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TOWARDS THE SAMPLING LOVASZ LOCAL LEMMA

VISHESH JAIN, HUY TUAN PHAM, AND THUY DUONG VUONG

ABSTRACT. Let ® = (V,C) be a constraint satisfaction problem on variables v1,...,v, such that
each constraint depends on at most k variables and such that each variable assumes values in
an alphabet of size at most [g]. Suppose that each constraint shares variables with at most A
constraints and that each constraint is violated with probability at most p (under the product
measure on its variables). We show that for k,q = O(1), there is a deterministic, polynomial
time algorithm to approximately count the number of satisfying assignments and a randomized,
polynomial time algorithm to sample from approximately the uniform distribution on satisfying
assignments, provided that

C- q3 -k-p- AT < 1, where C is an absolute constant.

Previously, a result of this form was known essentially only in the special case when each constraint
is violated by exactly one assignment to its variables.

For the special case of k-CNF formulas, the term A7 improves the previously best known AS°
for deterministic algorithms [Moitra, J.ACM, 2019] and A'® for randomized algorithms [Feng et
al., arXiv, 2020]. For the special case of properly g-coloring k-uniform hypergraphs, the term AT
improves the previously best known A for deterministic algorithms [Guo et al., SICOMP, 2019]
and A° for randomized algorithms [Feng et al., arXiv, 2020].

1. INTRODUCTION

The celebrated Lovasz Local Lemma (LLL) is a fundamental tool in probabilistic combinatorics
which provides a sufficient condition for avoiding a collection of “bad events” in a probability space.
In a quite general form, it may be stated as follows.

Theorem 1.1 ([ELT73]). Let C be a finite set of events in a probability space. For C € C, let T'(C)
denote a subset of C such that C' is independent of the collection of events C\ (C UT(C)). Suppose
there exist positive real numbers x : C — (0, 1) such that

PC]<2(C) [ (1—=(D) foralC eC. (1.1)
DeT(C)
Then,

P[AcecC] = (1 —2(C)) > 0.
ceC
In most applications of the LLL (cf. [AS04,MT10,MR98]), the underlying probability measure P|:]
is generated by a collection of independent random variables Xq,...,X,, and for each “bad event”
C € C, there is a subset vbl(C) C {X;,...,X,} such that C' depends only on X; € vbl(C'). This
is often referred to as the “variable-version” setting of the LLL. Moreover, for many applications
(cf. [ASO4]), the following “symmetric” case of the variable-version setting suffices.

Corollary 1.2. Let X1,...,X, denote a collection of independent random wvariables. Let C
{C1,...,Cn} denote a collection of events and for C € C, let vbl(C) denote a subset of {X1,..., X,
such that C' depends only on X; € vbl(C). Suppose there exist p € (0,1) and D > 0 satisfying
e For each C € C, P[C] < p.
e For each i € [m], #{j € [m] : vbl(C;) Nvbl(C;) # 0} < (D + 1), and
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e c-p-(D+1) <1, where e is the base of the natural logarithm.
Then,

P[Nieim Ci] > ﬁ (1—e-P[Ci]) > 0.
=1

As a classical application of Corollary 1.2, consider the problem of satisfiability of a k-CNF
formula over Boolean variables x1,...,z,. Recall that a k-CNF formula over Boolean variables
x1,...,Ty, 18 a collection of constraints C1, ..., C,, such that each C; depends on exactly k variables
and such that each Cj is satisfied by all but exactly one assignment to its variables. Corollary 1.2
shows that if each constraint shares variables with at most (roughly) 2¥/e other constraints, then
the formula has a satisfying assignment.

Unfortunately, the original proof of Theorem 1.1 is non-constructive and does not provide an
efficient algorithm to find a satisfying assignment of the formula when this condition is met. In a
breakthrough work [Bec91], Beck showed that if 2 /e is replaced by 2k/48 “then it is in fact possible
to efficiently find a satisfying assignment. Beck’s bound was improved by many works over a period
of nearly 20 years (e.g. [Alo91,MR98,Sri08, Mos09]|) culminating in the landmark work of Moser and
Tardos [MT10], which gives an efficient algorithmic proof of Theorem 1.1 provided further that one
is in the variable setting and some other technical assumptions are satisfied. There has been much
work on extending the result of Moser and Tardos to more general settings and the algorithmic
aspects of the LLL remain an active area of research (see, e.g., [AIS19] and the references therein).

In this work, we are concerned with the following.

Problem 1.3. Suppose that conditions similar to the LLL are satisfied. Can we approximately
count the total number of satisfying assignments? Can we sample from approximately the uniform
distribution on satisfying assignments?

This problem has attracted much attention in the past five years. Below, we only discuss results
for approximate counting, noting that similar results also hold for approximate sampling.

In [BGGT'19], Bezdkova et al. showed that if P # NP, then it is not possible to efficiently approx-
imately count solutions of a Boolean k-CNF formula in which every variable is allowed to be present
in d constraints for d > 5-2%/2, even when the k-CNF formula is monotone. For monotone k-CNFs,
Hermon, Sly, and Zhang [HSZ19] showed that the Glauber dynamics mix rapidly for d < c2k/2,
thereby providing an approximate counting algorithm within a constant factor of the hard regime.
For not necessarily monotone k-CNFs, Moitra [Moil9] provided a novel method to deterministically
approximately count satisfying assignments for d < 2k/60 (where < hides polynomial factors in
k), which runs in polynomial time for £ = O(1). Using a Markov chain on a certain “projected
space” inspired by Moitra’s method, Feng, Guo, Yin, and Zhang [FGYZ20| relaxed the restriction
to d < 2F/20 and removed the requirement k = O(1), although their algorithm is not deterministic.
We also mention here the work of Guo, Jerrum, and Liu [GJL19] on “partial rejection sampling”.
For k-CNFs, their method allows one to perfectly sample from the uniform distribution on satisfying
assignments, either for “extremal formulas” (and d in the LLL regime), or for formulas for which
the intersections between the constraints satisfy some rather stringent size restrictions (and for d
matching the hardness regime).

Very recently, work of Feng, He, and Yin [FHY20] addressed Problem 1.3 in the special case
where each constraint is violated by a wvery small number of configurations of its variables. Their

results are obtained in the following setting.
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Definition 1.4. (1) A constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) is said to be atomic if each constraint
is violated by at most one assignment to its variables.

(2) A (k,d,q)-CSP on variables z1,...,x, is a constraint satisfaction problem in which each z;
takes values in [g], each constraint depends on exactly k variables, and each variable features in at
most d constraints.

In [FHY20|, a fast randomized algorithm is provided in the setting of Corollary 1.2, assuming
that the CSP is atomic and that pD3%° < 1. For (k, d, ¢)-CSPs which are atomic, they obtain better
bounds, leading to an algorithm for k-CNF Boolean formulas with d < 2¥/13 and an algorithm for
proper g-colorings of k-uniform hypergraphs with ¢ > d%/(+=12) (this improves on a previous bound
of ¢ = d*/ =14 for ¢,k = O(1) due to Guo, Liao, Lu, and Zhang [GLLZ19|, although [GLLZ19]
provides a deterministic algorithm).

For not-necessarily-atomic CSPs, [FHY20| simply decompose each constraint into atomic con-
straints, which leads to the restriction

p(DN)® <1, (1.2)

where N is an upper bound on the number of violating assignments to the variables of any constraint
(hence, N = 1 for an atomic CSP). To see that this condition is vastly more restrictive than
Corollary 1.2, consider the case of Boolean CSPs for which each constraint depends on at most k
variables. Then, p > 27F so that (1.2) fails to be applicable as soon as N > 2k/350 " Tn contrast,
Corollary 1.2 shows that a solution exists, provided that D < 28/N for all N < 2F.

