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Abstract

Let I’ be a CNF formula wittm variables andn clauses.F is 3-satisfiable if for any 3
clauses inf’, there is a truth assignment which satisfies all of them. diibérr and Specker
(1982) and, later, Yannakakis (1994) proved that in eacht3f@able CNF formula at least
% of its clauses can be satisfied by a truth assignment. We iragtos result by showing
that every 3-satisfiable CNF formulacontains a subset of variabl&s such that some truth
assignment will satisfy at Ieas%m + %mU + pn’ clauses, where is the number of clauses
of F', my is the number of clauses &f containing a variable fror/, n’ is the total number
of variables in clauses not containing a variabld/inandp is a positive absolute constant.
Both U andr can be found in polynomial time.

We use our result to show that the following parameterizexdblem is fixed-parameter
tractable and, moreover, has a kernel with a linear numbearidbles. 13-S-MAX SAT-AE,
we are given 8-satisfiable CNF formuld® with m clauses and asked to determine whether
there is an assignment which satisfies at I%ast+ k clauses, wherg is the parameter.

arXiv:1104.2818v3 [cs.DM] 30 Nov 2012

1 Introduction

We consider a formul&’ in conjunctive normal form (CNF) as a set of clausés= {C4,...,Cp}.
Each claus€’; has an associated positive integral weigh€; ), and we letw(F') denote the total
weight of clauses of'. (We use weighted clauses rather than letfihige a multiset of clauses; see
a remark in the end of this section for a discussion on theampath what follows, we assume that

*A preliminary version of this paper has appeared_in [13]. fitost significant difference between this version and
[13] is a new proof of Theorefd 1, which is shorter and simphentthe proof in[[13].
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no clause contains both a variable and its negation, andanselis empty. The set of variables of
F will be denoted by (F'). For a truth assignment letsat, (F") be the total weight of clauses of
F satisfied byr and letsat(F') be the maximum total weight of clausesBfthat can be satisfied
by a truth assignment.

For any integet, we sayl' is t-satisfiableif for any ¢ clauses inF’ there exists a truth assign-
ment that satisfies all of them. Thus, every CNF formkbllés 1-satisfiable; iff" is 2-satisfiable
then F' contains no pair of clauses of the forfu}, {z}; if F is 3-satisfiable then the forbid-
den sets of clauses are pairs of the fofm}, {z} and triplets of the form{z},{y},{z,y} or
{z},{z,y},{z,y}, as well as any triplets that can be derived from these bychwig positive
literals with negative literals.

It is well-known that for anyl-satisfiable CNF formuld, sat(#) > 1w(F). Lieberherr
and Specker [18, 19] and, later, Yannakakis [26] proved dtleviing: if F' is 2-satisfiable then
sat(F) > ¢w(F) (Where¢ ~ 0.61803 is the positive root ofi> + = = 1); if F is 3-satisfiable
thensat(F') > %w(F). These bounds are asymptotically tight (that is, for any 0, there exists
a 3-satisfiable CNF formuld such thasat(F) < (2 + e)w(F) and similar inequalities hold for
1-satisfiable an@-satisfiable formulas).

Crowston et al.[[9] strengthened the bousad( F) > ¢w(F) for 2-satisfiable CNF formulas to
sat(F) > ¢w(F)+~|V (F)| (wherey ~ 0.072949) using deterministic combinatorial arguments.
In this paper, we strengthen the bound(F) > 2w(F) for 3-satisfiable CNF formulas. The
deterministic approach of Crowston et al.l [9] cannot be itgaktended to the 3-satisfiability
case (which appears to be more complicated) and we use flistiabrguments instead.

