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Abstract

In the secretary problem, our goal is to stop a sequence of values at the moment it observes
the maximum value in the sequence. While there is an algorithm that succeeds with probability
1/e if the sequence is presented in uniformly random order, no non-trivial performance guaran-
tee is possible if the elements arrive in worst-case order. In real-world applications, though, it is
plausible to assume some randomness in the input sequence, but not reasonable to assume the ar-
rival ordering is uniformly random. Motivated by this, the seminal work of Kesselheim, Kleinberg,
and Niazadeh [28] (STOC’ 15) initiates an investigation into relaxations of the random-ordering as-
sumption for the secretary problem. In particular, they define a distribution over permutations to be
admissible, if there exist an algorithm which guarantees at least a constant probability of selecting
the element of maximum value over permutations from this distribution; the distribution is optimal,
if the constant probability approaches the best secretary bound (e.g., 1/e for the classic one) as the
number of elements, n, tends to infinity. Motivated by the theory of pseudorandomness, Kesselheim
Kleinberg, and Niazadeh [28] raise the question of the minimum entropy of an admissible/optimal
distribution over permutations and whether there is an explicit construction that achieves the mini-
mum entropy. Though they prove tight bound ©(loglogn) for minimum entropy of an admissible
distribution for the secretary problem, bounds that they obtain for the classic multiple-choice secre-
tary (a.k.a. k-secretary) are far from being tight.

In this paper, we study the problem for the entropy of both admissible and optimal distri-
butions of permutations to the multiple-choice secretary problem and provide tight bounds for
the problem. This completely resolves the entropy-optimality question for the multiple-secretary
problem. In particular, we construct a distribution with entropy ©(loglogn) such that a deter-
ministic threshold-based algorithm gives a nearly-optimal competitive ratio 1 — O(log(k)/k/3)
for k = O((logn)3/'). Our error is simultaneously nearly-optimal and with optimal entropy
©(loglogn). Our result improves in two ways the previous best construction by Kesselheim, Klein-
berg and Niazadeh [28] whose competitive ratio is 1—O(1/k'/3)—o(1). First, our solution works for
exponentially larger range of parameters k, as in [28] k£ = O((log loglogn)€) for some € € (0,1).
Second, our algorithm is a simple deterministic single-threshold algorithm (only drawing a permuta-
tion from a stochastic uniform distribution), while the algorithm in [28] uses additional randomness.
We also prove a corresponding lower bound for entropy of optimal solutions to the k-secretary prob-
lem, matching the entropy of our algorithm. No previous lower bound on entropy was known for the
k-secretary problem.

We further show the strength of our techniques by obtaining fine-grained results for optimal dis-
tributions of permutations for the secretary problem (equivalent to 1-secretary). For optimal entropy
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O(loglog n), we precisely characterize the success probability of uniform distributions that is below,
and close to, 1/e, and construct such distributions in polynomial time. Furthermore, we prove even
higher entropy O (log(n)) suffices for a success probability above 1/e, but, no uniform probability
distribution with small support and entropy strictly less than log(n) can have success probability
above 1/e. For maximum entropy ©(n log(n)), improving upon a result of Samuels from 1981
[41], we find the precise formula for the optimal success probability of any secretary algorithm.
Our results indeed give a profound understanding of limiting randomness for stopping theory and in
particular for the (multiple-choice) secretary problem.

Keywords: Multiple-choice secretary, secretary problem, online algorithms, approximation algo-
rithms, entropy, derandomization.

1 Introduction

We often assume random order arrival in theoretical studies of online algorithms to obtain much better
performance guarantees than under worst-case assumptions. This means that we have full randomness
knowledge about an instance before it is handed to an algorithm. In practice, however, often this as-
sumption is not quite right; although it is reasonable to assume some randomness in the input sequence,
but not reasonable to assume that the arrival ordering is uniformly random. We study the limits of this
randomness for the secretary problems in this paper.

The secretary problem was introduced as the problem of irrevocably hiring the best secretary out
of n rankable applicants and first analyzed in [35, 13, 8, 18]. In this problem the goal is to find the
best strategy when choosing between a sequence of alternatives. In particular, asymptotically optimal
algorithm with success probability % was proposed, when perfect randomness is available (i.e., random
orders are chosen uniformly at random from the set of all n! permutations). Gilbert and Mosteller [18]
showed with perfect randomness, no algorithm could achieve better probability of success than some
simple wait-and-pick algorithm with specific threshold m € [n — 1] (which can be proved to be in
{|n/e],[n/e]}). Wait-and-pick are deterministic algorithms observing values until some pre-defined
threshold step m € [n — 1], and after that they accept the first value that is larger than all the previously
observed ones, or the last occurring value otherwise.

The seminal work of Kesselheim, Kleinberg, and Niazadeh [28] (STOC’15) initiates an investigation
into relaxations of the random-ordering assumption for the secretary problem. In particular, they define
a distribution over permutations to be admissible, if there exists an algorithm which guarantees at least a
constant probability of selecting the element of maximum value over permutations from this distribution,
no matter what values the adversary assigns to elements; the distribution is optimal, if the constant
probability approaches the best secretary bound (e.g., 1/e for the classic one) as the number of elements,
n, goes to infinity. They specifically raise the following main question for the secretary problem.

“What natural properties of a distribution suffice to guarantee that it is admissible? What properties
suffice to guarantee that it is optimal?” [28]

For example, they show two sets of properties of distributions over permutations, namely block-
independence and uniform-induced-ordering, result in optimal distributions.

More importantly, motivated by the theory of pseudorandomness, Kesselheim et al. [28] raise the
question of the minimum entropy of an admissible/optimal distribution over permutations and whether
there is an explicit construction that achieves the minimum entropy. They prove tight bound © (log log n)
for minimum entropy of an admissible distribution for the secretary problem. More precisely, they prove
if a distribution over permutations has entropy o(log log n) then no algorithm (deterministic or random-
ized) achieves a constant probability of success. They also present a polynomial-time construction of a
set of polylog (n) permutations such that wait-and-pick algorithm choosing a random order uniformly
from this set (i.e., with entropy O(loglogn)) achieves probability of success + — w( , for
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any positive constant ¢ < 1. Their construction includes several reduction steps, uses composition of



three Reed-Solomon codes and auxiliary composition functions (see their full ArXiv version [29] for
more details and a better understanding of their approach). Though they also consider entropy of admis-
sible distributions for the classic multiple-choice secretary (a.k.a. k-secretary, used interchangeably in
this paper; see [26, 31, 6] for introduction and analysis), bounds that they obtain are far from being tight
as we describe next.

In this paper, we study the problem for the entropy of both admissible and optimal distributions
of permutations to the multiple-choice secretary problem and provide tight bounds for the problem.
This completely resolves the entropy-optimality question for the multiple-secretary problem. In par-
ticular, we construct a distribution with entropy O (loglog n) such that a deterministic threshold-based
algorithm gives a nearly-optimal competitive ratio 1 — O(log(k)/k'/?) for k = O((logn)?/14), which
improves in two ways the previous best construction by Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28]. First,
our solution works for exponentially larger range of parameters k, as in [28] £ = O((logloglogn))
for some € € (0,1). Second, our algorithm is a simple deterministic single-threshold algorithm (only
drawing a permutation from a stochastic uniform distribution), while the algorithm in [28] uses addi-
tional randomness. We also prove a corresponding lower bound for entropy of optimal solutions to the
k-secretary problem, matching the entropy of our algorithm. No previous lower bound was known for
the k-secretary problem.

We further show the strength of our techniques by obtaining fine-grained results for optimal distri-
butions of permutations for the secretary problem (equivalent to 1-secretary). For entropy ©(loglogn),
we precisely characterize the success probability of uniform distributions that is below, and close to,
1/e, and construct such distributions in polynomial time. Furthermore, we prove even higher entropy
©(log(n)) suffices for a success probability above 1/e, but, no uniform probability distribution with
small support and entropy strictly less than log(n) can have success probability above 1/e. Last but not
least, with maximum entropy, ©(n log(n)), of the uniform distribution with support n!, we find the pre-
cise formula O PT,, for the optimal success probability of any secretary algorithm. In addition, we prove
that any secretary algorithm that uses any, not necessarily uniform distribution, has success probability
at most OPT,,. This improves the result of Samuels from 1981 [41], who proved that under uniform
distribution no secretary algorithm can achieve success probability of 1/e + &, for any constant £ > 0.

1.1 Preliminaries

Let [i] = {1,2,...,i}, and n be the number of arriving elements/items. Each of them has a unique
index i € [n], and corresponding unique value v(7) assigned to it by an adversary. The adversary knows
the algorithm and the distribution of random arrival orders.

Let IT,, denote the set of all n! permutations of the sequence (1,2, ...,n). A probability distribution
p over I, is a function p : II,, — [0,1] such that ) .y p(w) = 1. Shannon entropy, or simply,
entropy, of the probability distribution p is defined as H(p) = — > ;. p(7)-log(p(7)), where log has
base 2, and if p(7) = 0 for some 7 € II,,, then we assume that O - log(0) = 0. Given a distribution D
on II,,, 7 ~ D means that 7 is sampled from D. A special case of a distribution, convenient to design
efficiently, is when we are given a (multi-)set £ C II,, of permutations, called a support, and random
order is selected uniformly at random (u.a.r. for short) from this set; in this case we write m ~ L. The
entropy of this distribution is log |£|. We call such an associated probabilistic distribution uniform, and
otherwise non-uniform. We often abbreviate “random variable” to r.v., and “uniformly at random” to
u.a.r.

For a positive integer k& < n, let [n]; be the set of all k-element subsets of [rn]. Given a sequence
of (not necessarily sorted) values v(1),v(2),...,v(n) € R, we denote by ind(k') € {1,2,...,n} the
index of the element with the k’th largest value, that is, the k’th largest value is v(ind(k’)).
Wait-and-pick algorithms. An algorithm for the k-secretary problem is called wait-and-pick if it only
observes the first m values (m € {1,2,...,n — 1} is a fixed observation period threshold, called a time



threshold), selects one of the observed values x (x is a fixed value threshold), and then selects every
value of at least x received after position m; however, it cannot select more than & values in this way,
and it may also select the last ¢ values (even if they are smaller than x) provided it selected only k& — ¢
values before that.

We also consider a sub-class of wait-and-pick algorithms, which as their value threshold x choose
the 7-th largest value, for some 7 € {1,2,...,m}, among the first m observed values. In this case we
say that such wait-and-pick algorithm has a statistic T and value x is also called a statistic in this case.

The definition of the wait-and-pick algorithms applies also to the secretary problem, i.e., with k = 1.
It has been shown that some wait-and-pick algorithms are optimal in case of perfect randomness in
selection of random arrival order, see [18].

2 Our results and techniques

2.1 Multiple-choice secretary (k-secretary) problem

Main contribution: algorithmic results. Our algorithms, as well as many algorithms in the literature,
are of wait-and-pick type. Our main result is a tight result for optimal policy for multiple choice secretary
problem under low entropy distributions. In the two theorems below we assume that the adversarial
values are such that v(1) > v(2) > --- > v(n).

Theorem 1 For any k < (loglogn)'/*

Eonp(ALG(0)) = <1 — ﬁ) (1 - Zl}i?—ff) iv(i),
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there exists a permutations distribution D such that

where ALG is a deterministic wait-and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithm with time threshold
m=mn/ kY/3. The distribution D has the optimal entropy O(loglogn) and can be computed in polyno-
mial time in n.
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Theorem 2 For any k <

there exists a permutations distribution D such that

where ALG is a deterministic wait-and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithm with threshold m =
n

/3 The distribution D has the optimal entropy O(loglogn) and can be computed in polyno-

mial time in n.

Detailed analysis of these results can be found in Section 8: that of Theorem 1 as Theorem 11, and that
of Theorem 2 as Theorem 12, respectively.
Optimality of our results vs previous results. Theorem 2 achieves nearly-optimal competitive ratio
1 — O(log(k)/k'/3), with provably minimal entropy O(log log n), when k = O((log )3/ '*), for the k-
secretary problem. The ratio (1 — O(1/v/k)) is best possible for the k-secretary problem in the random
order model, see [31, 23, 2]. The previous best result was by Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28],
and their competitive ratio is (1 — O(1/k/?) — 0(1)) and uses entropy O(loglogn). Optimality of the
entropy follows by our new lower bounds in Theorem 3 and 4, see the discussion after Theorem 4 below.
Note that such lower bounds we not known before for the k-secretary problem.

Theorems 1 and 2 improve the previous best results by Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28]
even more: our solution works for exponentially larger range of parameters k, as in [28] k£ =



O((logloglogn)€) for some ¢ € (0,1). And, finally, our algorithm is a simple deterministic single-
threshold algorithm (only drawing a permutation from a stochastic uniform distribution with entropy
O(loglogn)), while the algorithm in [28] uses additional randomness. In fact, the randomized algo-
rithm in [28] uses internal randomness that has entropy at least £2((log k)?), see Proposition 1 in Sec-
tion 9.3. Their construction of the distribution on random orders that their algorithm uses, has entropy
O(loglogn), but it only applies to k& = O((log log logn)) for some fixed € € (0, 1). However, if their
randomized algorithm would be used with higher values of parameter k, for example k& = ©(log n) as
in our case, the entropy of its internal randomization would be Q((log log n)?), which is asymptotically
larger than the optimal entropy O(log log n) for the random orders.

Technical contributions. Our starting point to obtain Theorem 1 and 2 is a probabilistic analysis in
Section 4 of wait-and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithms. In this analysis we exploit the fact that
the indicator random variables, which indicate if indices fall in an interval in a random permutation,
are negatively associated, see, e.g., [43]. Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28] provide explicit
constructions of small entropy probability distributions for the k-secretary algorithms (for both £ = 1
and £ > 1) by using a product of three Reed-Solomon codes and explicit enumeration of the resulting
lower-dimensional permutations. Our approach builds on their idea of using Reed-Solomon codes, by
formalizing a notion of dimensionality-reduction, see Section 7. We provide two dimension reduction
constructions. The first one (Theorem 1) uses only a product of two Reed-Solomon codes and explicit
enumeration. The second one (Theorem 2) uses only one Reed-Solomon code and instead of explicit
enumeration, its second step is completely new — an algorithmic derandomization of our probabilistic
analysis from Section 4. Our new derandomization technique is based on the method of conditional
expectation with a special pessimistic estimator for the failure probability. This estimator is derived from
the proof of Chernoff bound and is inspired by Young’s [46] oblivious rounding. We obtain it by first
combinatorializing the Hoeffding argument in Theorem 7 by defining the notion of k + Lk:Q/ 3log k|-
tuples and replacing Hoeffding argument by Chernoff argument (combinatorialization introduces 0/1
r.v.’s, instead of r.v.’s that assume adversarial values in Theorem 7).

We show two applications of this technique of dimension reduction followed by the Chernoff bound
derandomization: to the k-secretary problem and to the classic 1-secretary problem. For the former
problem, it implies an entropy-optimal algorithm with optimal competitive factor (our main results in
Theorems 1 and 2), and for the latter it gives a fine-grained analysis of the best possible success proba-
bility of algorithms (see Theorems 5 and 6 below). The only problem-specific parts of this new deran-
domization technique are the combinatorialization (k 4 |k%/3 log k |-tuples for k-secretary in Section 5,
and k-tuples for 1-secretary in Section B) and computation of conditional probabilities (see Algorithms
2 and 4). The rest of the technique, e.g., pessimistic estimator, the main algorithm and its analysis, are
the same for both problems.

The running time of the resulting derandomization algorithm is at least n* and to make it polynomial,
we design dimension reductions. We propose two dimension reduction methods based on a refined
use of Reed-Solomon codes. As a new technical ingredient, we construct a family of functions that
have bounded number of collisions and their preimages are of almost same sizes (up to additive 1),
by carefully using algebraic properties of polynomials (see Lemma 5). This gives our first dimension
reduction construction, which together with derandomization leads to Theorem 2, see details in Section
8. Our second construction of such function family is based on a direct product of two Reed-Solomon
codes in Section 7.2, leading to Theorem 1, see details in Section 8. The use of Reed-Solomon codes
are inspired by Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28, 29]. Our construction significantly improves
and simplifies their constructions by adding the constraint on sizes of preimages and using only one or
two, instead of three, codes and we do not need any auxiliary composition functions. The constraint
on preimages, precisely tailored for the k-secretary problem, allows us to apply more direct techniques
of finding permutations distributions over a set with reduced dimension. This constraint is crucial for
proving the competitive ratios. Both constructions are computable in polynomial time and we believe



that they are of independent interest. We augment the dimension reductions with a detailed analysis of
how they relate to the error guarantees of the k-secretary (1-secretary, resp.) algorithms, see Section 8
(Appendix D, resp.).

Lower bounds. We are the first to prove two lower bounds on entropy of k-secretary algorithms
achieving expected competitive ratio 1 — e. Their proofs can be found in Section 9. The first one is
for any algorithm, but works only for & < log® n for some constant a € (0, 1).

Theorem 3 Assume k < log® n for some constant a € (0,1). Let € € (0,1) be a given parameter. Then,
any algorithm (even fully randomized) solving k-secretary problem while drawing permutations from
some distribution on 11,, with an entropy H < % log log n, cannot achieve the expected competitive
ratio of at least 1 — € for sufficiently large n.

The second lower bound on entropy is for the wait-and-pick algorithms for any k < n /2.

Theorem 4 Any wait-and-pick algorithm solving k-secretary problem, for k < n/2, with expected
competitive ratio of at least (1 — €) requires entropy )(min{log 1/¢,log ;- }).

It follows from Theorem 3 that entropy £2(loglog n) is necessary for any algorithm to achieve even
a constant positive competitive ratio 1 — ¢, for & = O(log® n), where a < 1. In particular, it proves
that our upper bounds in Theorems 1 and 2 are tight. Theorem 4 implies that entropy Q2(loglogn) is
necessary for any wait-and-pick algorithm to achieve a close-to-optimal competitive ratio 1 — Q(k%), for
any k < m/2, where constant ¢ < 1/2. Even more, in such case entropy (log k) is necessary, which
could be as large as 2(log n) for k being a polynomial in 7.

Technical contributions. The lower bound for all algorithms builds on the concept of semitone se-
quences with respect to the set of permutation used by the algorithm. It was proposed in [28] in the
context of 1-secretary problem. Intuitively, in each permutation of the set, the semitone sequence always
positions next element before or after the previous elements of the sequence (in some permutations, it
could be before, in others — after). Such sequences occurred useful in cheating 1-secretary algorithms
by assigning different orders of values, but occurred hard to extend to the general k-secretary problem.
The reason is that, in the latter, there are two challenges requiring new concepts. First, there are k picks
of values by the algorithm, instead of one — this creates additional dependencies in probabilistic part of
the proof (c.f., Lemma 8), which we overcome by introducing more complex parametrization of events
and inductive proof. Second, the algorithm does not always have to choose maximum value to guarantee
approximation ratio 1 — e, or can still choose the maximum value despite of the order of values assigned
to the semitone sequence — to address these challenges, we not only consider different orders the values
in the proof (as was done in case of 1-secretary in [28]), but also expand them in a way the algorithm
has to pick the largest value but it cannot pick it without considering the order (which is hard for the
algorithm working on semitone sequences). It leads to so called hard assignments of values and their
specific distribution in Lemma 8 resembling biased binary search, see details in Section 9.1.

The lower bound for wait-and-pick algorithms, presented in Section 9.2, is obtained by constructing
a virtual bipartite graph with neighborhoods defined based on elements occurring on left-had sides of
the permutation threshold, and later by analyzing relations between sets of elements on one side of the
graph and sets of permutations represented by nodes on the other side of the graph.

2.2 Classical secretary (1-secretary) problem

Characterization and lower bounds. We prove in Proposition 2 a characterization of the optimal
success probability O PT,, of secretary algorithms, which is complemented by an existential result in
Theorem 13. When the entropy is maximum, ©(nlog(n)), of the uniform distribution on the set of



permutations with support n!, we find the precise formula for the optimal success probability of the best
secretary algorithm, OPT,, = 1/e + ¢o/n + ©((1/n)%/?), where ¢y = 1/2 — 1/(2e), see Proposition
2, Part 1. We prove that any secretary algorithm that uses any, not necessarily uniform distribution, has
success probability at most O PT}, (Part 2, Proposition 2). This improves the result of Samuels [41], who
proved that under uniform distribution no secretary algorithm can achieve success probability of 1/e+¢,
for any constant ¢ > 0. We then prove that even entropy ©(log(n)) suffices for a success probability
above 1/e (Corollary 3). But, interestingly, no uniform probability distribution with small support and
entropy strictly less than log(n) can have success probability above 1/e (Part 3, Proposition 2).

Algorithmic results. By adapting the same techniques of dimension reduction and derandomization via
Chernoff bound developed for the k-secretary problem, we obtain the following fine-grained analysis
results for the classical secretary problem.

Theorem 5 There exists a permutation distribution D,, with entropy O(loglogn), such that the wait-
and-pick 1-secretary algorithm with time threshold |n/e|, executed on D, picks the highest element

5/2
with probability at least % — 3%. Distribution D,, can be computed in time polynomial in n.
Theorem 6 There exists a permutation distribution D,, that can be computed in time O(n) and has
entropy O(loglogn), such that the wait-and-pick 1-secretary algorithm with time threshold |n/e],

executed on the permutation drawn from D, picks the best element with probability of at least

1_ (@ log log n)? _ (loglogn)?
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Our results vs previous results. Proofs of Theorem 5 and 6 can be found in Appendix D. The original
analysis in [35, 13] shows that this algorithm’s success probability with full ©(n logn) entropy is at
least 1/e — 1/n. Theorem 6 has better error bound than Theorem 5, but is more complex and builds on
the first result. Theorem 6 guarantees almost the same success probability as that in our existential proof
(Theorem 13) and the entropy of these distributions is optimal O(loglog(n)). It also improves, over
doubly-exponentially, on the additive error to O PT,, of w(m) due to Kesselheim, Kleinberg
and Niazadeh [28, 29], which holds for any positive constant ¢ < 1.