The restriction N > 2¥/350 arising from (1.2) is rather undesirable, since in many applications of
the LLL (cf. [AS04]), N = ©(2°) with the constant ¢ € (0,1) coming from various concentration
inequalities. One of the main open problems mentioned in the works [GLLZ19,FHY20| is whether
one can go beyond the “atomic CSP” framework to provide an affirmative answer to Problem 1.3
for general CSPs.

1.1. Our results. We provide, for the first time, approximate counting and sampling algorithms
for general CSPs under LLL-like conditions.

Theorem 1.5. Let ® = (V,C) denote a constraint satisfaction problem on variables vy, ..., v, and
constraints C1,...,Cp,. For each constraint C € C, let vbl(C) C V denote the variables it depends
on. Suppose there exist p € (0,1), A>1, k> 1, ¢ > 1 satisfying the following conditions.

The domain of each variable vy, ..., v, is of size at most q.

For each C € C, |vbl(C)| < k.

For each C € C, P[C] < p.

For each i € [m], #{j € [m]\ {i} : vbl(C;) Nvbl(C;) # 0} < A, and
@ k-p- AT <c, where ¢ is an absolute constant.

Then, for any € € (0,1), the number of satisfying assignments of ® can be deterministically approz-
imated to within relative error (1 +¢€) in time

(n ) poly (k,A,log q)
. .

Remark. (1) For Boolean k-CNFs with k£ = O(1), this provides a deterministic approximate counting
algorithm for A < 2k/7 where < hides polynomial factors in k. As mentioned above, the previously
best known algorithm, either randomized or deterministic, requires A < ok/13 [FHY20].

(2) For properly g-coloring k-uniform hypergraphs, this provides a deterministic approximate
counting algorithm for ¢ > A7/(=4_ The previous best known algorithms required g > A%/ (~12)

[FHY20] or ¢ > A™/(*=19 for deterministic algorithms [GLLZ19].
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The framework for proving Theorem 1.5 also lends itself naturally to an approximate sampling
algorithm.

Theorem 1.6. Under the same conditions as Theorem 1.5 and for any e € (0,1), there is a random-
ized algorithm to sample from a distribution which is e-close in total variation distance to the uniform
. . . . . . . . . . oly(k,A,lo
distribution on satisfying assignments of ®. The running time of the algorithm is (g)p ¥ g0
1.2. Techniques. The works [Bec91,Alo91,MR98,Sri08| on the algorithmic local lemma predating
Moser’s work [Mos09] employ the following two step strategy: one first finds a “good” partial assign-
ment with the property that the residual formula “factorizes” into logarithmic sized components, at
which point, one can extend the partial assignment to a complete satisfying assignment efficiently
using exhaustive enumeration. For sampling from (approximately) the uniform distribution on satis-
fying assignments, one therefore only needs to generate these initial partial assignments according to
the correct distribution. To accomplish this, we use a generalization of a linear program introduced
by Moitra [Moil9] to approximate the marginal distribution (induced by the uniform distribution
on satisfying assignments) of an unassigned variable, conditioned on partial assignments satisfying
certain conditions.

The key conceptual contribution of our work is the following insight: the combinatorial conditions
guaranteeing the factorization of the residual formula into logarithmic sized components are essen-
tially the same as those ensuring that the LP can be solved efficiently (see the proof of Lemmas 4.9
and 5.1). This provides a unifying view of the works [Bec91,Alo91, MR98,Sri08] on the algorithmic
LLL, and the recent works [Moil9, GLLZ19]|, and in our opinion, sheds considerable light on the
latter two works.

From a technical viewpoint, our main contribution is a considerable generalization, refinement,
and simplification of the framework introduced by Moitra [Moil9]. In particular, we eliminate any
need to use the algorithmic local lemma of Moser and Tardos [MT10] (which was an essential ingre-
dient in [Moil9, GLLZ19| and leads to additional degradation in the quantitative bounds); instead,
we show how to efficiently exploit a certain “pseudo-random property” of the initial partial assign-
ment in a direct manner to remove this loss (Lemma 5.2). Our framework also treats approximate
counting and approximate sampling on the same footing in a very simple manner, whereas the
previous works [Moil9, GLLZ19]| suffered from additional losses in going from approximate counting
to approximate sampling.

We believe that our analysis lays bare the limits of this approach towards approximate counting
and sampling. The term A” in Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 comes from the aggregation of two sources of
slack. The first is the use of {2,3}-trees as in [Alo91, MR98, Sri08] — even for the algorithmic LLL,
{2, 3}-trees only lead to A* instead of A, and being able to use “denser witness trees” was the major
innovation in the works of Moser [Mos09] and Moser and Tardos [MT10]. Another reason for the
slack is a certain “factorization property” required to even write down the linear program efficiently.
We believe that with some additional ideas, this second source of slack may be overcome, and leave
this as an interesting direction for future research.

1.3. Organization. In Section 2, we collect some preliminaries. In Section 3, we present a slightly
simpler algorithm which proves Theorem 1.5 with A7 replaced by A'?; the analysis of a key step
in this algorithm is completed in Section 4. The ideas introduced in Sections 3 and 4 are further
refined in Section 5 to prove Theorem 1.5 in Section 5.2 and Theorem 1.6 in Section 5.3.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Lovasz Local Lemma. As mentioned in the introduction, the LLL provides a sufficient condi-
tion guaranteeing that the probability of avoiding a collection C of “bad events” in a probability space
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is positive. In particular, when the LLL condition (1.1) is satisfied, the so-called LLL distribution,

usl] = P[- | AcecC]
is well-defined (here, the subscript S is chosen to represent “satisfying”). The LLL distribution is

the central object of study in this paper. We begin by recording a standard comparison between
the LLL distribution ug[-] and the product distribution on the variables P[-].

Theorem 2.1 (cf. [HSS11, Theorem 2.1|). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, for any event B
in the probability space,
pslBl <PB] [ (1 -az(0)~
Cer(B)
Remark. The above comparison is one-sided, as it ought to be, since for any C € C, ug[C] = 0 while
P[C] may be positive.

For the remainder of this paper, we will restrict ourselves to the variable-version symmetric setting
described in Corollary 1.2, in which case, we choose z(C) = e - P[C] for all C € C, with e the base
of the natural logarithm.

2.2. {2,3}-trees. One of the key tools in our analysis will be the notion of {2, 3}-trees, which goes
back to Alon’s work on the algorithmic local lemma [Alo91].

Definition 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let distg(+,) denote the graph geodesic distance.
A {2,3}-tree is a subset of vertices T'C V' such that
e for any u,v € T, distg(u,v) > 2;
e if one adds an edge between every w,v € T such that distg(u,v) = 2 or 3, then T is
connected.

The next lemma bounds the number of {2,3}-trees of a given size in terms of the maximum
degree of the graph.

Lemma 2.3 (cf. [Alo91, Lemma 2.1]). Let G = (V, E) be a graph with mazimum degree d. Then,
for any v € V, the number of {2,3}-trees in G of size t containing v is at most (ed)*=1/2.

Before stating the next lemma, we need some notation. Let H = (V, E) be a hypergraph. Let
Lin(H) denote its line graph i.e. V(Lin(H)) = E and there is an edge between u # v € V(Lin(H))
if and only if the hyperedges u,v € E share a vertex in V. Finally, let L?(H) denote the graph
with the same vertex set as Lin(H) and with an edge between two vertices u # v € V(L2(H)) if
and only if distyn(z)(u,v) < 2. Then, a simple greedy argument shows the following.

