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Improved parallel derandomization via finite automata
with applications

Jeff Giliberti* David G. Harris

Abstract

One main genre of algorithmic derandomization comes from the construction of probabil-
ity distributions with small support that “fool” a randomized algorithm. This is especially
well-suited to parallelization, i.e. NC algorithms. A significant abstraction of these methods
can be formulated in terms of fooling polynomial-space statistical tests computed via finite au-
tomata (Sivakumar 2002); this encompasses k-wise independence, sums of random variables,
and many other properties.

We describe new parallel algorithms to fool general finite-state automata with significantly
reduced processor complexity. The analysis is also simplified because we can cleanly separate
the problem-specific optimizations from the general lattice discrepancy problems at the core of
the automaton-fooling construction.

We illustrate with improved applications to the Gale-Berlekamp Switching Game and to
approximate MAX-CUT via SDP rounding.

1 Introduction

A fundamental problem in the theory of computation is to derandomize existing randomized algo-
rithms. Such randomized algorithms typically use a large number of independent random bits. One
main genre of derandomization is to build a probability distribution which is much smaller (of poly-
nomial instead of exponential size), which “fools” the randomized algorithm. That is, the behavior
of all relevant statistical properties should be similar when presented with fully-independent random
bits vs. bits drawn from a small, carefully-constructed correlated distribution. This probability
space can then be searched exhaustively to find a specific input with desired properties.

Such algorithms are especially well-suited to parallelization. In this setting, the goal is to sim-
ulate the random algorithm in NC, i.e. with a polylogarithmic runtime and polynomial processor
complexity. A simple example of this technique comes from a probability space with k-wise inde-
pendence, for constant k [ABI86, Jof74, KM94, Lub85]. The method of conditional expectation can
be used to achieve improved efficiency [Lub93, MNN94, Rag88], pushing up to polylogarithmic k
under certain circumstances [BR91]. One of the reasons behind the wide application of the k-wise
independent framework is that basic statistical properties (e.g. means and variances) are preserved,
thereby yielding Chernoff-like concentration bounds [BR94,SSS95].

There are many other types of probability space constructions to fool more-advanced properties,
e.g., probability spaces with near-k-wise independence [AGHP92, AMNI8, CRS94, EGL 92, NN90],
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probability spaces fooling halfspaces or polytopes [KM22, OST20, GMRZ11, GMR*12] and so on.
Often, the randomized algorithm itself must be significantly modified or “slowed down” to work
with these spaces [Har19a].

A significant abstraction of these methods is the construction of probability spaces fooling
polynomial-space statistical tests computed via finite randomized automata [BG92, Har19b, KK97,
MRS01, Nis90, Nis92, Siv02]. These types of tests are ubiquitous in randomized algorithm anal-
ysis, encompassing k-wise independence, sums of random variables, and many other properties.
For example, they are used in deterministic parallel algorithms for finding balanced independent
sets in graphs [HMPT16], for applications of the Lovész Local Lemma in combinatorics [Har23],
for approximately solving covering and packing integer programs [BKNS12, Sri01], for undirected
connectivity problems [Nis92], and more.

1.1 Owur contribution

We describe new parallel algorithms to fool automata, with significantly reduced processor com-
plexity. The analysis is also simplified because we can cleanly separate out problem-specific opti-
mizations from the general lattice discrepancy problems that are at the core of the algorithm.

At a high level, there are two main improvements in our analysis. First, we take advantage of
a recent work-efficient algorithm for near-optimal solutions to general lattice discrepancy problems
[GG24,GGR23]. Second, we introduce a new notion of absolute weighted error, measured in terms
of function Lipschitz value.

It will require several preliminary definitions to describe how these automata work and the error
bounds to use. However, we can provide a summary of our algorithm performance as follows:

Theorem 1.1 (Simplified). Consider a probability space on n binary variables Xy,..., X,, and
weighted automata FY,...,F,, each with state space of size at most n and Lipschitz value X, that
read in the input variables in the same order.

The algorithm FOOL produces a distribution D simultaneously fooling the automata to absolute
weighted error \e using O(nzn€_2 + nzn?38) processors and polylogarithmic time.

By way of comparison, the algorithm of [Har19b] would require roughly O(n3z?n*e=2) proces-

sors. Our full results are more general, easily allowing for non-binary alphabets, automata with
different state space sizes, or special computational structure in the automaton transition matrices;
see Theorem 5.3 for details.

We illustrate this framework through two prototypical applications: the Gale-Berlekamp Switch-
ing Game and SDP rounding for approximate MAX-CUT.

Theorem 1.2 (G@le—Berlekamp Switching Game). Given an n x n matriz A, there is an algo-
rithm running in O(n>3) processors and polylogarithmic time to find x,y € {—1,+1}" satisfying

S Aigaiyy > (V2T — o(1))n¥2.

It is interesting that the Gale-Berlekamp analysis revolves around anti-concentration bounds,
which are precisely the opposite discrepancy-minimization. Our algorithm for this problem beats
the complexity of the optimized algorithm of [Har19b] which required n®toM) processors.

Theorem 1.3 (MAX-CUT SDP Rounding). Lete > 0 be an arbitrary constant. Given an n-vertex
me-edge graph G(V, E), there is an algorithm running in O(mn3) processors and polylogarithmic time
that finds an a1 — €) approximate MAX-CUT of G, where o = 0.878 is the Goemans- Williamson
approzimation constant [GW95].



An (1 — ¢) solution to the SDP relaxation of MAX-CUT for constant ¢ can be obtained in
polylogarithmic time and near-linear work from the algorithm of [AZL.O16], so we will be concerned
with rounding the SDP solution via our automata framework. A rounding procedure was presented
in [Siv02], which however requires a very large number of processors. Here, we drastically improve
the processor complexity, getting closer to the sequential O(n®) runtime of [BK05].

Although the new algorithms are still not fully work-efficient, this makes progress toward prac-
tical algorithms in these settings.

2 Preliminaries

We focus on the deterministic PRAM model. For an input of size N, our goal throughout is
to develop algorithms with poly(N) processor complexity and polylog(/N) runtime. We say an
algorithm has polylogarithmic time if its time complexity is polylogarithmic in its processor and
input complexity. We use the O notation: we say a quantity is O(g(z)) if it has size at most
g(x) - polylog(N, g(x)) processors, where N is the size of all algorithm inputs.

Since we are not aiming to precisely minimize the runtime, we will not be concerned with the
precise details of the PRAM model (e.g. whether it uses shared or exclusive write access, etc.)

Throughout, we use log for logarithm in base e and lg for base 2. We always assume ¢ € (0, %)

We write [z] for rounding to the nearest integer.

2.1 Notation and Automaton Fooling Basics

The underlying probability space Q is defined by drawing a sequence 7 = (rg,...,r,—_1), wherein
each 7; is independently drawn from a probability distribution 2; over an arbitrary alphabet. We
consider an automaton F with a state space S. This automaton processes the input # in order; at
each timestep ¢, the automaton in state s € S receives an input r; and transitions to state F'(ry, s).

For a pair of values (¢,h), we define €, = Qp x Q1 X -+ x Q-1 to be the associated
probability space on input sequences 7 = (¢, 741, - .., Tt+h—1). 10 this context, we denote h as the
horizon, (t,h) as the window, and vector 7 as a drivestream. We define F (7, s) to be the result of
transiting from time ¢ to t + h under 7.

