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Abstract

Let THy denote the k-out-of-n threshold function: given n input Boolean variables, the output is 1 if and only
if at least k£ of the inputs are 1. We consider the problem of computing the TH; function using noisy readings of
the Boolean variables, where each reading is incorrect with some fixed and known probability p € (0,1/2). As our

. . . log 2 o .
main result, we show that it is sufficient to use (1 + 0(1))% queries in expectation to compute the THy

function with a vanishing error probability 6 = o(1), where m 2 min{k,n — k} and Dk.(p||1 — p) denotes the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between Bern(p) and Bern(1 — p) distributions. Converse}yy, we show that any algorithm
achieving an error probability of 6 = o(1) necessitates at least (1 — 0(1))% queries in expectation. The
upper and lower bounds are tight when m = o(n), icati = (n).
In particular, when k = n/2, the THy function corresponds to the MAJORITY function, in which case the upper
and lower bounds are tight up to a multiplicative factor of two. Compared to previous work, our result tightens the
dependence on p in both the upper and lower bounds.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coping with noise in computing is an important problem to consider in large systems. With applications in fault

tolerance (Hastad et all, [1987; [Pease et all, [1980; |PiDDenger et all, 1991)), active ranking (Agarwal et all, 2017;
|Ea1aha1ga1;e1_al] 2017; \Gu_and Xu, 2023; |H§:_ck¢z1_e_t_alj 2019; |Shah and Wainwright, 2018; Wang et al., |2923)
1s searchlng (Berlekamp), 1964; Burnashev and Zigangiros, [1974; Horstein, [1963; Karp and Kleinberg, 2007

) among many others, the goal is to devise algorithms that are robust enough to detect and correct the
errors that can happen during the computation. More concretely, the problem can be defined as follows: suppose
an agent is interested in computing a function f of n variables with an error probability at most 4, as quickly as
possible. To this end, the agent can ask binary questions (referred to hereafter as gueries) about the variables at
hand. The binary response to the queries is observed by the agent through a binary symmetric channel (BSC) with
crossover probability p. The agent can adaptively design subsequent queries based on the responses to previous
queries. The goal is to characterize the relation between n, 0, p, and the query complexity, which is defined as the
minimal number of queries that are needed by the agent to meet the intended goal of computing the function f.

This paper considers the computation of the threshold-% function. For n Boolean variables x = (x1,...,2,) €
{0,1}™, the threshold-k function TH(-) computes whether the number of 1’s in x is at least k or not, i.e.,
1if Yo x> ks

THy(x) 2
#() {0 it < k.

The noisy queries correspond to noisy readings of the bits, where at each time step, the agent queries one of the
bits, and with probability p, the wrong value of the bit is returned. It is assumed that the constant p € (0,1/2) is
known to the agent.

This model for the noisy computation of the THy, function has been previously considered in |[Feige et all (1994),
where upper and lower bounds on the number of queries that are needed to compute the two functions are derived
in terms of the number of variables n, the threshold k, the noise probability p and the desired error probability 6.
The upper and lower bounds in [Feige et al! (1994) are within a constant factor, hence providing the optimal order
for the minimum number of queries; however, the exactly tight characterization of the optimal number of queries
is still left open.
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Fig. 1. Average number of queries used by the proposed noisy threshold algorithm for computing the MAJORITY function (i.e., k = n/2),
in comparison to the algorithm proposed in ), for n = 100 and § = 10~ 2. The theoretical lower bound corresponds to the

plot of %w, where m = min{k,n — k}.

In this paper, we tighten this gap and provide new upper and lower bounds for the computation of the THy
function, which simultaneously improves the existing upper and lower bounds.

The main result of this paper can be stated as follows: for any 1 < k < n, there exists an algorithm that computes
the THj, function with an error probability at most § = o(1), and the algorithm uses at most

nlog s
Dro(pl1 —p)

queries in expectation. Here we define m £ min{k,n — k} and denote the Kullback-Leibler divergence between
Bern(p) and Bern(1 — p) distributions by Dk (p||1 — p). Conversely, we prove that to achieve an error probability
of § = o(1), any algorithm must make at least

(1+0(1))

(n —m)log %

A=) Bl —p)
queries in expectation. When m = o(n), the ratio between these upper and lower bounds is 1 + o(1), and hence
we provide an asymptotically tight characterization for the optimal number of queries. For general m, these bounds
are tight within a multiplicative factor of 2.
To provide a more quantitative comparison with the bounds presented in [Feige et all (1994), let us consider the
example where we set k = n'/3, § = n~1/4, and p = 1. According to our results, the optimal number of queries to
achieve error probability ¢ is appr0x1mately 2 5247-nlogn. In contrast, the constants in front of n logn in the lower
and upper bounds given in [Feige et al! (1994) are roughly 0.0506 and 433. 7514, respectively. As an additional
example, Figure [Tl shows the simulation of our proposed noisy threshold algorithm for computing the MAJORITY
function (i.e., the threshold function with k& = n/2) in comparison to the algorithm proposed in [Feige et all (1994),
when n = 100 and 6 = 1072, Our algorithm clearly uses a fewer number of queries on average to achieve the
desired error probability. Moreover, our algorithm shows a similar scaling as the theoretical lower bound derived

in this paper. The detailed setup of the simulation is presented in Appendix

A. Related Work

The noisy computation of the THj, function has primarily been investigated with a focus on the special case of
k =1, 1i.e., the OR function. Early investigations into the noisy computation of the OR function can be traced back to

studies in circuit theory with noisy gates (Dobrushin and Ortyukov, [19774l; [Gacs and Gal, [1994; [Pippenger et all,

IThe constant in the upper bound of [Feige et al! ) is not explicitly given. We refined the analysis and computed the constant in this
example using the algorithm proposed in




M; Von Nggmanﬂ, M) and noisy decision trees (Evans and Pip_pgnggﬂ, ﬂm; Reischuk and Sghmgl;j, u&ﬂ).
For the more general case of arbitrary k, the noisy computation of the THj, function was initially explored in the
seminal work (Feige et all,[1994) on n01sy computing. Subsequent investigations extended this study to the context
of noisy broadcast networks , 2003). In the noise model we consider, the best-known
upper and lower bounds for the required number of queries to achieve a desired error probability § are attributed
to [Feige et al| (1994). Their work characterizes the optimal order as ©(nlog(k/d)) for the number of queries
required. In this work, we improve the known bounds and provide an asymptotically tight characterization for the
required number of queries.

Recently, there have been several notable efforts to precisely characterize the optimal number of queries with
tight constant dependencies for various noisy computing tasks. [Wang et all (2023) consider the problem of noisy
sorting with pairwise comparisons, and provide upper and lower bounds for the required number of queries W1th a
multiplicative gap of factor 2. This gap is later closed by |Gu and Xu (2023). In a recent paper (Zhu et al! ),
tight bounds are established for two tasks including computing the OR function of a binary sequence and MAX
function of a real sequence using pairwise comparisons.

B. Notation

In this paper, we adhere to the following notation conventions. Sets and events are represented using calligraphic
letters, random variables using uppercase letters, and specific realizations of random variables using lowercase
letters. For example, X and ) are two sets, X and Y are random variables, and x and y are their respective
realizations. Vectors will be denoted using boldface letters, while scalars will be denoted using regular (non-bold)
letters. The probability of an event A will be expressed as P(A), and the expectation of a real-valued random
variable X will be denoted as E[X]. Unless otherwise specified, we use log to indicate the natural logarithm. We
use [n] to denote the set of integers {1,...,n}.

II. MAIN RESULTS

The main result of this paper comprises two theorems, through which we provide an asymptotically tight
characterization of the minimum expected number of queries required to compute the THy, function with worst-case
error probability J.

Theorem 1 (Converse). Suppose k < n/2 and § = o(1). Consider any variable-length algorithm for computing
— (0] k . .

THy(x) that makes M noisy queries. If M satisfies E[M|x] < (1 — 0(1))% for any input instance x, then

the worst-case error probability of the algorithm is at least 6.

The main technical contribution of this paper is in the proof of Theorem[Il This proof is conducted by separately
considering two different regimes: small values of k and large values of k. When k is small, our proof relies on Le
Cam’s two-point method. The key to this approach is to carefully design two problem instances that are difficult for
the algorithm to distinguish, thereby ensuring a high error probability for at least one of them. However, this method
is inadequate to characterize the dependency of the optimal number of queries on the parameter k. Therefore, for
larger k, we use a different approach, which lower bounds the error probability of any algorithm by considering
an enhanced version of the algorithm. The enhanced algorithm includes both a non-adaptive phase, where each
bit in x is queried a fixed number of times, and an adaptive phase, where later queries may depend on previous
ones but are answered noiselessly. We show that the enhance algorithm always has a smaller error probability,
so it suffices to bound the its error probability. Most importantly, the statistics from the enhanced algorithm are
more tractable and analyzable. The idea of the enhanced algorithm is first introduced in the proof of lower bound
by [Feige et all (1994). In [Fei ge et all (1994), it is shown that when the total number of queries in the non-adaptive
phase is below certain threshold, certain anti-concentration event happens with high probability, inducing an error
of the algorithm. There are two major differences between our analysis and the analysis by |[Feige et all (1994).
First, the enhancement defined by [Feige et all (1994) is restricted to algorithms with a fixed number of queries,
while we generalize this definition and the analysis to allow algorithms with a variable number of queries. Second,
instead of requiring the anti-concentration event to happen with high probability, we allow any probability of at
least 0, which sets a higher threshold for the number of queries in the non-adaptive phase. These two differences
allow us to derive tighter lower bounds for the expected number of queries of any variable-length algorithm.

We illustrate the main idea of the proof in Section [Vl while deferring the detailed proof to Appendix [Al




Theorem 2 (Achievability). For any k < n/2 and § = o(1), there exists an variable-length algorithm that computes
the THy function with worst-case error probability at most §. Moreover, the number of queries M made by the

k
algorithm satisfies E[]M|x] < (14 0(1))% for any input instance x.

