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Perfect Simulation of Las Vegas Algorithms via Local Computation

Xinyu Fu* Yonggang Jiang" Yitong Yin*

Abstract

The notion of Las Vegas algorithm was introduced by Babai (1979) and may be defined in two ways:

* In Babai’s original definition, a randomized algorithm is called Las Vegas if it has finitely bounded
running time and certifiable random failure.

* Alternatively, in a widely accepted definition today, Las Vegas algorithms mean the zero-error
randomized algorithms with random running time.

The equivalence between the two definitions is straightforward. In particular, by repeatedly running the
algorithm until no failure encountered, one can simulate the correct output of a successful running.

We show that this can also be achieved for distributed local computation. Specifically, we show
that in the LOCAL model, any Las Vegas algorithm that terminates in finite time with locally certifiable
failures, can be converted to a zero-error Las Vegas algorithm, at a polylogarithmic cost in the time
complexity, such that the resulting algorithm perfectly simulates the output of the original algorithm on
the same instance conditioned on that the algorithm successfully returns without failure.
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1 Introduction

The Las Vegas algorithm introduced by Babai [Bab79] is a fundamental concept in the theory of computing.
It defines the important complexity class ZPP, which is the class of decision problems solvable by efficient
Las Vegas algorithms. Other than decision problems, Las Vegas algorithms also play key roles in solving
optimization [Kal92, Cla95], searching [MSL92, MT10], or sampling [PW96, GJL19] problem:s.

Las Vegas algorithms can be defined in two ways. In Babai’s original definition [Bab79], Las Vegas
algorithms are defined as the randomized algorithms whose failures are certifiable:

* A Las Vegas algorithm produces the correct output or reports failure after finitely bounded time.

An alternative definition of Las Vegas algorithm is also used variously, e.g. in [LSZ93, MR95, MUO5],
there Las Vegas algorithms are defined as zero-error randomized algorithms:

* A Las Vegas algorithm may have random running time but always produces the correct output.

The equivalence between these two definitions is obvious. By truncation, one can convert a zero-error
Las Vegas algorithm with random running time to a Las Vegas algorithm with bounded running time and
certifiable failure. Conversely, by restarting the algorithm once a failure is reported, one can convert a Las
Vegas algorithm with certifiable failure to a zero-error Las Vegas algorithm. This strategy of retrying with
independent random choice until success, defines a rejection sampling procedure, which perfectly simulates
the random output of the Las Vegas algorithms conditioned on that it successfully returns without failure.

This strategy for perfect simulation of Las Vegas algorithm relies on a global coordination machinery:
all parts of the algorithm need to be informed whether a failure is encountered somewhere. In contrast, we
are interested in how this could be achieved by local computations, in the absence of global coordination.

The LOCAL model. Local computations are formally characterized by the LOCAL model [Lin92, Pel00].
An instance consists of a network G = (V, E), which is an undirected graph, and a vector € = (x,)yev of
local inputs. Each node v € V receives x, and n = |V| as its input, and can access to private random bits.
Communications are synchronized and proceed in rounds. In each round, each node may perform arbitrary
local computation based on all information collected so far and send messages of arbitrary sizes to all its
neighbors. This gives a LOCAL algorithm. The time complexity is measured by the number of rounds spent
by the algorithm until all nodes terminate. A LOCAL algorithm is said to be a ¢(n)-round LOCAL algorithm
on a class of instances, if it always terminates within ¢(n) rounds on every instance from that class, where n
represents the number of nodes of the instance.

The (Babai’s) Las Vegas algorithm can be defined in the LOCAL mode with locally certifiable failures.
A t(n)-round LOCAL algorithm is called Las Vegas if each node v € V returns a pair (Y5, F},), where Y,
stands for the local output at v, and F,, € {0, 1} indicates whether the algorithm failed locally at v. The
algorithm successfully returns if none of the node fails. Furthermore, it is guaranteed that )\, E[F,] < 1.
This notion of Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm was formulated in [GHK18].

In this paper, we try to answer the following fundamental question:

Can we faithfully simulate the correct output avoiding all local failures via local computation?

Specifically, we wonder whether a fixed-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm with locally certifiable failures,
can be converted into a zero-error Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm that produces the correct output (Y, )yev
conditioned on ) | - F;, = 0, where the distribution of the correct output is faithfully preserved. This asks
for what used to be achieved by the rejection sampling in the absence of global coordination.



In this paper, for the first time, we answer this question affirmatively. We prove the following result for
the perfect simulation of Las Vegas algorithms via local computation.

Theorem 1.1 (main theorem, informal). Any t(n)-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm can be converted to a
zero-error Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm, which terminates within t(n) - polylog(n) rounds with probability
1—n=9W, and returns the output of the t(n)-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm conditioned on no failure.

In above theorem, the output of the zero-error Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm is identically distributed as
the output of the ¢(n)-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm conditioned on that none of the nodes fails, i.e. the
zero-error algorithm perfectly simulates a successful running of the algorithm that may locally fail.

To see how nontrivial this is, consider a weakened task: to generate an assignment of random bits so
that under this random choice the algorithm terminates without failure. One may think of this as “solving”
the random bits under which the algorithm successfully returns, which is weaker than our goal, where the
generated random bits are further required to follow the correct distribution. However, for local computation,
just solving the feasible random bits without bothering their distribution is already highly nontrivial.

In a seminal work [GHK 18], Ghaffari, Harris and Kuhn gave a systematic approach for solving the good
random bits under which a Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm successfully returns. Their derandomization based
approach preserves the support of distribution, hence was more suitable for the distributed graph problems
for constructing feasible solutions on graphs. Specifically, polylog(n)-round reductions were established
between the two types of the Las Vegas LOCAL algorithms for such problems.

In contrast, the perfect simulation guaranteed in Theorem 1.1 preserves the distribution, therefore, the
result can apply to the problems beyond constructing feasible solutions, for example, the sampling problems.

Consider the Gibbs distributions defined on the network G = (V, E)). Each node v corresponds to a
variable with finite domain X. Let F be a class of constraints, where each f € F is a nonnegative-valued
function f : LVPI() — R>( defined on the variables in vbl(f) C V. This defines a Gibbs distribution p
over all assignments o € ¥V by:

p(o) o H I (owigp) -
fer
Such Gibbs distribution p is said to be local, if: (1) for any f € F, the diameter of vbl(f) in graph G
is bounded by a constant; and (2) for any partial assignment o € X specified on A C V, if o is locally
feasible, i.e. if f(oyp(s)) > O forall f € F with vbl(f) C A, then o is (globally) feasible, which means
that o can be extended to a feasible full assignment 7 € X" such that 7y = o and p(7) > 0.!

A Gibbs distribution g is said to have strong spatial mixing with exponential decay if the discrepancy
(measured in total variation distance) between the marginal distributions p, 17 at any v € V given the
respective feasible boundary conditions o, 7 € X4 on A C V that differ over an arbitrary A C A, satisfies:

dry (1, ) < [VIOW - exp(Q(dista(v, A))).

The strong spatial mixing is a key property for sampling algorithms. Its implication to efficient sampling
from general Gibbs distributions is a major open problem. In [FY18, Corollary 5.3], a polylog(n)-round
Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm with bounded local failures was given, for perfect sampling from local Gibbs
distributions that have the strong spatial mixing with exponential decay. By Theorem 1.1, this immediately
implies the following result for perfect simulation of Gibbs distributions via local computation.

Corollary 1.2. For any class of local Gibbs distributions that have the strong spatial mixing with exponential
decay, there is a LOCAL algorithm for perfect sampling from the Gibbs distribution, which terminates within
polylog(n) rounds with probability 1 — n~°).

'In [FY 18], this property of local feasibility implying global feasibility in Gibbs distribution was called “locally admissible”.



2 A LOCAL Sampling Lemma and Proof of Main Theorem

The perfect simulation of Las Vegas LOCAL algorithms stated in Theorem 1.1 is achieved by resolving
a more general problem, namely, generating a random sample avoiding all bad events. This problem is
formulated as a natural sampling problem in the variable-framework of the Lovasz local lemma.

2.1 Sampling satisfying solution of Lovasz local lemma

An instance for the variable-framework Lovész local lemma (LLL) is given by I = ({X; }icv, {Av }oev),
where {X; };cp is a set of mutually independent random variables, such that each X; follows a distribution
v; over a finite domain ¥;; and {4, },cv is a set of bad events, such that for each v € V, the occurrence
of A, is determined by the evaluation of X,pi) = (Xi)icubi(s), Where vbl(v) C U denotes the subset of
variables on which A, is defined. The LLL instance I defines a dependency graph D = Dy = (V, E), such
that each vertex v € V represents a bad event A, and each {u,v} € E iff vbl(v) N vbl(u) # 0.

An LLL instance I is said to be y-satisfiable, if the probability avoiding all bad events is bounded as:

Pr(ﬂA_v>2’y. (D

veV

The Lovasz local lemma [EL75] states a sufficient condition on the dependency graph for - to be positive.

A satisfiable LLL instance I gives rise to a natural probability distribution over satisfying assignments.
Let i = puy denote the distribution of the random vector X = (X;);cy conditioning on that none of the bad
events {A,}yey occur. Formally, denote by Q2 = Q; £ {0 € @,y Zi | o avoids A, forallv € V} the
space of all satisfying assignments, and v = vy £ HZEU v; the product measure. Then

VoeQ, uo)2Pr(X=0c|XeQ)= Z((g)) )

This distribution p = 7 of random satisfying assignment was referred as the LLL distribution in [Har20].
It is a Gibbs distribution defined by hard constraints.
The following defines a computational problem for generating a sample according to the distribution .

Sampling Satisfying Solution of Lovdsz Local Lemma

Input: a-y-satisfiable LLL instance I with dependency graph D; = (V, E);

Output: arandom satisfying assignment X ™ = (X );cy distributed as ji5.

When the problem is solved in the LOCAL model, the input is presented to the algorithm as follows:

1. The network G of the LOCAL model is just the dependency graph Dj.

2. Each node v € V receives as input the values of n = |V'| and +, along with the definition of the bad
event A,, and the distributions v; of the random variables {X; | 7 € vbl(v)} on which A, is defined,
so that it can locally draw independent evaluations of the random variables {X; | ¢ € vbl(v)} or check
the occurrence of A, on such evaluation.

Our main technical result is an efficient LOCAL algorithm for sampling satisfying solution according to
the LLL distribution, for any LLL instance that is not prohibitively scarce to satisfy. We call this result a
“LOCAL sampling lemma” since it uses the local lemma framework to give a LOCAL sampling algorithm.



Theorem 2.1 (LOCAL sampling lemma). There is a randomized LOCAL algorithm such that for any LLL
instance I with n bad events, if I is vy-satisfiable, then the algorithm returns a random satisfying assignment

drawn from iy, within O (log6 n - log* %) rounds in expectation, and within O <10g6 n - log % -log® %)
rounds with probability at least 1 — € for any 0 < € < 1.

In the classical algorithmic Lovész Local Lemma, the main goal is to construct a satisfying assignment.
Here, our goal is more challenging: to generate a random satisfying assignment according to the LLL
distribution . This sampling problem has been proved to require polynomially stronger condition than the
conventional algorithmic LLL [BGG*19, GJL19, Har20]. And only recently, polynomial-time centralized
algorithms were discovered for sampling uniform satisfying assignment for general LLL instances [HWY?22,
JPV21,FGYZ21, Moil9]. In order for perfectly simulating Las Vegas LOCAL algorithms, we do not impose
any local lemma type of condition on the dependency graph. Instead, we show that the sampling problem
is tractable via local computation, as long as the chance for a random assignment to be satisfying is non-
negligible. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result of the kind.

As a byproduct, the algorithm in Theorem 2.1 gives a uniform sampler for LCLs in the LOCAL model.
The locally checkable labelings (LCLs) (see [NS95] for formal definitions) are vertex labelings satisfying
local constraints in the network. Suppose that each label is drawn uniformly and independently at random,
and violating the locally checkable constraint at each node v € V defines a bad event A,. Then the LLL
distribution corresponds to the uniform distribution over LCLs, and Theorem 2.1 has the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2. For any locally checkable labeling (LCL) problem, if uniform random labeling can always
generate a correct LCL with probability at least n=P°Y1°8(™)  then there is a randomized LOCAL algorithm
that outputs a uniform random LCL within polylog(n) rounds with high probability.

2.2 Formal statement and proof of the main theorem

Recall that for LOCAL algorithms, an instance Z = (G, ) consists of a network G = (V, E) and a vector
x = (z,)yev specifying the local input z,, to each node v € V. Let € be a class of instances. A t(n)-round
Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm with success probability v(n) on instance class €, is a randomized LOCAL
algorithm such that on every instance Z = (G, x) € €, where G is a network with n = |V| nodes, at every
node v € V the algorithm terminates within ¢(n) rounds and outputs a pair (Y, F,,) where F,, € {0,1}
indicates whether the algorithm failed locally at v, and the probability that the algorithm succeeds is

Pr(VvveV:F,=0)>~(n).

Denote by (Y7, F1) = ((Yy)vev, (Fy)vev) the output of the Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm on instance Z =
(G, x) with network G = (V, E). The following theorem is a formal restatement of Theorem 1.1, which
gives a zero-erro Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm that perfectly simulates the good output (Y7 | Fz = 0)
when there is no failure everywhere in the network.

Theorem 2.3 (main theorem, formal). Lett : N — Nand v : N — [0,1] be two functions. Let A be
a t(n)-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm with success probability ~y(n) on instance class €. There is a
LOCAL algorithm B such that on every instance € € of n nodes, for any 0 < € < 1,

* B terminates within t(n) - O <log6 n - log? ﬁ -log® %) rounds with probability at least 1 — ¢;

* upon termination, B returns an output Y3 that is identically distributed as (Y“Z4 | F7* = 0), which
stands for the output of A on the same instance I conditioned on that none of the nodes fails.

4



Proof. LetZ = (G, z) € € be the instance of the LOCAL algorithm, where G = (V, E) is a network with
n = |V| nodes and the vector © = (z,),cy specifies the local inputs. For each v € V, let X,, denote the
local random bits at node v used by algorithm A.

Since A is a t(n)-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm, at any v € V, the algorithm .4 deterministically
maps the inputs zp = (7, )vep and the random bits X p = (X, )yep within the t(n)-ball B = By, (v), to
the local output (YUA, Fj‘) where F* € {0, 1} indicates the failure at v. This defines a bad event A, for
every v € V, on the random variables X, for u € By,)(v), i.e. vbl(v) = By, (v), by

AU : F’A(Xvu(v)) =1.

v

Together, this defines an LLL instance I = ({ X, }vev, {As}vev ), which is y(n)-satisfiable because the
probability that A has no failure everywhere is at least v(n).

We simulate the sampling algorithm in Theorem 2.1 (which we call the LLL sampler) on this LLL
instance /. Rather than executing it on the dependency graph Dy as in Theorem 2.1, here we simulate the
LLL sampler on the network G = (V, '), where each node v € V holds an independent random variable
X, and a bad event A,,. Note that any 1-round communication in the dependency graph D; can be simulated
by O(t(n))-round communications in this network G = (V, E). Also note that at each v € V, the values of
t(n) and y(n) can be computed locally by knowing n = |V'| and enumerating all network instances Z € €
with n nodes. The LLL sampler can thus be simulated with O(¢(n))-multiplicative overhead. In the end
it outputs an X* = (X)yev ~ pr, which is identically distributed as (X | F} = 0), i.e. the random
bits used in the algorithm A conditioned on no failure. The final output Y* = (Y,"),ev is computed by
simulating A within ¢(n) locality deterministically using X* = (X}),cy as random bits.

The LLL sampler in Theorem 2.1 is a Las Vegas algorithm with random terminations. Each node v € V
can continue updating Y, using the current random bits X} it has collected within its ¢(n)-local neighbor-
hood B = By(y) (v). Once the LLL sampler for generating X* terminates at all nodes, the updating of Y*
will stabilize within additional ¢(n) rounds. And this final Y* is identically distributed as (Y“I4 | F5 = 0).
This gives us the zero-error Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm B as claimed in Theorem 2.3. O

3 Algorithm and Outline of Proof

In this section, we describe the main sampling algorithm and outline the proof of Theorem 2.1, the LOCAL
sampling lemma. The proof consists of the following main parts.

* We define a notion of correlation decay that is useful for sampling. We introduce an “augmentation” of
the LLL instance, which creates correlation decay by introducing a new local bad event. (Section 3.1)

* The zero-error Las Vegas algorithm for sampling, is presented in a sequential local paradigm, called
SLOCAL-LV algorithms, which can be simulated by LOCAL algorithms. (Section 3.2)

* After the first two phases of the sampling algorithm, namely, Initialization and Clustering, a random
assignment Y is generated, and the violated bad events are clustered into balls. (Section 3.3)

* In the last phase of the sampling algorithm, namely Resampling, the random assignment Y is locally
fixed, where the variables involved in the violated bad events are resampled. In the end, the updated
assignment Y is guaranteed to follow the correct LLL distribution. (Section 3.4)

At last, we wrap up the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 3.5.
In our proof, the step of the augmentation of LLL to get correlation, and the Resampling phase of the
sampling algorithm, are technically innovative, while the rests are more routine in technique.



Graph notation. Let G = (V, F) be an undirected graph. The following notations are used throughout.
* Neighborhoods: N¢(v) = {u € V | {u,v} € E} and inclusive neighborhood N (v) £ N (v)U{v}.