Lemma 2.4 (cf. [GLLZ19, Lemma 14]). Let H = (V, E) be a hypergraph such that each hyperedge
in E intersects at most d other hyperedges (equivalently, the degree of Lin(H) is at most d). Let
B C E(H) be a collection of hyperedges which induce a connected subgraph in L*(H). Then, for
any e* € B, there exists a {2,3}-tree T C B in Lin(H) such that e* € T and |T'| > |B|/d.

3. A SIMPLER ALGORITHM FOR A MORE RESTRICTIVE REGIME

In this section and the next one, we present a simpler algorithm which proves a version of
Theorem 1.5 provided that p < (10°¢3kA'?)~!. The design and analysis of this algorithm already
contains the basic ideas. Later, in Section 5, we will introduce some key additional ingredients to
refine this algorithm and its analysis in order to prove Theorems 1.5 and 1.6.

Throughout this section and the next one, we fix an arbitrary ordering of the variables vy, ..., v, €
V and an arbitrary ordering of the constraints C4,...,C,, € C. Moreover, for notational conve-
nience, we will assume that the domain of each variable is [¢]; a straightforward modification of the
proof shows that we only need the size of the domains to be bounded above by g¢.
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3.1. Step 1: Finding a guiding assignment. The goal of this step is to find a partial assignment
of the variables, which will serve as a “guide” for the rest of the algorithm. This step is very much
inspired by analogous routines for the algorithmic local lemma [Bec91, Alo91, MR98|, and general-
izes a similar step in the works [Moil9, GLLZ19]. We note that in the works [Moil9, GLLZ19], it
is critical that one is able to efficiently find a partial assignment satisfying each constraint without
assigning values to too many variables in any constraint — while this is indeed possible in the special
settings considered in these works, in our setting, such a partial assignment need not exist. The
key result of this subsection is Proposition 3.5. We will first present a randomized construction
achieving the guarantees of Proposition 3.5, and then show how to derandomize it using standard
techniques.

We consider the following randomized greedy procedure to construct a partial assignment of
v1,...,Un, where p’ > 0 is a parameter which will be specified later.

(R1) Let Ag = V denote the set of initially “available variables” and let Fy = () denote the set of
initially “frozen variables”. Initialize the stage to i = 1.

(R2) Select the first variable (according to our order) in A;_;. Denote this variable by v}. If no
such variable exists, terminate the process.

(R3) Assign v; a uniformly random value from its alphabet [¢]. Let P; denote the partial assignment
resulting after the assignment to ;.

(R4) Let

Fi={j € ml PIC; | P] > ¥

denote the set of “dangerous constraints” under P;. We “freeze” all the variables involved in
any of the “dangerous constraints”, i.e. we set
Fi=Fip U ([ (UG N A\ {v]}) and A; = Ai \ (F U {v]}).
JEF;
(R5) Increment i by 1 and return to (R2).

Note that the process terminates at the first stage s satisfying A, = (0. Let Py, ..., P, denote the
partial assignments generated during the course of the process. Let F = U;_;F; denote the set of
constraints declared “dangerous” at any point during the process. Finally, let v denote the distribu-
tion on partial assignments given by the random partial assignment P,;. We emphasize that s itself
is a random variable.

The following simple observation will be useful later.
Lemma 3.1. For alli € [s] and for all j € [m)],
PIC; | P] < pq.

Proof. Fix j € [m]. If j ¢ F, then we are done, so assume that j € F. Let i be the first stage for
which C; € F;. Then, P[C; | P,_1] <P/, and since P; extends P,_; by assigning v}, we have
P[C; | Pii]

| Pl <
PIC; | ) = min,¢ g Plv} = u]

<.

Note that if C; € F;, all variables in vbl(C}) are added to Fj. Hence, no variable in vbl(C}) is

assigned a value during the remainder of the process so that P[C; | Piyy] = P[C; | P for all

0<k<s—i. U
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For h € [n], let &(h) be the o-algebra generated by the output of the procedure on partial
assignments of vy, ..., v,. Also, for each h € [n], let «(h) = max{i € [h] : v} = vy for some h' < h}.
In other words, ¢(h) denotes the number of variables in vy, ..., v, which are assigned values by the
partial assignment.

Lemma 3.2. Let T C C be a collection of constraints such that for any C,C" € T with C # C’,
vbl(C) Nvbl(C’) = 0. Then, letting

My = H PIC | Pl

ceT
we have
Ey[Mpi1 | &(h)] = Mp.
Proof. Since the variables v, ..., v, are processed in order, given &(h), it is determined whether

vp+1 18 frozen or not. If vp4q is frozen, then My = M.

Otherwise, vj,41 is not frozen. Note that, in this case, ¢(h+1) = ¢(h)+1 and Ul(h41) = Uh+1. Since
vbl(C) are disjoint for C' € T, there is at most one constraint Cp € T such that v, € vbl(Cp). If
there is no such constraint Cr, then My, = Mj,.

Consider now the case that vp41 is not frozen, and there exists a unique constraint Cr € T' such
that vy11 € vbI(Cr). We have P[C | P, 41)] = P[C | P,] for all C # Cr. Moreover, since vp41 is
assigned a uniformly distributed value in [g], we have

. 1 Z P[CT A PL(h) N Vpg1 = a]

E, |P[Cr | P, ()| =<
Cr | (h+1)] | &( )] q ]P’[PL(h) AVpy1 = al

a€lq]
_ P[C7, Py
P[Py
=P[Cr | P,

Combining these cases gives the desired conclusion. O

Since P[C] < p for all C € C, the following is an immediate corollary of Lemma 3.2.

Corollary 3.3. Let T C C be a collection of constraints such that for any C,C" € T with C # C’,
vbl(C) Nvbl(C’") = 0. Then,
E, [H P[C'| ]

ceT

We are now ready to state and prove the key property of guiding partial assignments, which
is that they “factorize” the constraint satisfaction problem into small connected components. Let
H = (V,C) denote the hypergraph induced by the constraint satisfaction problem and let G(C)
denote its line graph. Let G*(F) = (F, E) denote the graph whose vertices are F, and C; # C; € F
are adjacent if and only if distg(c)(Cy, Cj) < 2.

Lemma 3.4. Let p < p//(10A3). The v-probability that G*(F) has a connected component of size
at least L is at most nA - 27 L/4,

Proof. Suppose that € is a connected component in G2(F) with |¢| > L. By Lemma 2.4, there
exists a {2,3}-tree T in G(C) with |T| > |€|/A > L/A. Let ¥ denote the set of {2, 3}-trees in G(C)
of size L/A. Then,

v[G*(F) has a connected component of size > L] < v[G?(F) contains a {2, 3}-tree of size > L/A]

< v[T C F]
€T

N



<> (p/p)HA

TeY
< |F|(eA®) M2 (p/p") A
< nA(eA’p/p)H/A
< nA- o~ L/A,

The fourth line uses Lemma 2.3 and the last line uses the assumed bound on p/p’. Let us explain
the third line. By Corollary 3.3 and Markov inequality, for any T € T,

V[T C F] < KCHETPmP) ’T|] <§>IT§<§>L/A. O

The preceding lemma shows that with high probability, our random greedy process returns a par-
tial assignment satisfying the condition in Lemma 3.4 (for L sufficiently large). Using the standard
method of conditional expectations, we can find such a partial assignment deterministically.