We describe the proposed algorithm, and sketch the proof of Theorem 2 in Section [l The detailed proof is
presented in Appendix [Bl

The upper and lower bounds established in Theorems[I] and 2] are restricted to the case of k < n/2. The following
corollary extends the results to any k € [n].

nlog 5

Corollary 1. Ler m = min{k,n — k}. For any k € [n] and § = o(1), it is sufficient to use (1 + 0(1))m
queries in expectation to compute the THy function with worst-case error probability 5§ = o(1), while at least

—m) log 2 o .
(1- 0(1))% queries in expectation are necessary.

Corollary [ follows readily by the fact that THx(x) = 1 — TH,,41_x(1 — x) for any binary sequence x, which
implies that computing the THj, function is equivalent as computing the TH,,;.;_; function.

Remark 1 (Gap between the upper and lower bounds). The upper and lower bounds presented in Corollary [T] are
within a multiplicative factor of 2 4 o(1). To see this, notice that the ratio between the upper and lower bounds in
Corollary [Mis (1 4 o(1))-"—. Because m = min{k,n — k} < n/2, this ratio has maximum value 2 4 o(1) when

k = n/2. The problem of closing this gap still remains open.

nlog%

Corollary 2 (Tight bounds for OR and AND functions). 17 is both sufficient and necessary to use (14+o0(1)) Bl
noisy queries in expectation to compute the OR and AND functions of n Boolean variables with worst-case error
probability §.

Corollary [2] follows by the fact that OR and AND functions can be viewed as special cases of the THj function
with £ = 1 and k = n respectively. It recovers the tight bounds for the OR and AND functions found by

(2024).

Corollary 3 (Fixed-length algorithms). Suppose § = o(1) and § > n='*¢ for some arbitrarily small positive

constant €. Then for any k < n/2, there exists a fixed-length algorithm that computes the THy, function with error
n log %
Dy (pll1—p)

We prove Corollary B in Appendix [B=C| by constructing a fixed-length version of the proposed algorithm.

probability at most 5. Moreover, the algorithm uses at most (1 + o(1)) queries.

III. MAIN IDEA IN THE PROOF OF THE UPPER BOUND

In this section, we describe the algorithms we propose for the noisy computing of the THj, function, and sketch
the proof of Theorem 2] In this proof, we separately consider two regimes k = o(n) and k = O(n).

A. Regime k = o(n)
In this regime, we propose the NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm, given in Algorithm [I that computes the THy,

function with the desired number of queries and error probability. The following two existing subroutines are used
in the algorithm.

e CHECKBIT (Algorithm 1 in |Gu and Xu (2023)): takes as input a single bit and a desired error probability 4,
and returns an estimate of the bit through repeated queries. A detailed description of the CHECKBIT algorithm
is provided in Algorithm [3]in Appendix [Bl Lemma 13 in |Gu and Xu (2023) shows that the algorithm makes

1 log %}5
1-2p | log %

e MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD (Section 3 in [Feige et all (1994)): uses a max-heap structure to compute the THy
function with an error probability at most §. Detailed descriptions of the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm
and its subroutines are given in Algorithms [ [3 and [f] in Appendix [Bl Theorem 3.3 in [Feige et all (1994)
shows that the function uses at most O(n log %) queries.

at most

queries.

In what follows, we briefly bound the error probability and the expected number of queries of the NOISYTHRESH-
OLD algorithm. We show that the error probability can be upper bounded as

P(TH;, # TH4(x)) < 26,



Algorithm 1: Proposed NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm for k = o(n)

Data: Bit sequence x=(z1,...,2,), parameter k < %, error probability J, noise probability p.
Result: Estimate of THy(x).
S« 10
for i € [n] do
if CHECKBIT(x;, 0/k, p) = 1 then
| Append z; to S
end
end
if |S| <k —1 then
| return 0
else if |S| > max(klog(%), nélog(3)) then
| return 1
else
| return MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD(S, k, 6, p)
end

o o N s W N -

e
w o = o

where fﬁk denotes the output of the NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm. To see this, suppose first that THy(x) = 1,
and without loss of generality, assume that 1 = --- = x = 1. The error probability can be bounded as

P(TH, # 1) < P(2; ¢ S for some i € [k]) + P(THy # 1| 2; € S Vi € [k]).

The first term can be bounded by § by the union bound, and the second term can be bounded by ¢ since the error
probability of the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm is at most . Next, suppose that THy(x) = 0. The main step
in showing the upper bound in this case is to show that P (|S| > max(klog %, nélog 1)) = o(6), the proof of
which is provided in detail in Appendix [Bl

To bound the expected number of queries, note that the n calls of the CHECKBIT function on Line 3 of Algorithm[I]

make at most 1—8/k
log — log & log &
n 57k n g5 nlog s
< +1|=({+o(1
1-2p | log 2 1—2p <log =L (1+of ))DKL(p”l -p)

queries, where the equality holds since § = o(1), and the call to the MAXHEAPTHERESHOLD function on Line 12
makes at most o(nlog(k/d)) queries since E[|S|] = o(n) on the event that Line 12 is executed.

B. Regime k = ©(n)

The algorithm proposed for this regime is much simpler than the previous regime. To compute the THj, function
with error probability at most d, it suffices to obtain the values of all the bits x1,...,x, with error probability at
most ¢. To achieve this, for each i € [n], we query the bit x; using the CHECKBIT function with tolerated error
probability set to 6/n, and obtain an estimate ;. Then algorithm outputs an estimate Lison | 2,5k for the THy
function. The pseudo-code of this algorithm is given in Algorithm

By the union bound, we have P(3i € [n] : &; # x;) < §, and we obtain an estimate for THy, with error probability
at most 9. The expected number of queries used by these n calls of the CHECKBIT function is at most

n log —1}%'“ n log & nlog %
< ] +1]=(1+o0(1 75.
1-2p | logl2 | ~1-2p <1og171’ ) ( ( ))DKL(plll—p)

Because we assume k = O(n), it follows that log % = (1 + o(1))log £. Therefore, this algorithm uses at most
(1+ 0(1))% queries in expectation. We point out that this simple algorithm does not yield the same upper
bound for the other regime k = o(n) as log % = (1 + o(1))log £ does not necessarily hold there.

IV. MAIN IDEA IN THE PROOF OF THE LOWER BOUND

In this section, we present the main idea in the proof of Theorem [[l We illustrate the proof idea for two
distinct regimes: logk = o(log(1/6)) and logk = Q(log(1/4)), as the techniques applied in these regimes differ

5



Algorithm 2: Proposed NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm for k = O(n)

Data: Bit sequence x=(z1,...,2,), parameter k < %, error probability J, noise probability p.
Result: Estimate of THy(x).

1w<+0

2 for i € [n] do

3 &; + CHECKBIT(z;, §/n, p)

4 w4— W+ T
5 end

6 if w > k then

7 | return 1

8 else

9 | return0

10 end

significantly.

A. Regime log k = o(log(1/4))

In this regime, our lower bound relies on Le Cam’s two-point method. This method transforms the problem of
noisy computation of a THj, function into a binary testing problem involving two instances of the input variables.
The key to this approach is the careful design of these two instances. By leveraging Le Cam’s two-point lemma (@,
), we obtain a non-asymptotic lower bound on the number of queries for any estimator aiming to distinguish
the evaluation of the function over these two instances with error probability at most §. Specifically, this method
yields a lower bound of (1 — o(1)) (k) log 51 the required number of queries, and further implies the desired

Dy (pll1-p)
bound (1 — 0(1))% by the fact that log(k/d) = (1 + o(1))log § in this regime. We defer the detailed

proof in this regime to Appendix

B. Regime logk = Q(log(1/0))

In this regime with a larger k value, the bound derived from Le Cam’s method no longer yields the desired bound,
as it falls short in capturing the dependency between the optimal number of queries and the parameter k. Therefore,
we adopt an alternative approach, which bounds the error probability of an arbitrary algorithm. The major difficulty
in establishing a converse result for an arbitrary algorithm is that the algorithm may have an arbitrarily correlated
query strategy. To tackle this challenge, we introduce a two-phase enhanced version of any given algorithm. The
first phase of the enhanced algorithm is called the non-adaptive phase. It queries each bit for a fixed amount of time.
The second phase is called the adaptive phase. It adaptively chooses certain bits to noiselessly reveal their values.
This two-phase design of the enhanced algorithm makes the response statistics more tractable and analyzable. We
show that the worst-case probability of error of the enhanced algorithm is less than or equal to that of the original
algorithm. Therefore, it suffices to show that the enhanced algorithm has error probability at least 5. When analyzing
the enhanced algorithm, we will assume that a genie provides the estimator additional information. The existence
of genie-aided information would further facilitate the analysis. We sketch the proof in the following.

To prove the desired bound (1 — 0(1))%, we define a vanishing quantity e = o(1), and prove that any

) (e k o . .
U—om—k—en)log s qieries in expectation has error probability at least o.

Dxur(p—e€ll1-p) .
Enhanced algorithm. Consider an arbitrary algorithm A that makes at most (1*;)2((:(;6;725g3 queries in

expectation. We introduce an enhanced version of A, denoted A’, and show that the error probability of A’ is
always less than or equal to the error probability of 4. We then lower bound the error probability of A’ to complete
the proof.