» Distances: distg(u, v) represents the shortest path distance between v and v in G, and distg (S, T) =
minyeg yer distg(u, v). The diameter of S C V in G is given by diamg(.S) 2 distg(S, S).

s Balls: BY(v) £ {u € V | distg(u,v) < r}and BY(S) £ {u € V | distg(u,S) < r}for S C V.
* Spheres: S/ | (v) £ Bf(v) \ B ,(v) and SF ,(T) £ BF (1) \ B (T) for T C V.

In all above notations, we omit the underlying graph G if it is clear in the context.

3.1 Decay of correlation in LLL

Let I = ({X;}icv, {Av}vev) be a LLL instance, where each random variable X; follows the distribution
v; over domain ;. For A C U, define ¥, £ X;cn Xi and vy = [Lica vi» and write v = vy and ¥ = .
For nonempty A C U and 7 € 3, define

Q" =Q7 £ {0 €% |0 =Tand o avoids bad events A, for all v € V s.t. vbl(v) Z A}. 3)

For disjoint S, T C U, for 0 € ¥g and 7 € X7, denote by o A 7 the direct concatenation of ¢ and 7,
that is, o A 7 € gy satisfying (0 A7); = o(i) fori € Sand (o0 AT); = 7(i) fori € T.
The following defines a notion of correlation decay in the LLL instance.

Definition 3.1 (e-correlated sets). A pair of disjoint 5,7 C U with S UT # U, is said to be e-correlated,
if one of S, T is empty, or for any 01,09 € Yg and 7,70 € X,

v (QO’l/\Tl) . (QO’Q/\TQ) S (1 + E) - (Qol/\Tg) Sy (QO’Q/\Tl) .

To see that this indeed defines a decay of correlation, note that it is equivalent to the following property:
For X drawn according to the product distribution v that avoids all bad events A, satisfying vbl(v) € SUT,

Pr(XS:al /\XT:Tl)‘PI'(XS:O'Q/\XT:Tg)
<(I+e¢) - Pr(Xg=01AXr=m) - Pr(Xg=02ANXp=11).

Recall that we want to bound the correlation between Xg and X7 in a random satisfying assignment X
distributed as p = g, which is drawn according to the product distribution v that avoids all bad events A,,.
Here, Definition 3.1 is slightly different by ignoring the bad events A, defined on the variables within SUT'.

The decay of correlation is crucial for sampling from joint distributions. However, such property is not
taken for granted for all vy-satisfiable LLL instances. A key idea is then to properly “augment” the LLL
instance by introducing new bad events to enforce desirable correlation decay. This must be done carefully
because this would inevitably bias the LLL distribution, which needs to be taken care of later.

The following is a key lemma which guarantees that in a LLL instance, if a local neighborhood S is
separated from a far enough region 7' by a well-satisfiable boundary, then .S and 7" can be made enough
e-correlated by introducing a new bad event which is locally defined and can scarcely occur.

Given a LLL instance I = ({X; }icv, {4y }vev ), forany A C V', we denote

vbi(A) & | Jvbl(v) and  I(A) £ ({Xi}icwi(a)s {Av}oen)
veEA

where I(A) is the LLL sub-instance induced by the bad events { A, },eA.



Lemma 3.1 (LLL augmentation). There is a universal constant Cy > 0 such that the followings hold for
any e, € (0,1), 6 € (0,2), and for all € > Ly(e,~,6), where

2 2 1 2 2 1
lo(e,v,0) 2 |Cy-log = -log = - log ~ - log [ 2log = -log = -log = | | . (€))
€ ~y ) € ~y 0

Let I = ({X;}ieu, {Av bvev) be a LLL instance whose dependency graph is Dy. For any nonempty A C V,
if the sub-instance I(By(A)\ A) is y-satisfiable, then there exists a new bad event Ay with X\ € V' such that:

1. A, is an event defined on the random variables in vbl(\) = vbl(By(A)) \ vbl(A), and the construction
of Ay depends only on the specifications of A, {Av}uep,, ,(A) 1Xitievbl(B, 1 (A)) and (€,7,0);

2. Ay occurs with probability at most 0 on independent random variables { X, }icy, i.e. v(Ay) < 0;
3. the variable sets S = vbl(A) and T' = U \vbl(By(A)) are e-correlated in the augmented LLL instance
f = ({Xi}i€U> {Av}vev U {AA}) :

All balls B.(-) and spheres S|. |(-) in above are defined in the dependency graph Dy of the LLL instance I.

Notation for the new bad event. For e,y € (0,1),6 € (0,3), and £ = £y(e,7,6), for A C V satisfying
that I(By(A) \ A) is y-satisfiable, we use Ai( A0 t0 denote the bad event Ay constructed in Lemma 3.1.

€7

Lemma 3.1 is a novel and critical part of our approach. Its proof is technical, and is exposed in Section 5.

3.2 Las Vegas SLOCAL algorithm

Our main sampling algorithm is described in a sequential local (SLOCAL) paradigm. The SLOCAL model
introduced by Ghaffari, Kuhn, and Maus [GKM17] captures the local computations where symmetry break-
ing is not concerned. We extend this notion to the algorithms with random locality of computation.

SLOCAL-LV algorithms An N-scan SLOCAL-LV algorithm runs on a network G = (V, E) with a subset
A C V of active nodes. Each node v € V maintains a local memory state M,,, which initially stores v’s local
input, random bits, unique ID and also a list of neighbors’ IDs, and a bit that indicates whether v € A. An
arbitrary static total order is assumed on nodes in V', such that the relative order between any pair u,v € V'
can be deduced from the contents of M,, and M,,.

The algorithm operates in NV > 1 scans. Within each scan, the active nodes in A are processed one after
another in the ordering. Upon each node v € A being processed, for ¢ = 0, 1,2, .. ., the node v tries to grow
an (-ball By(v) and update the memory states M, for all u € By(v) based on the information observed
so far by v, until some stopping condition has been met by the information within the current ball By(v).
Finally, each v € V outputs a value based on its memory state M,,.

Compared to the standard (Monte Carlo) SLOCAL algorithm, whose locality is upper bounded by a fixed
value, in SLOCAL-LV algorithm, the local neighborhoods are randomly constructed in a sequential and local
fashion. The next theorem gives a simulation of SLOCAL-LV algorithms in the LOCAL model.

Proposition 3.2 (simulation of SLOCAL-LV in LOCAL). Let A be an N-scan SLOCAL-LV algorithm that
assumes an arbitrary ordering of nodes. Then there is a randomized LOCAL algorithm B, such that starting
from the same initial memory states M = (M,),cv, the algorithm B terminates and returns the same
output as A within O (|A| MaXye 4 je[N] Ev,j) rounds, where A is the set of active nodes and {,, ; is the
radius of the ball accessed by the active node v in the jth scan of algorithm A, both fully determined by M.



Compared to the simulation of SLOCAL Monte Carlo algorithm in the LOCAL model proved in [GKM17],
which relies on the network decomposition to parallelize the SLOCAL procedure, Proposition 3.2 provides
a rather straightforward simulation which does not parallelize the local computations. An advantage of such
easy simulation is that it does not require a worst-case complexity upper bound for all scan orders of nodes.
And this translation from SLOCAL-LV to LOCAL algorithm makes it more convenient to describe LOCAL
algorithms where there are multiple randomly growing local neighborhoods interfering each other.

A formal proof of Proposition 3.2 is given in Appendix A for completeness.

3.3 Algorithm: Initialization and Clustering

Now we can describe the sampling algorithm in Theorem 2.1. The input instance is a ~y-satisfiable LLL
instance I = ({X; }icrr, { Ay fvev) with n = |V| bad events. The network G = Dy is its dependency graph.
Our goal is to output a random satisfying assignment X* = (X *);cy drawn from the LLL distribution ;.

The algorithm consists of three phase: initialization, clustering, and resampling. The first phase is

described in the LOCAL model.

* Initialization: produces a random assignment ¥~ = (Y;)icv and a random set R C V, satisfying
certain desirable property, within fixed O(log® n) rounds on the LOCAL model.

Then this random (Y, R) is passed to to a 2-scan SLOCAL-LV algorithm that runs on the same network,
where the two scans corresponds to the two phases of the algorithm, respectively.

* Clustering: cluster the bad event that are not avoided by Y in to balls that are reasonably far apart.
* Resampling: properly fix the assignments on the balls to obtain the correct X™ ~ .

Due to Proposition 3.2, the 2-scan SLOCAL-LV algorithm can be transformed to a LOCAL algorithm, which
altogether with the initialization phase, give us the LOCAL algorithm claimed in Theorem 2.1.

Initialization. The goal of this phase is to generate a random assignment Y = (Y;);cy and a random node
set R C V satisfying the following condition.
Condition 3.3. The followings hold for Y = (Y;)icy and R C V:

1. 'Y follows the product distribution v.

2. Foranyv € V, if A, occurs on'Y , then there is u € R such that dist(u,v) < d - logn - logloglogn,
for some large enough universal constant d to be specified later.

3. Forany (0 < e < 1, we have |R| = O (logn -loglogn - log % -log %) with probability at least 1 — e.

Intuitively, Condition 3.3 guarantees that the random vector Y = (Y;);cy is generated according to the
product distribution v, and R C V is a small set of “centers”, such that all bad events made occur by Y are
not far from some center. In the LOCAL model, this can be achieved rather straightforwardly with the help
of network decomposition, which is a major building block for distributed algorithms.

Definition 3.2 (network decomposition). A weak (c, d)-network decomposition of G = (V, E) is a pair
(8,C), where S = {57, 53,...} is a partition of V' into vertex subsets, each with diameter at most d; and
C : S — [c] is a proper coloring of S such that C(S1) # C(S2) for any S1, S € S with dist¢(S1, S2) = 1.



We adopt the recent bound for deterministic network decomposition from [GGH™23].

Lemma 3.4 ((GGH™"23]). There is a deterministic LOCAL algorithm that, on any network G with n nodes,
computes a weak (O(logn), O(logn - log log log n))-network decomposition of G in O(log® n) rounds.

Note that each node v € V corresponds to a bad event A, defined on the variables in vbl(v), and one
variable may appear in the vbl(v) for multiple v’s. Alternatively, one can assign each variable to a unique
node through the following partition:

Vv eV, U, = {i€ vbl(v) v has the smallest ID among all v' € V with i € vbl(v)}.

It is obvious that {U, | v € V'} is a partition of U, assuming that U = vbl(V) is the set of variables ever
appearing in any bad events. Also, each node v € V' can compute U, within one round.

The algorithm for producing the desirable (Y, R) is as follows. At first, each node v € V locally
draws Y; ~ v; independently for all i € U,. This gives the random assignment Y = (Y;);cy that follows
the product distributions . Next, R C V is constructed in three steps. First, each node v € V checks
if A, is avoided by Y, which costs one round since vbl(v) € U, en+(y) Uw- Second, construct a weak
(c-logn,d-logn -logloglog n)-network decomposition (S, C) for some suitable constant ¢, d € N, which
according to Lemma 3.4, can be achieved within 19) (log3 n) rounds. At last, within each cluster S € S, each
node v € S checks whether the union bad event Ag = Upeg Ao is avoided by Y, and marks v in R iff Ag
occurs and v has the smallest ID within the cluster S. This guarantees that for any bad event A, that occurs
on Y, the node v € V must be d - log n - log log log n-close to a node in R, and the construction of such R
takes O(log n) rounds given the network decomposition (S, C) , because the diameter of each cluster S € S
is at most d - log n - log log log n. Altogether, we have the following.

Lemma 3.5. The initialization phase outputs (Y, R) satisfying Condition 3.3 within O(log® n) rounds.

It only remains to verify that |R| = O <log n - loglogn - log% -log %) with probability at least 1 — e,
which follows from the Chernoff bound. A formal proof is included in Section 6.1 for completeness.

Clustering. The random assignment Y and node set R C V constructed in the initialization phase, is
passed to a SLOCAL-LV algorithm, which runs on the same network G = D; and takes R as the set of
active nodes. The SLOCAL-LV algorithm runs in two scans, where the first scan is the Clustering phase.

Each node v € V maintains a local memory M,,, which initially stores its UID id(v), the private random
bits, the part of the random assignment (Y;);cry, and the indicator of whether v € R. The total order
assumed on V' is a natural one: u < v iff id(u) < id(v) for any u,v € V.

The SLOCAL-LV algorithm scans the active nodes v € R in order, and computes two parameters
py € VU{L}andr, € NU{L} for each v € R, which defines a collection of balls in the network G:

BE{B,,(p,) |veERAp, #L Ary #L}. (5)

The goal is to construct a collection B of far-apart and reasonably small balls, which together with the
random assignment Y, satisfy some desirable property which we will formulate soon.

Definition 3.3 (marginal distribution). For A C U, a 7 € X, is said to be a feasible boundary condition
if Q7 # (0, where Q7 is defined in (3). Given A C U and feasible boundary condition 7 € X, for any
nonempty S C U \ A, the marginal distribution on S induced by ;1 = py conditioned on 7, denoted by
W =[] g» 18 defined as:

Vo € Xg, ug(o)= )?r Xs=0|XeQ).

~V

9



The following notion of clustered conditional Gibbs property, is inspired by the “conditional Gibbs”
property introduced in [FVY21, FGY22]. Here we refine the definition to adapt to a structure of clustering.

Definition 3.4 (clustered conditional Gibbs). Let €,y € (0,1), 6 € (0,%), and £ = {y(e,, ), where
lo(€,y,0) is defined in (4). Let I = ({X; }icv, {Av }vev) be a LLL instance. A random pair (Y, B), where
Y = (Y;)iev is an assignment and B C 2V is a collection of node sets, is said to satisfy the clustered

conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (e, , §), if for any B C 2V with Pr(B = B) > 0:
1. the sub-instance I (By(A) \ A) is «y-satisfiable for every A € B;

2. for S £ UpegVbl(A), T £ U\ Upep vbI(Be(A)), forany o € Bg with Pr(B=BAYs=0) > 0,
conditioned on that B = B A Yg = o, the assignment Y7 follows the marginal distribution N%T’ ie.

VreXr, Pr(Yr=71[B=BAYs=o0)=ps.(7),

where T stands for the LLL instance defined by I = ({Xi},-eU, {4, }vev U {Ai(/\,e,%(s) | A€ B})

and recall that Ai (A,e,y,0) Fepresents the bad event constructed in Lemma 3.1.

All above balls B.(+) are defined in the dependency graph D; of the LLL instance I.
Let 0 < {p < 1 be a sufficient small constant. We define the choice of parameter
(€0,70,00) = (%, %7 éozl—nz> (6)
and let £ = £y(eg, Y0, o). Our goal is to construct B so that (Y, B) satisfies the following condition.
Condition 3.6. The random assignment Y = (Y;);cy and random collection of node sets B C 2V, satisfy
1. distg(B1,Bs) > 2(¢ + 2) for any distinct By, By € B;

2. (Y, B) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (€g, Yo, 9o ).

The following is the SLOCAL-LV algorithm for constructing such B C 2V. Each node v € R maintains
a variable b, € V U { L} in its local memory M, which is initialized to L. The SLOCAL-LV algorithm
sequentially processes each active node v € R in order. The pesudocode is given in Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 1: The SLOCAL-LV algorithm for Clustering at node v € R
1 setp, <~ vandr, < 14d-logn -logloglogn;
2 while true do
3 | ifthere existu € R\ {v} and w € Byi9)4r,(pv) such that b, = u then
4 let ¢ € V be the node with the smallest id(c) satisfying
dist(py, ¢) < ry + £+ 2 and dist(py,c) < ry + £+ 2;
// Such c€V must exist since dist(py,py) <71y +70 +2(0+2).
setpy < cand ry, < 1y + 7y + 2 (£ + 2);
Vw € By, (pu): set by 1
set p, <1 and r, <_L;

8 else if Y makes the bad event AL occur then
A(B"“u (pv)7€0770760)
9 L update the radius of the ball responsible for node v to ry, <— 1y, + ¢;
10 else
11 Vu € By, (py): set by « v;
12 return;

10



After all active nodes v € R have been processed, the 1st scan of the SLOCAL-LV algorithm terminates,
and the collection B of balls are constructed as in (5) from the centers p,, and radius r, computed for v € R.
Formally, the followings are guaranteed for the clustering B and the random assignment Y.

Lemma 3.7. Assume Condition 3.3. The followings hold after Algorithm 1 is sequentially executed on all
node v € R in the ascending order of id(v), which computes the values of p, € VU{L} and r, € NU{L}
for each v € R and thereby constructs B = { B, (p,) | v € R Ap, L Ary, #1}.

1. For any distinct u,v € R, if Du, Pv, Tu, v & {L} then B, (py) N By, (py) = 0, which guarantees
that each ball B = B, (py,) € B is uniquely identified by some node v € R with p,,r, & {L}.

2. (Y, B) satisfies Condition 3.6.

3. Forany 0 < n < 1, with probability at least 1 — 7, the sum of radii of all balls in B is bounded as

~ 1 1
D= g TU:O<]’R\-log2n'log2—-log—>.
vER v U
PoFLroF L

Lemma 3.7 is formally proved in Section 6.2.
The following corollary follows easily from Lemma 3.7, since D is monotonically increasing during the
scan, and upper bounds the radii of the local neighborhoods of the SLOCAL-LV algorithm.