Technical contributions. We obtain Theorems 5 and 6 by the same dimension reduction and derandom-
ization techniques designed for the k-secretary problem. To apply these techniques, we need to develop
problem-specific parts for the 1-secretary problem: probabilistic analysis, leading to combinatorializa-
tion, and an algorithm for computing conditional probabilities (see Algorithm 4). We present a new
probabilistic analysis of the 1-secretary problem in Theorem 13. Towards this aim we identify a useful
parameterization of the problem, denoted k € {2,3,...,n}, which is interpreted as corresponding to k
largest adversarial values. We characterize precise probability of success of any wait-and-pick algorithm
with time threshold m by analyzing how the set of k largest adversarial values is located with respect
to the threshold m. This leads to Theorem 13. This analysis lets us combinatorialize the problem by
defining k-tuples, which are ordered subsets of size k of [n]. While all other parts of the derandomiza-
tion are the same as for the k-secretary problem, the main derandomization algorithm is now Algorithm
3 (instead of Algorithm 1), and the conditional probabilities Algorithm 4 replaces Algorithm 2.

3 Further related work

In this section, we present recent literature on important online stopping theory concepts such as secre-
tary, prophet inequality, and prophet secretary.

Secretary Problem. In this problem, we receive a sequence of randomly permuted numbers in an
online fashion. Every time we observe a new number, we have the option to stop the sequence and



select the most recent number. The goal is to maximize the probability of selecting the maximum
of all numbers. The pioneering work of Lindley [35] and Dynkin [13] present a simple but elegant
algorithm that succeeds with probability 1/e. In particular, they show that the best strategy, a.k.a. wait-
and-pick, is to skip the first 1/e fraction of the numbers and then take the first number that exceeds
all its predecessors. Although simple, this algorithm specifies the essence of best strategies for many
generalizations of secretary problem. Interestingly, Gilbert and Mosteller [18] show that when the values
are drawn i.i.d. from a known distribution, there is a wait-and-pick algorithm that selects the best value
with probability approximately 0.5801 (see [15] for generalization to non-identical distributions).

The connection between secretary problem and online auction mechanisms has been explored by the
work of Hajiaghayi, Kleinberg and Parkes [26] and has brought lots of attention to this classical prob-
lem in computer science theory. In particular, this work introduces the multiple-choice value version
of the problem, also known as the k-secretary problem (the original secretary problem only considers
rankings and not values), in which the goal is to maximize the expected sum of the selected num-
bers, and discusses its applications in limited-supply online auctions. Kleinberg [31] later presents a
tight (1 — O(4/1/k))-approximation algorithm for multiple-choice secretary resolving an open problem
of [26]. The bipartite matching variant is studied by Kesselheim et al. [30] for which they give a 1/e-
approximation solution using a generalization of the classical algorithm. Babaioff et al. [6] consider the
matroid version and give an $2(1/ log k)-approximation algorithm when the set of selected items have
to be an independent set of a rank &£ matroid. Other generalizations of secretary problem such as the
submodular variant has been initially studied by the Bateni, Hajiaghayi, and ZadiMoghaddam [7] and
Gupta, Roth, Schoenebeck, and Talwar [22].

Prophet Inequality. In prophet inequality, we are initially given n distributions for each of the num-
bers in the sequence. Then, similar to the secretary problem setting, we observe the numbers one by
one, and can stop the sequence at any point and select the most recent observation. The goal is to
maximize the ratio between the expected value of the selected number and the expected value of the
maximum of the sequence. This problem was first introduced by Krengel-Sucheston [33, 34], for which
they gave a tight 1/2-approximation algorithm. Later on, the research investigating the relation between
prophet inequalities and online auctions was initiated by the work of the Hajiaghayi, Kleinberg, and
Sandholm [25]. In particular this work considers the multiple-choice variant of the problem in which a
selection of k£ numbers is allowed and the goal is to maximize the ratio between the sum of the selected
numbers and the sum of the £ maximum numbers. The best result on this topic is due to Alaei [3]
who gives a (1 — 1/v/k + 3)-approximation algorithm. This factor almost matches the lower bound of
1—Q(4/1/k) already known from the prior work of Hajiaghayi et al. [25]. Motivated by applications in
online ad-allocation, Alaei, Hajiaghayi and Liaghat [4] study the bipartite matching variant of prophet
inequality and achieve the tight factor of 1/2. Feldman et al. [16] study the generalizations of the prob-
lem to combinatorial auctions in which there are multiple buyers and items and every buyer, upon her
arrival, can select a bundle of available items. Using a posted pricing scheme they achieve the same tight
bound of 1/2. Furthermore, Kleinberg and Weinberg [32] study the problem when a selection of multi-
ple items is allowed under a given set of matroid feasibility constraints and present a 1/2-approximation
algorithm. Yan [44] improves this bound to 1 — 1/e & 0.63 when the arrival order can be determined
by the algorithm. More recently Liu, Paes Leme, Pal, Schneider, and Sivan [36] obtain the first Efficient
PTAS (i.e., a 1 + € approximation for any constant ¢ > 0) when the arrival order can be determined by
the algorithm.

Prophet inequality (as well as the secretary problem) has also been studied beyond a matroid
or a matching. For the intersection of p matroids, Kleinberg and Weinberg [32] gave an O(1/p)-
approximation prophet inequality. Later, Diitting and Kleinberg [12] extended this result to poly-
matroids. Rubinstein [39] and Rubinstein and Singla [40] consider prophet inequalities and secre-
tary problem for arbitrary downward-closed set systems. Babaioff et al. [6] show a lower bound of



Q(log n log log n) for this problem. Prophet inequalities have also been studied for many combinatorial
optimization problems (see e.g. [11, 17, 19, 37]).

Prophet Secretary. The original prophet inequality setting assumes either the buyer values or the
buyer arrival order is chosen by an adversary. In practice, however, it is often conceivable that there is
no adversary acting against you. Can we design better strategies in such settings? The prophet secretary
model introduced by the Esfandiari, Hajiaghayi, Liaghat, and Monemizadeh [14] is a natural way to
consider such a process where we assume both stochastic knowledge about buyer values and that the
buyers arrive in a uniformly random order. The goal is to design a strategy that maximizes expected
accepted value, where the expectation is over the random arrival order, the stochastic buyer values, and
also any internal randomness of the strategy.

This work indeed introduced a natural combination of the fundamental problems of prophet and
secretary above. More formally, in the prophet secretary problem we are initially given n distri-
butions D1, ..., D, from which Xi,...,X,, are drawn. Then after applying a random permutation
m(1),...,m(n) the values of the items are given to us in an online fashion, i.e., at step ¢ both 7(7) and
X (i) are revealed. The goal is to stop the sequence in a way that maximizes the expected value' of
the most recent item. Esfandiari, Hajiaghayi, Liaghat, and Monemizadeh [14] provide an algorithm that
uses different thresholds for different items, and achieves an approximation factor of 1 — 1/e when n
tends to infinity.

Beating the factor of 1 — % ~ 0.63 substantially for the prophet secretary problems, however, has
been very challenging. A recent result by Azar et al. [5] and then Correa et al. [10] improves this bound
by % tol— % + % = 0.665. For the special case of single item i.i.d., Hill and Kertz [27] give a character-
ization of the hardest distribution, and Abolhasani et al. [1] show that one can get a 0.73-approximation.
Recently, this factor has been improved to the tight bound of 0.745 by Correa et al. [9]. However finding
the tight bought for the general prophet secretary problem still remains the main open problem.

4 Probabilistic analysis of k-secretary algorithms

Letv(1),v(2),...,v(n) be the sequence of values chosen by the adversary. Letay, . . ., ai be the indices
of k biggest values in non-increasing order. In this section we consider a wait-and-pick algorithm with
time threshold m and statistic k - “*. The algorithm reads first m values from the input. Then, it assigns
t (statistic value) to the value of k - 7*-th largest value from the already seen set of values. From this
point, it adds to the final value the first k£ values that are greater than ¢ which is also the output of the
algorithm. We will provide in this section a probabilistic analysis of such k-secretary algorithms under
uniform distribution over the set I1,, of all permutations.

In the next lemma we will exploit the fact that the indicator random variables which indicate if
indices fall in an interval in a random permutation are negatively associated, see, e.g., [43].

Lemma 1 Let X denote a random variable that counts the number of values from the set {1,2, ... a},
for an integer number 1 < a << n, that are on positions smaller than the threshold m in a random
permutation o ~ Il,,. Define i = E(X) = a">. Then for any 6 € (0, 1), we obtain that

Pr(|X — p| > 6p) < 2exp(—61/3) .

Proof. For a number ¢ in the set {1,2,...,a} consider an indicator random variable X; equal to 1 if the
position of the number ¢ is in the first m positions of a random permutation o, and equal to 0 otherwise.
We have that X = > "7 ;| X;. Using standard techniques, for instance Lemma 8 and Lemma 9i¢) from
[43], we obtain that random variables X1, ..., X, are negatively associated (NA) and we can apply the

'Over all random permutations and draws from distributions



Chernoff concentration bound to their mean. Observe here, that E(X) = E(>_7 ; X;) = u. Therefore,
by Theorem 5 in [43], we have that

I
Pr(X > (1+0)p) < < exp(9) )> forany 6 >0,

(14 0)+0
and

exp(— #
Pr(X < (1—0)u) < (%) for any & € (0,1).

o
By a well known bound, shown for instance in [20, page 5], we have that (ﬁ%) < exp(;—‘féﬁ)

<
exp(—4&2p/3), where the last inequality follows by § < 1. Similarly, it is known that <(167X§)(7<715*)5))H <

exp(—4&2p/2) [24], which together with the above implies that
Pr(|X — p| > 6p) < 2-exp(—62u/3) forany & € (0,1),

see [20, Corollary 5]. U

In the next lemma, we analyze the expected result of the wait-and-pick algorithm on a random

permutation. Recall here how the algorithm works. First, it reads the first m elements. Then, it calculates

“-th greatest so far read element whose value we denote  (the statistic). Finally, it reads the remaining
portion of the elements one by one and adds up the values of the first £ elements whose values are greater
than ¢. This sum is the final result of the algorithm.

Since we draw from the uniform distribution over all permutation, we can assume w.l.o.g. that

v(1) > v(2) > ... > v(k), in other words k greatest values chosen by the adversary are on positions

1... k.

Lemma 2 For a given adversarial sequence of values v(1) > v(2) > ... > v(k) > ... > v(n),
n

consider a wait-and-pick algorithm ALG with time threshold m = and statistic threshold T =

ko = k2/3, where k is large enough, log k > 8. Then

Eor, (ALG(0)) 2 (1 — ﬁ—ff) (1 — %) izk;v(z’) :

where ALG (o) is a random variable denoting the output of the algorithm on a random permutation
o ~ 1II,.

k1/3

Proof. First, we show that with high probability the statistic value ¢ used by the algorithm is a value
from the set {v(k — k*/3logk),v(k — k*/3logk +1),...,v(k + k>3 logk)}.

Let us define a = k — k?/3logk and a random variable X denoting the number of values from
the set {1,2,...,a} that are on the first m positions in a random permutation o, as defined in the
proof of Lemma 1. Also denote ux = E(X) = Z(k — k*/3log k). By the choice of m, we have
px = k>3 — k'/3logk. Let § = k'3 log k/px. By Lemma 1, we obtain that

Pr(|X — px| > 6 pux = k'?logk) < 2exp (—6°ux /3) =

2/37.52

k2/3 log k:> S
3ux - 2k

where the last inequality holds because log k > 8. We observe that 1y +k/3 log k = k%% — k3 log k+
k/3log k = 7. This yields

Pr(X > ux + k3 logk) < 2exp < -

1
Pr(X > 1) < —
H(X =7) < op

10



which proves that with probability at most
v(k — k¥ logk).
Let b = k + k*/3logk and Y be a random variable denoting the number of values from the set
{1,2,...,b} that are on the first m positions in a random permutation o. Observe, that uy = FE(Y,,) =
(k+ k2/3 log k). We will now show that by an analogical Chernoff bound argument as before we have

3 k, the statistic ¢ will be assigned to a value smaller than

1
Pr(Y < 7)< —.
Y <7) <o

Namely, py = k2/3 + k'/3log k, and let § = k'/3 log k/p1y . By Lemma 1
Pr(]Y — py| > 6 py = k' logk) < 2exp (—6%py /3) =

IN

k%/310g? k> — exp < B 2k2/3 1og? k )

Pr(Y < py — k'/*logk) < 2 —~
r( _u)_ exp( 3uy 6(k2/3 4+ k3 log k)

=T

1
2k’
where the last inequality holds because log k& > 8.

Next, we observe that the event t € {v(k — k%3 logk),v(k—k*3logk+1),...,v(k+k*?logk)}
is a complement of the union of events X > 7 and Y < 7, therefore by the union bound we obtain

Pr(t € {v(k — k¥ log k), v(k — k**logk +1),...,v(k + k*3logk)}) > 1 — %

Consider now the i-th greatest value v (i) from the (1 — €)k greatest values assigned by the adversary,
ie€{1,2,...,(1 — ¢k}, where ¢ > llflg/];, and for simplicity we write (1 — €)k instead of (1 — €)k].
Note that in order for the algorithm to choose v(i), it is necessary that the largest possible value of the
statistic ¢ (attained at position k — k%% log k) must be smaller than the smallest possible value of v(7)
(attained at position ¢ = (1 — €)k); hence we need to assume that (1 — )k < k — k%/3 log k, implying
that € > 198% T et us indeed take ¢ = 128%

kl/S k1/3°
Let V; be an indicator random variable denoting whether the algorithm added element v(7) to its
sum or not. First, we observe that with probability (1 — “*) the index i is on positions {m + 1,...,n}

in a random permutation ¢. Next, by the argument in the previous paragraph, with probability at least
1 — 1 we obtain that t € {v(k — k*3logk),v(k — k*®logk + 1),...,v(k + k*®logk)}. The
algorithm chooses the first k& values that are greater than ¢ that lie on positions {m + 1,...,n}. As-
suming that t € {v(k — k*/3logk),v(k — k*/3logk + 1),...,v(k + k*/31log k)}, there are at most
k + k2/31og k values greater than ¢ in the whole permutation, thus the probability that the algorithm

picks value v(7), conditioned on the fact that this value appears on positions {m + 1,...,n}, is at least
(1— }C)(W’%logk) (1 —1)(1 — k~'/3log k). In consequence, the random Varlable V; is one with

probability at least (1 — 2)(1 — £)(1 — k~1/31og k). By the linearity of expectation, we obtain the
following bound on the competitive ratio of the wait-and-pick algorithm ALG:

E(ALG(c ( Z V>2<1—e><1—%><1—%><1 1/3logk>gv
()6 S

since € = k~1/%log® k and 2 = which proves the lemma. O

okl / 32
In the last theorem, we use the probabilistic method to leverage any competitive multiple-choice
secretary algorithm working on the uniform distribution of all permutatlons to an algorithm working on

distributions of permutations with much smaller entropy. Denote V' = ZZ 1 v(@). The following result
holds.

11



Theorem 7 Consider any algorithm ALG solving the multiple-choice secretary problem with the fol-
lowing competitive ratio
Eromn, (ALG(m) 2 (1 —€2) -V,

for some ez € (0,1). Then, for any § € (0, 1), there exists a multi-set L of permutations of size at most

l= W such that
Erer(ALG(m) > (1 - 6)(1 —e) - V.
Proof. Fix any particular ordering of adversarial values. Let {m,...,7¢} be random permutations

drawn independently from the uniform distribution of all permutations. Define p = Zle E(ALG(m;)).
By the properties of the algorithm ALG we get that E(ALG(w;)) > (1 — e2) - V, which implies
> (1 —e2)lV. We also note that ALG(m;) < V with probability 1. Thus, from Hoeffding theorem
we obtain

Pr(i ALG(r) < (1— 5)M> < exp <—§§2ﬂ2> < exp <—252<<1€ ;262)5v>2>

= exp(—26%(1 — €2)20) .

Now, there are at most () - k! < exp(klogn + klog k) possibilities of assigning k biggest values to

different positions in a permutation. Thus, assuming that ¢ > %, the union bound implies

that there exists a (deterministic) (multi-)set of permutations 7/, . . . ,772 such that for each adversarial
order, the inequality 3°_ | ALG(n}) > (1 — 6)(1 — €3) - V holds. Selecting the set {r}, ... ,my}as L
guarantees the bound stated in the theorem. U

Remark. Taking as algorithm ALG in Theorem 7 the wait and pick algorithm from Lemma 2, we can

plugl — ey = (1 — 3161‘1)%3'“) (1 — 1), and obtain a (1 — §)(1 — e2)-competitive algorithm using a small

entropy uniform distribution on the multi-set £ of permutations.

S Derandomization via Chernoff bound for the k-secretary problem

Our goal here is to derandomize the Hoeffding argument from Theorem 7. Unlike that theorem, we
will use Chernoff bound to derandomize (see below for details). We will first precisely model the
random experiment and events from Lemma 2 to be able to compute their (conditional) probability. For
simplicity of notation we will, in this section, write (1 — €)k and k™ instead of [(1 — ¢)k] and [E™ |,
respectively.

Combinatorialization. Let S = {jo,71,...,/, k2310 k) > called a k + | k?/3 1og k|-tuple, be an
ordered subset {j1,...,jy  x2/310k} C [n) Of Kk + |k%/3log k| indices with a distinguished index
Jo € {j1,---, j(l_g)k}. The idea of S is to model the positions in the adversarial permutation of the
k + |k%/3log k| largest adversarial values v(1),v(2),...,v(k + |k*/3logk|) and 7y is the position of
one of the first (1 — ¢)k largest values. Let K be the set of all such k + | k%/3 log k |-tuples.

To be precise, the adversary assigned value v(u) (the u-th largest adversarial value, u > 1) to the
position j, in his/her permutation and the random permutation 7 € II,, places this value at the position
7 (ju), foreach u € {1,2,...,k + |k*/3logk|}.

Let us choose independently and u.a.r. a permutation 7 € II,,. Recall that we consider the following

algorithm. First, it reads the first m elements 7(1),...,m(m). Then, it calculates k7*-th greatest
so far read element among 7(1),...,7(m), whose (adversarial) value we denote ¢, the statistic.
Finally, it reads the remaining elements elements w(m + 1),...,7(n) one by one, and adds up the

12



values of the first k£ elements whose values are greater than ¢. This sum is the final result of the algorithm.

Re-proving Lemma 2. Under the experiment of choosing independently and u.a.r a permutation m €
IT,,, referring to Lemma 2, we define an event A;, that the distinguished value v(u’) where jo = j,,
appears to the right of position m in m, that is, Aj, = {7~ !(jo) > m}. We define event B, that the
statistic t = v(u), that is, B, = {t = v(u)}, for each u € {k — [k*?logk|, k — |k*/3logk]| +

. k+ [k*/3log k|}. Let finally C}, be the event that the algorithm chooses, among the k elements,
the distinguished value v(u'), where jo = j, for some v’ € {1,2,...,(1—¢€)k}. In the proof of Lemma
2, we show that

k+|k%/3logk|

m 1 log k
Pr | A;, N U B.| nay 2(1—E><1—E><1_k1i/3>:pk, (1)
=k—|k2/3logk]|
where event Aj, holds with probability 1 — m/n, and conditioned on Aj,, event B =
/
Uiigﬁ;;ﬁi Jg k) B, holds with probability at least 1 — 1/k, and conditioned on these two previ-
ous events, event Cj, holds with probability 1 — 10513 /(f ) Observe that events B,, are mutually disjoint,

k+|k2/3 log k| kK3 log k]
therefore Pr [Ajo N (Uu:kﬂkjflom Bu) N Cjo} = zu:kﬂk;:%long Pr[A;, N B, N Cj).

First, as noted above, Pr[A;)] = 1 — m/n. Conditioned on AJO, event B,, holds iff there exists a
subset of indices J C {j1,...,ju_1} \ {jo} such that |J| = k™ — 1,and Vj € J : 7 1(j) < m,
7Y u) <m,and V' € {j1,. . Ju1} \J : 77 L(F) > m. By using Bayes’ formula on conditional
probabilities, this leads to (proof of Lemma 4 in Section 6.1 has a detailed justification of this formula):

k= u—k2—1
n

TN LA b ¢ U VA N nom—j
Pr[A;j,NBuy] = PrlA;] (k:%—l) j[[ln—l—(j—l) }1 n—(1+kT) (' =1

Conditioned on A;, and B,,, when such a set .J is chosen, event C';, holds iff v(u’) (where jo = 7,/
for some v’ € {1,2,...,(1 — €)k}) appears in permutation 7 among the first k& values to the right from
threshold m that are greater than the statistic ¢ = v(w). This surely happens (with probability 1) if
u € {k—|k*?logk]|,... k+ |k*3logk]}is such that |{ji,..., 5,1} \J| < k. If, on the other hand
u e {k— |k*?logk|,... . k+ |k*3logk|} is such that |{j1,...,ju_1} \ J| > k. then this happens
with probability k/[{j1, ..., ju—1}\ /|, as the probability that index j, is on any of the k first positions
among elements {ji,...,Ju—1} \ Jis (w — 1)!/w! = 1/w, where w = |[{j1,...,ju—1} \ J|. Therefore
we finally obtain

Pr[A;, N B, N Cj,] = Pr[Aj, N By] - min {ﬁ, 1} .
n

Probabilistic existence proof (Theorem 7). Let us fix a k + Uﬂz/ 31og k|-tuple S =
{jos 71, - - ,jkﬂkz/alog kJ} € K. We say that an independently and u.a.r. chosen = € IL,, is success-
ful for S iff event Aj, N B N Cj, holds. We also say that 7 covers S if 7 is successful for S. By
the above argument 7 is successful with probability at least p; from (1). We choose indepqndently ¢
permutations 71, ..., 7, from II, w.ar., as in Theorem 7, and £ = {my,...,m}. Let X7,.. Xg
be random variables such that X S = 1if the corresponding random permutation 7 is successful for
k + |k%/3log k|-tuple S, and XS = 0 otherwise, for s = 1,2,...,¢. Then for X = XS +- 4+ XS
we have that E[X $ | > pi! and by the Chernoff bound, like in Theorem 7, we have

Pr[XS < (1= 6) - ppl] < exp(—62pil/2) | @)

13



for any 0 < 0 < 1; note we use here Chernoff rather than Hoeffding bound, because r.v.’s X SS are 0/1.
The probability that there exists a k + |k?/3log k|-tuple S € K for which there does not exists a
(1 — &) py, fraction of successful permutations among these ¢ random permutations, by the union bound,

is: R ;
Pr3S e K: X% < (1—06)-pl] < |K|-exp(—02ppt/2).

