arXiv:1905.07821v4 [math.OC] 27 Jul 2022

THE NP-HARD PROBLEM OF COMPUTING THE MAXIMAL SAMPLE VARIANCE OVER INTERVAL DATA IS SOLVABLE IN ALMOST LINEAR TIME WITH HIGH PROBABILITY

M. Rada, M. Černý, and O. Sokol May 10, 2022

Abstract. We consider the algorithm by Ferson et al. (Reliable computing 11(3), p. 207–233, 2005) designed for solving the NP-hard problem of computing the maximal sample variance over interval data, motivated by robust statistics (in fact, the formulation can be written as a nonconvex quadratic program with a specific structure). First, we propose a new version of the algorithm improving its original time bound O(n^22^ω) to O(n log n+n·2^ω ), where n is number of input data and ω is the clique number in a certain intersection graph. Then we treat input data as random variables (as it is usual in statistics) and introduce a natural probabilistic data generating model. We get 2^ω = O(n^{1/ log log n}) and ω = O(log n/ log log n) on average. This results in average computing time O(n^{1+ϵ}) for ϵ > 0 arbitrarily small, which may be considered as “surprisingly good” average time complexity for solving an NP-hard problem. Moreover, we prove the following tail bound on the distribution of computation time: hard instances, forcing the algorithm to compute in time 2^{Ω(n)}, occur rarely, with probability tending to zero at the rate e^{−n log log n}.

Keywords. Nonconvex quadratic programming, average complexity, tail probability

Subject classification. Quadratic programming, Geometric probability and stochastic geometry

1. Introduction and motivation

1.1. Problem formulation. Ferson et al. (2005) studied the pair of optimization problems

min_{x∈Rn} V (x) s.t. x ≤ x ≤ x,

(1.1)

max_{x∈Rn} V (x) s.t. x ≤ x ≤ x,

(1.2)

where and x ≤ x ∈ Q^n are given input data and

V (x) := 1 n n� i=1

� �x_i − 1 n n� j=1 x_j � � 2 . It is obvious that (1.1) is a convex quadratic program (CQP) solvable in polynomial time, while (1.2) is easily proven to be NP-hard. It is worth noting that a general CQP solver yields a weakly polynomial algorithm for (1.1), but Ferson et al. (2005) introduced a strongly polynomial method.

They also introduced a method for solving (1.2) which works in exponential time in the worst case (not surprisingly). The method will be described in Section 2. Abbreviating the names of all authors (Ferson, Ginzburg, Kreinovich, Longpré and Aviles), we will refer to their method as FGKLA algorithm.

1.2. Summary of results. In this text we focus on the NP-hard case (1.2) and the FGKLA algorithm. Our contribution is twofold.

Improving the worst-case complexity of the FGKLA algorithm. Firstly, we show that there exists an implementation of the FGKLA algorithm working in time

(1.3) O(n log n + n · 2^ω),

where ω is the size of the largest clique in a certain intersection graph. The graph will be introduced in Definition 2.2. This improves the bound O(n^2 · 2^ω) from the original paper. For further discussion see Remark 2.7.

Proving a “good” behavior in a probabilistic setting. Secondly, we treat the input data x, x as random variables. We introduce a natural and fairly general probabilistic model (details are in Section 3), under which we show that

(i) on average, the algorithm works in time

(1.4) O(n^{1+ϵ}) for all ϵ > 0,

which is surprisingly good considering the problem is NPhard,

(ii) the probability that the algorithm computes in time 2^{Ω(n)} tends to zero faster than exponentially with n → ∞. In other words, we show that “hard” instances occur indeed rarely.

More specifically: (i) we prove that under the probabilistic model it holds

(1.5) E2^ω = O(n^{1log log n} ),

where E[·] stands for the expected value of [·]. Combination of (1.5) with (1.3) yields (1.4) as n log n = O(n^{1+ϵ}) and n^{1log log n} = O(n^ϵ) for any ϵ > 0. In the entire text, “log” stands for the natural logarithm.

To achieve (ii): from (1.3) it follows that the computing time is exponential when ω ≥ δn with δ > 0. We prove that

Pr[ω ≥ δn] ≤ e^{−n log log n} for every δ > 0 and a sufficiently large n.

1.3. Motivation from statistics. Problems (1.1) and (1.2) are studied in statistics; see e.g. Antoch et al. (2010) and references therein, and a pseudopolynomial method in Černý & Hladík (2014). The statistical motivation is as follows: we are interested in sample variance V (x) of a dataset x = (x_1, . . . , x_n)^T. However, the data x is not observable. What is available instead is a collection of intervals x_i := [x_i, x_i], i = 1, . . . , n, such that x_i ≤ x_i ≤ x_i (for example, instead of the exact values x we have rounded versions only). Then, V (x) cannot be computed exactly, but we can get tight bounds for V (x) in the form (1.1) and (1.2). In econometrics, this phenomenon is sometimes called partial identification, see Manski (2003).