We write 7 € € 5, to indicate that  has non-zero probability under €, ;. We say a pair (s',t') is
reachable from position (s,t) if there exists 7 € Q4 with s = F(7, s); we denote by Reach(s, t)
the set of such pairs reachable from (s,t).

Throughout, we define 77 = |S| and o = 37 |Q| where || is the size of the support of €.

Measurement of Distribution Error: Our goal is to find a polynomial-size distribution D on
drivestreams that “fools” the automaton. That is, the behavior of the automaton when presented
with 7 ~ D on any starting state should be close to when 7 is drawn from the fully independent
distribution Qg .

For a distribution D on drivestreams, we denote the transition matriz as Tp, i.e. Tp(s,s’) is
the probability of transiting from state s to s’ for a drivestream 7~ D. (We follow the convention
that the window (¢, h) is determined from D.) For brevity, we also write T} , := Tq, ,,-

With some abuse of notation, for any weight function w : S — R, we also define

Tp(s,w) = Z Tp(s, s w(s').

s'eS

We can define the “sensitivity” of a weight function w to the underlying drivestream values over



a window (¢, h), by:
a(s,w,t,h) := max w(F(F,s)) — min w(F(r,s))
FEQt,h FEQt,h

For our purposes, we will measure error via a weight function W : S — R over final states.
Given this weight function W, we define the “expected value” weight vector at time ¢ by

VZ(S) = T;t,n—t(s’ W)

We define the total sensitivity p(u) of a starting state u € S as:

n—1
= , Viel,t,1
P =D s ol Vit ]

With all these rather technical definitions, we can state the goal of our algorithms as follows:
we want to find a distribution D such that, for every state s, there holds

‘TD(S7W) - TQ(37 W)‘ < Ep(S)

The definition of p is similar to the definition in McDiarmid’s inequality and other concentration
bounds for the Doob martingale. For example, the following definition is familiar:

Definition 2.1 (Lipschitz expectations). Let X ER™. The weight function W is X—Lipschitz if
OZ(S, t, V;H-l) 1) < )‘t

for all s, t; that is, the mazimum change in the expected weight of the final state caused by a change
in the t™ drivestream input is at most ;.
In this context, we say that the total Lipschitz value, denoted Aior, is Y 1y Ai-

We say that W is A-Lipschitz, for a scalar value X, if it is X—Lipschz’tz for the constant vector
A=A 00N,

Observation 2.2. Suppose that, for all states s and all drivestreams 7, and 7, which agree on
all but the i coordinate, we have |W (F(7,,s)) — W(F (7}, 5))| < A\i. Then W is \-Lipschitz and
p(8) < Mgt for all states s. This gives |Tp(s, W) — Ta(s, W)| < eXior.

We emphasize that our use of “weighted” error gives a weaker notion of automata-fooling than
had been considered in prior works [Har19b, MRS01], where the goal was to fool the entire spectrum
of output states; however, this notion of fooling seems to cover most known applications and leads
to significantly simpler and more efficient fooling algorithms.

2.2 Comparison with other automaton models

Our automaton model is slightly different from some of the other models that have appeared in
previous algorithms. Overall, our model is significantly more general and flexible. We should
highlight a few key differences and how to handle them in our framework.

e Nonuniform probability spaces: In other papers (e.g. [MRS01,Siv02]), the underlying prob-
ability space was assumed to be independent unbiased bits, i.e. € is the uniform distribution on
{0,1}". Via quantization, it is possible to simulate other input distributions using unbiased bits,
but this can lead to much higher processor complexities. It may also require some problem-specific



arguments for measuring the quantization error. Our framework, where the independent distribu-
tions {2; are not uniform and not identical, can simplify many of these constructions. For example,
in our application to MAX-CUT (Section 7.2), we can directly deal with Gaussian random variables
vs. simulating them through Binomial distributions as in [Siv02].

e Multiple automata: In typical applications, we have z separate “statistical tests” to run on
the data, and we want a distribution fooling them all simultaneously. Concretely, suppose that for
each i = 1,..., z there is a separate automaton F; on a state space .5;, with its own weight function
W;. This automaton begins at a designated start state 0; and proceeds through the input stream.
Crucially here, all these automata must read the data in the same order rg,...,r,_1.

We can encode the multiple automata into a single large automaton, with state space S =
{(i,8) : s € S;}. Note that states (i, s) will never mix with states (i, s’) for ¢’ # i. This single au-
tomaton will have state space of size n = ). |S;|. Thus, in our framework, it will suffice throughout
to consider just a single automaton.

e Leveled automata: Previous constructions of automata were often allowed to have additional
clock inputs; that is, the automaton received input F(7,s,t) at each time ¢. The transition rule
could depend in an arbitrary way on t. This is sometimes called a “leveled automaton”.

We will use a different approach: we can allow the alphabet to also include a clock information,
if desired. Thus, for instance, 2y may be supported on tuples (¢,7) where 7 comes from some fixed
alphabet. The automaton would then know the time ¢ upon receiving an input (¢,7) € €. In this
way, our framework can handle leveled automata with no losses.

2.3 Lattice Approximation
The problem of automata fooling is closely linked to lattice approximation, defined as follows:

Definition 2.3 (Lattice Approximation Problem). Given an mxn matriz A and a fractional vector
@ € [0,1]™, the objective is to compute an integral vector U € {0,1}" to minimize the discrepancies

Dy, = | 327 Aj(uj —vj)|.

Intuitively, we use the lattice problem to model the process of converting each random bit
(represented by the u;’s) to a static zero or one bit according to the lattice solution (represented
by the v;’s). The work [GG24] provides a parallel algorithm for the lattice approximation problem
with near-optimal discrepancy as well as complexity; we summarize it as follows:

Theorem 2.4 (Theorem 1.3 of [GG24]). Suppose that Ay; € [0,1] for all k,j. There is a determin-
istic parallel algorithm that solves the lattice approzimation problem with Dy, < O(+/jux, log m+logm)
for all k, where pj = 2?21 Apjuj. The algorithm uses O(n+m +nnz(A)) processors and polylog-
arithmic time, where nnz(A) denotes the number of non-zero entries in the matriz A.

For our purposes, it will be convenient to use a slight extension of Theorem 2.4 which allows
for the discrepancy matrix A to take arbitrary real values.

Proposition 2.5. Let Ay, = max; |Ay;| for each row k. There is a deterministic parallel algorithm
that solves the lattice approzimation problem where Dy, < O(y/Agprlogm + Aglogm) for all k,
where fip = 7y [Ag;lmin{uj, 1 — u;}. The algorithm uses O(n 4+ m + nnz(A)) processors and
polylogarithmic time.

Proof. First, for any value u; > %, l~et t; = 1—u; and azj = —Ay;j; otherwise let @; = uj,aﬁgj :~Akj.
Next, construct a 2m x n matrix A, where for each row k = 0,...,m — 1 of A, the matrix A has
- AL - —AL -

Ay ; = max{0, A—kkj} and Agj41 5 = max{0, A—:]} Finally apply Theorem 2.4 to A and 4. O



For many cases, it suffices to use the simple inequality i < nAj to get a cruder bound.