Our main results of-satisfiable CNF formulas are as follows. A CNF form#las expanding
if for every subsetX of the variables off’, the total weight of clauses containing variablesXof
is not smaller thanX|. We show that there is a positive absolute constastich that for every
expanding3-satisfiable CNF formuld’, we have

2
sat(F) = qw(F) + p|V(F)] (1)
Using (1) and a result on autarkies (defined in the next sgcti@ obtain that there is a positive
absolute constant such that for everg-satisfiable CNF formuld’ we can find, in polynomial
time, a subsel of V(F) and a truth assignmentfor which
2 1

satr(F) 2 gu(F) + 3u(Fy) + plV(F\ Fy)l, (2)
where Fy; is the subset of” consisting of all clauses with a variable &f. Note that[(2) im-
proves the boundat(F) > %w(F) for 3-satisfiable formulas. Bound](2) has an application in
parameterized algorithmics as described below.

Mahajan and Raman [20] considered the following paranesgdrproblem SAT-AE: we are
given a (-satisfiable) CNF formulg' and asked to determine whether there is an assignment
which satisfies at Iea%tw(F) + k clauses, wherg is the parameter. (Basic notions on parameter-
ized algorithms and complexity are given in Secfibn 2.) FAT@\E, Mahajan and Raman [20]

IAE stands for Above Expectation



obtained a kernel with at mo8k + 3 variables and 0% clauses. Crowston et al.|[9] improved this
to 4k variables and2+/5 + 4)k clauses.

As mentioned above Crowston et all [9] obtained the baun@F) > dw(F) + ~|V (F)| for
2-satisfiable CNF formuld’. This bound allowed them to solve an open problem of Mahajah a
Raman([20] by proving that the following parameterized peabis fixed-parameter tractable and,
moreover, has a kernel with a linear number of variable2-8+Max SAT-AE, we are given 2-
satisfiable CNF formuld” and asked to determine whether there is an assignment wdtisfies
at leastpw(F) + k clauses, wherg is the parameter.

Bound [2) allows us to prove that the following parametetipeoblem is fixed-parameter
tractable and, moreover, has a kernel with a linear numbeauridibles. IN3-S-MAX SAT-AE, we
are given a3-satisfiable CNF formuld’ and asked to determine whether there is an assignment
which satisfies at Iea%tw(F) +k clauses, wherg is the parameter. This answers a question from
[9].

A parameterization of Mx-r-SAT above a tight lower bound was recently studied_iri [3, 7,
8,15]. Approaches used there are completely different tfuerone used in this paper.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Sectidn 2, we providgitexhal terminology and no-
tation. In Section3, we describe main results of the papéradso prove thas-S-MAX SAT-AE
is fixed parameter tractable, and has a kernel with a linearbeu of variables. In the next two
sections, we prove our main techical results that imply (i) &). Finally, in Sectiohl6 we state
two open problems ofrsatisfiable CNF formulas for arty

Remark 1. Instead of assuming to be a set of clauses and having integral weights on theadaus
we could have allowed’ to be a multiset and the clauses to be unweighted, with eacselpossi-
bly appearing multiple times. In our formulation, the wdigha clause corresponds to how many
times it would appear i in the unweighted formulation. We use the weighted formaottafor
convenience. Note however that the weighted formulati@nore efficient method of expressing
a formula. For a problem using the unweighted formulatibae,ibput size will in general be larger
than for the equivalent instance of the problem using weigfidrmulation. This is because rather
than encoding a clause together with an integewe have to encode the same clausémes.
Therefore when we obtain an algorithm which is polynomiatha input size for the weighted
formulation, this is a stronger result than if we had an atbor which is polynomial in the input
size for the unweighted version.

2 Preliminaries

For a clause”, we letV (C) be the set of variables such thate V(C)if z € Corz € C. We
assume that every clauséappears only once if'. If at any stage we have two claus@s, C,
containing exactly the same literals, we remove one of tteay(’s, and add the weight(C>) to
w(Cy). In what follows, we will make the following assumption, titut loss of generality, for a
3-satisfiable CNF formuld’.

Assumption 1. All unit clauses inF’ are of the form{z}, wherez € V (F).

3



Indeed, suppose thét} € F, then{z} ¢ F asF is 3-satisfiable. Thus, we may replacéy
x andx by z in all clauses off’ without changingsat(F').

Definition 1. Let F' be a3-satisfiable CNF formula. We partitiofl and the variable se¥’(F') as
follows.