Observe that || = () (K)!(1 — €)k and (}}) - (K')! < exp(K'logn + k' log k'), where k' =

k + |k*/3logk|. This gives |K| < exp(k' logn + k' logk’ + log ((1 — €)k)). This implies that the

above probability is strictly smaller than 1 if ¢ > logntklogh’Hog (1=0k) = herefore, all K| =
02 pk /2

() (K1 — €)k of the k + | k*/% log k|-tuples S are covered with strictly positive probability for such

’ ’ ’ _
¢. This means that there exist © (k logn+k loffp:log((l €)k)

of them u.a.r., then for any k+ | k2/3 log k |-tuples S, this permutation will be successful with probability
at least (1 — 0)pg, which is the competitive ratio of the k-secretary algorithm with threshold m.

) permutations such that if we choose one

5.1 Derandomization of Theorem 7

Theorem 8 Suppose that we are given integers n and k, such that n > 1, n > k, log k > 8, and error
parameters § € (0,1) and € = “2X_ Define pj, = (1-2)(1-13) (1 - 10gk>. Then for

k1/3° n k1/3

14

S k' logn + k' log k' + log ((1 — €)k)
o 52Pk/2

there exists a deterministic algorithm (Algorithm 1) that finds a multi-set L = {my,7a,..., 7} of n-
element permutations 7j € 11, for j € [€], such that for every k + | k2/3 log k|-tuple there are at least
(1 = 0) - pxl successful permutations from L (for the k-secretary wait-and-pick algorithm with time
threshold m and statistic k' ). The running time of this algorithm to compute the multi-set L is

, where k' =k + |k**logk],

km/n
0 <(1—e) R k2 (k+ Lk2/3logkj> / -polylog(n)> :

The resulting k-secretary wait-and-pick algorithm with time threshold m and statistic k7 chooses a
permutation T € L u.a.r. and achieves an expected competitive ratio of at least (1 — €) - (1 — 0) - pg.
We present here the proof of Theorem 8, whose missing details can be found in Section 6.

Preliminaries. To derandomize the Hoeffding argument of Theorem 7, we will derive a special condi-
tional expectations method with a pessimistic estimator. We will model an experiment to choose u.a.r. a
permutation 7; € II,, by independent “index” r.v.’s in»: Pr[X; €{1,2,...,n—i+1}=1/(n—i+1),
for i € [n], to define 7 = 7; € II, “sequentially”: 7(1) = X}, m(2) is the X;—th element in
L = {1,2,...,n} \ {w(1)}, m(3) is the X?-th element in [ = {1,2,...,n} \ {n(1),7(2)}, etc,
where elements are increasingly ordered. Suppose random permutations £ = {my,..., 7} are gener-
ated using X}, X?,..., X" for j € [(]. Given a k + [k*/?log k]-tuple S € K, recall the definition of
r.v. X5 for j € [¢] given above. For X% = X +.-- 4+ X’ and § € (0, 1), we have that E[X°] > p;{
and Pr[X® < (1 —6) - ppl] < exp(—62ppl/2), and

k' logn + k' log k' + log ((1 — €)k)

52Pk/2 ’
We call the k+ | k%/3 log k|-tuple S € K not well-covered if x5 < (1—9)- pit (then a new r.v. VS = 1),

and well-covered otherwise (then Y° = 0). Let Y = 3 Gek Y9, By the above argument E[Y] =
ZS@CE[YS] < 1if £ > 2[K'logn + k'log k' + log ((1 — €)k)] /6% pi. We will keep the expectation

Pr(38 € K: XS < (1-0) ppt] < 1 for £>
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E[Y] below 1 in each step of derandomization, and these steps will sequentially define the permutations
in L.

Outline of derandomization. We will choose permutations {1, 7o, ..., 7} sequentially, one by one,
where m; = (1,2,...,n) is the identity permutation. For some s € [¢ — 1] let permutations 7y, . .., T
have already been chosen (“fixed”). We will chose a “semi-random” permutation 751 position by
position using X?,;. Suppose that ms1(1), Ts41(2), ..., ms41(r) are already chosen for some r €
[n — 1], where all 7541(i) (¢ € [r — 1]) are fixed and final, except 741 (r) which is fixed but not final
yet. We will vary 7s1(r) € [n] \ {ms+1(1), ms41(2), ..., ms41(r — 1)} to choose the best value for
Ts+1(r), assuming that g1 (r + 1), w541 (r + 2), ..., ms4+1(n) are random. Permutations 742, ..., T,
are “fully-random”.

Conditional probabilities. Given S € K and r € [n — 1], observe that X 5.1 depends only on
Ts1(1), e41(2), - - ., Mot1(r). We will show how to compute the conditional probabilities (Algo-
rithm 2 in Appendlx 6 1) ]P’r[XSJr1 = 1|ms31(1), m541(2), ..., ms1(r)] (= IP’r[XSJrl = 1]ifr = 0),
where randomness is over random positions 7s1(r+1), Ts+1(r+2), ..., ms11(n). Theorem 9 is proved
in Section 6.1.

Theorem 9 Suppose that values ms11(1), Ts41(2), ..., Ts41(r) have already been fixed for some r €

{0} U [n]. There exist a deterministic algorithm (Algorlthm 2, Section 6.1) to compute Pr[X?2 | =
1| me41(1), ms41(2), ..., msy1(r)], where the random event is the random choice of the semi-random
permutation g4 conditioned on its first v elements already being fixed. Its running time is

O((k + |¥/3 1og k|)F™/ - .- poly log(n))

and m € {2,3,...,n — 1} is the threshold of the k-secretarial algorithm.

Pessimistic estimator. Let S € K. Denote E[X ]S] = Pr[X ]S = 1] = p; for each j € [{], and

E[XS] = Z§:1 pj = p. By (1) we have that p; > py, for each j € [¢]. We will now use Raghavan’s
proof of the Hoeffding bound, see [46], for any § > 0, using that ;1; > pj (see more details in Section
6.2):

ﬁ 1-0-E[X?] _ ﬁ exp(—dp;) <ﬁ exp(—6pk)

L (1-9) 1 =80-0a ~LLq_5)0=0p = 1L (1 50-0)0
1 < 1

exp(b(—48)Lpy) exp(620p/2)

where b(x) = (1 + ) In(1 + 2) — x, and the last inequality follows by b(—x) > 22/2, see, e.g., [46].
Thus, union bound implies:

IN

Pr XS<(1—5)-€-pk]

. ; 1-6- EXS]
35 ek XS < (1-0) ] < ZH = (3)

Seki= 1

We will derive a pesimistic estimator of this failure probability in (3). Let qﬁj(S ) = 1if 7; is successful
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for S, and gbj(S’ ) = 0 otherwise, and failure probability (3) is at most:

§-Elp(
I T 5) @

Sexi=1

~ N N l—s—1
T 1-6-4(5) 1 -6 Elpsy1(95)] 1—0-E[¢;(9)]
= 2 H L (1= 0)=9)ex ' < (1— 5)(1—2;% ) ' < (1 —8)1=0)px ) )

Sek \J=1

S 1—6-9,(8 1= 6 Elpss1(9)] 1—6-pp \7!

= Z H (1]5 e | ( (1- 5)(13)% ) ' <(1 —6)(15)Pk>
Seic \J=1

= 7Ts+1( ) 7Ts+1( ) . 77Ts+1(70))7 (6)

where equality (5) is conditional expectation under: (fixed) permutations 71,...,Ts for some s €
[¢ — 1], the (semi-random) permutation 74y currently being chosen, and (fully random) permu-
tations 7gy9,...,m. The first term (4) is less than |K|/exp(52¢py/2), which is strictly smaller
than 1 for large £. Let us denote E[p1(S)] = E[pes1(S)|mspr(r) = 7] = ]P’r[XSSle =
1 7s1(1), ms41(2), .oy msp1(r — 1), ws1(r) = 7], where positions 7s41(1), m54+1(2), ..., Tsp1(r)
were fixed in the semi-random permutation msy1, 7sy1(r) was fixed in particular to 7 € [n] \
{ms+1(1),ms41(2), ..., msy1(r — 1)}, and it can be computed by using the algorithm from Theorem
9. This gives our pessimistic estimator ®. Because s is fixed for all steps where the semi-random
permutation is being decided, ® is uniformly proportional to ®;:

S

o, = Z H(1—5¢j(g)) '(1_5'E[¢8+1(S)])7

Sek \J=1
o = Z H(l —5-9;(9) | - Elgs11(9)]- (7
Sek \7=1

Recall 7511(r) in semi-random permutation was fixed but not final. To make it final, we choose
Tst1(r) € [\ {ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., Ts41(r — 1)} that minimizes ®;, which is equivalent to maxi-
mizing ®5. Proof of Lemma 3 can be found in Section 6.2.

Lemma 3 ®(mgy1(1),ms41(2),...,ms11(r)) is a pessimistic estimator of the failure probability in (3),
if £ > 2[k logn + k' log k' + log ((1 — €)k)]/[6? px.).

Proof. (of Theorem 8) See the precise details of this proof in Section 6.2. U

6 Derandomization for k-secretary: details of the proof of Theorem 7

6.1 Conditional probabilities and proof of Theorem 9

Let S = {30,81,82, -+ 834 k2/310g ) } € KCbe ak+| k3 log k|-tuple. Recall the process of generating

a random permutation 7; by the index random variables X ]1, X]2, ..., XJ', which generate elements
mj(1),7(2),...,7;(n) sequentially, one-by-one, in this order.
We will define an algorithm to compute ]P’r[XSSle =1|ms41(1),ms41(2), ..., ms41(r)] for the semi-

random permutation 7, 1, by using an approach of re-proving Lemma 2 from Sectlon 5. Slightly abus-
ing notation we let for = 0 to have that IP’lr[XfJrl = 1|ms41(1), ms+1(2),. .., msq1(r)] = IP’lr[XSJrl

1]. In this case, we will also show below how to compute Pr[X .1 = 1] when 7y is fully random.
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Algorithm 1: Find permutations distribution (k-secretary)
Input: Positive integers n, k < n, £ > 2, such that log k > 8.
Output: A multi-set £ C II,, of £ permutations.
1 /* This algorithm uses Function Prob(A4z, N B, N Cs,, S) from Algorithm 2, Section 6.1. */
2 7 = (1,2,...,n) /* Identity permutation */
3 L:={m}
4 Let K be the set of all k + |k%/3 log k|-tuples.
5 for S € K do

6 L w(S) :=1-26-¢1(5)

7fors=1.../—1do

8 forr=1...ndo

9 for S € K (let S = {3,51,5,... Skt k2/310gk) 1) dO

10 for 7 € [n) \ {ms11(1), ms41(2), ..., Ts41(r — 1)} do

1 Pr[A;, N B, NCsy | msq1(1), ... o1 (r — 1), msq1(r) = 7] =

Prob(Az, N B, N Cy,, S), for
u="k— |K*logk|,k — [k*/*logk|] +1,....k+ [k**logk].
12 Elps41(S) [ mst1(r) = 7] :=

k+[k2/3logk
zu:]E:, Lk;/)EIOJg k| PY[AL% N B, N C§0 ’ 7TS+1(1)7 cee 77TS+1(T - 1)7 7TS+1(T) = T]

13 Choose 7541(rr) = 7 for 7 € [n] \ {ms41(1), m511(2),. .., Ts41(r — 1)} to maximize
L ZSQK w(S') : E[¢s+1('§) | Tsy1(r) = 7.

14 L:=LU{ms11}

15 for S € K do

6 | [ w®) = w(d) (16 6u(9)

17 return £

Proof of Theorem 9. We will now present the proof of Theorem 9. Recall that S =
{80, 81, 82, . .. s Skt K2/3 log k| }. If r = 0 and 7541 is fully random then by the approach of re-proving
Lemma 2 from Section 5, we have that

) k+|k2/3logk| k+|k2/3 logk|
Pr(XZ,, =1 =Pr |As N U B,| NnCyl| = > Pr[Az, N B, N Cs,],

u=k—|k2/3log k| i u=k—|k2/3 log k|

where pm ( )

m u—2 T om—(j—1

Prlds, N BuNCs) = (1-7) ( m_ ) U] Py
7j=1
u—k7t—1 " 3
n—m-—j .
- -ming ————, 1, . (8)
]1;[1 n—1+k2) - (' —-1) {u—k% }

Assume from now on that » > 1. Suppose now that values 7s1(1), 75+1(2),...,ms41(r) have

already been chosen for some r € [n], i.e., they all are fixed and final, except that ws;(7) is fixed
but not final. The algorithm will be based on an observation that the random process of generating the

remaining values ms11(r + 1), ms41(r + 2),...,ms41(n) can be viewed as choosing u.a.r. a random
permutation of values in the set [n] \ {7s4+1(1), 7s4+1(2),...,ms41(r)}; so this random permutation has
length n — r.
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Algorithm 2: Conditional probabilities (k-secretary)

Function Prob (A;, N B, N C;,, S) :

1
2 p:=0;q:=0; /*Forloop below iterates over all subsets J of size k7> — 1. */
3 for Js.t. J C{51,...,8,-1} \ {50} and |J| = k"> — 1 do
4 if ({§1, §2, ce 7<§u—1} \ J) N {7T5+1(1),7T8+1(2), e ,7TS+1(min(7", m))} 7§ @ then
5 L q:=Pr[A;; N B, NCs] =0
6 else
7 /* Now ({§1, So9,... ,§u,1}\<]) N {7TS+1(1),7TS+1(2), - ,7TS+1(H11H(T’, m))} =(.%/
8 if r < m then
9 Let J' = (JU{8,}) N {ms11(1), m511(2), ..., ms11(r)}.
10 if | J'| +m —r < k™ then
1 L q:=Pr[A;;, N B, NCs] =0
12 else
13 if » = m then
14 q := Pr[Az, N B, N Cy) :min{#,l}
15 if < m then
16 K o=E2 —|J]
o K (-1
17 q:= PrlAg, 0B, 0 Cy,] = 222 - ([T, 255752 ) -
k=1 _
'(H;'szl (R (J’—1> mm{wvl}
18 else
19 /* We have now r > m */
20 if JU {éu} g {7T5+1(1),7T5+1(2), . ,7T5+1(m)} then
21 L q:=Pr[A;, "B, NCs] =0
22 else
23 /* We have here J U {8,} C {ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., msy1(m
24 LetT = {mst1(m+ 1), msr1(m~+2),...,7ms41(r)}.
25 if|{§1,§2,...,§u71}\<]| gkthen
26 L q:= ]P’I“[Ago N B, N Cgo] =1
27 else
28 if 5o € T then
29 Let 9 = ms41(7) forsome 7 € {m+1,m+2,...,r}.
30 Let J" = ({§1, S9y... ,§u_1} \ J) N {7T5+1(m + 1),7T8+1(m
2, mer(r — D},
31 if |J”| < k then
32 L q:=Pr[A;, N B, NCs] =1
33 if |J”| > k then
34 L q:= ]P’I‘[Ago N B, N Cgo] =
35 else
36 Let J” =
({§1, So,.un, §u_1}\J)ﬂ{7TS+1(m—|-1), 7T5+1(m—|-2), e ,7T5+1(7“)}.
37 if | J”| > k then
38 L q:=Pr[A;;, N B, NCs] =0
39 if |.J”| < k then
40 L q :=Pr[Az, N B, Nyl :min{%,l}
41 | Pi=PpEG
42 | return Pr[A; N B, NCs] = p;




To compute A
PriX5y =1 w1 (1), me1(2), .., mepr ()] =
k+|k2/3 logk|

= > Pr[Az, N By N Csy | msp1(1), Tss1(2), -, mspn (1)]
u=k—|k2/3logk|

we proceed as follows. For simplicity, we will write below Pr[A; N B, N Cy,] instead of Pr[Az, N B, N

Ciso | ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., ms41(r)]. We will only show in Algorithm 2 how to compute probabilities
: S k+|k*/3logk
Pr[As, N B, NCs,), and to obtain Pr[X? ; = 1] one needs to compute zuj@— Lk;g%ng k) Pr[A;, N B, N

Cs,-

Lemma 4 Algorithm 2 Prob(A;, N B, N Cy,, 5') correctly computes Pr[A;, N B, N Cy,] = Pr[Az, N
By N Csy | msr1(1), ms41(2), ..., mer1 ()] in time O((k + [k log k|)*™/™ . n - polylog(n)).

Proof. We will show first the correctness. When computing conditional probability Pr[A; N B,NC}j,] =
Pr[A;, N B, NCj, | ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., ms41(r)], we iterate fro all subsets J in the for loop and sum
up these probabilities in variable p. This reflects the binomial formula ( k“m__Ql) in the equation (8).

Recall the discussion in re-proving Lemma 2 in Section 5, where index Sy 1s supposed to be the
statistic ¢ that needs to be in positions {1,2...,m} of permutation 754 1. The set J C {81,...,85,-1}\
{30} contains k> — 1 indices which correspond to values that are larger than value corresponding
to §,. Indices from J are also supposed to be in positions {1,2...,m} of my;. The other indices
from set {$1,...,8,-1} \ J correspond to values higher than value of $, and they must be in positions
{m+1,m+2,...,n}of ms41. These conditions together mean that the value of §,, defines the statistic
t.

Therefore, when condition in line 4 of Algorithm 2 holds, then not all of indices from
{81,...,84—1} \ J are in positions {m + 1,m + 2,...,n}, meaning that Pr[4;, N B, N C;,] = 0.
When this condition does not hold then we consider two cases, » < m in line 8, and r > m in line 19.

When 7 < m holds in line 8, then we know that indices {5;,...,5,-1} \ J are in random positions
{r+1,r+2,...,n} of ms;1. These indices are in positions {m + 1,m + 2,...,n} in line 13 surely
(with probability 1) when = m, and we will compute the probability that they are in positions {m +
1,m+2,...,n}inline 15 when r < m.

Now, recall that the indices from J U {§,} define the statistic ¢, so they must be in positions
{1,2,...,m}. Set J' C J from line 9 contains those indices from J which are on the fixed (non-
random) positions {1,2,...,r}, so we need to compute the probability that the remaining indices .J \ J’
are in positions {r + 1,7 + 2, ..., m}, which will be done in line 15 when r < m.

When [J'| + m — r < k™ in line 10, then set J U {3, } does not fit in positions from 1 up to m in
Ts+1, therefore Pr[A;, N B, N Cy,] = 0.

Otherwise, if |J'| +m —r > k™, then if r = m in line 13, then observe that at this point all indices
from J U {§,} are surely in positions {1,2,...,m}, and all indices from {$;1,...,8,_1} \ J are surely
in positions {m + 1,m + 2,...,n}. Now, we only need to compute the probability that the index §
will be chosen by the k-secretary algorithm as one of the first k indices with values larger than that of
the statistic ¢.

This surely happens if [{$1,...,8,—1}\J| < k. If, on the other hand |{31,...,5,—1}\ J| > k, then
this happens with probability &/|{51,...,84,—1} \ J|, as the probability that index §, is on any of the k
first positions among elements {31, ..., $,—1}\J is (w—1)l/w! = 1/w, where w = [{81, ..., 8u—1}\J|.
Observing that [{31,...,5, 1} \ J| =u—1— (7} — 1) = u — k™, we have Pr[4;, N B, N Cj,] =

min {ﬁ, 1} as in line 14.
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Coming to line 15 when r < m, with probability “—" in line 17, the index 5y will be on positions
{m + 1,m + 2,...,n} among random positions {r + 1,r + 2,...,n} of ms;1. Conditioned on this

event, the probabilty that indices J \ J' (|J \ J'| = k') are in random positions {r + 1,7 +2,...,m} is
b omoryoy
n—r—1-—(j-1)

j=1

in line 17. Conditioned on all those events (about index 5y and about indices J \ .J), the probability that
the remaining indices from the set R = {31, ..., 841, 84, }\((J\J')U{50}) (noting that |R| = u—k'—1)
are in random positions {m+1,m+2, ..., n} (conditioning on the fact that k'41 of the random positions
{r+1,r+2,...,n} are already occupied by the previous k&’ + 1 indices from the set (J\ J')U{50}) is

u—k'—1

H n—m-—j

N (R VS

in line 17. Finally, the last part, min { ﬁ, 1 }, in the probability calculated in line 17, is the probabil-
ity that index 3 is among the first k& largegt values chosen by the k-secretary algorithm. The argument
for this last part is the same as above argument for line 14.

We will now analyze the case of » > m from line 19. In this case, the probability Pr[Az, N B, NC5,]
can only be non-zero if J U {8, } C {ms11(1), m511(2),...,ms11(m)}.

Let us summarize the situation now. The indices J U {§,,} are surely in positions {1,2,...,m} as
they should be. The indices {$1,...,8,-1} \ J are surely in positions {m + 1,m + 2,...,n} as they
should be, because condition in line 7 holds.

Therefore, the only property that we need to ensure now is that the index 5y is among the first k
largest values chosen by the k-secretary algorithm. We will do that by using the same argument as that
for line 14 above.

LetT = {7Ts+1(m + 1),7T3+1(m + 2), . ,7Ts+1(’l“)}, see line 24. If |{§1, So,. .. ,§u71} \ J| <k
then §y is surely among the first k& largest chosen values, so Pr[4;, N B, N Cs,] = 1.

We analyze now the lines 28-34. If index 5g is in set 1" on position 7 in permutation s, then set
J" contains all indices from {31, 82,...,8,-1} \ J that are before position 7 in permutation s and
have (adversarial) values higher than that of the statistic ¢. So if |J”| < k then index § is surely chosen
as the first k values larger than ¢ and Pr[Az, N B, N Cs,] = 1. If |J”| > k, then index § is surely not
chosen as the first & values larger than ¢ and so Pr[A;, N B, N Cs,] = 0.

