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Abstract

We consider a problem which has received considerabletimitein systems literature because of its
applications to routing in delay tolerant networks and iggpplacement in distributed storage systems.
In abstract terms the problem can be stated as follows: Givandom variabl& generated by a known
product distribution ovef0,1}™ and a target valué < 6 < 1, output a non-negative vectar, with
llw|lx < 1, which maximizes the probability of the event X > 6. This is a challenging non-convex
optimization problem for which even computing the vaRew - X > 6] of a proposed solution vector
w is #P-hard.

We provide an additive EPTAS for this problem which, for aam$-bounded product distributions,
runs inpoly(n) - 2P°¥(1/€) time and outputs arrapproximately optimal solution vectar for this prob-
lem. Our approach is inspired by, and extends, recent stalatesults from the complexity-theoretic
study of linear threshold functions. Furthermore, in spftthe objective function being non-smooth, we
give aunicriterion PTAS while previous work for such objective functions hgsi¢glly led to abicrite-
rion PTAS. We believe our techniques may be applicable to getiterion PTAS for other non-smooth
objective functions.
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1 Introduction

Many applications involve designing a system that will perf well in an uncertain environment. Sources
of uncertainty include (for example) the demand when we agggting a server, the congestion when we
are designing a routing protocol, and the failure of theeay& own components when we are designing a
distributed system. Such uncertainties are often modelstbahastic variables, giving rise to non-linear and
non-convex optimization problems. In this paper, we stuap@-convex stochastic optimization problem
that has received considerable attention in the systeenatlitre[JDPFQ5, Fal03, LDT09, LDT10a, LDT10b,
[SRES10] but has remained poorly understood.

The main motivation for studying this problem comes frdistributed storagdDPRO05, JB03, LDT09,
[SRES10]. The goal in this literature is to develop methodstoring data among a set of faulty processors
in a way that makes it possible to recover the data in its egtidespite processor failures. Clearly, to
perform this task we need to use some form of redundancy,h&svase a single processor failure could
cause permanent loss of data. In particular, this task tmnts subproblems both the choice of an error
correcting code and the decision of how to allocate the esttathta into the failure-prone processors,
resulting in an enormous design space.

An important observation that is used throughout the litgsis that these two subproblems can be
decoupled through the use of erasure codes (see/e.qg. IILMES02| Mit04| Sho06]). Such codes can be
used to encode the original data so that with high probglality large enough subset of encoded data can
be used to reconstruct the original data. In view of this plagsn, we can formulate the distributed storage
problem as a much simpler to state problem:

Suppose that our original data has $i2eB for some) < § < 1, and we use an erasure code to generate
1 GB of encoded data. The goal is to allocate the data amdagure-prone nodes so as to maximize the
probability that the original data can be recovered. Thedsted formulation of the problerh [DPR(5, JB03,
[LDT09,[SRFS1D0] is that each nodias some known probability— p; of failing, and that these failures are
independent across different nodes. So, mathematicailgaai is to solve the following problem, which
we call Problem (P):

Input: An n-vector of probabilite® = (p1,...,p,) € [0,1]™ and a parametétr € [0, 1].
Fori € [n] let p1p, be the distribution 040, 1} with 1, (1) = p;, and let the corresponding produ¢

distribution over{0, 1}" be denoted b, = Q" ; ip,-

Output: A weight vectorw = (wy,...,w,) € RY, satisfying|w|; < 1 (such aw is said to be a

feasible solution The goal is to maximize

—~

Obj(w) def Prx.p, [w-X >0].

A feasible solution that maximizesbj(w) is said to be amptimal solution We will denote byopt =
opt(p, #) the maximum value of any feasible solution.

In the above formulatiom; denotes the amount of data that we decide to store ii-thetorage node,
and X; is the indicator random variable of the event thatithle storage node does not fail.

Before we proceed, we point out a connection of the optiridmaproblem (P) above with the class
of Boolean halfspacesr Linear Threshold Functions (LTFshat will be crucially exploited throughout
this paper. Recall that a Boolean functign: {0,1}" — {0,1} is a halfspace if there exists a weight-
vectorv € R™ and a threshold € R so thatf(x) = 1 if and only if v - z > ¢. Hence, the objective function
valueObj(w) of a feasible weight-vectap (i.e.,w € RZ, with ||wl||; < 1) can be equivalently expressed as
Obj(w) = Prx~p, [hwe(X) = 1], whereh,, g(x) = L,e(01}7:0.2>0} IS the halfspace with weight-vector
w and threshold.



We remark that, even though the feasible set is continuduss niot difficult to show that there exists
a rational optimal solution. In particular, analogous te tmear-algebraic arguments [MTTE61, Mur71,
[Rag88], we can also show that there always exists an optiohatian with bit-complexity polynomially
bounded im; in fact, one with at mosD(n? log n) bits which is best possiblé [Has94]. (As a corollary, the
supremum is always attained and problem (P) is well-defjned.

1.1 Previous and Related Work

Previous Work on the Problem. The stochastic design problem (P) stated above was foreauédplicitly
in the work of Jain et al[ [JDPFD5]. That work was motivatedls problem of routing in Delay Tolerant
Networks [JEPO4]. These networks are characterized bykeofaconsistent end-to-end paths, due to inter-
ruptions that may be either planned or unplanned, and sedectuting paths is considered to be one of the
most challenging problems. The authors[of [JDRFO05] redoeedute selection problem to Problem (P) in
a range of settings of interest, and study the structureeobfitimal partition as well as its computational
complexity, albeit with inconclusive theoretical results

One of the special cases of the problem considered in [JOJR$€@% case where all the'’s are equal,
i.e., whenp; = ... = p, = p. Evenin this case, the structure of the optimal solutiorotsvell-understood.
It is natural to expect that the optimal weight vector is oted by equally splitting the allowed unit of
weight over a subset of the indices, and setting the weighite 0 on all other indices (in other words, set

wy =wy =...=wy, = 3 andwy41 = ... = w, = 0, for somek). The authors of [JDPF05] consider the
performance of this strategy for different valuespadndé, as do the papers [LDT09, LDT10Ga, LDT10b].

Surprisingly, such partitions are not necessarily optintadr a counter-example, communicated to us by
R. Kleinberg [KIe06], consider the setting whete= 5, § = 5/12 andp = 1 — ¢, for sufficiently small

e. In this case, the allocation vector= (1/4,1/4,1/6,1/6,1/6) performs better than the uniform weight
vector over any subset of the coordinafds...,5}. There has also been work on a related distributed
storage problem [SRESI0] that uses a slightly different ehofl node failures. In this model, instead of
every node failing with probability, a random subset of nodes of sjzeis assumed to fail. In this setting,
the conjecture that certain symmetric allocations arenugitis related to a conjecture of Erdds [Ertd65] on
the maximum number of edges inkauniform hypergraph whose (fractional) matching size isnaist s
(see [AFH"12] for a detailed discussion of the connection).

Related Work. Stochastic optimization is an important research area ditbrse applications having its
roots in the work of Dantzig [Dan55] and Beale [Bea55] that haen extensively studied since the 1950's
(see e.qg.[[BL9I7] for a book on the topic). During the pastatewf decades, there has been an extensive lit-
erature on efficient approximation algorithms for stocitasdtmbinatorial optimization problems in various
settings, see e.gl, [KRT97b, DGV08, BGKL1, Nik10, Swallll[LY13] and references therein.

In many of these works, one wants to select a subset of (tisitrdependent) random variables whose
sum optimizes a certain non-linear function. For example,dbjective function of our problem (P) cor-
responds to théhreshold probability maximizatioproblem [Nik10/LY13]. Note that, while the solution
space in the aforementioned works is typically discretefamt® in nature, the solution space for our prob-
lem is continuous. In particular, it is not always possildaliscretize the space without losing a lot in the
objective function value (see Section]l.3 for a detailedamqtion of the difficulties in our setting).

Regardinghreshold probability maximizatigrLi and Yuan [LY13] obtainedicriterion additive PTAS
for stochastic versions of classical combinatorial protdesuch as shortest paths, spanning trees, matchings
and knapsacks. Roughly, they obtain a bicriterion guaeabtcause the function to be optimized does
not have a bounded Lipschitz constant. In contrast, eveagthdhePr[w - X > 6] function that we
are optimizing does not have a bounded Lipschitz constamtane able to obtain anicriterion PTAS by
exploiting new structural properties of near-optimal solus that we establish in this work, as described
below. In terms of techniques, [LYL3] use Poisson approtionaand discretization as a main component
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of their results. We note that this approach is not direcipli@able in our setting, since we are dealing
with a weightedsum of Bernoulli random variables with arbitraryal weights and we are shooting for a
unicriterion PTAS. We view the unicriterion guarantee thatachieve as an important contribution of the
techniques in this work.

1.2 Our results

It is unlikely that Problem (P) can be solved exactly in palymal time. Note that (even for the very special
case when eagh; equalsl /2) (exactly) evaluating the objective functi@bj(w) of a candidate solutiow

is # P-hard. (This follows by a straightforward reduction frone tbounting version of knapsack, see e.g.,
Theorem 2.1 of [KRT97a] for a proof.) In fact, problem (P) &siy seen to lie inVP#", and we are not
aware of a better upper bound. We conjecture that the exalotgon is intractable, nameb¢ P-hard.