Corollary 2.6. The algorithm of Proposition 2.5 gives Dy < O(Ag+/nlogm) for all k.

3 Automata Fooling Algorithms

The automata-fooling procedure consists of two procedures: REDUCE (Section 4) and FOOL (Section 5).
The procedure FOOL solves the problem in a bottom-up fashion by relying on REDUCE.

The technical core of the automata-fooling procedure is the subroutine REDUCE: given an
input distribution E of window (¢,h) and a weight function w : S — R, the REDUCE subroutine
returns an explicitly-described distribution D which is close to E' (measured in terms of w), but has
much smaller support. Importantly, the input distribution E is not necessarily presented explicitly;
instead, we assume that we can compute certain marginal transition probabilities. Thus, the overall
complexity may end up being much smaller than the cost of directly reading the distribution E.

3.1 Definitions for representing distributions

In order to work concretely with distributions, we need to define precisely how they are represented
and stored. Formally, we view a distribution D over drivestreams as an array D|0],..., D[l — 1]
with associated probabilities pp(0),...,pp(¢ — 1) with pp(0) +--- +pp(£ — 1) = 1, where ¢ is the
size of D denoted by |D| = ¢. We always assume that D is associated with a fixed window (¢, h),
and each entry 7= D[i] is a sequence in {2 .

We assume without loss of generality that |D| is a power of two (adding dummy zero entries if

needed). Consequently, the elements (drivestreams) of D can be indexed by a bitstring b of length

len(D)d§f lg | D|. With some abuse of notation, we write the elements of distribution D as a multiset

{D[0]...,D[¢ — 1]} and write pp(b) instead of pp(i) with b being the bit representation of 7. (It is
a multiset since the entries D[i] are not necessarily distinct.)

One important computational task is to compute F (7, s) for a given drivestream " and state s.
We summarize this as follows:

Observation 3.1. Given a drivestream ©* = (rt,...,Tt4h-1), we can compute all values F(T,s) :
s € S using a total of O(nh) processors and polylogarithmic time.

Proof. We do this recursively: we compute this table for time ¢ and ¢ + h/2 with drivestreams
o= (rta cee 7Tt+h/2—1)7 Ty = (Tt+h/27 s 7rt+h—1)' Thenv we compute F(F7 8) = F(F% F(Fb 8)) in
parallel for all s. O

3.2 Partial bitstrings

We say that a bitstring b of length shorter than len(D) is a partial bitstring. For a partial bitstring
b, we denote by D[b*] the induced distribution consisting of all the drivestreams in D whose indices
start with b, so D[bx] = D[b0x] U D[bl%], where b0 and bl refer to concatenating a 1 or 0 bit to
b. Similarly, we define pp(bx) to be the probability of choosing a drivestream from D whose index
starts with b, i.e. pp(b*) = }_ e ppy P0(@)-

A crucial task for our algorithm is to compute certain conditional probabilities for distributions.
We define the Prediction Problem for a distribution D and a weight function w : S — R as follows:
we need to produce a data structure Q(D,w), which can answer the following two types of queries:
(i) given any partial bitstring b, return the value pp(b%); (ii) given (b, s) where b is a partial bitstring
and s is a state, return the value TD[b*](s,w). Each query should take polylogarithmic time and
processors. In either case, b can take on any length ¢ < len(D).



Observation 3.2. The Prediction Problem for a horzion-h distribution D and a weight function
w can be solved with O(|D|hn) processors and polylogarithmic time.

Proof. To support query of type (i), for each partial bitstring b, we can look up all the corresponding
distribution entries pp(a) with a € [bx]. Since each distribution entry appears in len(D) partial
bitstrings, this computation takes O(]D|) processors.

To support queries of type (ii), for each entry 7= D[a] and every state s, we use Observation 3.1
to determine s’ = F(7, s) and add the contribution ppp.q(a)w(s’) for every prefix b of a. O

Critically, we can use the structure within a distribution to avoid materializing it explicitly.
The most important case is for a Cartesian product. This result will be used later in Section 5.

Proposition 3.3. Given distributions D', D? of horizons h and start times t1,ts = t; + h respec-
tiely, the Prediction Problem for distribution E = D' x D? and any weight function w can be
solved with O(nh(|D| + |D?|)) processors and polylogarithmic time.

Proof. First, we use Observation 3.1 to compute the values F(7,s) for all states s and drivestreams
7 € D'. This step takes O(|~D1|h77) processors. Then, we use Observation 3.2 to solve the Prediction
Problem for D% w, using O(|D?|hn) processors. Using Q(D?,w), we compute the weight function

wa(s) = Tp2(s,w).

and we finally apply Observation 3.2 a second time to solve the Prediction Problem for D', ws.
Let Ly = len(D'). Now consider a bitstring b of some length ¢. If £ < L, then we have

pE(b*) = pp1(bx),  Tgpyq(s,w) = Tpipy (s, w2)

for any state s; such queries can be answered using the data structure Q(D' ws). Otherwise, if
¢ > Ly, then let b = (b1, by) where by has length Ly and by has length £ — L. We have

—

pE(b*) = pp1(b1) - pp2(b2%),  Trp(s,w) = Tp2pp,q (F(Dbi], s), w)

which can be computed by using the data structure Q(D?,w) and the values F(7,s) : 7€ D'. O

4 The REDUCE Algorithm

The goal of the REDUCE algorithm (Algorithm 1) is to take an input distribution E and weight
function w, and produce a smaller distribution D which is close to it.

For intuition, consider the following randomized process. Draw m elements D[0],. .., D[m — 1]
independently with replacement from the support of the distribution E, wherein D[i] = v is selected
with probability proportional to pg(v). Then set pp[i] = 1/m, so the process is unbiased. Via
standard concentration bounds, appropriate choices of m ensure that Tp(s,w) ~ Tg(s,w).

The algorithm REDUCE is based on derandomizing this process via a slowed-down simulation.
We compute the final distribution D in B = len(E) steps. Concretely, our algorithm iteratively
computes distributions Dy, D1, ..., Dpg by fixing the i*™® bit level of each entry in D;_.



Algorithm 1 REDUCE(E, e, w)

1: Set B =len(E) and m = C—B;loﬂ for a constant C.
2: Solve Prediction Problem for distribution F
3: Initialize Hy := {m empty bitstrings}
4: fori=1,...,B do > Fix 7" bit
5: Formulate Lattice Problem £ for H;_1.
6: ¥ < solve L via Proposition 2.5 with sampling rate u, = ((b*)) for each b € H;_4
7 H;, +— H; 1V > Concatenate vector ¥ as it bit level
8: parfor j € {0,...,m — 1} do > Convert bitstring (index) to drivestream (value)
9: Set D[j] = E[Hpg[j]] and set probability pp[j] = 1/m.

return D

In this algorithm, each H; is a multi-set consisting of m bitstrings H;[0], ..., H;lm — 1] of length

i. Note that, after solving the Prediction Problem for F, the sampling values wu; at Line 6 can all
be determined.
The following is our main result analyzing the algorithm:

Theorem 4.1. The algorithm REDUCE runs in O((h+mn)/e?) processors and polylogarithmic time,
plus the cost of solving the prediction problem for E. The final distribution D is uniform with size
O(e~2lognlog? |E|). For large enough constant C, the distribution D satisfies

|Tp(s,w) — Tg(s,w)| < ea(s,w,t, h) for each state s

Proof. Let us fix E,w; for brevity, we write ag := (s, w,t, h) for each state s.