Corollary 3.8. Forany 0 < n < 1, with probability at least 1 —n, Algorithm I returns at every node v € R
within radius O (]’R\ -log?n - log? % log %)

3.4 Algorithm: Resampling

The second scan of the SLOCAL-LV algorithm corresponds to the Resampling phase. The algorithm scans
the active nodes v € R sequentially in the ascending order of their ID’s, and properly fix the random
assignment Y generated in the Initialization phase, over the balls in B constructed in the Clustering phase,
to finally obtain the random satisfying assignment X * distributed correctly as the LLL distribution f;.

Ideal case (one ball to fix). First, we consider an ideal case for the Resampling phase. Suppose after the
Clustering phase, there is only one node v € R with p, #.L and r, #L, which means B contains only
one ball A = B, (p,). Our goal is to locally fix the assignment Y around A to make it follow the correct
distribution p;. How to resolve with this ideal one-ball case is the technical crux of this phase.

Recall the choice of parameters (eg,Yo,0) in (6). It can be routinely verified that the LLL instance
I, the random assignment Y, the ball A = B, (p,) € B of bad events, together with the parameter
(e,7,9,a) = (0,70, 90, Y0) satisfy the following condition.

Condition 3.9. Given the LLL instance I = ({X,}icv, {Av tvev), the random assignment Y = (Y;)icv,
and the subset A C 'V of bad events, along with the parameter (€,, d, ) satisfy that

J 0<e§%,0<a§7<1and0<5<(0-a;
* the LLL instance I is a-satisfiable and the sub-instance I(V \ A) is ~y-satisfiable;

* (Y, {A}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (e, 7, 0).

11



Our goal is to locally modify the random assignment Y to follow the correct distribution py, as long as
Condition 3.9 is satisfied initially. To achieve this, we recall the new bad event A constructed in Lemma 3.1,
and also consider its complementary event Ajy:

Ay & Ag\(mﬁmé)’ where A\ ¢ V, and Aj £4,, where A ¢ V. @)
And define the following two augmented LLL instances:
I=({Xi}iev: {Avtoevupy) and I'= <{Xi}ieU7{Av}vevu{;}) : )

There is an idealized sampling procedure: with probability P = Prx.,,[X avoids A,], update Y to follow
the distribution p;; otherwise, update Y to follow the distribution p7,. Altogether, this generates a random
assignment Y ~ puy. A challenge is that P is hard to compute, which can be remedied by an estimation
within a small interval [L, R]. This is stated by the following lemma, which is proved in Section 7.3.

Lemma 3.10. Let I = ({X;}icu, {Av}vev) be a LLL instance. Let 0 < € < % EeNt,0<a; <ap <1
and { = Eo(ek , 0, Q- ek). For any nonempty A C 'V and an arbitrary event A, defined on the random
variables in vbl(A), assuming that I is o -satisfiable and I(V \ A) is ay-satisfiable, there is a P € (0,1)
determined only by A, Ay, and I(By+1(A)), such that

Pr [ X avoids Ay ] € [P—Qek,p+26k .
Xropg

The ball B.(-) on above is defined in the dependency graph Dj.

To apply the aforementioned strategy, we draw a uniform random p € [0, 1) beforehand. If p € [0, L),
we enter the zone for generating Y ~ u;; if p € [R, 1), we enter the zone for generating Y ~ p},;
and otherwise p € [L, R), we enter the “zone of indecision”, in which case we increase the radius ¢ in
Lemma 3.10 to get a more accurate estimation of P. Similar idea was used in [AJ22, HWY22].

To locally update Y to get Y ~ 1, we use the approach of Bayes filter in [FGY22]. Let S = vbl(A)

and T' = U \ vbl(By,(c,4,5)(A)). By Condition 3.9, Y7 ~ ,u}/*} The Bayes filter F = F(Y, S, T) satisfies

YT YS YT
- (Yp v <Q 7 <Q v (2
Pr[ F succeeds | o< M;ST( ) = ! > v AIY) x (YIAY) =

,Uf’T(YT) v (Q;) v (Qfs T> v (Qfs T)
where o are taken over all Yy € Y with v (2 > 0. The function f(Y7) = v(Q.7)/v(Q2: is
h k 11 Yr € Sp with QfsAYT 0. The function f(Y7) £ Q}”T stAYT i

defined for all such Y7. Note that Pr[F succeeds | = L) and this probability can be computed locally

max f°

f(YT)7 (9)

from Bgo(em(;)Jrl(A). If 7 succeeds, we resamples Y7 ~ ,u}/:;]\T. This gives Y ~ p; by the Bayes law.

Furthermore, the Bayes filter F succeeds with large chance due to the correlation decay in I.
For all other branches (F failed or generate Y ~ p,), we recursively apply the sampling algorithm on

properly grown balls in the respective instances Torl'to satisfy the invariant Condition 3.9. This recursive

procedure RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, ¢€,~,0,a) is described in Algorithm 2, where the argument Y is

passed-by-pointer, so that it can be updated in the recursion, while all other arguments are passed-by-value.
The correctness and efficiency of Algorithm 2 are stated by the following lemma, proved in Section 7.

Lemma 3.11. Assume that Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input of RecursiveSampling(Y; I, A, ¢€,7, 0, ).
1. After RecursiveSampling(Y'; I, A, €,7, 9, «) returns, Y follows the distribution pr.
2. Forany 0 < n < 1, with probability 1 —n, RecursiveSampling(Y; I, A, €,, 0, ) accesses 1(B,(A))
and updates Y, (r)), Where = {o(€,7,0) + O (log % -log* % + log % - log? % -log é)
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Algorithm 2: RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,7,0, )

Imput: LLL instance I = ({X;}icv, {Av}vev ), subset A C V, parameter (e, 7, 6, a);
Data : assignment Y = (Y;);cp stored globally that can be updated by the algorithm;
// Throughout the algorithm, Ay, Ay,I,I’ are defined as in (7) and (8).
1 initialize 7 < 1, and define £y = £o(e, 7, 6);
2 draw p € [0,1) uniformly at random;
3 while frue do
4 i < Lo (v a- Q);

5 compute the smallest interval [L, R] containing P = Prx.,,,[ X avoids A, | based on A, Aj,
I (Byy+e,+1(A)), assuming that I is a-satisfiable and I (V' \ Byy4r,+1(A)) is y-satisfiable;
// By Lemma 3.10, such interval [L,R] exists and satisfies R— L <4(}.

6 if p < L then
// Enters the zone [0,L)C[0,P) for generating Y ~ p;.

7 define T = U \ vbl(By, (A));
8 with probability ﬁl(;;T}, where f is defined as in (9), do
. Y- .
9 update Y by redrawing Y7 ~ f,TlJ\T’
// ﬁd—@ and ,u}/TU\T can be evaluated locally within Bgii(A).

10 else

1 initialize r < fy + 1;

12 while Y does not avoid the bad event Aﬁ\( Br(A)1/2, 7, Coar/2) do
13 L grow the ball: r <— r + £y (%,W,COT‘”);

14 RecursiveSampling(Y; I, B.(A) U{A}, %, ~, COTO‘, %),
15 return;

16 else if p > R then
// Enters the zone [R,1)C[P,1) for generating Y ~ pj .
17 initialize s < £ + 1;

18 while Y does not avoid the bad event Ag‘/( Ba(A).1/2,, Con(1—R)/2) do
19 L grow the ball: s < s+ £y (%7% Cw(zﬂ);

20 RecursiveSampling(Y; I, Bs(A) U {X} , %, v, Ma a(l — R));
21 | return;

22 else

// Enters the zone [L,R) of indecision.
23 enter the next iteration (and refine the estimation of P): ¢ < i + 1;
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Resampling (general case). Finally, we deal with the general case for the Resampling phase. In this case,
there may be multiple nodes v € R with p, #_1 and 7, #_L. Our goal is still to locally fix the assignments
Y to correctly follow the LLL distribution iy, only there may be multiple balls A € B to fix.

To maintain the invariant Condition 3.9 while sequentially and locally running the RecursiveSampling
procedure, we introduce the following abstraction called the Substituting trick, which is formally described
by the following technical lemma, whose proof is in Section 7.4.

Lemma 3.12. Let e,y € (0,1), v € (0,7], 6 € (0,3), and £ = {y(e,, 5) which is defined as in (4). Let
I = ({Xi}iev, {Av}vev) be a LLL instance. For any nonempty set A C V of bad events, any o € 3py(r),
if I is a-satisfiable and I(By(A)\ A) is ~y-satisfiable, then we can construct a new random variable X g (with
domain ¥ and distribution vg) with 3 ¢ U and a new bad event A,; with k ¢ V satisfying the followings:

1. The constructions of X3 and A,; depend only on the specifications of A, o, (€,7,6) and I(Byy1(A)).
The event Ay, is defined on the random variables in vbl(k) = vbl(By41(A)) \ vbl(Be(A)) U {5}

2. Let T = U \ vbl(By(A)). Forany W C T, any w € Sy and & € Y57, where W = T \ W, we have

w3 @) = 1 (@),

where I stands for the LLL instance defined by I = ({XZ-}Z-GU, {Ay}vev U {Ai(l\,e,%é)})’ where
Ai( Aerysd) represents the bad event constructed in Lemma 3.1, and 1, stands for the LLL instance
defined by I, = ({Xi}Yie\wbi(B,(A))u{8} {Av oe(V\Byyt (A) Uik} )-

3. The LLL instance I, is (1 — €) - (o« — 0)-satisfiable.

All balls B.(-) in above are defined in the dependency graph Dy of the original LLL instance I.

With this abstraction, the SLOCAL-LV algorithm for the Resampling phase can be described as follow.
For exposition, we write V' = {vy, v9, ..., v, }, where the nodes are sorted in ascending order according to
their IDs. The SLOCAL-LV algorithm scans the nodes in R in this order. Suppose that a node v = vy, with
P, Ty € {L} is being processed, while the local algorithm is oblivious to its rank k. We are going to define
the substituted instance I’ and Y’ on which the RecursiveSampling procedure is actually applied.

First, define

Ny &2{jlv; € RAJ>iApy, #L Ary, #L1}.
For j € Ng,let Xjg; and Ay, denote the respective random variable and bad event constructed in Lemma 3.12
under parameter A; = Brvj (Pv;)s Yabi(a,)s (€0,70500)s 1 (Bi(eg,yo,60)+1(A))- Define
U'£U\ U Vbl(BZo(Eoﬁoﬁo)(Aj)) and V' £V U B&)(Eo,’yoﬁo)-i-l(Aj)'
JENK JENK

Then the substituted instance I’ is defined as follows:

I' £ ({XiYievr U{Xg, Yien: {Av}vev: U{A, Yien,) - (10)

Let Y be the current assignment right before the SLOCAL-LV algorithm starts at v = vg. For each j € IV,
Yobi(n)\{8; .

let Y3, be drawn independently from the marginal distribution 11}, %(;J)\w]}. This is well-defined because

Yoooyngsy €U ’. Then the substituted assignment Y is the concatenation of Y7;» and (Yﬁj )jEN,» i.€.

Y' £ Yy A (Yg)jen,- (11)

14



The SLOCAL-LV algorithm at v just calls RecursiveSampling(Y'; I', B, (py), €0, 70, 90, Y0). Observe
that although the definitions of I’ and Y” involve the global rank & of the node v, the actual constructions of
I and Y’ can be implicit during the recursion of RecursiveSampling, so that the substituted parts of I and
Y are locally constructed when being accessed. This can be realized by local computation on the original
I and Y, after extending the radius of the local algorithm by an additional 2(D + |R| - £y(€0, 70, 00) + 1).
This implementation is formally explained in Section 7.

Algorithm 3: The SLOCAL-LV algorithm for Resampling at node v € R

1 RecursiveSampling(Y'; r, B, (pv), €0,70,%0,70);
// The I' and Y’ respectively defined in (10), (11) are implicitly given,

where the substituted parts are realized at the time being accessed.
2 update Yy < Y/,
// Only the updated variables need to be copied.

The following lemma states the correctness and efficiency of this algorithm, and is proved in Section 7.5.

Lemma 3.13. The followings hold after Algorithm 3 is sequentially executed on all node v € R, assuming
that the input Y and p,,, 1, for v € R satisfy the properties asserted by Lemma 3.7.

1. 'Y follows the distribution .

2. Forany 0 < n < 1, with probability 1 — n, Algorithm 3 returns at every node v € ‘R within radius

~ 1 1 ~ 1 1
O <]’R,] -log?n - log? = - log —) +0 <log4n -log? = - log* —> .
Y n Y n

3.5 Wrapping up (Proof of Theorem 2.1)

First, we prove the correctness of sampling, i.e. the output random assignment Y follows the distribution ;.
By Lemma 3.5, the Initialization phase outputs (Y, R) that satisfies Condition 3.3. Then, they are passed
to a 2-scan SLOCAL algorithm on the set R of active nodes. Since (Y, R) satisfies Condition 3.3, by
Lemma 3.7, after the Ist scan, the assignment Y, along with the values of p, € VU{L}andr, € NU{L}
for v € R computed in this scan, satisfy the the condition of Lemma 3.13. Then by Lemma 3.13, after
the 2nd scan, the SLOCAL-LV algorithm terminates and computes a random assignment Y ~ p;. By
Proposition 3.2, the SLOCAL-LV algorithm is faithfully simulated by a LOCAL algorithm.

Then, we bound the round complexity of the algorithm. By Lemma 3.5, the Initialization phase takes
fixed 6(log3 n) rounds in the LOCAL model. By Proposition 3.2, the round complexity of the LOCAL
algorithm that simulates a SLOCAL-LV algorithm is the product of the number of active nodes and the
maximum radius of the SLOCAL algorithm. For i € {1,2}, let R; be the random variable that repre-
sents the maximum radius of the i-th scan of the SLOCAL-LV algorithm. Let ¢ € (0,1) be arbitrary. By

Lemma 3.5, we have |R| = 9) <1og n - log % -log %) with probability at least 1 — £; by Corollary 3.8, we

€.
3
have Ry = O (|’R| -log?n - log? % -log %) with probability at least 1 — §; and by Lemma 3.13, we have
Ry = O <|’R,| -log* n - log? % -log* %) with probability at least 1 — £. Altogether, by union bound, with
probability at least 1 — ¢, the round complexity of the LOCAL algorithm is bounded by

R| - max(Rq, Rs =0 log6n-10g4l-log61 .
Y
€
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4 Related Work and Discussions

The perfect simulation of Las Vegas algorithms is a fundamental problem. In the celebrated work of Luby,
Sinclaire and Zuckerman [LLSZ93], an optimal strategy was given for speeding up Las Vegas algorithms.
Their approach was based on stochastic resetting, which requires global coordination and works for the Las
Vegas algorithms with deterministic outputs, or the interruptible random outputs.

The distribution of satisfying solutions of the Lovasz local lemma (LLL) has drawn much attention,
e.g. in [GJL19, Har20]. Its perfect simulation was studied in [GJL19, HWY22, HSW21, FGW 23], where
several key approaches for perfect sampling were applied, including: partial rejection sampling (PRS)
[GJL19], “lazy depth-first” method of Anand and Jerrum (a.k.a. the AJ algorithm) [AJ22], coupling from
the past (CFTP) [PW96], and coupling towards the past (CTTP) [FGW23].

In the LOCAL model, Ghaffari, Harris and Kuhn [GHK 18] showed that for distributed graph problems,
where the goal is to construct feasible graph configurations, the fixed-round Las Vegas algorithms and the
zero-error Las Vegas algorithms are equivalent up to polylogarithmic rounds. Their approach was based on
a derandomization by conditional expectations, and hence was especially suitable for the tasks where the
support of the output distribution, instead of the output distribution itself, is concerned, such as the searching
problems for constructing feasible solutions.

The LOCAL algorithms and Gibbs distributions are intrinsically related. For example, the distributions
of the random bits on which a fixed-round Las Vegas LOCAL algorithm successfully returns are Gibbs
distributions, where the certifiers of local failures are the local constraints defining the Gibbs distribution.
In [FY18], Feng and Yin gave a LOCAL sampler with local failures for the Gibbs distributions with strong
spatial mixing by parallelizing the JVV sampler [JVV86] using the network decomposition [LS93].

Discussion of the current result. In this paper, we show that for local computation, the successful output
of any fixed-round Las Vegas computation, where failures are reported locally, can be perfectly simulated
with polylogarithmic overheads.

As by-products, this gives perfect simulations, via efficient (polylogarithmic-round) local computation,
for several fundamental classes of high-dimensional joint distributions, including:

» random satisfying solutions of Lovasz local lemma with non-negligible satisfiability;
* uniform locally checkable labelings (LCLs) with non-negligible feasibility;

* Gibbs distributions satisfying the strong spatial mixing with exponential decay.

We develop a novel approach for augmenting Lovédsz local lemma (LLL) instances by introducing
locally-defined new bad events, to create the desirable decay of correlation. We also give a recursive local
sampling procedure, which utilizes the correlation decay to accelerate the sampling process, and meanwhile
still keeps the sampling result correct, without being biased by the change to the LLL instance.

At first glance, it almost looks like we are creating mixing conditions out of nothing. In particular, the
approach seems to bypass the local-lemma-type conditions for sampling (e.g. the one assumed in [HWY22]).
But indeed, our augmentation of LLL instances relies on that the LLL instances are fairly satisfiable (or at
least the separator between the regions that we want to de-correlate should be enough satisfiable). Sampling
in such instances might already be tractable in conventional computation models, e.g. in polynomial-time
Turing machine, but the problem remains highly nontrivial for local computation.