The problem is more general and is studied for various statistics in place of V (x) in (1.1) and (1.2), see the reference books by Kreinovich et al. (1998) and Nguyen et al. (2012).

1.4. Related work. In general, this paper contributes to the analysis of complexity of optimization problems and algorithms when input data can be assumed to be random, drawn from a particular distribution or a class of distributions. As a prominent example recall the famous average-time analysis of the Simplex Algorithm by Borgwardt (1982) and Spielman & Teng (2004), where the phenomenon “exponential in the worst case but fast on average” has been studied since 1980’s.

The phenomenon is particularly interesting for NP-hard problems since the worst-case exponential time seems to be unavoidable. In the area of quadratic optimization, the simplex-constrained case has been studied by several authors (see e.g. Bomze et al. (2017) and references therein). It turns out that a quadratic form with entries randomly generated from “natural” distributions attains, with a high probability, its global maximum in a face of a small dimension. This property implies that the problem can be solved efficiently by enumerating faces.

Another nice example is the analysis of the average-case complexity of an NP-hard variant of the open shop scheduling problem by Lu & Posner (1993). Their setup is similar to ours: they assume that input data (the job processing times) are generated from a certain class of probabilistic distributions and prove that the average complexity is polynomial in the number of jobs.

Finally, we mention the average-case complexity analysis of the NP-hard k-clique problem. Rossman (2014) derived bounds on average-case complexity on monotone circuits. Fountoulakis et al. (2015) then extended the analysis into a probabilistic setting, showing whether the “hard” instances occur frequently or rarely. Their results are, in a sense, analogous to ours: if the edges are sampled from a “natural” distribution, then k-clique can be solved in polynomial time with probability tending to one faster than polynomially.

Aside from the above mentioned general average-case results, the weak average-case complexity paradigm by Amelunxen & Lotz (2017) is worth mentioning; here, the word “weak” refers to omitting a “small” subset of hard instances from the set of all possible instances and performing the average-case complexity analysis on such a reduced class of instances. It turns out that for many interesting problems the removal of a subset with exponentially small measure is sufficient to making hard problems tractable.

2. FGKLA Algorithm

Recall that the input instance is given by the pair x = (x_1, . . . , x_n)^T and x = (x_1, . . . , x_n)^T. Compact intervals will be denoted in boldface, e.g. x_i = [x_i, x_i]. For i = 1, . . . , n define

x^∗_i :=^1_2 (x_i + x_i), x^Δ_i :=^1_2 (x_i − x_i), x^{1/n}_i := [x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i , x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i ].

The numbers x^∗_i , x^Δ_i are referred to as center and radius of x_i, respectively, and x^{1/n}_i is called a narrowed interval (i.e., x_i shrunk by factor n around its center). For x ∈ R^n we define μ[x] := 1 n �_n

i=1 x_i (the mean of x).

Our version of the FGKLA algorithm is summarized as Algorithm 1. The main result of this section is Theorem 2.1. In particular, it improves the worst-case complexity bound O(n^2 · 2^ω) from Ferson et al. (2005) (see also Remark 2.7). The proof of Theorem 2.1 will be given in Section 2.1.

Theorem 2.1 (properties of the FGKLA algorithm (Algorithm 1)).

(a) The FGKLA algorithm correctly solves (1.2).

(b) Let G = (V = {1, . . . , n}, E) be an undirected graph where {i, j} ∈ E if and only if x^{1/n}_i ∩x^{1/n}_j ≠ ∅ (here, i ≠ j). Let ω be the size of the largest clique in G. Then, FGKLA algorithm works in time O(n log n + n · 2^ω).

Definition 2.2. The graph G from Theorem 2.1 is referred to as FGKLA intersection graph with data x_1, . . . , x_n.

2.1. Idea of the FGKLA algorithm. Since the quadratic form V (x) is positive semidefinite, the maximum of (1.2) is attained in a vertex (an extremal point) of the feasible set

x = {x | x ≤ x ≤ x}.

There are 2^n vertices in total. In a vertex x we have x_i ∈ {x_i = x^∗_i − x^Δ_i , x_i = x^∗_i + x^Δ_i } for every i. FGKLA algorithm reduces the number of vertices to be examined from 2^n to O(n · 2^ω). The reduction is based on Lemma 2.3. A similar lemma was used in the original paper Ferson et al. (2005).