To conclude the proof now, we analyze now lines 36-40. We have that 55 &€ T, so §¢ is on random
positions {r + 1,7 +2,...,n} in ms11. Set J” contains all indices from {31, 82,...,8,-1} \ J that are
on non-random positions {m + 1, m +2,...,r} in ws11. Therefore, if |J”| > k, then index & is surely
not chosen as the first k& values larger than ¢ and Pr[A;, N B, NCjs,] = 0. If |J”| < k, then index ¢ will

be chosen as the first & values larger than ¢ with probability Pr[A;, N B, NC;,] = min {%, 1},
where the argument is the same as that for line 14 above. !

We now argue about the implementation of the algorithm. The main for loop iterates for all subsets J
of size k™ —1 of set of size u—2. Because u < k+ | k%3 log k], there are at most (k+ | k%3 log k] )¥™/™
such subsets.

The main kind of operations inside each iteration of the for loop are operations on subsets of set [n],
which are set membership and set intersections, which can easily be implemented in time O(n). The
other kind of operations in computing Pr[Az, N B, N Cj,] are divisions of numbers from the set [n]
and multiplications of the resulting rational expressions. Clearly, each of these arithmetic operations can
be performed in time O(polylog(n)). This means that this algorithm can be implemented in the total
running time of O((k + |k%/3log k|)*™/™ . n - polylog(n)) as claimed. O

The proof of the above lemma finishes the proof of Theorem 9.
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6.2 Pessimistic estimator

Let S € K be a k + [k%/3logk|-tuple. Recall that X¥ = X{ + ...+ X£. Denote also E[X{] =

IP’r[XJS = 1] = p; for each j € [¢], and E[XS] = Z§=1 pj = p. We will now use Raghavan’s proof of
the Hoeffding bound, see [46], for any § > 0:

. ¢ s\ X?
]P’r[XS<(1—5)-,u} = Pr Hu(l_é)%z1

IA
=
=~
—~
—_
(=9
~—
—
=
N
=
~

_ ﬁ eip(—5fbj)_

where b(z) = (1+x) In(1+x)—=z, and the second step uses Bernoulli’s inequality (1+z)" < 1+7rx, that
holds for 0 < r < 1and x > —1, and Markov’s inequality, and the last inequality uses 1—z < exp(—zx),
which holds for z > 0 and is strict if = # 0.

By (1) we have that ;1; > py, for each j € [¢]. Then we can further upper bound the last line of
Raghavan’s proof to obtain exp(b(lf ) < exp(b(i 7L Theorem 7 guarantees existence of the multi set

L of permutations by bounding Pr[X S < (1 —0) - pf] < exp(62prl/2), see (2); note that we use here
Chernoff rather than Hoeffding bound, as in that theorem. Now, repeating the Raghavan’s proof with
each p; replaced by pj, implies that

s -4
S Il

IN

ﬁ 5Pk

1 1
= < ; (10)
exp(b(—48)py) exp(620py/2)
where the last inequality follows by a well known fact that b(—xz) > 2%/2, see, e.g., [46]. By this
argument and by the union bound we obtain that:

. ; 1-6- EXS]
r|3Sek: X% <(1— E,ok] ZH 50— (1D

SekJ= 1

Let us define a function (bj(S') which is equal to 1 if permutation 7; is successful for the £ +
| k2/3 log k|-tuple S, and 0 otherwise. The above proof upper bounds the probability of failure by the
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expected value of
SIIAhe
§)(=9pk 7
Sek i= 1

the expectation of which is less than ||/ exp(62¢py,/2), which is strictly smaller than 1 for appropriately
large .

Suppose that we have so far chosen the (fixed) permutations 71, . .., w4 for some s € {1,2,...,¢ —
1}, the (semi-random) permutation 7,41 is currently being chosen, and the remaining (fully random)
permutations, if any, are w52, ..., 7. The conditional expectation is then
S & A ~ l—s—1
S (Aot ). (1 4 E[¢5+l<s>]> | (1 4 E[¢j(S)]>
J 1 — §)1=0)pxk 1 — §)1=0)px 1 — §)1=0)px
Z\ =9 (1-9) (-9
5> H 1-0-¢,(9) \ (1=0-Elpear(]\ ([ 1=d-p 7
- 4 LL (1 —6)=9pk (1 — 6)(A=d)pr (1 —6)A=0)px
Sek \7=1
= (I)(ﬂ-erl(l), 7Ts+1(2)’ ce a7Ts+1(T)) ) (12)

where in the inequality, we used that E[¢;(.S)] > p.. Note, that

E[¢s41(9)] = Elst1(5) |mss1(r) = 7]
= IP’r[XSJrl =1|ms41(1), m541(2), ..., msp1(r — 1), msy1(r) = 7],
where positions 7s41(1), T54+1(2), . .., ms+1(r) have already been fixed in the semi-random permutation
Ts+1, Ts+1(r) has been fixed in particular to 7 € [n] \ {ms41(1),7s41(2),...,ms41(r — 1)}, and this

value can be computed by using the algorithm from Theorem 9. This gives the pessimistic estimator ®
of the failure probability in (11) for our derandomization.

Because s is fixed for all steps where the semi-random permutation is being decided, this pessimistic
estimator is uniformly proportional to

s

Z H<1_5‘¢j(*§)) ‘<1—5‘E[¢s+1(3)]>.

Sex \J=1

Recall that the value of 7,1 1(r) in the semi-random permutation was fixed but not final. To make it
fixed and final, we simply choose the value msy1(r) € [n] \ {7s+1(1), Ts+1(2),...,msq1(r — 1)} that
minimizes this last expression, which is equivalent to maximizing

S

> H<1—5'¢j(§)> “Elgs+1(5)]. (13)

Sex \J=1

Proof. (of Lemma 3) This follows from the following 3 properties: (a) it is an upper bound on the con-
ditional probability of failure; (b) it is initially strictly less than 1; (c) some new value of the next index
variable in the partially fixed semi-random permutation 7s1; can always be chosen without increasing
it.

Property (a) follows from (9) and (11). To prove (b) we see by (10) and (11) that

Pr [aé eK: X% < (1-0) Log| < |K|/ exp(62py,/2) .
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Observe that |[K| = (1) (K')!(1—€)k and (}) - k! < exp(klogn+klog k), where k' = k+ |k*/3log k].
So |K| < exp(k’logn + k' log k' + log ((1 — €)k)). Therefore we obtain the following condition on ¢

exp(k’logn + k' log'k + log ((1 — €)k)) <1 o 0> 2 [K'logn + K log k' + log ((1 — €)k)]
exp(6%4py/2) - B 6% py '
(a) and (b) follow easily by the above arguments and by the assumption about /.

Part (c) follows because ® is an expected value conditioned on the choices made so far. For the
precise argument let us observe that

IP’r[XfH =1|ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., msq1(r — 1)]

1 N
= Z n—r+1 PY[Xerl = 1|ms41(1), ms11(2)s - oo, W1 (1 — 1), o1 (r) = 7],
TeT

where T = [n] \ {ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., ms1(r — 1)}. Then by (12) we obtain

(I)(7T5+1(1)7 7T5+1(2), “ee 77T5+1(7" - 1))
1

= ZE; n_ra1 P(ms+1(1), T541(2), .o, a1 (r — 1), 7(r) = 7)
> min{®(ms41(1),1541(2),...,7sp1(r = 1),w(r)=71) : T€T},
which implies part (c). U

Proof. (of Theorem 8) The computation of the conditional probabilities Prob(Az, N By, N Cs,., 5‘) by
Algorithm 2 is correct by Theorem 9. Algorithm 1 is a direct translation of the optimization of the
pessimistic estimator ®. In particular, observe that the correctness of the weight initialization in Line
6 of Algorithm 1, and of weight updates in Line 16, follow from the form of the pessimistic estimator
objective function in (13).

The value of the pessimistic estimator ® is strictly smaller than 1 at the beginning and in each step,
it is not increased by properties of the pessimistic estimator (Lemma 3). Moreover, at the last step all
values of all ¢ permutations will be fixed, that is, there will be no randomness in the computation of .
Observe that ® is an upper bound on the expected number of k + | k%/3 log k |-tuples from K that are not
well-covered. So at the end of the derandomization process the number of such & + | k%% log k |-tuples
will be 0, implying that all these k + |k%/® log k|-tuples will be well-covered, as desired.

A straightforward analysis of the running time of Algorithm 1 and Lemma 4 imply that its running
time can be bounded by O((1 — ¢€) - £ - kF+1 . n*+2. (k + |E*/31log k| )*™/™ - polylog(n)). a

7 Improved dimension reduction for the £-secretary problem

A set F of functions f : [n] — £ is called a dimensionality-reduction set with parameters (n, ¢, d) if it
satisfies the following two conditions:

(1) the number of functions that have the same value on any element of the domain is bounded:
Vijemlizi - {f € F f(0) = fU)}H < d;

(2) for each function, the elements of the domain are almost uniformly partitioned into the elements of
the image: V(g rer : |71 (0)] < % + o(0).

The dimensionality-reduction set of functions is key in our approach to find probability distribution
that guarantees a high success probability for wait-and-pick k-secretarial algorithms. When applied
once, it reduces the size of permutations needed to be considered for optimal success probability from

23



n-elements to /-elements. The above conditions (1) and (2) are to ensure that the found set of /-element
permutations can be reversed into n-element permutations without much loss of success probability.
Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28] were first who used this type of reduction in context of secre-
tary problems. Our refinement is adding the new condition 2). This condition significantly strengthens
the reduction for wait-and-pick algorithms and has large consequences on later constructions of low
entropy distributions. In particular condition 2) is crucial in proving the bounds on the competitive ratio.

7.1 A polynomial time construction of the set 7

We show a general pattern for constructing a set of functions that reduce the dimension of permutations
from n to ¢ < n for which we use refined Reed-Solomon codes.

Lemma 5 There exists a set F of functions f : [n] — [q|, for some prime integer q > 2, such that for
any two distinct indices i, j € [n], i # j, we have

{feF:fi)=f)} <d and Vq €[q): ")l € {ln/a), [n/q] +1},

d+1

where 1 < d < q is an integer such that n < q%**. Moreover, |F| = q and set F can be constructed in

deterministic polynomial time in n, q, d.

Proof. Let us take any finite field F of size ¢ > 2. It is known that ¢ must be of the following form:
q = p", where p is any prime number and 7 > 1 is any integer; this has been proved by Galois, see [42,
Chapter 19]. We will do our construction assuming that ' = [, is the Galois field, where ¢ is a prime
number.

Let us take the prime ¢ and the integer d > 1 such that g%+ > n. We want to take here the smallest
such prime number and an appropriate smallest d such that ¢! > n.

Let us now consider the ring [F|x| of univariate polynomials over the field F of degree d. The
number of such polynomials is exactly [F[z]| = ¢¢™!. By the field F, we chose, we have that F, =
{0,1,...,q — 1}. We will now define the following ¢**' x ¢ matrix M = (Miq)iciqit1],¢'c{0,1....q—1}
whose rows correspond to polynomials from [F[z] and columns — to elements of the field I,

Let now G C F[z] be the set of all polynomials from F[z] with the free term equal to 0, that
is, all polynomials of the form 2?21 a;z' € F[z], where all coefficients a; € Fy, listed in any fixed
order: G = {g1(x), 92(x), ..., 94a(x)}. To define matrix M we will list all polynomials from F[z] in
the following order F[z] = {fi(z), fa(), ..., fya+1(x)}, defined as follows. The first ¢ polynomials
fi(z), fa(z),. .., fq(x)are fi(x) = gi(x)+i—1fori € {1,...,¢}; note that here i — 1 € [F,,. The next
g polynomials f,1(z), for2(x), ..., foq(x) are foii(z) = gq4i(xz)+i—1fori € {1,...,q}, and soon.
In general, to define polynomials fy;1(x), fgj+2(), ..., fgj+q(2), wehave fy;yi(x) = ggjti(x)+i—1
fori € {1,...,q},forany j € {0,1,...,¢% — 1}.

We are now ready to define matrix M: M; , = fi(¢') for any i € [¢?*!],¢ € {0,1...,¢ — 1}.
From matrix M we define the set of functions F by taking precisely n first rows of matrix M (recall that
¢“*! > n) and letting the columns of this truncated matrix define functions in the set F. More formally,
F={hy :¢ €{0,1...,q— 1}}, where each function hy : [n] — [¢] foreach ¢’ € {0,1...,¢— 1}
is defined as hy (1) = fi(¢') fori € {1,2,...,n}.

We will now prove that |h;,1(q”)| € {L%J, 2]+ 1} for each function hy € F and for each

q" € {0,1...,q — 1}}. Let us focus on column ¢’ of matrix M. Intuitively the property that we
want to prove follows from the fact that when this column is partitioned into ¢@*! /q “blocks” of ¢
consecutive elements, each such block is a permutation of the set {0,1...,¢g — 1} of elements from
the field IF,. More formally, the jth such “block” for j € {0,1,... gt — 1} contains the elements
fqi+i(¢') forall i € {1,...,¢}. But by our construction we have that fo;1:(¢') = g¢j+i(¢') +i—1
fori € {1,...,q}. Here, g4j+i(¢') € F, is a fixed element from the Galois field F, and elements
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fai+i(q') for i € {1,...,q} of the “block” are obtained by adding all other elements ¢ — 1 from the
field F, to gqj+i(¢") € . This, by properties of the field F, imply that fy;4,(¢") fori € {1,...,q} are
a permutation of the set {0,1,...,¢ — 1}.

Claim. For any given j € F, = {0,1,...,¢ — 1} the values j + 4, for ¢ € {0,1,...,q — 1},
where the addition is in the field IF, modulo g, are a permutation of the set {0, 1,...,q — 1}, that is,
{j+i:ie{0,1,...,q— 13} ={0,1,...,q—1}.

Proof. In this proof we assume that addition and substraction are in the field F,. The multiset {j + i :

i€{0,1,...,¢g—1}} CF, consists of ¢ values, thus it suffices to show that all values from the multiset
are distinct. Assume contrary the there exists two different elements 7, ' € F such that j +1i = j + ¢
It follows that i’ — ¢ = 0. This cannot be true since |#'|, |i| < ¢ and i’ and 7 are different. O

The property that ]h;,l(q” )| € { 2] 5]+ 1} now follows from the fact that in the definition of
the function h all the initial “blocks” { fy;14(¢") : ¢ € {1,...,q}} forj € {0,1,..., [2]—1} are fully
used, and the last “block” { fq;1i(¢') 11 € {1,...,q}} forj = |71} is only partially used.

Finally, we will prove now that |{f € F : f(i) = f(j)}| < d. This simply follows form the
fact that for any two polynomials g,h € F[z], they can assume the same values on at most d, their
degree, number of elements from the field F, = {0,1,...,¢ — 1}. This last property is true because the
polynomial g(z) — h(z) has degree d and therefore it has at most d zeros in the field F[z].

Let us finally observe that the total number of polynomials, ¢**, in the field IF[z] can be exponential
in n. However, this construction can easily be implemented in polynomial time in n, ¢, d, because we
only need the initial 7 of these polynomials. Thus we can simply disregard the remaining ¢%*!
polynomials. U

- n

Corollary 1 Observe that setting q € Q(logn), d € O(q) in Lemma 5 results in a dimensionality-
reduction set of functions F with parameters (n,q,/q). Moreover, set F has size q and as long as
q € O(n), it can be computed in polynomial time in n.

7.2 Product of two Reed-Solomon codes

In the following we show that Reed-Solomon codes composed twice can produce a set of dimensionality-
reduction functions with parameters (n,lognlogn, /loglogn).
Assume we are given an integer n. Let {5 be a prime number and do = [1/f5]. Choose /1 to be a

prime number in the interval [%632 , 632] and d; = [v/¢1]. The number /; exists due to the distribution
of prime numbers. Additionally, the choice of numbers ¢; and ¢5 must be such that

a) (4 > n, and b) £, = O(poly(n))

If those two conditions are satisfied, Lemma 5 ensures we can construct a set F; of functions f :
[n] — [¢1] with parameters n, g := {1, d := d; in time O(poly(n)). Let F» be another set of functions:
f i [61] = [l2] specified by Lemma 5 with parameters n, ¢ := {3, d := do. The set F» can also be
constructed in polynomial time in n.

We compose a set F of functions f : [n] — [{o] from sets F; and F; in the following way:
F = {feo f1: f1 € F1, fo € Fo}. Observe, that |F| = |Fq| - |Fa| = ¢1¢2. Next, we show that
properties obtained from Lemma 5 for sets F; and 5 lift to the set F.

Lemma 6 For any two distnict numbers i, j € [n] we have:

{f e F: 1) = FO} < lady + ady
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Proof. Take two distinct ¢, j € [n]. Consider a function f € F. From the construction of F we know
that f = fy o f; for some f; € F1, fo € Fa. Now, if f(i) = f(j) then fa(f1(i)) = f2(f1(j)), which
means that either f1(i) = f1(j) or fo(i') = f2(4'), where ¢/ = f1(i),5" = f1(j) and " # j'. For the
fixed pair of indices 4, j the number of functions f; € F; such that f;(i) = f1(j) is at most d;, therefore
the first case can happen at most |F2|dy = f2d; times. Similarly, the second case can happen at most
| F1|de = £1dy times. The sum of these two bounds gives us the desired estimation. O

Lemma 7 For any function f € F we have:
_ n n
Ve e (o] | < L]+ 3L
Uy 0

Proof. Let us fix an integer ¢’ € [(5] and a function f € F. Observe, that the function f has a unique
decomposition f = fy o f1,f1 € Fi,fo € Fo, thus |f~ ()] = |(f2 0 f1)~(¢')|. From Lemma 5
we have that the set f, '(¢') has either {ﬁ—;j or {ﬁ—;j + 1 elements. Similarly, for fixed ¢” € [¢;] the set

Fr (0" has either [7-] or [ -] + 1 elements. These two bounds combined give us

n @1 n 51 n gl

(o e € (LI LI+ L+ 1 +1) =

n

1 n, b, n
/ TR N i
(o R €0 € LI L+ 31
where the last implication follows from the fact that: | | L%j <[2]+ L%J + 1. O

Corollary 2 For any q < loglog n there exists a dimensionality-reduction set of functions with param-
eters (1, q,\/q). Moreover, such set has size qV49 and can be computed in polynomial time in qV'4.

Proof. Consider the above construction for parameters fo := g and ¢; := ¢v4. We can easily check
that these parameters satisfy the conditions a) and b) of the above constructions. Sets F; and F5 can
be computed in time O(qV?) and O(q), respectively, due to Lemma 5. The correctness follows from
Lemmas 6 and 7. (]

8 Low entropy distributions for the k-secretary problem

In this section, we give a general framework of leveraging dimensionality-reduction set of functions with
a set of permutations over dimension £ to a set of permutations over a dimension n > ¢ such that wait-
and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithm executed on the latter distributions achieve the competitive
ratio of the former distribution.

For simplicity of notation we assume in this section that v(1) > v(2) > --- > v(n). Let us set
a dimensionality-reduction set of functions JF, a set £ of ¢-element permutations, and a wait-and-pick
algorithm ALG such that:

Err(ALG(7)) > (1 - €)Y v(i).
i=1
Consider the following random experiment: first we draw u.a.r a function f from F and then draw
u.a.r a permutation 7 from £. We can relate an n-element permutation to such experiment as follows.
First, function f determines for each u € [n] number of the block f(u) € [¢] to which u is assigned.
The permutation 7 sets the order of these blocks. Ultimately, the n-element permutation is created as
first ordering blocks according 7, and then listing numbers from each block in one sequence preserving
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the order of blocks. The order of numbers inside a single block is irrelevant. Let F o £ be the set of
n-element permutations witch are the support of the constructed distribution.

The key properties in this random construction are twofold. First, if the probability that a pair
of fixed indices ¢, j will end up in the same block is %, then from union bound we conclude that the
probability that indices of k largest adversary elements will be assigned to different blocks is at least
1-— #. On the other hand, if the blocks are roughly the same size, the relative order of the blocks
assigned to which these indices are assigned will be the same as the relative order of these indices in the
larger permutation. Moreover, the order of the blocks with respect to the time threshold in the smaller
permutation will be the same as the order of these indices with respect to the threshold in the larger
permutation. These properties let us carry smoothly properties of the wait-and-pick algorithm, e.g., a
successful wait-and-pick algorithm on the smaller /-element permutation will be also successful on the
larger n-element permutation. The above reasoning gives us Theorem 10.

Theorem 10 Let F be a set of dimensionality-reduction functions with parameters (n, £, d) s.t. {2 < 7
and L be a multiset of {-element permutations. Let ALG be a wait-and-pick algorithm with a time
threshold m € [¢ — 1] that achieves (1 — €) competitive ratio on the uniform distribution over L

k

Ernrc(ALG(7)) = (1 =€) Y v(d).

i=1

Then, a wait-and-pick algorithm ALG' with a time threshold |m% | € [n — 1] executed on the uniform
distribution over the set F o L achieves

2
Ernror(ALG (7)) > <1 - %) (1—e¢) Zv(z‘),

=1

The set F o L can be computed in time O(|F| - |L]).

The first application of the introduced framework comes from combining double dimensionality-
reductions set of functions with the set of all permutations of size log log n.

1/4

Theorem 11 For any k < (loglogn)*/* there exists a permutations distribution D such that

Eop(ALG(0)) > (1 - %) <1 _ 4;1—;%“;‘) f;v@-),

i=1

where ALG is a wait-and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithm with time threshold m = n/ k1/3,
The distribution D has the optimal entropy O(loglog n) and can be computed in polynomial time in n.