This new approach for perfect simulation works especially well in the models where the locality is the
sole concern. A fundamental question is how this could be extended to the models where the computation
and/or communication costs are also concerned, e.g. CONGEST model or PRAM model.
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S Analysis of Correlation Decay

In this section, we prove Lemma 3.1, which augments the LLL instance to create correlation decay.
Let I = ({X;}icu, {Av}vev) be a LLL instance with dependency graph D;. Let A C V be a nonempty
subset of bad events. For integer > 0, define the following “rings” of variables:

vbl(A) if r =0;
{vbl (BPr(A)) \ vbl (B?_fl(A)) if r > 0;
and  Rf 4(A)2 ] RIA).

[i,4]
1<r<j

[

Ri(A)

We further define the corresponding subsets of bad events:
Vi) 2 {o e v wblo) N R 5 (4) £ 0}
Vi) 2 {v eV | wbl(v) C R{i’j](A)} .
Let X be drawn from the product distribution v. For 0 <1 < j,foro € & RI(A) and7 € ¥ RI(A)> define the
i J

probability that X avoids all the bad events who ever use the variables sandwiched between the two rings
RI(A) and R]I- (A), given the boundary condition ¢ and 7, as:

Pi(i,o;4,7) & Pr (X avoids all bad events A, s.t. v € V[Z-IHJ_” (A) | Xprgpy =0 N XRJI(A) = 7') .

~V

We further define the average PI{ (i,037,T) over T:

P (i,oi5,%)2 E [P{(i,0:4.7)]

TbI(A )

= ;?,f,, (X avoids all bad events A, s.t. v € V[;-THJ_I] (A) | XRf(A) = a> ,

and P{ (i,*;j,7) is symmetrically defined.

5.1 Construction of the bad event A,

Lete,y € (0,1),6 € (0,3),and £ > ¢y(e,v,6). Let A C V and suppose that the sub-instance I(B;(A)\A)
is ~y-satisfiable. The new bad event Ay claimed in Lemma 3.1 is constructed as follows.

For 0 < i < £+ 1, initialize Ay, to be the trivial event defined on the variables in vbl()\;) = Rf(A) that
never occurs. Let J £ ({X;}icr, {Avtvev U {Ay, bo<i<r+1) denote the LLL instance further including
the bad events { Ay, }o<i<¢+1. Next, the definitions of the bad events in { A}, }1<i<¢ are updated iteratively,
which modify the definitions of the bad events Ay, on the same sets vbl(\;) = R!(A) of variables. It is easy
to see that throughout the process vbl(\;) = R!(A) = R/ (A). The procedure for updating { A, }1<i< is
described in Algorithm 4, with the parameter D = % log g, where ¢ is a constant to be fixed later.

After the procedure reaches a fixed point and stops, the solution { Ay, }1<;</ is used to construct the bad

event Ay. Let vbl(\) £ vbl (BZDI (A)) \ vbI(A). Note that vbl();), ..., vbl(\;) form a partition of vbl(\).
Then A, is defined as: for every o € X,p(y), event Ay occurs on o iff o avoids all the bad events A, with
vE Vd 0 (A) and does not avoids A, for some 1 < i < . The construction is described in in Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 4: Construction of the bad event Aj.

1for0<¢</¢+1do

2 L initialize Ay, < the trivial event defined on the variables in vbl();) £ R!(A) that never occurs;
3 define J £ ({X; }icv, {Avtvev U {A), }o<i<et1) and D = % log £;

4 repeat

5 if there exist 1 < i <i+ D < j < {land o € X, s.I.

o avoids Ay, and P{ (i,0;7,%) < % then

6 L update the definition of A}, so that Ay, occurs on ¢ (and remains the same otherwise);

7 if there exist 1 < i <i+D <j<land T € Lyp(y;) 5-1.
T avoids Ay,, and P (i,%;4,7) < % then
8 L update the definition of A A; SO that A A; oceurs on T (and remains the same otherwise);

9 until nothing has changed to { Ay, }1<i<s;
10 let Ay be the event defined on the variables in vbl(\) = vbl(A;) W vbl(A2) & - - - & vbl(),) such that

Ay = ﬂA_uﬂ UA,\i;

VeV (A 1<4<8

5.2 Correlation decay in the augmented LLL instance

Lemma 5.1. A, occurs with probability at most 0.

Proof. For k > 0, let J*) denote the LLL instance J after k iterations of the repeat loop in Algorithm 4.
Let {Ag\k,) }1<‘<£ denote the {A), }1<;<¢ after k iterations. Further suppose that in the k-th iteration, the
_Z_

7

bad event A iy is picked to update and is made occur on the 7(F) ¢ Lbi( Aiy)*
For X drawn from the product distribution v, the probability of A can be calculated as:

Pr (4,) = P Ay A,
X’\I:l/( )\) XAI:V O " U A
vV @) 1=t
B - . _ (k)
= rr N A0 (31X ) =)
UEV(ILZ)(A)
B — : . () — (k)
S e | N E | (asi<n g £70) 0 (Kagw =)
kzl UG‘/(IL[)(A)
B — (k—1) _ (k)
el 0w 0 A=)
E>1 veV (1) 1<i<t
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Due to the definition of J (k), we have

N &|n(NaF7= N =
vev(ll,e)(A) 1<i<t vev(‘{’(zil)(A)

And in Algorithm 4, for each iteration k& > 1, there exists a 1 < ji < ¢ with |ix, — jx| > D such that

* if 4 < ji, then Pg(kil) (ik,T(k);jk, *) =Prx~. <ﬂ A_v

Jg(k=1)
VEV 11, 1) ()

« if i > ji, then P{" (g, ik, 7)) = Prx, (ﬂvew(if? o | Xy = )> <3
JetLig—
Thus, we have
Pr(A)) =) Pr N |0 (Xry =)
X =1 (k1) w
= UE‘/(‘{’Z) (A)
_ )
=) b N A Xy =7 | vmr ) (7®)
E>1 UEV({,(E;U(A)
=245, N Ay | Xpg oy =7 | vy (7))
kzl UE‘/[J(kil) (A)

min(ik,jk)+1,max(ik,jk)fl]

- =1 20 ik
1)
<5 > Yriw(®)
1<i<0o€S 1 )
<9,

where the second to the last inequality is due to the fact that for every 1 <4 < £ and every o € ¥ RI(A)> the
bad event A, is updated to occur on o at most once. O

Let J* denote the LLL instance .J after Algorithm 4. Let I 2 ({X;}icr, {Av}tvevy U{A\}). The
followings can be verified for the S and 7" defined in the statement of Lemma 3.1:

S =vbl(A) = R"(A) = RH(A),
T =0\ vbl (BEI(A)):U\ U B =v\ | Rl

0<i<t 0<i<t

Furthermore, it can be verified that for any o € Y.g and 7 € X, we have v(QJL7) = V(QCIIAT). This means:

to guarantee that S and 7" are e-correlated in I, it is sufficient to prove that they are e-correlated in J*. The
rest of this section is devoted to proving that S and T are e-correlated in J*.

19



Next, we will state a series of technical lemmas (Lemmas 5.2 to 5.4), which we use to prove Lemma 3.1.
From now on in this section, we omit J* and A in the notations and write:

P(i,055,7) £ P{" (i,0:4,7), Re 2RI (M), Viy2VHA) and V52 V(A

When we say e-correlated, it always means the e-correlated in J*. Furthermore, we use V* to denote the set

of the bad events in the LLL instance .J*, thatis, V* £ V U {\; |0 <1i < £+ 1}.

Definition 5.1. For 0 < ¢ < j < /+1, the density matrix of R; and R; is defined as M =S (My7)oesp. re5n. »
i J

where M, = P (i,0;j,7). The variable sets R; and R; are said to be partial e-correlated if for any

01,02 € R; that avoid bad event A, and any 71, 72 € R; that avoid bad event A Ao it holds that

MOl,Tl : MUz,Tz < (1 + E)MUl,Tz : M0277'1'

Definition 5.2. For i > 0, the R; is called a good ring, if | : A, occurs with probability at most &g.

UE‘/[i,i
Lemma 5.2. Forany 0 <7 <i < j <j <{+1, anye >0, if R; and R; are partial e-correlated, then
R and Ry are partial e-correlated.

Lemma 5.3. Forany 1 < i < { —3D, if R;, Riy1, ..., Rit+3p are good rings, then R; and R;13p are
partial %—correlated.

Lemma 54. Forany 1 <i <i+ D < j</{—2D, any e > 0, if R; and R; are partial e-correlated and
Ri,Rit1, ..., Rjtop are good rings, then R; and Rj op are partial (1 — € )e-correlated .

We further remark that Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 hold in particular for the J* produced by Algorithm 4,
whereas Lemma 5.2 holds generally.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. By Lemma 5.1, we have Ay occurs with probability at most J. Recall that § < .

Thus, the instances J* and instance I are 3-satisfiable. With respect to the product distribution v, for any

1 < i < j < {satisfying j — ¢ > 1, the events UvEV[Z- ; A, and Uvev[j P A, are mutually independent.

Thus, there are at most 4 - log; __ % non-good rings among R, Ra, ..., Ry.
According to Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.4, if there are 3D + 2D -log; _ (o€) consecutive good rings
then the first and the last good rings must be partial e-correlated. If

0>2. (4 log,_.. %) (3D +2D - log,_., (£0€)), (12)
then there must exist a sequence of good rings R;, R;41,...,R;suchthat 1 <4 < j < fand j —i >
3D + 2D -log;_. (co€). Recall that D = % log g. There is a sufficiently large constant C, such that all

0> ly(e,y,0) = {C’o . log% . log% . log% -log <2 log % log % log %ﬂ satisfies (12).
By Lemma 5.2, Ry and R4 are partial e-correlated. Recall that A, never occurs on any o € Xg,, and
A,\‘Z+1 never occurs on any 7 € X, ,. Forany o € Y.g and 7 € X7, we have

v(Q)y =P (O,J;E + 1,7‘RH1) ~vg(o) - vp(T).
Thus, for any 01,09 € Xg, 11,72 € X7, We have
V(QO’1/\T1) . V(QO'Q/\TQ)
=P (0,0’1;5 + 1, (Tl)Re+1) . VS(O'l) . VT(Tl) -P (0,0'2;5 +1, (TQ)RZ+1) -vg(og) - I/T(Tg)
S(l + 6) P (070-1;£ +1, (T2)Rl+1) ’ VS(Jl) ’ VT(T2) -P (07 ol + 1, (71)R2+1) ’ V5(02) ’ VT(Tl)
=(1+€) - v(QI2) . y(QI2NT1)

Thus, S and T are e-correlated in J*, which means that they are e-correlated in the instance I. O
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Inspired by the definitions of P (i,0;j,*) and P (i,%;j,7), we extend these definitions to any sub-
classes C; C Y, and Cj C X, of assignments on the rings R; and R; as:

P(i,Ci;j,7) £ Y vr,(0) - P(i,0:4,7),
oeC;

P(i,0;5,C5) £ > vg,(r) - P (i,0:5,7).

TGC]‘

Definition 5.3. Let 1 <i < j < /. Forany 7 € X, we say that R; is well-distributed based on (j, ), if T

avoids A, and for any C' C Y, satisfying vg,(C) > 1, we have P((’Zf’]]:)) VRiz(C).

And symmetrically, for any o € ¥, we say that R; is well-distributed based on (i,0) if o avoids Ay,
P(i,0:,C)  YR;(©)
P(i,0:5,%) 2

and for any C' C Y, satisfying vg, (C) > %, we have
The following lemma states the good properties for being well-distributed and holds generally.

Lemma 5.5. Let 1 < i < j < /(. Forany T € Xg,, if R; is well-distributed based on (j,T) and R; is a good
ring, then the followings hold:

1. R;_q is well-distributed based on (j,T);
2. foranyo € ¥, ,: P(i—1,0;4,7) <3vg, ,(0) - P(i—1,%74,7);

P(i,mj,7m) < 1
Plrjr) =5

3. vR,(S) > 3 for S = {77 € Xp,

And the symmetric holds for the good ring R; that is well-distributed based on (i, 0) for any o € ¥ g,:
1. Rjy is well-distributed based on (i,0);

2. foranyT € ¥R, -

P(i,o;5+1,7) <3vg,

J
P(i,o55,m) < 1
Pliojs) = 8 J°

Proof. We prove these properties one by one.

+1( ) P(i70§j+17*)"

3. vg,(S) > 3 for S = {77 € Xg,

1. Note that for any v € V}; 3 \ Vjit1,i41]» Wwe have vbl(v) € R; 1 U R;. Forany o € ¥, |, define

i—17

K, % {p € YR, | o A p avoids all bad events A, for v € Vj; ; \ V[i+1,z‘+1}} .

Forany C C S, , withvg, ,(C) > 1, we define C’ £ {o € C | vg,(K,) > 1— £}. Then, for any
o' € C'\ C', and X drawn from product distribution v, we have

Pr (X avoids all bad events A, for v € Viia) \ Viitvi+1) | Xgioy = o') <

©| co

Since R; is a good ring, Uvev A occurs with probability at most 9. We have vg, | (C'\

) \Vlit1,i
C") < 9eg, which means vp, (C’ ) 2 I/RZ L (C) — 9eq. Since R; is well-distributed based on (j, 7),
forany o € X g, , with vp, (K ) > &, we have

P (i, K;; 7, . ) . . . .
P(i,KUQjaT)ZM'P(%*§J,7)> P (i,%;5,7) > = - P(i,%4,7).
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Thus, for any C' C g, , withvg,_, (C) > L, we have

4
P(i=1,Cij7) > Y vry (0)P (i, Koi§,7) > 5 (VR 1(S) = 920) P (i, 7) -
oeC’
Note that P (Z - 172Ri71 \C;j7 T) < (1_VR2‘71 (C))P (1‘721‘%2‘;‘7‘77—) = (1_VR@'71(C))'P (ia*;j7 7')’
hence
P@GE—-1,C;4,7) 4 vg, ,(C) =9 S vr,_,(C)/2

P (Z - 172Ri,1 \C;jﬂ') § ‘ 1- VRi71(C) 1= VRi—l(C)/Q.
The last inequality holds for vg, ,(C) > % and sufficiently small y. Thus, we obtain that
P(i_lac;j77) _ P(Z—l,C,j,T) VRifl(C)
P(Z_L*a]aT) P(Z_17ER171\C7J7T)+P(Z_17Ca]77) 2 ‘

2. We define C” £ {0 € S, , | vg,(K,) > 1 — 1}. By the same argument as before, we have
vRr, ,(C") >1—4gp and

3
P(i=1,%57) 2 P(i—1,C"%j,7) > o (1—deo) - P (i, %5,7).

Since P (i — 1,0;7,7) <wvg, ,(0)-P(i,%;7,7) forany o € ¥, ,. For sufficient small £y, we have

P(Z - 170-;j77_) < 3VR1'71(0-) : P(Z - 17*;]'77—) .

3. Sort ¥r, = {01,02,...,0)5, |} in the non-decreasing order according to the value of P (i,0;j, 7).

1 P(i,Uk;jﬂ') _ 1 .
Let k£ € N be the smallest number such that > 1<k VR (01) > 7. Then, we have Pliwiir) — v (o)
P ‘7 B '7 1 P '7 (R ; ‘7 10t
752({,&‘“;?)T) > 1 because otherwise ZU:AZL-0LkIT) {,i(li,*;;.f i)} 1) < 34 dv,(01) < L. contradicting that R;

is well-distributed based on (3, 7). Therefore, we have {o, 0% 41, ..., 05, |} € S and

3
VRi(S) > VRi({Ukvak-i-l’"'vUIERi\}) > Z

The symmetric case that R; is well-distributed based on (%, o) follows by symmetry. O

The next lemma guarantees the existence of well-distributed ring in the J* produced by Algorithm 4.

Lemma 5.6. In the J* produced by Algorithm 4, for 1 < i,j < { with |i — j| > D, if Ry, is a good ring for
all min(7, j) < k < max(i, j), then R; is well-distributed based on (j,T) for every T € X g, avoiding Ay,.

Proof. We prove for the case that ¢ < j. The case with ¢ > j follows by symmetry.
By contradiction, assume that there is some 7 € X, avoiding Ay, such that R; is not well-distributed
based on (j, 7). By Lemma 5.5, Ry, is not well-distributed based on (j,7) for all i < k < j. Thus, for

all such k, there exists a C' C Xp, such that vg, (C) > % and Igfki;:))) < VRk2(C). When k = j — 1,
we have P (k,*;j,7) = 1. Fori < k < j — 1, it can be verified by the law of total probability that

P(k7 ERk \07377) < (1 - VRk(C)) ’ P(k+ 17*;j77)’hence

P(k72Rk\Cvj7T) < (1_VRk(C))P(k+17*7jaT)

P(ksij7) = <2 PR+ 15g7),

which implies that P (i, x; j,7) < (g)D. Thus, we have P (i,%;7,7) < % for sufficiently small constant
€0, contradicting the termination condition of the repeat loop in Algorithm 4. O
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Now we are ready to prove the technical Lemmas 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4. For convenience, we define functions
¢y, for all v € V as follow. For any partial assignment o where the variables in vbl(v) are assigned, define:

1 if o avoids A,,
Pu(0) = .
0 otherwise.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Denote by M the density matrix of R; and R;, and by M’ that of R; and R;. Then
the matrix M” = M - W - M’ is the density matrix of R; and R/, where W £ (Wgﬁ)oegRJ_ rexy. s the
J

diagonal weight matrix such that W , = vg, (o) - (Hvev(j 5 qﬁv(a)) for any o € Xp;.