The focus of this paper is on efficient approximation aldwnis. As our main contribution, we give an
additive EPTAS for (P) for the case that eaghs bounded away frori. That is, we give an algorithm that
for everye > 0, outputs a feasible solution such thatObj(w) is within an additivee of the optimal value.
An informal statement of our main result follows (see Theofgfor a detailed statement):

Theorem 1. [Main Result — informal statement] Fix arey > 0 and letp = (p1,...,p,) be any input
instance such thahin; p; > ¢?). There is a randomized algorithm which, for any such inpaterep and
any input threshold < 6 < 1, runs inpoly(n) - 2P°¥(1/¢) time and with high probability outputs a feasible
solution vectorv whose value is within an additiveof the optimal.

1.3 Our techniques

Background. In recent years, there has been a surge of research intaresncrete complexity the-
ory on various problems concerning halfspaces. Thesedactwnstructions of low weight approxima-
tions of halfspaces [SerD7. DS09, DDF512], PRGs for hatispfDGJ 10,[MZ10], property testing algo-
rithms [MORS10] and approximate reconstruction of halégsafrom low-degree Fourier coefficierits [O0511,
[DDES12] among others.

All these results use a “structure versus randomness” dfiftr halfspaces which can be described
roughly as follows: Consider the weights of a halfspagg- (o 11~..,..>4} In Order of decreasing magnitude.
If the largest-magnitude weight is “small” compared to Bhrormof the weight-vectorw, then the Berry-
Esséen theorem (a quantitative version of the CentraltLTiheorem with explicit error bounds) implies
that for independen{f0, 1} random variablesX; (that are not too biased towar@sor 1), the distribution
of w - X will be well-approximated by the Gaussian distributiontwihe same mean and variance. This
is a very useful statement because it implies that the deseemdom variablev - X essentially inherits
several nice properties of the Gaussian distribution (gschnti-concentration, strong tail bounds, and so
on). On the other hand, if the largest-magnitude weight aatsofor a significant fraction of thg-norm,
then the weight-vector obtained by erasing this weight fgsfgcantly smaller2-norm, and we have “made
progress;” intuitively, after a bounded number of stepshig sort, the 2-norm of the remaining weights
will be extremely small, so the halfspace essentially ddpemly on the first few variables and should be
“easy to handle” for that reason. These arguments can be queiditatively precise using the notion of the
“critical index” (introduced in[[SerQ7]; see Definitigh 3hich plays an important role in much of the work
described above.

Our Contribution. In this paper we show how tools from the complexity-thearéterature on halfspaces
alluded to above can be leveraged in order to make algortpnogress on our optimization problem (P). As
we will explain below, several non-trivial technical issuarise in the context of problem (P) which require
careful treatment.



At a high-level, in this work we adapt and enhance this tezdimhachinery in order to obtain a structural
understanding of the problem, which is then combined wigo@dhmic and probabilistic techniques to
obtain a PTAS. Very roughly, we proceed as follows: We gartithe space ofptimal solution vectors,*
into a constant number of subsets, based on the value ofitloalcindex of v*. For each subset we apply
a (different) algorithm which outputs a candidate (feamjitslolution which is guaranteed to beptimal,
assuming™* belongs to the particular subse$ince at least one subset contains an optimal solution eie b
candidate solution will be-approximately optimal as desired.

Of course, we need to explain how to compute a candidatei@oligr each subset. A basic difficulty
comes from the fact that our problem is not combinatoriake $pace of feasible solutions is continuous and
even though one can easily argue that there exists a ratptiadal solution with polynomially many bits,

a priori we do not know anything more about its structure. \&rhat a natural first approach one would
think to try in this context would be to appropriately “distze” the weights (e.g., by using a geometric
subdivision, etc) and then use dynamic programming to opéinm the discretized space. However, it is far
from clear how to show that such a naive discretization waske can easily construct examples of weight
vectorsw such that “rounding” the coefficients af to an appropriate (inverse polynomial/f) granularity
radically changes the value of the objective function

To compute an approximately optimal solution for each case for v* in a particular subset as de-
scribed above) one needs a better understanding of theuseruaf the optimal solutions. The reason why
“rounding” the coefficients may substantially change thgcive function value is because for certain
weight vectorsw the random variabley - X is very concentrated, i.e., it puts a substantial fractibiiso
probability mass in a small interval. If on the other hand; X is sufficiently anti-concentratedi.e., it
puts small mass on every small interval, then it is easy toeatigat “rounding” does not affect the objective
function by a lot. Known results [TV09] show that the antircentration ofw - X depends strongly on the
additive structureof w. While it is hopeless to show that all feasible weight-vestare anti-concentrated,
one could hope to show that there existsear-optimalsolution that has good anti-concentration. Essen-
tially, this is what we do.

Our main structural theorem (Theoréin 4) shows that, excegegenerate cases, there always exists an
optimal solution whose “tail” has sufficiently large -norm compared with the “heddl We remark that,
while results of a broadly similar flavor appear in many ofstn@revious papers (see e.Q., [Ser07, 0S11,
[DS09]) there are a few crucial differences. First, the masiworks compare the, norms of the “head”
and the “tail”. Most importantly, all previous such resudtmsist of re-expressing the LTFs in a “nice” form
(which includes changing the value of the thresh@)d Indeed, the previous arguments which assert the
existence of these nice forms do not control the value ofltheshold as its exact value is immaterial. In
contrast, for our problem the exact threshold in comparisdhe L,-norm of the weight vector is a crucial
parameter. Our structural theorem says that every LTF hasdlesteuctured equivalent version in which (1)
the threshold stays exactly the same relative tofilorm of the weights, and (2L,-norm of the “tail
weights” is “large.” Our proof of this theorem is basedlmear fractional programmingwhich is novel in
this context of structural results for LTFs. Conceptuadlyr structural theorem serves as a “pre-processing”
step which ensures that the optimal weight-vector may benasd to be well-structured; our algorithm
crucially exploits this nice structure of the optimal saduatto efficiently find a near-optimal solution.

Moreover, we note that discretization of the space followgdtandard approaches, e.g., along the lines of [CK05nsde
inherently lead tdicriteria guarantees.

2If the optimal weight vector only has nonzero coordinateth@l coordinates in the “head” (think df as a constant — it will
depend only or), then as we show we can find an optimal vector exactlydhy(n) - 2°°¥L) time by an enumeration-based
approach.



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Simplifying assumptions about the problem instance

Itis clear that ifd = 0 or & = 1 then it is trivial to output an optimal solution; hence thgbout the rest of
the paper we assume thak 0 < 1.
Without loss of generality we may make the following assuons about the inputpy, . .., p,):

(A1) p1 = = pn.

(A2) p1 < 1—eandallp; € {e/(4n), ... ke/(4n)}, whereke/(4n) is the largest integer multiple ef (4n)
that is less than — e. For the first claim, note that f#; > 1 — € then the solutionv = (1,0,...,0)
hasPry.p, [w- X > 0] > 1 — cand hencél, 0, ...,0) is ane-optimal solution as desired. For the
second claim, given an input vector of arbitrary valpes- (p},...,p),) € [0,1 — €)™, if we round
thep! values to integer multiples @f/4n to obtainp = (p1, ..., p,), then a simple coupling argument

gives that for any everft, we have‘PrXNDp [S] = Prx.p, [S]‘ < ¢/4. Hence for our purposes, we
may assume that the initig} values are ¢/(4n)-granular” as described above.

We further make some easy observations about optimal eokuthat will be useful later. First, it is
clear that there exists an optimal solutierwith ||w|[; = 1. (If |[w||; < 1 then rescaling byjw||; gives a
new feasible solution whose value is at least as good asitjiearone.) Second, by assumption (A1) there
exists an optimal solutiow € R} that satisfiesv; > w;q forall i € [n — 1]. (If w; < w4 itis easy to

see that by swapping the two values we obtain a solution wyedse is at least as good as the original one.)

2.2 Tools from structural analysis of LTFs: regularity and the critical index

Definition 2 (regularity) Fix any real valuer > 0. We say that a vectow = (wy,...,w,) € R"is
r-regularif max;c,) [w;| < 7[jw|l2. Alinear formw - z is said to ber-regular if w is 7-regular.

Intuitively, regularity is a helpful notion becauseuifis -regular then the Berry-Esséen theorem can
be used to show that faK' ~ D, the linear formw - X is distributed like a Gaussian (with respect to
Kolmogorov distance) up to an error gf wheren depends on the regularity parameter and the parameters

P1,-..,pn (See Corollary 19).
A key ingredient in our analysis is the notion of the “critic@dex” of a linear formw - z. The critical

index was implicitly introduced and used in [Ser07] and waglieitly used in DGJ10,[OS11,
[DDES12] and other works. Intuitively, the critical indexwofis the first index such that from that point on,
the vector(w;, w;y1, ..., wy,) is regular. A precise definition follows:

Definition 3 (critical index) Given a vectorv € R™ such thatjw;| > --- > |wy,| > 0, for k € [n] we

denote byo;, the quantity,/>"" , w?. We define the-critical indexc(w, 7) of w as the smallest index
i € [n] for which|w;| < 7 - g;. If this inequality does not hold for anyc [n], we define:(w, 7) = oc.