Proposition 3.5. There ezists a deterministic algorithm running in time O(nPOY108 G108 AK)Y 4yhich
generates a sequence of partial assignments Py, ..., Ps with the following properties.

(1) For alli € [s], P; assigns values to ¢ variables, and P; extends P;_1.

(2) As = 0.

(3) For alli € [s] and j € [m], P[C; | P;] < p'q.

(4) Bvery connected component in G*(F) has size at most L = 10Alog(An).

Proof. Let L' = 10log(An), and let T denote the collection of all {2,3}-trees of size L' in G(C).
Note that || < poly(n!°8”2), and indeed, it is easily seen (cf. [Alo91]) that the collection T can be
constructed in time poly(nlog2 A,

Now, for a partial assignment X, define

=> I] lc| x1/¢).
TeT CeT

By the proof of Lemma 3.4, if we can find a sequence of partial assignments P, ..., P; satisfying
properties (1), (2), (3) such that H(P;) < 1, then (4) is also satisfied, since any {2, 3}-tree in G(C)
of size L' contributes at least 1 to the sum.

To find such a sequence of partial assignments, we follow the same greedy procedure as before,
except now, after having chosen P;_; and v}, we choose the value of v} to be

argmin H(P,_1 Av; = a).
aglq]

We claim that H(P;) < H(P;_;) for all i € [s]. Indeed, for every T € T, there exists at most one
Cr € T such that v] € vbl(Cr). Therefore,

Y Pl =aH(PiAvi=a)=3 Y ()'PCr | Pi Avi =aPlf =a] ] w

a€lq] TeT aclq] CeT\Cr P
= H(P;—1),
which shows that it is possible to choose P; to ensure H(P;) < H(P;_1). Finally, since
H(0) < (nd) - (A - (p/p)" < 1,
we are done. 0



3.2. Step 2: Approximate counting. Let Py = () and Py,..., P; denote the sequence of par-
tial assignments returned by Proposition 3.5. As before, we will denote the vertices which are
successively assigned values by v7,..., v} and we will denote their values under Ps by aj,...,as.

For a partial assignment X, let Sx denote the number of (complete) satisfying assignments
extending X. We will use Sp, (or Sy) to denote the set of all complete satisfying assignments.
Then,

Sp.| _ ISl ISe| ISP
‘SPO‘ ‘SPO‘ ’SP1‘ ‘SPsA’

S
= [ sl = ai | Pial,
i=1

where recall that ;g denotes the uniform measure on all satisfying assignments i.e. on Sp,. Thus,
to approximate |Sp,|, it suffices to approximate |Sp,| and puglv) = a} | P;_;] for all i € [s].

Lemma 3.6. For P returned by Proposition 3.5, |Sp,| can be computed exactly in time nPoly(&.k,logq)

Proof. Since Ag = (), the set of variables left unassigned by P is precisely Fy. Let Gy,. .., G, denote
the maximal connected components of G?(F) and let VY, ..., V! denote the variables appearing in
any constraint in Gi,...,G,. By the maximality of Gy,...,G,, the sets V{,..., V! are mutually
disjoint. Also, by the maximality of Gy, ..., G,, there does not exist any C € C such that vbl(C) N
Vi # 0 and vbl(C) N V] # @ for some i # j € [r], since otherwise, some vertex in G; would be
connected in G%(F) to some vertex in G;. Finally, note that |G;| < L, and hence |V/| < kL for all
i€lr].

Since any v € F; must belong to some C' € F and since any C' € F must belong to some Gj, it
follows that

Fs,cviu---uv.

Moreover, as seen in the previous paragraph, there are no constraints involving variables from both
V/ and Vj’ for i # j. Therefore, for each ¢ € [r], we can exhaustively enumerate all assignments to
V! N Fg, check how many of them satisfy all relevant constraints, and finally take the product over
i € [r] in the claimed time. O

Approximating pg[vi = af | Pi_;] for ¢ € [s] is much more involved and will be the content of
the next section. Let § € (0,1) and ¢7" < r_ < ry < ¢" be parameters. In Proposition 4.8, we will
construct a subroutine Alg, . s with the following properties. Suppose p’ < (10000¢kAT)~! and
let b € [q].

e Alg, ., srunsin time poly(n,k,q) - 2log(1/0)-poly(A.k;log )
o Alg, , ;returns YES if and only if

7"_(1 _5) S /LS[’L)Z( =b | Pi—l]
pslvy = a; | Pi_1]
Let € € (0,1) be a parameter. Then, using such a subroutine along with binary search on the

parameters r_,ry, we can clearly approximate pug[vy = af | Pi—1] up to a multiplicative factor

of exp(e/n) for each i € [s] in time (n/e)PO¥(Ak1089)  Together with Lemma 3.6, this therefore
provides an approximation of |Sp,| up to relative error exp(e).

S 7"+(1 —|—5)

4. EFFICIENT ESTIMATION OF THE MARGINALS

We will continue to use the notation and conventions of the previous section. Throughout, we fix

a partial assignment P; as returned by Proposition 3.5. By considering the fixed order vy, ..., v, of

the variables, this fixes the identity of the variables v7,..., v} as well as the intermediate sequence
9



of partial assignments Pj,..., Ps_;. Throughout, we also fix £ € [s]. Our goal is to efficiently
approximate the conditional probabilities py(a) := Plv; = a | Py—1] for all a € [g]. We will use ug to
denote the uniform measure over all (complete) satisfying assignments, and for a partial assignment
x, pg[- | ] to denote the uniform measure on all (complete) satisfying assignments extending x. For
partial assignments z, 2/, the notation 2’ — x means that x is an extension of 2’ (i.e. each variable
that is assigned in 2’ is also assigned in z to the same value). Finally, we emphasize that P[] will
always mean the product measure on the variables vy, ..., v,.

4.1. Idealized coupling procedure and the idealized decision tree. Let p” > 0 be a param-

eter which will be chosen later. Fix a # b € [g]. Let Py(a) denote the partial assignment extending

P,_; obtained by setting v; = a and let P(b) be defined analogously. We begin by describing a cou-

pling between assignments extending Py(a) and Pp(b), which will motivate subsequent discussion.

We note that this coupling is not meant to actually be implemented by the algorithm.

(C1) Initialize the partial assignments X = Py(a) and Y = Py(b). Initialize (Vs)xy = {v{,..., v/}
(the collection of “set” variables) and (Vp)x,y = {v;} (the collection of “dangerous” variables).

(C2) Choose the lowest numbered constraint A € C such that (Vp)xy Nvbl(A) # 0 and vbl(A) N
((Vb)x,y U (Vs)xy)¢ # 0. If no such A € C exists, then terminate.

(C3) Choose the lowest numbered variable v € vbl(A) N (Vp)x,yv U (Vs)x,y)°.

(C4) Sample a pair of values (vx, vy ) according to the maximal coupling of the marginal distribution
of ug at v, conditioned on X and Y respectively.

(C5) Update X by assigning v = vy, and update Y by assigning v = vy. Update (Vs)x,y by
adding v.

(C6) Let Dxy = {u € (Vo)xy : X(u) # Y(u)}. Let Fxy = {C € C: P[C | X] > p” or
P[C | Y] > p"}. Update

(Vo)xy =Dxy U |J DUC)N (Ve)sy),
CeFx,y

and return to (C2).

We record a few simple observations.

(O1) The set (Vs)x,y increases throughout the process.

(02) Fx,y is non-decreasing throughout the process. Indeed, once C' € Fx y, no other v € vbl(C')
can be chosen in (C3), so that the conditional probability of C' with respect to all subsequent
partial assignments remains the same.