The enhanced algorithm A’ includes a two-step procedure:

(1—e€)log & .
7DKL(P*EH1EP) times.
e Adaptive phase: Adaptively choose N’ bits and noiselessly reveal their value, where the number of revealed

bits N’ satisfies E[N'|x] = n — k — en for any x.

algorithm with at most

e Non-adaptive phase: query each of the n bits o £



The idea of introducing the enhanced algorithm A’ is inspired by the seminal work on noisy computing (Feige et all,
@). Its main purpose is to transform an intractable adaptive algorithm into a tractable one with analyzable
statistics. It is an intuitive observation that Algorithm A’ works strictly better than A. To see this, we notice that

. . 1—e¢)log &
the expected number of bits queried more than o = (1—c)log 3

Dxur(p—ell1-p)
(1—€)(n—k—en) log £ . . . , .
because A makes at most D (p—c[T=p) ~ dueries in expectation. In contrast, Algorithm A" makes « queries

to each bit, and adaptively choose n — k — en bits in expectation to acquire the values noiselessly. As a result,
Algorithm A’ obtains more information on every bit than Algorithm A, and hence has a lower error probability.
We formally state this result in following lemma, and defer its proof to Appendix [A-Al

times in Algorithm A is at most n — k — en,

Lemma 1. The worst-case error probability of A’ is at most the worst-case error probability of A.

Now, it suffices to show that the worst-case error probability of A’ is at least §. To bound the error probability
of Algorithm A’, we analyze the query responses from the non-adaptive phase using a balls-and-bins model. We
view each of the n bits as a ball with an underlying weight. A bit of value one corresponds to a heavy ball, and
a bit of value zero corresponds to a light ball. In the non-adaptive phase, each bit x; is queried « times. Let I;
denote the number of ones in these « responses. If I; = j, we put ball ¢ to bin j € {0,1,...,«}. This creates
a+1bins S; = {i € [n]: I = j} for j € {0,1,...,a}.

The statistics of the responses we get from the non-adaptive phase can be characterized by a sequence of o + 1
sets S = (Sp, ..., Sa). For j € {0,...,a}, we define H; £ {i € [n]:2; =1,1; =j}and £; = {i € [n] : z; =
0,1; = j}. ie., H; (resp. L;) represents the set of heavy (resp. light) balls in the jth bin. Let H; = |#,| and
L 2 |L;]. Let HE = (|Hol, -, |Hal) and L§ = (|Lo, .., |Lal)-

In the adaptive phase of Algorithm A’, we noiselessly reveal the weights of N’ balls. Using S and the weights
of the balls revealed in the adaptive phase, Algorithm A’ needs to estimate whether there are at least k heavy balls
out of n balls.

Restricting input sequence weights. To facilitate the analysis of Algorithm A’, we restrict the input instance
space. We assume that the input sequence x satisfies either w(x) = k — 1 or w(x) = k, i.e., there are either k or
k — 1 heavy balls. The error for the restricted inputs is a lower bound on the original worst-case error

o P(THx # THx(x)]x) > B P(THy # THx(x)[x),

w(x)=k or
w(x)=k—1

where TH % denote the output estimate of Algorithm A’. Later we will show the error on the restricted input space
is at least 4.

Genie-aided information. We assume that a genie provides Algorithm A’ with additional information after the
non-adaptive phase to assist the estimation. Specifically, the genie reveals two sequences of sets H§ = (Ho, - - ., Ha)
and L& = (Lo, . .., La), which are defined conditioned on two hypotheses w(x) = k—1 and w(x) = k respectively
as follows.

e When w(x) = k — 1, there are in total k£ — 1 heavy balls in the bins, and the genie reveals the indices of all

of them, i.e., (Ho,...,Ha) = (Ho,...,Ha) and (Lo,...,Lo) = (Lo,...,Ls).

e When w(x) = k, the genie decides to either reveal the indices of k — 1 heavy balls or the indices of all k
heavy balls through a random process. Let 7 = {j € {0,1,...,a} : a(p —€) < j < a(p+¢€)} be the set of
typical bin indices for light balls. The genie picks a random b1n J € T from distribution P(J = j) = ST L I
If the chosen bin J contains no heavy balls, i.e., H; = 0, then the genie reveals the indices of all k Eeavy
balls by setting (Ho, ..., Ha) = (Ho,...,Ha) and (Lo,...,Ls) = (Lo,...,Ls). On the other hand, if
Hj; > 1, then the genie chooses a heavy ball ¢ in bin J uniformly at random, and reveals the indices of
all other heavy balls. This is done by setting (Ho, ..., Hao) = (Ho, ..., Hs—1, Hs \{i}, Hss1,...,Ha) and
(EQ,...,EQ) = (ﬁo,...,ﬁJ_l,EJU{i},ﬁ]+1,...,£a).

It is not hard to see that with the additional noiseless information revealed by the genie, the performance of
Algorithm A’ does not deteriorate. Moreover, because in all cases the sets H§ only contain heavy balls, and the
sets {£; : j ¢ T} only contain light balls, we assume without loss of generality that the adaptive phase of .A’ only
reveals the weights of the balls in {£; : 7 € T}. In the remaining proof, we analyze the error probability of A’ in
the presence of genie-aided information.




Error analysis for the optimal estimator. Towards a contradiction, we assume that the worst-case error is at
most 94, i.e., e .
max{P(TH; = 1jw(x) = k —1),P(TH, = 0|w(x) = k} <. (1)

This implies e
P(TH, =0lw(x)=k—1)>1—0. (2)

However, in the rest of the proof, we show (2) implies
P(THx = 0[w(x) = k) > 4, 3)

which contradicts with (). .

Sufficient statistic for estimation. We claim a sufficient statistic for the optimal estimator THj,. When algorithm
A’ decides its output, it has access to information including H§, £§ and the weights of the balls revealed in the
adaptive phase. By the symmetry of the balls in the same bin, it suffices for A’ to consider the cardinality of the sets
Hg and Lg, denoted by H§ = (|Hol,...,|Hal) and L§ = (|Lo), ..., |La|). Moreover, notice that the unrevealed
balls include at most 1 heavy ball. The adaptive phase of the algorithm either finds one heavy ball or no heavy
ball. By the symmetry of the balls in the same bin, it suffices for A’ to consider whether the adaptive phase finds
any heavy ball. Let £, denote the event that the adaptive phase does not find any heavy ball. Thus, the optimal
estimator THy, of A’ can be written as a function THy(HS, Lg, Tiey)

Next, we argue that certain realizations of the sufficient statistic yield the correct answer to the true threshold
THi(x) (and thus no error for the optimal estimator). Notice that if > H; = k, then we know that w(x) = k.
This is because Hg only contain indices of heavy balls. Moreover, if 1;¢,3 = 0, we know that a heavy ball is
found in the adaptive phase, and it follows that w(x) = k. Therefore, we assume without loss of generality that
the optimal estimator THy(H§, L§, 1e,3) = 1if 7 Hi = k or L¢3 = 0.

Now the only ambiguous case that might lead to error is when > 7 | H; = k—1 and 1;g,3 = 1. This corresponds
to the case where the genie reveals the indices of k£ — 1 heavy balls, and the adaptive phase does not find any heavy
balls. Among the remaining realizations of the sufficient statistic, we further divide them into two sets according
to whether the estimator THy(h§, 1§, 1) is 0 or 1. We define V' as the collection of realizations (h§, ) such that
THy(h§,1§,1) = 0. In other words, we have

P(THy=0)= > P{(HS,L§) = (hg, 1)} N &), “)
(h§ lg)eN

Ideally, if we can prove that this sufficient statistic (Hg, Lg, 1¢,}) is similarly distributed under the two different
P(TH=0|w(x)=k)

P —Olw—h-1)” and hence show

hypotheses w(x) = k — 1 and w(x) = k, then we can lower bound the ratio
that @) implies (@). More specifically, if we can show that

P ({(5. Lg) = (h§.15)} N &1 w(x) = &)
P ({(Hg, L) = (h§,15)} N &rlw(x) =k — 1)
for any (h{,l5) € N, then we would have

P(TH), = 0|w(x) = k) = w(6) P(THy = 0|w(x) = k — 1) > 6,

— w(5) 5)

which completes the proof. However, it turns out that the desired property (@) does not hold for all realizations
(hg,18) € N. Instead, we slightly adjust this approach, and identify a family C of realizations (h§,[§) satisfying

1) Typicality: Y6 e)ec PUCHS L§) = (0§, 18)Huw(x) = k — 1) = 1 - o1).

P({(H5,L)=(hg I)}NE[w(x)=k) S
({(Hg L)=(hg 1) }nEr|w(x)=k—1) w(d), V(hG, 1§) € C.

With the two properties for the family C, we have
PTHy=0lw(x)=1)> Y P({(HF,L§) = (h§,15)} N E1|w(x) = 1)
(h,lg)eNnC

2) Bounded ratio propertyﬁ: 5

2For simplicity, the bounded ratio property presented here is a simplified version of what we actually prove, and it holds only in the special
case when A’ makes a fixed number of queries in the adaptive phase. We refer the readers to Propositions 2] and [ in for the properties in the
general case.



>w(@) Y. PHHS,LG) = (hg,1§)} N & fw(x) = 0)
(hg,l8)eNNC

2 w((1 =0 —-o0(1))) = w(0),

which completes the proof. In the detailed proof, we further separate the regime log & = Q(log(1/4)) into two
sub-regimes log k = O(log(1/d)) and logk = w(log(1/J)). We present the detailed construction of the family C
in these two sub-regimes in Appendices [A=A] and respectively.
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APPENDIX A
DETAILED PROOF OF THEOREMI]

In this section, we prove Theorem [I] in three separate regimes logk = O(log(1/4)), logk = w(log(1/4)) and
log k = o(log(1/9)).

