

p(2−ε)

ε1/q
. Cq(X)q3/2

‖Df‖p
‖f‖2/p2

. (2.25)

If ‖f‖2

‖f‖1
< 10, then the theorem follows by taking t → ∞ in (2.24). Otherwise,

choosing ε = 1

log
e‖f‖2
‖f‖1

in (2.25) proves the theorem.

3. Appendix

For completeness, we include the argument that shows the necessity of the con-
dition β ≥ 1/2 in the isoperimetric inequalities (1.1) and (1.14). In both cases,
the counterexamples are given by Hamming balls. Let a ∈ {0, 1}n and r > 0. Let
B(a, r) denote the Hamming ball of center a and radius r, defined with respect to

the ℓ1-distance in {0, 1}n. Note that the number of elements of B(a, r) is
∑r∗

i=0

(

n
i

)

,

where r∗ := min{⌊r⌋, n}. If r ∈ N, r ≤ n, the sphere S(a, r) has
(

n
r

)

elements.
We start with the claim in (1.4). Let n be a positive even integer, a ∈ {0, 1}n

arbitrary, and consider A = B(a, n/2). Clearly, supp(hA) = S(a, n/2). Since
hA(x) = n/2 for x ∈ S(0, n/2), and hA(x) = 0 otherwise, we have

EhβA = (n/2)βµ(supphA) = (n/2)βµ(S(0, n/2)) = (n/2)β

(

n
n/2

)

2n
.

Thus, Stirling’s approximation gives limn→∞ EhβA = 0 for β < 1/2.
To verify the necessity of the condition β ≥ 1/2 in (1.14) we let n be a positive

odd integer, and let a ∈ {0, 1}n be arbitrary. Consider the Hamming ball A =

B(a, (n− 1)/2), which has measure µ(A) = 2−n
∑(n−1)/2

i=0

(

n
i

)

= 1/2, and let W be

the boundary of A, and let B := {0, 1}d \ (A ∪W ). Clearly |∇(A,B)| = 0. Then
the inequality (1.14) reduces to

K|W |nβ ≥ 2n−1. (3.1)

Since |W | =
(

n
(n−1)/2

)

, it follows from Stirling’s approximation that the condition

β ≥ 1/2 is necessary for the inequality lim infn→∞K |W |nβ

2n−1 ≥ 1 to hold.
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