Lemma 2.3. Let x, x^′ ∈ x and let there exist i ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that

(i) x_j = x^′_j for all j ≠ i and

(ii) one of the following is satisfied:

(a) x_i = x_i, μ[x] > x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i and x^′_i = x_i,

(b) x_i = x_i, μ[x] < x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i and x^′_i = x_i.

Then V (x) < V (x^′).

Proof. We prove the claim for Assumption (ii.a), i.e. x_i = x_i, μ[x] > x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i , x^′_i = x_i. The proof is analogous for (ii.b).

Let J = {1, . . . , n} \ {i}. We want to prove V (x) − V (x^′) < 0.

We have

V (x) − V (x^′) = 1 n � �x^2_i + � j∈J x^2_j − x^2_i − � j∈J x^2_j

− 1 n � x_i + � j∈J x_j

�_2 − � x_i + � j∈J x_j

�_2� � �

= 1 n � x^2_i − x^2_i − 1 n � x^2_i − x^2_i + 2(x_i − x_i) � j∈J x_j �

= 1 n � 4x^∗_i x^Δ_i − 1 n (4x^∗_i x^Δ_i ) − � 4x^Δ_i � j∈J x_j �

= 4 n x^Δ_i � x^∗_i − 1 n x^∗_i − 1 n � − x_i + � j∈{1,...,n}

x_j �

< 4 n x^Δ_i � x^∗_i − 1 n x^∗_i + 1 n x^∗_i + 1 n x^Δ_i − x^∗_i − 1 n x^Δ_i � = 0. □

Corollary 2.4. Let x^′ ∈ x be a maximizer and μ^′ = μ[x^′]. Let X be the set of all vectors x ∈ x satisfying:

(a) x_i = x_i if μ^′ > x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i ,

(b) x_i = x_i if μ^′ < x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i , and

(c) x_i ∈ {x_i, x_i} if μ^′ ∈ x^{1/n}_i .

Then X contains a maximizer.

In cases (a) and (b) we say that variable x_i (or index i) is determinable with respect to μ^′; in case (c), variable x_i (or index i) is free with respect to μ^′.

Algorithm 1 works as follows. It builds the set A (Line 1) containing all endpoints x^∗_i ±^1_n x^Δ_i of the narrowed intervals x^{1/n}_i , i = 1, . . . , n (here, A acts as a set rather than a list, meaning that possible duplicities are removed), sorts them and denotes them by a_1 < · · · < a_m (Line 2).

Algorithm 1 FGKLA algorithm Input: x = x^∗ − x^Δ ∈ Q^n , x = x^∗ + x^Δ ∈ Q^n s.t. x ≤ x 1: A := {x^∗_i +^{si}_n x^Δ_i ∈ [μ[x], μ[x]] | s_i ∈ {±1}, i = 1, . . . , n};

m := |A| 2: sort A and denote its elements by a_1 < · · · < a_m 3: for k ∈ {1, . . . , m} do B_{ak} := ∅; E_{ak} := ∅ 4: for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} do add i to both B_x∗_{i −} 1_{n x}Δ_i and E_x∗_{i +} 1_{n x}Δ_i 5: V_1 := μ[(x^2_1, . . . , x^2_n)]; V_2 := μ[x]; M := V_1 − V^2_2 ; L := ∅ 6: for k ∈ {1, . . . , m} do 7: for i ∈ B_{ak} do L := L ∪ {i} 8: examine all 2^{|L|} vertices with Algorithm 2 9: for i ∈ E_{ak} do L := L \ {i}; V_1 := V_1 +^1_n (x_i)^2 −^1_n (x_i)^2;

V_2 := V_2 −^2_n x^Δ_i 10: end for 11: return M

Consider the set {μ[x] | x ∈ x} = [μ[x], μ[x]] of all possible means. The endpoints from A divide the interval [μ[x], μ[x]] into at most 2n + 1 regions

[a_0 := μ[x], a_1), (a_1, a_2), . . . , (a_{m−1}, a_m), (a_m, a_{m+1} := μ[x]].

Thanks to Lemma 2.3 and Corollary 2.4, every region (a_k, a_{k+1}) contains means μ with the same set of free indices. For a region (a_k, a_{k+1}), we denote this set by I(a_k, a_{k+1}), i.e. I(a_k, a_{k+1}) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | x^{1/n}_i ∩(a_k, a_{k+1}) ≠ ∅}. The set A of endpoints contains the worst possible mean values with respect to the number of free indices. More precisely: for every a_k, k = 1, . . . , m, all indices from I(a_{k−1}, a_k) ∪ I(a_k, a_{k+1}) are free.