A. Regime logk = ©(log(1/0))

Let € = (logk)~'/4. Because we assume that logk = ©(log %) = w(1), we have e = o(1). Since the KL
(1—€)(n—k—en)log & (1 o 0(1)) (n—k) log £
Dxr(p—elll-p) Dk (pll1—p)’

1—¢)(n—k—en)log £ L .
(1=e)(n—k—cn)log 3 queries in expectation, the worst-

Dxr(p—ell1-p)
e s . . (1—¢€)(n—k—en) log £ L.
case error probability is at least . Let .4 be an arbitrary algorithm that uses at most DrL—di—p) — queries in

expectation. Recall the enhanced algorithm A’ described in Section [Vl By Lemma[I] it suffices to show that the
worst case error probability of algorithm A’ is at least 6. To accomplish this, we prove

P(THy = 0w(x) = k) > 6 (6)

divergence is a Lipschitz continuous function, it follows that and it

suffices to show that for any algorithm that makes at most

under the assumption that .
P(THr =0jw(x)=k—1)>1—0. (7

Recall the notations under the balls-and-bins model we defined in Section [Vl In addition, we define le £

(‘J’) (1—p)?p®~7 as the probability that a heavy ball is put into bin j, and P £ (‘J’) p’ (1 —p)®~7 as the probability

that a light ball is put into bin j. Recall that we define N as the collection of realizations (h§,[S) such that
THy(h§,1§,1) = 0, and we have

P(THL=0)= > PH{(HS LY) = (hg.1$)} N &). (8)
(h§ lg)eN

In the following, we construct the family C of realizations such that the typicality and the bounded ratio property
introduced in Section [[V] are satisfied. Let C be the collection of all (2« + 2)-tuples of natural numbers (h§, [§)
satisfying

1) Z?:()hi Zk—l, Z?:Oli :n—k—i-l;

2) Yierli > (n—k+1) (1 2exp (—grpfetb—)) (1 - \/@)

3) 1-ANm—k+1)P) <l; <1+ A (n—k+1)P for any j € T, where A} £, /(71%2%3)—%‘9;

4) h; =0 foranyieT.
Here we provide a brief interpretation of the last three conditions in the definition of C. Firstly, as we have
mentioned, 7 represents the typical range of bins for the light balls. Therefore, condition 2 essentially states that
only a vanishing fraction of the light balls will fall outside the typical bins. Secondly, as we will see in the later
part of the proof, P} = Q(n=1+9W) for each j € T. This implies that AY = o(1), and condition 3 requires that
the number of light balls in each typical bin has a small deviation from its mean. Finally, we will later show that
E[H,] = o(1) for each j € T, and condition 4 essentially requires the concentration of the number of heavy balls
in these bins. From these, we can see that C is a collection of typical realizations for (Hg, L§). In the following
two propositions, we state the typicality and the bounded ratio property for C.
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Proposition 1. There exists a positive constant ~ such that

log k
> PULHS L) = (5. 1)} ) =k~ 1) 2 1- 0 () — 0gu21) ©
(hg 13 )eC

Proposition 2. Let n* = (n—k+1) (1 —2exp (—W%)) (1 - 105”) —(2ea+1). Forany (h§,1§) €
C, we have
P ({(Hg, L§) = (46, 1§)} N Exluwlx) = F) o
P ({(Hg, Lg) = (h§,1§)}Hw(x) = k - 1)
0 €/2 * 7o T a jo
> Wtols (BY/2 (px _ [N w(x) = k — 1, (HS, L3) = (hg,19)]) - (11)
With Propositions [[l and 2 we are now ready to prove inequality (6). By Proposition 2] we have
P(TH, = 0|w(x) = k)
> Y P, LY) = (hg, 1)} N éx|w(x) = k)
(hg,lg)eNnC
(@) o
> Y P{HS,LF) = (h§,1§)Hw(x) = k= 1)
(hg.lg)eNNC
o €/2 * 7o T a Jo
DR (5) 7 (0"~ EINfw(x) = = 1, (A, L) = (0§, 16)
o €/2 * [T T a o
= (5) ( > wtPHHS L§) = (hg, )} w(o) = k= 1)
(hg1g)eNne
- P{(Hg, L§) = (h§,1§)}w(x) = k — 1) E[N'|w(x) = k — 1, (H§, L§) = (hg,l(?)])- (12)

Now, we bound the summation in (I2Z). Since we assume that P('mk =0lw(x) =k—1) > 1— 4, we have
1-0 <P(THL =0lw(x) =k—1)= Y PH(H, L§) = (h3,1§)}w(x) = k- 1), (13)
(hg 1g)EN
By Proposition [T} we have

> PUHS,LE) = (h§.05)}wx) = k=1) 2 1= - 0 (885) —0@m=1/9).
(hg,lg)eNnC

By the definition of n* in Proposition 2] it follows that

S PG LS) = (hG, 1)} w(x) =k — 1)
(hg,lg)eNnC

> (n— k) (1 —§-0 (1‘;5.,’“) — O(n~ %) — exp(—O©(y/Togk)) — O < 105") ~0 (%)> .14
By the law of total expectation and the fact that N’ is always non-negative, we have

> PHHES,LY) = (b, 1) Hw(x) = k — D E[N'|w(x) = k — 1, (A, L§) = (h§,1§)]
(hg Ig)ENNC
<EN|wx)=k—1=n—k—en. (15)

Because ¢ = (log k)~'/*, plugging (I4) and (I3) into (I2) yields

P(THx = 0w(x) = k) > © (65 (g)e/z) .

Finally, ¢ = (log k)~ /% implies that e (g)E/Q = w(1). This shows that P(TH, = 0w(x) = k) = w(5).

To finish the proof in this regime, we are left to prove Propositions [l and 2] and Lemma [1
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Proof of Propositions:

Proof of Proposition [l We define error events

G e ) [

= (p—€ll1—p)

EE{FHeT L ¢ [1-ANm—k+1)P),(1+A))(n—k+1)P]},

and
54é{3j€THJ21}

Notice that events &, 3 and &4 correspond to the second, third and fourth conditions in the definition of C. The
first condition is always satisfied because we always have Z?:o H;, = k—1 and Z?:o L; =n—k+ 1 given
w(x) = k — 1. It follows that

Y PUMHSLE) = (h§,1§)Hw(x) =k — 1)
(hg,lg)ec
=1- (52U53U84|U)(X) :k—l)
>1-P(E&|w(x) = k— 1) - P(E&|w(x) = k — 1) - P(&|w(x) = k — 1),
where the last inequality follows by the union bound. We bound the probabilities of these three error events in the
following lemmas. The proof of these lemmas are deferred to later part of this section.

Lemma 2. For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have P(Ey|x) < n~1/5.

Lemma 3. For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have P(E3]x) < n~1/5,

Lemma 4. For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have P(E4]x) = O(*&%), where ~ is a positive constant.

kY
By Lemmas 2] Bl and @ we have

Y PUHS LE) = (hg. i) Hwx) =k =1) 2 1—n""° =07V~ 0 (lzik)

(h§,15)eC
log k
_l—O(nl/G)—O<0g >,

kY
which completes the proof of Proposition [Tl |

Proof of Proposition 2l To begin with, we notice that on any input x with w(x) = k—1, the genie-aided information
is exactly H = H$ and L§ = L§. Moreover, conditioned on w(x) = k—1, we know that H§' represents the number
of heavy balls in each bin, and L§ represents the number of light balls in each bin. Therefore, given w(x) = k— 1,
H§ and L§ are two independent random vectors with multinomial conditional distributions H§'|[{w(x) = k —
1} ~ Mk —1;P},...,P) and Ly{w(x) = k — 1} ~ M(n — k + 1; P),..., P?) respectively. Here, we say
a random vector Z = (Z1,...,Zy) follows multinomial distribution M(N;p1,...,py) if its pmf is given by
P(Z=12z)= Nnnmilp Therefore, the denominator in (IQ) can be written as

P ({(HS,L§) = (h§,1§)}Hw(x) =k —1)
(BT (P (n =k + DT, (P
N [T hi! [T li!
Now, we move on to consider the numerator in (I0). Recalled that when w(x) = k, the genie picks a bin with

random index J € 7. If there exists a heavy ball in bin J, the genie randomly chooses a heavy ball from there
and keeps it unrevealed. The numerator in (I0) can be written as

P ({(Hé‘vi“) = (h§, 15)} N & |w(x) = k)

= STP({(Hg,LY) = (h§.1§)} N {JT = j} N & |w(x) = k)
JET

(16)
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= > PUHS,L§) = (h§ + ;1§ —e)} N {J = j} N & |w(x) =), (17)
JET
where for each j € {0,...,a}, e; is the length-(aw + 1) indicator vector for the (j + 1)-th coordinate, i.e., the
(j + 1)-th coordinate has value one, while all other coordinates have value zero. By the chain rule, we have
P{(HF, Lg) = (hg +¢j,l5 —e;)} N{J = j}N&fw(x) = k)
=P{HY = hG +e;} N{LG =I5 — ¢} |w(x) = k)
P{J = G}HG = hG + e, Lg =I5 — ¢j,w(x) = k)
P& T =53,Y =y +e;, Z5 = =5 —ej,w(x) =k), (18)
Now, we bound the three probabilities in (I8) separately. Firstly, given w(x) = k, H§ and L§ are two independent
random vectors with conditional distributions H§|{w(x) = k} ~ M(k; P} ..., P}) and L§|{w(x) =k} ~ M(n —
k; PY ..., PY) respectively. This suggests that

R TTimo(PD™ (n — k) TT o (P)"

P{HS = hg AN{Ly =15 —e; =k)= 19
({ 0 0 +6J} { 0 0 e]}|w(x) ) (hj‘f'l)nia:ohi! PJOH?:oli! ( )
Secondly,
P({J:]HHO :ho +‘3ij0 :lo —ej,w(x):k)zﬁ (20)
JeT b

by the random process of choosing .J. Finally, by the symmetry among the balls in the same bin, it suffices for the
adaptive phase of the algorithm to choose the number of balls to be revealed in each bin. Recall that we assume
without loss of generality that the adaptive phase only reveals balls in sets {£; : 5 € T}. For j € T, let N i
denote the number of balls revealed in £;. Note that N}’s are random variables satisfying 3, N; = N’ by the
construction of A’. Notice that .J and w(x) are both variables hidden from .4’. Moreover, the adaptive phase can
only lead to two possible outcomes: a heavy ball is found or no heavy ball is found. Therefore, we can assume
without loss of generality that the distribution of N J’-’s only depends on the observations H§ and Lg. Because the
probability of finding the heavy ball in £; by revealing ¢ balls is -, it follows that

lj 4
PELIT = j, HE = h§ + 5, 1§ = 1§ — ej,0(x) = k)
lj 3
= 3PN = il = H = H 4 e I = 15— cjowb) =) (1 )
i—0 i

E[N}|J = j, Hy' = i + €5, L = I§ — ¢j, w(x) = K]

>1-—
= -1
NI = g = g L = 1 wx) = K
T I, —1
E[N/|HY = he, L& =19, w(x) =k — 1
Vg = b I = w6 = on

-1 ’

where the penultimate equality follows because {.J = j, H§' = h§ +e;, L§ = I —e;} = {J = j, H§ = h§, L§ =

I§'}, and the last equality follows because N is conditionally independent of w(x) and J given H§ and Lg.