F denotes the set of unit clausesraf

V1 := V(Fy) denotes the set of all variables appearing in unit clauseBed unit variables
F, denotes the set of all clauses of the fofmy} or {z, g}, wherex € V; andy & V1.

Vo :=V(Fy) \ V1 is the set of non-unit variables if,.

Iy, .= F| U I, is the set ohard clauses

Fs := F\ I}, is the set oboft clausesthose that are not hard.

Vs :=V(F)\ (V1 UVa) are the variables not appearing in any hard clause.

Definition 2. We say that” is fatif w(F,) > 7= (|Vi| + [V2]). We say thaf” is hardif F' = F,.

Remark 2. The hard clauses are called hard because they make it difficsttengthen the bound
sat(F) > %w(F). Indeed, if the weight of soft clauses is significant, one iwaprove it: in
sectionC# we will show thatat(F) > 2w(F) + s-w(F;). The main technical part of this paper
deals with proving a better lower bound whe&ris hard.

Let F be a CNF formula. I is a subset of” thenF'\ F’ denotes the formula obtained from
F by deleting all clauses df’. Let X be a subset of the variables Bf Recall thatF'y denotes the
subsetf” consisting of all clauses containing a variable frd@mAlso recall that a CNF formul&’
is expandingf | X| < w(Fy) for eachX C V(F).

A truth assignmenis a functiona : V/(F') — {TRUE, FALSE}. A truth assignmen satisfies
a clauseC' if there existsr € V(F') such thatr € C anda(z) = TRUE, orz € C anda(x) =
FALSE. We will denote, bysat, (F'), the sum of the weights of clauses fhsatisfied bya. We
denote the maximum value edt, (F') over alla by sat(F').

A function 8 : U — {TRUE, FALSE}, whereU is a subset of/ (F), is called apartial truth
assignment A partial truth assignment : U — {TRUE, FALSE} is anautarkyif /5 satisfies all
clauses ofty;. Autarkies are of interest, in particular, due to the follegvsimple fact.

Lemma 1. [9] Let 8 : U — {TRUE, FALSE} be an autarky for a CNF formul& and lety be
any truth assignment ol (F') \ U. Then for the combined assignment= 3+, it holds that
sat,(F) = w(Fy) +sat, (F\ Fyy). Clearly, 7 can be constructed in polynomial time givemand
Y.

A version of Lemmall can be traced back to Monien and Speckgem{i2Z]. Autarkies were
first introduced in[[22]; they are the subject of much stuée,.g.,[[11],[[17],[[24], and s€€ [5]



for an overview. In this paper we only make use of a small pati@research on autarkies, as we
may limit ourselves to the concept of matching autarkiesofarproofs.

A parameterized problems a subsel. C ¥* x N over a finite alphabet. L isfixed-parameter
tractable if the membership of an instandé, k) in ©* x N can be decided in timg(k)|1|°™),
where f is a function of theparameterk only [10,[12,23]. Given a parameterized problém
a kernelization ofL is a polynomial-time algorithm that maps an instarigcek) to an instance
(«', k') (the kerne) such that (i)(z,k) € L if and only if (2/,k") € L, (i) ¥ < h(k), and
(i) |2'| < g(k) for some functionsh and g. It is well-known [10,[12] 23] that a decidable
parameterized problem is fixed-parameter tractable if and only if it has a kernel. rBglacing
Condition (i) in the definition of a kernel by < k, we obtain a definition of @roper kernel
(sometimes, it is called strong kernél; cf. [1,[6].

3 Main Results

Our aim is to prove a lower bound eat(F') that includes a multiple of the number of variables
as a term. It is clear that for genegakatisfiableF’ such a bound is impossible. Indeed, consider
a formula containing a single clauéécontaining a large number of variables. We can arbitrarily
increase the number of variables in the formula, and the maxi number of satisfiable clauses
will always be 1. We therefore need a reduction rule that gutsexcess’ variables. Our reduction
rule is based on the following lemma proved by Fleischnet. ¢iL4] (Lemma 10), Kullmann[17]
(Lemma 7.7) and Szeider [24] (Lemma 9).