Proof. Let us set /{ = loglogn. Consider a dimensionality-reduction set of functions F given by
Corollary 2 with parameters (n, £,/¢). Note, that the size of set F is O(fﬂ) = O(logn). Let L be the
set of all £ elements permutations. From Stirling’s approximation we obtain that log(|£|) = log(¢!) =
O(llog ) = O(loglogn), thus |£| = O(log(n)) and we can enumerate all permutations in £ in time
polynomial in n. By Lemma 2, we get that the wait-and-pick algorithm ALG’ executed on uniform

distribution over set £ with time threshold m = kf/s = bﬂ# gives the following competitive ratio:

E.s(ALG' (7)) > (1 - ?’kkl’—/gf) (1 ~ %) Zk:v(i).
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By Theorem 10 applied to sets F and L, the wait-and-pick algorithm with time threshold m’ := k1—"/3
achieves the following competitive ratio

Er o (ALG(n)) > (1 %) (1- ?’kkl’—/gf) (1- %) f:v(z')

k
k2 4log k
> (1= o) (1 ) v,
loglogn ki/3 —
where £ is the multi-set derived from the construction of Theorem 10. As the distribution D we take
the uniform distribution on the multi-set £’. Since |£’| = O(log n), the theorem is proven. O

A much stronger implication of the reduction framework can be proven when instead of the set of
all permutations of size O(log log n) we consider the set of log n-elements permutations constructed by
the method of pessimistic estimator from Section 5. This yields the following.

Theorem 12 For any k <

10 . lo e there exists a permutations distribution D such that

Eyp(ALG(0)) > (1 - V%) (1 — ﬁ—ff) Zk:v(z'),

i=1

where ALG is a wait-and-pick multiple-choice secretary algorithm with time threshold m = n/ k1/3,
The distribution D has the optimal entropy O(loglog n) and can be computed in polynomial time in n.

Proof. Let us set / = log n. Consider a dimensionality-reduction set of functions F given by Corollary 1
with parameters (n, £, v/?). Note, that the size of set F is O(poly log(n)).

Next, consider a set £ of /-elements permutations given by Theorem 8 with parameters § = —.

k1/3

logk
k1/3°

and € = The set has size

k' logl + k' log k' + log ((1 — €)k)
5% py;/2

where k' = k + |k*/3log k|, and can be computed in time

L] < < O(k*log?)

km/¢
0 ((1 N <k+ | £2/3 logkzj) / -polylog(€)> :

which is O(poly(n)) for our choice of parameters ¢, k and € and m = Theorem 8 implies also

kl/S

that for every k + | k%3 log k]-tuple of adversarial values there are at least (1 — m)pklﬁl success-
ful permutations. In consequence, the wait-and-pick algorithm ALG with time threshold has the

following competitive ratio when executed on the uniform distribution over the set L.

kl/S

k

E,r(ALG(0)) > (1 —€)(1 -6 pkz 1—41—5)(1—%)(1—%)( ll(f/f)zv

=1

5logky o~ .
2(1—];—%)21}(1).

Finally, we combine sets F and £ using Theorem 10 and obtain a set of n-elements permutations
F o L. Let D be the uniform distribution over the set F o £. By Theorem 10 we obtain

Eyp(ALG(0)) > (1 - J‘(}%) (1 5;%"”) Zv(i),

i=1
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where ALG is the wait-and-pick algorithm with threshold m' = #, which proves that claimed com-
petitive ratio. By Corollary 1, |F| = £. Since |F o L| = |F| - |£| < logn - O(k? - loglogn), the
entropy of the distribution is O(loglogn). The polynomial time computability also follows from the
upper bounds on sizes of sets F and L. (]

9 Lower bounds for the k-secretary problem

9.1 Entropy lower bound for k£ = O(log” n), for some constant a € (0, 1)

Our proof of a lower bound on the entropy of any k-secretary algorithm achieving ratio 1 — e, for a
given € € (0,1), stated in Theorem 3, generalizes the proof for the (classic) secretary problem in [28].
This generalization is in two ways: first, we reduce the problem of selecting the largest value to the k-
secretary problem of achieving ratio 1 — €, by considering a special class of hard assignments of values.
Second, when analyzing the former problem, we have to accommodate the fact that a our algorithm
aiming at selecting the largest value can pick k elements, while the classic adversarial algorithm can
pick only one element. Below is an overview of the lower bound analysis.

We consider a subset of permutations, II C II,,, of size £ on which the distribution is concentrated
enough (see Lemma 10 proved in [28]). Next, we fix a semitone sequence (x1,...,xs) w.r.t. II of
length s = Iﬁ? and consider a specific class of hard assignments of values, defined later. A semitone
sequence with respect to m, introduced in [28], is defined recursively as follows: an empty sequence
is semitone with respect to any permutation 7, and a sequence (x1,...,zs) is semitone w.r.t.  if
m(ws) € {min;e(q 7(z;), max;eq 7(z;)} and (z1,...,751) is semitone w.r.t. 7. It has been showed

that for any given set II of ¢ permutations of [n], there is always a sequence of length s = lgf? that is
semitone with respect to all £ permutations.

Let V* = {1, 1L—5’ (1&_6)% e (&)”_1} An assignment is hard if the values of the semitone se-
quence form a permutation of some subset of V* while elements not belonging to the semitone sequence
have value 1;6. Note that values allocated by hard assignment to elements not in the semitone system
are negligible, in the sense that the sum of any k& of them is 1 — ¢ while the sum of k largest values in the
whole system is much bigger than k. Intuitively, every k-secretary algorithm achieving ratio 1 — ¢ must
select largest value in hard assignments (which is in the semitone sequence) with probability at least
1 — € — this requires analysis of how efficient are deterministic online algorithms selecting & out of s
values in finding the maximum value on certain random distribution of hard assignments (see Lemma §)
and applying Yao’s principle to get an upper bound on the probability of success on any randomized
algorithm against hard assignments (see Lemma 9).

For the purpose of this proof, let us fix & < log®n for some constant a € (0, 1), and parameter

e € (0,1) (which could be a function of n, k).

Lemma 8 Consider a set of { < logn — 1 permutations 11 C 11,, and a semitone sequence (1, ... ,Ts)
w.r.t. set 11 of length s = lﬁ_? < logn. Consider any deterministic online algorithm that for any given
w € 1l aims at selecting the largest value, using at most k picks, against the following distribution of
hard assignments.

Let V- = V*. We proceed recursively: v(xs) is the middle element of V, and we apply the recursive
procedure u.a.r.: (i) on sequence (x1,...,Ts_1) and new set V containing |V'|/2 smallest elements in V
with probability % (i.e., v(xy) is larger than values of the remaining elements with probability 1/s), and
(ii) on sequence (x1,...,xs_1) and new set V containing |V'|/2 largest elements in V with probability
5= (i.e., v(z,) is smaller than values of the remaining elements with probability (s — 1)/s).

Then, for any m € 11, the algorithm selects the maximum value with probability at most %
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Proof. We start from observing that the hard assignments produced in the formulation of the lemma are
disjoint — it follows directly by the fact that set V' of available values is an interval in V* and it shrinks
by half each step; the number of steps s < log n, so in each recursive step set V' is non-empty.

In the remainder we prove the sought probability. Let Af;, forl <t <sand 0 < i < k, be the
event that the algorithm picks at most ¢ values from v(x1),...,v(z;). Let By be the probability that the
algorithm picks the largest of values v(x1), ..., v(z), in one of its picks. Let Cy be the probability that
the algorithm picks value v(z;). We prove, by induction on lexicographic pair (¢, %), that Pr [ By| A}] < %
Surely, the beginning of the inductive proof for any pair of parameters (¢,7 = t) is correct: Pr [Bt\Aﬂ <
1.

Consider an inductive step for i < ¢t < s. Since, by the definition of semitone sequence (x1, ..., ),
element x; could be either before all elements x4, ..., x;_1 or after all elements x1, ..., z; 1 in permu-
tation 7, we need to analyze both of these cases:

Case 1: 7(x;) < w(x1),...,m(xs—1). Consider the algorithm when it receives the value of z;. It has
not seen the values of elements 1, ..., z;_1 yet. Assume that the algorithm already picked k& — ¢ values
before processing element ;. Note that, due to the definition of the hard assignment in the formulation
of the lemma, the knowledge of values occurring by element x; only informs the algorithm about set
V' from which the adversary draws values for sequence (z1,...,x:—1); thus this choice of values is
independent, for any fixed prefix of values until the occurrence of element x;. We use this property
when deriving the probabilities in this considered case.
We consider two conditional sub-cases, depending on whether either C; or =C} holds, starting from
the former:
1 t— 1 t—1 1 t—1di—-1 1

. 1 - -
]PI' [Bt’Aff&Ct] = ;—’—TPI‘ [Bt—l‘A;_}&Ct] = ;—FT]P’I' [Bt—llA;_%] = g—i_Tt——l = z s

where

* the first equation comes from the fact that val(z;) is the largest among v(z1),...,v(z;) with
probability % (and it contributes to the formula because of the assumption C; that algorithm picks
v(z¢)) and v(z) is not the largest among v(z1),...,v(x;) with probability =1 (in which case
the largest value must be picked within the first v(z1), ..., v(x¢—1) using ¢ — 1 picks), and

* the second equation comes from the fact that B;_; and C} are independent, and
* the last equation holds by inductive assumption for (t — 1,7 — 1).

In the complementary condition —=C; we have:

A t—1 A t—1 - t—1 ) )
Pr [Bi|Ajfe~Cy] = —— - Pr [Bi1]Aj 1&~Cl] = —— - Pr[Bia|4] ] = — ti - = % :

where

* the first equation follows because if the algorithm does not pick v(x;) then the largest of val-
ues v(z1),...,v(xs) must be within v(x1),...,v(zs—1) and not v(x;) (the latter happens with

probability t_tl ), and

* the second equation comes from the fact that B;_; and —C} are independent, and
* the last equation holds by inductive assumption for (¢t — 1,1).

Hence,

]PI' [Bt’Aff] = PI‘ [Bt‘A%&Ct] . ]PI' [Ct] + ]P)I‘[Bt‘A%&_\Ct] . PI‘ [_'Ct] = (]PI' [Ct] + PI‘ [—|Ct]) = % .

]
t
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It concludes the analysis of Case 1.

Case 2: 7(x;) > w(x1),...,m(xs—1). Consider the algorithm when it receives the value of x;. It has
already seen the values of elements x1, ..., z;_1; therefore, we can only argue about conditional event
on the success in picking the largest value among v(x1),...,v(z;—1), i.e., event By_q.

Consider four conditional cases, depending on whether either of C, —C; holds and whether either
of By_1,~B;_1 holds, starting from sub-case B;_1&C}:

Pr [Bi&B; 1|Aj&Cy]  Pr[B;&B;1|Aj&Cy]
Pr[B,-1|Ai&Cy] — Pr[B.,lAiTl]

Pr [By|Aj& B, 1&Cy) =

since the algorithm already selected the largest value among v(z1), ..., v(2¢-1) (by B;—1) and now it
also selects v(x;) (by Cy). We also used the observation Ai&C; = Aij. Next sub-case, when the
conditions —B;_1&C; hold, implies:

. Pr [Bi&—B;_; | A Pr [B;&—B;_, | A
Pr [By| Ai&c~B, 1&C)] = tB&Ba| LG Pr[BikenBialAilG

Pr [_‘Bt—llA%&Ct] 1—Pr [Bt71|Af§:ﬂ t ’
because when the maximum value among v(x1), ..., v(z;—1) was not selected (by —=B;_1) the possibil-
ity that the selected (by Cy) v(;) is the largest among v(z1), . . ., v(z;) is 1, by definition of values v(-).

As in the previous sub-case, we used AL&C; = Aij. When we put the above two sub-cases together,
for B;_1&C; and = B;_1&CYy, we get:

Pr [By&DB;_1|A{&Cy| +Pr [Bi&—B;_1|Aj&Cy] = Pr [By—1|AjZ]] -1+ (1 — Pr [B,1|A{Z1]) -

| =

-1

i—1+<1 z‘—1>.1_(i—1)t+(t—z') C-1i i

Ci—1) t (t—1)t T =1t ¢’

where the first equation comes from the previous sub-cases, the second is by inductive assumption, and
others are by simple arithmetic.
We now consider two remaining sub-cases, starting from B;_1&—C}:

Pr [Bi&B; 1|Ai&~Ci|  Pr[Bi&B; 1|Ai&~Cy] t-1

Pr[Bi|Ai&~Cy] — Pr[BlAl,] ot

Pr [By|Aj&By-1&—Cy] =

since the algorithm already selected the largest value among v(z1),...,v(x¢—1) (by Bi_1) and now it
also selects v(z;) (by Cy). We also used the observation A&—C; = Ai_|. Next sub-case, when the
conditions —B;_1&—C} hold, implies:

Pr [B;&—B; 1|Aj&~Cy]  Pr[Bi&—B; 1|Aj&~Cy]

Pr [Bt|At&—|Bt71&_|Ct] = Pr [_‘Bt71|Ai&_‘Ct] - 1 _ Pr [Bt71|Ai71] — Y,

because when the maximum value among x1, ..., x;—1 was not selected (by —B;_1) the possibility that
the selected (by C}) v(x¢) is the largest among v(z1), ..., v(z;) is 1, by definition of values v(-). We
also used the observation Aj&—C; = A}_;. When we put the last two sub-cases together, for B;_1&—C}
and —B;_1&—C}, we get:

Pr [B;&By_1|Aj&—Cy] +Pr [Bi&—~By_1|Ai&~Cy| = Pr [By_1|A;_1] + (1 — Pr [Bi_1|Al_,]) -

&+ | =

i1 i—1\ 1 (- Dt+(t—d) (t—1)3 i
B +<1_t—1>'¥_ (t—1)t t—1)t ¢’
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where the first equation comes from the previous sub-cases, the second is by inductive assumption, and
others are by simple arithmetic.
Hence, similarly as in Case 1, we have

]PI' [Bt’Aff] = PI‘ [Bt‘A%&Ct] . ]PI' [Ct] + ]PI' [Bt’Ai&_'Ct] . ]PI' [_'Ct] = . (PI‘ [Ct] + PI‘ [—|Ct]) = % .

~ | =

It concludes the analysis of Case 2, and also the inductive proof.
It follows that Pr [BS|A1’§] = %, and since Pr [A’;] = 1 (as the algorithm does k picks in the whole

semitone sequence), we get Pr [B,| = % O

Applying Yao’s principle [45] to Lemma 8, we get:

Lemma9 Fix any e € (0,1). For any set I1 C Il,, of an ¢ < logn — 1 permutations and any proba-
bilistic distribution on it, and for any online algorithm using k picks to select the maximum value, there
is an adversarial (worst-case) hard assignment of values to elements in [n] such that:

(i) the maximum assigned value is unique and bigger by factor at least %e from other used values,

(ii) highest s = lﬁ? values are at least 1, while the remaining ones are 1<

k ’
(iii) the algorithm selects the maximum allocated value with probability at most %

Proof. Consider a semitone sequence w.r.t. the set of permutations II, which has length s = lé’f_?

(it exists as shown in [28]), and restrict for now to this sub-sequence of the whole n-value sequence.
Consider any online algorithm that ignores elements that are not in this sub-sequence. We apply Yao’s
principle [45] to Lemma 8: the latter computes a lower bound on the cost (probability of selecting
largest value) of a deterministic k-secretary algorithm, for inputs being hard assignments selected from
distribution specified in Lemma 8. The Yao’s principle implies that there is a deterministic (worst-case)
adversarial hard assignment values from set V* U {%} such that for any (even randomized) algorithm
and probabilistic distribution on II, the probability of the algorithm to select the largest of the assigned
values with at most k picks is at most f The hard assignment satisfies, by definition, also the first two
conditions in the lemma statement. U

We can extend Lemma 9 to any distribution on a set IT of permutations of [n] with an entropy H, by
using the following lemma from [28], in order to obtain the final proof of Theorem 3 (re-stated below).

Lemma 10 ([28]) Let m be drawn from a finite set 11,, by a distribution of entropy H. Then, for any

0> 4, there is a set 11 C I1,,, |I1| < ¥, such that Pr[r € II] > 1 — bg%%i%)'

Theorem 3 Assume k < log®n for some constant a € (0,1). Then, any algorithm (even fully ran-
domized) solving k-secretary problem while drawing permutations from some distribution on 11,, with

an entropy H < 1T log log n, cannot achieve the expected ratio of at least 1 — €, for any € € (0,1) and
sufficiently large n.

Proof. Let us fix £/ = 4/ h’% — 1. By Lemma 10, there is a set II C II,, of size at most £ such that

Prirell] >1-— %. Let s = lgf_? be the length of a semitone sequence w.r.t. II.
By Lemma 9 applied to the conditional distribution on set II, there is an adversarial hard assignment
of values such that the probability of selecting the largest value is at most f Summing up the events and

using Lemma 10, the probability of the algorithm selecting the largest value is at most
k 8H k-(0+1 SH k 8H
s og(£ —3) ogn og(t—3) | logn log(y/ 282 — 4
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which is smaller than 1 — ¢, for any € € (0, 1), for sufficiently large n, because k& < log® n, where
a € (0,1) is a constant, and H < % log log n.

To complete the proof, recall that, by the definition of hard assignments and statements (i) and (ii)
in Lemma 9, the maximum value selected from V is unique, and is bigger from other values by factor at
least 1L—5’ therefore the event of selecting k values with ratio 1 — € is a sub-event of the considered event
of selecting largest value. Thus, the probability of the former is upper bounded by the probability of the
latter and so the former cannot be achieved as well. U

9.2 Entropy lower bound for wait-and-pick algorithms

Assume that there is a deterministic wait-and-pick algorithm for the k-secretary problem with competi-
tive ratio 1 — €. Let m be the time threshold and 7 be any statistic (i.e., the algorithm selects 7-th largest
element among the first m elements as chosen element, and then from the elements after position m, it
selects every element greater than or equal to the statistic). Our analysis works for any statistics. Let ¢
be the number of permutations, from which the order is chosen uniformly at random. We prove that no
wait-and-pick algorithm achieves simultaneously a inverse-polynomially (in k) small error € and entropy
asymptotically smaller than log k. More precisely, we re-state and prove Theorem 4.

Theorem 4 Any wait-and-pick algorithm solving k-secretarial problem with competitive ratio of at least
(1 — €) requires entropy Q(min{log 1/¢,log 5 }).

Proof. W.1.o.g. and to simplify the analysis, we could assume that 1/¢ is an integer. We create a bipartite
graph G = (V, W, E), where V is the set of n elements, W corresponds to the set of ¢ permutations,
and a neighborhood of node 7 € W is defined as the set of elements (in V') which are on the left hand
side of threshold m in the i-th permutation. It follows that |E| = ¢ - m. Let d denote an average degree
ofanodeinV,i.e., d = |—f| = E'Tm.

Consider first the case when m > k. We prove that £ > 1/e. Consider a different strategy of the
adversary: it processes elements ¢ € W one by one, and selects € - k neighbors of element 4 that has
not been selected before to set K. This is continued until set K has &k elements or all elements in W
has been considered. Note that if during the above construction the current set K has at most k(1 — €)
elements, the adversary can find e k neighbors of the currently considered ¢ € W that are different from
elements in K and thus can be added to K, by assumption m > k. If the construction stops because
K has k elements, it means that £ > 1/e, because 1/e elements in W have had to be processed in the
construction. If the construction stops because all the elements in W have been processed but K is of
size smaller than k, it means that || = ¢ < 1/¢; however, if we top up the set K by arbitrary elements
in V so that the resulting K is of size k, no matter what permutation is selected the algorithm misses at
least € - k elements in K, and thus its value is smaller by factor less than (1 — €) from the optimum. and
we get a contradiction. Thus, we proved ¢ > 1/e, and thus the entropy needed is at least log 1/€, which
for optimal algorithms with e = ©(k~1/2) gives entropy ©(log k).

Consider now the complementary case when m < k. The following has to hold: ¢ - (m + k) > n.
This is because in the opposite case the adversary could allocate value 1 to an element which does not
occur in the first m + k positions of any of the ¢ permutations, and value % to all other elements — in
such scenario, the algorithm would pick the first & elements after the time threshold position m (as it
sees, and thus chooses, the same value all this time — it follows straight from the definition of wait-and-
pick thresholds), for any of the ¢ permutations, obtaining the total value of 1 — ¢, while the optimum is
clearly 1 + (k — 1) - % > 1 contradicting the approximation ratio 1 — e of the algorithm. It follows
from the equation £ - (m + k) > n that £ > %= > 5, and thus the entropy is Q(log 51).

m+k
To summarize both cases, the entropy is 2(min{log 1/¢,log 5:-}). O
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In particular, it follows from Theorem 4 that for £ such that k is super-polylogarithmic and sub-
polynTgn’ the entropy of approximation-optimal algorithms is w(loglogn). Moreover, if k is within
range of some polynomials of n of degrees smaller than 1, the entropy is Q(logn).

9.3 Q(loglogn + (log k)?) entropy of previous solutions

All previous solutions but [28] used uniform distributions on the set of all permutations of [n], which
requires large entropy ©(nlogn).? In [28], the k-secretary algorithm uses ©(loglogn) entropy to
choose a permutation u.a.r. from a given set, however, it also uses recursively additional entropy to
choose the number of blocks ¢’. It starts with ¢’ being polynomial in k, and in a recursive call it selects
a new ¢’ from the binomial distribution Binom(q’,1/2). It continues until ¢’ becomes 1. Below we
estimate from below the total entropy needed for this random process.

Let X;, for i = 1,..., 7, denote the values of ¢’ selected in subsequent recursive calls, where 7 is
the first such that X, = 1. We have X; = Binom(q’,1/2) and recursively, X;; = Binom(X;,1/2).
We need to estimate the joint entropy H (X1, ..., X, ) from below. Joint entropy can be expressed using

conditional entropy as follows:

H(Xla7X’T'):H(X1)+ZH(XZ‘XZ—177X1) (14)

=2
By the property of Binom(q’,1/2) and the fact that ¢’ is a polynomial on k, its entropy H(X;) =
O(log ¢') = O(log k). We have:

H(X| Xiz1,.. .., X)) = Z Pr(Xi=q,....Xic1 = ¢ HXi|l X1 =q1,..., Xiz1 = ¢i—1)

GiZ-->qi—1

= Z PriXy=aq,..., X1 = gi—1] - H(Xi| Xi—1 = ¢i-1)

qi>-->qi—1

1,2 1, 2 1 2 1, 2t
=0 <]P’r [X1 €(54,34), X2 € (5X1,5X1) ..., Xis1 € (5Xi2, _Xi—Q)}>'H <Xi Xi1 € (Fq/’ FQ')) ;

3773 3 3 3 3
where the first equation is the definition of conditional entropy, second follows from the fact that once
q;—1 1s fixed, the variable X does not depend on the preceding ¢;_o, . .., q1, and the final asymptotics

follows from applying Chernoff bound to each X7,..., X;_; and taking the union bound. Therefore,
fori < % logs ¢/, we have

H(X| Xiz1,...., X1) = (1 —o(1)) - H(X;|X;—1 € O(poly(k))) = O(logk) .
Consequently, putting all the above into Equation (14), we get
H(X1,...,X,) =0O(ogs k -logk) = O(log? k) .
The above proof leads to the following.