Plugging (19), 20) and 1) into (IR) yields
PU(HS, I§) = (4 + el —e} N T =} n&fu() =K)
KIPHTTELo (P (n = k) [T (PO 1 — 1 — E[NJIHG = hi, L§ = 1§, w(x) =k — 1]
~ (hy +1) H(il:o h;! PJQ H?:o li! _1+Zje7’lj
Then, we plug 22) into (I7) and divide by (16) to get
P ({(Hg L§) = (g, 1)} N &:[w(x) = k)
P ({(Hg, L§) = (h§,1g) Hw(x) = k — 1)

(22)
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kPj L L — 1 = E[Nj|H§ = hg, L§ = I, w(x) =k — 1]

. . (23)
= hj+1 (n—k+1)P} 1+l

To complete the proof, we need a technical lemma that bounds the probabilities le and PJO.
Lemma 5. For each j € T, we have P} > exp(—o(logk)), and % (%)5/2 < P} < k77 for some positive
constant .

Because (h§,l§) € C, we have hj = 0 and (1 — A9)(n —k+1)P) <1; < (1+ AY)(n -k +1)P} for each
j € T. Recall that we defined A9 =, / —128%_ Tt follows by Lemma [3] that AY = o(1) for each j € T, which

(n—k+1)P!
further implies that I; = (1 4+ o(1))(n — k + 1)P;0_ We then have
kP L U — 1= E[NJ|H§ = h§, L§ = 1§, w(x) =k — 1]
< hj+1 (n—k+1)F} —1+ Y el

€/2 ) INgo _ pa Ta _ Ja _

k l; —1—E[N/|Hy = h§,L§ = 1§, w(x) =k — 1]
>0 <—) (1+o0(1)) J

0 Z —1+> 7l

JET

€/2
> 0 (E) (1+0(1)) —(2ea+1)—E[N’|Hg:hg,igzlg,w(x):k—1]+le
n\0 JjET

€/
Q (L+o)) (%) (0 EIN ) = 1, (1) = (0 6)])

where (a) follows because —1 + Zz‘eTli < n and (b) follows because

on the assumption that (h§,[§) € C. O

Proof of Lemmas:

Proof of Lemma[ll The key idea in this proof is to show that the original Algorithm A can be simulated by
executing Algorithm A’.

To show this simulation, we assume that the non-adaptive phase of A’ is completed, and simulate the execution
of A in the adaptive phase of A’. When Algorithm A makes a query on bit z; for the ith time, where i < a,
Algorithm A’ returns the response to the ith query on x; from its non-adaptive phase to Algorithm A. When
Algorithm A makes a query on bit ; for the o + 1st time, Algorithm A" noiselessly reads the bit x;, and returns
response z; & Bern(p) to A. When Algorithm A makes a query on bit z; for the ith time, where i > « + 2,
because Algorithm A’ already has the value of x;, it returns response z; ® Bern(p) to Algorithm A. Let N denote

the number of bits that are queried by A for at least « times. Recall that M denotes the total number of queries
(1—€)(n—k—en) log %

made by A. Because we assume E[M|x] < D (—eiop) > We have
(1-e)(n—k—en)logs - :
> E[M|x] > -1 = a E[N|x],
Drewp— e~ p) Xz ) POV V]

for any input instance x, and it follows that E[N|x] < n — k — en. Thus, this simulation process uses at most
n — k — en noiseless bits read in expectation in the adaptive phase of Algorithm A’. Finally, it is not hard to see
that the output distribution of this simulation is the same as the output distribution of Algorithm A. |

Proof of Lemma 3 By definition, we have P} = (‘;‘) (1—p)’p™~7. Notice that minjc7 P} = P;(p_e). By Stirling’s
approximation, we have

1 _ Qv a(p—e), a(l—p+e
Patp—e) = ((p_e)a)(l—p) (=) poi=pte)

> exp (_a (DKL@ —el1-p)+0 (loia)»
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o (-t (-0 (432))

( 5 ) (1=e)(14+0((log @) /)

k

5 /k €/2
> (2
21 (3)

To see the upper bounds P} < k~'~7, we observe that max;er P} = P, ). By Stirling’s approximation, we
have

«

1 o a(p+te), a(l—p—e
o= (.2, )a ey

< exp(—aDky(p + €||1 — p))

1—¢)logk
—exp< ( )log 5 DKL(p+€||1—p)>

 Dxu(p—€l1-p)
@ exp (—(1 (1 - 0()) log %)
< kiliva

where (a) follows because % = 1-0(e), and the existence of positive constant  is guaranteed by the
fact that log + = O(logk) and € = o(1).

We have defined P} = (5)p/(1 — p)*~7. We can see that minjer P} = min(Py, ., Py, ). Therefore, it
;ufﬁces to show that P > exp(—o(logk)) and P} . > exp(—o(logk)). By Stirling’s approximation, we
ave

0 _ @ alp—e) (1 _ pye(l—pte)
Patp—e) (a(p_e)>p (1-p)

> exp (—a (DKL(P —€llp)+ 0 (loia)>)

o <_ o : — (Dasly el +0 <1oia>>>

> exp(—o(log k),

where the last inequality follows because Dk, (p — €||p) = o(1) and logg = O(logk). It can be similarly shown
that Pao(ere) > exp(—o(logk)). O
Proof of Lemma 2 Let Wy ~ Binom(a, p). For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have } , + L;|x ~ Binom(n —
k+1,P(Wy € T)). To bound P(&2|x), we first bound P(W, € T). We have

PWo & T) = P(IWo — ap| = ae)

(a) a
<2exp | ——
3p

(b) 1—¢)logk
SQGXP(_ (1-e)logh )

3pDkL(p — ¢€l[1 — p)ylogk
( VIog k )
3pDkr(p — €|l =p) /)’

where (a) follows by the Chernoff bound, (b) follows because ¢ = (log k)*l/‘l, and (c) follows because (1 —

€) 1og§ > log k. For simplicity, we denote ¢ = m. It follows that
P(&2[x)

(¢)
< 2exp
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<P <Bin0m (n—k+1,1—2exp (—c\/@)) <
(n—Fk+1) (1—2exp( logk)) < 105”))

(d) ( (n—k+1) (1 —2exp(—cyIogk)) 1ogn>
<exp| —
2n
<n7'5,
where (d) follows by the Chernoff bound. O

Proof of Lemma 3l For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have L;[x ~ Binom(n — k + 1, P)’) for each j € T. For
any j € 7, by Chernoff bound we have

P(IL; — (n—k+1)P)| > AY(n — k4 1)P)|x)

< 2exp(— (A% (n — k+ 1)PY/3)

= 2n_1/3,

logn

where the last equality follows because Ag =/ kP
J

By union bound, we have
P(&5|x) < (2 +1)2n~ Y3 < n~1/6,
O

Proof of LemmaH Let x be an input instance with w(x) = k — 1. For each j € T, we have H,|x ~ Binom(k —
1, le). From Lemmal3] we know that le < k~'77, where 7 is a positive constant. Therefore, we have E[H;] < k™7
for each j € 7. By Markov’s inequality, we know that P(H; > 1) < k™7 for any j € 7. Applying a union bound

over all j € T yields
@ log k
P(&4]x) SO(k_v) _0< 5 >

B. Proof of Theorem [l for regime logk = w(log(1/5))

In this section, we prove Theorem [1 in regime log k = w(log(1/d)). The proof in this regime is similar to the
proof in the regime log & = ©(log(1/d)). The major difference is that % is relatively small comparing to k in this
regime, so the statistics exhibit slightly different concentration behaviors.

Let € = (log +)~'/# in this regime. Because § = o(1) and log k = w(log(1/6)), we know that a Ez(irzpkélff)ggk

(1— 0(1))% Therefore, it suffices to show that for any algorithm that makes at most Di)an(p EHEI" );‘;gk
queries in expectation, the worst-case error probability is at least §. Let A be an arbitrary algorithm that uses at
most 1= ez((Ln(pkEﬁ )Zlf))gk queries in expectation. We slightly modify the the procedure of the enhanced algorithm
A’ defined in Section [[V] as follows:

e Non-adaptive phase: query each of the n bits o £ % times.

e Adaptive phase: Adaptively choose N’ bits and noiselessly reveal their value, where the number of revealed

bits N’ satisfies E[N’|x] = n — k — en for any x.

In the analysis of A’, we assume that the input instance satisfies either w(x) = k — 1 or w(x) = k, and there
exists genie-aided information in the form of two sequences of sets HY = (Ho, ..., Ha) and L§ = (Lo, ..., L)
defined in the same way as the previous regime. Recall that TH;C(H0 , L§, 14¢,1) denote the output estimator of A’,
where & denote the event that the adaptive phase does not find any heavy ball. Set N is defined as the collections
of all (2 + 2)—tuples (h§,1§) such that THy(hS,15,1) = 0.