(O3) The set (Vp)x,y is non-decreasing throughout the process.

The above coupling process may be viewed as randomly traversing root-to-leaf trajectories in an
idealized deterministic rooted decision tree T, defined using the following inductive procedure.

(T1) The root of the tree consists of the partial assignments (zo,yo) := (Ps(a), Pp(b)).
(T2) Given anode (z,y) (consisting of partial assignments on the same variables (Vs), ,), construct
D, y, Fyy as in (C6). Let

(VD)ayy = Doy U U (vbI(C) N (Vs)g,y)-
CEFny
(T3) If there is no A € C with (Vp)g,y N vbl(A) # 0 and vbl(A) N ((VD)ay U (Vs)zy)© # 0, then
(z,y) is a leaf of T.
(T4) Otherwise, let A € C be the lowest numbered such constraint, and let v,, be the lowest
numbered variable in vbl(A) N ((Vp)ay U (Vs)e,y)¢. The children of (x,y) in T consist of all

possible extensions of (x,y) obtained by assigning a value to the variable vy ,.
10



The next lemma collects some useful properties of 7.

Lemma 4.1. For T as defined above,
(1) For any node (z,y) € T,
P[Cy | 2] < p"q and P[C; | y] <p"q  for all j € [m].
(2) Assuming that e - p"q- A <1, for any node (x,y) € T and for any v ¢ (VD)z.y,
TV (pslv =- | 2],Plo = ]) < (1= 3p"q) ™ = 1,
TV(pslv = - | yl,Plo =) < (1-3p"q)> ~ 1.

(3) For any leaf (x,y) € T, there is a partition V = (Vp)gy U (VG)zy U (VR)zy such that every
variable in (Vi)q,y ts assigned to the same value by both x and y and such that there is no
constraint C' € C with variables in both (Vp)zy and (VR)z,y-

Proof. (1) is immediate from (O2) and the same argument as Lemma 3.1.
(3) follows immediately using the termination criterion (T3) by taking (Va)zy = (Vs)z.y\(VD)zy,

and (Vg)ay = (VD)ay U (Vs)ay)"-
Finally, for (2), setting u(-) = psg[v = - | ] and v(-) = Plv = -], we get

TV(uslv = | z],Plv ="-]) = TV(u,v)
= Z (u(a) —v(a))
a€(q]:p(a)>v(a)
< X
a€(q]:p(a)>v(a)
<(1-3p'q)" % —1,

(1 =3p"g)" ~1)

| =

where the second line uses the definition of total variation distance, and the third line uses (1) and
Theorem 2.1. The same argument works for y as well. O

The idealized coupling process and decision tree are naturally associated to the following quan-
tities.

Definition 4.2. For T as defined above,

e For any node (z,y) € T, let S, denote the set of (complete) satisfying assignments extending
x, and let Sy denote the set of (complete) satisfying assignments extending y.

e For any node (z,y) € T, let pcp(z,y) denote the probability that the idealized coupling
process reaches (z,y). For any (z,y) ¢ T, piep(z,y) = 0.

e For any node (z,y) € T, let

P, = frep (2, Y)
Y sl | @]
y _ Hep(7,y)
Y sy | yol

We conclude this subsection with some simple, but crucial, relations between these quantities.

Lemma 4.3. For T, S;,S,,p} ,, Pty as above,

(1) pi,yvpgyy € [07 1]

(2) P33 yor Proyo = 1-
11



(3) For every non-leaf node (x,y) € T whose children are defined on the set (Vg)gy U {vgy},
letting v = vy and letting x,q) denote the extension of x obtained by setting v to a (and

similarly for Yu(a) ),

Ly (a
piﬂ/ = Z vagaivyv(b) fOT’ all a € [q]7
be[q]

Yv(a
pgvy = Z pwv((b;7y'u(a) for a’ll a € [q]'
belg]

(4) For every node (z,y) € T,
|Sm| 'pg,y o ’Sxo’

Syl - piy 1Skl
(5) For every non-leaf node (z,y) € T whose children are defined on the set (Vg)gy U{vyy} and
forn=(1- 3p”q)_A — 1, if n <1/(2q), then (letting v = vy, )

mU a
Zp%ga;,yv(b) <dqn-pg, forallac|q].
b#a
y'U a
pmu((bivyv(a) <dqn-py, forallac|q].
b#a
Proof. (1) and (2) are trivial.
For (3), we note that for any a € [¢],

 2befg) Hep(Tu(a)s Yov))

D Prlm v =
e 18 [Ty(a) | To]

_ ep(2,y) - pslv = a | x]
pslx | zo] - pslv = a | ]

=
= Pz y-

The same argument also applies to p .
For (4), we have indeed that

Pry _ ksly | yol
Py msla | o)
_ 19ul/1Sy]
|Sal /|Suo |
Finally, for (5), II, , denote the optimal coupling of pglu =
any a € [q],
S bta P o)  Xbrta Hep(Tu(a): Yo(b))
Py - trep (@, y)uslv = a | ]
 Salley(at)
- uslv=alz]
_ Shsa Tyl
(1/q) —n
<2¢-TV(uslv = | z], uslv = y])
< 2¢(TV(pslv =] a],Plv ="]) + TV(Plv = |, us[v = - | 9]))
< 4qn,

- | z] and pg[u = - | y], we have for

12



where the third line follows from (2) of Lemma 4.1, the fourth line follows from the characterization
of the total variation distance in terms of optimal coupling, and the last line follows again from (2)
of Lemma 4.1. O

4.2. Setting up the linear program. The most important property of the quantities defined
above is (3) in Lemma 4.3, which shows that given |S,|/|S,|,p} %y at any node (z,y) € T, one
obtains the key quantity |S;,|/|Sy,|- What makes this property useful is the following observation,
which shows that for (x,y) € T which are leaves, the ratio |S;|/|Sy| can be computed efficiently.

Lemma 4.4. For any leaf (z,y) € T, |S:|/|S,| can be computed in time poly(n, k, q) - g(VP)ewl.

Proof. Let (x,y) € T be a leaf and let (Vp)ay, (Va)zy, (VR)z,y be the partition of V' as in (3) of
Lemma 4.1. All the unassigned variables (under z,y) are in (Vp)g,yU(VR)s,y and note that there are
no constraints with variables in both (Vp)g,, and (Vg)s . Further, the number of ways of assigning
values to variables in (Vg),, so that they satisfy all constraints with variables in (Vg)z, U (Va)z,y
is the same (and hence, does not contribute to the ratio) since each variable in (Viz)s 4 is assigned
to the same value by both  and y. Therefore, the ratio |S;|/|S,| is equal to the ratio of the number
of ways of assigning values to the unassigned variables in (Vp),, such that all constraints with
variables in (Vp)zy U (Vg)e,y are satisfied. This can be done by exhaustive enumeration in the
claimed time. 0

Motivated by the preceding discussion, let L > 2 be a parameter to be chosen later and consider
the L-truncated decision tree defined as follows.

Definition 4.5. For L > 2 and with T as before, we define the L-truncated decision tree 7T to
consist of those nodes (z,y) € T for which |(Vg)zy| < L+ ¢. We let £, denote the leaves of Tz, L9
denote those leaves in £, which have |(Vg)g,y| < L + ¢ —1 (in particular, these are also leaves of
T), and let £% denote the remaining leaves.