For each iteration i, consider a distribution D; derived by drawing a bitstring b € H; uniformly
at random, and then returning a drivestream drawn from E[b«]. In particular, Dy = F and D = D
is precisely the distribution returned by REDUCE. In each iteration, we aim to ensure that

‘TDi(S7w) - TDifl (37w)’ < EQS/B; (1)

at the end, this will give us |Tp (s, w) —Tr(s,w)| = Z? T, (s, w) Tp, ,(s,w)| < eas as desired.
We now proceed to analyze each step. Define e H and A% HZ 1, along with corresponding

distributions D D nd DdefD, 1. Here, H has the first i — 1 bit levels fixed, and H is obtained

by fixing the it bit level, that is, appending one bit vy, to each bitstring b in H. Since D is uniform
on H, we have the following equation for every state s:

Tp(s,w) ZTE[b* S, w)
bEH

We expose the choice of the next bit in D and D as follows

1 *
Tp(s,w) = p” Z [i,]z((bbl*)) Tgp14(s,w) + pE(( )) Tripo+ (5, w)}
be i

Tp(s,w) = — > [op - Teprag (s, w) + (1 — ) - Trppos (s, w)] -
beH



Thus we can calculate the difference between probabilities for D and D as:

1 x
TIp,(s,w) = Ip(s,w) = — (Z(% — vp) (Tep14 (5, w) — TE[bO*](Saw)))- (2)
beH

In light of the bound (2), we apply Proposition 2.5, where each state s corresponds to a con-
straint row k£ with entries
A = Tgp14 (8, w) — Trpoy (s, w),

and with u, = % for all b. All these values have been computed from the Prediction Problem

for E. Furthermore, since the maximum spread of the values w(F (7, s)) over all possible choices of
7 is at most «y, we have
Ak = m]?X|Akb| < Qg

Since the matrix has n rows and m columns, Corollary 2.6 with our choice of m gives:

)| < o(@xvmloen,

1
—|TDZ-(S,U)) - TD(S,U)
m m

which is at most eas /B by our choice of m. B
This concludes the construction of H from H. It is evident that, after solving the Prediction
Problem for F, the Lattice Approximation Problem can be generated using O(nm) processors. [

5 The FOOL Algorithm

We build the automata-fooling distribution via the algorithm FooL (Algorithm 2). It proceeds
by fooling distributions on successively larger time horizons h = 1,2,4,8, ..., and merging them
together using the REDUCE procedure from the previous section.

Algorithm 2 Foor(e, W)
1: Set parameters £ =1gn and § = m, > Assume n is a power of two

2: Set Dt,o = foreacht=0,...,n—1

: Compute all vectors V; =T} ,,—¢(s,W):se€ Sforallt=0,...,n.

4: fori=1,...,¢ do

5: parfor j € {0,...,n/2 — 1} do

6: Dy = REDUCI:D(Dm_l X Dysnjaio1,0,Vign) for t = 21j,h = 20
return distribution Dy,

w

We initialize by computing the “expected value” vectors V;, obtained from the transition matrix
of the distribution €2 ,_; going from timestep ¢ to the final timestep n. This may take advan-
tage of problem-specific automaton properties on the underlying independent distribution 2. In
Section 5.1, we will also describe a few “generic” methods to calculate these probabilities.

The main loop iterates through levels 1,..., ¢ in a bottom-up fashion. At each level i, we solve
in parallel the REDUCE problems for distributions Dm—l and [)t+h /2,i—1 to obtain Dm for all ¢. It
is important to note that we never materialize the Cartesian product of Dm_l and Dt+h /2,i—1-

Let us now proceed to analyze the error of the final distribution l~?07g.



Proposition 5.1. Let s € S. For any window t, h, we have

t+h—1
8, Vizn,t,h) <2 ax s Vi, t',1
( th t’z:t (s',t") EReach(s t) ( el )

Proof. For any t' > t, define ay = max(y 1)cRreach(s,t) (', Virg1,1',1). We claim that, for any
drivestream 7 € € j,, we have

t+h—1

Ven(F(7,8) = Vi(s)| < D ap

t'=t

from which the claim will immediately follow. For, consider the sequence of states s; = s, 85441 =
F(re, st), 8t42 = F(reg1,8e41),-- -5 8ten = F(7,s). Consider some time t' > ¢ and let s’ = sy.
Clearly s’ € Reach(s,t). So |Vyy1(F(ry,s))) — Ve (F(r',s)| < a(s, Vg, t',1) < ay for any
r’ € Qu. Summing over 7/, we have

Verr(F(re,s) = Ve (s')] = Vi (F(ry, s') Zmy Wit (F(r',5)]

< Yo, (Ve (Flrws o) = Ve (P, ) < ar

Overall, we get

t+h—1 t+h—1
Vien(F(7,5)) = Vi(s) < Y Vera(sen) = Ve(so)l < ) av. O
t'=t t'=t

Proposition 5.2. Let D be the distribution returned by FooL(e,W), and let s € S. We have
Ty (s, W) = Tals, W)| < ep(s) (3)

Proof. For any state s and times t <1/, let a5y = max(y, t/)eRoaCh(s ya(s’, Vg, t',1). Note that if
(s1,t1) € Reach(sp,tp) then Usy ity t7 < Us it t! for tg < t; < t'. We will show by induction on 4 that
for each s, each distribution D;; and h = 27 satisfies

th-1
T, (5, Vien) = Vi(s)] < 2(i +1)0 > asuw (4)

t'=t

The base case i = 0 is vacuous since Dt,O = ;. The final case i = £,t = 0, h = n establishes
the claimed result, since 6 = m and Vp(s) = Ta(s, W) for each state s.

For the induction step, write Q' = Qi /25 0% = Qitny2,n/2s D! = [)t,i_l, D? = Et+h/27,~_1, D2 =
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D' x D?, and & = 2i6. For any state s, we have:

Tha (8, Vign) = Z T (s, k)T D2 (k, Vien)
(k,t+h/2)€Reach(s,t)
t+h—1
< Z T (s, k) (V;Jrh/g(k) + 6 Z ak7t+h/2,t/> (Induction Hypothesis)
(k,t+h/2)eReach(s,t) t'=t+h/2
t+h—1
< ZT§1(S, k) <V}+h/2(k’) + 4 Z as,m/) (since (k,t + h/2) € Reach(s,t))
k t'=t+h/2
t+h—1
T (5 Vi) 40 S ansy (since Y T (s,k) = 1)
t=t+h/2
t+h/2—1 t+h—1 t+h—1
<Vi(s)+ 9 Z astp +0 Z asty = Vi(s)+ ¢ Z astr  (Induction Hypothesis)
=t t'=t+h/2 =t

A completely analogous calculation shows T, (s, Vign) > Vi(s) — 0’ Zi,ﬂ;—l Qs 11, SO overall

t+h—1
|Tl~)12 (87 ‘/t—i-h) - W(S)| < 2i0 Z Qs t' ¢/ (5)

t'=t

By Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 5.1, the distribution Dtﬂ- has

t+h—1
’Tf)t’i(& Vien) — Tpiz(s, Vign)| < da(s, Vign, t,h) <26 Z Qs 47 1 (6)
=t
Combining bounds (5) and (6) establishes the desired induction bound (4). O

Theorem 5.3. The cost of FOOL is O(nn/62 + na) processors and polylogarithmic time, plus the
cost of computing the vectors Vy : t = 0,...,n. The final distribution D has size 0(1/52), and
satisfies the bounds |Tp(s, W) — Ta(s,W)| < ep(s) for each state s.

