
ar
X

iv
:2

40
9.

03
90

3v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

C
O

] 
 5

 S
ep

 2
02

4

DERIVING DIFFERENTIAL APPROXIMATION RESULTS FOR
KCSPS FROM COMBINATORIAL DESIGNS

JEAN-FRANÇOIS CULUS∗ AND SOPHIE TOULOUSE†

Abstract. Traditionally, inapproximability results for Max kCSP−q have been established using
balanced t-wise independent distributions, which are related to orthogonal arrays of strength t. We
contribute to the field by exploring such combinatorial designs in the context of the differential
approximation measure. First, we establish a connection between the average differential ratio and
orthogonal arrays. We deduce a differential approximation ratio of 1/qk on (k+1)-partite instances

of kCSP−q, Ω(1/nk/2) on Boolean instances, Ω(1/n) when k = 2, and Ω(1/νk−⌈logpκ k⌉) when k ≥ 3
and q ≥ 3, where pκ is the smallest prime power greater than q. Secondly, by considering pairs of
arrays related to balanced k-wise independence, we establish a reduction from kCSP−q to kCSP−k

(with q > k), with an expansion factor of 1/(q − k/2)k on the differential approximation guarantee.
This, combined with the result of Yuri Nesterov, implies a lower differential approximability bound
of 0.429/(q − 1)2 for 2CSP−q. Finally, we prove that every Hamming ball with radius k provides
a Ω(1/nk)-approximation of the instance diameter. Our work highlights the utility of combinatorial
designs in establishing approximation results.

Key words. approximation algorithms, differential approximation, constraint satisfaction prob-
lems, kCSPs, combinatorial designs, balanced k-wise independence
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1. Introduction. A wide variety of combinatorial optimization problems can
be considered as Constraint Satisfaction Problems, CSPs over a finite domain. In a
CSP over an alphabet Σ, we have a set {x1, . . . , xn} of Σ-valued variables and a set
{C1, . . . , Cm} of constraints. Each constraint Ci consists of the application of a (non
constant) predicate Pi : Σki → {0, 1} to a tuple of variables. The goal is to assign
values to the variables so as to optimize the number of satisfied constraints.

In general, the alphabet is either Boolean or of size q > 2, denoted by Σq :=
{0, 1, 2, . . . , q − 1}. It typically represents a set of symbols, but sometimes we will
use algebraic operations on it, such as addition or multiplication. In these cases, we
associate Σq with the ring Z/qZ. When q is prime, this ring is also a field. Arithmetic
operations on elements of Σq are always performed modulo q and arithmetic operations
over Σν

q are interpreted componentwise modulo q.
For example, the Maximum Satisfiability Problem (MaxSat) is the Boolean CSP

where the objective is to satisfy as many disjunctive clauses (ℓi1∨. . .∨ℓiki ) as possible.
Here, a literal ℓj represents either the Boolean variable xj or its negation x̄j . In Lin−q,
where the alphabet is Σq, constraints are linear equations of the form (αi,1xi1 + . . .+
αi,ki

xiki
≡ αi,0 mod q), where αi,1, . . . , αi,ki

, αi,0 are constant integers of Zq.
In the most general case, for each i ∈ [m] := {1, 2, . . . ,m}, the constraint Ci is

associated with a positive weight wi, and the functions Pi can take real values (see,
e.g., [44, 6] for the latter generalization). The goal is then to optimize an objective
function of the form

v(I, x) =
∑m

i=1 wiPi(xJi
) =

∑m
i=1 wiPi(xi1 , . . . , xiki

)

over Σn, where for all i ∈ [m], ki ≤ n, Pi : Σki → R, Ji = {i1, . . . , iki
} ⊆ [n] and
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wi > 0. For example, if q = 3 and n = m = 4, I might consist of minimizing the
objective function v (I, (x1, x2, x3, x4)) below over Σ4

3:

(x1 + x2 ≡ 1 mod 3) + 2.3× (x1 = x3) + 1.4× (x2 = 1 ∧ x4 = 2) + 7× x4(1.1)

In this example, we have w1 = 1, w2 = 2.3, w3 = 1.4, w4 = 7, k1 = k2 = k3 = 2,
k4 = 1, J1 = {1, 2}, J2 = {1, 3}, J3 = {2, 4} and J4 = {4}.

We use CSP−q to denote the optimization problem with the alphabet Σq =
{0, . . . , q − 1} of size q. It is worth noting that real-valued functions of Boolean
variables are often referred to as pseudo-Boolean in the literature.

For a family F of functions, CSP(F) denotes the CSP in which all constraints Pi

are elements of F (for all i ∈ [m]). For example, Lin−2 corresponds to

CSP({XNORk,XORk | k ∈ N\{0}})

where, for a positive integer k, XNORk and XORk refer to the k-ary Boolean pred-
icates that are true for entries having an even and an odd number of non-zero coor-
dinates, respectively.

In this paper, we focus on k-CSPs, which are CSPs where each constraint involves
at most k variables, that is, where ki ≤ k for all i ∈ [m]. For a specific CSP Π (e.g.,
Lin−q), its restriction to instances where each constraint depends on respectively at
most and exactly k variables is commonly denoted by kΠ (e.g., k Lin−q) and EkΠ

(e.g., Ek Lin−q); its restrictions to instances where the goal is to maximize or to
minimize, are denoted by MaxΠ and MinΠ, respectively.

Even when q = k = 2, Max 2 Sat and Min 2 Sat are NP−hard [25, 36]. Hence,
a major issue in the optimization of CSPs is to provide a characterization of their
computational complexity by addressing their approximation degree.

1.1. Approximation measures. Given an optimization CSP Π, we denote by
IΠ its instance set. For an instance I ∈ IΠ, we denote by opt(I) and wor(I) respec-
tively the optimum and the worst solution values on I. The purpose of an approx-
imation measure is to compare in some way the value of approximate solutions to
the optimum solution value. Most approximation results are related to the standard
approximation measure, which compares the value of a given solution to the optimum
solution value. Namely, the standard ratio performed by a solution x of an instance
I is defined by1:

min {v(I, x)/opt(I), opt(I)/v(I, x)}

A solution x is ρ-standard approximate on I for some ρ ∈ (0, 1] if this ratio is greater
than or equal to ρ. Given ρ : IΠ → (0, 1], a polynomial time algorithm A is a ρ-
standard approximation algorithm for Π if, when applied to any instance I of Π, it
returns a solution that is ρ(I)-standard approximate. Π is approximable within a
standard factor of ρ whenever such an algorithm exists.

It is convenient to think of the average solution value on I as the expected value
EX [v(I,X)] of a random solution where X = (X1, . . . , Xn) is a vector of pairwise
independent random variables, each uniformly distributed over Σq. In [32], H̊astad
and Venkatesh introduced an approximation measure, that we here call gain approx-
imation measure. This measure is based on the optimum advantage over a random

1The standard ratio is also commonly defined as the inverse max {v(I, x)/opt(I), opt(I)/v(I, x)}
of min {v(I, x)/opt(I), opt(I)/v(I, x)} in the literature.
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assignment, which is the quantity |opt(I) − EX [v(I,X)]|. The gain ratio performed
by a solution x on an instance I is defined by:

v(I, x) − EX [v(I,X)]

opt(I)− EX [v(I,X)]

This measure was motivated by the fact that, for numerous Boolean CSPs, for all
constant ε > 0, finding solutions with value at least EX [v(I,X)] + ε ×∑m

i=1 wi on
almost satisfiable instances is NP−hard. For example, E3 Lin−2 is such a CSP [31].

The differential approximation measure is based on the distance to the worst
solution value. Specifically, the differential ratio achieved by solution x on instance I
is defined by:

v(I, x)− wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)

The quantity |opt(I) − wor(I)|, which can be seen as the optimum advantage over a
worst solution value, is commonly referred to as the diameter of I. The differential
ratio gained prominence in approximation theory due to its stability under affine
transformations of the objective function [1, 4, 21].

ρ-differential and ρ-gain approximate solutions of a given instance, approximation
algorithms for a given problem, and approximable problems are defined in the same
way as for the standard approximation measure. On an instance I where the goal is
to maximize and v(I, .) is non-negative, any solution x satisfies:

v(I, x)

opt(I)
≥ v(I, x) − wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)
≥ v(I, x) − EX [v(I,X)]

opt(I)− EX [v(I,X)]

In particular, for all positive integers q, k, if k CSP−q is approximable within gain
factor ρ, then it is approximable within differential factor ρ and, if it is, Max kCSP−q
is approximable within standard factor ρ on instances with non-negative solution
values.

We here address three questions regarding the differential approximability of
k CSP−q, about which, unlike the standard approximation, only a few facts are
known.

1.2. Differential approximability of CSPs. The Conjunctive Constraint Sat-
isfaction Problem, CCSP for short, is the Boolean CSP whose constraints are con-
junctive clauses. For all constants ε > 0, the restriction of MaxCCSP to unweighted
instances is NP−hard to approximate within standard ratio 1/m1−ε, where m is
the number of constraints of the CSP instance. This is due to the standard inap-
proximability bound of [28, 47] for the Maximum Independent set problem, which
extends by reduction to MaxCCSP [9]. MaxSat, for its part, is inapproximable within
any constant differential factor assuming P 6= NP, as Escoffier and Paschos argue
in [23]. The same authors observe that the conditional expectation technique [33],
though, provides (1/m)-differential approximate solutions on unweighted instances of
Sat [23] (see section 2 for more details). For Lin−2, H̊astad and Venkatesh show that
combining this technique with exhaustive search allows to approximate the optimum
gain over a random assignment within a factor of Ω(1/m). Lin−2 consequently is
Ω(1/m)-differentially approximable.

The differential approximability bound of Ω(1/m) for Lin−2 extends to k CSP−q
for all constant integers k, q, using a binary encoding of the variables and the discrete
Fourier transform [16]. When q = k = 2, 2 CSP−2 is approximable within differential
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factor 2 − π/2 > 0.429 combining the semidefinite programming based algorithm
of Goemans and Williamson [26] with derandomization techniques such as the one
proposed in [27]. This is a straightforward consequence of a result by Nesterov,
which establishes this approximation guarantee for Unconstrained Binary Quadratic
Programming [42]. The approximability bound of 2 − π/2 extends by reduction to
3 CSP−2, although up to a factor 1/2 on the approximation guarantee [17]. The
question whether k CSP−q is approximable within any constant differential factor,
though, remains open as soon as q ≥ 3 or k ≥ 4.

Standard inapproximability bounds are known for k CSP−q, that even hold when
restricting to k-partite instances. The primary hypergraph of a CSP instance I is the
hypergraph GI where for each variable xj of I, there is a vertex j in GI and for each
constraint Ci = Pi(xi1 , . . . , xiki

) of I, there is in GI a hyperedge ei = (i1, . . . , iki
).

Assimilating I to its primary hypergraph, a strong coloring of I is a partition V1 ⊔
. . . ⊔ Vν of [n] such that the support Ji = (i1, . . . , iki

) of any constraint intersects
each color set Vc in at most one index. We say that I is ν-partite when such a
partition of size ν exists. The smallest integer ν for which I is ν-partite is called
the strong chromatic number of I (e.g. see [7]). Let q ≥ 2, k ≥ 3 be two integers.
In [13], Chan establishes that the restriction of Max kCSP−q to k-partite instances
with non-negative solution values is NP−hard to standardly approximate within
any constant factor greater than (q − 1)k/qk−1 if q is a prime power, O(k/qk−1) if
k ≥ q and O((q − 1)k/qk−1) otherwise. We infer that the same inapproximability
bounds apply to k-partite instances of k CSP−q and the differential approximation
measure. Notice that these results reinforce those provided by H̊astad in [31]. Finally,
we observe that the 6-gadget from [31] that reduces E3 Lin−2 to E2 Lin−2 implies a
differential inapproximability bound of 7/8 + ε for Bipartite Lin−2 for all constant
ε > 0 assuming P 6= NP2.

1.3. Approximability of CSPs and balanced t-wise independence. Nu-
merous inapproximability bounds for kCSPs, including the ones of [13], involve bal-
anced t-wise independent distributions or balanced t-wise independent subsets (notably
see [8, 7]). Given three integers q ≥ 1, t ≥ 1 and ν ≥ t, a probability distribution µ
on Σν

q is balanced t-wise independent whenever the probability that any t coordi-
nates (Yc1 , . . . , Yct) of a vector Y from the probability space (Σν

q , µ) take any t values
(v1, . . . , vt) equals 1/q

t. By extension (e.g. see [13]), a subset U of Σν
q is said to be bal-

anced t-wise independent if for each sequence J = (c1, . . . , ct) of t indices from [ν] and
each v ∈ Σt

q, U contains exactly |U|/qt vectors u such that (uc1 , . . . , uct) = (v1, . . . , vt).
For instance, let ZeroSumν,q refer to the predicate on Σν

q that is true for entries
(y1, . . . , yν) with y1+ . . .+ yν ≡ 0 mod q. Then fixing any ν− 1 variables of the equa-
tion to any values v1, . . . , vν−1, there is a single assignment (−v1 − . . .− vν−1) mod q
to the remaining variable so as to satisfy the equation. The qν−1 accepting entries of
ZeroSumν,q therefore constitute a balanced (ν − 1)-wise independent subset of Σν

q .
Furthermore, the distribution µ on Σν

q that associates with any u ∈ Σν
q the proba-

bility 1/qν−1 if ZeroSumν,q(u) = 1 and 0 otherwise clearly is balanced (ν − 1)-wise
independent.

Given a function P on Σk
q , we denote by rP the average value of P over Σk

q , i.e.:

rP =
∑

y∈Σk
q
P (y)/qk

Furthermore, given v ∈ Σk
q , the shift by v of P is the function, denoted by Pv, that

2See Appendix D for more details.
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associates with each y ∈ Σk
q the value of P taken at y + v. Formally:

Pv(y1, . . . , yk) = P ((y1 + v1) mod q, . . . , (yk + vk) mod q) , y1, . . . , yk ∈ Σq

For any element a ∈ Σq, a = (a, . . . , a) denotes the vector where all coordinates are
equal to a (the dimension depends on the context), and Pa denotes the translation
of function P by the vector a. For instance, we recognize in the first term of (1.1)
the function ZeroSum2,3

v where v = (2, 0). Moreover, let AllZerosk,q refer to the
predicate on Σk

q that is only true on input 0; then in the same expression, P3 is
AllZeros2,3v where v = (2, 1). Furthermore, for (x2, x4) ∈ Σ2

3, we have:

P31(x2, x4) = AllZeros2,3v+1(x2, x4) = AllZeros2,30,2(x2, x4) = (x2 = 0 ∧ x4 = 1)

P32(x2, x4) = AllZeros2,3v+2(x2, x4) = AllZeros2,31,0(x2, x4) = (x2 = 2 ∧ x4 = 0)

The inapproximability bounds of [13] specifically follow from the Theorem below3.

Theorem 1.1 ([13]). Let k ≥ 3 and q ≥ 2 be two constant integers, and let P
be a predicate on Z

k
q such that P−1(1) is a balanced pairwise independent subgroup of

Z
k
q . Then MaxCSP({Pv | v ∈ Z

k
q}) in k-partite instances is NP−hard to approximate

within any constant standard factor greater than rP .

For example, given two integers q ≥ 2 and k ≥ 3, the accepting entries of
ZeroSumk,q form a subgroup of Zk

q . Since this subgroup is balanced (k − 1)-wise
independent, it is in also balanced pairwise independent. Theorem 1.1 induces a dif-
ferential inapproximability bound of 1/q for k-partite instances of k CSP−q assuming
P 6= NP. When (k, q) = (3, 2), this yields an approximability upper bound of 1/2
for 3 CSP−2. For others values of (k, q), Chan deduces the bounds of O(k/qk−1)
or O(k/qk−2) we mentioned earlier from more elaborate predicates and a standard
approximation preserving reduction that allows to reduce to a smaller alphabet size
which is a prime power (more details on the reduction can be found in subsection 3.2).

With a slight misuse of language, for two positive integers q and t, we will subse-
quently refer to the real-valued functions P of variables with domain Σq as balanced
t-wise independent if they satisfy the following property: their mean value remains
constant when any t of their variables are fixed to any t values. Formally, if P depends
on k variables, it must satisfy:

∑

y∈Σk
q :yJ=v P (y)/qk−t = rP , J ⊆ [k], |J | = t, v ∈ Σt

q(1.2)

From now onwards, we denote the set of such functions by Itq. Balanced t-wise
independent functions provide a natural extension of balanced t-wise independent
distributions over Σk

q , which satisfy (1.2). Conversely, let P be a function on Σk
q with

minimum value P∗; then P satisfies (1.2) if an only if the function

y 7→ P̃ (y) :=
P (y)− P∗

∑

u∈Σk
q
(P (u)− P∗)

, y ∈ Σk
q

defines a balanced t-wise independent distribution on Σk
q .

4 For example, if P is

ZeroSumk,q, then P̃ is ZeroSumk,q/qk−1. Balanced t-wise independent functions

3We expose in Theorem 1.1 a simplified version of the result of [13], which actually applies to
CSPs over finite abelian groups.

4By construction P̃ takes values in [0, 1], has a mean value of 1/qk, and satisfies (1.2) iff P does.



6 J.-F. CULUS, AND S. TOULOUSE

Table 1

Differential approximation bounds that are already known for kCSP−q and CSP(Oq) where
k ≥ 2 and q ≥ 2. Inapproximability bounds hold for all constant ε > 0 assuming P 6= NP. The
bounds marked by ∗ are commented in Appendix D.

Restriction Approximation bound

CSP(Oq)
1/q (trivial)

¬ 1/q + ε, even for 3−partite E3 CSP(Oq ∩ I2
q) [13]

2CSP−2, 2− π/2 (> 0.429) [42, 17]

3CSP(E2) ¬ 7/8 + ε∗, even for Bipartite Lin−2, due to the gadget of [31] from E3 Lin−2

3CSP−2
1− π/4 (> 0.214) using [42], by reduction to 2CSP−2 [17]

¬ 1/2 + ε, even for 3−partite E3 Lin−2 [13]

kCSP−q Ω(1/m) using [32], by reduction to Lin−2 [16]

kCSP−q ¬O(k/qk−1) + ε if k ≥ q, ¬ (q − 1)k/qk−1 + ε if q is a prime power,
where k ≥ 3 ¬O((q − 1)k/qk−1) + ε otherwise, even for k−partite CSP(I2

q ) [13]

also provide a natural extension of balanced t-wise subsets of Σk
q . Here consider that a

predicate whose accepting entries are defined as the elements of a given balanced t-wise
independent subset of Σk

q clearly satisfies (1.2). For instance, function ZeroSumk,q is
balanced (k − 1)-wise independent for all integers q ≥ 2 and k ≥ 2.

1.4. Outline. We identify new connections between balanced t-wise indepen-
dence and optimization CSPs over q-ary alphabets, which allow to establish new
positive and conditional differential approximation results for k CSP−q.

To establish the inapproximation bounds of [13], balanced t-wise independence
restricts the functions that can express the constraints of the CSP. In the present
article, balanced t-wise independence essentially concerns distributions on the solution
set of the CSP instance. We more specifically manipulate arrays or pairs of arrays
which are interpreted as multisets of solutions by identifying each possible row of the
arrays with a solution of the CSP instance. Balanced t-wise independence precisely
constraints the frequency of rows in the arrays. Our results notably involve a famous
family of combinatorial designs termed Orthogonal arrays (OAs for short), which can
be seen as rational balanced t-wise independent measures on Σν

q (see subsection 2.4
for a complete definition of OAs).

Note that when functions with arbitrary sign values are permitted to express
the constraints of CSP instances, MaxCSP−q and MinCSP−q can be considered as
equivalent optimization problems. This equivalence arises from the fact that, for any
instance of CSP−q, replacing each constraint function with its opposite is equivalent
to reversing the optimization objective. The paper is organized as follows:

• In section 2, we seek valid lower bounds for the differential ratio taken at the
average solution value of k CSP−q instances. We exhibit a connection between this
ratio and OAs or related designs that involves the strong chromatic number of the
instance (Theorem 2.4). Arrays from the literature then allow to deduce that the
average differential ratio is Ω(1) when restricting to instances with a bounded strong
chromatic number, Ω(1/nk/2) when q = 2 and Ω(1/nk−⌈logpκ k⌉) where pκ is the
smallest prime power ≥ q otherwise.
• In section 3, we introduce a family of combinatorial designs, which allows to

find solutions of CSPs over an alphabet of size q by solving CSPs over an alphabet
of a smaller size p, provided that every constraint depends on at most p variables
(Theorem 3.2). These designs consist of pairs of arrays that can be viewed as some
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Table 2

New differential approximability bounds for kCSP−q, CSP(Oq), kCSP(Eq) and kCSP(It
q) where

k ≥ 2, q ≥ 2 and t ∈ [k−1]: we denote by pκ the smallest prime power ≥ q, by ν the strong chromatic
number of the instance, by B̃1 if q = 2 the neighbourhood function that associates with any solution
x the set of the solutions that coincide with x on all, all but one, none, or one coordinates.

Lower bounds for the average differential ratio (section 2)

Restriction Conditions on ν, q, k, t Lower bound
CSP(Oq) 1/q

k CSP−q ν ≤ k + 1 1/qk

k CSP−q pκ > k and ν ≤ pκ + 1 1/pκk (≥ 1/(2q − 2)k) (using [12])

3 CSP−q q ≥ 3 and ν ≤ 2⌈log2 q⌉ + 2 1/2⌈log2 q⌉k (≥ 1/(2q − 2)3) (using [12])

k CSP(It
q) ν ≤ k + t + 1 1/qmin{ν−t,k}

k CSP(It
q) q prime power, q > k and ν ≤ q + 1 + t 1/qk (using [12])

3 CSP(It
q) q power of 2, q > 3 and ν ≤ q + 2 + t 1/q3 (using [12])

k CSP(Eq) q or k is odd and ν ≤ k + 1 1/qk−1

k CSP−2 Ω(1/ν⌊k/2⌋) (using [15, 30, 11, 20])

k CSP−q q ≥ 3 Ω(1/νk−⌈logpκ k⌉) (using [15, 10])

Differential approximability bounds obtained using [42] by reduction to 2CSP−2 (section 3)

Restriction Conditions on q Approximation bound
2 CSP−q q ≥ 3 (2 − π/2)/(q − 1)2

2 CSP(Eq) q ∈ {3, 4, 5, 7, 8} (2 − π/2)/q

Approximability bounds related to Hamming balls of fixed radius (section 4)

Restriction Approximation guarantee

CSP(Oq)
for all solutions x, the highest differential ratio achieved over

{x, x+ 1, . . . , x+ q− 1} is ≥ 1/q

2 CSP−2, local optima w.r.t. B̃1 perform a differential ratio of Ω(1/ν) and for all solutions

3CSP(E2) x, the highest differential ratio achieved on B̃1(x) is Ω(1/n) times this bound

Ek CSP(Ik−1
q )

the same lower bounds hold for the differential ratio reached at local optima
w.r.t. Hamming balls of radius 1 as for the average differential ratio, and the
highest differential ratio reached over any such ball is Ω(1/n) times this ratio

k CSP−q
over any Hamming ball of radius k, the ratio of the maximum distance
between two solution values to the instance diameter is Ω(1/nk)

constrained decomposition of a balanced k-wise independent function on Σq
q. By ex-

hibiting such pairs (Theorem 3.8), we show that whenever k CSP−k is approximable
within differential factor ρ, given any q > k, k CSP−q is approximable within dif-
ferential factor ρ/(q − k/2)k. It thus follows from [42] that for all constant integers
q ≥ 2, 2 CSP−q is differentially approximable within some constant factor.
• In section 4, we use similar designs as those of section 3 to evaluate the dif-

ferential ratio reached by solutions with extremal value over Hamming balls with
fixed radius k. We obtain a combinatorial identity that allows to express any so-
lution value as a linear combination of solution values over any such ball (Theo-
rem 4.8). Consequently, for k CSP−q, every Hamming ball of radius k provides a pair
of solutions whose difference in value is a fraction Ω(1/nk) of the instance diameter
|opt(I)− wor(I)|.

As is customary, we discuss the obtained results and the prospects they offer in
a concluding section. We group together some technical arguments and side issues in
an appendix.

We summarize in Tables 1 and 2 the resulting knowledge of the differential ap-
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proximability of k CSP−q, it restriction k CSP(Itq), and the restrictions CSP(Oq) and
k CSP(Eq) of CSP−q and k CSP−q to function families Oq and Eq which we define
immediately afterwards.

1.5. Notations that will be used in the rest of the paper. Function

families Eq and Oq. Given a positive integer k, function XORk is remarkable in
that, given any two k-dimensional Boolean vectors y and ȳ, we have eitherXORk(y) =
XORk(ȳ), or XORk(y) +XORk(ȳ) = 1, depending on k mod 2. Consider that the
number of non-zero coordinates in ȳ has the same parity as the number of non-zero
coordinates in y if and only if k is even. Eq and Oq provide some generalization to
q-ary alphabets of such Boolean predicates, namely: functions of Eq are stable under
the shift by the same quantity of all their entries, while functions of Oq satisfy that
their mean value over any q inputs y, y+1, . . . , y+q− 1 is equal to their mean value.
Formally, given an integer k ≥ 1, a function P : Σk

q → R belongs to Eq and Oq

whenever it satisfies respectively (1.3) and (1.4) below:

Pa(y) := P (y1 + a, . . . , yk + a) = P (y1, . . . , yk), y ∈ Σk
q , a ∈ Σq(1.3)

∑q−1
a=0 P (y1 + a, . . . , yk + a)/q = rP , y ∈ Σk

q(1.4)

For example, let AllEqualk,q refer to the predicate on Σk
q that is true for entries

(y1, . . . , yk) with y1 = . . . = yk. Then AllEqualk,q clearly belongs to Eq. Now consider
equation (y1 + . . .+ yk ≡ 0 mod q) over Σk

q . Given any y = (y1, . . . , yk) ∈ Σk
q and any

a ∈ Σq, we have:

(y1 + a) + . . .+ (yk + a) = (y1 + . . .+ yk) + ka

We deduce that ZeroSumk,q ∈ Eq iff k is a multiple of q, and that ZeroSumk,q ∈ Oq

iff k and q are mutually prime5.
Let P ∈ Eq. By (1.3), the average value of P when one of its variables is set to

a certain a ∈ Σq does not depend on a specific choice of a; this value consequently is
equal to rP . Functions of Eq therefore belong to I1q .

For some insight on families Eq and Oq and the corresponding CSPs, we invite
the reader to refer to Appendix A.