Given a problem instangesatisfying (A1) and (A2) and a valug we define
L = L(e,v) = min{n, ©(1/(e*y*) - (1/7) - (log 1/(e7)) - (log(1/e))}, 1)

wherey = min{p,,, 1 — p1} > ¢/4n. The idea behind this choice éfis that it is the cutoff for “having a
large (e)/200-critical index.”



2.3 A useful structural theorem about solutions

In Sectio B we prove that given any feasible solution, ther@nother feasible solution whose value is at
least as good as the original one and which has a “heavy t#lt’nespect to thd.,; norm:

Theorem 4. Fix K € [n],0 < § < 1,andw; > --- > w, > Osuchthat)_ ! ,w, = 1. LetS = {z €
{0,1}" : w -z > 0}. Then there is a vectar = (vy,...,v,) such that

@ >r v =1landvy > > v, >0;
(b) everyx € S hasv-x > 6; and
() eithervgys =+ = v, = 0orelsed v < (K +2)K+2/2.577 0,

Applying Theoreni ¥ withX = L as defined in[{1), we get that there exists an optimal solutioat
satisfies (a) and (b), and eithef , = --- = v = 0 or else}7 v} < (L +2)+2/2. 577 o,
Throughout the paper, we fiX to be such an optimal solution vector.

2.4 Our approach and formal statement of the main result.

At a high level, our approach is to consider three mutuallylesive and exhaustive cases for

e Case Lw* hasv;  ; = -+ = v, = 0. In this case we say" is anL-junta. (Note that if. = n then
we are in this case; hence in Cases 2 and 3 we havd.that.)

e Case 2:v* is not anL-junta andec(v*, ey/200) > L. In this case we say that is of type L + 1.

e Case 3:v* is not anL-junta andc(v*, ey/200) = K for someK € {1,...,L}. In this case we say
thatv* is of type K.

We show (see Sectidd 4) that in Case 1 it is possible to efflgi@ompute anexactly optimal solution.
In both Cases 2 and 3 (see Sectibhs 5[dnd 6 respectively) wetbhbit is possible (using two different
algorithms) to efficiently construct a set df < poly(n, 2P°%¥(1)) feasible solutions such that one of them
(call it w’) hasObj(w’) > opt — €/2. Running all three procedures, we thus obtain a seDfN) =
poly(n, 2P°¥(L)) candidate solutions such that one of them (call)tis guaranteed to hav@bj(w) >
opt — €/2. From this it is simple to obtain asrapproximate optimal solution (see Sectidn 7).

A precise version of our main result is given below, wherébhy6) we denote the bit-length &f

Theorem 5. [Main Result] There is a randomized algorithm with the faliag performance guarantee:
It takes as input a vector of probabilities = (p1,...,p,) satisfying (A1) and (A2), a threshold value
0 < # < 1, and a confidence parametér< ¢ < 1. It runs in poly(n, 2°°Y(1/1/7) bit(6)) - log(1/6)
time, wherey = min{p,,,1 — p1} > ¢/4n. With probabilityl — ¢ it outputs a feasible solutio such that
Obj(w) > opt — ¢, and an estimat©bj(w) of Obj(w) that satisfiesObj(w@) — Obj(w)]| < €.

3 There exist well-structured optimal solutions: Proof of Theorem[4

Fix K € [n],0 <0 < 1,andw = (wy, ..., w,) Withw; > ws > ... w, > 0andd " jw; = 1. If w; =0
foralli € [K + 1,n] itis clear that the weight-vectar satisfies conditions (a)-(c). So, we will henceforth
assume thal &' > wi > 0.

We start by defining the followinfinear—fractional program(LFP) over variablesiy, ..., ux andr.
(LFP) is defined by the following set of linear constraints:



() Forallz € S, itholds S5 | wiz; + 300 sy wizi > 1
(i) Foralli € [K — 1], u; > ujt1; andug > wi 1.

The (fractional) objective function to be maximized is

T

folur, ... ug,r) = ———.
Zi[il u; + Wrp
Observe thatu,, . ..,ux,r) = (w,...,wk, d) is a feasible solution, hence the maximum valuébFP)

is at leas®.

We now proceed to turCFP) into an essentially equivalent linear progréfiP), using the standard
Charnes—Cooper transformation [CC62]. The linear progré®) has variables, s1, ..., sx andd and is
defined by the following set of linear constraints:

() Forallz € S, itholds K | siw; + (30 jeyq wizi) -t > 6.
(i) Foralli € [K — 1], 8; > s;41; andsg > w41 - t.
(i) K, s +Wr-t=1;and
(iv) t >0.
The linear objective function to be maximizedjis

The following standard claim (see e.g. [BV04]) quantifies thlation between the two aforementioned
optimization problems:

Claim 6. The optimization problem&FP) and (LP) are equivalent.

Proof. Let (u},...,u),r*) be a feasible solution toLFP). It is straightforward to verify that the vector
(t*,s7,..., 8%, 0") with
1

Zi]il u; + Wr’
st = t*u}, for i € [K], anddé* = t*r* is a feasible solution t¢£P) with the same objective function
value. It follows that the linear prograP) is also feasible with maximum value at ledsMoreover, the
maximum value of LP) is greater than or equal to the maximum valu¢ &F P).

Conversely, if(t*, s7,. .., s}, 0%) is a feasible solution toLP) with t* # 0, then(u], ..., uj, r*) with
uf = s7/t* andr* = §*/t* is feasible for( LFP), with the same objective function value

t* =

,r,*

SE w4+ Wy

=1 """

If (t*,s7,...,s},0%) is afeasible solution toLP) with t* = 0 and(u], ..., uj, r*) is feasible to LFP)
then

0" =

(Ui, ... ur, ™) = (ul,...,upe, ™)+ A(s7,..., 8%, 0%)
is feasible to LFP) for all A > 0. Moreover, note that
5*
Zfil si
So, we can find feasible solutions t6FP) with objective values arbitrarily close to the objectivéueaof
(t*=0,s7,...,5%,0"). Therefore, the maximum value £ FP) is greater than or equal to the maximum

value of (LP).
Combining the above completes the proof of the claim. O

i fo(@r, ..., ik, 7) = — 5.
A—00
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We now proceed to analyze the linear progref®). We will show that there exists a feasible solution
to (LP) with properties that will be useful for us. Note th&is by definition non-empty. In particular, the
all 1's vector belongs t&. Hence, because of constraint (iii), the optimal valtief (LP) is at mostl (i.e.,
(LP) is bounded). Consider a vertex = (t*,s7,..., s}, ") of the feasible set of£P) maximizing the
objective functiony. Claim[6 and the observation that the optimal valu¢ 2F P) is at least) imply that
0" > 6. We consider the following two cases:

[Case I:t* = 0.] In this case, we select the desired veatet (v, ... ,v,) as follows: We set; = s} for
alli € [K]andv; = 0fori € [K +1,n]. Observe that condition (c) of the theorem statement is idiately
satisfied. For condition (a), we note that constraint (ii) 6f°) implies thatv; > v, for all i € [n — 1],

while constraint (iii) implies thap " | v; = Zf{l s; = 1. Finally, for Condition (b) note that by constraint

(i) it follows that Zfil vix; > 6* > 6. This completes the analysis of this case.

[Case lI: t* # 0.] In this case, we show that cannot be very close t@ It follows from basic LP theory
that the vertex™ = (t*, s7,..., s¥, 0*) is the unique solution of a linear systet- v* = b’ obtained from
a subset of tight constraints (i£?). We record the following fact:

Fact 7. Consider the linear program\CP):

(a) All the entries of the constraint matrix are bounded from above byax{1, Wr}.
(b) The constant vectdrhas entries in{0, 1}.

(c) Any coefficient not associated with the variable in {0, 1}.

As mentioned above* is the unique solution of &K + 2) x (K + 2) linear systemAd’ - v* = ¥/,
where(A’, V') is obtained from(A,b) by selecting a subset of the rows. By Cramer’s rule, we hase th
t* = det(A})/ det(A") where A} is obtained by replacing the column i corresponding té* with the
vectord'. SinceA; has only0, 1 entries, ifdet(A4}) # 0, thendet(A4}) > 1. Since we assumed théit #~ 0,
we will indeed have thatet(A}) > 1. Now observe that all the columns df except the one corresponding
tot* have entries bounded from above byThe column corresponding tdas all its entries bounded from
above bylV. By Hadamard'’s inequality we obtain

K+2
|[det(A)] < T 14ille < (K +2)5+272. .
i=1

By combining the above we get
> (K—|—2) (K+2)/2 | (1/WT)

We are now ready to define the vecioe (vq,...,v,). We select; = s} for i € [K] andv; = t*w;
fori € [K + 1,n]. Itis easy to verify that satisfies conditions (a)-(c) of the theorem. Indeed, we luse t
fact thatv* = (t*,s7,..., s}, 0%) is feasible for(ﬁP)

Constraint (i) of(LP) yields Y- v = ST | i+ S0 o wi = Sorey si+t*Wr = 1 as desired.
Constraint (ii) similarly implies that; > v > ... v, > 0, which establishes condition (a).