We now set up a linear program to mimic the quantities py ,, p%.y for each node of 77,. Formally,
given parameters r_ < r, n = (1 — 3p”q)™® — 1 and Tz, we check whether the following linear
program in variables ﬁiy and Dy, is feasible:

(LP1) For all (z,y) € Tp, 0 < 7%, %y < 1.
(LP2) For every (x,y) € LY,
ﬁ; y‘SSL“
r_ < T4
T IS, T
(LP3) P20 . = Pioyo = 1. Moreover, for every node (z,y) € 7, \ £ whose children are defined on
the set (Vs)zy U {vyy} and letting v = vy,

/\xv a
i)\ivy = vaEa;vyv(b) fOl“ a‘ll ac [q]7
belq]
~Yv(a
ﬁ;f/w = va((b;,yv(a) for all a € [q].
belq]

(LP4) For every node (x,y) € Tr, \ L1, whose children are defined on the set (Vg)z, U {v;,} and
letting v = vy, for every a € [q],

~Ly(a) ~r
me'u(a)vyv(b) S 4q77 : px,y?
b#a

~Yv(a) =~y
pm'u(b)7y'u(a) S 4q77 ’ px,y‘

b#a
13



Claim 4.6. The above LP is feasible for r— = ry =[Sz, |/|Syo |-
Proof. This follows immediately by taking ﬁﬁ’y = pg,y,ﬁ%y = p%,y and using Lemma 4.3. O

Claim 4.7. For every r_,ry,n which can be represented in poly(n,q) bits, the feasibility of the
above LP can be checked in time poly(n,q").

Proof. This follows from standard guarantees on the running time of linear programming (cf.
[Kha79]) since the number of variables and constraints in the LP are O(g*+°(1)) and since |S,|/|S,|
can be represented using poly(n, q) bits. O

4.3. Analysis of the linear program. We now show that the feasibility of the above LP (for
sufficiently large L and appropriately chosen p”) implies that r_ (respectively r) is an approximate
lower (respectively upper) bound for |S;,|/|Sy,|. Given this, we will be able to use binary search in
order to approximate |Sz,|/|Sy,|. The key point is that the approximation error decays exponentially
in L, which will allow us to take L small enough to ensure that this procedure is efficient.

Proposition 4.8. Let p” < (100¢?kA*")~1, p' < p”/(100A3q), and L > 8kA2. Then, the feasibility
of the above LP with parameters r_,ry implies that

(1 4. Q—L/(m%) r < 1Sl (1 vy 2—L/<m2>) -
[Syo
Proof. By iterating the condition (LP3), we have
Z Doy =1 foralloe Sy,

(z,y)eLp:x—0

Z pr,=1 foralloeSy.

)

(z.y)ELL Y0
Therefore,

‘SSL‘()’ = Z Z ﬁ;,yv

0€Sz (z,y)EL :x—0

’Sy()’ = Z Z ﬁg,y‘

0€Sy, (z,y)ELL y—0

At the end of this subsection, we will prove the following.

Lemma 4.9. For all p” < (100¢2kA")~1, p' < p"/(100A3q), and L > 8kAZ,

SDONID SRRl

|Sao]

0ESag (z,y)ELY :x—0
1 _LJ(kA?
T2 X By s
v 0€Syy (z,y)eLY y—o
Given this lemma, we have

Swol= >0 > B, DY Y B,

0€Sz (z,y)eLY :x—0 0€8(20) (z,y)eLY :x—0

_ 2
= Z P2y 1Sel | £ 18k -2 L/(kA%)
(w,y)eﬁ%
14



where the first term follows by interchanging sums and the second term follows by Lemma 4.9. A
similar estimate also holds for |S,,|.
Thus, we have

(S| - (1 £ 27L/KADY 30 yers Py - |Sel

|Syol - (1 £ 2-E/(RA%) D wy)ecs Pry - 1Sy

T Y emecs Pay 1Syl T X a ey Phy - |Sy]
Dwaect Py 1Syl T Xiayecs Pry - 1Syl

€ [r—,ry],

€

where the second line follows from (LP2). Thus

|Sao
[Syol

as desired. O

€1 =4 27 EAY (14427 H/EAY,

Proof of Lemma 4.9. We will only prove the statement for |S,|; the proof of the other statement
is identical.

For a node (v,y) € T, let (Vs),,, = (Vs)ay \ {vi,...,v;_1}. For a node (x,y) € 7 which is not
a leaf, we will use v, to denote the variable such that the children of (x,y) are defined on the set
(Vs)zy U{vzy}. When (x,y) € T is clear from context, we will denote v, ,, simply by v.

Consider the following way of generating random root-to-leaf paths of 7r. At a non-leaf node
(x,y) € T, sample a value for v = v, , according to pg[v = - | z] to generate an assignment z’ on
(V$)z,y U{vzy}. Then, choose a random element b’ of [¢] and go to the node (', y,)) € T, where
the probability of choosing each b € [q] is

pmlvyv(b)
Piy

Note that by (LP3), p(z,y, ', yy(.)) is indeed a probability distribution. Let (X,Y’) denote the
random leaf of 7 returned by this process and let i denote the probability distribution on Ly,
induced by this process.

Let (zf,yf) € L1 and denote the corresponding root-to-leaf path by (zo,%0),- .., (xf,ys). Then,

p(z,y, 2, yu)) =

_ ! Ses Betuy _ Sefl o)
N[(X7Y) .’L’f yf H,US Tt ‘ Tt— 1 Hp Tt—1,Yt— laxtayt) |S | ~T0 = |S | xf,yf7
t=1 zol  Pzo,yo 0

where the final equality follows by (LP3).
Therefore,

ST X = X 5
‘ :c()’ ‘ :c’
0€8s, (z,y)€LY w0 0€8z, (z,y)€LY w0
= > AlXY) = (2,y)]
(zy)€LY
<AlXY) € {(z,y) € To : |(Vs)ayl = LY.
In order to bound the quantity on the right, we will first find a more convenient combinatorial
characterization of the event. For this, fix (z,y) € Tz such that [(Vs), ,| > L. Recall the notation

Dy y, Fry from (T2). We also need some further notation.
15



e For i € [m], we say that C; is z-frozen if P[C; | z] > p”. We denote the set of z-frozen
constraints by F7.

e For i € [m], we say that C; has a disagreement if vbl(C;) N D,, # 0. Denote all such
constraints by Dy .

e For i € [m], we say that C; € C is bad if C; € F,, UD,,. We denote the set of bad
constraints by B .

e G(C) = (C,E) is the graph whose vertices are constraints in C, and for ¢ # j, there is an
edge between C; and Cj if and only if vbl(C;) N vbl(C;) # 0.

e G%(C) = (C,E') is the graph whose vertices are constraints in C, and for i # j, there is
an edge between C; and Cj; if and only if there exists k with vbl(C;) N vbl(Cy) # 0, and
vbl(C}) Nvbl(Cy) # 0.

Claim 4.10. |B,,| > L/(kA).
Proof. First, note that by (O3), (T3), and (T4), for every v € (V{), 4, there exists some C' € C such
that vbl(C') N (Vp)g,y # 0 and v € vbl(C).

Next, note that by (T2), for every v € (Vp)ga,y, there exists some B € B, , such that v € vbl(B).
Therefore,

L < [(V§)ayl
< k- [{C € C: vHI(C) N (Ve # O]
<k-|{C e C:vbl(C)Nvbl(B) # 0 for some B € B, ,}|
< kA - |Byyl- O
Fix C* € C such that v} € vbl(C*).

Claim 4.11. There exists a {2,3}-tree T C By, in G(C) with |T| > L/(kA?) and such that T
contains C*.