Arrays. Let ν and q be two positive integers, where q ≥ 2. An array with ν
columns on symbol set Σq is a multisubset of Σν

q . Given an array M , a row index r
and a column index c, Mr and M c refer to respectively the row with index r and the
column with index c of M . Given a sequence J = (c1, . . . , ct) of column indices, MJ

refers to the subarray (M c1 , . . . ,M ct). M is simple if no word u ∈ Σν
q occurs more

than once as a row in M .
For an R × ν array M on Σq, we denote by µM the frequency of words of Σν

q in
M , i.e.:

µM (u) := |{r ∈ [R] |Mr = u}| /R, u ∈ Σν
q(1.5)

µM defines a probability distribution on Σν
q . We will also consider the function µM

E ∈
Eq which associates with each u ∈ Σν

q a fraction 1/q of the overall frequency in M of

5For Oq, the number of integers a ∈ Σq such that ZeroSumk,q(y + a) is true must be the same
for all y ∈ Σk

q . Equivalently, the number of integers a ∈ Σq such that ak ≡ b mod q should be the
same for all integers b ∈ Σq . If d refers to the greatest common divisor of k and q, then this number
is d if d is a divisor of b and 0 otherwise. Since d is always a divisor of 0, we conclude that d must
be 1.



COMBINATORIAL DESIGNS AND THE APPROXIMABILITY OF CSPS 9

−∞ +∞
wor(I) opt(I)EX [v(I,X)] v(I, x)

Fig. 1. Quantities involved in the gain ratio achieved by a given solution (in dotted lines) and
the average differential ratio (in dashed lines).

words of the form u+ a. Formally:

µM
E (u) :=

∑q−1
a=0 µ

M (u + a)/q, u ∈ Σν
q(1.6)

µM
E defines an alternate probability distribution on Σν

q .

2. Differential approximation quality of the average solution value. So-
lutions with value at least EX [v(I,X)] are computationally easy to find, using the
conditional expectation technique [33]. The method, when applied to an instance I of
MaxCSP−q, consists in associating a (new) random variable Xj to each variable xj

of I, and then iteratively fixing variables xj , j = 1, . . . , n to a symbol a ∈ Σq that
maximizes the conditional expectation:

EX [v(I,X) | (X1, X2, . . . , Xj−1, Xj) = (x1, x2, . . . , xj−1, a)] .

By proceeding in this way, provided that the variables Xj , j ∈ [n] are independently
distributed, we obtain a solution x with value:

v(I, x) = EX [v(I,X) |X = x]
≥ EX [(X1, . . . , Xn−1) = (x1, . . . , xn−1)] ≥ . . . ≥ EX [v(I,X)]

In particular, the method returns a solution with value at least the average solu-
tion value when the variables Xj , j ∈ [n] are uniformly distributed. Therefore, two
questions can naturally be asked: is it possible to compute within polynomial time
solutions that beat EX [v(I,X)], and what is the gain of EX [v(I,X)] over the worst
solution value?

Approximating the optimum advantage over a random assignment is one way to
address the former question. This involves determining the highest ρ for which a ρ-gain
approximation algorithm exists. For example, 3 Lin−2 is NP−hard to approximate
to within any constant gain factor [31], but is approximable within an expected gain
factor of Ω(

√

1/m) [32]. The latter question is related to the advantage of a random
solution over a worst assignment, which precisely is the average differential ratio. The
issue here consists in determining the tightest possible lower bound for the average
differential ratio. For example, on an instance I of E3 Lin−2, any equation is satisfied
exactly once over any pair {x, x̄} of solutions. Hence, for this specific CSP, the average
advantage over wor(I) is exactly one half of the instance diameter [23]. Figure 1 shows
the quantities involved in these two measures. The two questions are complementary,
and the second has potential to shed light on the first. In particular, one might think
that the further EX [v(I,X)] is from wor(I), the harder it is to get away from it.

We here address the second question. We specifically seek lower bounds for the
average differential ratio on instances of k CSP−q and its restrictions k CSP(Eq) and
k CSP(Itq). Note that such lower bounds also provide an estimate of the differential
approximation guarantee offered by the conditional expectation technique.

2.1. Previous related works and preliminary remarks. We discuss three
restrictions under which some lower bound for the average differential ratio is either
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already known, or obvious. In [23], Escoffier and Paschos analyze the differential ratio
achieved by solutions returned by the conditional expectation technique on unweighted
instances of Sat. They observed that on such an instance I on which the goal is to
maximize, provided that opt(I) 6= wor(I), we have:

⌈EX [v(I,X)]⌉ ≥ wor(I) + 1 ≥ wor(I) + (opt(I)− wor(I)) /m

The solution returned by the conditional expectation technique therefore is (1/m)-
differential approximate on I. Besides, the argument extends for all integers q ≥ 2 to
the restriction of CSP−q with integer solution values and a polynomially bounded di-
ameter. However, the argument does not apply to instances that manipulate arbitrary
weights.

Given a positive integer n, a function P : {0, 1}n → R is submodular if and only
if it satisfies:

P (y) + P (z) ≥ P (y1 ∨ z1, . . . , yn ∨ zn) + P (y1 ∧ z1, . . . , yn ∧ zn), y, z ∈ {0, 1}n

Feige et al. demonstrated in [24], that for all submodular functions P , if x∗ refers to
a maximizer of P , then :

EX [P (X)] ≥ P (x∗)/4 + P (x̄∗)/4 + P (0)/4 + P (1)/4(2.1)

Since a conical combination of submodular pseudo-Boolean functions is submodular,
inequality (2.1) notably holds when P is the objective function v(I, .) of an instance
of MaxCSP−2 in which functions Pi all are submodular. Considering that none of
the solution values v(I, x̄∗), v(I,0), v(I,1) can be less than wor(I), we deduce that
the average differential ratio is at least 1/4 on such instances. This ratio is even
bounded below by 1/2 on submodular instances of MaxCSP(E2), on which v(I, x̄∗) =
opt(I). The Maximum Directed Cut, MaxDi Cut is the restriction of Max 2CCSP−2 to
clauses of the form (xi1 ∧ x̄i2 ), while the Boolean Not-All-Equal Satisfiability Problem
(NAESat) is the restriction of CSP−2 to constraints of the form ¬(ℓi1 = . . . = ℓiki ).
Then submodular CSPs notably include MaxDi Cut, the restriction — known as the
satisfiability problem with no mixed clause — of MaxSat to constraints of the form
(xi1 ∨ . . .∨xiki

) or (x̄i1 ∨ . . .∨ x̄iki
), and the restriction — known as the monotone not-

all-equal satisfiability problem — of MaxNAESat to constraints of the form ¬(xi1 =
. . . = xiki

).
We now consider an optimization problem where the objective is to optimize a

function P ∈ Oq over Σn
q . According to the definition of Oq, we have:

EX [P (X)] = rP = (P (x) + P (x+ 1) + . . .+ P (x+ q− 1)) /q, x ∈ Σn
q(2.2)

Let I be an instance of MaxCSP(Oq). Since any linear combination of functions of
Oq still belongs to Oq, relation (2.2) particularly holds when P = v(I, .) and x is an
optimal solution of I. This implies that the differential ratio achieved at the average
solution value on I is at least 1/q.

The assumptions of uniformity of weightings, submodularity or membership in
Oq are quite restrictive. Let us shift our focus to instance I of MaxEkCSP−q. On I,
the average solution value can be expressed as:

EX [v(I,X)] =
∑m

i=1 wi ×
∑

v∈Σk
q
Pi(v)/q

k =
∑m

i=1 wirPi
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For example, if I is an instance of Lin−2, then the average solution value on I is equal
to

∑m
i=1 wi × 1/2. Denoting x∗ a solution with optimal value on I, we observe:

∑m
i=1 wirPi

=
∑m

i=1 wi

(

Pi(x
∗
Ji
) +

∑

v∈Σk
q :v 6=x∗

Ji

Pi(v)
)

/qk ⇔
EX [v(I,X)] = v(I, x∗)/qk +

∑m
i=1 wi

∑

v∈Σk
q :v 6=x∗

Ji

Pi(v)/q
k(2.3)

Hence, on I, provided that wiPi ≥ 0, i ∈ [m], the average solution value is a fraction
at least 1/qk of the optimum value. This value is an even greater fraction of opt(I)
if we restrict the functions that occur in the constraints to Eq ∪k−1

t=1 Itq. First assume
that the functions Pi, i ∈ [m] are all balanced t-wise independent, where t is some
positive integer less than or equal to k. Given i ∈ [m], if Ji = (i1, . . . , ik), then we
denote by Li = (i1, . . . , it) and by Ri = (it+1, . . . , ik) respectively the t first and the
k− t last elements of Ji. Substituting into (1.2), we deduce that the average solution
value on I satisfies:

∑m
i=1 wirPi

=
∑m

i=1 wi ×
∑

v∈Σk−t
q

Pi(x
∗
Li
, v)/qk−t by (1.2)

=
∑m

i=1 wi

(

Pi(x
∗
Li
, x∗

Ri
) +

∑

v∈Σk−t
q :v 6=x∗

Ri

Pi(x
∗
Li
, v)

)

/qk−t ⇔
EX [v(I,X)] = v(I, x∗)/qk−t +

∑m
i=1 wi

∑

v∈Σk−t
q :v 6=x∗

Ri

Pi(x
∗
Li
, v)/qk−t(2.4)

Since Eq ⊆ I1q , equality (2.4) in particular holds with t = 1 on instances of EkCSP(Eq).
From the equalities (2.3) and (2.4), we deduce that for any three integers q ≥

2, k ≥ 2 and t ∈ [k − 1], on any instance of MaxEkCSP−q, MaxEkCSP(Itq) and
MaxEkCSP(Eq) in which the constraints are all non-negative, the average standard
ratio is at least 1/qk, 1/qk−t and 1/qk−1, respectively.

Nevertheless, a similar deduction cannot be made for the average differential
ratio. Specifically, in the most general case, we can not assert that the quantities
EX [v(I,X)]− v(I, x∗)/qk and EX [v(I,X)]− v(I, x∗)/qk−t which appear in the right-
hand side of these equalities are the average of the values of qk − 1 and qk−t − 1
solutions respectively.

The 1/q ratio for CSP(Oq) results from the fact that q solutions are sufficient to
evaluate the average value of all the solutions, and that for any solution x, there exists
such a set of q solutions containing x. Taking inspiration from this singular case, we
evaluate the average differential ratio on instances of k CSP−q and its restrictions
k CSP(Eq) and k CSP(Itq). We adopt a kind of neighbourhood approach: we associate
with each solution x of I a multiset X (I, x) of solutions having the same mean solution
value as the set of solutions, with relatively small size R, in which x appears a certain
number R∗ > 0 of times. Taking X (I, .) at an optimal solution x∗, we deduce that
the average differential ratio on I is at least R∗/R.

2.2. Partition-based solution multisets. Given an instance I of CSP−q on
n variables, we consider the following framework in order to construct our solution
multisets X (I, x), x ∈ Σn

q .

• Solution multiset association. With a partition V = {V1, . . . , Vν} of [n], a
solution x ∈ Σn

q and a vector u ∈ {0, . . . , q − 1}ν, we associate the solution y(V , x, u)
defined by:

(y(V , x, u)V1
, . . . , y(V , x, u)Vν

) = (xV1
+ u1, . . . , xVν

+ uν)

That is, the solution y(V , x, u) is obtained from x by shifting each of its coordinates in
Vc by uc, for each c ∈ [ν]. Notably, when u is the all-zeros vector, y(V , x,0) coincides
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with x. We then consider arrays with ν columns on Σq. With such an R × ν array
M , we associate the solution multiset:

X (I, x) = (y(V , x,Mr) | r ∈ [R])

• Conditions. To ensure that solution values (v(I, y(V , x,Mr)) | r ∈ [R]) cover
the optimum solution value provided that x is optimal, the all-zeros vector must occur
at least once as a row in M . Note that for any (u, a) ∈ {0, . . . , q−1}ν+1, y(V , x, u+a)
equals y(V , x, u) + a. Hence, when considering the restriction CSP(Eq) of CSP−q, we
only require that M contains at least one row of the form a.

Since our ultimate goal is to connect the average solution value to the optimum
solution value, the mean of the solution values over (y(V , x,Mr) | r ∈ [R]) should
match the mean of the solution values over Σn

q . Specifically, we need M to satisfy:

∑R
r=1 v(I, y(V , x,Mr))/R = EX [v(I,X)], x ∈ Σn

q(2.5)

When such a case occurs, the average differential ratio on I is at least µM (0).
Indeed, let x∗ be an optimal solution of I. We assume w.l.o.g. that the goal on I is
to maximize. Then we have:

EX [v(I,X)] =
∑R

r=1 v(I, y(V , x∗,Mr))/R by (2.5)
≥ µM (0)× v(I, x∗) +

(

1− µM (0)
)

× wor(I)

In case where v(I, .) ∈ Eq, we similarly obtain a lower bound of
∑q−1

a=0 µ
M (a) for the

average differential ratio.
Assuming that V is either given or computable within polynomial time, picking a

solution with maximum value over {y(V ,0,Mr) | r ∈ [R]} yields the same differential
approximation guarantee as the average solution value. For example, on an instance
I of CSP(Oq), relation (2.2) suggests to consider the partition V = {[n]} of [n] and
the array M on Σq defined by:

M =











0
1
...

q − 1











This array satisfies µM (0) = 1/q.
Notice that given any q ≥ 2, the predicate on Σ3

q that accepts solutions to equation
(y1 + y2− y3 ≡ 0 mod q) belongs to Oq ∩I2q . As the q2 accepting entries of this pred-

icate constitute a subgroup of Z3
q , it follows from [13] that 3−partite E3 CSP(Oq ∩ I2q )

is NP−hard to differentially approximate within any constant factor greater than
1/q. Thus, under the assumption P 6= NP, with regard to the approximability of
CSP(Oq) within some constant differential factor, no polynomial time algorithm can
outperforme the trivial strategy of selecting a solution with maximum value over
{0, . . . ,q− 1}.

2.3. Orthogonal arrays and Difference schemes.

Definition 2.1 (e.g. see [29]). Let q, t, ν ≥ t be three positive integers, and R
be a multiple of qt. Then an R×ν array M with entries in Σq is a q-levels Orthogonal
Array of strength t with ν factors and R runs, an OA(R, ν, q, t) for short, if given
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Table 3

An OA(32, 3, 3, 2) (on the left) and a D2(31, 2, 3) (on the right).

M1 M2 M3

0 0 0
0 1 2
0 2 1
1 0 2
1 1 1
1 2 0
2 0 1
2 1 0
2 2 2

M1 M2

0 0
0 1
0 2

any sequence J = (c1, . . . , ct) of pairwise distinct column indices, the rows of subarray
MJ coincide equally often with every u ∈ Σt

q. Formally, M shall satisfy:

|{r ∈ [R] |MJ
r = v}| = R/qt, J ⊆ [ν], |J | = t, v ∈ Σt

q(2.6)

Equivalently, M is an OA(R, ν, q, t) iff µM is balanced t-wise independent (what
implies µM ∈ Itq). Hence, rational-valued balanced t-wise independent distributions
over Σν

q and orthogonal arrays of strength t with ν columns on the symbol set Σq

are essentially equivalent, viewing the frequency of the words of Σν
q in the array as

a distributions over Σν
q . Specifically, balanced t-wise independent subsets Y of Σν

q

correspond precisely to the simple orthogonal arrays of strength t with ν columns
and coefficients in Σq. For instance, the accepting entries of ZeroSumt+1,q form the
rows of a simple OA(qt, t + 1, q, t) on the symbol set Σq. (The corresponding array
for q = 3 and t = 2 is illustrated on the left-hand side of Table 3.)

Definition 2.2 (e.g. see [29]). Let t ≥ 1, ν ≥ t, R ≥ 1, q ≥ 2 where R is a
multiple of qt−1 be four integers. Then an R × ν array M with entries in Σq is a
Difference schemes of strength t based on (Zq,+), a Dt(R, ν, q) for short, if given any
sequence J = (c1, . . . , ct) of pairwise distinct column indices, the rows of subarray MJ

lie equally often on each subset {u, u+ 1, . . . , u+ q− 1}, u ∈ Σt
q of words. Formally,

M shall satisfy:

∑q−1
a=0 |{r ∈ [R] |MJ

r = v + a}| = R/qt−1, J ⊆ [ν], |J | = t, v ∈ {0} × Σt−1
q(2.7)

Equivalently, M is a Dt(R, ν, q) iff µM
E is balanced t-wise independent (what

implies µM
E ∈ Etq ∩ Itq). Table 3 shows the trivial Dt(q

t−1, t, q) when q = 3 and t = 2.
Difference schemes can be seen as a slight relaxation of Orthogonal Arrays. For some
insight on such arrays and their connections to orthogonal arrays, we invite the reader
to refer to [29].

2.4. Connecting the average differential ratio to orthogonal arrays.
Consider an instance I of k CSP−q. A sufficient condition for the average solution
value over (y(V , x,Mr) | r ∈ [R]) to coincide with the average solution value over Σn

q

is that for each constraint Pi(xJi
) of I, its average value over (y(V , x,Mr)Ji

| r ∈ [R])
coincides with rPi

. Hence, from now on, we will be looking for pairs (V ,M) that
satisfy:

∑R
r=1 Pi(y(V , x,Mr)Ji

)/R = rPi
, i ∈ [m], x ∈ Σn

q(2.8)

Let Pi(xJi
) = Pi(xi1 , . . . , xiki

) be a constraint of I. A sufficient condition for a
pair (V ,M) to satisfy (2.8) at i is that over the solution multiset (y(V , x,Mr) | r ∈ [R]),
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Pi is evaluated the same number of times on each of its possible entries. Firstly, we
observe that such a condition requires that any two distinct indices j, h ∈ Ji belong to
two distinct sets of V (as otherwise, over [R], the difference y(V , x,Mr)j−y(V , x,Mr)h
between the corresponding coordinates is the constant xj−xh). Therefore, we assume
that V = {V1, . . . , Vν} is a strong coloring of I, and M is an array on ν columns. We
denote by H = (c1, . . . , cki

) the sequence of color indexes satisfying that (i1, . . . , iki
) ∈

Vc1 × . . . × Vcki
. Thus given r ∈ [R], on solution y(V , x,Mr), Pi is evaluated at

y(V , x,Mr)Ji
= xJi

+ MH
r . Then, secondly, we observe that the vectors of (xJi

+
MH

r | r ∈ [R]) coincide equally often with each v ∈ Σki
q iff the words of (MH

r | r ∈ [R])

coincide equally often with each v ∈ Σki
q . Since H can be any at most k-cardinality

subset of [ν], we deduce that (V ,M) satisfies (2.8) provided that M is an orthogonal
array of strength k.

Now assume that Pi ∈ Eq, which means that Pi evaluates the same on any two
entries (y1, . . . , yki

) and (y1 + a, . . . , yki
+ a). In this case, a sufficient condition for

(V ,M) to satisfy (2.8) at i is that the vectors of (xJi
+MH

r | r ∈ [R]) belong equally
often to each subset {v, v + 1, . . . , v + q− 1}, v ∈ Σki

q . Now, this occurs iff the

vectors of (MH
r | r ∈ [R]) belong equally often to each subset {v, v+1, . . . , v+q− 1},

v ∈ Σki
q . We deduce that (V ,M) satisfies (2.8) provided that M is a difference scheme

of strength k.
Finally assume that Pi is balanced t-wise independent where t is some positive

integer strictly less than k. This means that we can fix (to xj) the value of up to t
variables with index j ∈ Ji, and still obtain the average value of Pi when averaging the
value taken by Pi over all possible assignments for the remaining variables. Hence,
rather than V , we consider the partition U = {V1, . . . , Vν−t, Uν−t+1} of [n] where
Uν−t+1 = Vν−t+1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vν . Moreover, M is an array on ν − t+ 1 columns, the last
of which contains only zeros. Under these assumptions, given r ∈ [R], y(V , x,Mr)Ji

can be described as the vector (vi1 , . . . , vki
) of Σki

q defined for s ∈ [ki] by vis = xis

if is ∈ Uν−t+1, and vis = xis + M cs
r otherwise. By construction, at most t indexes

j ∈ Ji can belong to Uν−t+1 (as these indexes originate from at most t colors sets
Vν−t+1, . . . , Vν). Let L = H ∩ [ν− t] and s = |L|. Then we deduce from the preceding
observations that a sufficient condition for (U ,M) to satisfy (2.8) at i is that the
vectors of (ML

r | r ∈ [R]) coincide equally often with each v ∈ Σs
q. Since L can be any

subset of [ν] with cardinality at most min{k, ν− t}, we conclude that (U ,M) satisfies
(2.8) provided that the ν − t first columns of M constitute an orthogonal array of
strength min{k, ν − t}.

For example, on a k-partite instance I of k CSP(Ik−1
q ), we consider the partition

U = {V1, [n]\V1} of [n] where V1 is a color set of a strong coloring of I, and the array
M on Σq defined by:

M =











0 0
1 0
...

...
q − 1 0











We deduce from the preceding analysis that for all integers q ≥ 2 and k ≥ 2,
k−partite CSP(Ik−1

q ) is trivially approximable within differential factor µM (0) = 1/q.

Moreover, as P = ZeroSumk,q fulfills the requirements of Theorem 1.1, this constant
factor is optimal assuming P 6= NP.

Notice that by shifting every row of an OA(R, ν, q, t) M on Σq by −u∗ where u∗ is
a maximizer of µM , one obtains an OA(R, ν, q, t) N on which 0 is a maximizer of µN .
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Table 4

Arrays that achieve ρ(ν, 3, 2) and ρE(ν, 3, 2) when ν ∈ {3, 4}. As regards relation (2.15), observe
that ρE(4, 3, 2) > ρ(3, 3, 2) and 3× ρ(4, 3, 2) > ρE(4, 3, 2), whereas 3× ρ(3, 3, 2) = ρE(3, 3, 2).

ρE(3, 3, 2) = 1/3 ρ(3, 3, 2) = 1/9 ρE(4, 3, 2) = 1/5 ρ(4, 3, 2) = 1/9

M1 M2 M3

0 0 0
0 1 2
0 2 1

M1 M2 M3

0 0 0
0 1 2
0 2 1
1 1 1
1 2 0
1 0 2
2 2 2
2 0 1
2 1 0

M1 M2 M3 M4

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 2
0 0 2 1
0 1 0 2
0 1 1 2
0 1 2 0
0 1 2 1
0 1 2 2
0 2 0 1
0 2 1 0
0 2 1 1
0 2 1 2
0 2 2 1

M1 M2 M3 M4

0 0 0 0
0 1 2 2
0 2 1 1
1 1 1 0
1 2 0 2
1 0 2 1
2 2 2 0
2 0 1 2
2 1 0 1

Therefore, we can always assume given an OA(R, ν, q, t) M that µM is maximized at
0. We can similarly assume w.l.o.g. given an R × ν difference scheme M on Σq that
µM
E is maximized at 0. Hence, as regards such arrays, we are interested in maximal

frequencies rather that in the frequency of a precise vector v or a precise vector family
{v, v + 1, . . . , v + q− 1}. We introduce the following numbers:

Definition 2.3. For three positive integers q, ν and t ∈ [ν], we denote by ρ(ν, q, t)
the greatest number ρ for which there exists an orthogonal array M with ν columns
of strength t on symbol set Σq such that:

max
v∈Σν

q

{

µM (v) := |{r ∈ [R] : Mr = v}|/R
}

= ρ(2.9)

Similarly, we denote by ρE(ν, q, t)) the greatest number ρ for which there exists a
difference scheme M with ν columns of strength t on Σq such that:

max
v∈{0}×Σν−1

q

{

µM
E (v) := µM (v) + µM (v + 1) + . . .+ µM (v + q− 1)

}

= ρ(2.10)

Tables 4 and 5 show a few arrays that achieve number either ρ(ν, q, t) or ρE(ν, q, t).
The preceding discussion establishes the following connection between these numbers
and the average differential ratio on k CSP−q instances:

Theorem 2.4. For all integers q ≥ 2, k ≥ 2, t ∈ [k − 1] and ν ≥ k, on every
ν-partite instance of k CSP−q, k CSP(Eq) and k CSP(Itq), the average differential ratio
is at least ρ(ν, q, k), ρE(ν, q, k) and ρ(ν − t, q,min{k, ν − t}), respectively.

2.5. Lower bounds for numbers ρ(ν, q, k) and ρE(ν, q, k). We deduce lowers
bounds for numbers ρ(ν, q, t) and ρE(ν, q, t) from orthogonal arrays and difference
schemes, most often simple, of the literature. The minimum number of rows in an
orthogonal array of strength t with ν columns on a set of q symbols is referred to as
F (ν, q, t) in the literature [29]. We similarly denote by E(ν, q, t) the minimum number
of rows in a difference scheme of strength t with ν columns on Σq. It is worth noting
that for all triples (ν, q, t) of positive integers, we have the obvious inequalities:

ρ(ν, q, t) ≥ 1/F (ν, q, t), ρE(ν, q, t) ≥ 1/E(ν, q, t)(2.11)
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Table 5

Arrays that achieve ρ(ν − 1, 2, 2) and ρE(ν, 2, 2) = ρE(ν, 2, 3) when ν ∈ {4, 5}. For ν = 4 (on
the left) and ν = 5 (on the right), the two arrays M and (M,u) illustrate equality ρE(ν, 2, 2t) =
ρ(ν − 1, 2, 2t) of relation (2.16) with t = 1. In both cases, if we applied transformation (2.14) to
array (M,u), we would obtain an orthogonal array that achieves ρ(ν, 2, 3) = ρE(ν, 2, 2)/2.

ρ(3, 2, 2) = 1/4

M1 M2 M3

0 0 0
0 1 1
1 0 1
1 1 0

ρE(4, 2, 2) = ρE(4, 2, 3) = 1/4

M1 M2 M3 u
0 0 0 0
0 1 1 0
1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0

ρ(4, 2, 2) = 1/6

M1 M2 M3 M4

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1
0 1 0 1
0 1 1 0
0 1 1 1
1 0 0 1
1 0 1 0
1 0 1 1
1 1 0 0
1 1 0 1
1 1 1 0

ρE(5, 2, 2) = ρE(5, 2, 3) = 1/6

M1 M2 M3 M4 u
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 0
0 1 1 0 0
0 1 1 1 0
1 0 0 1 0
1 0 1 0 0
1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 0
1 1 1 0 0

We first present some well-known facts about such arrays that provide useful
relationships between numbers F (ν, q, t) and E(ν, q, t) on the one hand, ρ(ν, q, t) and
ρE(ν, q, t) on the other hand.

Property 2.5 (e.g. see [29]). With an R× ν array M on Σq, associate the three
arrays A(M), B(M), C(M) on Σq defined by:

A(M) := (M [ν−1]
r | r ∈ [R] : Mν

r = 0)(2.12)

B(M) := ((Mr, 0) | r ∈ [R])(2.13)

C(M) := (Mr + a | r ∈ [R], a ∈ {0, . . . , q − 1})(2.14)

The following facts hold given four arrays M , A(M), B(M) and C(M):
1. if M is an OA(R, ν, q, t), then A(M) is an OA(R/q, ν − 1, q, t− 1);
2. if M is an OA(R, ν, q, t), then B(M) is a Dt(R, ν + 1, q);
3. M is a Dt(R, ν, q) iff C(M) is an OA(q ×R, ν, q, t).