We now proceed to establish condition (b). ket S. We have that

n n K n
Zvixi —0> Zvixi E— Zsle 4 t* ( Z wixi> -5 >0
i=1 i=1 i=1

i=K+1

where the last inequality uses constraint (i 6/P).
For condition (c), since* > (K + 2)~(K+2)/2.(1/Wr), constraint (iii) of(LP) gives

sz Zs — 1 Wy <1— (K +2)"K+2)/2,
=1



Using the fact thad_" .., v; = t*Wy > (K + 2)~E+2)/2 we conclude that

sz_ K+2 (K+2)/ Z v;

i=K+1

This completes the proof of Theorér 4. O

4 Case l:v*is an L-junta
In this section we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 8. There is a (deterministic) algorithriind-Optimal-Junta with the following performance
guarantee: The algorithm takes as input a vector of probds p = (pi,...,pr) satisfying (Al) and
(A2), a threshold valu® < 7 < 1, and a parameteo < W < 1. It runs in poly(n, 2P (5) bit(7))

time and outputs a head vectar € RL 3o such thatzZ , wi < W. Moreover, the vector’ maximizes

Pr[w- X > ] over allw € RL, that havey_! | w; < W.

Note that Theorerl8 is somewhat more general than we needén tr establish the desired result in
Case 1, this is becausend-Optimal-Junta will also be used as a component of the algorithm for Case 2.
As a direct corollary of Theorefd 8 we get tiidhd-Optimal-Junta finds an optimal solution in Case 1:

Corollary 9. If v* is an L-junta, thenFind-Optimal-Junta ((p1,...,pr),6,1) outputs a vectonn’ =
(wy,...,w) such thatw',0,_1) € RY, is an optimal solution, i.eQbj((w’, 0, 1)) = opt.

Algorithm Find-Optimal-Junta:

Input: vector of probabilities{pl, ...,pr); thresholdd < 7 < 1; parameteW >0
Output: vectorw’ € RL, that maximize®r[w- X ) > ] over allw € R that havey ") | w; < W

1. LetS be the set of alk®L*) setss C {0, 1}~ such thatS = {z € {0,1}~ : u -z > ¢} for some
uweRE ceR.

2. Foreacltt € S, check whether the following linear program over variahlgs. . . , wy, is feasible
and if so letw'®) € R be a feasible solution:

Forallx €e Sw-x>71; wy, - ,wr >0; wi+---4+wp <W.

3. For eachy(®) obtained in the previous step, compite[w (%) - X () > 7] and output the vector
w'®) for which this is the largest.

This case is rather simple. Procediied-Optimal-Junta outputs a vectof’ = (w/,...,w}) that
maximizes the desired probability over all non-negativetees whose coordinates sum to at midst This
is done in a straightforward way, using linear programming an exhaustive enumeration of all linear
threshold functions that depend only on the fitstariables.

We now proceed with the proof of Theordm 8. We first give thepdéntunning time analysis. It is
well known (see e.g.[[Chob1]) that, as claimed in Step Eintl-Optimal-Junta, there are®(L*) distinct
Boolean functions ovef0,1}" that can be represented as halfspaces: > c. It is also well known



(see [MTT61]) that for everyS € S, there is a vectou = (uy,...,ur) and a threshold: such that
S = {x € {0,1}* : u-x > ¢} where eachs; andc is an integer of absolute value at maSt- s ), Thus
it is possible to enumerate over all elemefits S in 29(2”1ogL) time. Since for each fixed the linear
program in Step 2 ha®(2%) constraints ovef. variables, the claimed running time bound follows.

The correctness argument is equally simple. There mustine Soc S which is precisely the set of
thosex € {0, 1} that maximizePry -, x...xu,, [w- X > 7] over allw € RL that havey [ | w; < W.
Step 2 will identify a feasible solution for thiS, and hence the vectar’ = (wf,...,w}) that Find-
Optimal-Junta outputs will achieve this maximum probability. This coradis the proof of Theorefd 8.

5 Case2w*istypelL + 1

Recall that in Case 2 the optimal solutioh is not anL-junta, so it satisfies "~ | v¥ < (L + 2)(L+2/2.
> 41 Y5, andc(v*, €) > L. For this case we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 10. There is a (deterministic) algorithrind-Near-Opt-Large-Cl with the following perfor-
mance guarantee: The algorithm takes as input a vector digivditiesp = (py,...,p,) satisfying (A1)
and (A2) and a threshold valu@ < 6 < 1. It runs in poly(n, 2P°Y(L) bit(6)) time and outputs a set of
N < poly(n, 2P (L)) many feasible solutions. if is of typeL + 1 then one of the feasible solutiong
that it outputs satisfie®bj(w') > opt — €/2.

5.1 Useful probabilistic tools and notation.

Anti-concentration. We say that a real-valued random variallés e-anti-concentrated at radius if for
every interval of radiug, Z lands in that interval with probability at mosti.e.,

forallt e R, Pr[|Z —t| <] <e.

We will use the following simple result, which says that ardncentration of a linear form under a product
distribution can only improve by adding more independemrdmates:

Lemma 11. Fix (q1,...,¢,) € [0,1]" and let@:" , 14, denote the corresponding product distribution
over {0, 1}". Fix any weight-vector*) ¢ R* and suppose that the random variahlé®) - X(*), where
X®) ~ ®F | g, is e-anti-concentrated at radiug. Then for anyw( %) ¢ R*~*, the random variable
w - X, wherew = (w®) w™=*)) and X ~ @, u,, is alsoe-anti-concentrated at radiué

Notation. Much of our analysis in this section will deal separatelyhvthe coordinates, ..., L and the
coordinatesL + 1,...,n; hence the following terminology and notation will be conient. For ann-
dimensional vectow € R”, in this section we refer tow,, ..., w;) as the “head” ofv and we writew )
to denote this vector; similarly we write(™) to denote the “tail’(wr41,...,w,) of w. We sometimes
refer to a vector iR’ as a “head vector” and to a vectorR—* as a “tail vector.” In a random variable
w!) . X () the randomness is over the draw %t ~ @, 11,,,, and similarly for a random variable
w® . XT) the randomness is over the drawf’) ~ @, . 1y,

5.2 The algorithm and its analysis.

Case 2 is more involved than Case 1. We first explain some adutladysis that motivates our approach
(Lemmad_IP anf 13 below) and then explain how the algorithmksv(see Steps 1 and 2 Bfnd-Near-
Opt-Large-ClI).

Let us say that a vectar = (w1, ..., w,) € R™ has ax-granular tail if the following condition holds
(throughout the rest of Sectiéh%,= poly(1/n, 1/2POIY(L)); we will specify its value more precisely later):

10



e [w = (wy,...,w,) has ak-granular tail]: For L + 1 < i < n, each coordinatey; is an integer
multiple of .

The first stage of our analysis is to show (assumingih# type L + 1) that there is a feasible solution such
that both the head and tail have some useful properties:athe¢ights are granular and the tail random
variable is sharply concentrated around its mean, whildndael gives a high-quality solution to a problem
with a related threshold (see condition (3) below):

Lemma 12. Supposey* is typeL + 1. Then there is a feasible solutian’ = (w},...,w;) € RY, such
thatw) > --- > w), > 0 which satisfies the following:

1. The vectorw’ has ak-granular tail. Hence fori def poly(1/k), there are non-negative integers
A',B',C" < M such thatXXL:L_H(w;)2 = A'K?, E?:L—rl wip; = B'k(e/(4n)), and Z:-L:LH w, =
C'k.

2. Lety/ denoteE[w/(T) . X(T)],i.e., i/ = B'k(e/(4n)). The random variables’™) . X () is strongly
concentrated around its mean:

Pr[|w'™ . X — /| > /A" n(200/€) - k] < €/100. 2)

3. The head random variable’H) . X () satisfies
L
ng <1-C'x and Pr[w™ . XU >0y + /A 1In(200/¢) - k] > opt — €/40. (3)
i1

Next, our analysis shows that fany vectorw” with a x-granular tail which matches thé’, B’, C’
values from above, the value of its overall solution is esalyndetermined by the value that its head random
variablew”) . X () gchieves for the related-threshold problem. More pregisef us say that a triple of
non-negative integers4, B, C') with A, B, C' < M is aconceivabldriple. We say that a conceivable triple

(A, B, C) is achievabldf there exists a vectatuy 1, ..., u,) € R%L whose coordinates are non-negative
integer multiples of; such thal ", . (u;)? = Ak? Y1, 4 uip; = Br(e/(4n)), and}_" ;  u; = Cr,
and we say that such a vectar; .1, . .., u,) achieveghe triple(A, B, C).
Lemma 13. As above suppose that is typeL + 1. Letw’, A’, B’, C’ be as described in Lemrhal12.
Letw” = (wy,...,w},w} ,...,w,)beany vector with a-granular tail whose:— L tail coordinates
(W} 1, ..., w)) achieve the triplg A, B’,C"). Then likew'(") - X (1), the random variables”™) . X @) is
strongly concentrated around its mean:
Prl|w”™ . XT) — /| > /A" 1n(200/€) - k] < €/100, (4)
and hence
Priw” - X > 6] > Pr[w"H) . XU >0 — 1/ + /A - 1n(200/e€) - k] — €/100. (5)

Intuitively, these two lemmas are useful because they allevio “decouple” the problem of finding
ann-dimensional solution vectaw into two pieces, finding a head-vector and a tail-vector. tRertalil,
these lemmas say that it is enough to search over the (polgtiprmany) conceivable triple¢A, B, C);
if we can identify the achievable triples from within the ceivable triples, and for each achievable triple
constructany x-granular tail vector that achieves it, then this is essdiptas good as finding the actual
tail vector ofw’. For the right triple(A’, B’, C") given by[12, all that remains is to come up with a vector
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of head coordinates that yields a high-value solution tod¢teted-threshold problem (note that part (3) of
LemmdI2 establishes that indeed such a head-vector magt &tiis is highly reminiscent of Case 1, and
indeed we can apply machinery (thimd-Optimal-Junta procedure) from that case for this purpose. These
lemmas thus motivate the two main steps of the algorithnpsSteand 2, which we describe below.