Proof. By (T4), (03), and induction, the induced subgraph of G*(C) on B, is connected. Moreover,
C* € Dyy C By y. Given this, the claim follows from Lemma 2.4 and the previous claim. O

Let L = L/(kA?) and let T; denote the collection of {2, 3}-trees in G(C) of size L which contain
C*. Then, by the previous discussion,

AX,Y) €{(,y) € To: |(Ve)oyl = LY < D AIT € Bxy]
TE‘IE
< (AN AT C By,
where the final inequality uses Lemma 2.3.
Finally, let us fix 7' € T; and estimate
u[T € Bx,y].

We denote the vertices of T' in G(C) by C] = C*,C}, ... ,C”Z. Note, in particular, that v; ¢
Vbl(CJ/») for2<j < L. By multiplying the result by an overall factor of oL , it suffices to bound the
probability

,L/Z[Cé, ceey C; € DX,Y A\ Cé—i—l’ .. ’C,Z € ]:)(y \'DX,y],
which is at most
ﬁ[Cé,,Cg € Dxy /\Cf{—l-l’”"C/E E./.':/X—]
Using the law of total probability, this is equal to
By (A4, ... Cl € Dy | X] - flClns ., Ch € Fic | X]]. (4.1)
16



Claim 4.12. For any possible realization x of X,
flCYh,....Cl € Dyy | x] < (4kgn)' .

Proof. Let j € [t]. Given x, we have C} € D,y only if there is some v € vbl(C?) for which
Y(v) # z(v). Since |vbl(C})| < k, we see by (LP4) that this happens with probability at most
4kqn. Moreover, since Vbl(C}) are disjoint for different values of [j], these events are independent,
which gives the desired conclusion. ([l

Using this claim, we see that the quantity in (4.1) is bounded above by
(4kqn)' ™" - s ., CL € Fi). (4.2)

Claim 4.13. fi[C{,,,....C} € Fx] < (2p'q/p")

Proof. Let
X={z:(2,y) € %} for some y A Cyyy,...,C; € Fr},
so that our goal is to bound p[X]. We will use an argument similar to Lemma 3.2.

For h € {0,...,L}, let T, € T, denote those nodes (x,y) € T for which |(Vs)zy| < h+ £ and
let £, denote the leaves of 7. To any (x,y) € T, we can naturally associate a root-to-leaf path
(z0,%0),---,(rr,yr) = (x,y), where (x;,y;) € T; and nodes are possibly repeated at the end of
the path. Interpreting 11 as a distribution on root-to-leaf paths of this form, let &(h) denote the
sigma-algebra induced on 7 and let

L
My, = [ PIC} | Xn] - exp(—ngW (Xn, Y2)),
j=t+1
where
W (Xn,Ys) = # {j €[h—1]:vx,y, € vbI(Cly,) U--- Uvbl(C’E)} .
Then, M}, is measurable with respect to &(h) and using the argument in Lemma 3.2, it is readily
seen that

Ez[Mp41 | &(h)] < M.

Indeed, we only need to check that given (X},Y}) and letting Cp denote the unique constraint (if
any) containing v = vy, y,, we have

A Pler | Xi]| 6] = >
B C’T/\Xh/\v—a] v =a| Xp]
Z " Plv=d

P[Cr A Xp Av=al]-fi[v=a]| X
P[Xn Av = al

CT/\Xh/\U—CL] _1+T]
¥
< eXP(an) [Cr ! Xh],

where the third line follows from (2) of Lemma 4.1. Since
it therefore follows that

Ex[Mz) < (Wg)".
17



Also, for any (z,y) € T1, we have that W (z,y) < k(L — t). Hence, by Markov’s inequality and the
assumption on p”,

Al < alMy > (") texp(—nqk(f —1))]
/ E—t
< (pqexp ngk) > < <2pq> _ 0
— — p//
Using the preceding claim along with (4.2) and simplying using the bounds on p/,p” completes
the proof. O

5. PROOF OF THEOREMS 1.5 AND 1.6

We are now ready to prove Theorems 1.5 and 1.6. The algorithms in this section exploit a
refinement of the analysis in the previous section, which we present in Section 5.1. Following this,
we present the proof of Theorem 1.5 in Section 5.2 and the proof of Theorem 1.6 in Section 5.3. We
will freely use the notation introduced in the previous two sections.

5.1. Refined analysis of the linear program. As in Section 3, fix an ordering vy, ..., v, of the
variables. Let p’ < p” be parameters to be chosen later. Recall that in Section 3.1, we generate a
partial assignment on a subset vj,...,v} of the variables (where s is itself random) and “freeze” the
remaining variables. This process depends on the parameter p’ in (R4). As before, for i € [s], we
let P; denote the partial assignment on v7,...,v; and we let v denote the distribution on partial
assignments given by the final partial assignment Ps;. Once again, we emphasize that s is random.

For our approximate sampling algorithm, we will also need the following variation of this proce-
dure. We consider the same randomized greedy procedure as in Section 3.1, except now, in (R3), we
assign v} a random value chosen according to the distribution puglv} = - | Pi—1]. For now, the reader
should ignore the question of how to efficiently implement such a procedure. We let vg denote the
distribution on partial assignments given by the final partial assignment Ps, noting again that s is
random.

Given vf,...,v’ and a € [g], we denote by P;(a) the partial assignment extending P;_; by setting
v} = a. As before, for h € [n], we let t(h) be the largest index ¢ such that v} = v,, for some w < h
i.e. t(h) is the number of variables among {vy,...,v,} assigned values by the partial assignment.

For each variable v, there are at most A constraints C' € C such that v € vbl(C). Let L =
L/(kA?), and let T3, be the set of {2,3}-trees in G(C) of size L containing one of these constraints.
For any T' € T; , we let C} denote the unique C' € T satisfying v € vbl(C). Recall that F,,
denotes the constraints C' € C for which P[C | z] > p” or P[C | y] > p".

For ¢ € [s], we define the idealized decision tree 7 starting from the root node (xg,y0) =
(Py(a), Py(b)) and the L-truncated decision tree 77, as in Section 4. Let n = (1 — 3p”q)~> — 1. The
following lemma was proved during the course of the proof of Lemma 4.9.

Lemma 5.1. For all p’ = p" < (1000¢2kA*)~ and p < p"/(1000A3q),

Sy mes X I (se T,

[Sao 900|

0€Sag (z,y)ELY :w—0 TeT; o CET,C#C*,
’ £
2P[C | Ppi]
o< X L (e TET).
UGSyO (z.y)eLt y—a Te€Tg,; CET.CAC),

Remark. Note that there is no factor of ¢ multiplying 2P[C' | P,—1]/p” since v} ¢ vbl(C) for any C
that features in the product.
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For h € [n+ 1], let £(h) denote the event that for all variables v € V/,

2P(C | P,
> I <4kqn+ 2O | Bnon) e 1)]> < g L/RA%)
Tes; , CeT,C#Cy p

The next lemma, together with Markov’s inequality, shows that £(h) occurs with high probability
with respect to both v and vg.