Proof. Let N = max{n,o,n,1/c}. We claim that each distribution D;; for i > 1 has size at most
e 2log’ N for large enough N. We show this by induction on i > 1. Let D! = D“ 1, D? =

Dt+h /2,i—1 and D= Dt ;- By induction hypothesis (and taking into account the distribution sizes

for i = 0), the distributions D', D? have size at most o + (log® N)/e2. So D' x D? has size at most
o2(log!® N)/e*. By specification of REDUCE, the distribution D has size

L < ¢ 2logn - log?(o®(log N)10/eh)

for some constant c. For large enough N, we have o2(log N)0/e* < N and §=2logn < e 2log® N,
and so L < c¢-log® N -log? N, completing the induction. This shows the bound on distribution size.

Now observe that each call to REDUCE at level i has processor complexity O((2/ + n)6=2) by
Theorem 4.1, plus the cost of solving the Prediction Problem for the distributions from the previous
level ¢ — 1. For ¢ > 1, this is the Prediction Problem for Dt,i—l X Dt+h/2,i—1§ by Proposition 3.3,
it has cost O(6~212") (taking into account the sizes of the distributions By,i_l). For ¢ = 0, it has
cost O(n|€%]) by Observation 3.2.
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There are n/2¢ calls to REDUCE at level i, so the overall processor complexity (aside from solving
the Prediction Problem at level i = 0), is given by Z - O((2'n) - 6=2) = O(nn/e?). The Prediction
Problems at level i = 0 have total cost 3, O(no;) = O(no).

The error bound is a restatement of Proposition 5.2. O

5.1 Generic algorithms to compute information about (2

As we have mentioned, the FOOL algorithm requires computing certain probabilistic information
about the underlying distributions €2, ,; namely, their transition matrices and the expected weight
of each final state when the automaton is driven by ); ;. There are some fairly crude methods to
solve these generically, which are still often good enough for many applications.

Proposition 5.4. All vectors V; = Ty 5,—(s, W), can be computed with O(nn®) processors, where
w is the exponent of any efficiently-parallelizable matriz-multiplication algorithm.

In particular, for the Coppersmith- Winograd algorithm [CW87], we have w < 2.38. (See [JdJ92]
for further details on parallel implementation.)

Moreover, if we can compute all transition matrices Ty, : h = 2! t = j2!, then we can compute
all vectors Vi (for any desired weight function W ) with O(nn?) processors and polylogarithmic time.

Proof. We begin by recursively computing all transition matrices 1} j,, for h = 2" withi=0,...,1gn
and t = j2 with j = 0,...,n/2". This computation is done in Ign rounds from i = 0 to i = Ign. At
level 7, assume that we have computed all matrices T}/, for ¢ a multiple of h/2. We can compute
each T} j via the matrix product Tt p, = Ty j, 2Ty 42,0 2, USING O(n“) processors. Since we do this
for n/2" values of t, the overall work at the i*" level is O(n/2" - 7).

It remains to compute the vectors V; = T} ,,_4W using transition matrices 7} 5. We will again
do this in Ign levels, but this time in a top-down fashion. At level i, we will compute 7T}, W for
all indices ¢t which are a multiple of h; = n/2¢. For the initial level i = 0, we simply obtain To W
by multiplying the computed matrix 7p , by the vector W. For ¢ > 1, the computation consists of
two steps. First, we compute in parallel for each t = h; + j - hj—1 with j =0,...,271 —2:

TinatW = Ty, (Tothsn—t—n W),

where matrix T} 5, was computed earlier since h; is a power of two, and the vector Ty, n—t—n, W
was computed at level i — 1 (since t + h; is a multiple of h;_1). Second, we compute in parallel for
eacht = j-h;_; with j = 0,...,2""1 —1 the vector T} n—tW as described above, where T4, ,—t—n, W
was computed in the first step (of the same level 7). Therefore, at level i > 1, we execute 2/ — 1
matrix-vector multiplications; each taking O(nz) processors and polylogarithmic time. At the final
level i = Ign, we have computed all the desired vectors V4. O

As we have discussed, a number of applications involve multiple statistical tests i = 1,..., z,
each computed by its own automaton F; on a state space S; of size |S;| = n;, with its own weight
function W;. We can summarize a few properties of this combined automaton:

Proposition 5.5. a) The total statespace isn =, n;.
b) Each starting state s for automaton i has p(s) < pi*®*.

¢) The vectors V; can be calculated in O(n > 1Y) processors and polylogarithmic time.

In particular, the FOOL algorithm has processor complezity O(nn/€2 +on+nd, nf) and poly-
logarithmic time, and the resulting distribution D has |Tp(s, W) —Tq(s, W)| < ep™®* for each state
s of automaton 1.
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6 Reducing the state space for counter automata

One of the most common types of statistical tests is based on counters: statistics which are based on
summing some function over all the input. These are often used directly, and can also be combined
together to make more complex (higher-order) statistical tests.

Consider a statistic of the form

W(Z ft(rt)) where ft : Qt — 7
t

where W is an arbitrary real-value weight function.

It is easy to compute ), fi(r;) by tracking all possible values of the running sum. However,
this is often overkill: typically, the running sum is confined to a much smaller window, roughly
the standard deviation around the mean. We can take advantage of this effect by constructing an
automaton which only maintains the running sum within “typical” values close to the mean, along
with a “reject” state for some exponentially-rare deviations.

Let us define some relevant parameters for the counter.

n—1
pe =B, [fi], My = muc|fi(r) = pul. M =maxMy, n= 3 Varreq [fi(r)
e " =0

Given some error parameter > 0, we choose a value T with
T > [100(M + k) log(n/o)].

In this context, we refer to T' as the span of the automaton.

Observation 6.1. When drivestream 7 is drawn randomly, the following bound holds with proba-

bility at least 1 — 6:
t/

‘Z(f(ri) — i)

Proof. Apply Bernstein’s inequality and take a union bound over ¢,t'. O

< 0.15T for all times t,t’

In light of Observation 6.1, our strategy will be to construct a truncated automaton F', which
only stores the running sum within a window of £7 from the running mean. Specifically, the
automaton has states of the form S = {—T,—T +1,...,T — 1,7} U {L}, and updates its state ¢
to a new state ¢ as:

—

c+ f(ry) —ag +ar—1,0) ifc# Land e+ f(ry) —ar +a—1| <T
ifc# Land |c+ f(re) —ap +a—1| > T
if ¢ = L, irrespective of input r;

where we define
t

a; = {Z ,uiJ for each time ¢
i=0

Overall, the state space has size |S| < O(T). Each integer state ¢ at time ¢ corresponds to a
running sum c + a;. The state L represents a “reject” or “rare” state where the running sum has
deviated too far from its mean.
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We can define a potential function ¢ : S — [0,1] as

0 if |e| <T/3
6c) = { (el — T/3)/(T/3) £ T/3 < |e| < 2T/3
1 if l[e] >2T/3 or c= L

Intuitively, ¢ measures how close the current state c is to a reject state.