Lemma 2. Let F be a CNF formula and lef(F") be a multiset of clauses &f where every clause
C appearsw(C) times. Define a bipartite grapi3 -, associated with¥" as follows: V' (F") and
C(F) are partite sets oBBr and there is an edge betweere V(F) andC € C(F) in Br ifand
only ifv € V(C). Given a maximum matching iBr, in time O(|F|) we can find an autarky
B : U — {TRUE, FALSE} such thatF'\ Fy; is expanding.

The paperd [11]/[17] and [24] actually show ttfat Fys is 1-expanding (seé [11] or [24] for a
definition), which is a slightly stronger result. For ouruklts it is enough thaf"\ Fy; is expanding.
An autarky found by the algorithm of Lemrb& 2 is of a specialdkinalled a matching autarky;
such autarkies were used first by Aharoni and Linial [2]. Nbt the autarky found in Lemna 2
can be empty, i.el/ = (). Lemmag 1l andl2 immediately imply the following:

Lemma 3. Let F' be a CNF formula and leg : U — {TRUE, FALSE} be an autarky found by
the algorithm of LemmA&l2. Then given any truth assignmeah V(F') \ U, we can find, in
polynomial time, a truth assignmentsuch thatsat, (F') = w(Fy) + sat, (F'\ Fy), andF' \ Fy
is an expanding formula.

The following theorem is the main bound of this paper, anchthé two sections are dedicated
to proving it.



Theorem 1. Let ' be an expanding-satisfiable CNF formula. Then there exists a constant
p > 0.0044 such thatsat,(F) > 2w(F) + p|V(F)| for some truth assignment that can be
found in polynomial time.

Theorent 1 follows from the next two propositions, proved att®nd # andl5, respectively.

Proposition 1. Let F' be a fat expanding-satisfiable CNF formula. Then there exists a constant
p > 12 such thatsat-(F) > 2w(F) + p|V (F)| for some truth assignmentthat can be found
in polynomial time.

Proposition 2. Let F' be an expanding-satisfiable CNF formula which is not fat. Then there
exists a constant > ;% such thatsat,(F) > 2w(F) + p|V(F)| for some truth assignment
that can be found in polynomial time.

As a direct consequence of Theoreim 1 and Lerinma 3, we also hexfellowing bound on
sat(F") for any 3-satisfiable CNF formuld’.

Corollary 1. Let F' be a3-satisfiable CNF formula. Then, in tini&(| #'|) we can find an autarky
B : U — {TRUE, FALSE} such thatF' \ Fy is expanding. Moreover, there exists a constant
p > 0.0044 such that

sat, (F) > gw(F) + éw(FU) +plV(F\ Fv)

for some truth assignmenmtthat can be found in polynomial time.

Corollary 2. 3-S-MaAXx SAT-AE is fixed-parameter tractable. Moreover, it has a proper ledrn
with O(k) variables.

Proof. Let F' be a3-satisfiable CNF formula, let : U — {TRUE, FALSE} be an autarky found by
the algorithm of LemmEBl2 and 1é¥' = F\ Fi;. We are to decide whethest(F) > 2w(F) + k,
wherek (an integer) is the parameter.

By Lemmd3sat(F) = w(Fy)+sat(F’). Thussat(F) > %w(F)—I—k: if and only ifsat(F”") >
2w(F")+k, wherek’ = (3'“%(”’)1. SinceF”’ is an expanding-satisfiable formula, by Theorem
we havesat-(F') > Zw(F’) + p|V(F')| for some truth assignment that can be found in
polynomial time, where > 0.0044. Thus, ifp|V (F")| > k’, then the answer to 3-S-M SAT-
AE is YEs and the corresponding truth assignment can be found in polial time. Otherwise,
[V(F)| < %’ and, thus|V (F")| = O(k), and so we can find the optimal assignment in time
20(R)mOM) ' wherem = |F|.