For 01,09 € X, avoiding Ay, and 71,7 € X R avoiding A Ao consider the following two cases:

e Case: M _ -M! _ =0.Then, M/ _ -M! _ < (1+4e€)-MI _ M/ _ isimmediate.

01,71 02,72 01,71 02,72 01,72 02,71

* CaseIl: M/ . - M,  #0.LetS; = {p € Xg, | pavoids bad event Ay, }. Then, we have

01,71 02,72
" " _ } : ! !
Mm,n 'Mazrrz - (Mol,p1M027P2)Wﬁl,P1WP27P2M01,T1MP27T2
PhszZRj
. ! /
- E Mo’hm Mo’mpz Wpl,m Wmvpz Mm yT1 Mp2ﬁ2’
p1,p2€S;
and
" " _ / /
Mg, ., Mg, . = E (Mo, s Moy p )Wy 1 VV,,WQMPLT1 MPNQ.
p1,p2€S;

Recall that R; and R; are partial e-correlated . According to Definition 5.1, for any 01,02 € Xp,
avoiding A, and p1, p2 € g, avoiding Ay, we have My, p, - My, oy < (1+€) - Mo,y py - Moy py-
Then, we have M” _ - M/ _ = 0and

01,72 02,71
" " / /
MY MY 2 paes; (Mo on Mo 00) W o0 Wops oo M, 7 My, o, <14
" Y - / / — :
MU17T2 MU2,7'1 Zm,pzeSj (M02701M01702)WplvplWP2702M017T1Mp2,7'2

This proves that R; and R/ are partial e-correlated. By symmetric argument, it also follows that ;s and R;
are partial e-correlated. Now treating ¢ and j’ as our new “4” and “‘j”, applying the old result with R; and R;
on this new instance, gives us that the partial e-correlation between R;» and ;s in the original instance. [

Proof of Lemma 5.3. Letj £+ 3D and k £ |2 |. By Lemma 5.6, Ry_1, Ry, Rj41 are well-distributed
based on both (i,0) and (j, 7) for any o € ¥, avoiding Ay, and any 7 € ¥ Rr; avoiding A, .. Let M be the
density matrix of R; and R;. According to Lemma 5.5, for any o € X, avoiding A), and any 7 € Xp,
avoiding A);, we have

MO’,T: Z VRk(p)' H ¢v(p)'P(i7O-;k7p)'P(k7p;j77)

PEXR, VeV k)
1 0N ,
>(5-2) (3 P (i,o;k, %) - P (k,%;5,7);

and My, = > wvr(p): [[ @olp)- P ok p)- Pk p;j.7)
PEXR, VEV(k k)

§32P(Z707k7*)P(k7*7]77)
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Therefore, for any 01, 02 € X, avoiding Ay, and 71,75 € ¥ R, avoiding A A;» We have

MUl,Tl 'MUz,Tz < 3 <14 =
. = 2= :
MUz,Tl MUl,Tz ((% _ 50) . (%)2> €0
for sufficiently small constant €. O

Proof of Lemma 5.4. Let j' £ j + 2D. We reuse the definitions of the M, M’, W, M", and S; in the proof
of Lemma 5.2.

For 01,09 € ¥, avoiding Ay, and 71,7 € X R avoiding A Ay We consider following two cases:

« Case . M, ., - My, . =0.Then, M7 . -MJ, _ <(1+e€)-My . -M] _ isimmediate.

02,72 o, Mo, o1, Moa,m
* Case Il: M, . - My, . # 0. Then, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 5.2, we have
A
M(;llyTQ ) MC/",277—1 # 0‘ Deﬁne 5(01702) = {(p17p2) € S] X S] | M01791M02,P2 é M017P2MU2,P1}'
Then, for any p1, p2 € S}, it holds that (p1, p2) € So, 00 OF (p2,p1) € Sg1,0,. We define
P2 Z (M017P1M02,P2)W01701W02702M/ M,

P1,T17 T P2,T2)
P1,P2 eso'l ;09

A / /
P2 - E (M0'17P1 MUz,P2)WP17P1 sz,p2Mp1,n Mpz,Tg?
plyp2¢S01,02
N 2 : / /
Ql - (M017P2M027P1)WﬁhﬁlWP27P2Mp1,T1MP2,T2’

Pl7p26501,02
Q2 é Z (M017P2M0'27P1)WP17P1 WP27P2M;1,T1M;)277'2‘

phpZﬁéSUl,og
According to Lemma 5.6 and Lemma 5.5, R;_1, Rj, Rj;1 are well-distributed based on (i,01),
(i,09),(3',m) and (§', 72), and it holds that

Ql =+ Q2 < 34 : P(ival;j7*) : P(Z.7O-2;j7 *) P (j)*;j/le) - P (]7 *;j/77—2) )
1 1 2 1 4 . . . . . -/ . -/
Q12§ 5_50 g 'P(Z701;]7*)’P(Z702;]7*)'P(37*;]7T1)'P(j7*;]772)'

Then, we can bound

" " / /
Mal;rl 'Maz,rz _ Zﬁhﬁzésj (M‘flvPlM"ZvW)WplvplWP2702MP1771MP2,T2
" . " - / /
M0177'2 MO’Z,Tl Zp1,p2€5j (M0'27P1 M017P2)WP17P1 WP27P2Mp1,7'1 Mpz,TQ

_hAR Qi+ (1+e)-Q

@
Q1+ Qe Q1+ Q2 §1+e-<1 Q1+Q2>

2 4
<1+ -1l LY g4} <4 + (1 )
= € 5 5 €0 3 > €o) " €

for sufficiently small constant €.

Altogether, this proves that R; and R are partial (1 — £¢) - € correlated. U
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6 Analysis of Initialization and Clustering

In this section, we first prove the correctness and efficiency of the Initialization phase (Lemma 3.5), and
then we prove the correctness and efficiency of the Clustering phase (Lemma 3.7).

6.1 Analysis of Initialization (Proof of Lemma 3.5)

It is sufficient to show that for any € € (0, 1), the event |R| = O (logn -loglogn - log % -log %) holds
with probability at least 1 — e. This can be proved by the Chernoff bound.
Foreach S € S, let YS € {0, 1} be the random variable that indicates whether Ag occurs on Y. Then

which is the number of clusters with color k; Then, for each 1 < k < ¢ - logn, we have

ng

E Z YS: > (1-PrlYs=0]) <ng— - II Prlivs=0]

Ses,c(s SeS,C(S)=k S€eS,C(S)=k

Since C is a proper coloring of S, {Ys}gc 5,0(5)=k are mutually independent random variables. Recall that
the distributed LLL instance I is y-satisfiable. We have [ [¢. S.0(S)=k Pr[Ys = 0] > ~, which implies

E Z Ys < nyg- (1—7”1’€>:nk-<1—e_’3klni):O<10g%>.

SeS,C(S

Suppose that c; is a sufficiently large constant. By Chernoff bound, for any 0 < € < 1, we have

€

1 1
Pr Z Ys > c1 - (loglogn) - log; -log - <

clogn’
SeS.C(S)=k
By the union bound, we have
1 1
Pr ZYS (clogn)-c; - (loglogn) -log—-log —| < clogn = e.
fer 0% € clogn

Thus, for any 0 < € < 1, we have |R| = O (logn -loglogn - log% -log %) with probability at least 1 — €.

6.2 Analysis of Clustering (Proof of Lemma 3.7)

Balls are uniquely identified and far-apart. According to the definition of B, if for any distinct u,v € R
with 7, py, 70, P & {L} we have distq(By, (pv), Br, (Pu)) > 2(€ 4 2), then the followings hold:

1. for any distinct u,v € R, if py, Py, T, 70 & {L} then By, (py) N By, (py) = 0.

2. distg(B1, B2) > 2(¢ + 2) for any distinct By, By € B.
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It then remains to show that we indeed have distg (B, (py), Br, (pu)) = 2(£+ 2) for any distinct u, v €
R with 7y, py, 7w, pu ¢ {L}. We prove this by induction. Suppose that the sequence {v1,v2, ..., vg|} is
obtained by sorting R in ascending order of IDs. Algorithm 1 is applied on the nodes in R in this order.

For the induction basis: initially all v € R set p,, and 7, to _L, which satisfies the hypothesis trivially.

Now, suppose the induction hypothesis holds before the execution of Algorithm 1 on node v; for some
1 <i < n. After Algorithm 1 terminates on v, it holds that, it holds that distg (B, (pv, ) B, (Po;)) >
2(€ +2) forany 1 < j <4, if py,, 7, ¢ {L}. Otherwise, the while loop in Algorithm 1 would not
terminate. According to Algorithm 1, for 1 < j < ¢, the only possible modification can be made to
pv; and 7, during the execution of the algorithm at node v; is to set them to L. Thus, by the induction
hypothesis, it still holds that for any distinct 1 < j,k < i such that py;, 7y 5, Doks 7w, & {L}, we have
dist(;(ij (v, ), Br,, (Pv,)) = 2(€+2). Andfor j > i, itholds that p,; = r,; =L. Altogether, it holds that
after Algorithm 1 terminates on node v;, for any distinct 1 < j, k < |R| such that p,;, 7y j, Do ks T, & {1},
we have distG(ij (Pv;)s Bry, (Pu,,)) = 2(£ + 2).

Thus, after Algorithm 1 has been sequentially executed on all node v € R, for any distinct u,v € R
with 7y, py, o, Py € {L}, it holds that distg(By, (pv), Br, (Pu)) = 2(€ + 2).

Clustered Conditional Gibbs Property. Then, we prove that (Y, B) satisfies the clustered conditional
Gibbs property (as defined in Definition 3.4) on instance I with parameter (€g, Yo, do)-
For any B C 2V define

S(B) & | vbi(n), T(B) £ U\ | vbl(Be(A)),

AeB AeB

o(B) £ {Av wevy A} , (B) £ {AL (s 1y o) | A € BY.
AeB

Forany B C 2" and o € Yg(By with Pr[B = B A Yg(z) = o] > 0, we define following three events:

Ai(B,o): Yg) = o,
As(B,o): B=B,
As(B,0) : Y avoids all bad events in ®(B) U ®'(B).

Forany B C 2V and o € ¥ sy With Pr[B = B A Ygz) = o] > 0, we will prove the equivalence
between A;(B,0) A As(B,0) and Ay (B, o) A As(B, o).

First, we show A (B,0) A Ax(B,0) = A1(B,0) A As(B, o). Suppose that A; (B, o) and As (B, o)
happen together. If a bad events in ®(B) occurs on Y, according to Condition 3.3, it must be included in
at least one ball, centered on a node in R with radius 2d - log nloglogn + 1. And Algorithm 1 will only
combine balls into bigger balls. Thus, it must hold that v € A for some A € B, a contradiction. If a bad
events in ®’(B) occurs on Y, then according to Algorithm 1, the algorithm will not terminate with B = 13,
a contradiction. Therefore, we have the occurrence of A;3(B, o).

Next, we show A, (B, o) A A3(B,0) = Ai(B,0) A Az(B, o). This is proved by induction. Define

Z£{ZeX | Zgp) = o and Z avoids all bad events in ®(B) U ®'(B) }.

Since Pr[B = B A Yg(3) = o] > 0, there exists at least one assignment Z € Z such that B is output by

Algorithm 1 after running on Z. Next, we will prove that for any ZeZ, Algorithm 1 will output the same
B after running on Z’, which implies A, (B,0) A A3(B,0) = As(B,0).
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Consdier a fixed Z € Z. Define
D2{veV | Ayoccurson Z} and D2 {v eV | A, occurs on D}.

Recall that Z avoids all the bad events in ®(3). Thus, for any v € D, it holds that v € (J,.gz A, which
means vbl(v) C S(B). The same argument also holds for Z, which gives vbl(v) € S(B). Assuming
A1(B,0) N Aa(B, o), it holds that Zg(g) = ZS(B) — 0. Thus, we have D = D.

A random set R C V is computed in the Initialization phase from the random assignment Y gen-
erated according to the product distribution v. Denote by R, R C V the respective R sets computed in
Initialization phase from Z, Z. It can be verified that R = R since D = D.

Let the nodes in R = R be sorted in the ascending order of IDs as {vy, vy, ..., v} Let1 < i < |RJ.
Suppose that Algorithm 1 is executed at node v; € R on the assignment Y = Z. Denote by N; the total
number of iterations of the while loop, and for 0 < j < N;and 1 < k < |R|, let p,(,i];j ) and rf)i’j ) respectively
denote the p,, and r,, computed right after the j-th iteration. Let Ni, ﬁz(,i’j ) and ﬁ()ij ) be similarly defined for
1 <i<|R|=|R|and 0 < j < N; when Algorithm 1 is executed at node v; € R = R on the assignment
Y = Z. By convention, let Nog = Ny = 0 and p(0 0 = 7’1(,?’0) = 15(? 0 = f’z(,?’o) =1.

Next, we prove by induction that, for any 0 < ¢ < |R| = |R], it holds that N; = N;, and furthermore,
forany 0 < j < N; = N, any 1 < k < |R| = |R| it always holds that p(m) = pffk’]) and 7‘1(} ) = 73()2])

The induction basis holds trivially as Ny = Ny = 0 and p(0 0 = (? 0 = }(,? 0 = f’i(,? 0) =1.

Suppose pg,,n) = pg,k 7 and n(,k D= m(,:]) forsome 0 <i < |R|,0 < j < N;, 1 <k < |R]|, and further
suppose IN; = N, if j = N;. Then, we prove that the same holds for the next iteration. If j = IV;, by the
same initialization in Algorithm 1, we have pz(f,:rl 0 p(Hl 0) and T(Z—H 0 1()2:1’0) for1 <k < |R|. If

j < Nj, consider the following three cases for the j-th iteration in Algonthm 1 at node v;:

* Case 1: the If condition in Line 3 is satisfied. In this case, there exists vy € R = R with z’ e
such that dist(Br(i_,j)(ngi’])), Bf(i,j)(ﬁz()i’,”)) < (2¢+2). By LH.: pz(fk ) = ﬁff’]) and r(l’]) 72()2’)) for

1 < k < |R|. Then the same If condition must be satisfied by the same vy when Y = Z. Thus,
P = G ang (0D = pl0FY for 1 < K < |R).

e Case 2: the If condition in Line 8 is satisfied. In this case, the new bad event A) defined on variables

outside the ball B ;) (pz(,ij )) occurs on Z and the radius grows as n() IHL) rf)f.’j ) 4+ 2o(€0, 70, 60)-

SinceonY = Z, Bis eventually output, Ay must be defined over S(B). Hence the same If condition

must be satisfied when Y = Z. We have pg, LIt ﬁ&jﬂ) and T(WH) = ﬂ(,i’jﬂ) for1 <k <|R)|.

e Case 3: otherwise. In this case, it can be verified that the above two If conditions are not satisfied
on Y = Z either. It is obvious to see this for the If condition in Line 3, since pgfk’j ) — 135,’,;3 ) and
m()ff ) = 72(,2’] ) for 1 < k < |R| by LH.. For the If condition in Line 8, we consider the two subcases:

@ if B (i (pg,ij )) € B, by the occurrence of Asz(B, o) , the condition will not be triggered on Z;
(b) if B o ])(pq(fz’] ) ¢ B, in Algorithm 1, the bad event A) must be defined on S(B). Thus, the

condition Wlll not be triggered on Z. Thus, we have p(m = p(k’j ) and r(m D _ ﬂ(fkj ) for
1 < k < |RJ, and further have N; = N;.
(|R\ Nigr)) L(|R|,N|R))

Thus, p = Dy,  and r,(JLR"N‘R‘) = ff,LRLN‘R‘) for 1 < k < |R|. Since B is output by

Algorithm 1 after running on Z, this shows that B is also output by Algorithm 1 after running on Z.
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This proves the equivalence between A;(B,0) A Az(B,o) and A;(B,o) A A3(B,o). Now we are
ready to prove the clustered conditional Gibbs property of (Y, B). Forany B C 2" and o € ¥ s(8) with
Pr[B = BAYgp) = o] > 0,and any 7 € Xy g,

PI"[YT(B) =T | B=BA YS(B) = U] = PI"[YT(B) =T | ./41(8, U) VAN AQ(B, U)]
= Pr[Yys) =7 | Ai(B, o) A A3(B, o).

Due to Condition 3.3, Y follows the product distribution v. Thus, the above conditional probability is
precisely ’U%T(B) (1) = Pr[Ypp) =7 | A1(B,0) A A3(B, 0)], where

I= ({Xi}iev, {Av}vey UP'(B)) = <{Xi}ieU, {Av}vev U {Aﬁ(A,m%%) |A € B}) :

Thus, after Algorithm 1 has been sequentially executed on all nodes v € R, it holds that (Y, B) satisfies
the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (g, Yo, do)-

Balls are reasonably small. During the execution of Algorithm 1 on some node v € R, the value of
D&Y VER put Lrut L Tv MAY be increased in the following cases:

* Case 1: at initialization. For a node v € V/, it increases D by 1 + d - logn - loglog log n while
initializes its radius r, from L to 1+d-log n-log log log n. In the Clustering phase, when Algorithm 1
is sequentially applied to all v € R, such initialization can happen at most |R | times. Thus, the total
contribution to D of this case is bounded by |R| - (1 +d - logn - loglog log n) = O(|R| - log n).