On Line 5, we examine the vertex x. The value of V (x) is computed and stored as M, the maximal value of V found so far. Variables V_1 and V_2 will be useful in Line 2.

Then, Algorithm 1 takes means a_1, . . . , a_m one by one. For every mean, say a_k, it takes the set B_{ak} = {i | x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i = a_k} of indices of narrowed intervals beginning in a_k and inserts it to the set L of free indices with respect to a_k (Line 7). Indices {1, . . . , n} \ L are determinable with respect to a_k. This yields 2^{|L|} candidate vertices that are examined by Algorithm 2, called on Line 8.

Algorithm 2 Examining vertices corresponding to free indices in L Input: list L of free indices (variables V_1, V_2 are global) 1: z := (0, . . . , 0) ∈ {0, 1}^{|L|}; s := (1, . . . , 1) ∈ {±1}^{|L|}; c := 0 2: while c < 2^{|L|} do 3: for i ∈ {1, . . . , |L|} do 4: if z_i = 0 then goto Line 7 5: z_i := 0 6: end for 7: z_i := 1; s_i := −s_i (i is the value with which for cycle 3–6 ends)

8: V_1 := V_1 +^1_n (x^∗_{Li} +s_ix^Δ_{Li} )^2 −^1_n (x^∗_{Li} −s_ix^Δ_{Li} )^2; V_2 := V_2 +^2_n s_ix^Δ_{Li}

9: if V_1 − V^2_2 > M then M := V_1 − V^2_2 10: c := c + 1 11: end while

Then, indices from the set E_{ak} = {i | x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i = a_k} of narrowed intervals ending in a_k are removed from L. Intervals with these indices will be fixed to the lower endpoint for every upcoming k^′ > k (Line 9 of Algorithm 1). The update of V_1 and V_2 will be explained later.

Algorithm 2 consecutively traverses all 2^{|L|} vertices of x resulting from fixing either x_i = x_i or x_i = x_i for the free indices i ∈ L. For every such vertex, say x, the variance V (x) is computed. To make these computations cheap, the traversal of L is performed in a way that two successive vertices x, x^′ differ in just one component. Then Lemma 2.5 shows how to get V (x^′) from V (x) with O(1) arithmetic operations. The variance is stored indirectly as variables V_1 and V_2; they can be easily updated when x_i is switched to x_i, or vice versa.

Lemma 2.5. For x ∈ R^n , we have V (x) = V_1 − V^2_2 , where V_1 = μ[(x^2_1, . . . , x^2_n)] and V_2 = μ[x]. Furthermore, if x^′ differs from x in just one component, say ith, then

V (x^′) = V_1 +^1_n ((x^′)^2_i − x^2_i ) − (V_2 +^1_n (x^′_i − x_i))^2.

Algorithm 2 is an adaptation of the algorithm from Rohn (2006, p. 37) for enumeration of elements of the set {±1}^ℓ for a given ℓ. The enumeration can in general start from an arbitrary element. The proof of correctness can be found therein. In our variant, the variable s ∈ {±1}^{|L|} indicates the current vertex. In every iteration of while cycle, some s_i is set to −s_i. The ith index L_i is taken from L (here we consider L as a list rather than a set) and x_{Li} is switched to the other endpoint. For this new vertex, V_1 and V_2 are updated (Line 8) and the resulting variance V is compared to the best value found so far (Line 9).

The following property of Algorithm 2 is crucial for the correctness and complexity of FGKLA algorithm: When Algorithm 2 ends, then s = (1, . . . , 1). The next proposition immediately follows.

Lemma 2.6. Let V^∗_1 , V^∗_2 be the values of the global variables V_1, V_2 when Algorithm 2 starts and let V^{∗∗}_1 , V^{∗∗}_2 be the values of V_1, V_2 when Algorithm 2 ends. Then V^∗_1 = V^{∗∗}_1 and V^∗_2 = V^{∗∗}_2 .

In particular, this means that when entering Line 8 of Algorithm 1, we always start examining the free indices with x_i ∈ x_i for each i ∈ L.