For example, on both sides of Table 5, array (M,u) is the map by B of array M .
In Table 4, the second array is the map by C of the first array.

Property 2.5 implies for all integers q ≥ 2, t ≥ 1 and ν ≥ t the two relations
below:

{

E(ν, q, t) ≤ F (ν − 1, q, t) ≤ 1/q × F (ν, q, t+ 1) ≤ E(ν, q, t+ 1)
ρE(ν, q, t) ≥ ρ(ν − 1, q, t) ≥ q × ρ(ν, q, t+ 1) ≥ ρE(ν, q, t+ 1)

(2.15)

Over a binary alphabet, numbers F (ν, 2, t) and E(ν, 2, t) on the one hand, ρ(ν, 2.t)
and ρE(ν, 2, t) on the other hand, are more closely related.

Property 2.6 (e.g. see [29]). If M is a difference scheme of even strength 2t on a
binary alphabet, then M actually has strength 2t+ 1.

Accordingly, given any two integers t ≥ 1 and ν ≥ 2t, we have:

E(ν, 2, 2t+ 1) = E(ν, 2, 2t) and ρE(ν, 2, 2t+ 1) = ρE(ν, 2, 2t)

Property 2.6 and inequalities (2.15) consequently imply for all integers t ≥ 1 and
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ν ≥ 2t+ 1 the two relations below:

{

E(ν, 2, 2t) = F (ν − 1, 2, 2t) = F (ν, 2, 2t+ 1)/2 = E(ν, 2, 2t+ 1)
ρE(ν, 2, 2t) = ρ(ν − 1, 2, 2t) = 2ρ(ν, 2, 2t+ 1) = ρE(ν, 2, 2t+ 1)

(2.16)

(A proof of relations (2.15) and Property 2.6 can be found in Appendix C.) Arrays of
Tables 4 and 5 provide some illustration of relations (2.15) and (2.16).

We now review upper bounds for the quantities F (q, ν, t), E(q, ν, t), ρ(q, ν, t) and
ρE(q, ν, t) from the literature, starting with small values of ν. For the initial values of
ν, we observe the equalities F (t+ 1, q, t) = F (t, q, t) = qt and E(t, q, t) = qt−1. Bush
exhibits in [12] other triples (ν, q, t) for which F (ν, q, t) is still equal to qt:

Theorem 2.7 ([12]). Let q ≥ 2, t ≥ 2 and ν ≥ t be three integers. Then
F (ν, q, t) = qt if ν ≤ t + 1, or q is a prime power greater than t and ν ≤ q + 1, or
t = 3, q is a power of two greater than 3 and ν ≤ q + 2.

For greater integers ν, Colbourn et al. explicitly study in [15] the existence of
orthogonal arrays that maximize their maximum frequency in the restrictive case of
t = 2. They notably prove the following theorem:

Theorem 2.8 ([15]). Let q ≥ 2 and ν ≥ q be two integers such that ν is 1 or 0
modulo q. Then 1/ρ(ν, q, 2) is equal to:

{

ν(q − 1) + 1 if ν ≡ 1 mod q
ν(q − 1) + q if ν ≡ 0 mod q

According to Theorem 2.8, ρ(ν, 2, 2) equals 1/(ν + 1) if ν is odd and 1/(ν + 2)
otherwise. In addition, Property 2.6 allows us to derive the exact values of ρ(ν, 2, 3)
and ρE(ν, 2, 3) from Theorem 2.8:

Corollary 2.9. For all integers ν ≥ 3, 1/ρ(ν, 2, 3) = 2ν if ν is even and 2(ν+1)
otherwise. Equivalently, 1/ρE(ν, 2, 3) = ν if ν is even and ν + 1 otherwise.

For values of t greater than 2, upper bounds for F (ν, q, t) and E(ν, q, t) are derived
from infinite families of linear codes.

Definition 2.10. Given two positive integers L, r and a prime power q, a q-ary
linear code C of length L and dimension r is a r-dimensional subspace of FL

q . The
distance of C is the minimal Hamming distance between two vectors of C. The vectors
v ∈ F

L
q such that

∑L
j=1 vjcj = 0, c ∈ C are the codewords of a linear code termed the

dual code of C.

For binary alphabets (i.e. with q = 2), binary BCH codes — where BCH stands
for Bose, Ray-Chaudhuri and Hocquenghem — provide the following upper bound of
F (ν, 2, 2t):

Theorem 2.11 ([30, 11, 20]). For all positive integers t ≥ 1 and ν ≥ max{2t+
1, 7} such that ν + 1 is a power of 2,

F (ν, 2, 2t) ≤ (ν + 1)t(2.17)

Accordingly, for all positive integers t ≥ 1 and ν ≥ max{2t + 2, 8} such that ν is a
power of 2, E(ν, 2, 2t+ 1) ≤ νt and F (ν, 2, 2t+ 1) ≤ 2νt.

Proof. Given two positive integers κ ≥ 3 and t such that 2κ − 1 ≥ 2t + 1, the
primitive binary BCH code of length 2κ−1 and design distance 2t+1 is a binary linear
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code with dimension at least 2κ − 1 − tκ, of distance at least 2t + 1 (e.g. see [37]).
Delsarte’s Theorem [20] states that, if C is a linear code of length L, dimension r and
distance d over Fq, then the codewords of its dual form a simple OA(qL−r, L, q, d−1).
Considering q = 2, L = 2κ − 1, r ≥ 2κ − 1 − tκ and d ≥ 2t+ 1, there thus exists an
OA(R, 2κ−1, 2, 2t) where R ≤ 2tκ. Applying transformation (2.13) of Property 2.5 to
this orthogonal array, one obtains a D2t(R, 2κ, 2) which, according to Property 2.6, is
aD2t+1(R, 2κ, 2). Utilizing the transformation (2.14) of Property 2.5 on this difference
scheme results in an OA(2R, 2κ, 2, 2t+ 1).

For greater prime powers q, Bierbrauer demonstrates in [10] that trace-codes of
Reed-Solomon codes yield a simple OA(q× qν(t−1−λ), qν , q, t) for all natural numbers
ν, t, λ such that qν ≥ t > qλ. We observe that these arrays additionally provide an
upper bound for E(ν, q, t) in case where q is prime. Specifically, Bierbrauer defines in
[10] the orthogonal array B as follows:

Bc
(a,z) = φ

(

∑k−1
j=1 ajc

j
)

+ z, a = (a1, . . . , ak−1) ∈ (Fκ
q )

k−1, z ∈ Fq, c ∈ F
κ
q

where φ is some surjective map from F
κ
q to Fq. Let c1, . . . , cqκ refer to the elements

of Fκ
q . Given a = (a1, . . . , ak−1) ∈ (Fκ

q )
k−1, we define u(a) as:

u(a) =
(

φ
(

∑k−1
j=1 ajc

1
)

, . . . , φ
(

∑k−1
j=1 ajc

qκ
))

Then B precisely is the union, over all a ∈ (Fκ
q )

k−1, of the set

{u(a), u(a) + 1, . . . , u(a) + q− 1}

of rows. Thus assume that q is prime, in which case Fq ≃ Zq. We deduce from Item 3
of Property 2.5 that the restriction of B to rows with index (a, 0), a ∈ (Fν

q )
k−1 is a

Dk(q
ν(k−1), qν , q).

Theorem 2.12 ([10]). For all integers q ≥ 2, t ≥ 2, ν ≥ t where q is a prime
power and ν is a power of q, we have:

F (ν, q, t) ≤ q × νt−⌈logq t⌉(2.18)

if q is a prime, then E(ν, q, t) ≤ νt−⌈logq t⌉(2.19)

2.6. Approximation guarantees for k CSP−q. We derive lower bounds for
the average differential ratio from Theorem 2.4 and the arrays of subsection 2.5.
While these arrays typically demand q to be a prime power, we can still establish lower
bounds for the average differential ratio when q is not a prime power by reducing it
to the prime power case.

Theorem 2.13. Let q, k ≥ 2 and d > q be three integers. Assume that on all
instances I of k CSP−d, the average differential ratio is bounded below by ρ, where ρ
possibly depends on the primary hypergraph of I; then this also holds for k CSP−q.

Proof. Consider an instance I of k CSP−q. We denote byM the set of surjective
maps from Σd to Σq. Given a sequence π = (π1, . . . , πn) of n maps from M, we
interpret I as the instance fπ(I) of CSP−d where:

1. for each j ∈ [n], there is in fπ(I) a variable zj with domain Σd;
2. for each i ∈ [m], there is in fπ(I) a constraint Ci = Pi(πi1(zi1), . . . , πiki

(ziki ))
with the same weight wi as Ci in I.
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By construction, two instances fπ(I) and I share the same primary hypergraph.
To retrieve solutions of I from solutions of fπ(I), we define gπ(I, .) by gπ(I, z) =
(π1(z1), . . . , πn(zn)), z ∈ Σn

d . This function is surjective, and satisfies for all z ∈ Σn
d

that v(I, gπ(I, z)) = v(fπ(I), z). The extremal solution values on I and fπ(I) there-
fore satisfy:

opt(fπ(I)) = opt(I), wor(fπ(I)) = wor(I)(2.20)

By contrast, EZ [v(fπ(I), Z)] may differ from EX [v(I,X)], due to the fact that
gπ(I, .) possibly associates with two distinct vectors x, x′ ∈ Σn

q a distinct number
of vectors from Σn

d . Hence, rather than n specific maps π1, . . . , πn, we consider a
collection Π = (Π1, . . . ,Πn) of random maps that are independently and uniformly
distributed overM. Let b ∈ Σq and b′ ∈ Σq\{b}. We consider onM the function σ
that associates with any τ ∈ M the map σ(τ) ∈ M defined by:

σ(τ)(c) =







b′ if c ∈ τ−1(b)
b if c ∈ τ−1(b′)
τ(c) otherwise

σ clearly is a bijection onM. Given any a ∈ Σd, we have:

|{τ ∈ M| τ(a) = b}| = |{τ ∈M|σ(τ)(a) = b}| since σ is a bijective
= |{τ ∈M| τ(a) = b′}|

We deduce that cardinalities |{τ ∈ M| τ(a) = b}|, (a, b) ∈ Σd × Σq are all equal to
1/q. Probabilities PΠ[gΠ(I, z) = x], z ∈ Σn

d , x ∈ Σn
q therefore are all equal to:

∏n
j=1 PΠj

[Πj(zj) = xj ] =
∏n

j=1

( |{τ ∈M| τ(zj) = xj}|
|M|

)

= 1/qn

Accordingly, given any z ∈ Σn
d , we have:

EΠ[v(I, gΠ(I, z))] =
∑

x∈Σn
q
v(I, x)× PΠ[gΠ(I, z) = x] = EX [v(I,X)]

Finally, the expected average solution value on fΠ(I) satisfies:

EΠ [EZ [v(fΠ(I), Z)]] = EZ [EΠ[v(I, gΠ(I, Z))]] = EX [v(I,X)](2.21)

Referring to (2.21), there exists a vector π∗ ∈ Mn such that EZ [v(fπ∗
(I), Z)] ≤

EX [v(I,X)], while given such a π∗, we have:

EX [v(I,X)]− wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)
≥ EZ [v(fπ∗

(I), Z)]− wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)

=
EZ [v(fπ∗

(I), Z)]− wor(fπ∗
(I))

opt(fπ∗
(I))− wor(fπ∗

(I))
by (2.20)

This completes the proof.

Notice that, in the most general case, transformation fπ does not map an initial
instance of CSP(Eq) or CSP(Itq) to an instance of k CSP(Ed) or k CSP(Itd). For example,
assume that d = 3, q = 2, π1 = π2 maps each a ∈ Σ3 to a mod 2, and consider the
function XNOR2. While the function XNOR2 belongs to E2 (and thus, to I12 ), the
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function P on Σ2
3 that assigns to each (a, b) ∈ Σ2

3 the valueXNOR2(a mod 2, b mod 2)
does not belong to I13 (and thus, to E3).6

Consider an instance I of k CSP−q. If I is ν-partite, we know from Theorem 2.4
that ρ(ν, q,min{ν, k}) is a proper lower bound for the average differential ratio on I.
We argue that for all integers s ≥ ν, ρ(s, q,min{ν, s}) is a proper lower bound for
this ratio. On the one hand, the ν first columns of an OA(R, s, q, t) in which row
0 occurs R∗ times form an OA(R, ν, q, t) in which row 0 occurs at least R∗ times.
On the other hand, an OA(R, ν, q, t) obviously is an OA(R, ν, q, t′) for all positive
integers t′ ≤ t. From Theorem 2.13, we eventually deduce that for all integers s ≥ ν
and q′ ≥ q, ρ(s, q′,min{s, k}) is a proper lower bound for the average differential on
I. In the light of these observations, using Theorems 2.4 and 2.13, we derive from
Theorems 2.7, 2.8, 2.11, and 2.12 and Corollary 2.9 the following lower bounds for
the average differential ratio for k CSP−q:

Corollary 2.14 (Consequence of Theorems 2.4, 2.7, and 2.13). Let q ≥ 2,
k ≥ 2, ν ≥ k with ν ∈ O(max{q, k}) be three integers, and I be a ν-partite instance
of k CSP−q. We denote by pκ the smallest prime power greater than or equal to q.
On I, the average differential ratio is bounded below by:

1. 1/qk if ν ≤ k + 1, or q is a prime power > k and ν ≤ q + 1, or k = 3, q is a
power of 2 > 3 and ν ≤ q + 2;

2. 1/pκk ≥ 1/(2q − 2)k if pκ > k and ν ≤ pκ + 1;
3. 1/23⌈log2 q⌉ ≥ 1/(2q − 2)3) if k = 3, q ≥ 3 and ν ≤ 2⌈log2 q⌉ + 2.

Corollary 2.15 (Consequence of Theorems 2.4 and 2.8). Let q ≥ 2 and ν ≥ 2
be two integers. Then on all ν-partite instances of 2 CSP−q, the average differential
ratio is bounded below by:

1

q⌈(ν − 1)/q⌉(q − 1) + q
≥ 1

(q − 1)ν + (q − 1)(q − 2) + 1
∼ 1

(q − 1)ν

In particular, when q = 2, this ratio is at least 1/(ν + 1) if ν is odd and 1/(ν + 2)
otherwise.

Corollary 2.16 (Consequence of Theorem 2.4 and Corollary 2.9). On all in-
stances of 3 CSP−2 with a strong chromatic number ν ≥ 3, the average differential
ratio is bounded below by 1/ (4⌈ν/2⌉) ∼ 1/(2ν).

Corollary 2.17 (Consequence of Theorems 2.4 and 2.11). Let k ≥ 4 and ν ≥ k
be two integers. Then on all ν-partite instances of k CSP−2, the average differential
ratio is at least

1/2⌈log2(ν+1)⌉k/2 ≥ 1/(2ν)k/2 ∼ 1/(2ν)⌊k/2⌋ if k is even,
1/21+⌈log2 ν⌉(k−1)/2 ≥ 1/2× 1/(2ν − 2)(k−1)/2 ∼ 1/(2⌈k/2⌉ν⌊k/2⌋) if k is odd.

Corollary 2.18 (Consequence of Theorems 2.4, 2.12, and 2.13). Let q ≥ 3,
k ≥ 2, ν ≥ k be three integers, and I be a ν-partite instance of k CSP−q. We denote
by pκ the smallest prime power such that pκ ≥ q (thus pκ = q provided that q is a
prime power). Then the average differential ratio on I is at least:

1

pκ(1+⌈logpκ ν⌉(k−⌈logpκ k⌉))
≥ 1

pκ
× 1

(pκν − pκ)k−⌈logpκ k⌉
∼ 1

pκ
× 1

(pκν)k−⌈logpκ k⌉

If each constraint of I involves a function of Itq where t is some positive integer,
according to Theorem 2.4, we can consider for the average differential ratio on I the

6We have P (0, 0)+P (0, 1)+P (0, 2) = 2XNOR2(0, 0)+XNOR2(0, 1) = 2 and P (1, 0)+P (1, 1)+
P (1, 2) = 2XNOR2(1, 0) +XNOR2(1, 1) = 1. P therefore cannot satisfy (1.2) at rank t = 1.
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tighter lower bound of ρ(ν − t, q,min{ν − t, k}). We can more generally consider the
bound ρ(s − t, q,min{s− t, k}) for all integers s ≥ ν. The result is a slight improve-
ment in the estimates of the average differential ratio for the restriction k CSP(Itq) of
k CSP−q:

Corollary 2.19 (Consequence of Theorems 2.4, 2.7, 2.8, 2.11, and 2.12 and Corol-
lary 2.9). Let q ≥ 2, k ≥ 2, t ∈ [k − 1], ν ≥ k be four integers, and I be a ν-partite
instance of k CSP(Itq).
• When ν = O(max{q, k}), the average differential ratio on I is bounded below

by 1/qν−tif ν − t < k, and by 1/qk if ν − t ≤ k + 1, or q is a prime power > k and
ν − t ≤ q + 1, or k = 3, q is a power of 2 > 3 and ν − t ≤ q + 2.
• When k = 2 (thus t = 1), this ratio is at least

1/ (q⌈(ν − 2)/q⌉(q − 1) + q) ≥ 1/ ((q − 1)ν + (q − 1)(q − 2) + 1)
• When q = 2 and k ≥ 3, this ratio is at least

1/ (4⌈(ν − t)/2⌉) ≥ 1/(2ν − 2t+ 2) if k = 3,

1/2⌈log2(ν−t+1)⌉k/2 ≥ 1/(2ν − 2t)k/2 if k ≥ 4 and k is even,

1/21+⌈log2(ν−t)⌉(k−1)/2 ≥ 1/2× 1/(2ν − 2t− 2)(k−1)/2 if k ≥ 4 and k is odd.
• When q ≥ 3 and k ≥ 3, it is at least

1/q1+⌈logq(ν−t)⌉(k−⌈logq k⌉) ≥ 1/q × 1/(qν − qt− q)(k−⌈logq k⌉)

Similarly to numbers ρ(ν, q, t), inequality ρE (ν, q,min{t, ν}) ≥ ρE (s, q,min{t, s})
holds for all integers t, q, ν > 0 and s ≥ ν. Hence, it follows from Theorem 2.4 that,
on a ν-partite instance I of CSP(Eq), for all integers s ≥ ν, ρE (s, q,min{k, s}) is a
proper lower bound for the average differential ratio on I. Considering this fact, for
CSP(Eq) in case where q = 2 and k is odd, or q is a prime number ≥ 3, we obtain
bounds that increase by a multiplicative factor of q the bounds already obtained for
CSP−q and CSP(I1q ):

Corollary 2.20 (Consequence of (2.16) and Corollary 2.9 and Theorems 2.4,
2.7, 2.11, and 2.12). Let q be a prime number, k ≥ 2, ν ≥ k be two integers, and I
be a ν-partite instance of k CSP(Eq). Then:
• If q = 2 and k is odd, then the average differential ratio on I is at least

1/2k−1 if ν ≤ k + 1,
1/ (2⌈ν/2⌉) ≥ 1/(ν + 1) ∼ 1/ν if k = 3,

1/2⌈log2 ν⌉(k−1)/2 ≥ 1/ (2(ν − 1))
(k−1)/2 ∼ 1/(2ν)⌊k/2⌋ if k ≥ 5.

• If q > 3, then this ratio is bounded below by

1/q⌈logq ν⌉(k−⌈logq k⌉) ≥ 1/ (q(ν − 1))
(k−⌈logq k⌉) ∼ 1/(qν)(k−⌈logq k⌉).

2.7. Concluding remarks. We ask the following questions: is the average so-
lution value a good approximation of the optimum value? Have we provided good
estimates of the differential approximation ratio? How good are our estimates of num-
bers ρ(ν, q, t) and ρE(ν, q, t)? In doing so, we identify potential areas of improvement
and directions for future research.

For all integers k ≥ 3 and q ≥ 2, the inapproximability bound from [13] for k-
partite instances of CSP(I2q ) is a factor O(k) of the lower bound we obtain for the
average differential ratio on these instances. For the rather restrictive case of k-partite
instances of CSP(Ik−1

q ), the average solution value is even basically optimal in terms
of differential approximation within a constant factor.

For instances with an unbounded strong chromatic number, we observe that our
analysis is either tight or asymptotically tight for k CSP(I1q), when either k = 2, or

k = 3 and q = 2. Given three positive integers q, k, n ≥ k, we denote by Iq,kn the
instance of CSP({AllEqualk,q}) which considers all the k-ary constraints that can be
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formed over a set of nq variables. Instance Iq,kn is trivially satisfiable and its strong
chromatic number is qn. Furthermore, a worst solution on Iq,kn assigns exactly n
variables to each a ∈ Σq. Thus considering that opt(Iq,kn ) =

(

qn
k

)

, wor(Iq,kn ) = q×
(

n
k

)

and EX [v(Iq,kn , X)] =
(

qn
k

)

/qk−1, the average differential ratio on Iq,kn is equal to:

(

qn
k

)

/qk−1 − q ×
(

n
k

)

(

qn
k

)

− q ×
(

n
k

) =
1

qk−1
×

∏k−1
i=0 (qn− i)− qk

∏k−1
i=0 (n− i)

∏k−1
i=0 (qn− i)− q

∏k−1
i=0 (n− i)

We observe that the above fraction is equal to 1/(qn) when either k = 2, or k = 3
and q = 2. Hence, when k = 2 or (k, q) = (3, 2), the average differential ratio on Iq,kn

is asymptotically a factor respectively (q − 1) or 2 of the lower bound Corollary 2.19
provides for this ratio. This ratio and the bound of Corollary 2.19 even coincide in
case where k = q = 2.

As noted by Stinson in [46], Mukerjee, Qian and Wu provide in [40] an upper
bound for ρ(ν, q, t) for all integers q, t ≥ 2, ν ≥ k. In their work, an OA(R, ν, q, t) is
termed nested if it contains an OA(R′, ν, q′, t) as a subarray for some positive integers
R′ < R and q′ ≤ q. The authors provide a lower bound for R/R′ which generalizes
the Rao bound for R in an OA(R, ν, q, t) [45]. Viewing R∗ identical rows of an
OA(R, ν, q, t) as an OA(R∗, ν, 1, t), the bound of [40] when q′ = 1 defines an upper
bound for 1/ρ(ν, q, t) [46]. It precisely follows from [40] that 1/ρ(ν, q, t) is at most:

∑t/2
j=0(q − 1)j

(

ν
j

)

∼ ((q − 1)ν)
⌊t/2⌋

/⌊t/2⌋! if t is even,
∑⌊t/2⌋

j=0 (q − 1)j
(

ν
j

)

+ (q − 1)⌈t/2⌉
(

ν−1
⌊t/2⌋

)

∼ q × ((q − 1)ν)
⌊t/2⌋

/⌊t/2⌋! if t is odd.

When q = 2 and k ≥ 4, our estimate of ρ(ν, 2, k) is asymptotically a multiplicative
factor 1/

(

⌊k/2⌋!× 2⌈k/2⌉
)

of this bound. For 2 CSP−q and 3 CSP−2, a ratio of
respectively 1/ ((q − 1)ν) and 1/(2ν) is asymptotically the best lower bound we can
derive from our approach for the average differential ratio.

Nevertheless, our estimate of quantities ρ(ν, q, t) and ρE(ν, q, t) could potentially
be improved for most triples (ν, q, t). First, with the exception of the case t = 2, the
lower bounds that we considered for ρ(ν, q, t) come from simple arrays. By definition of
ρ(ν, q, t) and F (ν, q, t), inequality ρ(ν, q, t) ≥ 1/F (ν, q, t) holds for all triples (ν, q, t).
One thus may wonder how much better ρ(ν, q, t) can be compared to 1/F (ν, q, t)
depending on ν, q, t. Table 6 provides the exact value of F (ν, q, t) and ρ(ν, q, t) (and
the corresponding numbers for difference schemes) for some triples (ν, q, t). For a fair
comparison, in this table, we indicate the minimal number of rows in an array that
realizes ρ(ν, q, t), as well as the maximal number of rows of zeros in an array that
realizes F (ν, q, t).

Second, we found few results on difference schemes in the literature. The analysis
carried out suggests the search for difference schemes maximizing the overall frequency
of the words a, a ∈ Σq. Considering in (2.15) inequality ρE(ν, q, t) ≤ q × ρ(ν, q, t),
we are more specifically interested in the search for such arrays when ν = Θ(t).
Given three integers R, q, t, f(R, q, t) refers to the greatest integer ν for which an
OA(R, ν, q, t) exists. Bush notably investigated numbers f(qt, q, t) in [12]. As with
the numbers f(qt, q, t), one should seek, for two integers q, t, the greatest ν ≥ t such
that E(ν, q, t) = qt−1. For instance, consider the two equations below:

y1 + . . .+ yν − yν+1 − . . .− y2ν ≡ 0 mod q(2.22)

y1 + . . .+ yν−1 + 2yν − yν+1 − . . .− y2ν+1 ≡ 0 mod q(2.23)
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Let P refer to the predicate whose accepting entries are the solutions to equation
(2.22). If we fix in this equation the value of any 2ν − 1 variables, there is one
and only one assignment for the remaining variable to satisfy the equation. Thus
P ∈ I2ν−1

q , and the accepting entries of P form the rows of an OA(q2ν−1, 2ν, q, 2ν−1).
Furthermore, a vector y ∈ Σ2ν

q is solution to (2.22) iff vectors of the form y + a are
all solutions to (2.22). We deduce from Item 3 of Property 2.5 that solutions y to
equation (2.22) that additionally satisfy, e.g., y1 = 0 constitute a D2ν−1(q

2ν−2, 2ν, q).
The predicate whose accepting entries are the solutions to equation (2.23) simi-

larly belongs to Eq, and to I2νq provided that q is odd. Hence, assuming that q is odd,
the solutions y to equation (2.23) that additionally satisfy y1 = 0 form the rows of a
D2ν(q

2ν−1, 2ν + 1, q). Therefore, we have:

E(t+ 1, q, t) = qt−1, q, t ∈ N\{0}, t or q is odd(2.24)

We deduce that provided that k or q is odd, the average differential ratio on (k + 1)-
partite instances of k CSP(Eq) is at least 1/qk−1.

3. Reducing the alphabet size. In the general case, CSPs become harder as
the alphabet size increases. Specifically, the alphabet size has a logarithmic impact
on the constraints arity. Let p ≥ 2, q ≥ p and k ≥ 1 be three integers, and define
κ = ⌈logp q⌉. Then a function P of k variables x1, . . . , xk ∈ Σq can be interpreted as
a function of k strings y1, . . . , yk ∈ Σκ

p where for each j ∈ [k], yj = (yj,1, . . . , yj,κ) is
the base p encoding of xj . We can therefore encode an instance of k CSP−q by an
instance of (⌈logp q⌉k)CSP−p. Now, in the most general case, CSPs become harder
as the constraints arity increases. Here consider that a function of h variables can be
interpreted as a function of k > h variables, whose value depends only on its h first
inputs.

