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Abstract

We strengthen Han’s Fourier entropy-influence inequality

H[f̂ ] ≤ C1 I(f) + C2

∑
i∈[n]

Ii(f) ln
1

Ii(f)

originally proved for {−1, 1}-valued Boolean functions with C1 = 3 + 2 ln 2 and C2 = 1.
We show, by a short information-theoretic proof, that it in fact holds with sharp constants
C1 = C2 = 1 for all real-valued Boolean functions of unit L2-norm, thereby establishing
the inequality as an elementary structural property of Shannon entropy and influence.

1 Introduction
For a real-valued Boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → R, the Fourier coefficients relative to the
basis of parity functions χS(x) ≜

∏
i∈S xi in the L2-space with respect to the uniform measure

on {−1, 1}n, are given by f̂(S) ≜ ⟨f, χS⟩L2 , S ⊆ [n]. The influence of coordinate i ∈ [n] and
the total influence of f can be expressed in terms of the Fourier coefficients as

Ii(f) ≜
∑
S∋i

f̂(S)2, I(f) ≜
∑
i∈[n]

Ii(f) =
∑
S⊆[n]

|S| f̂(S)2.

If further ∥f∥L2 = 1, then the Fourier weights {f̂(S)2}S⊆[n] sum up to 1 and form a probability
distribution. The Fourier entropy of f is defined as the Shannon entropy of this distribution:

H[f̂ ] ≜
∑
S⊆[n]

f̂(S)2 ln
1

f̂(S)2
.

For a more comprehensive exposition on the analysis of Boolean functions, we refer to [1].
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The study of entropy and influence in Boolean functions originates with the Fourier Entropy–
Influence (FEI) conjecture, posed by Friedgut and Kalai [2], which asserts that there exists a
universal constant C > 0 such that H[f̂ ] ≤ C I(f) for all f : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}. While the
problem remains open in general, several partial results have been established [3–14]. Most
recently, Han [14] established that there exists universal constants C1, C2 > 0 such that

H[f̂ ] ≤ C1 I(f) + C2

∑
i∈[n]

Ii(f) ln
1

Ii(f)
,

for all f : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}, which offers fresh structural insight for the FEI conjecture. In
fact, Han’s proof yields the explicit values C1 = 3 + 2 ln 2 and C2 = 1.

2 Main Result
As detailed in the following theorem, we strengthen Han’s inequality by showing that it holds
with sharp constants C1 = C2 = 1 for all real-valued Boolean functions of unit L2-norm, via a
short information-theoretic proof. For the standard information-theoretic tools used in the proof,
such as the chain rule of entropy and the log-sum inequality, we refer to [15].

Theorem. For every real-valued Boolean function f : {−1, 1}n → R with ∥f∥L2 = 1,

H[f̂ ] ≤ I(f) +
∑
i∈[n]

Ii(f) ln
1

Ii(f)
.

Proof. For each J ⊆ [n], we define a probability distribution PJ on 2J via

PJ(S) ≜
∑

T⊆[n]\J

f̂(S ∪ T )2, S ⊆ J,

which is precisely the marginal distribution of Fourier weights restricted to J . We construct a
Markov chain of random sets Si ⊆ [i], i = 0, 1, . . . , n, with initial state S0 ≡ ∅ and transitions

P(Si = T |Si−1 = S) ≜


P[i](S)/P[i−1](S), if T = S,

P[i](S ∪ {i})/P[i−1](S), if T = S ∪ {i},
0, otherwise,

S ⊆ [i− 1].

By construction, for each i, Si ∼ P[i], and the conditional entropy of Si given Si−1 is

H[Si |Si−1] =
∑

S⊆[i−1]

P[i](S) ln
P[i−1](S)

P[i](S)
+ P[i](S ∪ {i}) ln

P[i−1](S)

P[i](S ∪ {i})
.

Note that by definition,∑
S⊆[i−1]

P[i−1](S) = 1,
∑

S⊆[i−1]

P[i](S ∪ {i}) = Ii(f),
∑

S⊆[i−1]

P[i](S) = 1− Ii(f).
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It follows from the log-sum inequality and (1− x) ln(1/(1− x)) ≤ x for x ∈ [0, 1] that

H[Si |Si−1] ≤ (1− Ii(f)) ln
1

1− Ii(f)
+ Ii(f) ln

1

Ii(f)
≤ Ii(f) + Ii(f) ln

1

Ii(f)
.

Finally, note that the terminal distribution Sn ∼ P[n] is exactly the Fourier weight distribution
P[n](S) = f̂(S)2, S ⊆ [n], and each Si is a deterministic function of Sn. Applying the chain rule
of entropy together with the Markovity of S0,S1, . . . ,Sn, we obtain

H[f̂ ] = H[Sn] = H[Sn,Sn−1, . . .S0] =
n∑

i=1

H[Si |Si−1, . . . ,S0] =
n∑

i=1

H[Si |Si−1].

Combining the bounds above completes the proof.

3 Discussion
Our proof interprets the Fourier distribution as being generated one coordinate at a time. At each
step i, the uncertainty added is exactly the entropy contribution of whether coordinate i enters
the random set. The chain rule of entropy then implies that the total entropy of the terminal
distribution is the sum of these step-wise incremental uncertainties. Since the uncertainty at step
i is controlled by the influence of coordinate i, the whole inequality emerges naturally: entropy
accumulates coordinate-by-coordinate, with each step bounded by influence.

Han’s original argument in [14] proceeds by restricting the Boolean function to subsets of
coordinates and analyzing the Fourier coefficients of these restricted functions iteratively. While
the restriction method is well suited to {−1, 1}-valued functions, it generally fails to preserve the
L2-normalization and thus does not extend naturally to real-valued functions. By contrast, our
information-theoretic approach works directly with restricted Fourier weights, thereby avoiding
reliance on the Boolean codomain.

From our proof, it is clear that such Fourier entropy-influence inequality arises directly from
Fourier analysis and the entropy structure. It should therefore be regarded as a universal structural
principle, applicable in broader analytic contexts well beyond the Boolean setting.
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