Finally, Line 9 of Algorithm 1 removes intervals ending in a_k from L. These intervals are going to be fixed to their lower endpoints in the following iterations. Since they are at the upper endpoint now, Line 9 updates V_1 and V_2 accordingly.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 2.1

a) Correctness. Let x ∈ R^n be a maximizer of (1.2). Since the maximum is attained in a vertex of the feasible set x, we can assume x_i ∈ {x_i, x_i} for all i. Moreover, thanks to Corollary 2.4, we can assume x_i = x_i for every i such that μ[x] < x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i and x_i = x_i for every i such that μ[x] > x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i . Put all other indices to set L^′, i.e. L^′ = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | μ[x] ∈ x^{1/n}_i }. Set k = arg max_{k∈{1,...,m}}|μ[x] − a_k|. Consider the set L processed by Algorithm 2 in kth iteration of Algorithm 1. By construction, L^′ ⊆ L. Hence, the maximizer x is among the examined vertices.

b) Complexity. On Line 2, the algorithm sorts 2n numbers with complexity O(n log n). Algorithm 2 is called at most m times, where m ≤ 2n = O(n). Recall that ω is the size of the maximal clique of the FGKLA intersection graph. In the kth iteration of the for cycle on Lines 6 to 10 of Algorithm 1 we have |L| = |{i | a_k ∈ x^{1/n}_i }|. Thus |L| ≤ ω.

Algorithm 2 performs exactly 2^{|L|} iterations of the while cycle on Lines 2 to 11. Inside its iteration, there is the for cycle on Lines 3 to 6. The amortized time complexity of this for cycle is O(1), because in its iteration it either sets some nonzero z_i to 0 or stops iterating. Since z_i is set to a nonzero value only 2^{|L|} times, the overall time of all courses of the for cycle is O(2^{|L|}).

Computing time in the remaining steps is negligible. In particular, note that since B_{a1} , . . . , B_{am} are pairwise disjoint sets (the same holds true for E_{a1} , . . . , E_{ak} ), the total number of iterations of for cycles on Lines 7 to 9 is at most n during the whole course of FGKLA algorithm.

The overall complexity is O(n log n + n · 2^ω). □

Remark 2.7. Aside of the implementation details (which are important for the reduced time complexity bound), our formulation of the algorithm differs from the original paper Ferson et al. (2005) also for another reason. The original formulation can lead to complexity O(n^2 · 4^ω), for example if ω = ℓ and if there are ℓ narrowed intervals ending in some a_k and further ℓ narrowed intervals starting in a_{k+1}. However, a minor modification of the original formulation would be sufficient to achieve the time O(n^2 · 2^ω).

3. A probabilistic model

This section is devoted to the main probabilistic result: on average, FGKLA algorithm works in “almost” linear time.

Here we use the statistical motivation of the problem as described in Section 1.3. Namely, in statistics, data are often assumed to form a random sample from a certain distribution. This is exactly our probabilistic model: we assume that both centers of the intervals and their radii form two independent random samples from fairly general classes of distributions.

Assumption 3.1 (the probabilistic model).

(A) The centers x^∗_1, . . . , x^∗_n are independent and identically distributed (“i.i.d.”) random variables with a Lipschitz continuous cumulative distribution function (“c.d.f.”) Φ^∗(z). That is, there exists a constant L > 0 such that

Φ^∗(~z) − Φ^∗(z) ≤ L(~z − z) whenever ~z > z.

(B) The radii x^Δ_1 , . . . , x^Δ_n are i.i.d. nonnegative random variables with a finite moment of order 1 + ε for some ε > 0. In other words, we assume

(3.2) γ := E[(x^Δ_i )^{1+ε}] < ∞.

(C) The random variables x^∗_i , x^Δ_i are independent.

Theorem 3.3. Denote by ω the size of the largest clique of the FGKLA intersection graph with data [x_i := x^∗_i − x^Δ_i , x_i := x^∗_i + x^Δ_i ]_{i=1,...,n}. If n is sufficiently large, then

(a) E2^ω ≤ 1 + n^{1log log n} and Eω ≤^3_2 � 1 +^{log n}_{log log n} � , (b) Pr[ω ≥ δn] ≤ e^{−n log log n} for any δ > 0.

Remark 3.4. Proof of Theorem 3.3 will be given in Section 3.1. Statement (b) should be understood more precisely as follows: for every δ > 0 there exists n_δ such that Pr[ω ≥ δn] ≤ e^{−n log log n} if n ≥ n_δ.

Corollary 3.5 (main result). The average computing time is

O(E[n log n + n · 2^ω]) = O(n log n + n · E2^ω)

= O(n log n + n · n^{1log log n} ) = O(n^{1+ϵ})

for an arbitrarily small ϵ > 0. Moreover, the computing time is 2^{Ω(n)} when ω is linear in n and this event occurs with probability as small as O(e^{−n log log n}).

Remark 3.6. Assumption 3.1(B) on the distribution of radii is very mild; indeed, we need just something a little more than existence of the expectation (we even do not need finite variance). On the other hand, Lipschitz continuity of Φ^∗ (Assumption 3.1(A)) is unavoidable; we will show what can happen without Lipschitz continuity in Section 4. We will also discuss there what happens when we relax the independence assumption (Assumption 3.1(C)) and what is the cost for dependence paid by existence of higherorder moments.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 3.3.