For purposes of analysis, it is useful to consider a second “truthful” automaton F. This has
state space S = {(¢,b)}, where now ¢ can range over all of Z, and b is a boolean flag set to true if
F would be in state L. Note that F reaches a non-reject state (4,0) if and only if F reaches the
same state i # 1. We likewise define a potential function ¢ : S — [0, 1] as

0 if |c| <T/3 and b= 0,
&, b) =< (le| =T/3)/(T/3) ifT/3 < |c|<2T/3 and b= 0.
1 if |¢] >2T/3 and b=0, or if b = 1.

We can observe that for any drivestream 7, any non-reject states s, s = (¢,b) reached by automata
F| F respectively have § = (5,0) and ¢(5) = ¢(5), while the reject states § = L and 5 = (¢, 1) have
a common value ¢(5) = ¢(5) = 0.

Observation 6.2. The final state s satisfies Eq[é(s)] < 4.

Proof. We have ¢(s) > 0 only if the counter ever reaches value £7'/3. By Observation 6.1 this has
probability at most 6. O

Proposition 6.3. For any inputs r},r? and state u = (¢,b), there holds

EFNQt+1,n7t71 |:‘¢(F(Tt1F7 u)) - ¢(F(T?F7 u))u < 37]% + 0.
Proof. Let s' = F(ri7,u) for i = 1,2. We must argue that the expected value E[|¢(s') — ¢(s?)|] is
at most \;, where the expectation is taken over ry41,...,7,-1 drawn from €.

This is clear if b = 1 since then ¢(s) does not depend on r;. Otherwise, there are two cases.
First, suppose ¢ < 5T'/6. After adding f(r;), the two automata have value at most 57/6 + M; <
5T/6 + T/100. The only way to get |¢(s!) — ¢(s?)| > 3M;/T is if one of the two automata reaches
a reject state, which occurs only if the remaining counter values attain a value of at least 0.157.
By Observation 6.1, this has probability at most 6.

Next, suppose ¢ > 5T'/6. After time ¢, both automata have counter values at least 57/6 — M; >
0.827. Again by Observation 6.1, with probability at least 1 — § both automata end in a state of
value at least 0.82T — 0.15T > 27'/3, giving ¢(s') = ¢(s%) = 1. O

7 Applications

The framework of randomized finite automata fooling has found many applications in the deran-
domization of parallel algorithms. We present the derandomization of two basic problems: the
Gale-Berlekamp Switching Game (Section 7.1) and approximate MAX-CUT via SDP rounding
(Section 7.2). Through our new construction, we improve the best known deterministic processor
complexity for both problems.
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7.1 Gale-Berlekamp Switching Game

Definition 7.1 (Gale-Berlekamp Switching Game). Given an nxn matriz A with entries A;j = £1,
the problem is to find vectors x,y € {—1,+1}" to maximize the imbalance I = Z” a; jT;Yj -

This has attracted some interest because it revolves around anti-concentration bounds, in con-
trast to typical randomized analysis which tends to focus on concentration bounds. An elegant
randomized algorithm of [AS15], using the Central Limit Theorem, gives imbalance of

1> (v2/7 - o())n®.

The automata-fooling framework can be used to get a solution of nearly this same quality, at
the cost of slightly higher work and depth. The previous work bound by [Har19b] was n5teM Our
new construction improves this slightly.

Theorem 7.2. There is an algorithm running in O(n3'5) processors and polylogarithmic time to
find z,y € {—1,4+1}" with imbalance I > (\/2/7 — o(1))n/2.

In order to show Theorem 7.2, following [Ber97] and [AS15], we set z; = 1if }; A;;y; > 0, and
x; = —1 otherwise. This gives

Z Aj jriy; = Z T Z Aijy; = Z‘Z Ai,jyj‘-
,J i J i J

As shown in [BST71], for y uniformly drawn from Q = {-1,+1}", we have E[|}_; A; jy;(] >

V2n/m — o(y/n) for each i. This is the statistical test we want to fool.
For each value i, we have a counter automaton to track the running zj A;jy;. This uses the

construction of Section 6 with § = n~19 where M =1 and x = , />, A?j = y/n. So the automaton

has span T' = O(\/ﬁ) Correspondingly, for this automaton 4, we use the weight function
W) {0 ife= L
lc](1=¢(c)) ifc# L
We make a few observations about the behavior of this automaton.
Proposition 7.3. Let (c,b) be the final automaton state for a given input sequence y € {0,1}™.
a) For any y € {—1,+1}", we have | }_; Aijy;| > W(c,b).
b) When y is drawn from Q = {—1,+1}", there holds E[W (c)] > /2n/7 — o(\/n).
¢) The weight function W is X-Lipschitz for A = O(1).

Proof. In all cases, it is useful to consider the truthful automaton F to compute the state 5 = (¢, b),
where ¢ can range over all possible values {—n,...,n}. For a given sequence y, we observe that

W(c) = [el(1 = ¢(c,b)).
a) Since ¢(¢,b) > 0, clearly W(c) < |¢|.

b) Observe that W(c) > |¢| — né(c,b). So E[W (c)] > El|¢|]] — nE[4(c, b)]; the first term EJ|¢|] is
precisely the same as for the true running sum, i.e. E[|c]] = E[|>_; A;;y;]] = /2n/m —o(y/n),
and the second term is at most n-n~10 < o(n) by our choice of ¢.
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c) Since either |¢| < T or ¢(¢,b) = 1, the maximum change from modifying entry y; is at most
1 + T|A¢(e,b)|. By Proposition 6.3, we have E[|A¢(¢c,b)|] < 2 4+ n~10 < O(1), where the
expectation is over future entries y441,...,Yn—1- |

The complexity follows from Proposition 5.5 with ¢ = 1/y/nlogn, where we have z = n au-
tomata each of state space 7; = O(y/n). In the resulting distribution D, for y ~ D we have

Ep]l Z Aijyil] = Eo[W (0)] = p = (v/2/m — O(e))Vn

J

for every i. By searching the space exhaustively, we can find a specific sequence y satisfying the
desired imbalance bounds.
This concludes the proof of Theorem 7.2.

7.2 Approximate MAX-CUT

The MAX-CUT problem for a graph G = (V, E) is to find a vertex set S C V to maximize the
total weight of edges with exactly one endpoint in S. The seminal work of Goemans & Williamson
[GW95] showed that MAX-CUT can be approximated to a factor of a ~ 0.878 by rounding its semi-
definite programming (SDP) formulation. Moreover, the integrality gap of the SDP is precisely
a [FS02], and assuming the Unique Games Conjecture no better approximation ratio is possible
for polynomial-time algorithms [KKMOO7].