* Case 2: when the If condition in Line 3 is triggered. In Algorithm 1, once the if condition in
Line 3 is triggered, D will increase by 2¢ 4 1, and meanwhile, at least one node u € R with p,, #L
will becomes p,, =L. Thus, in the Clustering phase this condition can be triggered at most | R | times.
The total contribution to D of this case is bounded by |R|- (2¢ 4 1) = O(|R| - log? nlog? %)

* Case 3: when the If condition in Line 8 is triggered. Forv € V,and 1 < r < n, define the event

. I
For: AA(BT(v),eo,vo,éo) occurson Y.

We define F £ {For | v eVl <r <n}. Foranyv € Vand 1 < r < n, according to
Lemma 3.1, the probability of F, , is at most % And it can be observed that the if condition in
Line 8 is triggered k times for some k& > 1, only if at least k£ events in F happen. Moreover, these
k events must be mutually independent. This is because once the if condition is triggered and the
constructed augmenting event occurs, the involved random variable will be included in a ball and will
not be used by any other constructed augmenting event who triggers if condition next time.

Thus, it is sufficient to bound the probability that there exists a subset of & mutually independent
events in J such that all of them happen together, which is

Z HPr[fhappens]§ Z H% gn%.%:%.

FCF,|F|=k, feF FCF,|F|=k, feF
the events in F’ the events in F’
are independent are independent

For any 0 < ) < 1, the probability that the if condition in Line 8 is triggered at least k = log,, % times

is at most n =% < ). Note that each time the if condition is triggered, the value of D will increase by /.
Thus, with probability 1—n, the contribution D of this case is bounded by O(|R| -log? n-log? %-log %)

Overall, for any 0 < n < 1, we have D = 5(]7?,] -log?n - log? % -log %) with probability 1 — 7.
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7 Analysis of Resampling

In this section, we analyze the Resampling phase of the algorithm. The correctness and efficiency of the
RecursiveSampling procedure (Items 1 and 2 in Lemma 3.11) are respectively proved in Sections 7.1 and 7.2.
The accuracy of the estimation (Lemma 3.10) in the augmented instance is proved in Section 7.3. The
correctness of substituting (Lemma 3.12) is proved in Section 7.4. Finally, the analysis of the Resampling
phase (Lemma 3.11) is wrapped up in Section 7.5.

7.1 Correctness of RecursiveSampling (Proof of Item 1 in Lemma 3.11)

First, we prove Item 1 of Lemma 3.11, which guarantees the correctness of Algorithm 2.

Assume that Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input of RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,,, ). Our goal is
to show that Y ~ u; when the procedure returns. This is proved by a structural induction. For the induction
basis A = V/, Line 9 is executed with probability 1 and the resampled Y follows the distribution ;.

For the general case, assume that all recursive calls made within RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, ¢€,~,0, a)
return with the correct sampling results as long as Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input arguments to these
recursive calls. We then prove Y ~ uy when RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,, 0, ) returns.

In Algorithm 2, a p € [0,1) is drawn uniformly at random beforehand. Then an estimation [L, R] of the
probability P = Prx.,, [ X avoids A) ] is dynamically improved based on local information, to determine
whether p < P (in which case Line 6 is satisfied, and the algorithm enters the zone for generating Y™ ~ 1 7)
or p > P (in which case Line 16 is satisfied, and the algorithm enters the zone for generating Y ~ pj,).
This inspires us to define the following events:

J1: Line 6 is satisfied, and the algorithm enters the zone for generating Y ~ p;

F1: Line 16 is satisfied, and the algorithm enters the zone for generating Y ~ 1 fre

Once the algorithm enters one of these two zones, it will not leave the zone until the algorithm returns.
Thus, the above two events are mutually exclusive. Furthermore, at least one of them must occur eventually.
Indeed, for P £ Prx.,, [ X avoids A, ], we have the following claim.

Claim 7.1. Pr[F;| = P and Pr[F1] =1— P.

Proof. Let ly = {y(€0,70,00). By Lemma 3.1, Ay is defined on the random variables in vbl(By,(A)). For
i>1,let¥; = Ly (Cé,ozl,ozg . C(Z)) Fori > 1, let

3i 2 {J = ({Xi}iev,, {Av}vev,) | J is a-satisfiable

and J (VJ \BP7, (A)) is +-satisfiable

and J <B£D0J+£i+1(A)> =1 (Bzigﬁ-l(A))} .
Fore > 1, let

L; = inf Pr [X avoids A5] and R; = sup Pr [ X avoids Ay |.
JeJi Xr~py JE3; X~y

Since I € J; for all ¢ > 1, it always holds that P € [L;, R;]. In particular, P = L; = R; when L; = R;.
And by Lemma 3.10, we have R; — L; < 4{3 forall7 > 1.
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Let imax denote the smallest integer ¢ > 1 with By, 44, (A) = V. Let jmax denote the smallest integer
1 > 1 with L; = R;. Observe that j,ax < %max. Then, the while loop stops within at most j,.x iterations.

Moreover, for 1 < ¢ < jnax, the values of L; and R; are computed in Line 5 in the ¢-th iteration.
The probability of 7 is then calculated. By convention, assume Ly = 0 and Ry = 1. It holds that

Pr[F] = Z Pr [(p < max Lj> A <max L; <p < min Rj>}

0<5<i 0<j<i 0<j5<i
1<i<imax =7= =7 =7
maxg<i<; Li — maxg<i<; Lj .
= E —=J= RJ =/ LJ +| min R; — max L;
ming<i«; Ri — maxo<ic; L; 0<j<i 0<j<i
1<i<imax 0<j<i L5 0<j<i bj ) =)
= E max L; — max L; | = max L; =P
— 0<5<s 0<j<s 0<i<imax
1<i<imax

As for the probability of 77, it holds that

Pr[F] Z Pr [<p > min Rj> A <maX L; < p < min Rjﬂ

0<5<1 <5< 0<j<1
1<i<imax =I= = =

B Z ming<j<; Rj —ming<j<i R, <min R; — max L >
p— ’ j N ]

ming<j; R; — maxo<ic; Li  \0<j<i 0<j<i

1<i<imax 00 R 0=j<i &j =7t =7t

= E min R — min R; ) =1— min R;=1-P. O
0<j<t 0<j<i 0<i<imax

1<i<imax

The following claim guarantees the soundness of Line 8 in Algorithm 2.
Claim 7.2. With probability 1, max f > 0 and v (Q}”SAYT> > 0, where f is defined in (9).

Proof. Let S = vbl(A) and T' = U \ vbl(By,(c v,5)(A)). We show that for any o1 € Xg and 71 € X7

with Pr[Ys = o1 A Y7 = 7] > 0, it always holds that v <QCI’1 Mz) > 0, and furthermore, it holds that

max f > 0 conditioned on Yg = oy, which will prove the claim. Fix any 01 € Xg and 7y € X7 with
Pr[Ys = 01 A Yp = 71| > 0. Since the input to RecursiveSampling satisfies Condition 3.9, it holds that
(Y, {A}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (e,~y,d), which

means ,uCIflT(Tl) > 0, and hence v (Q?A”) > 0, for the LLL instance I defined as in (8).
For v (QI) > a— 4§ > 0, there exist 09 € X g and 7o € X such that v (Q?) > 0and v <Q?2MQ> > 0.

According to Lemma 3.1, we have that S and 7" are e-correlated in instance I ,l.e.:
v <Q§1/\n> - <Q<I{z/\rz> <146 v (QCI[U\TQ) v (Q?/\n) '
Thus, it holds that v (Q?ATZ) > 0and max f > f(m2) =v (Q?) Jv (Q}'AAW) > 0. O

Claim 7.3. Conditioned on Fi, when RecursiveSampling(Y'; I, A, €,7, 6, ) returns, Y follows I

Proof. By Claim 7.2, the Bayes filter constructed in Line 8 is well-defined. Let > denote the event that the
Bayes filter defined in Line 8 succeeds. Depending on whether F» happens, we proceed in two cases.
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First, assume that F5 does not happen. In this case, we only need to verify that the input of the recursive
call RecursiveSampling(Y; I,B, (A U{N}, 3 57 COO‘, 3‘) in Line 14 satisfies Condition 3.9. For any fixed
x € NT with Pr[F; A = Fo Ar = x| > 0, conditioned on F; A ~Fo A1 = x, the properties asserted in
Condition 3.9 are verified one by one on the input to this recursive call as follow.

1. By our assumption, the original input (Y'; I, A, €,~,d, ) satisfies Condition 3.9, which means 0 <
€ < 5, 0<a<~vy<land0 < § < (p- a. The same can be easily verified for (2,7, Cozo‘, ‘;)

2. Since (Y;1,A,¢€,7,0,a) satisfies Condition 3.9, the LLL instance I(V \ A) is v-satisfiable. For
x> Lo(e,y,0), we have I((V U {A}) \ (Bz(A) U{A})) = I(V \ B,(A)), which must also be ~-
satisfiable since V' \ B;(A) C V \ A. Furthermore, it holds that V(Q ) > a—0 > (1—{y)a By
choosing (g > 0 to be a sufficient small constant, the LLL instance I is at least 5-satisfiable.

3. Let S = vbl(B;(A)) and T' = U\vbI(BHZO(% .,

denote the bad event and the augmented LLL instance constructed in Lemma 3.1, where

COTQ) (A)). Let A, and I, where s ¢ V, respectively

A, 2 Al

A(Bx(A),ny, Coa) and [AH £ ({Xi}i€U7 {A’U}UEV U {A)\} U {AH})

Let A denote the event that Y avoids the bad event A,. For any 0 € X g with Pr[Fi A—-FaAr =
T A YS = o] > 0, since Yg = o already ensures r; > x, we have

flA—'ngT:l’AYS:J <~ ]:1/\—|]:2/\./4/\Y§:U.

Moreover, given A and Yy = o, the event —F is conditionally independent of Y. Recall that
(Y, {A}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (e,~,9).
Thus, conditioned on 1 A =Fa AT = x A Yy = o, it holds that Y follows the distribution ,uq P

Thus, (Y, {B,(A) U{A}}) is clustered conditional Gibbs on instance I with parameter <2 Y COO‘).

Altogether, conditioned on 71 A—FaAr = z, the input to the recursive call in Line 14 satisfies Condition 3.9.
By the induction hypothesis, right after the recursive call in Line 14 returns, Y follows the distribution ;.
Since this holds for all possible z € N*, we have that the output Y ~ p ; conditioned on 7 and —F>.

The remaining case is that 75 happens. Let S = vbl(A) and 7" = U\ vbl(By,c +,5)(A)). Fixany o € Xg
with Pr[F; A Fo A Yg = o] > 0. We prove that, conditioned on F; A Fo A Yg = o, the Y follows the
distribution 1 after Line 9 being executed. In the following analysis, let Y = (Y;);ey denote the original
input random assignment and let Y’ = (Y;/);cy denote the Y after Line 9 being executed.

Recall that S and T are e-correlated in instance I. For any m € % with V(Q}FT/\U) = 0, it holds that

i p(mr) = 0. Thus, for any 7 € ¥ with p; () > 0, it holds that I/(Q}FT/\U) > 0. For any 7 € 3 with
p;(m) > 0, conditioned on F; and Ys = o, it holds that

PI‘[Y/ =7 fg] = PI‘[YQ/ﬂ = 7TT] . PI‘[Y[/]\T = TU\T ’ Yj/ﬂ = 7TT] . PI‘[./."Q ’ Y = 7'(']

[eg s Y QTT 1 Q [ 1
= 17 (7)1 p(TonT) - ) (Ez}‘i’rz) ‘maxf Hi(m) - :((Q% “max f
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Then, conditioned on F; and Yg = o, it holds that

Fol =Y PiY =a AR = pn) @) 1 _v(Q) 1

Tex = (Qa> max f (Q?> max f

Thus, conditioned on F; A Fo A Yg = o, the output Y’ follows pj- By the law of total probability,
conditioned on 1 and J3, after RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, ¢,, 0, a) returns, Y follows 1. O

Claim 7.4. Conditioned on JF,, when RecursiveSampling(Y'; I, A, €,,d, ) returns, Y follows pu i

Proof. In this case, we only need verify that the input (Y; I, Bs(A) U {X} ) %, v, Coa(é_é) ya(l — R)> of

the recursive call to RecursiveSampling in Line 20 satisfies Condition 3.9. For any fixed z € N with
Pr(F; As = ) > 0, conditioned on F; and s = z, the properties asserted in Condition 3.9 are verified one
by one on the input to this recursive call as follow.

1. By our assumption, the original input (Y'; I, A, ¢€,~,d, ) satisfies Condition 3.9, which means 0 <
€< %, 0<a<y<land0 < d < (y- . The same can be verified on (2,7, M ,o(l — R))

2. Since (Y;I,A¢,7,6,q) satisfies Condition 3.9, the LLL instance I(V \ A) is y-satisfiable. For
x> Lo(e,7,5), we have I'((V U {A}) \ (Bz(A) U{A\})) = I(V \ B.(A)), which must also be -
satisfiable since V'\ B, (A) € V'\ A. Furthermore, it holds that v(€2;,) > v(Q7)-(1-P) > a-(1-R).

3. Let S = vbl(B,(A))and T' = U\vbl(B

L ¢oa)(A)). Let A and I,., where k & V, respectively
-T+£0 (577707)
denote the bad event and the augmented LLL instance constructed in Lemma 3.1, where
I 7
AH é AA(BZ(A)’%’,Y’COO‘(;*R))’ and '[{ é ({X’i}iEU7{AU}UEV U {AS\} U {Aﬁ}}

Let A denote the event that Y avoids the bad event A. For any o € ¥4 with Pr[FiAs=zA Ye=
o] > 0, since Yg = o already ensures s > x, we have

Fins=xzANYg=0 <= “FIANANY;=0.

Recall that by our assumption, (Y, {A}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance

I with parameter (¢, 7, d). Thus, conditioned on F; A s = x A Yg = o, it holds that Y} follows the

distribution 5, -, i.e. (Y, {Bz(A) U {A\}}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on
12

instance I’ with parameter < TR0 M).

Altogether, conditioned on F; and r = z, the input to the recursive call in Line 20 satisfies Condition 3.9.
By the induction hypothesis, right after the recursive call in Line 20 returns, Y follows the distribution ;.
Since this holds for all possible x € N, by the law of total probability, we have that the output Y ~ p I
conditioned on Fj. O

Now we are ready to finalize the proof of the correctness of RecursiveSampling. Denote by Y* the
random assignment Y when RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, e,~, 0, ) returns. By Claim 7.1 and Claim 7.3,
for any 7w € Xy avoiding Ay, it holds that

Pr[Y* = 7] = Pr[Y* = 7 | 1] - Pr[F] + Pr[Y* = 7 | ] - PrlF]
= pp(m) - P = pr(m).
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On the other hand, by Claim 7.1 and Claim 7.4, for any 7w € ¥y not avoiding A}, it holds that
Pr[Y* =7 = Pr[Y* =« | F1| - Pr[Fi] + Pr[Y* = 7 | Fi] - Pr[F]
= pp(m) - (1= P) = py(m).

This proves that Y ~ p; when RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,,d, «) returns, assuming Condition 3.9
satisfied initially by the input, which finishes the inductive proof of the correctness of RecursiveSampling.

7.2 Efficiency of RecursiveSampling (Proof of Item 2 in Lemma 3.11)

We now prove Item 2 of Lemma 3.11, which bounds the efficiency of Algorithm 2.

Assume that Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input of RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,~,d, «). To upper
bound the complexity of the recursive algorithm, we construct a potential P > 0, which is computed during
the execution of RecursiveSampling according to the following rules which are added into Algorithm 2:

* P is initialized to 0, and the current value of P is returned whenever the algorithm returns;
* when the recursive call in Line 14 returns with some value P, the value of P is increased by P;;

* when the recursive call in Line 20 returns with some value Ps, the current value of P is increased by
Py + [log ﬁ} + 1, where R is the current estimation upper bound calculated in Line 5;

* whenever Line 23 is executed, the value of P is increased by 1.

This procedure for computing the potential P is explicitly described in Algorithm 5. Note that other than
the part for computing the value of P, Algorithm 5 is exactly the same as Algorithm 2. Therefore, we refer
to them both by the same name RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,,0, ).

Next, we prove Claim 7.5 and Claim 7.6, where Claim 7.5 says that the potential P computed as above
can be used to bound the radius r of RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,~, 0, «) stated in Item 2 of Lemma 3.11,
and Claim 7.6 gives an upper bound on the potential P.