Notation. For a random variable X, its probability density function (“p.d.f.”) is denoted by φ_X . Denote by q_j the jth n-quantile of the distribution of centers: i.e., let q_1, . . . , q_{n−1} satisfy

Φ^∗(q_j ) = j n , j = 1, . . . , n − 1.

Let I_1, I_2, . . . , I_{n−1}, I_n stand for the intervals (−∞, q_1], [q_1, q_2], . . . , [q_{n−2}, q_{n−1}], [q_{n−1}, ∞). Consider the probabilities

p^n_j := Pr[x^{1/n}_i ∩ I_j ≠ ∅];

observe that p^n_j does not depend on i by the i.i.d. assumptions. Probabilities p^n_1 , . . . , p^n may differ due to the different shape of φ_x∗_i around q_1, . . . , q_{n−1}. In the upcoming lines, we utilize the fact

(3.7) φ_x∗_i (z) ≤ L ∀z

implied by Lipschitz continuity of Φ^∗(z) to derive the following upper bound:

Lemma 3.8. For every j = 1, . . . , n we have p^n_j ≤^α_n , where

(3.9) α := 1 + 2L � 1 + γ ε � .

Remark 3.10. The value of α depends on the properties of distributions of centers and radii. The “hard” cases are those with α ≫ 1. Indeed, the difficult case is when ε is close to zero (“radii can be large with a high probability”), γ ≫ 0 (“radii are large on average”) and L ≫ 0 (“the density of centers can have high peaks”, or “many centers can be close to one another”).

Proof (of lemma Lemma 3.8). Let n and i be fixed; we omit the index n for brevity. For j = 2, . . . , n − 1, we can decompose p^n_j ≡ p_j as

p_j = Pr[x^{1/n}_i ∩ I_j ≠ ∅]

(3.11) = Pr[x^∗_i ∈ I_j] + Pr[x^∗_i +^1_n x^Δ_i ≥ q_{j−1} ∧ x^∗_i < q_{j−1}]

� � �

=:p^−_j

+ Pr[x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i ≤ q_j ∧ x^∗_i > q_j]

� � �

=:p^+_j .

Observe that probability p^−_j vanishes for j = 1, as well as probability p^+_j does for j = n.

By definition of I_j , we have Pr[x^∗_i ∈ I_j] =^1_n .

For p^+_j , we derive the upper bound (3.14). Note that the bound does not depend on j. Note that the bound holds also true for p^−_j by symmetry.

By Markov’s inequality and Assumption 3.1(B) we get

(3.12) Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ z] ≤ γ z^{1+ε} . Setting x^′_j := n(x^∗_i − q_j), from (3.7) we have

(3.13) φ_x′_j (z) ≤ L n ∀z.

Now (3.14)

p^+_j = Pr[x^∗_i −^1_n x^Δ_i ≤ q_j ∧ x^∗_i > q_j ]

= Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ x^′_j ∧ x^′_j > 0] = �_∞ 0 Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ z | x^′_j = z] · φ_x′_j (z) dz = �_∞ 0 Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ z] · φ_x′_j (z) dz = �_1 0 Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ z] · φ_x′_j (z) dz +

�_∞ 1 Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ z] · φ_x′_j (z) dz ≤ �_1 0 φ_x′_j (z) dz +

�_∞ 1 γ z^{1+ε}

· φ_x′_j (z) dz ≤ L n + Lγ n �_∞ 1 1 z^{1+ε} dz = L n + Lγ εn = L n � 1 + γ ε � . Finally,

p_j ≤ 1 n + 2 L n � 1 + γ ε � = 1 n � 1 + 2L � 1 + γ ε � = α n . □ Let us introduce indicator variables for all i, j = 1, . . . , n:

W_{ij} = � 1 if x^{1/n}_i ∩ I_j ≠ ∅, 0 otherwise.

Note that W_{ij} is alternatively distributed with parameter p^n_j and that the variables

(3.15) W_{1j}, W_{2j} , . . . , W_{n−1,j}, W_{nj}

are independent.

Hence, the sum of these variables follows binomial distribution, i.e._n � i=1 W_{ij} =: E_j ∼ Bi(n, p^n_j ).

By introducing E ∼ Bi(n,^α_n ), the estimate p^n_j ≤^α_n from Lemma 3.8 implies (3.16) Pr[E_j ≥ z] ≤ Pr[E ≥ z] (∀z).