A sequential deterministic a-approximation with O(n?) runtime was shown in [BK05]. This
relies on the method of conditional expectation, which is hard to parallelize. The work of [Siv02]
showed that an «(l — ¢)-approximation can be obtained in parallel and deterministically with
polylogarithmic time and poly(n) processors (e.g. on the order of n!%) by using the automata
derandomization framework. The huge polynomial complexity of this approach is its main downside.
Here, we give an improved and explicit construction for the parallel derandomization of Goemans
and Williamson’s algorithm.

To review, observe that MAX-CUT can be formulated as the following integer program:

1 .
max 5 Z we(l —V; Uj) st. v € {_17 1}’2 € [n]

(i,j)=ecE
This can be relaxed to the following SDP:
1 .
max o | Z we(l —v; 0v;) st. v €[=11]", ||vil]a = 1,7 € [n],
(i,j)=e€l

where e denotes the inner product in R”.
Given an SDP solution v, we can round it by drawing independent standard Gaussian random

variables X7, ..., X,, and constructing the cut S = {i | v; ¢ X > 0}. The resulting (random) cutsize
W satisfies
EW] = > wPrlj)iscut]= Y w, RS Y) S opr, (7)
T
(i,j)=e€E (i,j)=e€E

where OPT denotes the size of the maximum cut. [Siv02] noted that an a-approximation can be
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achieved deterministically by fooling (up to +¢) the statistical test
Pr[(i, j) is cut] = Prisgn(v; ¢ X') # sgn(v; @ X)] (8)

for each edge (i, j).
We follow the same approach, but using our more-efficient automata construction framework.

Theorem 7.4. There is an algorithm running in O(mn3€_4 + mn28e=476) processors and poly-

logarithmic time that finds an o(1 — ¢)-approzimate rounding of a MAX-CUT SDP solution.
Via the algorithm of [AZLO16] to solve the SDP, this gives the following main result:

Corollary 7.5. For arbitrary constant € > 0, we can find an a(l — €)-approzimate MAX-CUT
solution using O(mn?) processors and polylogarithmic time.

The remainder of the section is devoted to showing Theorem 7.4. To avoid cumbersome calcu-
lations, we will show an algorithm for a (1 — O(¢))-approximation, assuming ¢ is smaller than any

needed constants. For readability, we write O() throughout to suppress any polylog(n/e) terms.

As a starting point, consider the following process. We draw n independent standard Gaussian
variables X1, ..., X,. For each edge (i,j), we have a statistical test to read these values in order
and compute ¢; = v; « X and ¢; = v; ®« X. We then apply the weight function W;;(c;,c;) as the
indicator variable that sgn(c;) = sgn(c;).

In order to apply our derandomization framework efficiently, we make a number of changes to
this basic strategy: (i) we replace X with a discretized truncated Gaussian denoted by Y; (ii) we
further quantize each term v;;Y} in the computation of the sum ¢; = )", v, Yy; (iil) we apply the
optimization of Section 6 to reduce the state space for each counter automaton; (iv) we modify the
weight function to a pessimistic estimator with better Lipschitz constant.

Let us fix two quantization parameters

Y=\, r=plog(n/e)

By/nlog(n/)

for some sufficiently large constant 5 > 0.

Concretely, each Y}, is derived by truncating a standard Gaussian to within £r, and rounding to
the nearest multiple of . Then, each term in the product v;;Y}% is rounded to the nearest multiple
of ~. Since this comes up frequently in the analysis, let us denote this “rounded” inner product by:

vxY = ’yz HkakJ
k

Given this definition, we will form our cut set by setting
S={i:v;xY >0}

Lemma 7.6. For appropriately chosen [, there is a coupling between random variables X and Y
such that, for any unit vector u € R™, there holds Pr(‘u o X —ux Y| > E) < (g/n)0.

Proof. Consider the following process to generate Yy: we first draw Xj from its distribution (a
standard Gaussian). If | X | < r, we set Yj to be the multiple of v closest to Xj; otherwise, we just
draw Y} independently from its distribution.
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Let Y] be the result of rounding Xj to the nearest multiple of v, and let Zj be the result
of rounding uY) to the nearest multiple of 7. So Y; = Y/ as long as |X;| < r. Note that
Pr(|Xy| > r) < (¢/n)!? for large enough B. So by a union bound, we have Y, = Y}, for all n with
probability at least 1 — (¢/n)!. If this occurs, then uxY = uxY’ =", Zx. So, we can write

Prlue X —uxY|>e¢) < (e/n)!t —|—Pr(|2(uka — Z1)| > ¢)
k

Consider now a term ui Xy — Z. With probability one, we have
lup X — Zi| < JureXp — wie Y| +v/2 < wg| X — Yie| +v/2 < (ug + 1)y

Furthermore, since we always round to the nearest value, the distribution of Zj is symmetric
around zero — if X}, is changed to — X}, then Zj is also changed to —Zx. Thus E[up X — Zx] = 0.
So > (up Xy — Zy) is a sum of n independent random variables, each of mean zero and bounded in
the range +(uy + 1)y. By Hoeffding’s inequality, the probability of getting |, (up Xy — Zj)| > €
is at most

2 2

€ €
—Q = -Q
exp< (Zk((uk + 1)7)2>> exp( (7271))
which is at most (¢/n)! by our choice of v = ﬁm for large enough /. O

Observe that the scaled sum %(UZ *Y') is an integer-valued counter. We can apply the method

of Section 6 to construct a “vertex” automaton Fj that tracks the running sum within a window.
We record a few parameters and observations about this automaton.

Proposition 7.7. The automaton F; can be implemented with the following parameters:
My < O(|vig] /) for each t, M < O0(1/7),

k< O(/y), §=(/n)'° span T < O(1/7).

The potential function ¢; has E[p;(s)] < (¢/n)1°, and, when coordinate Yy is modified, then the
expectation over coordinates Y1, ..., Yy satisfies E[|A¢;|] < O(vik + (¢/n)'0).

(1) and the kth
VIZE[(UZ-*Y)Q]. We
2 < (Juio X | +e)%;

Proof. The bounds on M; and M follow directly from the fact that |Yj| <
summand is [v;;Y%]|. For the bound on k, observe that k2 = Var[%(vi *Y)] =

now use the coupling of Lemma 7.6. When [v; @ X —v; Y| < ¢, we have (v;xY")
otherwise, we have v; x Y < O(>_, vir) < O(y/n) holding with probability one. So,

E[(v; x Y)?] < E[(|v; @ X| + €)% + (¢/n)'Y - O(n)
< 2E[(v;  X)?] 4 2% + (¢/n)10 - O(n) < O(1)

where the last bound holds since v; @ X is a standard Gaussian random variable and [[v;[|s = 1.
With these parameters, we can choose T' = [100(k + M )log(n/d)] = ©(1/v). The bounds on
¢; follow directly from Observation 6.2 and Proposition 6.3. O

From these vertex-automata, we construct edge-automata Fj;, one for each edge (i,j) € E.
Automaton Fj; keeps track of the joint states of Fj, F}, i.e. the truncated running sums v; x Y and
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v; x Y, with the following weight function for the state s = (¢;, ¢;):

0 ifeg=_Llorc =1
Wij(s) =40 if sgn(c;) = sgn(c;)
min{1, @}(1 — ¢i(ci))(1 — ¢j(cj)) otherwise

Observe that whenever Wj;(s) > 0, we must have sgn(v; ¥ Y) # sgn(v; xY), i.e. edge ij is cut.
This weight function has a few other nice properties.