Proposition 1 The randomized k-secretary algorithm of Kesselheim, Kleinberg and Niazadeh [28] uses
randomization that has a total entropy Q(loglogn + (log k)?), where entropy log log n corresponds to
the distribution from which it samples a random order, and entropy (log k)? corresponds to the internal
random bits of the algorithm.

Our algorithm shaves off the additive © (log? k) from the formula for all & up to nearly log n.

“Some of them also used additional randomness, but with negligible entropy o(nlog n).
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10 Lower bounds and characterization for the classical secretary prob-
lem

Unlike the k-secretary, given a wait-and-pick algorithm for the classical secretary (1-secretary) problem,
we will denote its time threshold by mg (we will reserve m to be used as a variable threshold in the
analysis).

We will first understand the optimal success probability of the best secretary algorithms. Let
f(k,m) = Z(Hy_1 — Hy,—1), where Hj, is the k-th harmonic number, Hy = 1+ % + é +.ot
It is easy to prove that f(n,mg) is the exact success probability of the wait-and-pick algorithm with
threshold my when random order is given by choosing u.a.r. a permutation 7 € II,,, see [23].

Lemma 11 The following asymptotic behavior holds, if k — oo and j < \/'k is such that m = k Je+j
is an integer in [k|:

k 1 1 1 e2\1 1\ %2
k,—+jl=——|=—=—=+=—]-+06 ||+ .
f(’e+‘7> e <2e 2+2/<:>k+ ((k)
The proof of Lemma 11 is in Appendix A.1. We will now precisely characterize the maximum of
function f. Recall that, f(k,m) = 7 (Hy—1 — Hp,—1), and note that 1 < m < k. We have the discrete

derivative of f: h(m) = f(k,m+1) — f(k,m) = +(Hy_1 — Hy, — 1) , which is positive for m < my
and negative otherwise, for some my = max{m > 0: Hy,_; — H,, — 1 > 0}.

Lemma 12 There exists an absolute constant ¢ > 1 such that for any integer k > ¢, we have that
h(l%] 1) > 0and h([%] +1) < 0. Moreover, function f(k,-) achieves its maximum for m €
{[%], %] + 1}, and is monotonically increasing for smaller values of m and monotonically decreasing
for larger values of m.

Lemma 12 is proved in Appendix A.2. Proposition 2 below shows a characterization of the optimal
success probability O PT,, of secretary algorithms, complemented by existential result in Theorem 13.

Proposition 2

1. The optimal success probability of the best secretarial algorithm for the problem with n items
which uses a uniform random order from 11, is OPT,, = 1/e 4+ co/n + ©((1/n)*/?), where
co=1/2—1/(2e).

2. The success probability of any secretarial algorithm for the problem with n items which uses any
probabilistic distribution on 11, is at most OPT,, = 1/e + co/n + ©((1/n)3/?).

3. There exists an infinite sequence of integers n; < ng < ns < ..., such that the success probability
of any deterministic secretarial algorithm for the problem with n € {ny,na,ns, ...} items which
uses any uniform probabilistic distribution on I1,, with support { < n is strictly smaller than 1/e.

Proof. Part 1. Gilbert and Mosteller [18] proved that under maximum entropy, the probability of success
is maximized by wait-and-pick algorithm with some threshold. Another important property, used in
many papers (c.f., Gupta and Singla [23]), is that function f(n,m) describes the probability of success
of the wait-and-pick algorithm with threshold m.

Consider wait-and-pick algorithms with threshold m € [n — 1]. By Lemma 12, function f(n,-)
achieves is maximum for threshold m € {|%|,[%2|+1}, and by Lemma 11, taken for k = n, it
could be seen that for any admissible value of j (i.e., such that n/e + j is an integer and |j| < 1,
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thus also for j € {|Z] —n/e, |2] +1 —n/e} for which f(n,m) achieves its maximum), and for
co=1/2=1/(2e): f (n, 2 +j) =L+ 2+0((1)"

Part 2. Consider a probabilistic distribution on set II,,, which for every permutation = € II,, assigns
probability p, of being selected. Suppose that the permutation selected by the adversary is o € II,,.
Given a permutation 7 € II,, selected by the algorithm, let x (7, 0) = 1 if the algorithm is successful on
the adversarial permutation o and its selected permutation 7, and (7, 0) = 0 otherwise.

Given a specific adversarial choice o € II,,, the total weight of permutations resulting in success of
the secretarial algorithm is  __; pr - x(0, 7).

Suppose now that the adversary selects its permutation ¢ uniformly at random from II,,. The ex-

pected total weight of permutations resulting in success of the secretarial algorithm is Zoenn Qo -
(Zweﬂn pr-x(0,m)), where g, = 1/n! for each ¢ € IL,. The above sum can be rewritten as
follows: > ey 4o - (Mrem, Pr-X(00m) = > e, Pr - (Xpern, 4o - X(0,m)) , and now we can
treat permutation 7 as fixed and adversarial, and permutation o as chosen by the algorithm uni-
formly at random from II,,, we have by Part 1 that > ¢o - x(0,7) = OPT,. This implies that
the expected total weight of permutations resulting in success of the secretarial algorithm is at most
Zwenn pr - X(o,m) < Zwenn pr - OPT,, = OPT, . Therefore, there exists a permutation o € II,
realizing this adversarial goal. Thus it is impossible that there is a secretarial algorithm that for any
adversarial permutation o € II,, has success probability > OPT,,.
Part 3. Let ¢; = 10° and n; = 10¢; for i € N>;. Let us take the infinite decimal expansion of
1/e = 0.367879441171442... and define as d; > 1 the integer that is build from the first ¢ digits in
this decimal expansion after the decimal point, that is, dy = 3, do = 36, d3 = 367, and so on. The
sequence d;/¢; has the following properties: lim;_, ., d;/¢; = 1/e, for each i = 1,2, ... we have that
d;/t; < 1/e < (d; +1)/¢; and, moreover, j/{; & [1/e,1/e 4+ 1/n;] forall j € {0,1,2,...,4;}.

Let us now take any n = n; for some (large enough) 7 € N1 and consider the secretary problem
with n = n; items. Consider also any deterministic secretarial algorithm for this problem that uses any
uniform probability distribution on the set II,,, with support ¢;. By Part 2 the success probability of this
algorithm using this probability distribution is at most OPT},, = 1/e + co/n; + ©((1/n;)%/?). Because
the algorithm is deterministic, all possible probabilities in this probability distribution belong to the set
{j/t; : 5 € {0,1,2,...,4;}}. We observe now that j/¢; & [1/e,1/e + co/n; + O((1/n;)%/?)] for
j €{0,1,2,...,¢;}. This fact holds by the construction and by the fact that constant ¢y € (0,1), and
we may also need to assume that i € N1 is taken to be large enough to deal with the term O((1/n;)3/?).
Thus the success probability of this algorithm is strictly below 1/e. O

11 Probabilistic analysis of classical secretary algorithms

Theorem 13 Given any integer parameter 3 < k < n — my, there exists a multi-set L C II,, (that
is, it may contain multiple copies of some permutations) of the set of all permutations of size |L| <

O (k(};?g") such that if we choose one of these permutations u.a.r. from L, then the optimal wait-and-

pick 1-secretary algorithm with time threshold mg achieves a success probability of at least

k
2 _
(1 — &) pg, where p, = OPT,, — Z (nn _Trllo> ,

and any 0 < ¢ < 1. The value OPT,, denotes the probability of success of the algorithm with time
threshold mq when a permutation is chosen u.a.r from set 11,,. We assume here that mg = an for a
constant o € (0, 1) such that p3 = O(1) (this holds, e.g., when o = 1/e and n are large enough,).

Proof sketch. The complete proof is deferred to Appendix B. We will use the probabilistic method
to show existence of the set £ C 1II,. First, consider a random experiment that is choosing
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uv.ar. a single permutation 7 from II,. We estimate the probability of success of the secretar-
ial algorithm with time threshold my. (Below, ind(i) refers to the position of the i-th largest ad-
versarial value from wv(1),...,v(n) in permutation 7, i.e., m(ind(i)).) This probability is lower
bounded by the probability of union of the following disjoint events FE;, i = 2,3,...,k, where
E,=AnNB,NC;, A; = {ind(i) € {1,2,...,mgo}}, B; = ﬂ;;ll{znd(]) € {mo+1,...,n}},
and C; = {Vj = 2,3,...,i — 1 : ind(1) < ind(j)}. We say that 7 covers the ordered i-tuple
S = {n(ind(i)), n(ind(1)), 7 (ind(2)),. .., w(ind(i — 1))} if event E; holds. By applying the Bayes’
formula on conditional probabilities, by conditioning on the events as they are listed below from left to
right, we obtain:

L o omy [Trammo— (-1 (i—2)
Pr[EZ]_IPr[AZﬂBZﬂCZ]_n jHl(n_l)_(j_l) ik

It follows that

k
mg [N —mg n—1
OPT, = > PE]< Z Pr{E] + — ( — ) T and then
2<i<n—mo+1 2<i<k
k n—1 mo [ n—mg k 2 (n—mg K
Z]P’r[Ei] > OPT, — : < > > OPT, — = < ) . (15)
— mo—1 n-k\ n—1 k\ n—1
Combinatorialization. Let us define an ordered k-tuple S = {ji,j2,...,jx} C [n]. We say that
an independently and u.a.r. chosen w € II,, is successful for S iff event UfZQ F; holds, where F; =
{7 covers i-tuple {j;,Jj1,72,---,Ji—1}}, fori € {2,3,...,k}. By above argument 7 is successful with
probability py.
Next, we choose independently ¢ = clog(n*) permutations 7y, ..., m, from II,, u.a.r., for a fixed
constant ¢ > 1. These permutations will comprise the multi-set £. Let X7, ..., X f be random variables

such that th = 1 if the corresponding random permutation 7 is successful for k-tuple S, and th =0
otherwise, fort = 1,2,..., . Then for x5 = X§+- . -+Xf we have thatE[XS] = ppl = cpy, log(n*)
and by the Chernoff bound IP’r[Xg <(1-¢€) pt] < 1/n(E)%ePrk/2 for any constant 0 < &’ < 1.

Now, the probability that there exists a k-tuple S' = {j1, j2,. .., ji } for which there does not exists
a (1 — &')py, fraction of successful permutations among these ¢ = clog(n*) random permutations is

L S g NP G TG R P
Pr[Fk-tuple S : X° < (1 — &")cpy log(n”)] < (k:) El/n < @ Peprk/2k

D S
n(s’)2cpkk/2fk > 0’

forc > 4/(p3(e")?) = ©(1/(¢")?). So, there exist O(log(n*)/(¢')?) permutations such that if we choose
one of them u.a.r., then for any k-tuples S, this permutation will be successful with probability (1—¢’)px,
which is success probability of the algorithm with threshold my.

In this proof we have a multi-set £ of ©(log(n*)/(¢’)?) permutations, and taking & = ©(log(n))
and ¢/ = ©(1/n), we see by Theorem 13 and by Part 1 in Theorem 2 that with entropy O(log(n)) we
can achieve the success probability above 1/e:

by union bound. Thus all (}) %! ordered k-tuples S are covered with probability > 1—

Corollary 3 There exists a multi-set L C 11, of size |L| < O (10g2(n) -n?) such that if we choose
one of these permutations u.a.r. from L, then the optimal secretarial algorithm with time threshold
mo = |n/e| achieves a success probability of at least X + © ().
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12 Derandomization via Chernoff bound for the 1-secretary problem

Theorem 14 Suppose that we are given integers n and k, such thatn > 1 and n > k > 3, and an error

parameter € > 0. Define pj, = OPT, — 2 (1 — %)k Then for { = @(iizgfg)g) there exists a deter-
ministic algorithm (Algorithm 3) that finds a multi-set L = {71, 7o, ..., 7} of n-element permutations
7j € I, for j € [{], such that for every k-tuple there are at least (1 — €’) - p.{ successful permutations

from L. The running time of this algorithm is O(k - £ - n*+2 . poly log(n)).

We will present now the proof of Theorem 14. Missing details in this section and the full proof of
Theorem 14 can be found in Appendix C.

Preliminaries. To derandomize Chernoff argument of Theorem 13, we will use the same method of
conditional expectations method with a pessimistic estimator as for the k-secretary problem, with only
some problem-specific differences. We will model an experiment to choose u.a.r. a permutation 7; € II,,
by independent “index” r.v.’s X;: Pr[X; e{l,2,...,n—i+1}] =1/(n—i+1),fori € [n], to define
m = m; € II,, “sequentially”: 7(1) = X}, m(2) is the X]Z—th elementin 1 = {1,2,...,n} \ {7(1)},
m(3) is the Xj’-th element in Io = {1,2,...,n} \ {7(1),7(2)}, etc, where elements are increasingly
ordered. Suppose random permutations £ = {my,..., 7} are generated using X, X7,..., X} for
j € [f]. Given a k-tuple S € K, recall definition of r.v. X js for j € [¢] from proof of Theorem 13.
For X = Xy + ...+ X7 and & € (0,1), we have E[X®] = pi/, and Pr[X® < (1 — &) - pf] <
1/ exp((e')2prt/2) = 1/n eV *ePrk/2 where ¢ = clog(n*). We call the k-tuple S € KC not well-covered
if X% < (1 —¢€')- ppt (then a new r.v. Y° = 1), and well-covered otherwise (then Y° = 0). Let
Y = Y s Y. By the above argument E[Y] = Y5 E[Y®] < 1if ¢ > 1/(¢/)%. We will keep the
expectation E[Y] below 1 in each step of derandomization, where these steps will sequentially define
these permutations for set L.

Outline of derandomization. Let 7 be identity permutation. For some s € [¢ — 1] let permutations
m,...,Ts have already been chosen (“fixed”). We will chose a “semi-random” permutation 7441
position by position using X’ ;. Suppose that 7s1(1), Ts11(2), ..., ms41(r) are already chosen for
some 7 € [n — 1], where all w441(7) (¢ € [r — 1]) are fixed and final, except 7,11 (r) which is fixed but
not final yet. We will vary 7511(r) € [n] \ {ms+1(1), s+1(2), ..., ms41(r — 1)} to choose the best value
for mg11(r), assuming that w441 (r+1), 541 (r+2), ..., ms+1(n) are random. Permutations 7549, ..., T,
are “fully-random”. A

Deriving a pessimistic estimator. Given S € K, observe X 5,1 depends only on 7y 1(1), ms11(2),
.o, Tsy1(r). We will show how to compute the conditional probabilities (Algorithm 4 in App. C.3.1)
PriX2 = 1| mes1(1), mo1(2), ..., mss1(r)] (= Pr[X2,, = 1] if 7 = 0), where randomness is over
random positions ms11(r + 1), w41 (r + 2), ..., ms41(n). Theorem 15 is proved in App. C.3.1.

Theorem 15 Suppose that values 7ws11(1), Ts+1(2), ..., ms4+1(r) have already been fixed for some r €
{0} U [n]. There exist a deterministic algorithm (Algorithm 4, Appendix C.3.1) to compute Pr[ X5 | =
1| me41(1), ms41(2), ..., msy1(r)], where the random event is the random choice of the semi-random
permutation sy conditioned on its first v elements already being fixed. Its running time is O(k - n -
polylog(n)), and mgy € {2,3,...,n — 1} is the threshold of the secretarial algorithm.

Pessimistic estimator. Let S € K. Denote E[X jS] =Pr[X ]S = 1] = p; for each j € [¢], and E[X S] =
S m = . By Theorem 2, f (n, ) = OPT, = L+ 2 + 6 ((1)"?), where ¢ = 1/2 — 1/(2¢).

By (15) in the proof of Theorem 13 and by Lemma 11, we obtain that 11; > pj, > % — ©(1/k), for each
J € [¢]. We will now use Raghavan’s proof of the Chernoff bound, see [46], for any £/ > 0, using that
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i = pi (see more details in Appendix C.3.2):

A S A
Pe[XS < (1-¢)£p] < H —< E[X] <[t [T exp(—<'pi)
Pr| = e (1—¢e)A==p 11—6(15 Pk
: j:
1 1

exp(b(—)lpr)  exp((€)20pr/2)”

where last inequality follows by b(—z) > 22/2, see, e.g., [46]. Thus, the union bound implies:

N _ S
Pr[HSGK:XS<(1—e E,ok} ZHl ¢ f‘fp]k. (16)

Sexi= 1

Let ¢j(§ ) = Lif 7; is successful for S, and ¢j(§ ) = 0 otherwise, and failure probability (16) is at most:

ZH“ i a7
" ~ ~ l—s—1
1—¢"¢;(S) 1—¢" - E[psy1(9)] 1 —¢ - E[¢;(9)]
= 2 (g < = gf)ui'l)pk ) ' ( (1= )0 ) (18)

1—¢-¢;(9) 1—¢  E[¢sr1(5)] 1—¢py !

= Z H (1-— e’)(lzf’)Pk . < (1 — &)=k ) . <(1 — g’)(1—€')0k>
Sekc \J=1

= O(msp1(1), ms41(2), ..., Tsq1(r)), (19)

where equality (18) is conditional expectation under: (fixed) permutations m1,...,ms for some s €
[¢ — 1], the (semi-random) permutation 7541 currently being chosen, and (fully random) permuta-
tions s o,...,m. The first term (17) is less than |KC|/exp((')?¢pr/2), which is strictly smaller
than 1 for large ¢. Let us denote E[p1(S)] = E[pes1(S)|mspr(r) = 7] = Pr[X?, =
1 7ms1(1), ms41(2), .oy msp1(r — 1), ws1(r) = 7], where positions 7s41(1), m54+1(2), ..., Tsp1(r)
were fixed in the semi-random permutation msy1, 7sy1(r) was fixed in particular to 7 € [n] \
{ms+1(1),m541(2), ..., ms41(r — 1)}, and it can be computed by using the algorithm from Theorem
15. This gives our pessimistic estimator ®. Because s is fixed for all steps where the semi-random
permutation is being decided, ® is uniformly proportional to ®;:

S
O1=3 ([[O =" ¢(5) |- (1 =& Elgea(5)),
Sex \J=1
s N A
2= | [I0—=2"6;(8) | -Elpsa (). (20)
Sex \J=1

Recall 7541(r) in semi-random permutation was fixed but not final. To make it final, we choose
Ts+1(r) € [n] \ {ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., Ts41(r — 1)} that minimizes ®;, which is equivalent to maxi-
mizing ®5. Proof of Lemma 13 can be found in Appendix C.3.2.

Lemma 13 &(7gy1(1),m541(2), ..., ms1+1(r)) is a pessimistic estimator of the failure probability (16)
if o> 2k In(n)

= pe(e)?”
Proof. (of Theorem 14) See Appendix C.3.2. U
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Algorithm 3: Find permutations distribution (1-secretary)

Input: Positive integers n > 2,2 < k <n, { > 2.
Output: A multi-set £ C II,, of ¢ permutations.
1 /* This algorithm uses Function Prob(E;, S ) from Algorithm 4 in Appendix C.3.1. */
2 1 + (1,2,...,n) /* Identity permutation */
3 L+ {m}
4 Let IC be the set of all ordered k-element subsets of [n].
5 for S € K do

6

| w(S) «1—¢-1(5)

7fors=1...{—1do

8 forr=1...ndo

9 for S € K do

10 for 7 € [n] \ {ms41(1), m54+1(2),...,ms41(r — 1)} do A

11 ]P’I“[EZ ’ 7T5+1(1), c. ,7T8+1(7" — 1), 7T5+1(7°) = T] — Prob(EZ-, S), fori=2...k.

12 Elps11(S) [msy1(r) = 7]

Sie PrE: [ mey1 (1), e (7 = 1), T () = 7]
13 Choose ms41(r) = 7 for 7 € [n] \ {ms41(1), m511(2),. .., Ts41(r — 1)} to maximize
L 2sec w(S) - E[psy1(5) [ mopa(r) = 7).

14 L+ LU{ms41}

15 for S € K do

6 | | w($) e w(S)- (- ¢ea(S))

17 return £
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Proofs from Section 10

A.1 Proof of Lemma 11

Proof. To prove this expansion we extend the harmonic function H,, to real numbers. Namely, for any
real number € R we use the well known definition:

where ¢ is the digamma function and ~ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Digamma function is just
the derivative of the logarithm of the gamma function I'(z), pioneered by Euler, Gauss and Weierstrass.
Both functions are important and widely studies in real and complex analysis.