We ask whether it is possible to reduce the alphabet size without increasing the
arity of the constraints, at the possible cost of a reduced approximation guarantee. In
other words, we are looking for a reduction from k CSP−q to k CSP−p that preserves
the differential approximation ratio given three positive integers k, q and p < q.

3.1. Differential approximation preserving reductions. Consider two op-
timization CSPs Π and Π′. A reduction from Π′ to Π can be seen as a polynomial
time algorithm A′ for Π′ which uses a hypothetical algorithm A for Π as a sub-
routine. Such an algorithm is a differential approximation preserving reduction (D-
reduction for short) if there exists γ > 0 such that A′ is a (γ × ρ)-approximation
algorithm for Π′ provided that A is a ρ-approximation algorithm for Π. When this

occurs, we write Π′ ≤γ
D Π. For example, we have 3 CSP−2 ≤1/2

D E2 Lin−2 [17] and
k CSP−q ≤1

D k⌈log2 q⌉ Lin−2 [16].
Most often, A′ relies on a pair (f, g) of polynomial time algorithms, where f

associates with each instance I of Π′ an instance f(I) of Π, and g associates with
each instance I of Π′ and each solution x of f(I) a solution of I. A′ then consists in
computing f(I), a solution x of f(I) by running A on f(I), and finally, g(I, x). Such
a pair (f, g) defines a D-reduction with expansion γ if, for all instances I of Π′ and
all solutions x of f(I), we have:

v(I, g(I, x)) − wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)
≥ γ × v(f(I), x)− wor(f(I))

opt(f(I)) − wor(f(I))

In this section, we present a reduction in which the transformation f associates
not a single, but multiple instances f1(I), . . . , fR(I) of Π with an input instance I of
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Table 6

The ratio of the maximum multiplicity R∗ of a row to the total number R of rows in orthog-
onal arrays and difference schemes that realize ρ(ν, q, t), F (ν, q, t), ρE(ν, q, t) or E(ν, q, t). The
corresponding arrays were calculated by computer solving linear programs (see Appendix B for more
details). We use grey color to identify cases where a same array realizes both bounds either E(ν, q, t)
and ρE(ν, q, t), or F (ν, q, t) and ρ(ν, q, t).

R∗/R in Dt(R, ν, q) that minimize R among those that achieve ρE(ν, q, t)
ν

q t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

2
2 1/2 1/4 1/4 2/12 2/12 1/8 1/8 2/20 2/20 1/12 1/12 2/28
4 − − 1/8 1/16 1/16 3/80 4/144 6/240 6/336 6/336
6 − − − − 1/32 1/64 1/64 4/448 6/960 25/5184

3
2 1/3 1/3 3/15 1/6 1/6 3/24 1/9 1/9 3/33
3 − 1/9 1/9 2/27 2/27 8/162 8/162
4 − − 1/27 1/27 7/297 5/243
5 − − − 1/81 1/81 27/3240

4
2 1/4 2/8 2/8 4/24 14/104 2/16 2/16
3 − 1/16 1/16 2/32 2/32
4 − − 1/64 2/128

R∗/R in Dt(R, ν, q) that maximize R∗ among those that achieve E(ν, q, t)
ν

q t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

2
2 1/2 1/4 1/4 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/12 1/12 1/12 1/12 1/16
4 − − 1/8 1/16 1/16 1/32 1/64 1/64
6 − − − − 1/32 1/64 1/64 1/128 1/256

3
2 1/3 1/3 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/9 1/9 1/9 1/12
3 − 1/9 1/9 1/18 2/27 1/27 1/27
4 − − 1/27 1/27 1/81 1/81
5 − − − 1/81 1/81 1/243

4
2 1/4 2/8 2/8 2/16 2/16 2/16 2/16
3 − 1/16 1/16 2/32 2/32
4 − − 1/64 2/128

R∗/R in OA(R, ν, q, t) that minimize R among those that achieve ρ(ν, q, t)
ν

q t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

3
2 1/9 1/9 1/9 2/27 3/45 3/45 7/135
3 − 1/27 1/27 2/54 2/81
4 − − 1/81 1/81 4/324

4 2 1/16 1/16 1/16 1/16 7/160

R∗/R in OA(R, ν, q, t) that maximize R∗ among those that achieve F (ν, q, t)
ν

q t 2 3 4 5 6 7

3
2 1/9 1/9 1/9 1/18 1/18 1/18
3 − 1/27 1/27 2/54 2/81
4 − − 1/81 1/81 2/243

4 2 1/16 1/16 1/16 1/16 1/32

Π′. In this case, the solution returned by A′ is the best that can be derived from the
solutions x1, . . . , xR that algorithm A returns on instances f1(I), . . . , fR(I).

3.2. Previous related works and preliminary remarks. Given an instance
I of k CSP−q, our objective is to derive an approximate solution of I from approximate
solutions of instances of k CSP−p. Thereafter, given two natural numbers q and p ≤ q,
we denote by Pp(Σq) the set of the p-cardinality subsets of Σq.
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For any S = (S1, . . . , Sn) ∈ Pp(Σq)
n, the restriction of I to solution set S, which

we denote by I(S), can be interpreted as an instance of k CSP−p. Namely, pick any
family (πj : Σp → Sj | j ∈ [n]) of bijections. Then associate with I(S) instance fS(I)
of k CSP−p defined as follows:

1. for each variable xj of I, there is in fS(I) a variable zj with domain Σp;
2. for each constraint Ci = Pi(xi1 , . . . , xiki

) of I, there is in fS(I) a constraint
Pi(πi1 (zi1), . . . , πiki

(ziki )) with the same associated weight wi as Ci.
By construction, given any z ∈ Σn

p , solution

gS(I, z) := (π1(z1), . . . , πn(zn))(3.1)

of I(S) performs on I(S) — and thus, on I — the same objective value as solution
z on f(I). This implies that the worst solution on f(I) is no worse than the worst
solution on I.

The consideration of sub-instances I(S) seems quite natural having in view a
reduction from k CSP−q to k CSP−p. In fact, if we impose the constraints wi ×
Pi to be non-negative, there is a standard approximation preserving reduction from
MaxEkCSP−q to MaxEkCSP−p [14]. This reduction precisely consists in choosing
a solution subset S by randomly selecting n subsets S1, . . . , Sn independently and
uniformly over Pp(Σq). The argument essentially relies on the fact that, by doing so,
the value opt(I(S)) is, in expectation, at least a constant fraction of opt(I); namely:

ES [opt(I(S))] ≥ pk/qk × opt(I)(3.2)

Assume that for each S ∈ Pp(Σq)
n, we can compute within polynomial time a solution

x(S) which is ρ-standard approximate on I(S); such solutions are in expectation
(pk/qk × ρ)-standard approximate on I, considering:

ES [v(I, x(S))] ≥ ES [ρ× opt(I(S))] by assumption on x(S), S ∈ Pp(Σq)
n

= ρ× ES [opt(I(S))] ≥ ρ× pk/qk × opt(I) by (3.2)

The reduction can be derandomized using an alternate distribution over Pp(Σq)
n,

although up to a factor (1 − ε) on the approximation guarantee [14].

To establish (3.2), the authors of [14] associate with a supposed optimal solution
x∗ a family x∗(S), S ∈ Pp(Σq)

n of solutions where, for a solution subset S, x∗(S)
can be any solution that matches with x∗ on its coordinates indexed by j such that
x∗
j ∈ Sj . They observe that a constraint Pi(xJi

) evaluates the same on x∗(S) as on
x∗ provided that x∗

j ∈ Sj holds for each j ∈ Ji, what occurs with probability:

∏k
j=1

(

q−1
p−1

)

/
(

q
p

)

= (p/q)k

They deduce that the expected value of v(I, x∗(S)) over Pp(Σq)
n satisfies:

ES [v(I, x
∗(S))] =

∑m
i=1 wi × ES [Pi(x

∗(S)Ji
)]

≥ (pk/qk)× opt(I) + (1− pk/qk)
∑m

i=1 wi × ES

[

Pi(x
∗(S)Ji

) |x∗
Ji

/∈ SJi

]

(3.3)

Since opt(I(S)) ≥ v(I, x∗(S)), S ∈ Pp(Σq)
n, inequality (3.2) follows from (3.3)

under the condition that wi × Pi ≥ 0, i ∈ [m]. We may not, however, derive a lower
bound for the expected differential ratio reached at opt(I(S)) from inequality (3.3),
because there is no straightforward way to compare the quantity ES [v(I, x

∗(S))] −
(pk/qk)× opt(I) to a solution value.



26 J.-F. CULUS, AND S. TOULOUSE

Hence, our objective is to find a lower bound for the differential ratio reached
at opt(I(S)) for some solution subset S for which we can compute a ρ-differential
approximate solution on I(S), provided that a ρ-differential approximation algorithm
for k CSP−p exists. We restrict our analysis to solution sets of the form T n where T is
a p-cardinality subset of Σq. Identifying T n with T , from now on, we denote by I(T )
the restriction of I to solution set T n. Notice that choosing a best solution among
hypothetical approximate solutions x(T ) of I(T ), T ∈ Pp(Σq) requires comparing only
(

q
p

)

solution values. Although
(

q
p

)

may be large, it remains a constant number.
Similarly to how we estimated the average differential ratio, we associate with

each solution x of a given instance I two multisets X (I, x) and Y(I, x) of solutions
of the same size R. Here, X (I, x) is a subset of {T n |T ∈ Pp(Σq)}, Y(I, x) contains
some number R∗ > 0 of occurrences of x, and the sum of the solution values over
X (I, x) is the same as for Y(I, x), i.e.:

∑

y∈X (I,x) v(I, y) =
∑

y∈Y(I,x) v(I, y)

Taking X (I, .) and Y(I, .) at an optimal solution x∗, we deduce that a best solution
on X (I, x∗), and therefore a best solution on {T n |T ∈ Pp(Σq)}, is R∗/R-differential
approximate on I.

3.3. Partition-based solution multisets. We define our solution multisets
X (I, .) and Y(I, .) for an instance I of k CSP−q on n variables as follows.
• Solution multisets association. Any solution x induces a partition of [n]

into q subsets based on the possible values taken by its coordinates. Given a solution
x ∈ Σn

q , solution y(x, u) is defined by assigning the value uc to coordinates equal to c
in x. Formally, for every j ∈ [n], y(x, u)j = uxj

. In particular, y(x, (0, 1, . . . , q − 1))
coincides with x. Furthermore, the components of a solution y(x, u) take as many
distinct values as the components of u.

We consider two arrays Ψ and Φ with q columns on Σq. These arrays have the
same number of rows, denoted by R. We associate with (Ψ,Φ) and x the solution
multisets X (I, x) and Y(I, x) defined by:

X (I, x) = (y(x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R]) , Y(I, x) = (y(x,Φr) | r ∈ [R])

•Conditions. We denote by R∗ the number of occurrences of row (0, 1, . . . , q−1)
in Φ. Arrays Ψ and Φ must satisfy certain conditions. First, the coefficients of every
row of Ψ must take at most p distinct values. This ensures that X (I, x) exclusively
considers solutions of sub-instances I(T ). Then, R∗ must be positive, for Y(I, x) to
cover opt(I) provided that x is optimal. Finally, since our ultimate goal is to connect
opt(I) to solution values on sub-instances I(T ), the sum of solution values must be
the same over both sets X (I, x) and Y(I, x). Formally:

∑R
r=1 v(I, y(x,Ψr)) =

∑R
r=1 v(I, y(x,Φr)), x ∈ Σn

q(3.4)

Assume that arrays Ψ and Φ fulfill the above requirements, and x∗ refers to
an optimal solution on I. We assume w.l.o.g. that the goal on I is to maximize.
Furthermore, we denote by T a subset of Pp(Σq) such that the coefficients of each
row of Ψ are contained in some T ∈ T . Then, we have:

maxT∈T {opt (I(T ))} ≥
∑R

r=1 v (I, y(x
∗,Ψr)) /R

=
∑R

r=1 v (I, y(x
∗,Φr)) /R by (3.4)

≥ (R∗ × opt(I) + (R −R∗)wor(I)) /R(3.5)
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Assume that ρ-differential approximate solutions x(T ) can be computed for each
T ∈ T . We observe:

maxT∈T {v (I, x(I(T )))} ≥ maxT∈T {ρ opt(I(T )) + (1 − ρ)wor(I(T ))}
≥ ρ maxT∈T {opt(I(T ))} + (1− ρ)wor(I)(3.6)

We deduce from (3.5) and (3.6) that solutions x(T ) achieving the best objective value
over T have value at least ρR∗/R × opt(I) + (1 − ρR∗/R)wor(I). They thus are
(ρR∗/R)-differential approximate on I.

3.4. Connection to combinatorial designs. We need to identify the con-
ditions under which the arrays Ψ and Φ satisfy (3.4). Clearly, a sufficient condi-
tion for the mean value of solutions to be the same on (y(x,Ψr)) | r ∈ [R]) and
(y(x,Φr)) | r ∈ [R]) is that each constraint of I takes, on average, the same value over
these two solution multisets. In other words, Ψ and Φ satisfy (3.4) as soon as they
verify:

∑R
r=1 Pi(y(x,Ψr)Ji

) =
∑R

r=1 Pi(y(x,Φr)Ji
), i ∈ [m], x ∈ Σn

q(3.7)

Consider a solution x ∈ Σn
q and a constraint Ci = Pi(xJi

) of I. The coordinates
xj , j ∈ Ji of x take at most min{q, k} distinct values. Let H = (c1, . . . , ct) be the set
of these values. A sufficient condition for (Ψ,Φ) to satisfy (3.7) at (i, x) is that, over
solution multisets (y(x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R]) and (y(x,Φr) | r ∈ [R]), function Pi is evaluated
on the same multisets of entries. By definition of solutions y(x, u), this happens iff
(ΨH

r | r ∈ [R]) and (ΦH
r | r ∈ [R]) define the same multisets of words from Σt

q. Observe,

though, that this cannot occur unless |H | ≤ p, considering that ΦH
r = (c1, . . . , ct) must

hold for at least one row of Φ, while |ΨH
r | ≤ p must hold for all rows of Ψ. Since

H can be any at most min{q, k}-cardinality subset of Σq, we conclude that (Ψ,Φ)
satisfies (3.7) provided that k ≤ p ≤ q, and arrays Ψ and Φ verify for all k-cardinality
subsets H of Σq that subarrays ΨH and ΦH coincide, up to the ordering of their rows.

From now on we will assume that k ≤ p ≤ q. Consider the function µΨ − µΦ :
Σq

q → [−1, 1]. Its mean value clearly is zero. Moreover, let H be a k-cardinality subset

of Σq. Then subarrays ΨH and ΦH define the same collection of words from Σq
q iff

for all v ∈ Σk
q , the overall frequency of words u ∈ Σq

q such that uH = v is the same in

Ψ as in Φ. In other words, two subarrays ΨH and ΦH define the same collection of
rows given any H ⊆ Σq with |H | ≤ k iff µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent.

We introduce the following family of combinatorial designs.

Definition 3.1. Let k > 0, p ≥ k and q ≥ p be three integers. Then given two
positive integers R and R∗ ≤ R, we define Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) as the (possibly empty) set
of pairs (Ψ,Φ) of R× q arrays on Σq that verify:

1. |{r ∈ [R] |Φr = (0, 1, . . . , q − 1)}| = R∗;
2. the components of each row of Ψ take at most p distinct values;
3. µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent.

Furthermore, we define γ(q, p, k) to be the largest number γ for which there exist
two positive integers R and R∗ ≤ R such that R∗/R = γ and Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) 6= ∅.

Table 7 illustrates a few pairs of arrays that achieve γ(q, p, k) (calculated using
a computer). The preceding discussion establishes the following connection between
these combinatorial designs and the reducibility of k CSP−q to k CSP−p.

Theorem 3.2. For all constant integers k ≥ 2, p ≥ k and q ≥ p, k CSP−q D-
reduces to k CSP−p with an expansion of γ(q, p, k) on the approximation guarantee.
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Table 7

Pairs of arrays that achieve γ(4, 3, 2), γ(5, 3, 2) and γ(5, 4, 3). We use the ∗ mark to emphasis
rows of the form (0, . . . , q − 1).

γ(4, 3, 2) = 1/3

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3

0 0 2 3
0 1 0 3
0 1 2 2
0 1 2 2
3 0 0 2
3 1 2 3

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3

0 0 2 2
0 1 0 2
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
3 0 0 3
3 1 2 2

γ(5, 3, 2) = 1/6

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4

0 1 3 3 3
0 2 2 2 4
1 1 2 1 4
1 2 3 1 3
3 3 2 3 4
3 3 3 2 3

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4

0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 2 3 2 3
1 1 3 1 3
1 2 2 1 4
3 3 2 2 4
3 3 3 3 3

γ(5, 4, 3) = 1/5

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4

0 0 1 0 3
0 0 2 3 4
0 0 2 3 4
0 1 1 3 4
0 1 1 3 4
0 1 2 0 4
0 1 2 0 4
0 1 2 3 3
0 1 2 3 3
4 0 1 0 4
4 0 1 3 3
4 0 2 0 3
4 1 1 0 3
4 1 2 3 4
4 1 2 3 4

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4

0 0 1 3 4
0 0 2 0 4
0 0 2 3 3
0 1 1 0 4
0 1 1 3 3
0 1 2 0 3
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
4 0 1 0 3
4 0 1 0 3
4 0 2 3 4
4 1 1 3 4
4 1 2 0 4
4 1 2 3 3

The reduction requires solving
(

q
p

)

instances of k CSP−p. It more precisely requires to

solve |T | instances of k CSP−p where T is a minimal-size subset of Pp(Σq) for which
we know there exists a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) where R∗/R = γ(q, p, k) such
that the components of every row of Ψ are contained in some T ∈ T .

We emphasize that this connection relies on the following relationship between
the optimal values on sub-instances I(T ) and the optimal value on I:

Proposition 3.3. For all constant integers k ≥ 2, p ≥ k, q ≥ p, on all instances
I of k CSP−q, the best solution among those whose components take at most p distinct
values is γ(q, p, k)-approximate. Formally, let optp(I | Pp(Σq)) refer to the quantity:

{

maxT⊆Σq :|T |=p {maxx∈Tn v(I, x)} if the goal on I is to maximize,
minT⊆Σq :|T |=p {minx∈Tn v(I, x)} otherwise.

Then we have:

optp(I | Pp(Σq))− wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)
≥ γ(q, p, k)(3.8)

3.5. Some lower bound for numbers γ(q, p, k). Our task is to find pairs of
arrays that meet the conditions of Definition 3.1 with the largest possible ratio R∗/R.

When p = q ≥ k, Γ(R∗, R∗, q, q, k) 6= ∅ for all integers R∗ > 0, considering for Ψ
as well as for Φ the array that consists of R∗ occurrences of the row (0, . . . , q − 1):

Property 3.4. For all positive integers k, q ≥ k and R∗, Γ(R∗, R∗, q, q, k) 6= ∅.
When q ≥ p > k, for any two integers R∗ > 0 and R ≥ R∗, Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) 6= ∅

provided that Γ(R,R∗, q − p+ k, k, k) 6= ∅. Suppose the latter family contains a pair
of arrays. Then extending each row of these arrays by

(q − p+ k, q − p+ k + 1, . . . , q − 1)

trivially yields a design of the former family. The following property thus holds:
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Property 3.5. For all positive integers k, p > k, q ≥ p, R∗ and R ≥ R∗, if
Γ(R,R∗, q − p+ k, k, k) 6= ∅, then Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) 6= ∅.

When q > p = k, for a fixed value of k, we show how to derive designs on symbol
set Σq from designs on symbol set Σq−1.

Lemma 3.6. For all positive integers k, q > k, R∗, R ≥ R∗ and T =
∑k−1

r=0

(

q−1
r

)(

q−2−r
k−1−r

)

,
if Γ(R,R∗, q − 1, k, k) 6= ∅, then Γ(R+R∗ × T,R∗, q, k, k) 6= ∅.

Algorithm 3.1 Mapping a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, q − 1, k, k) to a design of Γ(R +

T × R∗, q, k, k) where T =
∑k−1

r=0

(

q−1
r

)(

q−2−r
k−1−r

)

1: Duplicate the first column of each array Ψ and Φ in a qth column
2: Substitute for each row (0, 1, . . . , q − 2, 0) of Φ the row (0, 1, . . . , q − 2, q − 1)
3: for h = k − 1 down to 0 do
4: for all J ⊆ Σq−1 with |J | = h do
5: if h ≡ k − 1 mod 2 then
6: Insert

(

q−h−2
k−h−1

)

×R∗ copies of (α(J), q − 1) in Ψ, of (α(J), 0) in Φ
7: else
8: Insert

(

q−h−2
k−h−1

)

×R∗ copies of (α(J), 0) in Ψ, of (α(J), q − 1) in Φ
9: end if

10: end for
11: end for

Proof. With each J ⊆ Σq−1, we associate the word α(J) = (α(J)0, . . . , α(J)q−2)
of Σq−1

q defined by:

α(J)j :=

{

j if j ∈ J
q − 1 otherwise

, j ∈ Σq−1(3.9)

We transform a given pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, q − 1, k, k) of arrays into a design of
Γ(R + R∗ × T,R∗, q, k, k) using Algorithm 3.1. Table 8 illustrates the construction
when either k = 2 and q ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}, or k = 3 and q ∈ {4, 5}, starting with the basic
design of Γ(1, 1, k, k, k). We must prove that, at the end of the construction, (Ψ,Φ)
is an element of Γ(R+R∗ × T,R∗, q, k, k).

For all natural numbers h ≤ k − 1, the number of h-cardinality subsets of Σq−1

is equal to
(

q−1
h

)

. The construction therefore does indeed insert R∗ × T new rows in
each of the two arrays. Furthermore, array Φ clearly contains R∗ occurrences of the
row (0, 1, . . . , q− 1). Moreover, each row of Ψ contains at most k distinct values. For
rows Ψr with indices r ≤ R, this property holds due to the initial definition of Ψ, and
the way the qth column of Ψ is initialized. For greater indices r, consider that vectors
(α(q, J), q − 1) and (α(q, J), 0) take respectively |J |+ 1 and at most |J | + 2 distinct
values, where |J | ≤ k− 1. Additionally, rows of the form (α(q, J), 0) with |J | = k− 1
are inserted into Φ, but not into Ψ.

It remains for us to show that the difference µΨ − µΦ of the frequencies of rows
occurring in Ψ and Φ is balanced k-wise independent. Formally, we must show that
arrays Ψ and Φ satisfy:

|{r ∈ [R+R∗T ] |ΨJ
r = v}| − |{r ∈ [R +R∗T ] |ΦJ

r = v}| = 0,
J = (j1, . . . , jk) ∈ Σk

q , j1 < . . . < jk, v ∈ Σk
q

(3.10)
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By assumption (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, q − 1, k, k), this is true before proceeding to Line 2
of the algorithm. Right after this line, (Ψ,Φ) violates (3.10) at pairs (J, v) such that
jk = q−1 and v ∈ {(j1, . . . , jk−1, 0), (j1, . . . , jk−1, jk)}. The details of the proof being
technical, we invite the reader to refer to Appendix E.1. Nevertheless, we set out the
principle. First, iteration h = k − 1 of the external for loop fixes the violations of
(3.10) induced by Line 2. However, doing so, it generates new violations of (3.10) at
pairs (J, v) such that jk = q − 1, vk ∈ {0, q − 1}, vs ∈ {js, q − 1}, s ∈ [k − 1], and
vs = js holds for at most k− 2 integers s ∈ [k− 1]. Iterations h = k− 2 down to 0 of
the external for loop then iteratively fix the violations of (3.10) at pairs (J, v) such
that jk = q − 1, vk ∈ {0, q − 1}, vs ∈ {js, q − 1}, s ∈ [k − 1], and vs = js holds for
exactly h integers s ∈ [k − 1].

We derive from Lemma 3.6 a lower bound for numbers γ(q, p, k). To proceed, we
introduce a quantity central to the upcoming construction:

Property 3.7. For two natural numbers a and b < a, we define:

T (a, b) :=
∑b

r=0

(

a
r

)(

a−1−r
b−r

)

(3.11)

These numbers satisfy the following relations:

T (b+ 1, b) = 2b+1 − 1, b ∈ N(3.12)

T (a, b) = 2b
(

a−1
b

)

+ T (a− 1, b− 1), a, b ∈ N, a > b > 0(3.13)

T (a, b) = 2b
(

a
b

)

− T (a, b− 1), a, b ∈ N, a > b > 0(3.14)

T (a, b) = 2b+1
(

a−1
b

)

− T (a− 1, b), a, b ∈ N, a > b+ 1(3.15)

T (a, b) = 2T (a− 1, b− 1) + T (a− 1, b), a, b ∈ N, a > b + 1, b > 0(3.16)

Proof (sketch). Recursions (3.13) and (3.14) are obtained applying Pascal’s rule
to coefficients of the form respectively

(

a
r

)

and
(

a−1−r
b−r

)

. Relation (3.12) is obvious,

since T (b + 1, b) is equal to
∑b

r=0

(

b+1
r

)

. We derive identity (3.15) by subtracting
(3.13) from (3.14), both evaluated at (a, b+1). Identity (3.16) is 2× (3.13)− (3.15).

Algorithm 3.2 Construction for Γ ((T (q, k) + 1)/2, q, k, k) given two positive integers
k and q > k

1: R← 1
2: Ψ,Φ← {(0, 1, . . . , k − 1)}
3: for i = k + 1 to q do
4: R← R+ T (i− 1, k − 1)
5: Map (Ψ,Φ) into a design of Γ(R, 1, i, k, k) using Algorithm 3.1 (with the value

i for parameter q)
6: end for

By iterating the construction of Lemma 3.6 from the basic pair Ψ = Φ =
{(0, 1, . . . , k − 1)} of arrays and, if p > k, then applying the transformation of Prop-
erty 3.5, we obtain the following lower bounds on numbers γ(q, p, k):

Theorem 3.8. Let k > 0, p ≥ k and q ≥ p be three integers. If p = q, then
γ(q, q, k) = 1. Otherwise, we have:

γ(q, p, k) ≥ 2/
(

∑k
r=0

(

q−p+k
r

)(

q−p+k−1−r
k−r

)

+ 1
)

(3.17)
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Table 8

Construction for Γ ((T (q, k) + 1)/2, 1, q, k, k): illustration when (k, q) ∈ {(2, 6), (3, 5)}.