Proposition 7.8. For automaton ij, let s be the final state obtained by stepping with inputs Y.
a) For randomly drawn Y, we have Ey [Wi;(s)] > w —0(e).
b) The weight function Wi; has total Lipschitz value O(y/n/e).

Proof.  a) Let £ denote the event that sgn(v; *Y) # sgn(v;xY) and |v; *Y| > € and |v; x Y| > e.

Note that, when this occurs, we have min{1, |CI;—C]|} = 1. Also, unless the vertex-automata
end in reject states, we have ¢; = v; Y, ¢; = vj Y. Overall, we have the following bound:

Wij(s) > Pr(E) — di(ci) — o(cy)

Here E[¢i(c;) + ¢;(cj)] < O(e) by Proposition 7.7. Furthermore, we claim that

arccos(v; ® v;)

Pr(&) > —O(¢e)
7T
For, we use the coupling in Lemma 7.6 to calculate
Pr(€) =2Pr(v; xY >eAvjxY < —¢) (by symmetry)
>2Pr(v; @ X > 2 Nvj @ X < —2¢) — Ofe) (by Lemma 7.6)

>2Pr(v; @ X >0AvjeX <0)—Pr(|v; e X| <2¢)—Pr(Jv; « X| <2) — O(e)
> Pr(sgn(v; @ X) # sgn(v; ¢ X)) — O(e)

where the last inequality holds since v; ¢ X and v; ¢ X are standard Gaussian variables. As
in the usual MAX-CUT argument, we have Pr(sgn(v; ¢ X') # sgn(v; @ X)) = arccos(vievy)

™

b) Consider replacing the vertex-automata for v;,v; with their “truthful” counterparts, calcu-
lating the exact sum ¢; = v; xY and ¢; = vj x Y along with flag bits b;,b;. We can observe
that then

0 if sgn(¢;) = sgn(¢y)
Wij(s) = 1SSV — b (E b — b (G b i
min{1, == }(1 — ¢;(¢;, b;))(1 — ¢;(¢;j,b5)) otherwise

If we change coordinate Yy, then ¢ and ¢ change by at most O(y + vi) and O(y + vji,)
respectively. Overall, we have |AW;;(s)| < O(W) + |Ag;i(G, bi)| + |A¢;(cj,bj)l.
By Proposition 7.7, the terms |[A¢;(¢;,b;)| and |A¢;(¢;,b5)| have expected value at most
O(Jvix| + (£/n)1%) and O(|vjx| + (¢/n)'°) respectively. Summing over k = 1,...,n, the total
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Lipschitz value is at most

A Y + |vik| + |k , , 10 =y  Vn 5 (VN
o(Z + il + vjl + (/) g()( +?+5)§0(—). 0

9 9 9
k

Next, we discuss how to compute the transition matrices for the automata. Using the generic
algorithm of Proposition 5.4 would give processor complexity O(n“*1e=2%), which is too high for
us; to reduce it, we take advantage of structure in the transition matrices.

Proposition 7.9. Given transition matrices Ty and Tyipp for a edge-automaton Fj;, we can
compute the corresponding matriz T; o5 in polylogarithmic time with processor complexity

i t+2h—1 t+2h—1
O(y~* (min{1,v + a;} min{1,y + aj})w_l) where a; = Z Vik, aj = Z Vjk
k=t k=t

Proof. The automaton has n;; = O(1/~?) states. Consider any state s = (c;, ¢;) of the automaton
at time ¢, where ¢;,c; # L. The counter ¢; can advance by at most O(v,k) in each timestep,
and is quantized in multiples of «. Hence, ¢; can reach at most O(l + a;/v) possible states; also,
because of the truncation in the automata F}, it trivially can reach at most O(1/v) states. The
same phenomenon holds for c;.

Let d; = O(min{1/7,1 + a;/~}) and d; = O(min{1/~,1 + a;/v}). Overall, for a given starting
state, the above reasoning shows that there are at most d;d; possible states reachable at times ¢+ h
and t + 2h. Going further, we can divide the entire state space for the automaton Fj; into blocks
of width d; and dj; for all states within a given block, there are at most O(1) blocks that can be
reached at times t + h,t + 2h. (This also holds for the reject states, placing them into their own
singleton blocks.)

Overall, we can decompose the matrix product T} ,Tiyp p into dZiijj block multiplications, each

of dimension d;d;. Each block multiplication has cost (d;d;)”. So the total cost is 1;;(d;d;)“~; the
result follows from substituting in the values d;, d; and some simplifications. O

Proposition 7.10. For each automaton Fj;, vectors Vi = Tim—t(s,W):t=0,...,n—1, can be
computed with O(n3e=4 + n288=476) processors.

Proof. The automaton has state space n = O(1/9?). We show how to compute all transition
matrices Ty p,, for h = 20 with £ =0,...,lgn and t = j2¢ with j =0, ... ,n/2€. We can then apply
Proposition 5.4 to compute V;’s in O(nn?) = O(n®/e*) processors.

Let us fix some level £ and h = 2¢; for each value ¢, define

t+h—1

by = Z (vi + ng'k)

k=t

Observe that ), by < 2. Furthermore, by concavity, we have

t+h—1
Z (Vik +vjk) < V/bih. 9)
k=t
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We compute each matrix T} j, via Proposition 7.9; from the bound (9), this has cost

h—1 h—1
O( (mln{l V—I—szk}{mm{l 7+ngk} ( 2w min{1,~vy + \/bt_h}z(w—l))
k=t

< O(v?+~v *min{1, (b:h)*"'}) SO(’y +~~* min{1, b;h})

Summing over all n/h choices of ¢, the total processor complexity at level ¢ is given by

O (v 2+~ * min{b;h, 1})) < O(ny~?/h + min{n/h, h}y =)

These quantities are maximized at h = 1 and h = /n respectively; overall, they are at most

2
(n7 _‘_\/_,7 ) ( +n1/2+w€—2w) < O(’I’L2'88€_4'76). n

Finishing the construction: We are now ready to compute the total processor complexity for
the MAX-CUT approximation algorithm. Each probability distribution Q, has size O(y~!) =
O(y/n/e), thus o = = O(n'%/¢). The reduced total number of states of an edge-automaton Fj; is
O(1/4%) = O(n/e?) and the weight function W;; has total Lipschitz value O(\/_/s) So we run

FooL with parameter & = ¢/y/n, and the fooling process has cost O (mj + mjr +m %??

For each Fj;, the resulting distribution D’ satisfies |Ex.p/[Wi;(s)] — Ey~a[Wi;(s)]| < e, with s
denoting the final state. So by Proposition 7.8, it gives

Pr (edge ij cut) > Eyp[Wij] > Eyq[W;;] —e > arccos(v; 9 v;) _ O(e)

Y~D 7r
Summing over all edges, the total expected weight of the cut edges is
arccos(v; ® v;
S et S 0
ijeEE ijeER

The first term is at least - OPT. The second term is at most O(e-OPT) since OPT > 3" w,/2.
By searching the distribution D exhaustively, we can find a cut satisfying these bounds.
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