Claim 7.5. Suppose that Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input of RecursiveSampling(Y'; I, A, ¢€,7,0, a),
who accesses I(B;(A)), updates Y (B, (n)), and returns a P > 0. It holds that

r < /Ly(e,v,6) + O (73' <P+logé> -log% -log <Plog%logé>> )

Proof. Let c > 1 be a sufficient large constant. For P € N, v € (0,1), a € (0, 1), define

g(P,v,a) =c-P- <P+logl> -logl -log <Plogllogl> .
o vy v o
Claim 7.5 is proved by showing that r < ¢y(e,~,d)+g(P,~, «). This is proved by a structural induction.
Suppose that the input is the LLL instance I = ({X; }ictr, {Av }vev ), the random assignment Y = (Y;)cr,
and the subset A C V' of bad events, along with the parameter (e, 7, d, ) satisfying Condition 3.9.
First, for the induction basis, when A = V/, the induction hypothesis holds as r = 0 and P = 0.
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Algorithm 5: RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,, 6, ) that computes P during execution

Input : LLL instance I = ({X;}icv, {Av}vev ), subset A C V, parameter (e, 7, d, av);
Data : assignment Y = (Y;);cp stored globally that can be updated by the algorithm;
Output: integer P > 0;
// An integer P >0 is computed and returned (which are highlighted);
otherwise, the algorithm is the same as Algorithm 2.
1 initialize P < 0, < 1, and define £y = £g(e, 7, );
// The value of P is initialized to O.

2 draw p € [0,1) uniformly at random;
3 while true do
4 4 < Lo (C(Z]vlyva'g(l));
5 compute the smallest interval [L, R] containing P = Prx.,,,[ X avoids A, | based on A, A,
I (By+e,+1(A)), assuming that [ is a-satisfiable and I (V' \ Byy4¢,+1(A)) is y-satisfiable;
6 if p < L then
7 define T £ U \ vbl(By, (A));
8 with probability LX), where f is de]f/ned as in (9), do
9 i update Y by redrawing Yin 7 ~ p fvTU\T;
10 else
11 initialize r < {y + 1;
. . i
12 while Y does not avoid the bad event AA(BT (A))1/2, 7, Coa/2) do
13 grow the ball: 7 < r + £ (%,’y,%) and P <P+ 1;
// The value of P is increased by 1.
14 PP +RecursiveSampling<Y; I, B.(A) U {A}, %,’y, COTO‘, %),
// The value of P is increased by the amount returned by the
| recursive call.
15 B return P;
16 else if p > R then
17 initialize s < fo + 1;
. . f/
18 while Y does not avoid the bad event AA(BS (A),1/2,7, Con(1—R) /2) do
19 grow the ball: s < s+ £y (%,’y, %;R)) and P <P+ 1;
// The value of P is increased by 1.
20 P + P+[log ﬁ%]JrRecursiveSampling(Y; I', B{(A) U {x}, %, v, M, a(l — R));
// The value of P is increased by the amount returned by the
recursive call.
21 B return P;
22 else
23 enter the next iteration (and refine the estimation of P): ¢ < ¢+ 1and P < P + 1;
| // The value of P is increased by 1.
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Now, consider the general case. Define

1 1 1 1
2 ly(e,y,6) = O (log - log 5 log 5 log <log log log — >>

1 1 1 1
= _’%Qo_oz = O | log — log — log log—log— )
2 2 ¥ « «

. (1 1-R 1 L
€2=€0<§,%%> O<log IOgWIOgOOg logm>>7

by 2 4y (¢ va- ) =0 (Klogfy <1og L +K> log <Klog7 <log L +K>>>

where K stands for the number of times that Line 23 is executed.

The induction then proceeds in the following three cases:

e Case 1: Line 14 is executed. Let K7 denote the number of times that Line 13 is executed. Let P;
denote the value returned by the recursive call in Line 14. In this case, we have P = K + P; + K.
By the induction hypothesis, it holds that

T‘§£+(K1+1)'€1+9<P1,’7,<2 >+€3

e Case 2: Line 20 is executed. Let K5 denote the number of times that Line 19 is executed. Let Py
denote the value returned by the recursive call in Line 20. In this case we have P = K + Py + Ko +
[log ﬁ} By the induction hypothesis, it holds that

1-R
r§£+(K2+1)-€2+g<772,’y,%> + £5.

e Case 3: otherwise. In this case, we have P = K. It holds that

r<fl+4+/0l3+1.

By choosing c to be a large enough constant, one can verify that r < ¢y + g(P,~, ) in all cases. U

Claim 7.6. Suppose that Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input of RecursiveSampling(Y'; I, A, €, 7,0, a),
who returns a P > 0. For any n € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — ), it holds that P = O <10g2 %)

Proof. We prove that, for some constant dy, it holds that Pr[P > d; - log? 77] < nforanyn € (0,1).

This is proved by induction. Suppose that the input is the LLL instance I = ({X; }ictr, {4y }oev ), the
random assignment Y = (Y);cp, and the subset A C V' of bad events, along with the parameter (e, 7y, 4, &)
satisfying Condition 3.9.

For the induction basis, when A = V/, the induction hypothesis holds trivially since P = 0.

For the general case. by induction hypothesis, all recursive calls return the correctly bounded values of
P’s as long as Condition 3.9 is satisfied by the input. We prove that RecursiveSampling(Y ; I, A, €,7,, @)
returns a correctly bounded P.

Let K denote the number of times that Line 23 is executed. Let K7 denote the number of times that
Line 13 is executed. Let K5 denote the number of times that Line 19 is executed. If Line 14 is executed, let

35



P1 denote the value returned by the recursive call in Line 14. If Line 20 is executed, let Py denote the value
returned by the recursive call in Line 20.

Forn € (0,1),letk = 101log %—i—dg for sufficient large constant ds. One can verify that if P > d;-log? %,
then necessarily at least one of the following events must have happened.

* Event £: K > k. The probability that Line 23 is executed more that &k times is R — L, where R and
L respectively take values of these variables in the k-th iteration of the while loop. By Lemma 3.10,
we have R — L < 4(6“. By choosing (; to be a small enough constant, we have

Pr(&) = Pr(K > k) < 4¢k < 0.01n.

» Event &: Line 14 is executed and K; > k. We have Pr(&) < Pr(VA € ®: AoccursonY),
where

P2 {AI Coa

_ . 1 (o ,
ABAA),L, L G0 | T lo(e,y,6) +1+1i- £y <—,7, —> ,for0 <i < k:}

2 2
Let X3 and A, denote the respective random variable and bad event constructed in Lemma 3.12 under
parameter A, Ypi(ay, (€,7,9), I(By(cy,5)+1(A)). Define

U’ = U\ vbl(Byy(er,5) (M),

V' £V \ By eq)+1(A), (13)

I'= ({Xi}iEU’ U {XB}7 {Av}ve\/’ U {An}) .
Let Y3 be drawn independent according to the marginal distribution ,u?,ng”)\w ¥ This is well-defined
because Y pi(x)\ {5} € U’. Then, define assignment Y as

Y' £ Yy AYp (14)
Since (Y, A) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on I with parameter (e, v, d), we have
Yur~ p ?;SA), where [ is defined as in (8). By Lemma 3.12, we have Y» ~ ppr ¢/, which means
Y’ ~ pp,ie. forany A € ®, we have that A occurs on Y if and only if A occurs on Y'. Thus,
Pr(&) <Pr(VA€ ®: AoccursonY) = Pr (VA € ® : A occurs on Y')

(Coo)®
“(1—¢€)(a—9)

by choosing (j to be sufficiently small constant.

< 4¢f < 0.01,

« Event &: Line 14 is executed and P; > d; log? 1—1177 We first bound the probability that Line 14 is

executed. Recall that S and T are e-correlated in instance I, where I is defined as in (8). According
to Definition 3.1, it holds with probability 1 that

fOr) o 1

fmax T 1l+e

Thus, the probability that Line 14 is executed is at most % By the induction hypothesis, we have
Pr(Py > d; - log? ﬁ | Line 14 is executed) < 1.17. Overall, we have

1
> —.
-2

Pr(&) < = - 1.1n < 0.557.

N —
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* Event £,: Line 20 is executed and K5 > k. The probability of £4 can be bounded similarly as &s.
Let I', Y’ be defined as in (13) and (14) respectively. Let I’ defined as in (8). Define

- , 1 (oa(l — R) ,
! A I — . - >~ 7
i) _{AA(BT.(A),;%(O“(;R)) r="L(e,v,0)+ 1414 <2,’y, 5 ,for0<i<k

For any A € ®’, we have that A occurs on Y if and only if A occurs on Y”, and

Pr(&) <Pr(VAe ® : AoccursonY) = Pr (VA € ® : Aoccurs on Y”)

(Goe)* k
< ——— <45 <0.01n.
S ola_g = Mo =000
* Event &5: Line 20 is executed and log 1TlR > k. The probability that Line 20 is executed given R,
is precisely 1 — R. Thus, we have

Pr(&) =Pr < Line 20 is executed

1 1 K
> . > < < 0. .
logl_R_k> Pr(logl_R_k>_2 < 0.01e

« Event £;: Line 20 is executed and P, > d; log? 1—1177 The probability that Line 20 is executed is

bounded by 1 — R. Recall that 1 — R is the lower bound of P = Pr X~u; ( X does not avoids Ay).
Assuming Condition 3.9, this probability P is at most % < (p. By the induction hypothesis, we have
Pr(Py > d; - log? ﬁ) < 1.1n. And by choosing (j to be sufficiently small constant, we have

Pr(&) < (o - 1.1n < 0.01n.

By the union bound applied on all above cases, we have

1
Pr (77 > d; - log? E) <,

for any i € (0, 1). This proves Claim 7.6. O

Combine Claim 7.5 and Claim 7.6. For any 0 < n < 1, with probability at least 1 — 7, the following
upper bound holds for the radius r of Algorithm 2, assuming that its input satisfies Condition 3.9:

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
r < /ty(e,7,0)+ O <<log— log* = + log = - log? = - log —> - log (log— -log — - log —>> .
g n g nooa oo
This proves Item 2 in Lemma 3.11.

7.3 Accuracy of estimation (Proof of Lemma 3.10)

We prove Lemma 3.10, which guarantees the accuracy of the estimation of the probability

P2 Pr [X avoids A} ]
X~pr

from the local information.
We first prove the following technical lemma, which follows directly from Definition 3.1.
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Lemma 7.7. Let I = ({X;}icu, {Av}vev) be a LLL instance. For any € > 0, any disjoint S, T C U with
SUT # U, any real functions:

p1,p2 ¢ Xs — Ry, q1,q2 : X1 — R>,

if S and T are e-correlated in I, it holds that

Yo n@)-al) v(@Q7T) Y palo)-alr) v (V)

oEX. g, TEXT oEX. g, TEXT
<A+ D> pi0)qn) v () D pa(o) - aulr) v (QF7).
OEX g, TEXT OEX S, TEXT

Proof. The lemma follows by verifying:

Yo m)am) v (@) Y p0)-aalr) v (QFY)

oEX. g, TEXT oEX g, TEXT
= Z p1(o1) - qu(m1) - p2(02) - 2(72) - v (QTT) - v (Q7272)
01,02€X5,T1,T2€XT
< Z pi(o1) - q1(m1) - pa(02) - qa(m2) - (1 +€) - v (QP72) - v (QPNT)
01,02€X3,71,T2€XT
<A+ D> pe) @) v (@) D pao)aulr) v (QF). O
OEX g, TEXT OEX g, TEXT

Now we can prove Lemma 3.10.

Proof of Lemma 3.10. For any o € X,p(5), define

~ |1 o avoids the bad event A,
¢(0)

0 o does not avoid the bad event Aj.

For any v € V,vbl(v) CW C V, 0 € Xy, define

bo(0) 2 1 o avoids the bad event A,,
o
! 0 o does not avoid the bad event A,,.

Let S = vbl(A) and T'= U \ vbl(By(A)). For any o € Xg, define

n@) 2 I ¢u0), p2(0) £pilo)- (o).

vbl(v)CS

For any 7 € X7, define

a2 ] ¢(n), @)1

vbl(v)CT

We considered a new bad event A,, constructed by Lemma 3.1 and a augmented LLL instance I,,:

P Ai(A,Ek,az,ayEk)’ wherew ¢ V, and I, = ({X;}icv, {Av}vevu{w})'
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k

According to Lemma 3.1, we have .S and T are ¢”-correlated in LLL instance I,,. By Lemma 7.7, we have

Yoo m) @) v (QET) Y p0)-aalr) v (QF)7)

oEX g, TEXT oEX g, TEXT (15)
<@+ DY pi0)qn) v (Q0T) - D palo) au(r) v (7).
OEX g, TEXT OEX g, TEXT
Let
P2 Pr [Xavoids Ay], and P, 2 Pr [X avoids A,].
Xrpr Xrpry,
It holds that N
P = ZO’EEs,TEET p2(0) ’ ql(T) v (Q?w T)
w oAT\ "
ZUEZS,TEZT p1(0') ) (h(T) g (QL{;\ )
Then, define

A ZUEZS,TEZT p2(a) : (]2(7') g (Q?:;\T)
ZUEES,TEET b1 (U) : qQ(T) g (Q(}Z,\T)

The above P,, and P are well-defined, since their denominators are non-zero, i.e.

S opilo) @) v Q)= Y pile)-alr) v (7))

OEX S, TEXT OEX S, TEXT
=v(Qp,) > as—a; - € >0,

P

Obviously, the value of P can be determined by A, Ay and I(By+1(A)). By Equation (15) and simply swap
the definition of ¢; with ¢o, we directly have

A

. A 1\ 2
P<(1+é) - Py<(1+) P (16)
Now we try to estimate the difference between P and P,,. First, we have

Yoews P2(0) V(Q]) _ Xoen, p2(0) - (W(OF,) + v(Aw) - vs(0))

P =
v () - V() (17)
~ Loesy P2(0) - v(9,) N Yoes P2(0) - V(Aw) -vs(a) _ P+ ay - ¥ _ P4k,
- I/(ij) I/(Q[) o aq
On the other hand, we have
b Toen,12(0) QD) | Toen, pal0) ¥(9,) v(Q,)
V() - v(Q,) v(Q) (18)
s Loens P2(0) VOF,) 1) —v(Aw) | p <1 - €k> = P, (1—¢).
I/(Q[w) I/(QI) aq
By combining (16) (17) (18), we have
P -2 <P < P42 U



7.4 Analysis of Substituting (Proof of Lemma 3.12)

We prove Lemma 3.12, which guarantees the soundness of the substituting trick. We first construct the new
random variable X3 and bad event A,, and then prove the identity stated in Lemma 3.12.

The construction of X 5. We construct a new random variable Xz follows a distribution v5 over a domain
¥3. Here is the construction of ¥ and vg .

¢ The domain Xg. Let R = vbl(By41(A)) \ vbl(By(A)). Weset 3 = Xp.

* The distribution vg. Let S = vbl(A) and T = U \ vbl(B,(A)). Let w € Xp\p be an arbitrary
configuration. For any 7 € X3, define

()
vp(wAT) - vg(o)

P(m)

Note that P(7) does not depend on w. Order all the configurations 7 € 3 increasingly by P(m) as
1,72, e M3,z |- Then, for 1 <4 < |X5], we set

P(m1)

_ P(’”Eﬁ‘)

V(i) = § Plr) Plrii)
P(misy1)

i=1,
1<i< |
The construction of A,.. We construct the new bad event A, as follow. The event A, is defined on the
variables in vbl(x) £ R U {3} such that for any 7 € Xypy(.).
A, occurs if and only if P(7r) < P(73).

Proof of Lemma 3.12. We prove the claimed properties one by one.

To prove Item 1 in Lemma 3.12, it is easy to verify that the constructions of X3 and A, depend only on
the specifications of A, o, (¢,7,d) and I(By41(A)).

Next, we prove Item 2 in Lemma 3.12. Fix any W C T and its complement W = T \ W. Define the
following set of assignments:

IO £ {w € Sy | W A w avoids all the bad events A, such that vbl(v) C T and vbl(v) € W}.

Let U, £ (U \ vbl(B,(A))) U {B}. Forany w € Sy and @ € Ty, it holds that

QquAw
v(07%) if v (Q;M) S0and@ € ¥

pig @) = q v(95) v
0 otherwise.
and (2079)
VUg QL}} ¢ : — !/
—de 2 jfyy (29 ) >0and @ € XL,
w @) = o) e () ™
0 otherwise.

We consider following cases:
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e Casel: w ¢ Z’ In this case, it holds that ,u“’A"( ) = ul W( w) = 0.

e Case2: W€ E’W and v (Q‘If“’> = 0. In this case, we have

v, (97) = 3 v, (0209) = 3 v (Qp) = v (o) <o,

— ! — !
wEEf wEEW

Therefore, it holds that ,u“’A"( ) = K T —(w) =0.

* Case3: w € Xt and v () > 0. In this case, it holds that

o) <Q<I;/\w/\w> B y (Q};/\w/\w)

(0] T (079)
and
(@)= (%) e Q7)) vr@h®) (@ AB)R)
fo:W v, () ZweE’W vu, (/%) weTL vr(wAD) - vg((wAD)R)
vr(WAB) - P(wAB)R) Y (@)

mest vr(wA®) - P((w A®)R) Zwez’w ” (Q?/\w/\w)

Thus, we have ,u“/\"( ) =1 5 (@)
Combing three cases,we prove that
Vw € Yw,w € Xy - ,u‘;%‘/’( w) = “Ia o (@).

At last, we prove Item 3 in Lemma 3.12. As before, for any v € V, w € Xy, where vbl(v) C W C V,
let ¢, (w) indicate whether w avoids A,. Let S = vbl(A) and "= U \ vbl(By(A)). For any x € ¥ g, define

1

H ¢U and p2(3§') A {VS(:L‘) T =0,

vbl(v)CS 0 x F 0.