2/(T (6, 2) + 1) = 1/25 2/(T (5, 3) + 1) = 1/25

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4 Ψ5

0 1 0 0 0 0
0 2 2 0 0 0
2 1 2 2 2 2
2 2 0 2 2 2
0 3 3 3 0 0
3 1 3 3 3 3
3 3 2 3 3 3
3 3 3 0 3 3
3 3 3 0 3 3
0 4 4 4 4 0
4 1 4 4 4 4
4 4 2 4 4 4
4 4 4 3 4 4
4 4 4 4 0 4
4 4 4 4 0 4
4 4 4 4 0 4
0 5 5 5 5 5
5 1 5 5 5 5
5 5 2 5 5 5
5 5 5 3 5 5
5 5 5 5 4 5
5 5 5 5 5 0
5 5 5 5 5 0
5 5 5 5 5 0
5 5 5 5 5 0

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4 Φ5

0 1 2 3 4 5
0 2 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 2 2
0 3 3 0 0 0
3 1 3 0 3 3
3 3 2 0 3 3
3 3 3 3 3 3
3 3 3 3 3 3
0 4 4 4 0 0
4 1 4 4 0 4
4 4 2 4 0 4
4 4 4 3 0 4
4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4
0 5 5 5 5 0
5 1 5 5 5 0
5 5 2 5 5 0
5 5 5 3 5 0
5 5 5 5 4 0
5 5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5 5

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4

0 1 2 0 0
0 1 3 3 0
0 3 2 3 0
3 1 2 3 3
0 3 3 0 0
3 1 3 0 3
3 3 2 0 3
3 3 3 3 3
0 1 4 4 4
0 4 2 4 4
0 4 4 3 4
4 1 2 4 4
4 1 4 3 4
4 4 2 3 4
0 4 4 4 0
0 4 4 4 0
4 1 4 4 0
4 1 4 4 0
4 4 2 4 0
4 4 2 4 0
4 4 4 3 0
4 4 4 3 0
4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4

0 1 2 3 4
0 1 3 0 0
0 3 2 0 0
3 1 2 0 3
0 3 3 3 0
3 1 3 3 3
3 3 2 3 3
3 3 3 0 3
0 1 4 4 0
0 4 2 4 0
0 4 4 3 0
4 1 2 4 0
4 1 4 3 0
4 4 2 3 0
0 4 4 4 4
0 4 4 4 4
4 1 4 4 4
4 1 4 4 4
4 4 2 4 4
4 4 2 4 4
4 4 4 3 4
4 4 4 3 4
4 4 4 4 0
4 4 4 4 0
4 4 4 4 0

Proof. The case where p = q is trivial (see Property 3.4). The case where q >
p = k then follows from Lemma 3.6 and identity (3.16). Consider Algorithm 3.2 (see
Table 8 for an illustration when (k, q) ∈ {(2, 6), (3, 5)}). The first call to Algorithm 3.1
derives from the basic design of Γ(1, 1, k, k) a design of Γ(1+T (k, k−1), 1, k, k) where,
according to relation (3.12):

T (k, k − 1) + 1 = 2k = (T (k + 1, k) + 1)/2

Then, at each further iteration i ∈ {k + 2, . . . , q}, the call to Algorithm 3.1 derives
from a design of Γ((T (i− 1, k)+ 1)/2, 1, k, k) a design of Γ((T (i− 1, k)+ 1)/2+T (i−
1, k − 1), 1, k, k) where, according to identity (3.16):

(T (i− 1, k) + 1)/2 + T (i− 1, k − 1) = 1/2 + T (i, k)/2 = (T (i, k) + 1)/2

The case where q > p > k eventually follows from Property 3.5.

3.6. Approximation results. Theorem 3.8 together with Theorem 3.2 implies
that for any two integers k ≥ 2 and q > k, k CSP−q D-reduces to k CSP−k with an
expansion of at most 2/(T (q, k) + 1) on the approximation guarantee. Furthermore,
when combined with Property 3.5, these theorems imply that for any three integers
k ≥ 2, p ≥ k and q > p, k CSP−q D-reduces to k CSP−p with an expansion on the
approximation guarantee of:

γ(q, p, k) ≥ 2/(T (q − p+ k, k) + 1)

We seek a simple estimate of (T (a, b) + 1)/2. Applying first recursion (3.14) to
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T (a, b) and then recursion (3.13) to T (a, b− 1), one gets:

T (a, b) + 1 = 2b
(

a
b

)

− T (a, b− 1) + 1 by (3.14)

= 2b
(

a
b

)

− 2b−1
(

a−1
b−1

)

− T (a− 1, b− 2) + 1 by (3.13)

First, we deduce from recursion (3.13) and definition (3.11) that we have:

T (a− 1, b− 2)− 1 ≥ T (a− b+ 1, 0)− 1 =
(

a−b+1
0

)(

a−b−0
0

)

− 1 = 0

Thus T (a, b) + 1 ≤ 2b
(

a
b

)

− 2b−1
(

a−1
b−1

)

. Second we observe that 2b
(

a
b

)

− 2b−1
(

a−1
b−1

)

equivalently writes as:

2b
(

a
b

)

− 2b−1
(

a−1
b−1

)

= 2b
(

a−1
b−1

)

× (a/b− 1/2)

= (2b/b!)× (a− 1)× . . .× (a− b+ 1)× (a− b/2)

Finally, we deduce from the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means that we
have:

∏b−1
i=1 (a− i) ≤

(

∑b−1
i=1 (a− i)/(b− 1)

)b−1

= (a− b/2)b−1

In conclusion, we obtain for (T (a, b) + 1)/2 the following proper upper bound:

(T (a, b) + 1)/2 ≤ 2b−1/b!× (a− b/2)b, a, b ∈ N, a > b(3.18)

We thus can derive from Theorems 3.2 and 3.8 the following corollary:

Corollary 3.9. Given any constant integers k ≥ 2, p ≥ k and q > p, if k CSP−p
is approximable within some differential factor ρ, then k CSP−q is approximable within
differential factor γ × ρ, where:

γ = 2/
(

∑k
r=0

(

q−p+k
r

)(

q−p+k−1−r
k−r

)

+ 1
)

≥ 2(k!)/(2q − 2p+ k)k

In particular, for all q ≥ 3, 2 CSP−q D-reduces to 2 CSP−2 with an expansion
of 1/(q − 1)2 on the approximation guarantee. Therefore, the result of [42] implies
for all q ≥ 2 that 2 CSP−q is differentially approximable within some constant factor
using semidefinite programming along with derandomization techniques.

Corollary 3.10. For all constant integers q ≥ 2, 2 CSP−q is approximable
within differential factor (2 − π/2)/(q − 1)2 ≥ 0.429/(q − 1)2.

3.7. Concluding remarks. In [18], we show that the construction of Algo-
rithm 3.2 is optimal. Therefore, the obtained estimate of the expansion of the reduc-
tion from k CSP−q to k CSP−k — or of the differential ratio reached at the optimum
value over {T n |T ⊆ Σq : |T | = k} — is the best estimate we can obtain using our
approach.

For the case where p > k, our estimate of the expansion of the reduction from
k CSP−q to k CSP−p relies on the relation γ(q, p, k) ≥ γ(q − p + k, k, k). However,
given three such integers k > 0, p > k and q > p, γ(q + 1, p+ 1, k) is the most likely
> γ(q, p, k). For instance, we have (see Table 10):

γ(6, 4, 2) = 1/4 > γ(5, 3, 2) = 1/6 > γ(4, 2, 2) = 1/9
γ(6, 5, 3) = 1/4 > γ(5, 4, 3) = 1/5 > γ(4, 3, 3) = 1/8

Thus, a closer study of the families Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) of designs when p > k could
provide a finer estimate of the expansion of the reduction, by providing a finer estimate
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Table 9

Pairs of arrays that achieve γE(4, 3, 2) and γE(5, 4, 3). We use the ∗ mark to emphasis rows
of the form (0, . . . , q − 1).

γE(4, 3, 2) = 1/2

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3

0 0 1 2
0 0 1 2
0 1 0 3
0 1 2 0
0 1 2 0
0 1 2 1
0 1 3 3
0 1 3 3
0 2 2 3
0 2 2 3
0 3 0 1
0 3 2 3

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3

0 0 0 0
0 0 3 1
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 1 2 3 ∗
0 2 0 2
0 2 1 1
0 3 1 0
0 3 3 2

γE(5, 4, 3) = 1/3

Ψ0 Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4

0 0 1 2 3
0 0 2 3 4
0 0 2 3 4
0 1 1 3 4
0 1 2 2 4
0 1 2 3 0
0 1 2 3 3
0 1 2 4 4
0 1 3 3 4
0 2 2 3 4
0 2 2 3 4
0 2 3 4 0

Φ0 Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4

0 0 1 3 4
0 0 2 2 4
0 0 2 3 3
0 1 1 2 3
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 2 3 4 ∗
0 1 3 4 0
0 2 2 3 0
0 2 2 4 4
0 2 3 3 4

of the differential ratio reached at a best solution among those whose coordinates take
at most p distinct values.

Furthermore, similarly to the designs of the preceding section, when restricting to
k CSP(Eq), the constraints on arrays Φ,Ψ can be slightly relaxed. On the one hand,
any function Pi that occurs in an instance of CSP(Eq) takes the same value when
evaluated at any two entries v ∈ Σki

q and v+a. On the other hand, given any u ∈ Σq
q

and any a ∈ Σq, the solution y(x, u+a) precisely consists of y(x, u)+a. Hence, when
reducing from CSP(Eq), one rather should consider the following relaxation of families
Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) of designs:

Definition 3.11. For five positive integers k, p ≥ k, q ≥ p, R∗ and R ≤ R∗, we
define ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) as the set of pairs (Ψ,Φ) of R× q arrays on Σq that satisfy:

1.
∑q−1

a=0 |{r ∈ [R] |Φr = (a, 1 + a, . . . , q − 1 + a)}| = R∗;
2. the components of each row of Ψ take at most p distinct values;
3. µΨ

E − µΦ
E is balanced k-wise independent.

Moreover, we define γE(q, p, k) as the greatest number γ for which there exist two
positive integers R and R∗ ≤ R∗ such that R∗/R = γ and ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) 6= ∅.

Table 9 shows a few pairs of arrays that achieve γE(q, p, k) (and that have been
calculated by computer). Similarly to γ(q, p, k), γE(q, p, k) provides a lower bound for
the expansion of the reduction from k CSP−q to k CSP−p when applied to instances
of k CSP(Eq), especially because this number is, for such instances of k CSP−q, a
lower bound for the differential ratio reached at a best solution among those whose
coordinates take at most p distinct values.

Theorem 3.12. For all constant integers k ≥ 2, p ≥ k and q ≥ p, k CSP(Eq) D-
reduces to k CSP−p with an expansion of γE(q, p, k) on the approximation guarantee.

Proof. Assume that a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) exists for some positive
integers R and R∗ ≤ R. Consider then an instance I of CSP(Eq). We adopt the
same notations as in subsection 3.4. Since I is an instance of CSP(Eq), Pi is stable
under a shift by (a, . . . , a) of its entry, a ∈ Σq. Therefore, a sufficient condition for
(Ψ,Φ) to satisfy (3.7) at (i, x) is that, for each v ∈ Σki

q , solutions from the multisets
(y(x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R]) and (y(x,Φr) | r ∈ [R]) coincide as frequently with a vector from
{v, v+ 1, . . . , v+ q− 1} on their coordinates in Ji. By definition of solutions y(x, u),
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Table 10

Value of numbers γ(q, p, k) and γE(q, p, k) for some triples (q, p, k). These values have been cal-
culated by computer solving linear programs in continuous and in integer variables (see Appendix B
for more details). The ∗ mark indicates the triples for which we have not yet been able to calcu-
late an optimal integer solution, in which case the result possibly is inaccurate, due to numerical
approximation.

q
k p γ or γE 3 4 5 6 7 8

2

2
γ 1/4 1/9 1/16 1/25 1/36 1/49
γE 1/3 1/4 1/5 9/59 1/7 1/8

3
γ − 1/3 1/6 1/10 1/15 1/21
γE − 1/2 2/5 4/13 2/7 93/404

4
γ − − 4/9 1/4 4/25 1/9
γE − − 3/5 7/15 3/7 3/8

5
γ − − − 1/2 3/10 1/5
γE − − − 2/3 11/21 13/28

6
γ − − − − 9/16 9/25
γE − − − − 5/7 4/7

7
γ − − − − − 3/5
γE − − − − − 3/4

3

3
γ − 1/8 1/25 1/56 1/105 1/176
γE − 1/4 1/11 38425/701342 3676/107221∗

4
γ − − 1/5 2/27 1/28 1/50
γE − − 1/3 1/6 5/52∗

5
γ − − − 1/4 5/49 5/96
γE − − − 4/9 2/9∗

6
γ − − − − 2/7 1/8
γE − − − − 1/2

7
γ − − − − − 7/20
γE − − − − − 9/16

4

4
γ − − 1/16 1/65 1/176 1/385
γE − − 1/11 ∼ 0.03159029059∗ ∼ 0.013964734∗

5
γ − − − 1/10 1/36 1/91
γE − − − 1/6 ∼ 0.058898∗

6
γ − − − − 5/33 1/21
γE − − − − ∼ 0.2088948787∗

7 γ − − − − − 9/49

5

5
γ − − − 1/32 1/161 1/512
γE − − − 1/16 ∼ 0.01281777623∗

6
γ − − − − 2/35 1/78
γE − − − − 1/10

7 γ − − − − − 5/64

6
6

γ − − − − 1/64 1/385
γE − − − − 1/42∗

7 γ − − − − − 1/35

this occurs if and only if for each v ∈ Σt
q, the multisets (ΨH

r | r ∈ [R]) and (ΦH
r | r ∈

[R]) of words coincide as many often with a word from {v, v + 1, . . . , v + q− 1}.
Equivalently, given any v ∈ Σt

q, the overall frequency of words u ∈ Σq
q such that

uH ∈ {v, v + 1, . . . , v + q− 1} should be the same in Ψ as in Φ. This condition is
precisely verified by the assumption that µΨ

E − µΦ
E is balanced k-wise independent,

considering that k ≥ t. Thus, arrays Ψ, Φ do satisfy relation (3.7).
We assume w.l.o.g. that the goal on I is to maximize. Similarly to the gen-

eral case, we denote by T a subset of Pp(Σq) that satisfies for all r ∈ [R] that
{Ψ0

r, . . . ,Ψ
q−1
r } is included in some T ∈ T . Notice that |T | obviously is at most

(

q
p

)

.
Suppose there exists a ρ-differential approximation algorithm A for k CSP−p. Given
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T ∈ T , we denote by x(T ) the solution of I(T ) function gTn(I, .) associates with
the solution algorithm A returns on fTn(I). On the one hand, by assumption on A,
these solutions satisfy relation (3.6). On the other hand, considering that at least R∗

of the solutions y(x,Φr), r ∈ [R] are optimal provided that x is optimal, we deduce
from (3.7) that sub-instances I(T ), T ∈ T satisfy relation (3.5). We conclude that a
solution with optimal value over {x(T ) |T ∈ T } achieves on I a differential ratio at
least ρ×R∗/R.

Table 10 provides the value of γE(q, p, k) and γ(q, p, k) for a few triples (q, p, k).
Although for all integers k ≥ 2, p ≥ k and q > p, k CSP(Eq) D-reduces to k CSP−p
with an expansion of γ(q, p, k) ≥ 2/(T (q−p+k, k)+1) on the approximation guarantee,
it is most likely the case, for three such integers, that γE(q, p, k) > γ(q, p, k) (this is
in fact true for all the cases we have computed). For instance (see Table 10), we have:

γE(5, 2, 2)/γ(5, 2, 2) = 16/5 γE(5, 3, 2)/γ(5, 3, 2) = 12/5
γE(5, 3, 3)/γ(5, 3, 3) = 25/11 γE(5, 4, 3)/γ(5, 4, 3) = 5/3

Notably, γE(q, 2, 2) equals 1/q for all q ∈ {3, 4, 5, 7, 8}. Thus, for q ∈ {3, 4, 5, 7, 8},
it follows from [42] that 2 CSP(Eq) is approximable within differential factor 0.429/q
(rather than 0.429/(q−1)2). Families ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) of designs thus deserve further
study, in particular for the case where q = k = 2. These families seem to be more
challenging than families Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) of designs. This is notably due to the fact
that two vectors u, v ∈ Z

k
q may satisfy uj − u1 = vj − v1 mod q, j ∈ {2, . . . , k}, but

uj − u1 6= vj − v1 mod (q + 1) for some j ∈ {2, . . . , k}. Consequently, in the most
general case, a pair of arrays from ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) cannot be interpreted as a pair
of subarrays of a design from ΓE(S, S

∗, q + 1, p, k) where S ≥ R and S∗ ∈ [R∗], and
vice-versa. (By contrast, two vectors u, v ∈ Z

k
q satisfying u = v can always be viewed

as two vectors of Zk
q+1 satisfying u = v. Designs from Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) therefore can

be interpreted as partial designs of Γ(S, S∗, q + 1, p, k) for some integers S ≥ R and
S∗ > 0.)

4. At the neighbourhood of any solution. We explored in section 2 the ques-
tion whether the average solution value yields any differential approximation guaran-
tee. In this section, we address a similar question: we examine the differential ratio
reached at solutions with optimum value over Hamming balls of a given radius d ≥ k,
or over the union of the shifts of such balls by vectors of the form a.

4.1. Definitions and previous related works. Given three natural numbers
q > 1, d and ν ≥ d, the Hamming distance between two vectors x, y of Σν

q , which we
denote by dH(x, y), is the number of coordinates on which x and y differ, i.e.:

dH(x, y) = |{j ∈ [ν] : xj 6= yj}|, x, y ∈ Σν
q(4.1)

For x ∈ Σν
q , the Hamming ball of radius d centered at x, which we denote by Bd(x),

is the set of the ν-dimensional q-ary vectors y that are at Hamming distance at most
d from x, i.e.:

Bd(x) = {y ∈ Σν
q : dH(x, y) ≤ d}, x ∈ Σν

q(4.2)

In particular, x ∈ Bd(x). For any a ∈ Σq, we denote by Bd
a the function that associates

with any x ∈ Σn
q the set of the shifts by a of vectors from Bd(x) or, equivalently, the

Hamming ball of radius d centered at x+ a; namely:

Bd
a(x) = Bd(x + a), x ∈ Σν

q , a ∈ Σq(4.3)
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Finally, we denote by B̃d the function that associates with any x ∈ Σn
q the union of

the sets Bd
a, a ∈ Σq, i.e.:

B̃d(x) = Bd(x) ∪Bd
1(x) ∪ . . . ∪Bd

q−1(x), x ∈ Σν
q(4.4)

A common heuristic approach for CSPs consists in fixing some radius d, and
then computing a local optimum with respect to Bd, that is, a solution x with value
v(I, x) ≥ v(I, y), y ∈ Bd(x) if the goal is to maximize, with value v(I, x) ≤ v(I, y),
y ∈ Bd(x) if the goal is to minimize. Many articles address the question whether
such solutions yield any approximation guarantee [34, 39, 5, 2]. Notably, Khanna et
al. showed that for Max 2CCSP, there is no constant integer d for which local search
with respect to Bd yields any constant standard approximation guarantee [34]. In
the differential approximation paradigm, this fact extends by reduction to MaxEk Sat

for all k ≥ 2, [39]. On the other hand, we observed in a previous section that for
CSP(Oq), local optima with respect to B̃0 are 1/q-differential approximate.

4.2. From the average solution value to solution values over Hamming
balls of radius one. The results of section 2 allow to identify a few cases where
local optima with respect to B1 or B̃1, as well as solutions with optimum value at
the neighbourhood B1 or B̃ of any solution, yield some differential approximation
guarantee.

Property 4.1. Let I be an instance of EkCSP(Ik−1
q ) where q ≥ 2 and k ≥ 2. We

denote by avd(I) the average differential ratio on I. Then local optima with respect
to B1 and solutions with optimum value over Hamming balls of radius 1 achieve a
differential ratio at least, respectively, avd(I) and 1/n× kq/(q − 1)× avd(I).

Proof. Let x ∈ Σn
q . We aim at evaluating the sum of the solution values over

B1(x)\{x}. Consider a constraint Pi(xJi
) = Pi(xi1 , . . . , xik) of I. Over B1(x)\{x},

Pi is evaluated:
• for all s ∈ [k], once on each (xi1 , . . . , xis−1

, xis + a, xis+1
, . . . , xik), a ∈ [q− 1];

• (q − 1)× (n− k) times on xJi
.

Equivalently, Pi is taken
• for all s ∈ [k], once at each (xi1 , . . . , xis−1

, a, xis+1
, . . . , xik), a ∈ Σq, plus

• (q − 1)× (n− k)− k = (q − 1)n− qk times at xJi
.

As Pi is balanced (k − 1)-wise independent, we deduce:

∑

y∈B1(x):y 6=x Pi(yJi
) = k × q rPi

+ ((q − 1)n− qk)× Pi(xJi
)

Hence, considering that |B1(x)\{x}| = (q−1)n, we find for the sum of solution values
over B1(x)\{x} the following expression:

∑

y∈B1(x):y 6=x v(I, y) = qk × EX [v(I,X)] +
(

|B1(x)\{x}| − qk
)

× v(I, x)(4.5)

From (4.5), it follows that the average differential ratio over B1(x)\{x} is bounded
below by qk/|B1(x)\{x}|× avd(I). Furthermore, if x is a local optimum with respect
to B1, then assuming w.l.o.g. that the goal on I is to maximize, we have:

|B1(x)\{x}| × v(I, x) ≥∑

y∈B1(x):y 6=x v(I, y)(4.6)

Combining (4.6) with (4.5), we deduce that v(I, x) ≥ EX [v(I,X)]. Equivalently, the
differential ratio taken at x is at least the average differential ratio on I.
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From Property 4.1, it follows that the differential guarantees discussed in section 2
for EkCSP(Ik−1

q ), which hold at the average solution value, also apply to local optima
with respect to B1. Furthermore, these guarantees extend to solutions with optimum
value over Hamming balls of radius one, although up to an expansion of O(1/n) on
the approximation guarantee. Note that EkCSP(Ik−1

q ) notably covers the restriction
of Lin−q to equations of the form xi1 + . . . + xik ≡ α0 mod q. In particular, for
q = 2, according to Corollary 2.19, local optima with respect to B1 and solutions with
optimum value over Hamming balls with radius 1 yield a differential approximation
guarantee of respectively Ω(1/nk) and Ω(1/nk+1) for E(2k)Lin−2.

For E2 Lin−2, we precisely obtain the ratios 1/(2⌈n/2⌉) and 2/(⌈n/2⌉ × n). We
observe that these ratios are asymptotically tight. Instances I2,2n discussed in subsec-
tion 2.7 serve as evidence for the highest differential ratio attained over B1(x) for any
x ∈ {0, 1}n. Let n be a positive integer. Given any d ∈ {0, . . . , n}, on I2,2n , any Bool-
ean vector with n± d non-zero coordinates satisfies all but (n− d)(n + d) = n2 − d2

of the constraints. In particular, we have opt(I) =
(

2n
2

)

and wor(I) =
(

2n
2

)

− n2.
Moreover, provided that x∗ is a balanced vector, given any d ∈ [n], the maximum
solution value over B̃d(x∗) equals

(

2n
2

)

− n2 + d2. For such a vector x∗, the highest

differential ratio reached over B̃d(x∗) therefore is equal to d2/n2. When d = 1, this
ratio coincides with the lower bound deduced from Property 4.1 and Corollary 2.19.

Observe that local search with respect to B1 will return on I2,2n one of the two
optimal solutions 0 and 1. Consider then the instance Ĩn of CSP({XNOR2}) obtained
from I2,2n by removing the constraints (x2j−1 = x2j), j ∈ [n]. This instance still is

trivially satisfiable (for example, by the all-zeros vector), and thus opt(Ĩn) =
(

2n
2

)

−
n = n(2n−2). Furthermore, solutions that violate a maximum number of constraints
are balanced vectors x∗ satisfying for all (but one if n is odd) j ∈ [n] that x∗2j−1 =
x∗2j . Therefore, we have:

wor(Ĩn) = 2
(

n
2

)

− n+ (n mod 2) = n(n− 2) + (n mod 2)

Eventually note that the solution x̃ whose non-zero coordinates are the coordinates
with odd index clearly is a local optimum with respect to B̃1, with value 2

(

n
2

)

=
n(n− 1). The differential ratio reached at x̃ therefore is equal to:

n(n− 1)− n(n− 2)− (n mod 2)

n(2n− 2)− n(n− 2)− (n mod 2)
=

n− (n mod 2)

n2 − n mod 2)
=

1

n+ (n mod 2)

Since Ĩn manipulates 2n variables, this ratio is asymptotically a factor 2 of the ratio
deduced from Property 4.1 and Corollary 2.19.

Similar conclusions can be drawn for 3 CSP(E2) as those we derived from section 2
for EkCSP(Ik−1

q ):

Property 4.2. Let I be an instance of 3 CSP(E2), and avd(I) be the average differ-
ential ratio on I. Then, local optima with respect to B1 and solutions with optimum
value over Hamming balls of radius 1 achieve a differential ratio of at least, respec-
tively, avd(I) and 4/n× avd(I).

Proof. Over B1(x)\{x}, a constraint of the form Pi(xi1 , xi2 ) is evaluated once on
(x̄i1 , xi2) and (xi1 , x̄i2 ), and n − 2 times on (xi1 , xi2). Since Pi evaluates the same
on any two entries y and ȳ, equivalently, Pi is taken twice at (0, 0) and (0, 1), plus
n− 4 times at (xi1 , xi2 ). If we now consider a constraint of the form Pi(xi1 , xi2 , xi3 ),
it is evaluated once on (x̄i1 , xi2 , xi3), (xi1 , x̄i2 , xi3 ) and (xi1 , xi2 , x̄i3 ), and n− 3 times
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on (xi1 , xi2 , xi3 ). Equivalently, Pi is taken once at each v ∈ {0} × {0, 1}2, plus n− 4
times at (xi1 , xi2 , xi3). We deduce that the sum of the solution values over B1(x)\{x}
satisfies:

∑

y∈B1(x):y 6=x v(I, y) = 4× EX [v(I,X)] +
(

|B1(x)\{x}| − 4
)

× v(I, x)

The end of the argument is the same as for Property 4.1.

We finally observe that such guarantees somehow extend by reduction to 2 CSP−2.
Property 4.3. On ν-partite instances of 2 CSP−2, local optima with respect to

B̃1 and solutions with optimum value over the neighbourhood B1(x) ∪ B1
1(x) of any

solution x yield a differential approximation guarantee of respectively 1/(ν + 1) and
4/ ((ν + 1)(n+ 1)) if ν is odd, of 1/(ν + 2) and 4/ ((ν + 2)(n+ 1)) otherwise.

Proof. Consider an instance I of 2 CSP−2. From I, we derive an instance J of
3 CSP(E2) as follows: first, we introduce a new binary variable z0; then, we substitute
for each constraint Pi(xi1 ) or Pi(xi1 , xi2) of I the new constraint respectively Pi(xi1 +
z0) or Pi(xi1 + z0, xi2 + z0). The strong chromatic number of J is ν+1. Furthermore,
the objective functions on I and J satisfy:

v(I, (x1 + z0, . . . , xn + z0)) = v(J, (x, z0)), x ∈ {0, 1}n, z0 ∈ {0, 1}
Two solutions x+ z0 of I and (x, z0) of J thus achieve the same differential ratio

on their respective instances. Let (x, z0) ∈ {0, 1}n × {0, 1}, and x̃ ∈ B1(x). Assume
w.l.o.g. that the goal on I (and thus, on J) is to maximize. We observe:

• v(I, x̃) ≥ v(I, y), y ∈ B1(x) iff v(J, (x̃, 0)) ≥ v(J, (y, 0)), y ∈ B1(x);
• v(I, x̃) ≥ v(I, x̄) iff v (J, (x̃, 0)) ≥ v (J, (x, 1));
• B1 ((x, 0)) = {(y, 0) | y ∈ B1(x)} ∪ {(x, 1)}.