Lemma 5.2. Let p' = p"” < (100¢°kA*)~L, p < p”/(100A3%), and L > 8kA%.  Then, for all
hen+1] andv eV,

2P[C' | Py(p—1)]

£, Z H <4kq?7 + T) < 2L/

TeT;  CET,C#C;
and

2P[C' | Pyp—1)]

Evg Z H <4kq?7 + T) < 9L/ (A%

TeT;  CeT,C#C;

Proof. We will first prove the statement for v. Fix v € V' and observe that for any 7' € T; . the

sets vbl(C') are disjoint for C' € T. Let &(t) denote the o-algebra generated by the output of the
randomized greedy procedure on partial assignments of vy, ...,v;. Then, by an identical argument
to Lemma 3.2, we see that

2P[C | P,—
M= I <41<:q77—|— O | Bl 1)]>
CEeT,C#C; p
satisfies
Ey[Mig | S(t)] = M

Thus, for any h € [n + 1],

2P[C' | Pp-1)] 2p 711
E | I <4I<:q77 + #) < <4kq77 + 7> :
CET,C£Cs p p

so that by linearity of expectation,

2P[C | Pp—1)) 2p\ 111
E Y I <4/<;q77 Aol > <%, <4kqn + —f)
TeS; , CET,.CACE p p

R 2% -1
<A (eA3)E. <4kq77 + 17>

The desired bound is obtained by using the assumptions on p and p”.

Next, we prove the statement for vg. Fix v € V. For T' € T; , let Wi(T) be the number of
variables among v7, ... ,vZ‘(t) that are contained in some C' € T'. Also, as before, let &(¢) denote the
o-algebra generated by the output of the randomized greedy procedure on partial assignments of
v1,...,v;. Then, as in Claim 4.13, we have that

2P[C | Pi-1)
M= ] <4kqn + %) -exp(—ngWi-1(T))
CEeT,C#£C p
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satisfies
Eyg[Miy1 | 6(t)] < M.
Thus, for any h € [n + 1],

2P[C | Pyn-1)] 2p\ "1 -
Evg H <4kqn + +> < <4kqn + 7) exp(ngk)"171.
CeT,C#£Cs p p

so that by linearity of expectation,

2P[C | P,(p-1)) 4p 711
E,q Z H <4kq77 + %) <%z, <8k‘q77+ 17>

TeT; , CET.CACE
R 4p -1
<A (eAHE. <8/<;q77 + ]7>

The desired bound is obtained by using the assumptions on p and p”. O

Combining Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 and the analysis in Section 4, we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 5.3. Let p’ = p” < (1000¢°kA")~1, p < p”/(1000A3), and 6 € (0,1). Then, for
L > 8kAZ%log(n/d), the event Anem+1)€(h) has probability at least 1 — (8/n2) with respect to both v
and vg.

Moreover, on the event /\he[n+1}5(h); the feasibility of the LP with parameters r— < ry implies
that

R O [Sxol 4oL (kA2)
(1 4-nt2 )r o S (1+4 nto- )+

5.2. Approximate counting: proof of Theorem 1.5. We have the following analogue of Proposition 3.5.

Lemma 5.4. Let p = p” < (1000¢2kA*)~1, p < p”/(1000A3), and L = 80kA?log(An). There
exists a deterministic algorithm running in time O(npoMlogq’A’k)) which generates a sequence of
partial assignments Py, ..., Ps; with the following properties.

(1) For alli € [s], P; assigns values to i variables, and P; extends P;_;.
(3) For alli € [s] and j € [m], P[C; | P;] < p'q.

(4) Every connected component in G(F) has size at most L/(kA).

(5) The event Npeing1)E(h) is satisfied.

Proof. The proof is a modification of the proof of Proposition 3.5. Let L' = L/(kA?). Recall that
for each variable v, 1/, is the set of {2,3}-trees in G(C) of size L' containing C;. Let T denote

the collection of all {2,3}-trees of size L' in G(C). Note that [Ty ,| < |T| < poly(n10g2 A) and the

collections Ty, ,,, T can be constructed in time poly(nlog2 A).
For a partial assignment X, define

=X Y I (s T,

veV Te€X,, , CeT,C#£C

U

Note that

TZG;ZCI—IET< C’|X>.



As in the proof of Proposition 3.5, if we can find a sequence of partial assignments Pi,..., Ps
satisfying properties (1), (2), (3) such that H(P,), ..., H(P,) < n*2=L/(*2%) <1 then (4) and (5)
are also satisfied.

For this, we follow the same greedy procedure as in Section 3.1, except now, after having chosen
P;_1 and v}, we choose the value of v} in (R3) to be

argmin H(P,_; A v = a).
a€lq]

Similar to Proposition 3.5, this ensures that H(P;) < H(P;_1) for all i € [s]. Thus, it is possible to
choose P; to ensure H(P;,_1) < H(F;). Finally, since

L/
H@) <n-A- (A <4kqn + 2_ff> < plo~L/(kA%)
p

we are done. O

Finally, given partial assignments P, ..., Ps satisfying the properties of Lemma 5.4, we can use
Lemma 3.6, Proposition 5.3 and the analysis of Section 4 to complete the proof of Theorem 1.5.

5.3. Approximate sampling: proof of Theorem 1.6. We consider the following sampling pro-
cedure. Fix a parameter € € (0,1). Let L = 80kA?log(An/e).

(S1) Fix an arbitrary ordering v, ..., v, of the variables. Initialize the set of frozen variables Fy = (),
the set of available variables Ay =V, +(0) = 0, and Py = 0.

(52) Let 1 <4 < n. Given P,;_y), F;_1,A;—1, if £(i) does not hold, then output an arbitrary
satisfying assignment (which can be found using the algorithmic LLL in [MT10]) and terminate.
Otherwise, £(i) holds.

(S3) If v; ¢ A;—q, then (i) = o(i — 1), F; = F_1, A; = A;—1. Increment i. If i < n, return to (S2).
Otherwise, proceed to (S6).

(S4) If v; € A;_1, then approximate the marginal pg[v; = - | P,;_1)] within total variation distance
£/(8n) using the LP. Then, assign v; a random value in [g] distributed according to the output
of the LP. Let ¢(i) = (i — 1) +1, and P,;) be the extension of P,;_;) resulting from assigning
a value to v;.

(S5) Let

Fi=1{j € [m] : P[C} | Py] > p"}.
Set
Fy=F,_1U [ (bI(C)) N A\ {vi}) and A; = Ai_1 \ (F U {vi}).
JEF;
Increment i. If ¢ < n, return to (S2). Otherwise, proceed to (S6).

(S6) Let F = Usepy)Fi- Consider G*(F), which is the induced subgraph of G*(C) by the vertices
F. If any connected component of G?(F) has size larger than 80A log(An), then output an
arbitrary satisfying assignment and terminate.

(S7) Else, use exhaustive enumeration to uniformly sample a satisfying assignment of unassigned
variables appearing in each separate connected component of G2(F), and return the complete
satisfying assignment thus obtained.

It is immediate that the running time of the algorithm is as claimed in Theorem 1.6. Let
talg denote the distribution on satisfying assignments generated by the algorithm. We show that
TV (palg: ps) < €.

For this, we begin by observing that if we could sample from the true marginal distribution
pslvi = - | P—1] in (S4) and if we could output a uniform satisfying assignment extending the
current partial assignment for the early termination in (S2) and (S6), then the resulting distribution
on satisfying assignments output by the algorithm clearly coincides with ug.
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Next, since the approximate marginals in (S4) are within £/(8n) of the true marginals, it follows
from Proposition 5.3 and Lemma 3.4 that the early termination condition in (S2) and (S6) occurs
with probability at most £/4. Therefore, TV (ualg, arg’) < €/4, where Alg’ denotes the sampling
algorithm which is the same as above, except upon early termination in (S2) and (S6), we output
a uniformly random satisfying assignment extending the current partial assignment.

Finally, since the approximate marginals in (S4) are within £/(8n) of the true marginals, it follows
that TV (uals ts) < €/8, so that by the triangle inequality, TV (uag, its) < €, as desired.
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