For any y € X7, define

1 J—
H ¢v(y) and q2(y) L {T(y) YR = ﬂ-‘zﬁ"

vbl(v)CT 0 YR # s,
It holds that
P(7r) ZO’GEs,TEET p2(x) - q1(y) - V(Q‘}/\T)
VUUQIU: ve(\T) - qi\T) - = oAT\ "
( ) TEZZ:T ( ) ( ) P(7T|Eﬁ|) ZUGESvTEET p2({L’) . q2(y) . V(Qj/\ )
and
oNT
I/(Qj) < VU(Qf) - ZJEES7TEZT pl(l') . (]1(2/) . V(Qf )

T Yoessreny P1() - @2(y) v(QIT) T Yoesg res, P1(2) - q2(y) - ()

By Lemma 7.7, we have vy (Q2;) < (1 + €) - vy, (21, ), which implies vy, (Q7,) > (1 —¢€) - vy (2;).
Recall that the original LLL instance I is a-satisfiable and the additional bad event occurs with probability
no more that §. Therefore, the LLL instance [, is at least (1 — €)(« — §)-satisfiable. O
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7.5 Wrapping up the analysis of Resampling (Proof of Lemma 3.13)

At last, we wrap up the analysis of the Resampling phase, and prove Lemma 3.13.

Proof of Item 1 of Lemma 3.13. Denote by vy, v, ..., v, the sequence of nodes obtained by sorting V' in
ascending order according to IDs. For 1 < k < n, denote by By, the ball associated to node vy, i.e.

B, 2 By, (py,) ifvg € Rand py, 1y, & {1},
0 otherwise.

Fix arbitrary By, Ba, ..., B, C V and assignments 01 € YXypi(B,), 02 € Lybi(By)s -+ On € 2ubi(B,,) Satisfying

(/\ By, = Bk) N (/\ Yobi(B,) = Uk)] > 0.
k=1 k=1

Assume that the input Y and p,,, 7, for v € R satisfy the properties guaranteed by Lemma 3.7. Our goal is
to show that conditioned on By, = By, and Y p(p,) = oy, for all 1 < k < n, right after Algorithm 3 being
sequentially executed on all nodes in R, the output assignment Y follows the distribution p7.

For 0 < k < n, let Y *) denote the random assignment Y right after Algorithm 3 terminates on all the
active nodes v; with j < k. For 0 < k£ < n, define

Pr

Ny 2 {j|k<j<nABj+#0}

In the rest of the proof, we show that (Y'*), { B;};c, ) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on
I with parameter (ep, 70, dp) for any 0 < k < n. In particular, this guarantees that (Y("), () satisfies the
clustered conditional Gibbs property, which implies that the final output Y (™ follows the distribution -

For k € Ny, let Ay, = Ai(Bk,eo,wo,éo)‘ For 0 < k < n, define

—(k —(k
T 2 U\ vl (Bryeorosn)(B)): and T 2 ({(Xidiew, {Auyoev U {Ax; bien,)
JENK

U(
We prove this by induction on k. As guaranteed by Lemma 3.7, (Y(O), {Bi}ien,) satisfies the clustered
conditional Gibbs property on I with parameter (e, Yo, do). This becomes the basis of the induction.
Then, we consider the general case. By induction hypothesis, assume that (Y(k_l), {Bi}ien,_,) satisfy
the clustered conditional Gibbs property on I with parameter (e, o, dg) for all 1 < k < n. This implies

The goal is to prove that Y(klz) follows the distribution ué\(ﬁg‘( ,;j forevery 0 < k < n.

_ I
v~ P Tty forall LS k <, (19)

If By = 0, then (Y®) {B;}icn,) = (Y*~Y {B;}ien,_,) and the induction follows directly. If By # 0,
then v, must be an active node in R on which Algorithm 3 is executed. We first verify that the input to
Line 1 of Algorithm 3 executed on vy, denoted by (Y'; I, By, €0, Y0, %0, 70), satisfies Condition 3.9.

For j € Np, let X3, and Ay, denote the respective random variable and bad event constructed in
Lemma 3.12 under parameter Bj, o5, (€0,70,00)s L (By(co n0,60)+1(B5))-
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For 0 < s <t < n, define

Ut &\ U VbI( By (co.70,60) (Bi)
ZENS\Nt

yst) & V\ U By (eo,70,80)+1(Bi),
ZENS\Nt

e 2 ({Xi}icuen U{Xs, Fenang {Avtoeyen U{Ax, tienam,) -

Observe that 1(5%) = T for all 0 < s < n. Observe that, for 0 < s < t < n, if B; = (), then I8 = [lst=1)
Andif B; # (), then I(*) is obtained from I(*/~1) by substituting the ball By, ~,.60)+1(Bt) with Ay, and
substituting vbl( By, (¢,~o,50)(Bt)) With Xpg,. According to Lemma 3.7, for any distinct 7, j € No, the
distance between B; and B; is at least 2(¢o (e, 70, d0) + 2). One can verify that / (k) = .

For k < j < n, define
(k—1)

y i) & YU(k,j) A (Yﬁlj )jeNk\Nj'
One can verify that Y ™) =y,
Then, we verify that the input of RecursiveSampling(Y'; I', By, €0, 0, %0,70) satisfies Condition 3.9.
The first property can be verified easily. For the second property, according to Lemma 3.12, it holds that
v(Q0.0) > (1 — €)@ (Qpj-1y) — do) forall k < j < n. Note that the LLL instance I(%*) is the original
LLL instance I, which is y-satisfiable. Thus, it holds that

V(Ql(k,n)) 2 (1 - Eo)n . V(Ql(k,k)) - n- 50

1\" . ot
> (11— — 9] -n- > L >
- < 2n> V@un) —nors 25 20

which means that 1(*7) (V'\ By) is also yp-satisfiable. It remains to verify the third property, which states
that the (Y(k’")7 {By,}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance 1*) with parameter
(€0,70,00). This is proved by the following claim.

Claim 7.8. For k < j < n, it holds that (Y *7) { By} U{B;}:c N, ) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs
property on 1%:9) with parameter (eq, o, 0).

Proof. For k < j < n, define
o) £ gt U {8 Yienan;

i) & ({X bevwn U{Xg ienang s 14v boevea U{As, Hienon, U {AN }ze{k}uNJ>
o AN\;
e, )) follows the distribution w k) ;(N,j ) for k<j<n.

This is proved by induction on j. For the induction basis, assuming ;7 = k, in this case we have
(Y®R (B U{Bitien,) = (Y Y {Bi}ien,,) and I¥F) = . By (19), we have

The goal is to prove that vy

Y(k,k) ~ /\ieNkflo-i
k-1 /“LT(k—l)7U(k71).

k—1)

Observe that 7(k=1.n) = (k) </\ieNk,1 O'Z') = <O‘k A Nien, O'Z) and T' — 1(-K) 1t holds that

- (kk) okANjen, i
{1 (k,k) /“Lj(k,k)’f](k,k) .
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Next, consider the general case. By induction hypothesis, for j — 1 for £ < j < n, the clustered condi-
tional Gibbs property is satisfied by (Y *7=1 {B;} U {Bi}ien,_,) on I*3=1) with parameter (o, Y0, )
which means

(k1) OMien; i
Yot ™ i ki (20)

Depending on whether B; = (), there are two cases. First, if B; is , then (Y *7) {B,} U {Bi}ien,) =
(Y&~ A By U{B;}ien, ,) and 1) = (=1 By (20), it holds that

Y(kvj) Jk/\/\iENJ’ i
Tt ~ i) e

Next, assume B; # (). By Lemma 3.12, for any 7 € EU(k’j,l),

) Jk/\/\ieN- a;
J — J
“i(k,jfl),mk,jfl)(ﬂ = “ﬂk,j),ﬁ(k,jﬂ)(ﬂ'

o
_1 0t

kj—1 k,j
Note that Yé(kfj71% = Yé(kj},l)- By (20), we have

y (k) 7K Nien; i
ki1~ i) griei—n

: Yo s,
Recall that each Yﬁ(f’j) is drawn independent from the distribution p I(Vzl,g”)ﬁ\_{ﬁ”}. By Lemma 3.7, for any
]
distinct i, j € Np, the distance between B; and Bj; is at least 2({y(€g,v0,00) + 2). Thus, we have
(k=1) _ (k)
Yoble (8,3 = Yobi(n,\ {5,y 2nd for any ¢ € s,

(k—1) (k.d)
Yvu(nj)\{zaj}( )= Yobi(n 0\ 85} (©)
Itk g, I(k.3) B; ’

It then holds that for any 7 € ¥ ),

(kg) _ _\ _ OxMen;oi L Tubl(r)\{8;}
Pr <Y0<k,j>_7 _“ﬂk,j),mw—n(TU(’W’*D) NS (75;)

Uk/\/\ieNj i
= g k) 7).

This proves that (Y *7) {B,} U {B;}ic N;) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance
I(k:3) with parameter (e, 0o, 70 )- O

By Claim 7.8, we have that (Y (¥™) {Bj}) satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on I(*:7)
with parameter (€g,7o,00). Thus, upon the execution of Algorithm 3 on vy, the input to Line 1 satisfies
Condition 3.9. By Lemma 3.11, after the execution of Line 1 of Algorithm 3, Y () follows the distribution
Juyce.ny . Thus, it holds that ¥5;") s identical to Yy} . and follows the distribution 16;(x.n) gse.n.

For k < j < n, define

—(k,j
") 2 <{Xi}i€U(k’j) U{X5 bienow; s {4vboer e U {AN Hien v, U {Am}ieNj) .
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By Lemma 3.12, for any m € 3;(x,n), it holds that

Nien 1 7 Nien, 5 Ji Nien,, oi
_ - — n— _ _ 1CNE

123 (CEON D! (m) = /’Lf(k,nfl)’U(k,n) (m) = /’[/f(k,n:2)7U(k,n) (m) = ... = Nj(k,k)ﬂ(k,n) (7).
Thus, it holds that

(k) /\iGNk Ti
YU(k,n) ~ /’LI_(k,k)7U(k,n) (7)

klz) follows the distribution ,uf\(j N 7 Thus,
T

Recall that U*:m) = T and T = 7™ It holds that v'{ AN

T
after executing Line 2 of Algorithm 3, we have that (Y(k)7 {Bi;}ien, ) satisfies the clustered conditional
Gibbs property on instance I with parameter (€g, Yo, dg). This completes the induction.

Therefore, (Y("), () satisfies the clustered conditional Gibbs property on instance I with parameter
(€0,70,00). As argued before, this guarantees that After Algorithm 3 being sequentially executed on all
node v € R, the final output assignment Y = Y (™ follows the distribution - U

Proof of Item 2 of Lemma 3.13. Fix any 0 < n < 1, the follows hold.

* According to Item 2 of Lemma 3.11, with probability 1 — %, at every node v € R, the call to the
RecursiveSampling procedure in Algorithm 3 returns within radius

~ 1 1 1 1
r1 =1y + £o(€0,Y0,00) + O <10g4n . <log = . log* = 4 1log? = - log? —>>
Y n Y n

from the center p, in the LLL instance I’. And I'(B,,(p,)) can be locally constructed within
I(B,,(v)), where
ra =11+ O(D + |R| - Lo(€0,70,60))-

* According to Item 3 of Lemma 3.7, with probability 1 — g, we have D = O(|’R| -log2 n log2 % log %),
which implies 7, = O(|’R| -log? nlog? %log %)

Overall, with probability at least 1 — 7, Algorithm 3 returns at every node v € R with radius bounded by

~ 1 1 ~ 1 1
(@) <\’R[ log®n - log? — - log —> +0 <log4n -log? = - log* —> . O
Y n Y n
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A Simulation of SLOCAL-LV in LOCAL Model

We prove Proposition 3.2. The LOCAL algorithm for simulating the SLOCAL-LV algorithm is described in
Algorithm 6. Recall that whether a node v € V' is an active node (which means that v € A) is indicated
in the local memory M,,. For each active node v € A, Algorithm 6 is executed on v, with the initial M,
presented to the LOCAL algorithm as v’s input. Also recall that we define G* to be the ¢-th power graph
with an edge between any pair of u, v where distg(u,v) < t.

Algorithm 6: The LOCAL algorithm for simulating SLOCAL-LV at active node v € A
1 initialize A, < 0;
2 fori =110 [logn] do
3 in the induced subgraph G @ [A], find the maximal connected component containing v,
denoted by A’;
4 simulate the SLOCAL-LV algorithm with set A’ of active nodes, where the simulation fails if
the maximum radius accessed by the SLOCAL-LV algorithm exceeds 2¢;
if the simulation does not fail then
L let A, + A’ and update the output states according to the simulation of v;
break;

8 if there exists u € A with A, C A, then
9 cancel all the updates to output made by u;
// In this case, we say that uw is canceled by v.

10 if there exists u € A with A, C A, then
11 cancel all the updates to output made by v;
// In this case, we say that v is canceled by u.

It is easy to see that Algorithm 6 terminates, and when it terminates, a set A, C A is constructed for
each v € A. The following lemma follows from the property of G,

Lemma A.1. For distinct u,v € A, one of the followings must be true:
1. A,nA, =0.
2. A, C A,
3. A, C A,

Proof. Assume A, is a maximum connected component of G** and A, is a maximum connected component
of G, for some integers t,, and t,. Suppose t,, < t,. If A, N A, # 0, then in G**, A, and A, must be in
the same connected components, since every edge in G« is also an edge in G**. Thus, A, C A,,. Similarly,
ift, > t,,then A, C A,. O

The following lemma is because of the condition of canceling a vertex.
Lemma A.2. Forany v € A, there exists u € A such that v € A, and u is not canceled.

Proof. Consider the last time v appears in some A,,. If v is not in any A, in the end, » must be canceled by
some other vertex v/, in which case we have A, C A,/, and hence v € A/, a contradiction. O
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For any v € A, note that the simulation must succeed if i« = [logn]. Thus, there exists an ¢ for v
such that the simulation in the i-th iteration does not fail. Denote such 7 as I,,. Suppose that this successful
simulation has the radius 62)7]- for v € A’ in the j-th scan. Define T, = Uped’ jeN] BZ;J (v), i.e., the set of
all vertices whose outputs are supposed to be updated by v. The following lemmas guarantee the correctness
of the simulation.

Lemma A.3. Ifu,v € A and both u,v are not canceled, then T,, N'T,, = (.

Proof. According to Lemma A.1, we have A, N A, = (). If T,, N'T,, # (), there must exist u’ € A,,v" € A,
such that B, (u’) N By(v') # (), where x, y are the radii accessed by v/ and v’ and satisfy = < 20« y < 21v.
w.o.l.g, we assume I, < I,,. Then we have distg(u/,v') < x4y < 27+, That is to say, v’ and v’ has an
edge in G(2I”+1), which causes a contradiction since A, is a maximum connected components. O

Lemma A.4 (correctness of simulation). For any u € A, if u is not canceled, then Algorithm 6 at u produces
the same outputs for the nodes in A, as in the SLOCAL-LV algorithm.

Proof. We will prove by induction on k that, the first £ vertices accessed by the SLOCAL-LV algorithm is
simulated exactly the same in our LOCAL algorithm by some v € A. For k = 1, According to Lemma A.2,
there exists A, containing the first vertex accessed in the SLOCAL-LV algorithm, which is simulated cor-
rectly by u. Assume that the first k vertices are simulated correctly. For the k+ 1-th vertex accessed, suppose
it is vertex v in the j-th phase. By Lemma A.2, there exists A, containing the k + 1-th vertex accessed in the
SLOCAL-LV algorithm, and it will only access By, ;(v) € Ty, which only contains the information updated
by the vertices in A, according to Lemma A.3. Thus, the simulation is correct. O

The following lemma bounds the round complexity of Algorithm 6. Recall that /,, ; is the radius of the
ball accessed by the SLOCAL-LV algorithm at node v € A in the j-th phase.

Lemma A.5. Forany v € A, we have I, < [logmax,ec 4 je[n] lv,j |-

Proof. Consider the [log max,¢ Ajen o, ; |-th iteration for vertex v. We claim that for any u € A\ A,, and
k € [N], we have By, , N (Uvear jen By, ; (v)) = 0. Otherwise, u has distance at most 2-max,c 4 je[n] {v,j
to a vertex in A,, contradicting the fact that A, is a maximal connected components of G* for z > 2 -
max,e 4 je[N] {v,j- By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma A .4, the simulation on A,, will produce
the same output as in the SLOCAL-LV algorithm, in which case the simulation must not fail. O

Now we are ready to prove Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. The correctness of Algorithm 6 follows from Lemmas A.2 and A.4.
Then we bound the complexity of Algorithm 6. Let M = max,c 4 je[n] {v,;- For a vertex v € A, to run

the i-th loop, v need to find the maximal connected component in G2 T1[A], and grow a ball of radius at
most 2! from each vertex in the connected component. According to Lemma A.5, we have 2° + 1 = O(M)
since 7 < I,. The maximal connected components in GOM)[A] has diameter at most O(|A| - M) in G.
Thus, u only needs to collect the information in By(u) for some £ = O(|A| - M). The only problem is that
w do not know / initially. This can be solved by guessing ¢ by scanning ¢’ = 2¢ fori = 1,2, ..., collecting
information in By (u) and determining whether stops. O
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