We deduce that solution (x̃, 0) of J is optimal over B1(x, 0) provided that solution x̃
is optimal over B1(x) ∪B1(x̄). In particular, if x is a local optimum with respect to
B̃1 on I, then (x̃, 0) is a local optimum with respect to B1 on J . Now we know from
Property 4.2 that on J , the differential ratio reached at local optima with respect to
B1, or at solutions with optimum value over Hamming balls with radius 1, is at least
a factor respectively 1 or 4/(n + 1) of the average differential ratio. According to
Corollary 2.20, this ratio is bounded below by 1/(ν + 1) if ν +1 is even, by 1/(ν +2)
otherwise. The result is straightforward.

Table 11 summarizes the approximation guarantees induced by Properties 4.1 to 4.3.

4.3. Hamming balls with radius at least k: preliminary remarks. We
explore the following inquiry: for k CSP−q, do solutions with extremal values over
Hamming balls of fixed radius d ≥ k offer any differential approximation guarantees?

Consider an instance I of k CSP−q, and two solutions x∗, x of I where x∗ is
optimal. We denote by ν the Hamming distance between x∗ and x. Assuming ν ≥ k,
consider an integer d ∈ {k, . . . , ν}. We are interested in the vectors of {x∗

1, x1} ×
. . .× {x∗

n, xn} that are at Hamming distance d from x, and denote by Nd(x∗, x) this
solution set. The average solution value over Nd(x∗, x) can be expressed as:

∑

y∈Nd(x∗,x) v(I, y)/|Nd(x∗, x)|
=

∑m
i=1 wi ×

∑

y∈Nd(x∗,x) Pi(yJi
)/
(

ν
d

)

=
∑m

i=1 wi

(

∑

y∈Nd(x∗,x):yJi
=x∗

Ji

Pi(x
∗
Ji
) +

∑

y∈Nd(x∗,x):yJi
6=x∗

Ji

Pi(yJi
)
)

/
(

ν
d

)

Let i ∈ [m], and νi refer to the number of indices j ∈ Ji such that xj 6= x∗
j . Over

Nd(x∗, x), Pi is evaluated
(

ν−νi
d−νi

)

times on x∗
Ji
. We deduce that, provided that the
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Table 11

For a neighbourhood function g ∈ {B1, B̃1}, lower bounds on the differential ratio reached at
local optima (loc. opt.) w.r.t. g, and at solutions with optimal value (opt. sol.) over g(x) given any

solution x, on instances of EkCSP(Ik−1
q ), 3CSP(E2) and 2CSP−2. We denote by pκ the smallest

prime power ≥ q, by ν the chromatic number of the instance.

restriction g conditions on ν, q, k loc. opt. w.r.t. g opt. sol. over g(x), x ∈ Z
n
q

EkCSP(Ik−1
q ),

q, k ≥ 2
B1

ν ≤ 2k − 1 1/qν−k+1 k/(qν−k(q − 1)n)

ν ≤ 2k
1/qk k/(qk−1(q − 1)n)

q = pκ ∧ ν ≤ q + k

ν ≤ pκ + 1 ∧ pκ > k 1/(2(q − 1))k kq/(2k(q − 1)k+1n)

q ≥ 3 1/O
(

νk−⌈logpκ k⌉
)

1/O
(

νk−⌈logpκ k⌉ × n
)

E3CSP(I2
q ),

q ≥ 3
B1 q = 2κ ∧ ν ≤ q + 4 1/q3 3/(q2(q − 1)n)

ν ≤ 2⌈log2 q⌉ + 2 1/ (2(q − 1))3 3q/
(

23(q − 1)4n
)

EkCSP(Ik−1
2 ) B1 k ≥ 3 1/O

(

ν⌊k/2⌋
)

1/O
(

ν⌊k/2⌋ × n
)

E2CSP(I1
q ) B1 q ≥ 2

1

q⌈ ν−2
q

⌉(q − 1) + q

2
(

⌈ ν−2
q

⌉(q − 1) + 1
)

(q − 1)n

3CSP(E2) B1 ν ≥ 3
1

2⌈ν/2⌉

4

2⌈ν/2⌉ × n

2CSP−2 B̃1 ν ≥ 2
1

2⌈(ν + 1)/2⌉

4

2⌈(ν + 1)/2⌉ × (n+ 1)

goal on I is to maximize and I is such that wiPi ≥ 0, i ∈ [m], the average solution
value over Nd(x∗, x) is bounded below by:

minm
i=1

(

ν−νi
d−νi

)

(

ν
d

) × v(I, x∗) ≥
(

ν−k
d−k

)

(

ν
d

) × opt(I) =
d(d − 1) . . . (d− k + 1)

ν(ν − 1) . . . (ν − k + 1)
× opt(I)

Since Nd(x∗, x) is a subset of Bd(x) and ν ≤ n, we conclude that the standard
ratio reached at solutions that perform the best objective value over Bd(x) is at least
k!
(

d
k

)

/nk.

In contrast, deriving a similar deduction for the differential ratio poses a chal-
lenge. Specifically, the comparison between the sum of solution values over Nd(x∗, x)
minus

(

ν−k
d−k

)

v(I, x∗) on the one hand, and the sum of
(

ν
d

)

−
(

ν−k
d−k

)

solution values

on the other hand, is not straightforward in the general case. Let g ∈ {Bd, B̃d}.
Our approach for evaluating the highest differential ratio reached at the neighbour-
hood g(x) of every solution x is to associate with each (x∗, x) ∈ Σn

q × Σn
q a pair

(X (I, x∗, x),Y(I, x∗, x)) of solutions multisets. These multisets must have the same
size R, and satisfy that X (I, x∗, x) is a subset of g(x), x∗ occurs a certain number
R∗ > 0 of times in Y(I, x∗, x), and the sum of solution values is the same over both
multisets. Provided that x∗ is optimal, the optimum solution over X (I, x∗, x) and
hence, over g(x) is R∗/R-differential approximate on I.

4.4. Partition-based solution multisets. Our goal is to evaluate the highest
differential ratio reached over Hamming balls with radius d given an integer d ≥
k. As the case where Bd(x) contains an optimum solution is trivial, we consider
pairs (x∗, x) of solutions that are at Hamming distance at least d + 1 the one to
each other. Furthermore, we restrict X (I, x∗, x) and Y(I, x∗, x) to solutions from
the set {x∗

1, x1}×, . . . ,×{x∗
n, xn}. Following a similar approach to that described
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in section 3, we precisely define our solution multisets X and Y by considering the
following framework.

• Solution multisets association. Let ν ∈ {d+ 1, . . . , n} and let x∗, x be two
vectors of Σn

q that disagree on ν coordinates. We denote by J (x∗, x) = {j1, . . . , jν}
the set of indices j ∈ [n] such that xj 6= x∗

j . We associate with (x∗, x) and each
u ∈ {0, 1}ν a solution y(x∗, x, u) which is defined by:

y(x∗, x, u)j =

{

x∗
j if j = jc ∈ J (x∗, x) and uc = 1

xj otherwise
(4.7)

Thus, solution y(x∗, x, u) is obtained from x by switching for each index c ∈ [ν] such
that uc = 1 coordinate xjc to x∗

jc
. Specifically, y(x∗, x,1) coincides with x∗, whereas

dH (y(x∗, x, u), x) is the number of non-zero coordinates of u.
We consider two arrays Ψ and Φ with ν columns and binary coefficients. These

arrays have the same number of rows, which we denoted by R. With such a pair
(Ψ,Φ) of arrays, we associate solution multisets:

X (I, x∗, x) = (y(x∗, x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R]) , Y(I, x∗, x) = (y(x∗, x,Φr) | r ∈ [R])

• Conditions. In order to model solutions of Bd(x), every row of array Ψ shall
have at most d non-zero coordinates. In order to modelize solution x∗, rows of array
Φ shall coincide at least once with the all-ones vector. Finally, since our goal is to
relate solution values over Bd(x) to opt(I) provided that x∗ is optimal, arrays Ψ, Φ
shall satisfy:

∑R
r=1 v(I, y(x

∗, x,Ψr)) =
∑R

r=1 v(I, y(x
∗, x,Φr))(4.8)

Without loss of generality, assume that the goal on I is to maximize. We denote
by R∗ the number of times the all-ones vector occurs as a row in Φ. Then solutions
with optimum value over Bd(x) satisfy:

maxy∈Bd(x) v(I, y) ≥
∑R

r=1 v(I, y(x
∗, x,Ψr))/R as y(x∗, x,Ψr) ∈ Bd(x), r ∈ [R]

=
∑R

r=1 v(I, y(x
∗, x,Φr))/R by (4.8)

≥ R∗ × v(I, x∗)/R+ (R −R∗)wor(I)/R(4.9)

Such solutions therefore are R∗/R-differential approximate provided that x∗ is opti-
mal.

4.5. Connection to combinatorial designs. Similarly to the case we consid-
ered in the preceding section, one way to ensure that arrays Ψ and Φ satisfy (4.8) is,
again, to require that µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent.

Preliminary observe that relation (4.8) is implied by relation (4.10) below:

∑R
r=1 Pi(y(x

∗, x,Ψr)Ji
) =

∑R
r=1 Pi(y(x

∗, x,Φr)Ji
), i ∈ [m](4.10)

Let i ∈ [m]. A sufficient condition for (Ψ,Φ) to satisfy (4.10) at i is that, over solution
multisets (y(x∗, x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R]) and (y(x∗, x,Φr) | r ∈ [R]), function Pi is evaluated on
the same multisets of entries. Recall that solutions y(x∗, x, u), where u ∈ Σν

2 , coincide
with x on coordinates outside J (x∗, x), and with either xj or x∗

j depending on uj for
coordinates in J (x∗, x). Let H = Ji ∩ J (x∗, x), and t = |H |. Then we deduce that
the multisets (y(x∗, x,Ψr) | r ∈ [R])Ji

and (y(x∗, x,Φr) | r ∈ [R])Ji
of vectors coincide



COMBINATORIAL DESIGNS AND THE APPROXIMABILITY OF CSPS 41

iff (ΨH
r | r ∈ [R]) and (ΦH

r | r ∈ [R]) define the same multisets of words of Σt
2. Since

t ≤ min{|Ji|, ν} ≤ k, this condition is indeed verified provided that µΨ−µΦ is balanced
k-wise independent.

Our objective is to find pairs (Ψ,Φ) of arrays that satisfy all the conditions de-
scribed above, ideally maximizing µΦ(1).

Definition 4.4. Let k ≥ 1, d ≥ k and ν ≥ k be three integers. Then given
any two positive integers R and R∗ ≤ R, we define ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) as the (possibly
empty) set of pairs (Ψ,Φ) of R× ν arrays on {0, 1} that satisfy:

1. |{r ∈ [R] |Φr = 1}| = R∗;
2. each row of Ψ has at most d non-zero coordinates;
3. µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent.

Moreover, we define δ(ν, d, k) as the greatest number δ for which there exist two
positive integers R, R∗ such that R∗/R = δ and ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) 6= ∅. We also define
δ̄(ν, d, k) as the greatest number δ for which there exist two positive integers R, R∗

and a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) such that R∗/R = δ, and the rows of Φ all have
either ν, or at most d, non-zero coordinates.

The previous discussion establishes the following link between these combinatorial
designs and the approximation guarantees offered for k CSP−q by Hamming ball with
radius k.

Theorem 4.5. Let q, k ≥ 2, d ≥ k be three integers, and I be an instance of
k CSP−q. We denote by n the number of variables in I, and by B an Hamming ball
with radius d of Σn

q . Then solutions with optimum value over B and ∪q−1
a=0{y+ a | y ∈

B} reach a differential ratio at least, respectively:

δ(n, d, k) and δ (⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋, d, k)

Furthermore, the ratio of the maximum difference between two solution values
over B and ∪q−1

a=0{y + a | y ∈ B} to the diameter |opt(I) − wor(I)| of I is at least,
respectively:

δ̄(n, d, k)

2− δ̄(n, d, k)
and

δ̄ (⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋, d, k)
2− δ̄ (⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋, d, k)

Proof. We assume w.l.o.g. that the goal on I is to maximize. Consider two vectors
x, x∗ ∈ Σn

q where x∗ is optimal, and let ν refer to the number of coordinates on which x

and x∗ differ. If ν ≤ d, then Bd(x) contains an optimal solution, and thus the highest
differential ratio achieved on Bd(x) is 1 ≥ max{δ(n, d, k), δ(⌊n(q−1)/q⌋, d, k)}. So we
assume ν > d and there exists a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) where R ≥ R∗ ≥ 1. By
Item 3 of Definition 4.4, (Ψ,Φ) satisfies (4.8), what we deduce together with Items 1
and 2 of Definition 4.4 that inequality (4.9) holds. Quantity δ(ν, d, k) consequently
is a proper lower bound for the highest differential ratio reached over Bd(x). More
generality, let νa given a ∈ Σq refer to the Hamming distance between x∗ and x+ a.
Then for all a ∈ Σq, δ(νa, d, k) is a proper lower bound for the highest differential

ratio reached over Bd(x+a). The quantity maxq−1
a=0 δ(νa, d, k) consequently is a proper

lower bound for the highest differential ratio reached over B̃d(x). Now, we observe that
numbers δ(n, d, k) are non increasing in n, considering that the ν ≤ n first columns of
a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ ∆(R,R∗, n, d, k) of arrays constitute an element of ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k).
It thus follows from inequalities ν ≤ n and

minq−1
a=0 νa ≤∑q−1

a=0 νa/q = (q − 1)n/q
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that δ(ν, d, k) ≥ δ(n, d, k), and maxq−1
a=0 δ(νa, d, k) ≥ δ(minq−1

a=0 νa, d, k) ≥ δ(⌊n(q −
1)/q⌋, d, k).

Regarding the instance diameter, we observe that inequality (4.9) can be strength-
ened provided that every row of Φ has either exactly n, or at most d non-zero
coordinates. Indeed, when this occurs, solutions y(x∗, x,Φr) that do not coincide
with x∗ all belong to Bd(x). We thus in (4.9) can replace wor(I) by the expression
miny∈Bd(x) v(I, y). By doing so, we obtain the following inequality:

max
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y) ≥ R∗/R× opt(I) + (1 −R∗/R) min
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y)(4.11)

Now consider a solution x∗ with worst value on I. We denote by µ the number of
coordinates on which x disagrees with x∗. We assume that µ > d, because otherwise
we already know that the quantity

maxy∈Bd(x) v(I, y)−miny∈Bd(x) v(I, y) = maxy∈Bd(x) v(I, y)− wor(I)

is a fraction at least δ(ν, d, k) ≥ δ(n, d, k) of the instance diameter. We assume
symmetrically that ν > d and that there exist two pairs (Ψ,Φ) ∈ ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) and
(ζ, ξ) ∈ ∆(S, S∗, µ, d, k) of arrays where R ≥ R∗ ≥ 1, S ≥ S∗ ≥ 1, and the rows of the
arrays Φ and ξ, with the exception of the rows af all-ones, have at most d non-zero
coordinates. Symmetrically to (4.11), we have:

min
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y) ≤ S∗/S × wor(I) + (1 − S∗/S) max
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y)(4.12)

Regarding the approximation guarantee over Bd(x), we observe that R/R∗ ×
(4.11)− S/S∗ × (4.12) yields inequality:

(R/R∗ + S/S∗ − 1)×
(

max
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y)− min
y∈Bd(x)

v(I, y)

)

≥ opt(I)− wor(I)(4.13)

Hence, provided that the pairs (Ψ,Φ) and (ζ, ξ) of arrays realize respectively δ̄(ν, d, k)
and δ̄(µ, d, k), quantity maxy∈Bd(x) v(I, y)−miny∈Bd(x) v(I, y) is a fraction at least

1

R/R∗ + S/S∗ − 1
=

1

1/δ̄(ν, d, k) + 1/δ̄(µ, d, k)− 1
(4.14)

of the diameter of I. This allows to conclude for Bd(x), considering:

min{δ̄(ν, d, k), δ̄(µ, d, k)} ≥ δ̄ (max{ν, µ}, d, k) ≥ δ̄(n, d, k)

Now let x+ and x− refer to respectively a maximizer and a minimizer of v(I, .)
over ∪q−1

a=0B
d(x+ a). By definition, such solutions satisfy:

v(I, x+) ≥ maxy∈Bd(x+a) v(I, y)
≥ miny∈Bd(x+a) v(I, y) ≥ v(I, x−), a ∈ Σq

(4.15)

First, we deduce from inequality (4.11) taken at x+ a, a ∈ Σq and inequalities (4.15)
that we have:

v(I, x+) ≥ δ̄(νa, d, k)opt(I) +
(

1− δ̄(νa, d, k)
)

v(I, x−), a ∈ Σq(4.16)
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Let µa = dH(x∗, x + a), a ∈ Σq. Then inequality (4.12) taken at x + a, a ∈ Σq and
inequalities (4.15) symmetrically imply:

v(I, x−) ≤ δ̄(µa, d, k)wor(I) +
(

1− δ̄(µa, d, k)
)

v(I, x+), a ∈ Σq(4.17)

Given (b, c) ∈ Σ2
q, 1/δ̄(νb, d, k)× (4.16) taken at b, minus 1/δ̄(µc, d, k)× (4.17) taken

at c, yields inequality:

v(I, x+)− v(I, x−)

opt(I)− wor(I)
≥ 1

1/δ̄(νb, d, k) + 1/δ̄(µc, d, k)− 1
, b, c ∈ Σq(4.18)

In order to conclude, we observe that integers minq−1
b=0 νb and minq−1

c=0 µc both are
≤ ⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋.

4.6. Estimation of numbers δ(ν, d, k). It remains for us to prove the existence
of pairs of arrays that satisfy the conditions of Definition 4.4. In fact, this can be
done by relating given five integers k ≥ 2, d ≥ k, ν ≥ d, R∗ ≥ 1, R ≥ R∗ the two
families ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) and Γ(R,R∗, ν, d, k) of designs. Specifically, a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈
Γ(R,R∗, ν, d, k) of arrays can be interpreted as an element of ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) by
interpreting the coefficients M j

r that occur in the column with index j ∈ Σν of Ψ or
Φ as the binary relation (M j

r = j).

Proposition 4.6. Numbers δ(ν, d, k) satisfy:

δ(ν, d, k) ≥ γ(ν, d, k), ν, d, k ∈ N, ν ≥ d ≥ k ≥ 1(4.19)

Furthermore, if a pair (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, ν, d, k) of arrays where R ≥ R∗ ≥ 1 and
ν ≥ d ≥ k ≥ 1 satisfies

|
{

j ∈ Σν |Φj
r = j

}

| ∈ {0, . . . , d} ∪ {ν}, r ∈ [R](4.20)

then δ̄(ν, d, k) ≥ R∗/R.

Proof. For a positive integer ν, we define a surjective map σν from the set of
arrays with ν columns on symbol set Σν to the set of arrays with ν columns on
symbol set Σ2. We index the columns of the former and the latter arrays by Σν and
[ν] respectively. Let R be a positive integer and M be an R × ν array on Σν . Then
σν maps M to the R × ν array on {0, 1} defined by:

σν(M)jr =

{

1 if M j−1
r = j − 1

0 otherwise
, r ∈ [R], j ∈ [ν](4.21)

Let (Ψ,Φ) ∈ Γ(R,R∗, ν, d, k) where R ≥ R∗ > 1. We want to show that
(σν(Ψ), σν(Φ)) ∈ ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k). First, given any row index r, σν(Φ)r coincides
with the all-ones vector iff Φr coincides with (0, 1, . . . , ν − 1). Second, the number
of non-zero coefficients in σν(Ψ)r precisely is the number of indices j ∈ Σν for which
Ψj

r = j. In particular, since the coordinates of Ψr take at most d distinct values,
Ψj

r = j cannot occur for more than d indices j ∈ Σν . The number of non-zero coor-
dinates of σν(Ψ)r is therefore less than or equal to d. Furthermore, provided that Φ
satisfies (4.20), every row of σν(Ψ) has either ν, or at most d non-zero coordinates.

Now consider a sequence J = (j1, . . . , jk) of pairwise distinct integers from [ν]
and a vector u ∈ {0, 1}k. We denote by V(u) the set of vectors v ∈ Σk

ν such that:

{

vs = js − 1 if us = 1
vs 6= js − 1 if us = 0

, s ∈ [k]
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Table 12

Construction for ∆((T (ν, k) + 1)/2, 1, ν, k, k): illustration when (k, ν) ∈ {(2, 6), (3, 5)}.

2/(T (6, 2) + 1) = 1/25 2/(T (5, 3) + 1) = 1/25

Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4 Ψ5 Ψ6

1 1 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0 0
0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4 Φ5 Φ6

1 1 1 1 1 1
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1

Ψ1 Ψ2 Ψ3 Ψ4 Ψ5

1 1 1 0 0
1 1 0 1 0
1 0 1 1 0
0 1 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 1
1 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 1 1
0 1 1 0 1
0 1 0 1 1
0 0 1 1 1
1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 1

Φ1 Φ2 Φ3 Φ4 Φ5

1 1 1 1 1
1 1 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0
0 1 1 0 0
1 0 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 1 0
0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 1 0
0 1 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

Let H = (j1 − 1, . . . , jk − 1). Given M ∈ {Ψ,Φ}, by definition of σν , the frequency
of u in subarray σν(M)J corresponds to the overall frequency of vectors from V(u)
in subarray MH . Since µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent, each v ∈ V(u)
occurs the same number of times as a row in both subarrays ΨH and ΦH . The overall
frequency of vectors from V(u) consequently is the same in both subarrays ΨH and
ΦH . Equivalently, u occurs the same number of times as a row in both subarrays
σν(Ψ)J and σν(Φ)

J . We conclude that the pair (σν(Ψ), σν(Φ)) of arrays is indeed
an element of ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) provided that the initial pair (Ψ,Φ) of arrays is an
element of Γ(R,R∗, ν, d, k).

Table 12 shows the pair of arrays we obtain by applying transformation σν of
Proposition 4.6 to the pair (Ψ,Φ) of arrays produced by Algorithm 3.2 on values
(k, ν) ∈ {(2, 6), (3, 5)}. Let us take a closer look at arrays σν(Ψ) and σν(Φ) given two
positive integers k and ν > k. First, we observe that the rows of σν(Φ), except for the
rows of all-ones, are all of weight at most k: Algorithm 3.2 initializes Φ to the single
row (0, 1, . . . , k − 1), which is then completed into (0, 1, . . . , q − 1). Later, at each
iteration i ∈ {k + 1, . . . , ν}, Algorithm 3.1 inserts in Φ rows u = (u0, . . . , ui−1) ∈ Σi

i

that satisfy uj = j for at most k coordinates j ∈ Σi, which are then completed by
ν − i coefficients with value u0 6= i, . . . , ν − 1. At most k coordinates of each such
rows of Φ therefore coincide with their index.

The following lower bounds thus hold on numbers δ(ν, d, k) and δ̄(ν, d, k):

Proposition 4.7. Let k > 0, d ≥ k and ν ≥ d be three integers. If d = ν, then
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δ(ν, ν, k) = δ̄(ν, ν, k) = 1. Otherwise, we have:

δ(ν, d, k) ≥ δ̄(ν, d, k) ≥ 2/
(

∑k
r=0

(

ν−d+k
r

)(

ν−d+k−1−r
k−r

)

+ 1
)

(4.22)

Proof. Inequality δ(ν, d, k) ≥ δ̄(ν, d, k) holds by definition of numbers δ(ν, d, k)
and δ̄(ν, d, k). As regards δ̄(ν, d, k), when d = ν, δ̄(ν, ν, k) is trivially equal to 1.
When ν > d = k, we deduce from the preceding discussion and Theorem 3.8 that
δ̄(ν − d + k, k, k) ≥ 2/ (T (ν − d+ k, k) + 1). When ν > d > k, we observe that
exending each row of each array of a design of ∆(R,R∗, ν−d+k, k, k) by the (d−k)-
length word of all-ones yields a pair of arrays of ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k). Thus, we conclude
that δ̄(ν, d, k) ≥ δ̄(ν − d+ k, k, k), which completes the proof.

Furthermore, given any h ∈ {0, . . . , k}, ν-dimensional binary vectors having ex-
actly h non-zero coordinates all occur the same number of times, in the same array.
Precisely, (σν(Ψ), σν(Φ)) can be described as follows (a detailed proof is presented in
Appendix E.2):

• the word of all-ones occurs exactly once as a row in σν(Φ);
• every u ∈ {0, 1}ν with a number a ∈ {0, . . . , k} of non-zero coordinates such
that a ≡ k mod 2 occurs exactly

(

ν−1−a
k−a

)

times as a row in σν(Ψ);
• every u ∈ {0, 1}ν with a number a ∈ {0, . . . , k} of non-zero coordinates such
that a 6≡ k mod 2 occurs exactly

(

ν−1−a
k−a

)

times as a row in σν(Φ).
We deduce that the following identity holds.

Theorem 4.8. Let q ≥ 2, k ≥ 2 be two integers, I be an instance of k CSP−q,
x and x∗ be two solutions of I that are at a Hamming distance ν > k from each
other. Moreover, let Nh(x∗, x) where h ∈ {0, . . . , ν} refer to the restriction of Bh(x)
to vectors y ∈ Σn

q that coincide with x∗ or x on each of their coordinates, and are at
Hamming distance d from x. Formally:

Nh(x∗, x) := {y ∈ {x∗
1, x1} × . . .× {x∗

n, xn} : dH(x, y) = h}

Then solution sets Nh(x∗, x), h ∈ {0, . . . , k} satisfy:

v(I, x∗) =
∑k

h=0(−1)k−h
(

ν−1−h
k−h

)
∑

y∈Nh(x∗,x) v(I, y)(4.23)

Notice that some generalization of this identity for the case where d > k was com-
municated in [19]. However, because the corresponding pairs of arrays fail to achieve
either δ̄(ν, d, k) or δ(ν, d, k) unless d = k, we opt not to present the more general
identity in this paper.

4.7. Approximation guarantees. Consider an instance I of k CSP−q along
with a Hamming ball B of radius k on Σn

q . According to Theorem 4.5 and Proposi-

tion 4.7 and relation (3.18), the highest differential ratio reached over B and ∪q−1
a=0{y+

a | y ∈ B} is respectively at least

δ(n, k, k) ≥ 2

T (n, k) + 1
≥ 2(k!)

(2n− k)k

and δ (⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋, k, k) ≥ 2

T (⌊n(q − 1)/q)⌋, k) + 1
≥ 2(k!)