If ω ≥ κ for some κ, at least κ intervals x^{1/n}_i have to share a common intersection. This common intersection belongs to one of intervals I_1, . . . , I_n, hence there exists j such that E_j ≥ κ. More precisely, (3.17) Pr[ω ≥ κ] ≤ Pr[E_1 ≥ κ ∨ · · · ∨ E_n ≥ κ].

Fact (3.16) allows us to use an estimate based on Penrose’s tail bound for binomial distribution.

Lemma 3.18 (Tail bound for the binomial distribution (Penrose 2003, p. 16)). Let (3.19) H(ξ) = 1 − ξ + ξ log ξ. If Z ∼ Bi(n, π) and κ ≥ nπ, then Pr[Z ≥ κ] ≤ exp � −nπ · H � κ nπ � . If κ ≥ α, we can extend the estimate (3.17) to the form

Pr[ω ≥ κ] ≤ Pr[E_1 ≥ κ ∨ · · · ∨ E_n ≥ κ]

(3.20) ≤ n� j=1 Pr[E_j ≥ κ]

(3.21) ≤ n� j=1 Pr[E ≥ κ]

(3.22)

≤ n exp � −n α n · H � κ n^α_n �

= n exp � −α · H � κ α � . (3.23)

In (3.21) we used the union bound Pr[Q_1∨· · ·∨Q_n] ≤

�_n

i=1 Pr[Q_i] for any events Q_1, . . . , Q_n. In (3.22) we used (3.16) and the tail bound from Lemma 3.18. Let (3.24) c := 1 log 2 and k_n := c · log n log log n . If n is sufficiently large, we can estimate

E2^ω = n� ℓ=1 2^ℓ · Pr[ω = ℓ] = ⌊k_n⌋�

ℓ=1 2^ℓ · Pr[ω = ℓ] + n� ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1

2^ℓ · Pr[ω = ℓ]

≤ ⌊k_n⌋�

ℓ=1 2^{⌊kn⌋} · Pr[ω = ℓ] + n� ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1

2^ℓ · Pr[ω ≥ ℓ]

≤ 2^{kn}

⌊k_n⌋�

ℓ=1 Pr[ω = ℓ] + n� ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1

2^ℓ · n · exp � −α · H � ℓ α �

� � �

=:u_ℓ

≤ 2^{kn} + n� ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1

u_ℓ

≤ 2^{c log nlog log n} + 2u_{⌊kn⌋+1}

(3.25)

≤ e^{(log 2)· c log nlog log n} + 4 · n^{1−c}n^{c K+log log log nlog log n}

� � �

=:ζ_n

(3.26)

≤ n^{1log log n} + 1,

(3.27)

where K := log^{8α}_c . Clearly, 1+n^{1log log n} = O(n^ϵ) for every ϵ > 0. Inequalities (3.25) and (3.26) follow from Lemma 3.28 showing basic properties of the sequence u_ℓ. Namely, it shows that it decreases exponentially fast. The estimate ζ_n ≤^1_4 if n is sufficiently large n follows from the observation that 1 − c < 0; thus ζ_n^{n→∞}−→ 0.

Lemma 3.28. Let k_n ≥ 4eα (here, e = exp(1)). (a) �_n

ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1 uℓ < 2u⌊kn⌋+1.

(b) u_{⌊kn⌋+1} ≤ 2ζ_n.

Proof. To prove (a) we show that u_ℓ <^1_2 u_{ℓ−1} for

(3.29) ℓ ≥ 4eα.

It follows that_n � ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1

u_ℓ ≤ 2u_{⌊kn⌋+1},

since

�_n

ℓ=⌊k_n⌋+1 uℓ can be bounded by the sum of a geometric se-

quence with quotient^1_2 . We have

u_ℓ = n · 2^ℓ · exp � − α · H � ℓ α �

= n · 2^ℓ · exp � − α � 1 − ℓ α + ℓ α log � ℓ α � = n · 2^ℓ · exp [−α + ℓ − ℓ log ℓ + ℓ log α]

= ne^{−α} ·

� 2eα ℓ �_ℓ

and u_ℓ u_{ℓ−1} = � ℓ − 1 ℓ �_{ℓ−1} · 2eα ℓ < 2eα ℓ ≤ 1 2 ; the last inequality follows from (3.29). For (b) we use the fact that H(ξ) = 1 − ξ + ξ log ξ is a nondecreasing function for ξ ≥ 1. Thus

u_{⌊kn⌋+1} = 2^{⌊kn⌋+1} · n exp � −α · H � ⌊k_n⌋ + 1 α �

≤ 2 · 2^{kn} · n exp � −α · H � k_n α �

≤ 2 · e^{kn} · n exp � −α · H � k_n α �

= 2 exp � � log n + k_n − α · � 1 − k_n α + k_n α log � k_n α � � �

= 2 exp [log n + k_n − α + k_n − k_n log k_n + k_n log α] ≤ 2 exp [log n + (2 + log α)k_n − k_n log k_n] ≤ 2 exp [log n + (log 8α)k_n − k_n log k_n]