Letm/ = |F'|. If m’ > 2Vl we can findsat(F”) and, thussat(F) in polynomial time.
Therefore, we may assume that < 2/V(")l and, thusy’ = 2°%) implying that " is a kernel.
Sincek’ < k, F' is a proper kernel.

]



4  Proof of Proposition[1

The following result is an easy extension of tEle;(F) bound onsat(F'). The proof is almost
exactly the same as Yannakakis’s proofiin/[26]; in partictiee probability distribution involved
is the same. The only difference is that our proof involvesaeanalysis to get the addition of
1

Lemma 4. Let I’ be a3-satisfiable CNF formula. Then we can find, in polynomial tim&uth
assignment such thasat, (F) > 2w(F) + Lw(Fy).

Proof. We will construct a random truth assignmersuch thafE (satq (F)) > 2w(F)+ 5w (Fy).
This implies that there exists an assignment which satisliéeses of total weight at Iea%tu(F)Jr
2—17w(Fs); we can find such an assignment in polynomial time using thikkmewn method of
conditional expectations, see, e.gl, [4].

We define a random truth assignments follows. Forz € Vi, we leta(z) be TRUE with
probability 2. Fory € V(F)\V1, we leta(y) be TRUE with probability . The values are assigned
to the variables independently from each other.

Let C be a clause and let be the random truth assignment above. We will now bound
E(sat.(C)). We first consider a hard clauséand, to simplify notation, assume tha{C) = 1.

By Assumptiori ], we have the following cases.

C = {z} : Inthis case the probability that is satisfied is exactl§ and, thusE(sat,(C)) = 2.

C={z,ytorC={z,y}forzeVi,y¢ Vi : ThenE(saty(C)) =1 —

wino

1_2
X35 =3

Thus, for every hard claugg with w(C') > 1, we haveE(sat,(C)) > %w(C’). We will now
consider a non-hard clauge and, to simplify notation, assume thatC) = 1. The following
cases cover all possibilities.

|C|=2and |V(C)NVi| =2 : Letxy,xo € V1. Observe thaf' = {Z;,Z2} isnotinF asF'is 3-
satisfiable and we cannot satisfy the three clagse$, {z2} and{z1, z,} simultaneously.
ThereforeE(sat,(C)) > 1—§ x 2 = £.

X

N[SS I (4]

9
|C]=2and |V (C)NVi| =1 : ThenE(sat,(C)) =1 —
|C]=2and |V (C)NVi| =0 : ThenE(sat,(C)) =1 —

X

NI—= Wl
NI— Nl

|C| > 3 : Since for each literal the probability of it being assigmd SE is at most2, we have

E(sato(C)) > 1 — (%)3 _ £_

Thus, for every non-hard clauséwith weightw(C'), we haveE (satq(C)) > 2w(C). There-
fore,
E(sata(F)) > 2w(Fy) + —w(F,) = 2w(F) + —w(F)
= g TR T T T g 27 o



Now let F" be a fat expanding-satisfiable CNF formula. We can efficiently find an assignimen
7 such that

sat;(F) > gw(F) + %w(Fs) (by Lemmd 4)
- gw(F) * 271.33517“”(&) * 27%81517“”(&)
> Sw(F)+ g (Vi Val) e Ve
(by definitions of fat clauses and an expanding formula)
= Sw(F)+ g (Vi + Vel + Vi)
= 2u(F)+ V]

This completes the proof of Propositibh 1.

5 Proof of Proposition[2

We will prove Propositio]2 in the end of this section usingrimeal7. Lemmal7 will be shown
using the next two lemmas. We prove Lemima 5 first, as it is sdraewsimpler. Note that the
assignments whose existence is claimed in the lemmas caubd éfficiently using the method
of conditional expectations mentioned above.

In what follows, assumé’ is a hard formula, and let, := |V3|, ny := |V5| and writeV; =
{z1,...,2n,} and Vo = {y1,...,yn, }. For a possibly partial truth assignmentand a formula
F, we denote byat, (F') the total weight of the clauses &f that are satisfied by. Similarly,
unsat,, (F') is the total weight of the unsatisfied clauses. Clearly’) = sat,(F') + unsat, (F).
Recall thatF" consists only of hard clauses, b= F;, = F; U F5. All clauses inF; are of the
form {z;} (by Assumptiori1l), and every clausef is of the form eithef z;, y;} or {z;,y;}.