While there are only polynomially many conceivable tripiess a nontrivial task to identify whether any
given conceivable triple is achievable (note that thereapenentially many different vecto(sr 1, ..., u,)
that might achieve a given triple). However, this does twihto be a feasible task; Algorithi@onstruct-
Achievable-Tails called in Step 1 oFind-Near-Opt-Large-Cl, is an efficient algorithm (based on dynamic
programming) which searches across all conceivable $riple B, C') and identifies those which are achiev-
able. For each triple that is found to be achievaBlenstruct-Achievable-Tails constructs &-granular tail
which achieves it. We have the following lemma:

Lemma 14. There is a (deterministic) algorithi@onstruct-Achievable-Tailsthat outputs a list consisting
precisely of all the achievableA, B, C) triples, and for each achievable triple it outputs a corresging
tail vector (w7 ,,...,wy,) that achieves it. The algorithm runs in tirpely(n, 1/x) = poly(1/x).

Finally, for each achievable tripled, B, C') and corresponding tail vectéw? , ,,...,w;,) that is gen-
erated byConstruct-Achievable-Tails the proceduré-ind-Optimal-Junta is used to find a setting of the
head coordinates that yields a high-quality solution.

Algorithm Find-Near-Opt-Large-ClI:

Input: probability vectorp = (py, ..., p,) satisfying (A1) and (A2); parametér< 6 < 1
Output: if v* is type L + 1, a setFEAS of feasible solutiongy such that one of them satisfies
Obj(w) > opt —¢/2

1. Run AlgorithmConstruct-Achievable-Tailsto obtain a list7” of all achievable triple$A, B, C)
and, for each one, a tail vectaor= (ur1,...,u,) that achieves it.

2. For each triplé A, B,C) in T and its associated tail vector= (ur1,...,uy):

e RunFind-Optimal-Junta ((p1,...,pr),0 — Bre/(4n) + k - 1/In(200/¢) - A,1 — Ck) to
obtain a headu, . ..,ur).

e Add the concatenated vectQr;, ... ,ur, ur11, ..., u,) to the setFEAS (initially empty)
of feasible solutions that will be returned.

3. Return the seFE.AS of feasible solutions constructed as described above.

We prove the aforementioned lemmas in the next subsecti@ncaficlude this subsection by showing
how Theoreni_1J0 follows from these lemma&roof of Theorem[10 given Lemmas 14, 13, arld 14The

claimed running time bound is immediate from inspectionFofd-Near-Opt-Large-Cl, Lemmal 1% (to
bound the running time o€onstruct-Achievable-Tails) and Theoreni]8 (to bound the running time of
Find-Optimal-Junta).

To prove correctness, suppose thétis of type L + 1. One of the achievable triples that is listed
by Construct-Achievable-Tails will be the (4", B', C”) triple that is achieved by the taitv; ..., wy,)

n

of the vectorw’ = (wf,...,w!) whose existence is asserted by Lenimh 12. By Lemma&dastruct-

Achievable-Tails outputs this(A’, B, C") along with a corresponding tail vectgwy ,,...,w;,) that
achieves it; by Lemma_13, any combinatian= (us,...,ur, w7 ,...,w,) of a head vector with this

12



tail vector will haveObj(u) > Pr[ut) - XH) > ¢ — 4/ + k- \/In(200/¢) - A’] — ¢/100. LemmalI2
ensures that there exists some head veet6f) that hasy " | w} < 1 — C’'x and Pr[w/() . X () >

0 — 1 + k- /In(200/€) - A’} > opt — €/40, so whenFind-Optimal-Junta is called with input pa-
rameters((p1,...,pr),0 — B'k(e/(4n)) + k - /In(200/¢) - A’;1 — C’k), by TheorenB it will con-

struct a head:™) = (uy, ..., ug) with uy,...,ur, > 0, uy + --- + u;, < 1 — C’'x which is such that
Pr(u®) . XUH) > ¢ — 1/ + k- \/In(200/€) - A’] > opt — ¢/40, and hence the resulting overall vector
u = (u,...,ur,wj,q,...,wy) is a feasible solution which har([u - X > 6] > opt — 7¢/200. This

concludes the proof of Theordml10 (modulo the proofs of LesifiZ{ 13, and14).

5.3 Proof of Lemmad 1P[ 13, and 14
5.3.1 Proof of Lemmd 12

Recall from Equatior({1) that = L(e,~) = min{n, ©(1/(e>4?) - (1/7) - (log 1/(e7y)) - (log(1/¢))}; since
we are in Case 2, we have that= ©(1/(e272) - (1/7) - (log 1/(e7y)) - (log(1/¢)). Since the-y/200-critical

index ofv* is at least., Lemma 5.5 of [DGJ 10] gives us that there is a subsequence of weights. ., v}

with i5 < L ands > t/~, wheret %' n(2002/¢3+), such thaw;  <wvj/3forallj=1,...,s~ 1. Given

this, Claim 5.7 of [DGJ 10] implies that for any two points # 2’ € {0, 1}, we have

S S
* *x ./
Z U’i[‘ril - Z U’i[‘r’i[
/=1 (=1

(We note that both Lemma 5.5 and Claim 5.7 are simple restitts pwoofs of a few lines.) Equatiof](6)
clearly implies that for every € R there is at mostone € {0, 1}* such thad_;_, v;,x;, = v; recalling the
definition of~, we further have thaPr(Xil,,”,X,L.S)%Z_1 XX by, [Zzzl vf, X, = u] < (1 — ~)* for every
v € R. Together with[(b), this gives that for everyc R and every integek > 0, we have

S
z : *
,U’i[XZ'[ —V

(=1

> U 6
> ©)

< kvl /2| < (2k+1)(1—7)% < (2k+1)e™" = (2k+1)e®/200%.

Pr(Xil 7---7Xis)NUPi1 Koo X py o [

By independence, using Lemia 11 we get that this anti-cdratem extends to the linear form over all of
the firstL coordinates, and hence we get that fornaét R,

Pr H(U*)(H)X(H) _ ,,‘ < m;;/z] < (2K + 1)ey/2002. @)

Now, recall that we are in Case 2 and heice. ; v; > 1/((L + 2)“+2/2 4 1). Sincev;, > v; for all
j > L, we have that; > 1/(n((L + 2)(t+2/2 4+ 1)). Hencel[[Y) yields that for alt € R,

Pr H@*)Uﬂ X u‘ < k/(2n((L +2)E+2/2 4 1))} < (2k + 1)€3~/2002. 8)

We now turn from analyzing the head of to analyzing the tail. Recalling again that the/200-

critical index ofv* is greater tharl., another application of Lemma 5.5 6f [DGI0] gives that? (v*) def

>0 ())? < 200%(v})?/(e*4%). The expected value div*)™) - XT)is = 3., v3p;; an additive
Hoeffding bound gives that far > 0,

Pr[|(v") D). XT) — y| > r-op(v*)] < 2"
Fixing r = 1/In(200/¢), as a consequence of the above we get that

Pr|(v*)T) . XT) > 4+ /In(200/€) - op(v*)] < 220/ — ¢/100.
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Sinceopt = Pr[v* - X > 0], we get that

Pr[(v*)H) . XH) > 9 — ;i — \/In(200/€) - o1,(v*)] > opt — €/100.
Combining with [[T), we get that

Pr[(v*)"D . XH) >0 — ;4 /In(200/€) - o1, (v*)] > opt — €/50. 9

We are now ready to define the vectof. Its head coordinates are the samergs.e., forl < i < L we
havew] = v}. We define the quantity

k=1/(n*((L+2)" 22 4 1)),

For L + 1 < i < n, the tail coordinates} of v’ are obtained by rounding down to the nearest integer
multiple of k. It is immediate from this definition that part (1) of the lermtnolds, i.e.w’ has ax- granular
tail and there are non- negatlve integelrsB, C' < M as specified in part (1). Singe;" ; w} < > vf =
1, it must be the case thEZ:1 w; <1 — C'k, giving the first part of Equatiof3).