For our purpose, it suffices to use the following inequalities that hold for any real x > 0 (see

Theorem 5 in [21]):

1 1 1 1 1 1

In(z) — — — In(z) — — — —— + —— .
T D R b Ty TG G R il v Rl T
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Now we use these estimates for f(k,m) for ¢(k) and ¥(m) with m = k/e + j:

m
flk,m) = —(w(k?) —¢(m)) =
m In( 1 n 1 In(m) + 1 n 1 1
= — | In( — —In — —
k T2k T 1200k F0R)F T VY T om T 12m2 T 120(m + 0(m))A
m 1 1 1 1 1 1
=—(1+ — et + + - AR
k em 2k~ 2m 12k 12m?  120(k + 60(k))*  120(m + 0(m))
where 6(z) € (0,1/8). Now, taking into account that m € [k], we can suppress the low order terms
under © (%) to obtain
m k 1 1 1
k = —|14In|{—)—-——+4— il
f(k,m) k < * n<em> 2k+2m>+@<m2>
m. o m em m 1 1
-z‘zm@zfiﬁ+ﬂ+@Cﬁ>
1 g 1 g k+ je kle+j 1 1
— — —_ — — — 1 — —_ —_
e % <e+k>n< k TRV
1§ /1 k+ je 11 1
— -4+ (241 4= — ).
e & <e+k>n< 2 ST GETE

We will now use the following well known Taylor expansion
k+ je k + je 1 (k+ je 2 1 (k+je 3
1 -1)—-= -1 - -1) —...
n< 2 > ( k ) 2( k 3\ 7%
_ode _Lfje\'  L(ie\ e L(je\' (L
-k 2\ k 3\ k Tk 2\ k k32 )

Using this expansion, we can continue from above as follows

14\, (k+jey 1 1 1
_ (242 4= _
<e+/<:> n( k > 2ek+2k+®<k3/2>

flk,m) =

1

(&

1 1 [je\*> 42 1 1 1
—;+%<ﬂ‘ﬁzﬁﬂ+ﬂ+@ﬁﬁ
1 4% 1 1 1
—“ﬂria+ﬁ+@ﬁm>

(&
1 1 e 1)1 1
= ;—<%+5;—5>z+@<ﬁﬁ)-

A.2 Proof of Lemma 12

Proof. We first argue that function f(n,-) has exactly one local maximum, which is also global maxi-
mum. To see it, observe that function i (m) is positive until H,,, + 1 gets bigger than Hy,_1, which occurs
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for a single value m (as we consider function & for discrete arguments) and remains negative afterwards.
Thus, function f(n,-) is monotonically increasing until that point, and decreasing afterwards. Hence, it
has only one local maximum, which is also global maximum.
It remains to argue that the abovementioned argument m in which function f(n,-) achieves maxi-
mum is in {L%J, L%J + 1}. We will make use of the following known inequalities.
Lemma 14 The following bounds hold for the harmonic and logarithmic functions:
(1) 2(x—1+1) <H,—Inz-v<4,

(2) W<Hgg—ln(m+1/2)_7<ﬁ,

(3) li_:v < In(1+ z) < x, which holds for x > —1.

Using the first bound (1) from Lemma 14, we obtain the following:

en([E]-1) = oy
. ln@_nﬁ_ln(@_l)_m_l
- 1(%)*%ﬁ1
1

= ln<7k_1 )—Fi—i
e(l¥)-1)) 2k 2% -1

Rewriting inequality (3) in Lemma 14 as In(y) > 1 — 1/y, we obtain:

e(l4)-1) 1 1
L S RS Ty
e(l2] - 1) 1
TR TRE

> 0,

where the last inequality holds because it is equivalent to
20k—1)(|k/e] —1) > 2e(|k/e| —1)> +k—1 < 2k|k/e|+ (4de—2)|k/e| > 2e(|k/e])* +3k+2e—3
< 2k|k/e| > 2e(|k/e])? and (4e — 2)|k/e| > 3k + 2e — 3,
< k/e > |k/e| and (4e —2)(k/e — 1) > 3k + 2e — 3,

where the first inequality is obvious and the second holds for & = Q(1).
For the second part we again use the first bound (1) from Lemma 14, to obtain:

k-h(EJH) = Hy1—Hpepy, -1

< ln(k—l)—!—ﬁ—ln({éJ—{—l)—m—l
]
1
|

- e(k—1) . 1
e(l5]+1))  20k—1) 2([%]+2)

A s U S
e(l5]+1))  20k—1) 2([%]+2)

< 0,
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where the last inequality holds because it follows from

n _k=1 < 0 and ! - ! <0
e(l£]+1) 2k —1)  2([&]+2)
< kfe < |k/e] +1+1/e and |k/e| < k — 3,
<kle<|k/e]+1+1/e and |k/e| < k/e <k—3,

where the first inequality is obvious and the second holds for k£ > 83;61
The second part of the lemma that function f achieves its maximum for m € {|£], | £]+1} follows
directly from the first part of that lemma and from the definition of the discrete derivative h(-). U

B Probabilistic analysis of classical secretary algorithms: full proof of
Theorem 13

Proof. (of Theorem 13) Let us consider an instance of the secretarial problem, where an adversary has

already assigned the values v(1),v(2),...,v(n) to all items 1,2,...,n. We will refer by parameter
k' € {1,2,...,k} to the k'th largest among these values. Thus, ¥’ = 1 refers to the largest value among
v(1),v(2),...,v(n), k¥ = 2 refers to the second largest value among v(1),v(2),...,v(n), and so on.

Note that the k'th and (K’ + 1)st largest values might be the same.

We also denote by ind(k’) € {1,2,...,n} the index of the element with the k’th largest value, that
is, the k'th largest value is v(ind(k’)).

We will use the probabilistic method to show existence of the set £ C IL,.

Let us first consider a random experiment that is choosing u.a.r. a single permutation 7 from II,,.
We will now estimate the probability of success of the secretarial algorithm with threshold mg. (Below,
ind(1) refers to the position of the i-th largest adversarial value from v(1),...,v(n) in permutation T,
i.e., w(ind(7)).) This probability is lower bounded by the probability of union of the following disjoint
events F;, 1 = 2,3,...,k, where

i—1
E,=A,NB,NC;, A;={ind(i)e{1,2,...,mo}}, B; = ﬂ{znd(]) e{mo+1,...,n}},
j=1

Ci={vj=2,3,....,i—1:ind(1) < ind(j)}.

Combinatorialization. We say that @ covers the ordered i-tuple S =
{m(ind(i)), 7(ind(1)),n(ind(2)),...,w(ind(i — 1))} if event E; holds. Now using the Bayes’
formula on conditional probabilities, we obtain, following precisely the order of the events which are
connected by the intersection sign “N”, that is, when we compute the probability of the j7’th event,
we condition on all previous events 0,1,2,...,7 — 1, where j = 0’th event is A4;, j = 1’st event is
{ind(1) € {[n/e] +1,...,n}}, j = 2’nd event is {ind(2) € {|n/e] +1,...,n}}, and so forth, and,
finally, j = ¢’th event is C;:

i—1
PrE] = Pr|An|({ind(j) € {mo+1,...,n}} | NC;
j=1
Como [frr-mo—(G -1\ (i-2)!
no\ime-)-0-1] (-1



On the other hand, we observe that the union of events U;c (o . ;,—mqo+1) & 1s precisely the event that
the secretarial algorithm with threshold mg will be successful on a random permutation from uniform

distribution. By Theorem 2 we know that the latter probability is OPT,, = 2 + < + ©(( )3/2), where
co) = % — 2—18.
Observe now, that that for every j > 1 we have
n—mo—(j—1) < n=mo
m—1)—-(G—-1) " n-1"

therefore the following inequalities hold

i—1
— 1
OPT, = S mE] < Y BB+ > —TZO ("n _”F) —

2<i<n—mo+1 2<i<k k+1<i<n—mo+1
i
mo n —mo
< Pr|E; —_—
< Y EE+ Y ( — )
2<i<k k<i<n—mg
k
mg [ n—my n—1
< Pr|E; . .
- Z [2]+n-k<n—1> mgy — 1
2<i<k

Then it follows that the success probability of the secretarial algorithm with threshold mg, when a
single permutation is chosen u.a.r. from II,,, is lower bounded by the claimed value py:

k k k
n—1 mg [n—mg 2 (n—mg
Pr[E;] > OPT,, — . > OPT, — - . 21
Zr[ =0 mgo — 1 n-k:(n—l) © k(n—l) @1

Leti € {2,3,...,k}. If m € II,, is an independently and u.a.r. chosen permutation, then the fact that the
event F; holds means that 7 covers an i-tuple S = {w(ind(i)), 7(ind(1)), 7(ind(2)), ... ,w(ind(i —
1))}

Let us fix a particular ordered k-tuple S = {j1, J25 00 Jr} C [n]. We say that an independently and
u.a.r. chosen permutation 7 € II,, is successful for S iff event UZ o I; holds, where

E; = {7 covers i-tuple {j;, j1, 72, -+ Ji-1}},
fori € {2,3,...,k}. By the argument above 7 is successful with probability p.

Let us now choose independently and uniformly at random ¢ = clog(n*) permutations 71, . .., 7
from II,,, for a fixed constant ¢ > 1. These permutations will comprise the multi-set L.

Then, let X 15 sy X f be random variables such that th = 1 if the corresponding random permu-
tation 7 is successful for S, and X S =0 otherwise, for t = 1,2,...,£. Note that “successful” refers
here to the above fixed k- tuple S = {31,32, ces Ik}

Then for X5 = X5 4 -+ + X7 we have that E[X*] = ppf = cpj log(n¥) and by the Chernoff
bound

Pr[X < (1—¢)-pl] < 1/6(5,)20Pk log(n*)/2 _ 1/n Veprk/2
for any constant €’ such that 0 < &’ < 1.
This means that for the specific fixed ordered k-tuple S = {j1, 42, -, Jr}, with probability at least
1 — 1/nE%Pk/2 gt least (1 — ') - cpy, log(n¥) among these £ = clog(n*) random permutations,
that is, a (1 — &’)py, fraction of them, are successful for the k-tuple S. Now, the probability that there
exists a k-tuple S = {j1, 42, ., jr} for which there does not exists a (1 — &) py, fraction of successful
permutations among these clog(n*) random permutations is by the union bound

(k:) k"/n )Zeprk/2

1
k: VZeprk/2
< nf/n < (& 2eppk/2—k

Pr[3k-tuple S : x5 < (1 — &)epy log(n*)]

IN
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So all (Z)k' ordered k-tuples S are covered with probability at least 1 — W > 0. Thus, it
(E%e

suffices to choose ¢ such that (£')2cpy/2 > 2, that is ¢ > 4/(pp(¢")?). In fact we will choose a slightly
larger c such that ¢ > 4/(p3(¢")?) = ©(1/(¢')?).

This means that there exist ©(log(n*)/(¢’)?) permutations such that if we choose one among
these permutations u.a.r., then for any k-tuples S, this permutation will be successful with probabil-
ity at least (1 —&’)px. This will be the success probability of the secretarial algorithm with threshold m.

We will now argue about the ordered k’-tuples for k&' € {2,3,...,k — 1}.

Claim 1 If a random permutation © € 11, is successful for all k-tuples, for a given k such that k €
{2,3,...,n}, then m is successful for all k'-tuples for all k' € {2,3,... k}.

Proof. Suppose that m is successful for all k-tuples and let S’ = {31,3,...,8»} C [n] be
any k'-tuple, for some k¥ € {2,3,...,k" — 1}. Let us now define a new k-tuple S from S’ by
adding to the end of S’ any k — k' distinct elements from [n] \ S’. More formally, we have that

S = {81,82, .-, 8), 8% 11, -, 8k}, where {81 1,..., 8} is any k — k' element subset of [n] \ s
Permutation 7 is successful for S, i.e., event E; = {m covers i-tuple {3;, 31, 82,...,5,_1}} holds

for any 7 = 2,3,..., k. But then, in particular, event F; also holds for i = 2,3..., k" because k' < k,

that is, 7 is also successful for 5. O

This claim and the definition of events E; imply for every such k’-tuple with &' € {2,3, ...,k —1},
at least a fraction (1 — &’)pys of permutations from set £ will also be successful for that &’-tuple.

We finally argue that with set £ the secretarial algorithm can deal with all &¥’-tuples with the success
probability (1 — &’)py (note that we have here pg, not py/), for any ¥’ € {k + 1,k + 2,...,n}. The
argument is as follows. Let us take any such &’-tuple S with &' € {k + 1,k +2,...,n}. Then observe
that the set of permutations £ might not have permutations for which the algorithm is successful for S.In
particular, observe, that none of the permutations in £ may cover S = {j1,J2, .-, jk+1}- For instance,
the event Fy 1 = {m covers (k + 1)-tuple {jxs1,J1,72,-- -,k might not hold at all for any = € L.
However, we can take the k-tuple S = {j1,792, -, Jrt C S and we know that a random permutation
from £ will be successful for S’ with probability at least (1 — &')py,, by the above arguments. This
implies that the algorithm is successful with a random permutation from £ also for S, with probability
at least (1 — €’)py. We finally note that we can disregard the contributions to the probability of success

k
from such &'-tuples for &’ > k + 1 because its probability mass, as shown above, is at most 2 <"n_f}°) ,
and thus it is very tiny. U

C Derandomization via Chernoff bound for the 1-secretary problem:
proofs from Section 5.1

Remark for Theorem 14. Note, that classic secretarial algorithm with threshold |2 | executed on the
uniform distribution over the set of permutations £ achieves (1 — ¢') - (OPTn —2(1- %)k) success

probability. However, unless & = O(1), the construction time of multi-set £ is superpolynomial in n,
which makes this result inefficient as is. We will show how to use it efficiently in the next section in
conjunction with a dimension reduction technique.

C.1 Proof preparation

Before formally proving Theorem 14, we will first outline the main ideas behind the proof and introduce
some preliminaries. Towards this aim we will use Chernoff bound argument from the proof of Theorem
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13, and a specially tailored method of conditional expectations to derandomize it. We will also need to
derive a special pessimistic estimator for our derandomization.

In the proof of Theorem 13 we have random variables X1, ..., X,, where random variable X
corresponds to choosing independently and u.a.r. a permutation 7; € II,. Thus, each random variable
X has 1I,, as its domain and the size of the domain is exponential in 7. For our derandomization we
need that these domains are of polynomial size.

To achieve this, we will simulate this random experiment of choosing u.a.r. a permutation from 11,
by introducing for each X; additional “index” random variables X]i» fort =1,2,...,n. Each X]i» chooses
independently (from all other random variables) and u.a.r. an integer from {1,2,...,n — i+ 1}, that is,
XJ’: is equal to one of the integers from {1,2,...,n — i + 1} with probability 1/(n — i + 1). Although
the random variables X ;,ij, ..., X} are mutually independent, they define a random permutation
7 € II,, by the following sequential interpretation: 7(1) = Xj, m(2) is the X7-th element from set
L ={1,2,...,n}\ {m(1)}, m(3) is the X]?’—th element from set Io = {1,2,...,n}\ {7(1),7(2)}, etc,
where the elements are ordered in an increasing order in sets I, I5, respectively. In general, 7(4) is the
X;—th element from the set I;_1 = {1,2,... ,n}\{7(1),7(2),...,7(i—1)}, fori = 2,3,...,n, where
the elements are ordered in an increasing order in set ;_;. Observe that the last value 7(n) is uniquely
determined by all previous values 7 (1), 7(2),...,m(n — 1), because |I,,_1| = 1.

Since the probability of choosing the index 7 (i) for i = 1,2,...,nis 1/(n — i + 1), and these
random choices are independent, the final probability of choosing a specific random permutation is
1 1 1

)

n—1"""n—n+1 n

thus, this probability distribution is uniform on the set II,, as we wanted. To summarise, we generate

the set of random permutations, 71, ..., 7y, where permutation 7; is generated by the index random
variables X, X%,..., X7
Suppose we are given the random permutations 71, . . ., . Given an k-tuple S' = {$1, 82,...,8;} C

[n], i.e., an ordered k-element subset, let us also introduce a random variable X js such that X js = 1if
permutation 7; is successful for k-tuple S (with probability pg), and X JS = 0 otherwise, for j € [{].

Then for X° = Xlg +...+ Xf we have that E[XS] = prl. Given any & such that 0 < ¢’ < 1, by
Chernoff bound

PrXS < (1=&) - pf] < 1/ exp((e))prt/2) = 1/nlVerik/2,

where £ = clog(n").

Let K be the set of all ordered k-element subsets of [n]. Notice that [K| = (}) - k! < n*. We call
the k-tuple S € K not well-covered if X° < (1 — &) - pt, and well-covered otherwise. Note that the
k-tuple S is well-covered if at least (1 — €') - prt permutations from set £ are successful for S. We
define a random variable Y such that Y° = 1if S is not well-covered, and Y° = 0 otherwise. Let
Y=>5% K YS. By the above argument the expected number of not well-covered k-tuples is:

Ey] =Y E[YS <1,
SeK

provided that ¢ > 1/(¢')2. We will maintain the expectation E[Y] below 1 in each step of our de-
randomization, where these steps will sequentially define these permutations for set £ permutation by
permutation.
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C.2 Outline of derandomization

We will choose permutations {7, 72,...,m¢} sequentially, one by one. As the first permutation 71,
because of symmetry, we choose any, e.g., identity, permutation. Now, suppose that we have already
chosen permutations 7y, . .., 7s for some s < ¢; for s = 1, 7y is the identity permutation. We will now
describe how to choose the next permutation 7, 1, conditioning on permutations 71, ... , 75 being fixed
and assuming that permutations 742, ..., 7T, are fully random, i.e., chosen independently and u.a.r.
from IT,,. The next permutation 7541 will be generated by choosing its indices msy1(1), ms41(2), ...,
ms+1(n) sequentially one by one. In a general case, we will condition on a prefix of its indices 7541(1),
Ts+1(2), ..., Ts+1(7) up to r being already chosen, where elements 7511(1), T541(2), ..., Ts41(r—1) are
fixed and final, i.e., they will not change, but element 751 (7) is also fixed but not final yet, i.e., we will
vary met1(1) € [n] \ {ms+1(1), ms41(2), ..., ms+1(r — 1)} to choose the best value for m,1(r). We will
do this choice assuming that the rest of the elements 751 (7 + 1), w541 (7 + 2), ..., m541(n) are random;
when computing probabilities this randomness can be viewed as choosing a random permutation from
I, (r41)41. After the value ms+1(r) is finally decided it will be fixed and final. Then, we will decide
the value 751 (r + 1) in the same way, and so on.

For any fixed k-tuple S we will first show how to compute the conditional probablllty that S is not
well-covered. This for the fixed permutations 71, ..., 7 is an easy check if they cover S or not. For
the “fully random” permutations 742, ..., 7T, this probability will be obtained by the above Chernoff
bound argument, we will derive and use here a special pessimistic estimator. For the “semi-random”
permutation 7,1, we will compute the conditional probability that it covers the tuple S or not, condi-
tioning on positions ms11(1), 7511(2), ..., ms+1(7) being fixed, where 7541 (7) is not final but the rest are
final. The probability over the fully random permutations 7542, ..., 7T, can easily be computed without
conditioning because they are independent from the fixed and semi-random permutations.

C.3 Deriving a pessimistic estimator

We will use an approach inspired by Young [46] to derive a pessimistic estimator for our derandomiza-
tion. We will use for this purpose part of the proof of Chernoff bound from Raghavan [38]. From the
above argument we have

]P’I“[XS < (1 — 5,) . pkg] < 1/€Xp((€,)2pk€/2) _ 1/n(6')20pkk/27

where ¢ = clog(n*). Recall that X § = Xlg +...+X f . In our derandomization, we will have the fixed
Bernoulli r.v.’s X 15 v X SS for the first s fixed permutations 7y, . .. , 75, where for each j € [s] we have
X ]S = 1 with probability 1, when permutation 7; is successful for S, and X ]S = 0 with probability 1,
otherwise. For the fully random Bernoulli r.v.’s X SA+2, X2 S for each Jj € {s+2,...,n} we have

Pr[X; $ = 1] = pg. And finally, we will also derive an expression (algorithm) for Pr [X .1 = 1] for the
semi-random permutation 7s41.

C.3.1 Conditional probabilities and proof of Theorem 15

Let S = {31,89,...,5;} C [n] be a k-tuple, i.e., an ordered k-element subset. Recall the process of
generating a random permutation 7; by the index random variables X jl, X]z, ..., X3, which generate
elements 7;(1),7;(2),...,7;(n) sequentially, one-by-one, in this order.

We will define an algorithm to compute ]P’r[XSS+1 = 1|ms31(1), m541(2), ..., ms41(r)] for the
semi-random permutation 7,41, by using an approach from the proof of Theorem 13. We will slightly
abuse the notation and let for r = 0 to have that IP’r[XSJrl = 1|ms41(1 ) Ts+1(2), ..., mep1(r)] =
IP’r[X 5.1 = 1]. In this case, we will also show below how to compute Pr[X?, | = 1] when 7,1 is fully
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random.

Proof of Theorem 15. We will present the proof of Theorem 15. Let S = {31, 42,...,5;} C [n] bea
k-tuple. Recall that an independently and u.a.r. chosen permutation 7 € II,, is successful for S iff event
Uf:g E; holds, where

E; = {7‘(’ covers i-tuple {§Z‘, 51,89,... 7§i—1}} s

fori € {2,3,...,k}. By the argument in Theorem 13, 7 is successful with probability p.
Recall the definitions of events F;, for ¢ = 2,3, ..., k from the proof of Theorem 13:

i—1
Ei=ANBNC;, A={r'(%)e{L,2...,mo}}, Bi=[{m"(5) €{mo+1,...,n}},
j=1

Ci={vj=2,3....i—1:7(5) <7 1(3)}

We have also shown that
PriE;] = Pr|A;nN ﬂ{w (35) e{mo+1,...,n}} | NC;

mo—j—l) (1—2)!