Lemma 5. There is an assignment satisfying at least a total Weigi%m(fF) + %TLQ.

Proof. The main idea of the proof is as follows: If we set each vadahlV; to TRUE with
probability 2/3, the formulaF reduces to a-CNF formula F’ over V,. Consider a variable
y € V5. The weights of y} and{y} in F’ are now random variables taking integer values. Since
F cannot contain bothz, y} and{z, y}, those random variables are independent and thus, with
a certain constant probability, differ by at ledstTherefore, by setting variables 3 optimally,
rather than uniformly at random, we can satisfy more thah thal weight of 7/ and so satisfy
more than%w(F) clauses (by weight) overall.

We now make this intuition formal. Set eaghe V; independently taRUE with probability
2/3, and denote this partial assignment &y Let Fi* be the set of clauses df, that are not
satisfied by. Thusw(Fy*) = unsat, (F>) and

Bafuw(F5)] = Su(F). @



Before assigning values 16, let us examing-s'. For each variablg; < V5 define the two
random variables

YjJr = w{Z;,y;} € F|a(x;) =TRUE 1 <i<ny}) 4)

Vi = w({@,y;} € Fla(z) =TRUE1<i<m}). 5)

Note thatzgﬁl(YjJr +Y;7) = w(Fy). By settingy; to TRUE with probability 1/2, we could
satisfy(YjJr + Yj‘)/2. By settingy; optimally, we can satisfynax(Yj*,Yj‘), which is possibly

more. In order to estimate the difference, consider theilligion of Y;r - Y. LetCh,...,Cy
be the clauses af" containingy; or y;. Definea; := w(C;) if y; € C; anda; := —w(C;) if
yj € C;. Then

Yj+—Yj_ = a1z + agze + - + apzy, (6)

where/ > 1 and thez; are independent Bernoulli variables with expectatigfi. To see that
they are independent, observe that for every variapléhere is at most one clausécontaining
bothz; andy; as variables, namely at most one{af, y; } and{z;, 7;}, by F" being3-satisfiable.
Therefore, for the clauses containiggor y;, the events that their weights contribute to the sum
in () are independent. Sin¢e;| > 1for 1 < i </, itis easy to see that with probability at least
4/9, the random variabléfjr — Yj‘ is non-zero (the case= 2, a; = 1, a2 = —1 shows that this

is tight). Therefore,

+ —
EY; Y| >

O b~

We may now give a partial assignmeht {y1, ..., yn, } — {FALSE, TRUE} based onv. After
samplinga, we do not samplgs randomly, but choose eagh{y;) optimally: If Y;r -Y;7 >0,
sety; to TRUE, if YjJr — Yj‘ < 0, set it toFALSE. Thus, we see that

n2
satg(Fs') = > max(¥;",Y;)
j=1
n + - + -
Y4y Y-

=Xt

J=1

1 1 &
= §w(F§)+§Z\Yj+—Yj_’-
j=1



Thus the expected weight of satisfied clauses is

Eqlsatas(F)] = Egq[satq(F1)] + Eqfsate(Fa)] + Eq [satg(Fy)]
_ 2 (F)+1 (F2)+E L (F“)+1i\Y+—Y‘y
= 3'1,[) 1 3w 2 o 2w 2 9 Pt j j
2 1 & P
= SwF)+5 > YT Y[ (by @)
j=1
. Llynd
- 24~9
7j=1
2 2
Thus, there is some assignmerit satisfying a weight of at Iea%[w(F) + %nz. O

Lemma 6. There is an assignment satisfying at least a total Weigi%&m(fF) + %nl.

Proof. This case is almost symmetric to the one above. In a first stegamples uniformly at
random. Then, instead of samplingaccording to a Bernoulli distribution with probabiligy/ 3,
we again choose optimally.