Write 41/ to denoteE[w/™) - X(T)] = Y., w/p; = B'r(¢/(4n)). Defines? (w) €S>, (w})2. By
Hoeffding bound, we get th&t')(") - X(T) is concentrated around its meah More precisely,

Pr[|(w)™ - X — /| > /In(200/e) - o (w)] < 2e~ M0/ < ¢/100,

giving part (2) of Lemm@&12. Note thaf (w) < o7 (v*) < 200%(v}.)?/(e?+?).

It remains only to establish the second part of Equafidon E8juation [9) almost gives us this — it falls
short only in having. in place ofy/ in the lower bound fotw’)) . X () (recall that(v*) ) is identical to
(w')H)). To get around this we use the anti-concentration propsrtile head that was established![ih (8)
above. Sincéu — 1'| < nk = 1/(n((L + 2)+2)/2 1 1)), equation[(B) gives that

Pr[(w ) . XH) € [0 — 1+ /In(200/€) - o1 (w), 0 — i + /In(200/e€) - o1 (w)]] < €/200

and combining this with (9) gives

Pr|(w)) . xH) > 9 — 1/ 1+ /In(200/€) - o1, (w)] > opt — 5e/200,
the desired second part of Equatiéh (3). This concludesribef pf Lemmd 1P.

5.3.2 Proof of Lemma 13

Since by assumption the tail af” achieves the triplé A’, B’,C"), we have that the meaB[(w ”)(T) :
XT)] equalsB'x(e/(4n)) and thus is the same a4, the mean ofw')™) - X)), Since}" .., (w))? =
ZPL( ’)2, just as was the case far' we get that a Hoeffding bound gives the desired concenltratlo
bound,

Pr[jw”™ . XT) — /| > k- 1/In(200/€) - A'] < €/100.

Thus, we have established Equatibh (4).

Equation[[%) implies thaw(™) . X(T) < 1/ — k- /In(200/¢) - A’ with probability at most/100. Since
w"H) . XH) >0/ 1 k- /In(200/€) - A andw”™) - XT) > 1/ — - /In(200/€) - A’ together imply
thatw” - X > 6, we thus get Equation](5), and the lemma is proved.
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5.3.3 Proof of Lemmd 1%

The Construct-Achievable-Tails algorithm is based on dynamic programming. ket (wgp41,...,w,)
be a tail weight vector such that eachis a non-negative integer multiple sf We define the quantities

A(w) = Y (w)*/s% B(w) =Y wipi/(re/(4n));  Clw) =Y wi/x.
i>L i>L i>L

Recalling Assumption (A2), we see that each4div), B(w), C(w) is a non-negative integer bounded
by poly(1/x).

For each conceivable tripled, B, C') and for everyt € {L + 1,...,n}, we create a sub-problem in
which the goal is to determine whether there is a choice ofgmeivr 11, ..., w; (each of which is a non-
negative integer multiple of, with all other weightsv; 1, . .. ,w, setto 0) such thatl(w) = A, B(w) =
B, andC(w) = C. Such a choice of weights 1, ...,w; exists if and only if there is a nonnegative-
integer-multiple-ofx choice ofw; for which there is a nonnegative-integer-multiplexothoice of weights
Wi, -, w1 (with all subsequent weights set to 0) such thdty) = A — (w;)?/k, B(w) = B —
wepe/(ke/(4n)), andC(w) = C' — wy/k.

Thus, given the set of all triples that are achievable witly eveightswy, 1, ..., w;_1 allowed to be
nonzero, it is straightforward to efficiently (ioly(1/x) time) identify the set of all triples that are achiev-
able with only weightsvy . 1, . .., w; allowed to be nonzero. This is because for a given candidatecéiv-
able) triple(A, B, C), one can check over all possible valueswpfthat are integer multiples af and upper
bounded by 1) whether the triplel — (w;)?/k, B — wips/(rke/(4n)),C — wy/k) is achievable with only
weightswy,11, ..., w;— allowed to be nonzero. Since there are oflf1 /x) choices of the weight; and
the overall number of sub-problems in this dynamic progratmiunded byoly(n, 1/x) = poly(1/k), the
overall entire dynamic program runsiily(1/x) time. This concludes the proof of Leming 14.

6 Case3w*istype K forsomel < K < L

Recall that in Case 3 the optimal solutiohis not anZ-junta, so it satisfied - | v; < (L + 2)(L+2/2.
> 41 V5, ande(v*, €) = K for somel < K < L. For this case we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 15. There is a randomized algorithifind-Near-Opt-Small-Cl with the following performance
guarantee: The algorithm takes as input a vector of proliégés p = (py,...,p,) Satisfying (Al) and
(A2), a threshold valu® < 6 < 1, avaluel < K < L, and a confidence parametér< § < 1. It
runs inpoly (n, 2P (5) bit(9)) - log(1/6) time and outputs a set of < poly(n, 2°°Y()) many feasible
solutions. Ifv* is of typeK then with probabilityl — § one of the feasible solutionsthat it outputs satisfies
Obj(w) > opt — €/2.

6.1 Useful probabilistic tools and notation.

Kolmogorov distance. ForX,Y two real-valued random variables we say Kwo#émogorov distancék (X, Y)
betweenX andY is dx (X, V) & sup,cp | Pr[X < ¢] — Pr[Y <{]].

Remark. If w is an optimal solution of problem (P) and the random vargbieX, v’ - X have Kolmogorov
distance at mostthenObj(w’) > opt — e.
We recall the following useful elementary fact about Kolroomy distance:

Fact 16. Let X, Y, Z be real-valued random variables such thétis independent of” and independent of
Z. Then we have thaix (X + Y, X + Z) < dk(Y, 2).
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The Dvoretsky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz (DKW) inequality a considerably more sophisticated fact about Kol-
mogorov distance that will also be useful. Givenindependent samplés, ..., t, drawn from a real-
valued random variablé, the empirical distribution)?m is defined as the real-valued random variable
which is uniform over the multiseft1, ..., ¢,,}. The DKW inequality states that fan = Q((1/€?) -
In(1/4)), with probability 1 — ¢ the empirical distributionX,,, will be e-close top in Kolmogorov distance:

Theorem 17([DKW56,[Mas90]) For all e > 0 and any real-valued random variablé, we havePr|[dk (p, pr,) >
€] < 2e72me*

We will also require a corollary of the Berry-Esséen theoisee e.g.[[Fel68]). We begin by recalling the
theorem:

Theorem 18. (Berry-Es&en) LetXy, ..., X,, be a sequence of independent random variables satisfying
E[X;] =0forall i, >, E[X?] = 0% and)_, E[| X;|*] = ps. LetS = X; + --- + X,, and letF denote the
cumulative distribution function (cdf) &f. Then

sup |[F(z) — ®4(x)| < Cps/o®,
where®,, is the cdf of av (0, %) Gaussian random variable (with mean zero and varianég andC is a
universal constant/[Shi86] has shown that one can t@ke .7915.

Corollary 19. LetX = (Xi,...,X,) ~ D, and suppose thatin;c(,;{p;, 1 — p;} > v > 0. Letw € R"
ber-regular. LetZ be the random variable)- X and defing: = E[w-X] = 1", w;p;, 0% = Var[w- X]| =
>oicy wi - pi(1 = pi). Thendk (Z, N(u,0?)) < nwheren = 7/.

Proof. Define the random variabl¥; = w;(X; — p;), SOE[Y;] = 0. It suffices to show that the random
variableY = Y, w;Y; hasdk (Y, N(0,02)). We have}_, E[Y?] = 0% = Y, w?p;(1 — p;) and

Ellyil’] = w} (pi- (1 —p)* + (1 —pi) - (0)°) = wipi(1 = pi) - (07 + (1 — pi)?), SO

n n
SCEYP =Y win(l—p)(pl + (1 - p)? <Zw pi(1 = pi).
i=1 i=1

The Berry-Esséen theorem thus gives

S wipi(l—py) S wii(l=pi) = mihx ;] - —

dk(Y,N(0,0%)) < ;
: (o0, w1 —pp)*?

< max |w;| -

Recalling that (by regularity) we havweax; w; < 74/>, w?, and that by definition ofy ando we have
o > yy/>; w2, we get thatnax?_| |w;| - L < /v as desired. O

Finally, we recall the well-known fact that av( ., %) Gaussian is-anti-concentrated at radies (this
follows directly from the fact that the pdf of aN (u, 02) Gaussian is given bgl— exp (— (“"’_“)2)).