Il
Z|

. . 22
o n—l G-1)) @G-1) 2)
If 7 = 0 then Pr[X5, | = 1] = Y°F , Pr[E,], where each Pr[Ej], for i € {2,3, ...k}, is computed
by the above formula. Assume from now on that r > 1.
Suppose now that values 7s1(1), s+1(2), ..., ms+1(r) have already been chosen for some r € [n],

i.e., they all are fixed and final, except that ms41(r) is fixed but not final. The algorithm will
be based on an observation that the random process of generating the remaining values mg11(r +

1), ms41(r+2),...,ms41(n) can be viewed as choosing u.a.r. a random permutation of values in the set
[n] \ {7s4+1(1), ms41(2),...,ms11(r)}; so this random permutation has length n — 7.
To compute

k
Pr[Xerl =1 ‘ 7TS+1(1)7 Ts+1 (2)7 ce 77TS+1(T)] = ZPI‘[EZ' ‘ 7TS+1(1)7 7TS+1(2)7 s 77TS+1(T)] ’
=2

we proceed as follows. For simplicity, we will write below Pr[E;] instead of
PrlE; | ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., ms+1(r)]; we will use analogous convention for Pr[A;], Pr[B;] and
Pr[C;]. Below, we will only show how to compute probabilities Pr[E;], and to obtain Pr[X SS ’ 1 = 1] one
needs to compute Y%, Pr[E;].
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Algorithm 4: Conditional probabilities (1-secretary)
1 Function Prob (E;, S):

2 if {§1, So,... ,§i71} N {7T3+1(1), 7Ts+1(2), ce ,7Ts+1(min(7’, mo))} 75 (0 then
3 | Pr[Ej] =0
4 else
5 /* Now {§1, So,... 7§i—1} N {7T8+1(1), 7T8+1(2), e ,71'8_,_1(min(7“, mo))} =(*
6 if 7 < mg then
7 if §; € {7T5+1(1) +1( ) , Ts+1 7”)} then
1= —1 n—mo— (J DY, G=2)!
3 | milE] = (T2 555500 - (25
9 lf§z ¢{7T3+1(1),7Ts+1( ) 7Ts+1(r)}then
- 1 _n—mo—(j—1 i—2)!
10 L PrlE] = 55 - (H; 1 (:—ﬁonij(j_)n) ’ 8_13!
11 else
12 /* We have now r > myg */
13 lf§z §Z{7r3+1(1),7rs+1(2),...,7Ts+1(m0)}then
14 L Pr[E;] =0
15 else
16 /* We have here §; € {ms41(1), 7s4+1(2), ..., msy1(mo)} */
17 Let T = {mst1(mo + 1), ms41(mo + 2), ..., ws1(r)}.
18 if $, € T and |{32,383,...,8i-1} NT| > 1 then
19 if 3k € {82, 83,..., 81} NT : w1 (k) < 7, (1) then
20 L Pr[E;] =0
21 if Ve € {82,83,..., 81} NT : w (k) > 7.} (51) then
2 | Pr[E] =
23 if 51 ¢ T then
24 if{§2,§3,...,§i_1}ﬂT7é(Z)then
25 | Pr[E] =
26 if{§2,§3,...,§i_1}ﬂT:(Z)then
_ (=2
27 L Pr[E;] = )
28 | return Pr[E;]
Lemma 15 Algorithm Prob(E;,S) correctly computes Pr[E;] = Pr[E;|mer1(1), ms11(2),. ..,

ms41(r)] in time O(n - poly log( ))-

Proof. In Case/step 2 of the algorithm at least one of the elements {51, 8, ..., §;—1} is before position
mg in permutation 741 which falsifies event B;. Therefore Pr[B;| = 0, implying Pr[E;] = 0. This
means that from now on we can assume that

{§1, So,... 7§i—1} N {7T8+1(1), Ts+1 (2), R ,71'8_,_1(min(7“, mo))} =0. (23)

To analyse Case/step 6 let us assume that r < mg. If §; € {ms41(1), 7s+1(2),...,msy1(r)} then
element §; is before position my in 7,1, meaning that event A; holds, thus Pr[A;] = 1. By assumption
(23) all elements {31, S2,...,8;—1} are in the fully random part of permutation 7, of length n — r,
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thus calculation (22) of events B; and C; implies that

If 8; & {ms11(1),m541(2),...,ms+1(r)} then element §; is after last fixed position 7 in 741, so the

only chance for event A; to hold is if the position of §; is chosen in the random part between positions
r 4 1 and myg. The probability of this event is Pr[4;] = =", and therefore by (22) we have

i—1 ‘ .

mg—1T n—mo— (j—1 7 —2)!

]P’I‘[Ei]: . H (] ‘ ) ( ) ]

n—r n—r—1)—(-1) (1 —1)!

Jj=1

Let us now assume for Case/step 12 that r > mg. If §; & {ms+1(1), Ts+1(2), ..., ms41(mo)} then
event A; is false, which implies that Pr[A;] = 0, and consequently Pr[E;] = 0. Suppose otherwise that
$; € {ms+1(1), ms+1(2), ..., ms41(mo)}, which makes event A; to hold and so Pr[A;] = 1. Under this
assumption, the algorithm considers the following cases:

* Let us assume first that §; € {ms41(mo + 1), ms1(mo + 2),...,ms41(r)} and
’{§2, 83,... ,§Z‘_1}ﬂ {7T8+1(m0 + 1),7T5+1(m0 +2), A ,7T5+1(7°)}‘ = ¢/ for some r’ € Nzl, then

— Ifthereis s € {§2, 83,..., §i71} N {7T3+1(m0 + 1), 7T3+1(m0 —|—2), ce ,7T3+1(T‘)} such that k
is before §; in w441, i.e., 77;:1(,%) < w;ﬁl(él), then this falsifies event C;, thus Pr[C;] = 0,
which implies that Pr[E;] = 0.

— Letnow foranyx € T' = {§2, 83,..., §i71} N {7T3+1(m0 + 1), 7T3+1(m0 +2), ce ,7Ts+1(’l“)}
we have that 77;:1(/4) > 7TS_+11(§1). This means that all elements from set 7" are af-
ter element §; in permutation msi1. In case if T # {$2,83,...,8;-1}, let us denote
T' = {52,383,...,8-1}\7T. By assumption (23) all elements from set {31, §2, 83,...,8;—1}
are after position mg in permutation 7,1, implying that Pr[B;] = 1. This also means that
when finally all positions in permutation 7,1 will be fixed, elements from set 7" will cer-
tainly be put after position r. We also have that element 5; is before position 7 in 7msyq.
This reasoning shows that all elements from set 7" are after element $; in permutation 7541,
implying that Pr[C;] = 1. It also implies that all elements from and also Pr[C;] = 1. And
because we also work under the assumption that Pr[A;] = 1, we finally have that Pr[E;] = 1.

* Suppose now that §; & {ms11(mo + 1), msy1(mo + 2),...,7s41(r)}. This by assumption (23)
implies that element $; is after position r in 744 1.

If {89, 383,...,8 -1} N{msr1(mo+ 1), ms11(mo+2),...,ms+1(r)} # 0 then there exists at least
one element from set {$9, 83,...,8;—1} that is before position r, that is, before element $; in
Ts+1, Which falsifies event Cj, so Pr[C;] = 0. This implies that Pr[E;] = 0.

Finally, in Case/step 26, we assume that

{§2,§3, R ,§i,1} N {7T3+1(m0 + 1),7Ts+1(m0 + 2),. .. ,7Ts+1(’l“)} =0.

This, by assumption (23) means that all elements {31, $2, S3, . . ., $§;—1} are in the fully random part
{mer1(r+ 1), ms41(r +2),...,ms41(n)} of permutation 75, 1. Also, recall that we work under
the assumption that Pr[A;] = 1, and by a similar reasoning as above we have that Pr[B;] = 1.

Therefore, we have
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Note that the case in Step 26 is only possible if |{51, $2,...,8;_1}|=i—1<n—-r.Ifi—1>n—r
then some of the elements from {31, $o, ..., §;—1} must belong to {ms1(1), m541(2),...,ms+1(r)}, but
such case have already been considered as one of the previous cases in the algorithm.

We now argue about the implementation of the algorithm. The main kind of operations are operations
on subsets of set [n], which are set membership and set intersections, which can easily be implemented
in time O(n). The other kind of operations in computing Pr[E;] are divisions of numbers from the set
[n] and multiplications of the resulting rational expressions. Observe that, in particular, when computing

8:?;: we simply use 8:?%: = z—% Clearly, each of these arithmetic operations can be performed in time

O(polylog(n)). 0

The proof of the above lemma finishes the proof of Theorem 15.

C.3.2 Pessimistic estimator

Let S = {51,82,...,58k} C [n] be a k-tuple, i.e., an ordered k-element subset. Recall that X S =
X7 +...+ X} Denote also E[X ] = Pr[X = 1] = p; for each j € [¢], and E[X®] = Y°0_, 11 = p.
We will now use Raghavan’s proof of the Chernoff bound, see [46], for any &' > 0:

Pr X5<(1—e’)-u} = e |]] A-e)®

IN
&=
=R
—
—_
m\
N~—
>
2
|
ol
=
<

£ 1-¢ E[X7]
- H (1 —¢e")A=em;

T exp(—¢uy)
< —J
j1;[1 (1 — g/)(l_e/)ﬂj
1

exp(b(—¢")p)

)

where b(z) = (1+x) In(1+x)—=z, and the second step uses Bernoulli’s inequality (1+z)" < 1+7rx, that
holds for 0 < r < 1and x > —1, and Markov’s inequality, and the last inequality uses 1—z < exp(—zx),
which holds for x > 0 and is strict if = # 0.

By Theorem 2, f (n, 2) = OPT, = 1+ % + 0 ((1)*'*), where ¢ = 1/2~ 1/(2€). By 1) in
the proof of Theorem 13 and by Lemma 11, we obtain that y1; > pj, > 1 — ©(1/k), for each j € [¢].
Then we can further upper bound the last line of Raghavan’s proof to obtain m <

WM. Theorem 13 guarantees existence of the multi set £ of permutations by bounding

Pr [X $ < (1—-€)-¢- pk] . Now, repeating the Raghavan’s proof with each j; replaced by p; implies
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that

4 S
5 1—¢ - E[X7]
S !
Pr|X <(1—€)-€-pk} < qm (24)
J:
)
< II J
i (1- )(1 e’)pr
C expl Epk)
< H (1 e’)
= 1 < ! , (25)

exp(b(—¢')epr)  exp((e)*Cpr/2)

where the last inequality follows by a well known fact that b(—z) > 22/2, see, e.g., [46]. By this
argument and by the union bound we obtain that:

N _ 3
Pr[HSeK:XS<(1—e f,ok} ZHl ¢ f‘fp]k, (26)

Sexi= 1

where [ is the set of all ordered k-element subsets of the set [n].
Let us define a function ¢; (S ) which is equal to 1 if permutation 7; is successful for the k-tuple S,
and it is equal to O otherwise. The above proof upper bounds the probability of failure by the expected

value of ,
1— qb S)
> 115 Aol or

SexJ= 1

the expectation of which is less than |C|/ exp((¢")?¢px/2), which is strictly smaller than 1 for appropri-
ately large /.

Suppose that we have so far chosen the (fixed) permutations 71, ..., 7, for some s € {1,2,...,¢ —
1}, the (semi-random) permutation 7, is currently being chosen, and the remaining (fully random)
permutations, if any, are 752, ..., 7. The conditional expectation is then
N N ~ l—s—1
S (A ). (1 . Ewsﬂ(sn) | (1 . E[@(S)})
J 1 — ) A=€)py 1 — ) A—e)pk 1 — ) (A—=€)px
=\ Ha=9 (=2 (=2
S N . . l—s—1
SZ Hl g 1 €E¢s+1()] . 1—¢"-pg
% Ll - ) (A=e")pr (1 —¢)A=€pr
Sex \J=1
= ®(ms1a(1), 7Ts+1( )y s Tsy1(r)) 27)

where in the inequality, we used that E[¢; (S)] > pr. Note, that

E[¢s41(5)] = Els1(5) |mss1(r) = 7]
= PrXS =1 (1), w1 (D), Topa (= 1), 7o (r) = 7],
where positions 7sy1(1), 754+1(2), ..., ms+1(r) have already been fixed in the semi-random permutation
Ts+1, Ts+1(r) has been fixed in particular to 7 € [n] \ {ms41(1),ms41(2),...,ms41(r — 1)}, and this

value can be computed by using the algorithm from Theorem 15. This gives the pessimistic estimator ¢
for our derandomization.
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Because s is fixed for all steps where the semi-random permutation is being decided, this pessimistic
estimator is uniformly proportional to

S

Z H<1_€,'¢j(*§)) '<1_€,'E[¢s+1(9)]>-

Sex \J=1

Recall that the value of w411 (r) in the semi-random permutation was fixed but not final. To make it
fixed and final, we simply choose the value 7s11(r) € [n] \ {ms41(1), Ts4+1(2), ..., msp1(r — 1)} that
minimizes this last expression, which is equivalent to maximizing

S

> 11 (1 - @(S)) ‘E[gs41(9)]. (28)

Sex \J=1

Proof. (of Lemma 13) This follows from the following 3 properties: (a) it is an upper bound on the con-
ditional probability of failure; (b) it is initially strictly less than 1; (c) some new value of the next index
variable in the partially fixed semi-random permutation 7s1; can always be chosen without increasing
it.

Property (a) follows from (24) and (26). To prove (b) we see by (25) and (26) that

Pr [HS ek X% < (1-¢) -f,ok] < K|/ exp((')20p1/2)

Observe furter that || = (Z) k! = (n+'k)' < nF, for 2 < k < n. Therefore we obtain the following
condition on ¢ ) (
n 2k In(n)
<1l & 0> —~.
exp((e')*lpr/2) ~ = prl(e)?

(a) and (b) follow easily by the above arguments and by the assumption about /.
Part (c) follows because ® is an expected value conditioned on the choices made so far. For the
precise argument let us observe that

Pr(X7 = 1| msr1(1), mss1(2), . ooy Topr (r — 1)]

1 N
= > p—— PriXS = e (1), msg1(2)s ooy o (5 = 1), mepa (r) = 7],

where T = [n] \ {ms41(1), ms41(2), ..., ms41(r — 1)}. Then by (27) we obtain

(I)(7T5+1(1),7T5+1(2),...,7T5+1(7“—1))
= Y B (1), a1 (D)oo (= 1), () = 7)

n—r+1
TeT
> min{®(ms41(1),1541(2),...,7sp1(r = 1),w(r)=71) : T€T},
which implies part (c). U

Proof. (of Theorem 14) The computation of the conditional probabilities Prob(E;, S ) by Algorithm
4 is correct by Theorem 15. Algorithm 3 is a direct translation of the optimization of the pessimistic
estimator ®. In particular, observe that the correctness of the weight initialization in Line 6 of Algorithm
3, and of weight updates in Line 16, follow from the form of the pessimistic estimator objective function
in (28).

The value of the pessimistic estimator ® is strictly smaller than 1 at the beginning and in each step,
it is not increased by properties of the pessimistic estimator (Lemma 13). Moreover, at the last step all
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values of all ¢ permutations will be fixed, that is, there will be no randomness in the computation of .
Observe that ® is an upper bound on the expected number of not well-covered k-tuples from /. So at
the end of the derandomization process the number of such k-tuples will be 0, implying that all these
k-tuples will be well-covered, as desired.

A straightforward analysis of the running time of Algorithm 3 and Lemma 15 imply that its running
time can be bounded by O(k - £ - n**+2 - poly log(n)). O

D Proofs from Section 2.2

We start by generalizing Theorem 10 on compositions of a dimension reduction set of functions F with
a permutation distribution in the context of the classic secretary problem. The difference between this
theorem and Theorem 10 are only technical.

Theorem 16 Let F be a set of dimensionality-reduction functions with parameters (n, £, d) s.t. {2 < U
and L be a multiset of £-element permutations s.t. at least a fraction py, of these permutations in L are
successful for each k-tuple, for some constant py. Then there exists a set of n-element permutations
L' s.t. the wait-and-pick secretarial algorithm executed with uniform distribution on set L' has success

probability > ( - #) pk- The set L' can be computed in time O(|F| - |L]).

Proof. For a given function f € F and a permutation 7 € £ we denote by w o f : [n] — [n]
any permutation o over set [n] satisfying the following: V; je(n) i-; if indx(f(i)) < ind:(f(j)) then
indy (i) < ind,(j). The aforementioned formal definition has the following natural explanation. The
function f € F, f : [n] — [¢] may be interpreted as an assignment of each element from set [n] to one
of ¢ blocks. Next, permutation 7w € £ determines the order of those blocks. So, the final permutation is
obtained by listing the elements from the blocks in the order given by 7. The order of elements inside
the blocks is irrelevant.

The set £ of permutations over [n] is defined as £’ = {mo f : 7 € L,f € F}, and its size is
|£] - | F]. Tt is easy to observe that £ can be computed in O(|.F| - |£|) time.

Let us set an adversarial order (permutation) of elements m;. We will show that with probability
(1- #)pk a successful permutation from £’ for the k-tuple S = {m; (1), 71(2), ..., (k)} is picked.
This will conclude the theorem.

Observe, that the random experiment of choosing wo f € £’ can be seen as choosing random f € F
and random 7 € L independently. That is true, because £’ consists of compositions of each function
from F with each permutation from L.

Denote f(S) = {f(m1(1)),..., f(m1(k))} a random variable being an image of the k-tuple under
random function f € F. Assumed that F is a dimensionality-reduction set of functions with parameters
(n, ¢, d) we have that for any two indices i, € [k],i # j the probability that f (71 (7)) = f(m1(j)) is
at most %. By the union bound argument we conclude that the probability that for all 7, j € [k],7 # j it
holds f(m1(i)) # f(m1(j)) is at least 1 — &2,

Assume now, that the k-tuple f (S) consists of pair-wise different elements. Quite naturally, we will
show, that if 7 € L is successful for f (5’ ), then the classic algorithm picks the highest element executed
on permutation 7 o f. This will prove the claimed result since the probability that a uniform random
permutation 7 € L is successful for any k-tuple is at least py.

If a permutation 7 € L is successful for f(S) = {f(m1(1)),...,m1(k))}, then the following prop-
erties hold for some constant ¢ and some integer k' € {2,...,k}:

indx(f(m1(2))) < [{/e] —c,
Vielw\{2} © tndx(f(m1(i))) > [/e] +c,
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and
Va<ick : indy(f(m1(1))) < indq(f(m1(3)))-

In other words, the permutation 7 covers some k’-tuple that is contained in k-tuple f (S) Without loss
of generality, we can assume that ¥’ = k. Otherwise, we can repeat the same reasoning for a tuple of
the smaller size k'

Now, the permutation 7 o f is any permutation o of m-elements such that if we have that
indr(f(m1(i))) < ind=(f(m1(4))), then indy(m1(i)) < inde(m1(j)). From this and the assumption
that k-tuple f(.S) consists of pair-wise different elements, we have that the order of elements of k-tuple
f (S) in 7 is the same as the order of elements of k-tuple S in 7 o f. It has left to show, that element
71(2) is placed before the threshold |n/e] in permutation 7 o f and all other elements of S are placed
after. However, the definition of dimensionality-reduction set guarantees that

Vel : If DI < 5 +0()

Since ind, (f(m1(2))) < |¢/e] — c and the operation 7 o f preserves the order of elements from [n] that
are in different blocks after f is applied, therefore we see that if o is the n-element permutation 7 o f
then

indy(m1(2) < (|¢/e] =) (5 +0(0)) < Infe] = T +o(/e).

Since we assumed that % > (2, we conclude that

indy(m1(2)) < |n/e].

The same reasoning shows that every other element than 4 (2) of the k-tuple S is placed on position
greater than |n/e] in any permutation 7 o f. It is clear then, that the classic algorithm executed on
permutation 7 o f encounters element 71 (2) before it passes the threshold. It stores this element as the
maximum of elements before the threshold, and then picks element 71 (1) as the first element greater

than 71 (2) after the threshold. Thus 7 o f is successful for S, which proves the theorem. (]
Proof. (of Theorem 5) Let us set / = log’ﬁ}% and k = log¢. Consider a dimensionality-reduction

loglogn

set of functions F given by Corollary 2 with parameters (n, £, /¢). Since Toglogloan > (loglog n)/2,

the construction given in Corollary 2 is valid. Note also, that the size of set F is O(E\/Z) = O(logn).
Let £ be the set of all ¢ elements permutations By the proof of Theorem 13, we see that every k-tuple
has at least a pj, = OPTy — (1 — —) fraction of successful permutations in set £. From Stirling’s
approximation we obtain that log(|£|) log(¢!) = O(¢log¢) = O(loglogn), thus |£]| = O(log(n))
and we can enumerate all permutations in £ in time polynomial in 7.

Finally, we use Theorem 16 to compose set F with set £ and obtain a set of n-element permutations
L' on which we define a uniform distribution D,,. Since we considered the uniform distribution on £’
we obtain that the entropy of D, is log |£/| = log|F| + log |£] = O(loglogn). The probability of
success of the classic secretarial algorithm is, according to Theorem 16, the following:

k2 1 1\*
(-2 (orn- L (-1,
loglogn

Substituting £ = 2>, k = log £ and skipping some basic calculations we finally obtain that the
g log logn
probability can be lower bounded by

1 3 (log log log n)>/?

e vl1oglogn

which proves the theorem. U
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Proof. (of Theorem 6) Let us set £ := log® n, k := C log, /(e—1)log n and €= %n, for any constant

log

C > 1. Consider a dimension-reduction set F constructed as in Corollary 1 with parameters (n, £, v/¢).
Observe that set F has size O(¢) = O(log® n) and can be computed in time polynomial in 7. Next,
let £ be a set of /-element permutations obtained from Theorem 14 with parameters n := ¢, k and €',

such that least (1 — €’) (OPTg — % (1 — %)k) fraction of permutations from £ are successful for every

k-tuple. From Theorem 14, we have that |£| = O(log*“ n) and £ can be computed in polynomial time
in n. The last follows because /% = O(e(1°81°8™)%) is polynomial in n.

We define the final permutations distribution D,, to be a uniform distribution over set of n elements
permutations set £’ provided by Theorem 16 from the conjugation of set F and set £. Clearly, size of
L' is polynomial in log n, thus the entropy of D,, is O(loglogn). Also, Theorem 16 implies that the
classic secretarial algorithm executed on D,, achieves a probability of success of at least

(1 - %) (1-¢) <OPT4—% (1— é>k> :

From Theorem 2 we obtain that OPT; = 1 + % + O ((%)3/2>, where ¢y = 1/2 — 1/(2¢). Therefore,

we can calculate the success probability of the classic algorithm as follows:

(1 — %) (1—¢) (OPTZ — % (1 — é>k>

log log n)? 1 1 2 1
(S ) G )
log©/2 n log® n e log¥n (log”n)-Ciloglogn log™ n

1 (Ciloglogn)? ( (log log n)? )
e logc/2 n logc/2 n

>

where C = m, and C' > 1. O
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