Set eachy € V; independently taRUE with probability 1/2, and denote this partial assign-
ment bys. Now Ieth be the set of clauses &F not satisfied by3, and letF” = I} U Ff Note
that )

Eslw(Fy)] = juw(F). ()
Forl < < nq, define
Zi =w ({{Zi,y;} € F2 | B(y;) = FALSE} U {{Z;, 7} € F2 | B(y;) = TRUE})

ThenZ; are random variables depending @nWith this notation,w(Ff) = >", Z;. Now we
definea as follows: Ifw({x;}) > Z;, seta(x;) = TRUE. If w({x;}) < Z;, seta(x;) = FALSE.
To bound the expected satisfied weight, we use the inequality

2 1 la — b]
b) > -a+ =b .
max(a,b) > 3a+3 + 3

This is an equality itz > b. Now we have

Eaglsata,s(F)] = (Fz )+ Eg

Zmax ({x:}), Zi)

i=1
2 1 (w({zi}) — Zi|
;(gw({xi}) +32) +

Z [w( {xz Zi|

10
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Z §UJ(F2) + Eﬁ

= 2u(F)+E (by @)




Similar to the previous case, observe thatan be written as
bizg + -+ b2y,

wherek > 0, the b; are positive integers, and the are independent Bernoulli variables with
expectationl /2. Therefore, one may observe that th§{z;}) — Z; is non-zero with probability
at leastl /2. Therefore

[\)

1
Eqpglsatag(F)] > gw(F) + g -

Thus, there is some assignment satisfying a weight of at leagtw (F) + in;. O

Lemma 7. Let F' be a hard3-satisfiable formula. Then there is an assignment satigfgiweight
of at least2w(F) + £ |V (F)|.

Proof. Let nq,ns be as before. Using Lemmak 5 did 6, we can satisfy a total iveigtt least
%w(F) + max(énl, 9n2) As the maximum is not smaller than any convex combinatianhave

2 12 1 92 2

>_
9 )_2161+ "2 751

21 9 p(mtna).

(1
max(=ni, =
6

O

It remains to show how Propositidn 2 follows from Lemfda 7. IFebe an expanding-
satisfiable CNF formula which is not fat. Observe that thd@ubula F}, is a hard formula. Then
by Lemmd¥ and the definition of an expanding formula, we cfioiefitly find an assignment
such that

sat,(F) > gw(Fh)+%(|V1|+|V2|)
= Zu(p) - 2uR) + (il + )
= 2wy - Zutr) + 2B + e (il V)
> gw(F)—gw(FSH%w( 5>+ﬁ<rw+w>
= 2w - grm(R) + 2R m) ¢ (il W)
= gw(F) " (_21214- T521128) Vil 212-.1751(“/1| 1Vl
_ §w<F>+211‘§51\ Vil + s (il + [Va)
= 2u(F)+ V]

This completes the proof of Propositibh 2.
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6 Discussion

Let r; be the largest real such that in atygatisfiable CNF formula at leasi-th fraction of its
clauses can be satisfied simultaneously. Notethat %, r, = @ andrs = 2. Kral [16]
established the value of;: ry = 3/(5 + (209=11)1/3 _ (3VE69+11)1/3) ~ (.6992. For gen-
eralt, Huang and Lieberherr [14] showed that;_,., r; < 3/4 and Trevisan/[25] proved that
limg_ oo 74 = % (a different proof of this result was later given by Kral[1L6

By definition, for eachi-satisfiable CNF formula, we haget(F) > r,w(F'). Fort = 1,2 this
inequality was improved in [9] and far= 3 it was improved in this paper. It would be interesting
to find a non-trivial improvement farat (F') > r,w(F) for eacht > 1.

For anyt > 1, a parameterized probletaS-MAX SAT-AE can be defined as follows: given
a r-satisfiable formulat’, verify whethersat(F) > rw(F') + k, whetherk is the parameter.
Fort = 1,2,3, it has been shown thatS-MAX SAT-AE has a kernel with a linear number of
variables. It would be interesting to investigate whethés tesult can be extended to any
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