Noz 202
Notation. In this section our analysis will deal separately with therdinatesl, .. . , K and the coordinates
K +1,...,n, sowe use the following notational conventions. Fonasimensional vectow € R", in this
section we refer tw, ..., wx_1) as the “head” ofw and we writew") to denote this vector; similarly
we writew(”) to denote the “tail(wg, . . ., w,,) of w. We sometimes refer to a vectoritf* ! as a “head
vector” and to a vector ifR" X1 as a “tail vector.” In a random variabte*)) . X ) the randomness is
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over the draw ofX (") ~ @7 " 11, and similarly for the random variabte(”) - X7) the randomness is
over the draw ofX (") ~ Q" - 11,

We additionally modify some of the terminology from SectBrdealing with granular vectors and
achievable triples. Fix = poly(1/n,1/2P°¥ (L) (we give a more precise value eflater). We say that
a vectorw = (wq,...,w,) € R™ has ax-granular tail if each coordinatev;, K < i < n, is an integer
muItipIe of/<; It is easy to see that for any vector € RZ with >or, w; < 1that has as-granular tail,

for M %" poly(1/x) there must exist non-negative integetsB,C' < M such thatE[w™) - X(1)] =
S g wipi = An(e/(4n)), Varfw® - XD = T wlpi(1 - pi) = Br?(e/(4n))?, and Sy w; =
C'k. We say that a triple of non-negative integérs B, C') with A, B,C' < M is aconceivablériple. We
say that a conceivable tripled, B, C) is €’-regular achievabléf there exists an’-regular vector(T) =
(Uk 11, -, up) € RZ;ET whose coordinates are non-negative integer multiples siich thatE[u(") -
XD = Ak(e/(4n)), Varu™ . XD = Br?(e/(4n))?, and> I ;- u; = Ck, and we say that such a
vector(ur+1,...,u,) achieveshe triple(A, B, C).

6.2 The algorithm and an intuitive explanation of its performance.

Algorithm Find-Near-Opt-Small-CI:

Input: probability vectorp = (p1, ..., py) satisfying (Al) and (A2); parametér< 6 < 1; parameter
1 < K < L; confidence parametér< § < 1

Output: if v* is type K, a setFEAS of feasible solutions such that one of them satisfi€sj(w) >
opt —¢/2

1. Run AlgorithmConstruct-Achievable-Regular-Tail§ey/100) to obtain a list7 of all triples
(A, B, C) that are achieved by sorag/100-regular tail vector and, and, for each onegai100-
regular tail vectorn, = (ur41,-..,uy,) that achieves it.

2. For each triplé A, B,C) in T and its associated tail vectar= (ug, ..., u,),

e RunFind-Approximately-Best-Head(u, . . . , uy, €/200,6/(2|7)) to obtain a head vec-
tor (ul, R ,uK_l)

e Add the concatenated vectar,, ..., ux_1,uk,- .., uy,) to the setFEAS (initially empty)
of feasible solutions that will be returned.

3. Return the seFE.AS of feasible solutions constructed as described above.

Similar to Case 2, the high level idea of this case is to deleotlye problem of finding a good solution into
two pieces, namely finding a good tail and finding a good heamvedyer, in Case 2 the anti-concentration
of the head random variable (see Equat[dn (8)) played am&sisele; in contrast, here in Case 3 the fact
that the tail random variable is close to a Gaussian will peeykey role. At a high level, the analysis for
this case proceeds as follows.

First, using the facts that the vectar;, . . . , v is ey/200-regular and tha} "~ | v < (L+2) (L+2)/2.
S 1.1 v, we get that the tail random variable®) ™) - X () is O(e)-close to aGaussmN(u, 2)in Kol-
mogorov distance, where the varianceis “not too small” (see Lemma20). Next, we argue that for any
head vector(w’)D) = (w},..., wh_,), there exists a tail vectan')™) = (wl,...,w),), obtained by
rounding the tail coordinatesy, ..., v;, down to some not-too-small granularity which is “nice” (i.e.,
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regular and with not-too-small variance) and which giveslatgon of almost equal quality to what would be
obtained by having the actuély,, ..., v}) as the tail weights (see Lemral 21). We then strengthen this by
showing that for any head vect@mytail vector which is regular and has the right mean and vagasim-
ilarly gives a solution of almost equal quality to what woblel obtained by having the actuaf;, , ..., v})

as the tail weights (see Lemrhal22). This motivatesGbastruct-Achievable-Regular-Tails procedure
(called in Step 1); it uses dynamic programming to efficiealarch across all conceivable triples and iden-

tify precisely those that are achieved by sam@100-regularx-granular tail vector (and for each achievable

triple, identify a tail vecto(ug, . . . , u,) that achieves it).
Intuitively, at this point the algorithm has identified a yodmial-sized collection of tail vectors one of
which “is good” (does almost as well as the optimal tail ve¢id,, . . ., v;;) if it were paired with the optimal

head vector). It remains to show that it is possible to findgatgjuality head vector and that combining such
a head vector with this “good” tail vector yields an overagiirquality solution. We do this, and conclude
the proof of Theorer 15, in Sectidn_b.4.

6.3 Good tails exist and can be found efficiently: Proofs of Lemas[20 2P and analysis of
Construct-Achievable-Regular-Tails

Let

pER@)T XD =3 vip and o® E Varl(w) M- XD = 370 pi1 —pi). (10)
i=K 1=K

Lemma 20. Suppose* is typeK . Thendx ((v*)")- X)) N(u,0?)) < €/200, ando > T
Proof. Sincev* is type K, we have thatv*)(") is ev/200-regular, and hence Corollafy]19 gives that
dx ((v*) ™) - XD N(u,0%)) < €/200.

For the lower bound om, we observe that sinc& < L, >/ vi < (L +2)E+2/2%"  vf, and
Yo vi =1, we have

)

1

Uk A AU SV A UE > (L+2)T22 1 1)

Hence Cauchy-Schwarz implies that

* 1 1
;{(vi )2 > (L +2)T+2/2 4 1)(n — K) =z (L +2)(L+2/2 4 1)n

SO

n § ’Y
o= J;}:{(%)sz(lpz) > L+ 22+ 10

We now define the value af to be

R = 672
©200((L + 2)(L+2)/2 4 1)2p3°

Lemma 21. As above suppose” is type K. Letw' € R, be a feasible solution which is such that for
K < i < n, the valuew, is obtained fromv} by rounding down to the nearest integer multiple:ofThen
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1. The vectofw')") = (whe, ..., wh) is ey/100-regular;

1 2 . d
2 (L1 2)T+D7251)202 an

2. The variancdo’)? £ Var[(w/)™) - X} is at leastlo? >
3. Obj(w') > Obj(w}, ..., wh_1, V5, ..., v}) — €/40.

Proof. We start by lower boundingy’) as follows. Since eacl}, K < i < n, is less than;} by at most
k, we have thad ", (w})? is less thard__,-(v})? by at most«xn and hence

72

1 1
_. < =
2 ((L+2)T+2/2 4 1)2p2 — 2

0? — (¢')? < 2xm - midxpi(1 — py) < o < 0% so (o) >
giving (2). Part (1) follows easily from (2) and the fact thgt< v} for K <i <n.

For part (3) we use the fact that the tail™) - X(T) is anti-concentrated (since, by regularity, it is
close to a Gaussian). In more detail, fix an outcame. .., yx_1) € {0,1}*~1 for the head bits. Since

S ewhy; > S0 vty — knforall (yk, ..., yn) € {0,1}"7*+1 we have
[K—1 K-1
Pr why ). XD >0 —Pr Z wiy; + (W)™ . x™ > ¢
]:1 7j=1
[ K—-1 K—-1
< Pr|(w)D.xT ¢ [9 - wiy; — kn, o Z w]yj} (11)
L 7j=1 j=1

Since by (1) we know thatw’)(™) is ey/100-regular, Corollary 19 gives us that
dyc ((w/)(T) . X(T),N(E[("w,)(T) _X(T)]’ (U/)Z)) < ¢/100.

Sincern/2 < eo’ /200, as noted after Lemnialll a random variafle- N(E[( )(T> XM, (6")?) has
Pr[Z € I] < /200 for any intervall of lengthxn. Hence[(I1) is at mosfy; + 155 + 5655 = 15- Since this
holds for each fixedy:, . ..,yx_1) € {0,111, we get (3). O

Lemma 22. As above suppose' is type K. Fix (w”)T) = (wf., ..., w}) € RZ;"*" to beanyey/100-

regular tail vector such thap” &' E[(w”)®) . XT)] equalsy/ & E[(w/)® - x™), and (o”)? &'
Var[(w”)T) - X(T)] equals(o’)? (see part (2) of LemmaR1). Then for any head veg¢iof)!!) =
(wf,...,wf_,), we have thaObj((w], ..., wj_,,wh,...,w}))) > Obj(w!,... wh_1,v5, ..., v}) —
€/40.

Proof. The proof is identical to part (3) of Lemrhal21. O

Having established the existence of a “good” tail (the ve¢td)™) from Lemma2Z]l), we now argue
that Construct-Achievable-Regular-Tails can efficiently construct a list containing some such godd ta
vector. Lemma 22 ensures that finding any such good tail vécts good as finding the actual tail vector
(w")T) obtained from(v*)(™) by rounding down as described in Lemma 21.

Lemma 23. There is a (deterministic) algorith@onstruct-Achievable-Regular-Tail4¢’) that, given input
parameters’ and K, outputs a list consisting precisely of all thregular achievablg A, B, C) triples,
and for each achievable triple it outputs a correspondini tactor (w, ..., w/) that achieves it. The
algorithm runs in timepoly(n, 1/k) = poly(1/k).
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Proof. Similar to the earlielConstruct-Achievable-Tails algorithm, the main idea is to use dynamic pro-
gramming; however the details are somewhat different flghtiecause of the need to ensure regularity (and
also because the numerical quantities involved are somtalifferent from before).