(2(q − 1)n/q − k)
k

Theorem 4.5 and Proposition 4.7 additionally imply an approximation guarantee
for the instance diameter, which is a stronger result. Specifically, the ratio of the
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maximum difference between two solution values over B and ∪q−1
a=0{y + a | y ∈ B} to

the instance diameter is respectively at least

1

2/δ(n, k, k)− 1
≥ 1

T (n, k)
≥ k!

(2n− k)k

and
1

2/δ (⌊n(q − 1)/q⌋, k, k)− 1
≥ 1

T (⌊n(q − 1)/q)⌋, k) ≥ k!

(2n(q − 1)/q − k)k

We summarize the obtained approximability bounds in the Corollary below.

Corollary 4.9. Let q ≥ 2, k ≥ 2 be two integers, I be an instance of k CSP−q
on n ≥ k variables, and x ∈ Σn

q . The ratio of the maximum difference between any

two solution values over Bk(x) and B̃k(x) to the diameter of I is at least k!/(2n−k)k

and k!/(2(q − 1)n/q − k)k, respectively. Furthermore, the highest differential ratio
reached on Bk(x) and B̃k(x) is at least twice these bounds.

4.8. Concluding remarks. We ask the following questions: how good are our
estimates of numbers δ(ν, d, k) and δ̄(ν, d, k)? How tight is our analysis of the maxi-
mum differential ratio reached at any Hamming ball with radius k for k CSP−q?

Recently, we established that the lower bound provided for numbers δ̄(ν, d, k)
and δ(ν, d, k) matches their exact value when d = k [18]. As a result, the estimate we
obtain for the differential approximation guarantees on any Hamming ball of radius k
stands as the most accurate outcome that can be derived from the proposed analysis.

Furthermore, the best approximation guarantee we can expect from the optimal
solution value on Hamming balls of fixed radius d ≥ k, as well as from the greatest
difference between two solution values over such balls, is Ω(1/nk). Similar to in-
stances Iq,kn of CSP({AllEqualk,q}), let Jq,k

n denote the instance of CSP({AllZerok,q})
that considers all the k-ary constraints that can be formulated on a set of n vari-
ables, given three positive integers q, k, n ≥ k. For any d ∈ {0, . . . , n}, any vector
with exactly d coordinates equal to zero satisfies

(

d
k

)

of the constraints. In partic-

ular, we have opt(Jq,k
n ) =

(

n
k

)

(the all-zeros vector satisfies all the constraints) and
wor(Jq,k

n ) = 0 (for example, the all-ones vector satisfies no constraint). Moreover,
given any d ∈ {k, . . . , n}, the maximum solution value over Bd(1) equals

(

d
k

)

. The
best differential ratio reached over Bd(1) therefore is:

(dk)−0

(nk)−0
=

d(d − 1) . . . (d− k + 1)

n(n− 1) . . . (n− k + 1)
∼ k!

(

d
k

)

nk

Since Bd(1) contains 1, which is a worst solution, this ratio coincides with the ratio of
maxy∈Bd(1) v(J

q,k
n , y)−miny∈Bd(1) v(J

q,k
n , y) to the diameter of Jq,k

n . When d = k, this

ratio is asymptotically a factor 2k−1 and 2k of the lower bounds given by Corollary 4.9
for, respectively, the differential approximation of opt(I) and the approximation of
the instance diameter.

Regarding the best differential ratio reached over the shifts by some integer a ∈ Σq

of Hamming balls of a fixed radius k, we observe that the guarantee we obtain is
asymptotically tight when k = 2. Here, we consider instances (Iq,kn |n ∈ N\{0}) of
MaxCSP{AllEqualk,q} we introduced in subsection 2.7. As AllEqualk,q is stable under
a shift by a same quantity of all its variables, on Iq,kn , a solution y performs the best
solution value over a Hamming ball Bk(x) if and only if y performs the best solution
value over the union of the Hamming balls Bk(x+a), a ∈ Σq. Consider three positive
integers n, q and k. Given any partition of n into q natural numbers n0, . . . , nq−1, any
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vector with na coordinates equal to a, a ∈ Σq satisfies
∑q−1

a=0

(

na

k

)

constraints. Recall

that opt(Iq,kn ) =
(

qn
k

)

and wor(Iq,kn ) = q ×
(

n
k

)

. Moreover, let x∗ be a vector with n
coordinates equal to a for each a ∈ Σq; then one may easily check that the maximum

solution value over B̃k(x∗) equals
(

n+k
k

)

+
(

n−k
k

)

+(q− 2)
(

n
k

)

. The highest differential

ratio reached on B̃k(x∗) therefore is equal to:

(

n+k
k

)

+
(

n−k
k

)

− 2
(

n
k

)

(

qn
k

)

− q ×
(

n
k

) =

∏k−1
i=0 (n+ k − i) +

∏k−1
i=0 (n− k − i)− 2

∏k−1
i=0 (n− i)

∏k−1
i=0 (qn− i)− q

∏k−1
i=0 (n− i)

We denote by num(q, n) and den(q, n) respectively the numerator polynomial and the
denominator polynomial of the above right-hand side rational fraction. Polynomials
num(q, n) and den(q, n) are of degree respectively k − 2 and k. The coefficient of nk

in den(q, n) is qk − q, while the coefficient of nk−2 in num(q, n) is equal to 2k2
(

k
2

)

7.

Accordingly, the highest differential ratio reached on B̃k(x∗) asymptotically is:

num(q, n)

den(q, n)
∼ 2k2

(

k
2

)

qk − q
× 1

n2
=

2k2
(

k
2

)

q

qk−1 − 1
× 1

(qn)2

Secondly, according to Corollary 4.9, on Iq,kn , for any x ∈ Σqn
q , solutions achieving the

maximum value over B̃k(x) attain a differential ratio of at least:

2(k!)

(2(q − 1)(qn)/q − k)k
∼ k!qk

2k−1(q − 1)k
× 1

(qn)k

Hence, when k = 2, the maximal differential ratio over B̃2(x∗) asymptotically is a
factor 8(q − 1)/q of the lower bound provided by Corollary 4.9 for this ratio. If k
and n are constant integers while q can be arbitrarily large, this ratio and the lower
bound provided by Corollary 4.9 both are in Θ(1/qk).

5. Conclusion. Combinatorial designs and CSPs. While our investiga-
tions span different contexts, the underlying approach in the presented results re-
mains the same. First, we identify partitions V = (V1, . . . , Vν) of [n] and multisubsets
M of Σν

q having the “right” properties as regards the goal pursued. Then, we con-
sider solutions of the form (yrV1

, . . . , yrVν
) = (xV1

+ M1
r , . . . , xVν

+ Mν
r ). When not

imposing further restrictions on q-ary CSPs beyond the arity of their constraints, the
consideration of balanced k-wise independent functions for their analysis arises natu-
rally. Note that it suffices to establish the existence, without necessarily exhibiting,
the pairs (V ,M) that underlie the multisets of solutions supporting the argument.
The neighborhood analysis inherently establishes that ρ-approximate solutions can
be found throughout the solution set for a given ρ. However, due to the method-
ology employed, the lower bounds derived for the average differential ratio not only
signify that EX [v(I,X)] attains a certain differential ratio ρ, but also suggest that
ρ-differential approximate solutions are distributed across the solution set. Namely,
if V and M denote the partition of [n] and the array utilized to establish the approx-
imation guarantee, then for any x, among the solutions y(V , x,Mr), r ∈ [R], there
exists at least one solution that achieves at least the average differential ratio. Thus,
the proposed analysis of the average differential ratio offers further insights into the
distribution of solution values.

7As
∑

0≤i<j≤k−1 ((k − i)(k − j) + (k + i)(k + j)− 2ij) =
∑

0≤i<j≤k−1 2k
2 = 2k2

(k
2

)

.
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Table 13

Differential (dapx) and gain (gapx) approximability bounds for kCSP−q that are achievable
by either deterministic (det.) or randomized (exp.) algorithms, and their comparison to the lower
bounds known for the average differential ratio (avd): pκ refers to the smallest prime power ≥ q;
ν refers to the strong chromatic number of the instance primary hypergraph. Inapproximability
bounds hold for all constant ε > 0 assuming P 6= NP. The bounds marked by ∗ are commented in
Appendix D.

Approximability bounds in k-partite instances of EkCSP(Itq)
k q t gapx det. dapx det. avd

= 2 = 2 = 1 0.561 [3] 0.78 [3]
∗

= 1/2
≥ 3 ≥ 2 = k − 1 ¬ ε [13] ¬ 1/q + ε [13] ≥ 1/q
≥ 3 ≥ 2, ≤ k = 2 ¬ ε [13] ¬ O(k/qk−1) + ε [13] ≥ 1/qk−2

≥ 3 ≥ k = 2 ¬ ε [13] ¬ O(k/qk−2) + ε [13] ≥ 1/qk−2

Gain approximability bounds for E3CSP(I2q) (row 1) and k CSP−q (the other rows)

k q t gapx det. gapx exp. avd

= 3 = 2 = 2 Ω(1/m) [32] Ω(
√

lnn/n) [35]∗ = 1/2
= 2 = 2 Ω(1/ lnn) [41] Ω(1/ν)

≥ 4 = 2 Ω(1/m) [32] Ω(1/
√
m) [32] Ω(1/ν⌊k/2⌋)

≥ 2 = 2κ, ≥ 4 Ω(1/m) [32, 16] Ω(1/
√
m) [32, 16] Ω(1/νk−⌈logq k⌉)

Other differential approximability bounds for k CSP−q
k, q dapx det. dapx exp. avd

k = 2 or (k, q) = (3, 2) Ω(1) [42, 17] Ω(1/ν)

k ≥ 3 and q ≥ 3 Ω(1/m) [32, 16] Ω(1/
√
m) [32, 16] Ω(1/νk−⌈logpκ k⌉)

In our opinion, this work highlights the power of combinatorial designs when it
comes to studying the differential approximability of kCSPs. Nevertheless, further
investigation is needed to assess the tightness of the ratios obtained. We think of
the reduction from k CSP−q to k CSP−p: on instances of k CSP−q, how close to
γ(q, p, k) is the differential gap between the optimum solution value when restricted to
solutions whose coordinates take at most p distinct values and the optimum solution
value? Additionally, we think of examining the differential ratio achieved at the
average solution value, as well as at solutions with the optimum value over the union
of shifts by a, a ∈ {0, . . . , q − 1} of Hamming balls with radius k when k ≥ 3. In
the worst-case scenarios, are the quantities Ω(1/nb), where b varies across integers
in {⌊k/2⌋, . . . , k − 1} depending on k and q, for the former case (assuming k ≥ 4 or
q ≥ 3), and Ω(1/nk) for the latter case, indicative of the correct order of magnitude?

We also highlight that the question of whether a reduction from k CSP−q to
k CSP−p exists, preserving the differential approximation ratio within a constant
multiplicative factor, remains entirely unresolved when k > p.

Approximability bounds. We review the estimates we obtain for the aver-
age differential ratio in light of the gain and differential approximability bounds of
the literature. We summarize in Table 13 the approximability bounds we are aware
of. On the one hand, we compare the differential approximation guarantee offered
by EX [v(I,X)] to the ones offered by dedicated algorithms. On the other hand,
we find it interesting to compare the approximation of the optimum advantage over
wor(I) offered by EX [v(I,X)], to the appproximabilty of the optimum advantage over
EX [v(I,X)].
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For such symptomatic CSPs as the restriction of EkCSP(Ik−1
q ) to k-partite in-

stances given any k ≥ 3, EX [v(I,X)] trivially brings the differential approximation
guarantee of 1/q which, according to [31, 13], is the best constant factor one may
expect assuming P 6= NP. For this specific CSP, the optimum advantage over a ran-
dom assignment NP−hard to approximate to within any positive constant. (Notice
that the same facts hold for CSP(Oq).) By contrast, for 2 CSP−q, EX [v(I,X)] is of
rather low quality. On the one hand, we proved that Ω(1/n) is a tight lower bound for
the average differential ratio. On the other hand, 2 CSP−q is approximable within a
constant differential factor [42, 17] and, in the Boolean case, 2 CSP−2 is approximable
within a gain factor of Ω(1/ lnn) [41, 43, 38]. It is worth noting that, in both cases,
the approximation guarantee is achievable by combining semidefinite programming
with derandomization techniques. For k CSP−2 when k > 2, |EX [v(I,X)] − wor(I)|
approximates the instance diameter within a factor of Ω(1/n⌊k/2⌋) which, in dense
instances, is comparable the expected gain approximability bound of Ω(1/

√
m) given

in [32] for this problem.

We now compare the approximation guarantees brought by Hamming balls with
fixed radius to the lower bounds we obtained for the average differential ratio. For
2 CSP−2 and EkCSP(Ik−1

q ), we know that local optima with respect to respectively

B̃1 and B1 bring the same differential approximation guarantee as the average solu-
tion value, and that solutions with optimal value at the neighbourhood respectively
B̃1(x) and B1(x) of any x achieve a differential ratio at least Ω(1/n) times the average
differential ratio. By contrast, for k CSP−q, the differential approximation guarantee
of Ω(1/nk) brought at solutions with optimal value at the neighbourhood B̃k(x) of
any x is a factor Θ(1/n⌈logpκ k⌉) if q ≥ 3, Θ(1/n⌈k/2⌉) if q = 2, of the lower bound we
provide for the average differential ratio. Moreover, this guarantee is tight when con-
sidering neighbourhood function Bk rather than B̃k. For 2 CSP−2, Hamming balls
of radius 2 yield an approximation guarantee of Ω(1/n2) for the instance diameter,
while this latter is approximable within factor 4/π−1 > 0.273 [42]. Still, on dense in-
stances of k CSP−2κ, the approximation by a factor Ω(1/nk) of the instance diameter
is comparable to the gain approximability bound of Ω(1/m) implied by [32].8

Distribution of solution values. Although it brings a rather poor approxima-
tion guarantee, the neighbourhood analysis for k CSP−q roughly tells us that out of
all solutions, 1/nk of the solutions provide a differential approximation guarantee of
Ω(1/nk). The analysis of the average solution value similarly indicates that picking a
solution uniformly at random yields a solution with an expected differential ratio of
Ω(1/νb), and that a solution realizing such a ratio exists at some O(1/νb)-cardinality
neighbourhood of every solution, where b = ⌊k/2⌋ if q = 2 and ⌈logpκ k⌉ otherwise.
For EkCSP(Ik−1

q ), 1/(kq) of the solutions achieve a differential ratio Ω(1/n) times the
average differentia ratio. In the very special cases of E(2k+ 1)Lin−2 and CSP(Oq),
respectively one half and 1/q of the solutions are 1/2 and 1/q-differential approximate.

Furthermore, exhibiting solutions that bring the approximation guarantees we
established, either for the average solution value, or with respect to Hamming balls
with radius 1 or k, can be easily done by evaluating Bk(0), B̃k(0), B1(0)\{0} or

8Approximating the optimum advantage over a random assignment for kCSP−2κ reduces to
approximating the optimum gain over a random assignment for Lin−2 with no loss on the approx-
imation guarantee [16]. Now, if we can compute within polynomial time a solution x+ such that
|v(I, x+) − EX [v(I,X)]| ≥ ρ × |opt(I) − EX [v(I,X)]|, then we can symmetrically compute within
polynomial time a solution x− such that |v(I, x−) − EX [v(I,X)]| ≥ ρ × |wor(I) − EX [v(I,X)]|, in
which case we have |v(I, x+)− v(I, x−)| ≥ ρ|opt(I)− wor(I)|.
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B̃1(0)\{0,1}, by computing a local optimum with respect to B1 or B̃1, or by running
the conditional expectation technique, depending on the considered case. Notice
that the Ω(1/m)-gain approximation algorithm of [32] for Lin−2 basically picks a
constraint with maximum weight, and then runs the conditional expectation technique
on the resulting instance. Hence: performing some approximation guarantee with
respect to the differential ratio, or even approximating the instance diameter or the
optimum gain over a random assignment is structurally easy. This somehow contrasts
with the fact than only a few algorithms are known that provide significantly better
approximation bounds, which involve sophisticate (and time consuming) techniques.

Note that algorithms that approximate the diameter of the instance (or the opti-
mum advantage over a random assignment) to within a positive factor can be used to
decide whether the solutions of a given instance all have the same value. In particular,
our result concerning the instance diameter tells us that deciding whether an instance
of k CSP−q is constant reduces to deciding whether on this instance, the solutions of
Bk(0) all perform the same objective value.

The average differential ratio. We think that the average differential ratio
has potential to provide new insights into CSPs. In our analysis, we took into account
a very few characteristics of the input instance, namely: the strong chromatic number
of the instance primary hypergraph, the possible restriction to the — general enough
— function families Eq and Itq, the possible restriction to the — rather restrictive
— function family Oq, and the maximum arity of the constraints. Hence, a next
step should be the identification of hypergraphs and function properties that allow
to build partition-based solution multisets of low cardinality that satisfy (2.8). More
generally, it would be worthwhile to characterize such functions families F as the
set of submodular functions for which MaxCSP(F) or MinCSP(F) admits a constant
lower bound for the average differential ratio.

Beyond these aspects, the properties of the average differential ratio viewed as a
complexity measure, including its connections to other measures, should be investi-
gated. Notably, because for E3 Lin−2, this ratio is in O(1), the authors of [23] could
derive from the hardness result of [31] as regards E3 Lin−2 a constant inapproxima-
bility bound of 0 for the diameter of 3 Sat instances, assuming P 6= NP.

Combinatorial designs. Besides, the analysis raises new questions regarding
orthogonal arrays and difference schemes, and introduces new families of combina-
torial designs. The estimate of the average differential ratio involves an uncommon
criterion on orthogonal arrays and difference schemes of given strength and number
of columns. Namely, the analysis led in section 2 suggests the search for such arrays
that maximize their highest frequency (rather than minimizing the number of their
rows). Such researchs have been recently led in [15] for orthogonal arrays of strength
2. Furthermore, the reduction from q-ary CSPs to p-ary CSPs and the neighbour-
hood analysis suggest to further investigate the families of designs we introduced in
sections 3 and 4. We are in particular interested in pairs of arrays that achieve num-
bers γE(q, k, k): although such pairs are only a slight relaxation of pairs that achieve
numbers γ(q, k, k), they the most likely do not admit such a regular construction as
for γ(q, k, k).

Regarding the families Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) and ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) of designs, we re-
cently proved that numbers γ(q, p, k), δ(q, p, k) and δ̄(q, p, k) all coincide for all triples
(q, p, k) [18]. Plus, we know the exact value of these numbers in case where p = k.
However, for δ(q, p, k) in case where q > p, we only provided the naive lower bound of
δ(q − p+ k, k, k). Therefore, we should further study numbers δ(q, p, k) in this case.
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In particular, this would allow us to obtain a better estimate of the differential ratio
achieved by a best solution among those whose coordinates take at most p distinct
values, and hence of the expansion of our reduction from k CSP−q to k CSP−p when
p > k.

Other questions regarding the families Γ(R,R∗, q, p, k) and ∆(R,R∗, ν, d, k) of
designs and their restrictions should be addressed, starting with their connections
when considering an alternate optimization criterion, as well as additional constraints.
We notably are curious about the construction of such simple designs (i.e., arrays with
no repeated row) having a minimum number of rows.

Appendix A. Functions families Eq and Oq introduced in subsection 1.5.

A.1. Function decomposition. Let q, k be two positive integers. Analogously
to the concept of even and odd functions, any function P : (Σq,+)k → R can be
decomposed into the sum of a function of Eq and a function of Oq. Namely, we

associate with P the function PE := 1/q ×∑q−1
a=0 Pa, which is defined on Σk

q by:

PE(y) =
∑q−1

a=0 P (y1 + a, . . . , yk + a)/q, y1, . . . , yk ∈ Σq(A.1)

For example, expression
∑q−1

a=0 AllZerosk,q(y1 + a, . . . , yk + a) evaluates 1 iff

y1 + a ≡ . . . ≡ yk + a ≡ 0 mod q

holds for some a ∈ {0, . . . , q − 1}, what occurs iff y1, . . . , yk are all equal. Otherwise,
it evaluates 0. Thus when P is AllZerosk,q, PE is 1/q ×AllEqualk,q.

PE by construction is stable under the shift by a same quantity a ∈ Σq of all its

variables, while P −PE by construction satisfies that
∑q−1

a=0(P −PE)a is the constant
function zero. Observe that function P − PE actually can be decomposed into the
sum of the q− 1 functions (P −Pa)/q, a ∈ Σq that all belong to Oq, and have a mean
value of zero.

Definitions (1.3) of Eq and (1.4) of Oq precisely state that P ∈ Eq iff PE = P , and
P ∈ Oq iff PE is constant (in which case PE necessarily is the constant function rP ).

A.2. Restrictions CSP(Oq) and CSP(Eq) of CSP−q. CSP(Oq) is remarkable
in that it is trivially approximable within differential factor of 1/q (see subsections 2.1
and 4.1), but NP− hard to approximate within any constant factor greater than 1/q,
and this even for E3CSP(Oq) [31].

Regarding CSP(Eq), we observe that, given a positive integer k, we can interpret
any function P on Σk

q as a (k + 1)-ary function of Eq. Namely, we associate with P

the function PE which is defined on Σk+1
q by:

PE(y0, y1, . . . , yk) := P−y0
(y1, . . . , yk)

= P (y1 − y0, . . . , yk − y0), y0, y1, . . . , yk ∈ Σq
(A.2)

For example, consider the function AllZerosk,q. Given y0, y1, . . . , yk ∈ Σq, we have:

(y1 − y0 ≡ . . . ≡ yk − y0 ≡ 0 mod q) iff (y1 = . . . = yk = y0) .

Thus when P = AllZerosk,q, PE = AllEqualk+1,q.
We derive from transformation (A.2) a differential approximation preserving re-

duction (f, g) (see subsection 3.1) from k CSP−q to (k+ 1)CSP(Eq) that induces no
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Table 14

Linear programs for orthogonal arrays and balanced t-wise independent measures.

ρ(ν, q, t) =







maxP :Σν
q→[0,1],R P (0)

s.t. (B.1)–(B.3)
R = 1

F (ν, q, t) =







minP :Σν
q→N,R R

s.t. (B.1)–(B.3)
R ≥ 1

R(ν, q, t) =















minP :Σν
q→N,R R

s.t. (B.1)–(B.3)
P (0) ≥ ρ(ν, q, t)× R

R ≥ 1

R∗(ν, q, t) =







maxP :Σν
q→N P (0)

s.t. (B.1)–(B.3)
R = F (ν, q, t)

loss on the approximation guarantee. Given an instance I of k CSP−q, algorithm f in-
troduces an auxiliary variable z0, and substitutes for each constraint Pi(xi1 , . . . , xiki

)
of the input instance the new constraint Pi(xi1 − z0, . . . , xiki

− z0). Algorithm g(I, .)
then associates with a solution (x, z0) = (x1, . . . , xn, z0) of f(I) the solution x− z0 =
(x1− z0, . . . , xn− z0) of I. By definition of f(I), this solution performs on I the same
objective value as (x, z0) on f(I).

Examples of this reduction are provided in [39, 22], when functions Pi are either
the disjunction on k Boolean variables, or its generalization to q-ary alphabets. Pre-
cisely, NAESat−q and Sat−q are the q-ary CSPs in which a constraint requires that
a set of literals are not all equal for the former problem, are not all zero for the latter
problem, where a literal ℓj is either the variable xj or its shift xj+a by some constant
integer a ∈ [q−1] (e.g. see [8]). Then we have k Sat−q ≤1

D (k + 1)NAESat−q [39, 22].
Moreover, in Property 4.3 of subsection 4.2, we analyse reduction (f, g), when applied
to 2 CSP−2, with respect to the differential ratio reached at local optima w.r.t. B̃1

and solutions of optimal value over any subset B̃1(x) of solutions.
Considering that (k+ 1)CSP(Eq) is a special case of (k+ 1)CSP−q, this reduction

somehow indicates that (k+ 1)CSP(Eq) can be viewed as an intermediate problem
between k CSP−q and (k+ 1)CSP−q.

Appendix B. Computation of optimum designs of sections 2 and 3.
We explain how we computed the arrays and the values of Tables 4 to 7, 9, and 10.

B.1. Orthogonal arrays and difference schemes. Let q ≥ 1, t ≥ 1, ν ≥ t be
three integers. To model orthogonal arrays of strength t with ν columns on symbol
set Σq, we associate with each u ∈ Σν

q a variable P (u) that represents either the
number of occurrences or the frequency of u in the array, depending on whether we
model the array itself or the measure it induces on Σν

q . These variables therefore have
domain N or [0, 1], depending on the context. We use an additional variable R to
represent either the number of rows in the array (in which case R must be ≥ 1), or
the overall frequency of words from Σν

q in the array (in which case R must be 1). To
prevent symmetries, we only consider arrays in which the all-zeros row is of maximum
frequency. Accordingly, variables P (u), u ∈ Σν

q and R shall always satisfy:

∑

u∈Σν
q
P (u) = R(B.1)

P (0) ≥ P (u), u ∈ Σν
q(B.2)

∑

u∈Σν
q :uJ=v P (u) = R/qt, J ⊆ [ν], |J | = t, v ∈ Σt

q(B.3)

(B.3) ensures that the array induces a balanced t-wise independent distribution
over Σν

q . When the variables are integer, depending on the optimization goal, we
consider the additional constraint R ≥ 1 so as to forbid the trivial solution R =
P (u) = 0, u ∈ Σν

q .



COMBINATORIAL DESIGNS AND THE APPROXIMABILITY OF CSPS 53

We considerer two optimization criterions: the number of rows (that we aim at
minimizing), and the maximal frequency of a word (that we aim at maximizing). We
are more specifically interested in:

1. computing ρ(ν, q, t), which can be achieved by solving the top left linear
program in continuous variables of Table 14;

2. minimizing the number of rows in an array that realizes ρ(ν, q, t), which can
be done by solving the bottom left program of Table 14 with the parameter
ρ set to ρ(ν, q, t);

3. computing F (ν, q, t), which can be achieved by solving the top right program
of Table 14;

4. maximizing the maximal frequency in an OA(F (ν, q, t), ν, q, t), which can be
done by solving the bottom right program of Table 14.

Due to numerical approximations, the value found for ρ(ν, q, t) could be inaccu-
rate. When this happens, we compute R(ν, q, t) with a wrong value for ρ(ν, q, t). Let
M refer to the array obtained when computing R(ν, q, t). Let RM and R∗

M represent
the number of rows and the multiplicity of the row of all-zeros in M , respectively.
M indeed realizes ρ(ν, q, t) if and only if, in any orthogonal array of strength t with
ν columns on symbol set Σq, the highest frequency of a row is at most R∗

M/RM .
Equivalently, there is no such OA in which the highest frequency of a row is strictly
greater than R∗

M/RM . We deduce that M achieves ρ(ν, q, t) provided that the linear
program below admits no feasible solution:







maxP :Σν
q→N,R 0

s.t. (B.1)–(B.3)
RM × P (0) ≥ R∗

N ×R+ 1

Hence, to increase our confidence in the optimality of the arrays we have computed
for ρ(ν, q, t), we additionally have solved this problem.