To prove that A’ has worst-case error probability at least §, we prove

P(TH, = 0|w(x) = k) > §
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under the assumption that .
P(THr =0jw(x) =k —1)>1—0.

In the following, we construct the family D of realizations such that the typicality and the bounded ratio property
introduced in Section [[V] are satisfied. Let D denote the collection of (2« 4 2)—tuples of natural numbers (hg, )
such that

2) Djerliz(n—k+1) (1 — 2exp (—\/@)) (1 _ /lo%);
3) 1=AYn—k+1)P) <l < (1+A}(n —k+1)P} for any j € T, where A} = \/%;
4 (1= A3k~ )P} < h < (14 A (k= 1)P forany j € T, where A £, [GBEr
Notice that the major difference between the definition of D and the definition of C in the previous regime is on the

last condition. The reason for this distinction is that in this regime, we have E[H;] = w(1) instead of E[H;] = o(1)
for each j € T. Therefore, the typical realizations of Hz((g _3 would center around its mean rather than having

zero values. In the following two propositions, we state the typicality and the bounded ratio property of D.
Proposition 3. Set D satisfies that
Y. PUMHG, L) = (W, 1) Hw(x) =k = 1) > 1= k15— O(n~1/%). (24)
(h§,13)€D

Proposition 4. Let

n* £ (n—k+1) (1—2€XP<— 10g%>> <1— loin>—(2ea+1).

For any (h§,1§) € D, we have
P ({(Hg, L§) = (h§,15)} N &1fw(x) = k)
P ({(H§, L§) = (h6, 1) Hw(x) = & — 1)
1+O(1) * ! 7o T a jo
Zi(n —E[N|w(x)=k—1,(H0,L0)=(ho,lo)]). (26)

n

(25)

We are now ready to prove P(ﬁk = Olw(x) = k) > § based on Propositions 3] and [l We have
P(TH, = 0[w(x) = k)
= > PHHS,LE) = (h. 1)} N Exfw(x) = k)

(h§HI5)EN
> > PUHS,LE) = (h5.18)} N Exlw(x) = k)
(hg l$)ENND
(@) o
> > PHHS,LY) = (b, 1) Hw(x) =k — 1)
(h§ lg)ENND
1+4o0(1)
n

:HTO(U( Y. PUHS, LY) = (h§,15)} w(x) = k — 1)

(h§,lg)eNND

(n* — E[N'|w(x) =k — 1, (Hg, L) = (h§,15)])

— PH{(HG, L§) = (h§ 1§)}Hw(x) =k — 1) E[N'|w(x) = k — 1, (H§, L§) = (hB”JS“)]), @27

where (a) follows by Proposition @l By Proposition [3] and the definition of n*, we have

>t PH(HES, LY) = (hg.18)Hw(x) =k — 1)
(hg 1$)ENND
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>n*(1—6— k=Y —0mnV%)

—(n—k) (1 -0k M~ 0 (exp (—\/@» —0 ( 105”) ~0 (%)) . (28)

By the law of total expectation and the fact that N’ is always non-negative, we have
Y PUMESLY) = (1§, 1§)}Hw(x) = k = D) EIN'|w(x) = k — L, (H, L§) = (h§, 1§)]
(hg,l5)eNND
<EN|wx)=k—-1]<n—k—en. (29)

Now, we focus on the difference between (28) and (29). Recall that we defined ¢ = (log %)_1/ 4Tt follows that

(n—k) <1 -0k 0 <exp <—\/1o?%>) —o0 < 105") —o0 (%)) —(n—k—en)
Theref;re@, ((;Z)I) implies that

P(TH;, = 0|w(x) = k) = O(e).

1,
(log 5) 1/4

: €
Notice that 52> 5

= w(1). This shows that
P(THy = 0]w(x) = k) = w(d).

Now it suffices to prove Propositions 3 and @] to complete the proof in this regime.
Proof of Propositions:

Proof of Proposition 3l Define error events

& & Zg(n—k—l—l) (1—Zexp<_\/@>> <1_ 10571) 7

JET

EE{FeT Li¢[1-ANm—k+1)P),(1+A)(n—k+1)P]},
and
EE{FjeT H;¢[(1-A)Kk—-1P},(1+A)(k—1)P/]}

Notice that events &,  and &7 correspond to the second, third and fourth conditions in the definition of D. It
follows that

> PU(HS, L) = (h§,1§)}w(x) = k = 1)
(h§.15)eD
=1- P(gg, U & U57|w(x) =k — 1)
>1—P(&|w(x) =k —1) = P(&lw(x) =k — 1) — P(&|w(x) =k — 1),
where the last inequality follows by the union bound. Proposition [3| follows readily by the following three lemmas.

Lemma 6. For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have P(E5|x) < n~1/5.

Lemma 7. For any x with w(x) =k — 1, we have P(Eg|x) < n~1/5,
Lemma 8. For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have P(E7|x) < k=1/6.

By Lemmas [6 [7] and [8] we have
> PUEHS, LY) = (h§,1§)}Hw(x) =k — 1)

(hg,l5)eD
>1-0(n "0 — k15,

which completes the proof. |

18



Proof of Proposition[dl Following the same derivation for equation (23) in the proof of Proposition 2l we have
P ({(Hg, L§) = (hg,18)} N Exfw(x) = k)
P({(Hg,L§) = (hg, 1)} w(x) =k —1) )
-y kP; L I — 1 —E[NjIH§ = h§, L = 1§, w(x) =k — 1]
JET hj+1 (n—k—i—l)Pj‘? —14 > et

(30)

To proceed, we need a technical lemma that bounds PJQ and le for each j € T.

Lemma 9. For each j € T, we have P} > exp <— logk + %) and P} > exp(—o(logk)).
og 5

Because (h,1§) € C, we have (1 — AJ)(k —1)P} < h; < (14+ A7) (k—1)P} and (1 - AY)(n -k +1)P) <

li < (14 A9)(n—k+1)P for each j € T. Recall that we defined A} £ (klff)kpl and AY £ (ni’%. By
J J
Lemma [0 we have A9 = o(1) and A} = o(1), and it follows that
e o) and — 5 i
hj+1 +o(l) an (n—k+1)P) +oll)-

Therefore, we have
P ({(Hg, L§) = (kg 1)} N Exfw(x) = k)
P ({(Hg, L) = (g 1§)}w(x) =k — 1)
lj—1- E[NJ’-|H5Y =hi, L§ =15, w(x) =k —1]

=(1+0(1)>

= —lt Dier

—E[N'|HS =h8, Ly =18 wx)=k—1]— 2ea+ 1)+ . 1
> (14 o(1)) [N'|H§ 0>40 o, w(x) J—( ) Z]eTJ.

1+l

Because (h§, 1) € D, we have

Zli >n—k+1) <1—2exp (—\/log§>> <1— 107g1n>'

€T

Finally, by the definition of n* in the proposition statement, we have
P ({(I;{gv l_ig) = (hgv 18)} N 51|w(x) = k)
P ({(H§, L) = (h§. 1) Hw(x) = k — 1)
< 1+ 0(1)
n

(n* — E[N'|w(x) =k — 1, (Hg, L§) = (h§,15)]) .
which completes the proof. |
Proof of Lemmas:

Proof of Lemma[@ By definition, we have P} = () (1 — p)’p®~7. Notice that minje7 P} = P} () Therefore,
it suffices to show the claim for j = a(p — ¢). By the pmf of binomial distribution and Stirling’s approximation,
we have

« (0% —€ (07 — €
Pagpo) = ((p )(1—29) (P=)peli=rte

-6

> exp (—a (DKL(p —dlt=p)+0 (loia)»
= exp (— 1 —9logk (DKL(p—EIH—p)

1oga>)>
+0

Dxi(p — €l[1 —p) < a

(@) 1 loglog k
> —(1-— 1 log k
S (- (1= ) (140 (i) ) )
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®) log k
> _ __or
_exp( log k + (log )1/4>

where (a) follows because ¢ = (log +)~'/* and a = ©(log k), and (b) follows because 1 =w (log Ing).

(log 5)1/4 o
We have P} = (7)p/(1—p)*~/. We can see that minje7 P} = min(P] PO

a(p—e) (erE)). Therefore, it suffices to
show that Pao(p_ﬁ) > exp(—o(logk)) and P° a(pte) = exp(—o(log k)). By Stirling’s approximation, we have

PO = @ a(p=) (1 _ p)e(l-p+e)

)

oo (2 (-0 (22))
> exp(—o(logk)),

where the last inequality follows because Dkr,(p — €||p) = o(1). It can be similarly shown that PO(
exp(—o(logk)).

Proof of Lemmal@l For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we know that >+ L;|x ~ Binom(n — k + 1,P(Wo € T)),
where Wy ~ Binom(«, p). To bound P(&5|x), we first bound P(Wy € 7). We have

P(Wo ¢ T)=P(|Wy — ap| > «e)

(@) Ea
<2exp | ——
3p

(b)
< 2exp

pte) =

<_ (1—¢€)logk )
3pDxkr(p — €1 = p)y/log(1/0)

(c) 1
<2exp|— 1ogg ,

where (a) follows by the Chernoff bound, (b) follows because ¢ = (log(1/8))~'/%, and (c) follows because log k =
w(log §).
Therefore, we have

IN
-
/N

Binom (n—k—l-l,l—Qexp <—1/10g%>)

oot (12o (1)) (-
@ (kD) (1—26xp( \/@))mgn

< ex
= exXp m

)

<n %
where (d) follows by the Chernoff bound. O

Proof of Lemma [ For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have L;|x ~ Binom(n — k + 1, P)") for each j € 7. For
any j € 7, by Chernoff bound we have

P(ILj —(n—k+1)P)| > Ad(n — k+1)P)|x)
< 2exp(—(A?)2(n —k+ 1)PJQ/3)

= 2n71/3,
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where the last equality follows because A? =, /(n_l:%. By union bound, we have
P(EEIx) < (2 +1)2n~ Y3 <~ 1/6,
O

Proof of Lemma 8 For any x with w(x) = k — 1, we have H;|x ~ Binom(k — 1, P}') for each j € 7. For any
j € T, by Chernoff bound we have

P(1H; — (k= 1)P}| = Aj((k = 1)P}[x)

< 2exp(—(A})*(k — 1)P}/3)

=2k~ 1/3,

logk
T.
(kfl)Pj

where the last equality follows because A} = By union bound, we have

P(ES|x) < (2a+1)2k~ Y3 < kY6,

C. Proof of Theorem[Il for regime log + = w(log k)
In this regime, we prove the converse using an approach called Le Cam’s two points methods (see, e.g. Yu
(@)). The proof is done by establishing the following Proposition.