Letw = (wg, ..., w,) be a tail weight vector such that eaehis a non-negative integer multiple ef
We define the quantities

n

A(w) = wipi/(re/(4n));  B(w) =Y wipi(l —pi)/(*(e/(4n))?);  Clw) =D wi/k;
i=K

i=K =K

D(w) = Z w?/K?; B(w) = m%%wi/m.
i=K =

Recalling Assumption (A2), we see that eactdiv), B(w), C'(w), D(w), E(w) is a non-negative integer.
We say that a quintupleA, B, C, D, E) is conceivablef all values are non-negative integers at mbst

For each conceivable quintupld, B, C, D, E) and for everyt € {K,...,n}, we create a sub-problem
in which the goal is to determine whether there is a choice ebftswy, ..., w; (each of which is a
non-negative integer multiple of, with all other weightsw;,1, ..., w, set to 0) such thati(w) = A,
B(w) = B, C(w) = C, D(w) = D and E(w) = E. Such a choice of weights, ..., w; exists if and
only if there is a nonnegative-integer-multiplesofehoice ofw, for which there is a nonnegative-integer-
multiple-of+ choice of weightswg, ..., w;—1 (with all subsequent weights set to 0) such tHat) =
A—wipy/(re/(4n)), B(w) = B —wip(1 —pr)/(k*(¢/(4n))?), C(w) = C —wi/k, D(w) = D —wi/K?,
andE = max{E(w),w;/k}.

Thus, given the set of all quintuples that are achievablé wiily weightswy, ..., w;_1 allowed to
be nonzero, it is straightforward to efficiently @ly(1/x) time) identify the set of all quintuples that are
achievable with only weighta ., . . ., w; allowed to be nonzero. Since there are anlyl /<) choices of the
weightw, and the overall number of sub-problems in this dynamic @ogis bounded byoly(n,1/k) =
poly(1/k), the overall entire dynamic program runspialy(1/x) time.

Once the set of all achievable quintuples has been obtainédstraightforward for each quintuple
(A, B,C, D, E) to determine whether or not it i$-regular (by computingZ/+/D and comparing against
€’). Having identified the set of al/-regular quintuples, it is easy to output a list consistirfigalb the
¢’-regular achievabléA, B, C) triples (and from the dynamic program it is easy to maintatailavector
achieving the triple in the usual way). This concludes trepof Lemmd 28B. O

6.4 Finding a good head vector: The Find-Approximately-BesHead procedure and the
proof of Theorem[15

By Lemma[238 theConstruct-Achievable-Regular-Tails procedure generates a tail vec(@v”)(T) that
matches the mean, variance abhgnorm of the(w’)™) vector whose existence is asserted by Lerhma 21.
In the rest of this section we consider the executiofiofl-Approximately-Best-Head when it is run on
this tail vector(w”)™) as input.

By the DKW inequality (Theorefn17), with high probabilityetihandom variablé? hasdy (R, (w”)™) -
X ™) < €/200; we henceforth assume that this is indeed the case[Bactli@dnthatdy ((v*) (). x () 4
R, (v*)H) . XU 4 (")) . X T)) < €/200. SinceObj(vs, ..., vk 1, wh, ..., w!l) > opt — ¢/40 by
Lemma22, we get tha@r[(v*)H) . X(H) 1 R > 4] > opt — 6¢/200.

By Lemma 24, thé=ind-Best-Headprocedure returns a head vectdf!) = (ug,...,ux—1) such that
Priut) . X(H) + R > 0] > Pr[(v)) + R > 6], soPr[u!) . X(H) R > 6] > opt — 6¢/200.
Now recalling thatl (R, (w”)™) - X (1)) < ¢/200, applying FadT6 again gives us thig(u?) - X H) 4
R,u . X H) 1 (")) . X(T)) < ¢/200. Hence it must be the case tiR#[u ) - X H) 4 (")) X T) >
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0] > opt — 7¢/200. Sinceu; + - - - +up_1 +wj + - - - +w, < 1 by Lemmd24, this vector is a near-optimal
feasible solution. This concludes the proof of Theokei 1&guio the proof of Lemm@a24. O

Algorithm Find-Approximately-Best-Head:

Input: vector of tail weightSug, ..., u,) wWith ug + - - - + u,, < 1; parameters’, ¢’
Output: if v* is type K, with probability 1 — ¢’ a head vector such th®r[u - X > 6] >
Pr{(u),..., 0y _q,uk,...,u,) - X > 0] — € forall (u},..., vy ) € Rgo_l such that) + -+ +

1. Samplen = ©(log(1/8")/(€')?) pointsty, .. . , t,, from the random variabluy, . . . , u,)- X 7).
Let R be the random variable which is uniform over the multiggt . . . , ¢, }.

2. Run Algorithm Find-Best-Headt1, ..., t;, 1 — Z;‘:K uj, K) and return the head vector
(ug,...,urx—1) thatit returns.

Algorithm Find-Best-Head:

Input: pointsty, ..., t,, weight valued < W < 1, parametet

Output: Returns the non-negative head vectéf’) = (uy,...,ux_1) that maximizesPr[u()) .
XUH) LR > 0] subject tou; + -+ + ug—1 < W, whereR is the random variable that is uniform
over multiset{ty, ...t}

1. LetS be the set of alt®%”) setss C {0,1}5 ! such thatS = {z € {0,1}X 1 : u-z > ¢} for
someu € RE—1 ¢ e R.

2. For eachS = (S5y,...,5,,) € 8™, check whether the following linear program over variables
wr,. .., wk_1 is feasible and if so lev(S) € RL be a feasible solution:

(a) Foreach € [m]and eachx € S;, w-z+t; > 0;
(b) Wi, -, WK-1 > 0;
) wi+- +wg_1 <W.

3. For eachs(®) obtained in the previous step, compie[w%) - X(#) + R > 4] and output the
vectorw(®) for which this is the largest.

Lemma 24. The (deterministic) algorithnFind-Best-Headruns in time2r°¥(".K) and outputs a vector
u = (uy, ... ux_1) € RE; with [[u™)]]; < W which is such that for everu/)) € RE; with
()|, < W, we havePr[u?) . X(H) + R] > Pr[(«/) - XU + R).

Proof. The claimed running time bound follows easily from the fdwttS| = 26(mkK?) (note that the
running time of the linear program and the time required tolieitly compute the probabilities in Step 3
are both dominated by the enumeration over all element&’of.

The correctness argument is similar to the proof of ThedleAs8n that proof,S consists of all possible
sets of satisfying assignments tq & — 1)-variable halfspace. The optimal head vector that maximize
Pr[u) . X(H) + R > 6] subject tou; + --- + uxg_1 < W must be such that there is sonse =
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(S1,...,Sm) € 8™ such that forl < i < m, S; is precisely the set of those € {0,1}* for which
u™) . +t; > 0. By searching over alf = (S1,...,5,,) € 8™ in Step 2, the algorithm will encounter
this S and will construct a feasible head vector for it. Such a fdashead vector will be identified as
maximizing the probability in Step 3, and herfeiad-Best-Headwill indeed output an optimal head vector
as claimed. This concludes the proof of Theotém 8. O

7 Putting it together: proof of Theorem

In this section we prove Theordmh 5 using Theoréhis B, 10 and 15.

The overall algorithm works as follows. First, it ruRnd-Optimal-Junta ((p1,...,pz),6,1) to ob-
tain a feasible solutiom"™*, Next, for eachk = 1,..., L it runs Algorithm Find-Near-Opt-Small-
Cl((p1,...,pn),0,K,6/(2L)) to obtain a sefFEASX) of feasible solutions. Finally, it runs Algorithm
Find-Near-Opt-Large-Cl ((p1, ..., pn),0) to obtain a final seFEASHD of feasible solutions. It is easy
to see from Theorenig 8,110 and 15 that the running time of teeathalgorithm is as claimed.

Let ALL denote the union of the sefsi™@}, FEASW ... FEAS™) and FEASFHY, Sincev*
must fall in either Case 1, Case 2 or Case 3, Theoléind 8, 105hndjéther guarantee thdtC L is a set of
poly(n, 2P°¥(L)) many feasible solutions that with probability at least §/2 contains a feasible solution
w with Obj(w) > opt — €/2.

Next, we samplen = ©((1/¢)? - (log |.ALL|/§)) points independently fror®,. For each feasible
solutionw € ALL we use thesen points to obtain an empirical estima@ﬁ(w) of Obj(w) (recall that
Obj(w) = Prx.p,[w-X > 0]), i.e., we setévbj(w) to be the fraction of then points that satisfy
w - X > 6. A straightforward Chernoff bound implies that with prolabiat leastl — §/2, for eachw we
have|Obj(w) — Obj(w)| < €/4.

Finally, we output the vectow* € ALL that maximizesﬁl{j(w) (breaking ties arbitrarily), together
with the vaIue(Tb/j(w). With overall probability at least — ¢ this w* hasObj(w*) > opt — 3¢/4 and
\6vbj(w) — opt| < e as desired. This proves TheorEm 5.

]
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