The case of difference schemes is rather similar. First, in order to avoid sym-
metries, we associate a variable P (u) only with the words u ∈ Σν

q with a zero first
coordinate. Second, rather than constraints (B.3), we consider for all J ⊆ [ν] with
|J | = t and all v ∈ {0} × Σt−1

q the constraint:

∑q−1
a=0

∑

u∈{0}×Σν−1
q :uJ=v+a

P (u) = R/qt−1(B.4)

B.2. Designs of section 3. Let k ≥ 2, p ≥ k, q > p be three integers. Let U
be the set of words u ∈ Σq

q with at most p distinct coordinates. In order to compute
γ(q, p, k) and to exhibit pairs of arrays that achieve γ(q, p, k), we consider variables
P (u), u ∈ U , Q(u), u ∈ Σq

q and R, so as to model the array Ψ (or frequencies in array
Ψ), the array Φ (or frequencies in array Φ) and the number of rows in these arrays
(or the overall frequency of words of Σq

q in these arrays, which equals 1), respectively.
These variables must satisfy that R coincides with

∑

u∈U P (u), and:

∑

u∈U :uJ=v P (u) =
∑

u∈Σq
q :uJ=v Q(u), J ⊆ Σq, |J | = k, v ∈ Σk

q(B.5)

The case of families ΓE(R,R∗, q, p, k) is rather similar. First, we eliminate sym-
metrical solutions by restricting the variables P (u) and Q(u) to words u of Σq

q such
that u0 = 0. Secondly, instead of the constraints (B.5), we consider for all J ⊆ Σq

with |J | = k and all v ∈ {0} × Σk−1
q the constraint:

∑q−1
a=0

∑

u∈U :u0=0∧uJ=v+a
P (u) =

∑q−1
a=0

∑

u∈Σq
q :u0=0∧uJ=v+a

Q(u)(B.6)
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For both problems, the goal is to maximize the ratio Q(0, 1, . . . , q − 1)/R. We
handle the fractional objective function in the same way as for orthogonal arrays and
difference schemes.

Appendix C. Proof of relations (2.15) and (2.16) of section 2.

C.1. Proof of relations (2.15). In subsection 2.5, we claim that Property 2.5
implies the following inequalities related to orthogonal arrays on Σq and difference
schemes based on (Zq ,+):

{

E(ν, q, t) ≤ F (ν − 1, q, t) ≤ 1/q × F (ν, q, t+ 1) ≤ E(ν, q, t+ 1)
ρE(ν, q, t) ≥ ρ(ν − 1, q, t) ≥ q × ρ(ν, q, t+ 1) ≥ ρE(ν, q, t+ 1)

(2.15)

We argue why that claim is correct.

Proof. First consider array B(M). By definition (2.13) of B(M), we have:

∑q−1
a=0 µ

B(M)(a) = µB(M)(0) = µM (0)

Item 2 of Property 2.5 therefore establishes the left-hand side inequalities of (2.15).
Now consider array C(M). Observe that a row Mr of M gives rise to a row of all-zeros
in C(M) iff M1

r + a = . . . = Mν
r + a = 0 holds for some a ∈ Σq, what occurs iff the

components of Mr are all equal. This lead to:

µC(M)(0) = (
∑q−1

a=0 R× µM (a))/(qR) = 1/q ×∑q−1
a=0 µ

M (a)

(where, for a ∈ Σq, RµM (a) counts the number of times a occurs as a row in M).
Item 3 of Property 2.5 therefore establishes the right-hand side inequalities of (2.15).
Finally consider array A(M). If M is an OA(R, ν, q, t) with t > 0, then M is an
OA(R, ν, q, 1) and thus, Mν

r = 0 holds for R/q indices r ∈ [R]. Hence, provided that
M is an OA, we have:

µA(M)(0) = (R × µM (0))/(R/q) = q × µM (0)

(where RµM (0) counts the number of rows of all-zeros in M). Item 1 of Property
Property 2.5 therefore establishes the middle inequalities of (2.15).

C.2. Proof of Property 2.6. Relations (2.16) are a straightforward conse-
quence of relations (2.15) and Property 2.6 which states that, over a binary alphabet,
difference schemes with ν factors of even strength 2t < ν actually have strength 2t+1.

Proof. The proof can be found in [29]. Let M be a D2t(R, ν, 2) where t and
ν are two positive integers such that ν > 2t. Given a (2t + 1)-cardinality subset
J = (j1, . . . , j2t+1) of [ν] and a vector v ∈ {0, 1}2t+1, we denote by R(J, v) the
number of rows of M that coincide with v or v̄ on their coordinates with index in J .
That is, R(J, v) counts the rows Mr of M satisfying either MJ

r = v or MJ
r = v̄.

For a positive integer j, we denote by ej the jth canonical vector (of dimension
depending on the context). Consider such a pair (J, v) long with an index s ∈ [2t+1].
Observe that R(J, v) +R(J, v+ es) counts the number of rows Mr of M that satisfy:

(

M j1
r , . . . ,M

js−1

r ,M
js+1

r , . . . ,M
j2t+1

r

)

= (v1, . . . , vs−1, vs+1, . . . , v2t+1)

∨
(

M j1
r , . . . ,M

js−1

r ,M
js+1

r , . . . ,M
j2t+1

r

)

= (v̄1, . . . , v̄s−1, v̄s+1, . . . , v̄2t+1)



COMBINATORIAL DESIGNS AND THE APPROXIMABILITY OF CSPS 55

SinceM is aD2t(R, ν, 2), it contains exactlyR/22t−1 such rows. The following relation
thus holds on M :

R(J, v) +R(J, v + es) = R/22t−1,
J ⊆ [ν], |J | = 2t+ 1, v ∈ {0, 1}2t+1, s ∈ [2t+ 1]

(C.1)

From (C.1), we deduce:

∑2t+1
s=1 R

(

J, v +
∑s

i=1 e
i
)

=
∑t

s=1

(

R(J, v +
∑2s−1

i=1 ei) +R(J, v +
∑2s

i=1 e
i)
)

+R(J, v̄)

= t×R/22t−1 +R(J, v̄)
∑2t+1

s=1 R
(

J, v +
∑s

i=1 e
i
)

= R(J, v + e1) +
∑t

s=1

(

R(J, v +
∑2s

i=1 e
i) +R(J, v +

∑2s+1
i=1 ei)

)

= R(J, v + e1) + t×R/22t−1

Since R(J, v̄) = R(J, v), we consequently have:

R(J, v) = R(J, v + e1) =
(

R(J, v) +R(J, v + e1)
)

/2

It thus again follows from (C.1) that R(J, v) equals R/22t: the proof is complete.

Appendix D. Approximability bounds of Tables 1 and 13 (introducing
and concluding section).

In subsection 1.2, we claim that the 6-gadget of [31] reducing E3 Lin−2 to E2 Lin−2
implies a differential approximability upper bound of 7/8 for Bipartite E2 Lin−2. More-
over, Table 13 reports approximability bounds for the restriction of E2CSP(I12 ) to
bipartite instances, as well as for E3CSP(I22 ). We show that these statements are
correct.

D.1. The gain and the differential approximation measures on biparti-
ate instances of E2 Lin−2. First, on bipartie instances of Bipartite E2 Lin−2, approx-
imating the optimum gain over a random assignment or approximating the optimum
gain over a worst solution somehow reduce to the same:

Property D.1. A solution of a bipartite instance of E2 Lin−2 is g-gain approximate
if and only if it is (1/2 + g/2)-differential approximate.

Proof. Let I be an instance of Bipartite E2 Lin−2, and (L,R) be a 2-coloring of I.
Any two solutions x and y such that yL = xL and yR = x̄R satisfy v(I, x) + v(I, y) =
∑m

i=1 wi. In particular, we have opt(I) + wor(I) =
∑m

i=1 wi = 2 × EX [v(I,X)].
Equivalently:

EX [v(I,X)]− wor(I) = opt(I)− EX [v(I,X)] = (opt(I)− wor(I)) /2(D.1)

We deduce:

v(I, x) − wor(I)

opt(I)− wor(I)
=

v(I, x)− EX [v(I,X)]

2 (opt(I)− EX [v(I,X)])
+

EX [v(I,X)]− wor(I)

2 (EX [v(I,X)]− wor(I))

The result is straightforward.

In [3], Alon and Naor show that on instances of Bipartite E2 Lin−2, the optimum
gain over a random assignment is approximable within a factor of 2 ln(1 +

√
2)/π.

According to Property D.1, equivalently, they show that Bipartite E2 Lin−2 is approx-
imable within a differential factor of 1/2 + ln(1 +

√
2)/π.
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Fig. 2. 6-gadget from [31] that transforms each constraint (xi1 + xi2 + xi3 ≡ ai mod 2) of
an instance I of MaxE3 Lin−2 into a set of XNOR2 (shown as plain lines) and XOR2 (shown as
dashed lines) constraints.

z xi1
xi2

xi3

yi,0 yi,1 yi,2 yi,3

z xi1
xi2

xi3

yi,0 yi,1 yi,2 yi,3

gadget in case where αi,0 = 1 gadget in case where αi,0 = 0

D.2. EkCSP(Ik−1
2 ) is Ek Lin−2. Second, over the Boolean alphabet, given any

positive integer k, the k-ary balanced (k− 1)-wise independent Boolean functions are
functions of the form aXNORk + b where a, b are any constant reals:

Property D.2. Let k ≥ 1 be an integer. Then a function P : {0, 1}k → R is
balanced (k − 1)-wise independent iff P coincides, up to an affine transformation,
with XNORk.

Proof. Consider two Boolean vectors u, v ∈ {0, 1}k such that XNORk(u) =
XNORk(v). For a positive integer j, we denote by ej the jth canonical vector (of
dimension depending on the context). We denote by J = {j1, . . . , jκ} the set of
coordinate indices on which u and v differ. Thus v can be described as the vector
u+

∑κ
r=1 e

jr where, by assumption XNORk(u) = XNORk(v), κ is even. Therefore,
we can write P (v)− P (u) as:

P (v)− P (u) = P
(

u+
∑κ

r=1 e
jr
)

− P (u)

=
∑κ/2

s=1

(

P (u+
∑2s

r=1 e
jr)− P (u+

∑2s−2
r=1 ejr )

)

Let s ∈ [κ/2]. By assumption P ∈ Ik−1
k , we can successively deduce from (1.2) that

we have:

P (u+
∑2s

r=1 e
jr ) = 2rP − P (u +

∑2s−1
r=1 ejr) = P (u+

∑2s−2
r=1 ejr )

We conclude that P takes the same value on all vectors u with XNORk(u) = 1 on
the one hand, on all vectors u with XNORk(u) = 0 on the other hand. In other
words, there exist two reals a, b such that P is the function a×XNORk + b×XORk

or, equivalently, (a− b)XNORk + b.

In [35], Khot and Naor show that on instances of E3 Lin−2, the optimum gain
over a random assignment is approximable within an expected factor of Ω(

√

lnn/n).
According to Property D.2, the approximability bounds of [3] and [35] actually hold
for respectively Bipartite E2 CSP(I12) and E3CSP(I22).

D.3. Inapproximability bounds for Bipartite E2 Lin−2. Finally, the 6-gadget
of [31] reducing E3 Lin−2 to E2 Lin−2 implies an approximability upper bound of 3/4
for the optimum gain over a random assignment on bipartite instances of E2 Lin−2:

Proposition D.3. If Bipartite E2 Lin−2 is approximable within some constant
gain factor greater than 3/4, then P = NP.

Proof. Consider an instance I of MaxE3 Lin−2. The reduction of [31] first in-
troduces 4m + 1 auxiliary binary variables z and yi0 , yi1 , yi2 , yi3 , i ∈ [m]. It then
generates for each constraint

xi1 + xi2 + xi3 ≡ ai mod 2
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of I sixteen equations, all of weight wi/2. These equations are shown in Figure 2.
We denote by I ′ the resulting instance of MaxE2 Lin−2, by w(I) and w(I ′) the sum
of the constraint weights on respectively I and I ′. Then the I ′ obviously is bipartite.
Furthermore, we have [31]:

w(I ′) = 8w(I)(D.2)

v(I, x) ≥ v(I ′, (x, y, 0))− 5w(I), (x, y) ∈ {0, 1}n+4m(D.3)

v(I, x̄) ≥ v(I ′, (x, y, 1))− 5w(I), (x, y) ∈ {0, 1}n+4m(D.4)

opt(I ′) = opt(I) + 5w(I)(D.5)

The reduction finally associates with a solution (x, y, z) of I ′ the solution x if z = 0,
x̄ otherwise of I.

Assume that we can compute on I ′ a solution (x, y, z) which is ε-gain approximate,
where ε is some positive constant. As solutions (x, y, z) and (x̄, ȳ, z̄) perform on I ′ the
same objective value, we can assume without loss of generality that z = 0. Consider
then solution x of I. We successively observe:

v(I, x) ≥ v(I ′, (x, y, z))− 5w(I) by (D.3)
≥ ε opt(I ′) + (1 − ε)× w(I ′)/2− 5w(I) by assumption on (x, y, z)
= ε (opt(I) + 5w(I)) + (1− ε)4w(I)− 5w(I) by (D.2) and (D.5)
= ε opt(I)− (1− ε)w(I)

Now, for all constant δ > 0, Gap(1−δ,1/2+δ)CSP({XNOR3,XOR3}) is NP-hard
[31]. This means that, given an instance I of MaxE3 Lin−2 verifying either opt(I) ≥
(1 − δ)w(I) or opt(I) ≤ (1/2 + δ)w(I), deciding which of these two cases occurs is
NP-hard.

Let δ > 0, and consider such an instance I. The preceding observations indicate
that, in case where opt(I) ≥ (1− δ)w(I), v(I, x) satisfies:

v(I, x) ≥ ε× (1− δ)w(I) − (1 − ε)w(I) = w(I) × ((2 − δ)ε− 1)

By contrast, if opt(I) ≤ (1/2 + δ)w(I), then we have:

v(I, x) ≤ opt(I) ≤ (1/2 + δ)w(I)

Eventually observe that (2 − δ)ε − 1 > 1/2 + δ iff δ < (2ε − 3/2)/(1 + ε), while
(2ε− 3/2)/(1+ ε) > 0 iff ε > 3/4. Hence, if ε > 3/4, then for small enough δ, we can
decide whether opt(I) ≥ (1− δ)w(I) or opt(I) ≤ (1/2 + δ)w(I) by comparing v(I, x)
to (1/2 + δ)w(I): contradiction.

According to Property D.1, Proposition D.3 equivalently indicates that Bipartite E2 Lin−2
is inapproximable within any constant differential factor greater than 7/8, unless
P = NP.

Appendix E. Combinatorial designs of sections 3 and 4.

E.1. Proof of Theorem 3.8. Consider Algorithm 3.1. Our goal is to prove
that, at the end of the algorithm, the difference µΨ − µΦ of the frequencies of rows
occurring in Ψ and Φ is balanced k-wise independent. To that end, we first establish
a technical lemma.

Lemma E.1. For three natural numbers a, b and c ≤ b, we define:

S(a, b, c) :=
∑

r≥0(−1)r
(

a
r

)(

b−r
c−r

)

(E.1)
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These numbers satisfy the following identity:

S(a, b, c) =
(

b−a
c

)

, a, b, c ∈ N, b ≥ a, c ≤ b(E.2)

Proof. By induction on the integer b. Let a ∈ N. For all c ∈ {0, . . . , a}, consider-
ing identity

(

a
r

)(

a−r
c−r

)

=
(

a
c

)(

c
r

)

, r ∈ N, we have:

S(a, a, c) =
(

a
c

)

×∑c
r=0(−1)r

(

c
r

)

We deduce that S(a, a, c) equals 1 if c = 0 and 0 otherwise, just as the same as
(

0
c

)

.
Identity (E.2) therefore is satisfied at (a, a, c) for all natural numbers c ≤ a. Now
suppose that it is satisfied at (a, b − 1, c) for all natural numbers c ≤ b − 1, where
b is some integer greater than a. For c ∈ {0, . . . , b}, we want to show that (E.2) is
satisfied at (a, b, c). If c = 0, then S(a, b, 0) = (−1)0

(

a
0

)(

b
0

)

= 1 =
(

b−a
0

)

. If c = b, we
have:

S(a, b, b) =
∑a

r=0(−1)r
(

a
r

)(

b−r
b−r

)

=
∑a

r=0(−1)r
(

a
r

)

Thus S(a, b, b) equals 1 if a = 0 and 0 otherwise, just as the same as
(

b−a
b

)

. Now
suppose c > 0 and c < b. In this case, we successively deduce:

S(a, b, c) =
∑

r≥0(−1)r
(

a
r

)

(

(

b−1−r
c−r

)

+
(

b−1−r
c−1−r

)

)

by Pascal’s rule

= S(a, b− 1, c) + S(a, b− 1, c− 1) according to (E.1)

=
(

b−a−1
c

)

+
(

b−a−1
c−1

)

by induction hypothesis

Thus S(a, b, c) =
(

b−a
c

)

, what completes the argument.

We now prove that µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent.

Proof. Consider a k-cardinality subset J of Σq−1. Since (Ψ,Φ) initially belongs
to Γ(R,R∗, q − 1, k, k), subarrays

(ΨJ
r | r ∈ [R]) and (ΦJ

r | r ∈ [R])
are the same multisets of rows. The same holds for subarrays

(ΨJ
r |R < r ≤ R+R∗∆) and (ΦJ

r |R < r ≤ R+R∗∆),
due to the shape of the rows inserted by the construction. Therefore, it remains for
us to show for all sequences J = (j1, . . . , jk−1) of k− 1 pairwise distinct symbols from
Σq−1 and all v ∈ Σk

q that subarrays (ΨJ ,Ψq−1) and (ΦJ ,Φq−1) both coincide with v
on the same number of rows. We consider three cases:
• v /∈ {j1, q − 1} × . . . × {jk−1, q − 1} × {0, q − 1}: by construction, given M ∈

{Ψ,Φ}, (MJ
r ,M

q−1
r ) = v might not occur unless r ≤ R and (MJ

r ,M
q−1
r ) = (MJ

r ,M
0
r ).

Subarrays (ΨJ ,Ψq−1) and (ΦJ ,Φq−1) therefore both coincide with v on the same
number of rows, due to the initial assumption on (Ψ,Φ).
• (v1, . . . , vk−1) = J and vk ∈ {0, q − 1}. If vk = q − 1, then the R∗ occurrences

of row (0, 1, . . . , q − 1) in Φ, and the R∗ occurrences of row (α(J), q − 1) in Ψ, are
the only rows of the two arrays that coincide with v on their indices in (J, q − 1).
Otherwise (thus vk = 0), let X be the number of rows Φr of Φ that initially satisfy
(ΦJ

r ,Φ
0
r) = v. In array Φ, the rows Φr that satisfy (ΦJ

r ,Φ
q−1
r ) = v are all but R∗ of

the rows Φr with r ∈ [R] that initially satisfy (ΦJ
r ,Φ

0
r) = v, and the rows (α(J), 0).

The number of such rows therefore is (X − R∗) + R∗ = X . In array Ψ, the rows Ψr

that satisfy (ΨJ
r ,Ψ

q−1
r ) = v are precisely the rows that initially satisfy (ΨJ

r ,Ψ
0
r) = v.

Since µΨ − µΦ is initially balanced k-wise independent, Ψ contains X such rows.
• v ∈ {j1, q − 1} × . . . × {jk−1, q − 1} × {0, q − 1} and (v1, . . . , vk−1) 6= J .

Since (v1, . . . , vk−1) has at least one coordinate equal to q − 1, given M ∈ {Ψ,Φ},
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(MJ
r ,M

q−1
r ) = v might not occur unless r > R. We thus count the number of rows

of the form (α(H), vk) that satisfy α(H)J = (v1, . . . , vk−1). Let L refer to the set of
indices js ∈ J such that vs = js. Then observe that α(H)J = (v1, . . . , vk−1) provided
that L ⊆ H and H ∩ (J\L) = ∅. If |L| = ℓ, the number of such subsets H of Σq−1

of a given size h ≤ k − 1 is equal to
(

q−k
h−ℓ

)

. The construction therefore generates for

each natural number h ≤ k − 1 R∗ ×
(

q−h−2
k−h−1

)

×
(

q−k
h−ℓ

)

rows of the form (α(H), vk)
with |H | = h that coincide with v on their coordinates in (J, q − 1). These rows are
inserted in Ψ if either h has the same parity as k− 1 and vk = q− 1, or h has not the
same parity as k − 1 and vk = 0; otherwise, there are inserted in Φ. Hence, we have:

|{r ∈ [R+R∗∆] |ΨJ
r = v}| − |{r ∈ [R+R∗∆] |ΦJ

r = v}|

= R∗ ×
{

∑k−1
h=ℓ(−1)k−1−h

(

q−k
h−ℓ

)(

q−2−h
k−1−h

)

if vk = q − 1

−∑k−1
h=ℓ(−1)k−1−h

(

q−k
h−ℓ

)(

q−2−h
k−1−h

)

if vk = 0

(E.3)

By definition of L and the assumption (v1, . . . , vk−1) 6= J , ℓ is some integer in
{0, . . . , k − 2}. On the one hand, given any such ℓ, we have:

∑k−1
h=ℓ(−1)k−1−h

(

q−k
h−ℓ

)(

q−2−h
k−1−h

)

=
∑k−1−ℓ

j=0 (−1)k−1−ℓ−j
(

q−k
j

)(

q−2−ℓ−j
k−1−ℓ−j

)

= (−1)k−1−ℓ × S(q − k, q − 2− ℓ, k − 1− ℓ)

On the other hand, according to identity (E.2), we have:

S(q − k, q − 2− ℓ, k − 1− ℓ) =
(

k−2−ℓ
k−1−ℓ

)

= 0, ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 2}

We conclude that Ψ and Φ do satisfy that µΨ − µΦ is balanced k-wise independent:
the proof is now complete.

E.2. Proof of identity (4.23). Let k ≥ 1 and ν > k be two integers, and let
(Ψ,Φ) be the pair of Boolean (T (ν, k) + 1)/2 × ν arrays obtained by applying map
σν of Proposition 4.6 to the pair of arrays produced by Algorithm 3.2 on input (k, ν).
We establish that (Ψ,Φ) can be described as follows:

• the word of all-ones occurs exactly once as a row in Φ;
• every u ∈ {0, 1}ν with a number d ∈ {0, . . . , k} of non-zero coordinates where
d ≡ k mod 2 occurs exactly

(

ν−1−d
k−d

)

times as a row in Ψ;
• every u ∈ {0, 1}ν with a number d ∈ {0, . . . , k} of non-zero coordinates where
d 6≡ k mod 2 occurs exactly

(

ν−1−d
k−d

)

times as a row in Φ;
• any other ν-length Boolean word occurs neither in Ψ nor in Φ.

Algorithm E.1 Construction for ∆ ((T (ν, k) + 1)/2, ν, k, k) given two positive inte-
gers k and ν > k

1: Ψ,Φ← {β(k, [k])}
2: for i = k + 1 to ν do
3: Insert in Ψ and Φ a ith column of zeros
4: Set the ith coefficient of the first row of Φ to 1
5: for all J ⊆ [i− 1] with |J | ≤ k − 1 do

6: Insert
(i−2−|J|
k−1−|J|

)

copies of β(i, J ∪ {i}) in Ψ if |J | 6≡ k mod 2, in Φ otherwise

7: insert
(i−2−|J|
k−1−|J|

)

copies of β(i, J) in Ψ if |J | ≡ k mod 2, in Φ otherwise

8: end for
9: end for
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Proof. For an integer i ∈ {k, . . . , ν−1} and a subset J of [i], we denote by β(i, J)
the incidence vector of J viewed as a subset of [i], i.e., the word of {0, 1}i defined by:

β(i, J)j =

{

1 if j ∈ J
0 otherwise

, j ∈ [i]

In particular, β(k, [k]) and β(ν, [ν]) are the k-length and ν-length words of all-ones.
Applying transformation σν to the arrays Algorithm 3.2 produces on input (k, ν)

reduces to run Algorithm E.1 on (k, ν). Table 12 illustrates the construction when
k ∈ {2, 3}.

In order to establish identity (4.23), we count the number of occurrences of each
word of {0, 1}ν in the resulting arrays Ψ and Φ. In Algorithm E.1, Line 18 first inserts
a single occurrence of row β(k, [k]) in both arrays. Lines 20 and 21 then extend these
partial rows into the rows β(ν, [k]) and β(ν, [ν]) in respectively Ψ and Φ. At a given
iteration i ∈ {k + 1, . . . , ν}, Lines 23 and 24 generate rows of the form β(i, J) where
J is an at most k-cardinality subset of [i] such that |J | < k or i ∈ J ; Line 20 then
extends each such partial row β(i, J) into the row β(ν, J).

Thus consider a subset J of [ν], and the associated word β(ν, J). In the light of
the above observations, if |J | = ν, then β(ν, J) occurs once, in Φ. If J = [k], then
β(ν, J) occurs once, in Ψ. If |J | ∈ {k + 1, . . . , ν − 1}, then β(ν, J) does not occur
in neither Ψ, nor Φ. Thus assume that |J | ≤ k and J 6= [k]. We denote by i∗ the
value 0 if J = ∅, the greatest integer in J otherwise. If i∗ > k, then occurrences
of β(ν, J) originate from the insertion by Line 23 at iteration i∗ of rows β(i∗, J). If
i∗ < ν, then for all i ∈ {max{i∗, k}+ 1, . . . , ν}, occurrences of β(ν, J) originate from
the insertion by Line 24 of rows β(i, J) at iteration i. In both cases, these rows occur
in Ψ if |J | ≡ k mod 2; otherwise, they occur in Φ.

Hence, on the one hand, copies of β(ν, J) all occur in the same array. On the
other hand, the precise number of times β(ν, J) occurs in Ψ or Φ is equal to:











(ν−|J|−1
k−|J|

)

if i∗ = ν
∑ν

i=k+1

(i−|J|−2
k−|J|−1

)

if i∗ < k
(i∗−|J|−1

k−|J|

)

+
∑ν

i=i∗+1

(i−|J|−2
k−|J|−1

)

otherwise

Now we trivially have given any t ∈ {k + 1, . . . , ν − 1}:
∑ν

i=t

(i−|J|−2
k−|J|−1

)

=
∑ν

i=t

(

(i−|J|−1
k−|J|

)

−
(i−|J|−2

k−|J|

)

)

=
(ν−|J|−1

k−|J|

)

−
(t−|J|−2

k−|J|

)

We deduce that each ν-length Boolean word with d ∈ {0, . . . , k} non-zero coordi-
nates is generated

(

ν−d−1
k−d

)

times, and occurs in the same array as the all-ones vector
iff k − d is odd. The argument is complete.
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[31] J. Håstad, Some optimal inapproximability results, J. ACM, 48 (2001), p. 798–859, https://

doi.org/10.1145/502090.502098.
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