Proposition 5. For any variable-length algorithm for computing THy,(x) with the number of queries M satisfying

E[M ] < (n—Fk+1)log 3
~ Dxu(plll - p)

for any input instance x. Then the worst-case error probability of the algorithm is at least 0.

Notice that under assumptions § = o(1) and log 3 = w(log k), we have
k
(n—k+1)log 4 (1 - o(1)) (n —k)log ¥ '
Dxw(p[1 - p) Dxw(p[1 - p)

Hence Proposition [ directly implies Theorem [I] in this regime. It is worth noting that Proposition 3] does not imply
the same bounds in the other two regimes, namely when log k = ©(log(1/4)) or when logk = w(log(1/4)).
The proof of Proposition [3]is based on Le Cam’s Two Points Lemma stated below.

Lemma 10 (Le Cam’s Two Points Lemma , )). For any 6,0, € ©, suppose that the following separation
condition holds for some loss function L(0,a): © x A — R:

Va € A,L(Go,a) + L(Gl,a) >A>0.

Then we have

H]%f SSPEG[L(ev f(X))] 2 (1 - TV(PQ()?]P)@l)) )

o | >

where Py, and Py, represent the probability distribution of the statistics X under the two hypotheses 61 and 0
respectively.

Proof of Proposition[3 To apply Lemma [I0] we first define n — k& + 2 input instances for the THy problem. Let
x(©) denote the binary sequence such that

K2

o )1, for1<i<k-—1,
- 0, otherwise.

For each k£ < j < n, let x() denote the binary sequence such that

1, for1<i:<k—1ori=yj,
xX: =
‘ 0, otherwise.
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Notice that THk(x(O)) =0 and THk(x(j)) =1 for each k < j < n. Therefore, for any estimator ﬁik, we have
1(TH # THE(x®)) + 1(TH, # THe(x9)) > 1
By Lemma [I0] we have

—_

inf  sup P(THg # THL(x)) > =(1 — TV(P o0, Pyn)),
THkxe{O,l}K

[\)

for any £ < j < n, where P, ) denote the joint distribution of query-observation pairs in m rounds when the
ground truth is x(©) and P, ;, denote the joint distribution of query-observation pairs in 1 rounds when the ground
truth is x(). We can take maximum over k < 7 < n on the right-hand side and get

inf sup  P(THy # THy(x))
THy, x€{0,1}K

1
> sup (1 —=TV(Pxo),Pxu))
k<j<n

1
> sup —exp(—DkL(Pxo), Pxi)),
k<j<n

where the last inequality follows by the Bretagnolle—-Huber inequality stated in Lemma [[1l Now, we need to bound
the KL divergence Dx1,(Py ), Py ). By the Divergence Decomposition Lemma stated in Lemma we have

DxL(Pyo), Pyisy) = E[M;|x ] Dk (p|1 - p),

1
where M; denote the number of queries on the bit z;. Because .7, E[M;[x(¥] < E[M[x(")] < (n k4 1) log 35

X =  Dku(plli-p) >
there exists some k& < 5% < n such that E[Mj|x(0)] < %~ Finally, we have
inf sup  P(TH; # THy(x))
THy x€{0,1} K
1
> sup 4 exp(— LM [x V) Dict (1~ p)
k<j<n
1
> 1° exp(— E[M; |xV] Dk (p||1 — p))
> 9,
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 11 (An upper Bound of Bretagnolle—Huber inequality (Bretagnolle and Hubet, 1979)). For any distribution
Py, Py, one has

1
TV(]P)l, ]P)Q) S 1-— 5 exp(—DKL(]P’l, Pg))

Lemma 12 (Divergence Decomposition , )). Let T; be the random variable denoting the number
of times experiment i € [K| is performed under some policy , then for two distributions P™ Q™ under policy 7,

Dy (P™,Q™) = Z Ep~ [T;] Do (PF, Q7).

1€[K]

APPENDIX B
DETAILED PROOF OF THEOREM[2]

In this appendix, we give a complete proof of Theorem[2l We present the proof in two separate regimes k = o(n)
and k£ = O(n).

A. Proof for Regime k = o(n)

To prove Theorem [2] in this regime, we first provide a detailed description of the underlying subroutines used
in the proposed NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm (Algorithm [I). Recall that Algorithm [I] uses the CHECKBIT and
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Algorithm 3: CHECKBIT algorithm for finding the value of an input bit
Data: Input bit z, tolerated error probability d, crossover probability p.
Result: Estimate of z.

1 a+1/2

2 while o € (6,1 —¢) do
3 Query the input bit
if 1 is observed then

4

I R (=)
6 else
7

8

9

‘ o
end

po
pat+(1-p)(1-a)

end
10 if « > 1 — 6 then
1 | returnl
12 else
13 | return 0
14 end

MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD functions as subroutines. The CHECKBIT algorithm takes as input a single bit and returns an
estimate of the bit through repeated queries. The CHECKBIT algorithm is given in Algorithm[3] where the parameter
« in the ith iteration corresponds to the probability that the input bit is one given the first ¢ noisy observations.
The following lemma gives an upper bound on the expected number of queries used by the CHECKBIT algorithm,
which can be seen as a recast of Lemma 13 in |Gu and Xu M).

Lemma 13 (Lemma 13 in |Gu and Xli 12!223)). There exists a randomized algorithm, namely, the CHECKBIT
algorithm, that finds the value of any input bit x with error probability at most §. The algorithm makes at most
1 log 1%;6

1-2p | log 1%?

queries in expectation.

The MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm computes the THj function for a length-n input bit sequence with a
desired error probability d. This algorithm has been previously proposed in [Feige et al! (1994), and is given here
for completion in Algorithm [6l The MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm uses the following three subroutines.

e NOISYCOMPAREUSINGREADINGS (Algorithm [): which compares two bits using C(p) noisy readings of

each bit.
e CONSTRUCTMAXHEAP (Algorithm [3): which returns a max-heap representation z of x such that z; ; is the
j-th entry in the ¢-th level of a max-heap. The algorithm is similar to the tournament algorithm for computing
the MAX function dm m Algorithm 5).

e NOISYEXTRACTMAX: which is similar to the common EXTRACTMAX() operation in a max-heap structure,
except that every comparison is performed using Co(p) noisy readings. Since this is a simple modification to
a standard max-heap operation, we don’t show this algorithm here.

Remark 2. Note that C(p) and Cs(p) are constants that depend only on p. For the sake of the analysis of our
proposed algorithm, the exact value of these constants does not matter.

The following lemma gives an upper bound on the expected number of queries made by the MAXHEAPTHRESH-
OLD algorithm.

Lemma 14 (Theorem 3.3 in [Feige et all (1994)). For any positive integer k < n and positive real number § < 1,
the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm computes the THy, function with error probability at most § and using at
most O(nlog %) queries, where m = min{k,n — k}.

By symmetry, we only need to consider the case of k& < n/2. In the following, we analyze the error probability
and the number of queries of Algorithm Il

1) Error Analysis: Let TH , be the output of the NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm. The following lemma provides
an upper bound on the error probability P(THy # TH(x)).
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Algorithm 4: NO1SYCOMPAREUSINGREADINGS for comparing two elements using noisy readings

Data: Elements z; and x5, tolerated error probability §, crossover probability p.

Result: Estimate of max{z1,z2}.
1 Make C(p) noisy readings of x1. Let &1 be estimate corresponding to majority of readings.
2 Make (' (p) noisy readings of xo. Let 5 be estimate corresponding to majority of readings.
3 return max{Z, &2}

Algorithm 5: CONSTRUCTMAXHEAP algorithm

Data: Sequence x = (x1,...,2,), tolerated error probability §, crossover probability p.
Result: Returns a max-heap structure of x.

1 Sety <X, Zo1:p <Y, 71

2 for i =1: [logy(n)] do

Sl_ « §2(2i-1)

3
4 | forj=1:1[r/2| do

5 | zi.j + NOISYCOMPAREUSINGREADINGS(Y2,—1, Y2, i P)
6 end

7 if r is even then

8 | Y (21,05 Zir)2)

9 else

10 Y < (2i1y -5 Zi,|r/2) 5 Yr)

1 Zi,[r/2] < Yr

12 end

13 r <+ [r/2]

14 end

15 return z

Lemma 15 (Error probability of NOISYTHRESHOLD). For any input bit sequence X, the error probability of the
NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm satisfies that

P(TH; # THx(x)) < 26.

Proof. First, suppose that THy(x) = 1. Without loss of generality, assume that 7 = -+ = a2 = 1. Let & =
{TH}), = 0} denote the error event in this case, and let A = {3i € [k] : x; ¢ S}. By the union bound, we have

P(€1) < P(A) + P(& | A%).

For the first term, by Lemma [I[3] we have that P(A) < Zle P(z; ¢ S) < 4. For the second term, notice that
|S| > k on the event A°. Therefore, the only possibility for the algorithm to return O is that the function call of
MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD on Line 10 incorrectly returns 0. By Lemma [I4l we have that P(&; |A°) < 6. This leads
to the upper bound P(€;) < 26. Next, suppose that THy(x) = 0. Let & = {THy = 1} denote the error event in
this case, and define the auxiliary event B = {|S| > max(klog %, ndlog 3)}. As before, we have

P(&) < P(B) +P(&|B°).

By Lemma [T4] we know that P(&y|B¢) < 4. Moreover, we claim that P(B) = o(d). These would together imply
that P(&) = (14 o(1))0.
It remains to show the claim. Notice that, by Lemma [13]

|S| ~ Binom(w,1 — ) + Binom(n — w, ),
where w < k — 1 and v < 4. Hence, |S] is statistically dominated by the random variable k + Binom(n, d). We

3The sorting algorithm of [Feige et all (1994) considers the setting of noisy pairwise comparisons. Since we consider noisy readings of the
bits here, then each comparison in the sorting algorithm of ) should be done by a call to NoisyCompareUsingReadings
(Algorithm [E).
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Algorithm 6: MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD algorithm for computing the TH), function

Data: Bit sequence x=(z1,...,2,), parameter k < 2, error probability ¢, noise probability p.
Result: Estimate of THy(x).

1y

2 if k > \/n then

3 | Apply the sorting algorithm from [Feige et al 1! (1994) and return the kth largest elemen(]

4 else

s | y <+ CONSTRUCTMAXHEAP(x, p, =)

6 for j=1,...,k do

7 ‘ z; + NOISYEXTRACTMAX(y, p, %)

8 end

9 return zj

10 end

will separately consider two different cases to show the claim.
Case 1: § > £, In this case, max(klog %, ndlog ) = ndlog 2. We have

)=
P<|S|Zn5logg> <B1nomn J) >n510g3_k>
<P <B1nom n,8) > ndlog 5(1 — 0(1))>
< exp < nDkL <510g 5(1 — o(l))Hd))

1
= exp < n610g 5 loglog 6( 0(1)))

© o),

where (a) follows by the Chernoff bound, and (b) follows because nd > k > 1 and loglog 3 = w(1).
Case 2: § < £, In this case, max(klog(%), nélog 1) = klog(%). We have

)-*
SP(Binom(n,(S >klog( ) (I-o0(1 )

< exp (—nDKLCilog( )(1 ())H ))

(:C)exp <—klog (%) log ki log 5(%)( 0(1)))
)

_( ns )(1 o(1))klog(
klog(%) ’

where (c) follows because § < k/n. To complete the argument, first suppose that § = (%)
because nd < k, we have

ns (1—o(1))klog(3) _ 1 B (ﬁ)fw(l)_ (5)
Flog(%) (log()T—eFIest®) — \k/) 7O

Secondly, suppose § = (%) “0) Then we have

exp (—klog (%) log kl%d(%)(l - 0(1))) = exp ( klog (k) log (15(1 - 0(1))) = 0(0).

P (|5| > klog (%)) <P (Blnom(n §) > klog(

6(1). In this case,
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2) Query Analysis: Let M denote the number of queries made by the NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm. The
following lemma gives an upper bound on the expectation of M, and hence completes the proof of Theorem

Lemma 16. For 6 = o(1), the expected number of queries made by the NOISYTHRESHOLD algorithm satisfies

that
nlog %

Dxwr(plll —p)

Proof. To bound E[M], we only need to bound the expected number of queries made by the n calls of the CHECKBIT
function on Line 3, and the single call of the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD function on Line 10. By Lemma [I3] we
know that the expected number of queries spent at Line 3 is at most

n 1Og1—%z . n <log§ +1>
1-2p logI%p 1-2p 1og1%p
nlog%
(1—2p)log =2
nlog%
Dxw(pll1 —p)’

where the penultimate equality follows because § = o(1), and the last equality follows because Dkr.(p||1 — p) =
(1 —2p)log 1;%. By Lemma [[4] we know that the expected number of queries spent at Line 12 is at most

E[M] < (1 +0(1))

(1+0(1))

= (1+0(1))

0 (E 18] 1og §) — o(nlog(k/?))

where the equality holds because 6 = o(1) and |S| = o(n) on the event that Line 12 is executed. The lemma
follows by the linearity of expectation. O

B. Proof for Regime k = O(n)

To prove Theorem [2] in this regime, we first analyze the error probability of Algorithm 2l By Lemma we
know that P(Z; # z;) < % for each i, where Z; is the estimate for x; in Algorithm[2l By the union bound, we have
P(3i € [n] : &; # x;) < 0, and it follows that P(w # >_" | x;) < d. Therefore, Algorithm [2] has error probability
at most 9.

Regarding the expected number of queries of Algorithm 2] notice that the algorithm calls the CHECKBIT for n
times. By Lemma the total expected number of queries is at most

1—-38
T nlog %

< (14 0(1)
1-2p | log =2 G+ o) B Gl —p)

n log

which completes the proof.

C. Fixed-length Algorithm

In this section, we describe a fixed-length version for each of Algorithms [1l and 2] and bound their number of
queries and worst-case error probability.

Fixed-length Version of Algorithm [I} Notice that in Algorithm [I] all the queries are spent on the n executions
of the CHECKBIT function on Line 3 and the call of the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD function on Line 12. Notice that
in Lemma [[4] a deterministic upper bound is established for the number of queries of the MAXHEAPTHRESHOLD
function. Thus, the randomness in the proposed algorithm only comes from the number queries of the CHECKBIT
function. The main idea in this the construction of the fixed-length algorithm is to convert the CHECKBIT algorithm
into one with bounded second moment for the number of queries. More specifically, we define the SAFECHECKBIT
algorithm in the following two step procedure:

1) Run the CHECKBIT algorithm until it halts, or it is about to make the (mlogm)-th query, where m 2

1 log 1%55
1-2 1-p |-
P | log -
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2) 1If the CHECKBIT algorithm halts, then return the algorithm output, otherwise, restart the CHECKBIT algorithm.
The construction of the safe algorithm is first proposed in|Gu_and Xu (2023). It is shown in Corollary 19 of

(2023) that the error probability of the SAFECHECKBIT algorithm is at most (1 + o(1))8. Moreover, its number of
queries M, satisfies

E[M,] < 1_# and Var(M;) =0 <log3 %) . (31)

logm

In the proposed fixed- length algorithm, we replace the call of CHECKBIT(z;, 2 £,p) on Line 3 of Algorithm [Tl by
SAFECHECKBIT(z;, 2 7,D). Moreover, we add a termination rule in the for loop from Line 2 to Line 6 that the
algorithm terminates and declares failure if it is about to use the

nm'’ [k
<1_71 +n log g) -th

logm/’

1 |log 550
1-2p | log %

With the termination rule, it readily follows that the number of queries made by the algorithm is always at most
(14+0(1)) szhz)j - Let X denote the total number of queries made by the n executions of the SAFECHECKBIT
algorithm. Because tﬁle number of queries made by each execution of the SAFECHECKBIT algorithm is independent

of one another, we have

A
query, where m’ =

nm’

E[X] < ——— and Var(X) =0 <n10g3 g) .

log m’

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

nm/ k nlog® &
Pl X>|——— —|—m/10g—>> <0 ( 0 ) = O(n~1oM) = o(4),
( (1 R 0 n2 10g§

logm

where the last two equalities hold true under the assumption that § > n~*¢ for some positive constant €. Hence, by
the union bound and Lemma[I3 the error probability of the proposed fixed-length algorithm is at most (2 +o(1))4.
This proves Corollary [ for the regime k = o(n).

Fixed-length Version of Algorithm 2} To construct the fixed-length version of Algorithm 2] we similarly replace
the CHECKBIT function by the SAFECHECKBIT function and add a termination rule based on the number of
queries spent. More specifically, we replace the call of function CHECKBIT(z;,4/n) on Line 3 Algorithm [2] by
SAFECHECKBIT(z;,0/n). Furthermore, we add the termination rule in the for loop that the algorithm terminates
and declares failure if it is about to use the

Z
<L1 +ny/log ﬁ) -th
1 - logm/’ 0

-5
nao 1 log “5°
query, where m” = 5 Log =k

By the termination condition, we know that the algorithm deterministically uses at most (1 + 0(1))%
k
(1+ 0(1))% queries, where the equality follows because £ = ©(n). By an analogous analysis as in the

previous section, we know that the error probability of the algorithm is at most (1 + o(1))d given that § > n~1%¢,
This completes the proof for the regime k = O(n).

APPENDIX C
IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

In this part, we give some details about the simulation results shown in Figure[Il In this simulation, our algorithm
for computing the MAJORITY function (i.e., the threshold function with k = n/2) is compared to the existing
algorithm proposed in |[Feige et all (1994). A binary sequence of length n = 100 chosen uniformly at random is
inputted to the algorithms, and the desired error probability in the algorithms is set to 6 = 10~2. For a sequence
generated uniformly at random, the law of large numbers implies that the fraction of ones in the sequence is
approximately 1/2 with high probability. This scenario is the most likely to induce errors for an algorithm computing
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the MAJORITY function, making it critical for assessing the worst-case performance of the algorithm. For k = n/2,
the existing work by [Feige et al| (1994) proposes a noisy sorting algorithm that sorts the input binary sequence,
and returns the k-th largest element in the sorted sequence as an estimate of the threshold function. The reader
is referred to Section 3 in [Feige et all (1994) for more details about the existing algorithm. For the simulation of
our proposed algorithm, we use Algorithm QI (since k = n/2). At each value of p ranging from 0.01 to 0.25, we
run 10000 realizations of input sequences and compute the average number of queries used by the two algorithms.
The simulation is done on Matlab 2021a, and can be completed in few minutes. The simulation code is provided
as supplementary material to our submission.
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