= 2 exp � � log n + (log 8α) c log n log log n − c log n log log n log c log n log log n � �

= 2 exp � � log n + (log 8α) c log n log log n − c log n log log n

(log c + log log n − log log log n) � �

= 2 exp � � log n + (log 8α) c log n log log n − (c log c) log n log log n

− c log n + (c log n) log log log n log log n � � = 2 exp � (log n) � (1 − c)

+ c · log 8α − log c + log log log n log log n �

= 2 exp � (log n) � (1 − c) + c ·

K + log log log n log log n �

= 2n^{1−c} · n^{c· K+log log log n}

log log n = 2ζn. □

Remark 3.30. Note that a huge n might be needed to achieve ζ_n ≤^1_4 ; the particular value depends on α. However, if we admit a greater c, e.g. c = 8α, we get K = 0 and ζ_n ≤ n^{1−8α+8 α}e ≈ n^{1−5α}, which tends to zero fast, so condition ζ_n ≤^1_4 is not at all restrictive even from the practical viewpoint. On other hand, the exponent in n^{c log 2log log n} + 1 becomes a bit worse.

This shows that at the cost of a pair of worse constants, the method behaves well even for small n.

In order to complete the proof of Theorem 3.3(a), we need to estimate Eω. Using Jensen’s inequality we get

Eω ≤ log(E2^ω)

log 2 ≤ log(1 + n^{1log log n} ) log 2 ≤ 3 2 � 1 + log e^{log nlog log n} �

= 3 2 � 1 + log n log log n � .

The proof of Theorem 3.3(b) is a corollary of the above theory. Indeed, using the notation from (3.20) – (3.23), definition of H(ξ) from (3.19) and Lemma 3.18, we have

Pr[ω ≥ δn] e^{−n log log n} ≤ n� j=1 Pr[E ≥ δn] · e^{n log log n}

≤ n exp � −α · H � δn α � · e^{n log log n}

= exp � � log n + n log log n − α · � 1 − δn α + δn α log � δn α � � �

≤ exp � � log n + n log log n + δn − δn log � δ α n �

� � � (⋆)

� �^{n→∞}−→ 0,

because the term (⋆) is of the order n log n and dominates all other terms in the limit. The proof of Theorem 3.3 is complete. □

Remark 3.31. The same proof method can be easily generalized to estimate, for example, the probability that the clique is as large as n^η for a fixed 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 (i.e., this is the event “the computing time exceeds 2^{nη} ”). In this case we get Pr[ω ≥ n^η] ≤ exp(−n^η log log n).

4. Concluding remarks and comments

4.1. “Unfriendly” distributions for the FGKLA algorithm: Why Lipschitz continuity (Assumption 3.1(A)) is unavoidable. We show that if we drop the Lipschitz continuity assumption, we can get Eω ≥ πn for some π > 0 and thus exponential computing time on average (using the fact that average computing time ≥ E2^ω ≥ 2^{Eω} = 2^{Ω(n)}).

Non-continuous distributions. First consider Φ^∗(z), the c.d.f. of x^∗_i , with a discontinuity point z_0. Then π := Pr[x^∗_i = z_0] > 0. Setting

(4.1) U_i = � 1, if z_0 ∈ x^{1/n}_i , 0 otherwise,

we get EU_i = Pr[U_i = 1] ≥ π and ω ≥

�_n

i=1 U_i a.s. Thus

Eω ≥ n� i=1 EU_i ≥ πn.

Continuous non-Lipschitz distributions. We show that the misbehavior of the non-continuous distribution from the previous paragraph can be “simulated” by a non-Lipschitz continuous distribution. Let z_0 be a discontinuity point of Φ^∗(z) from the last paragraph, let Φ_0 := lim_{z↗z0} Φ^∗(z) and η := Φ^∗(z_0+1)−Φ_0. Clearly η > 0. Consider another distribution of x^∗_i with c.d.f.

~Φ^∗(z) = � Φ^∗(z) if z < z_0 or z > z_0 + 1, Φ_0 + η · (z − z_0)^ε if z_0 ≤ z ≤ z_0 + 1

with ε > 0 arbitrarily small. Now ~Φ^∗(z) is continuous (if there are more discontinuity points of Φ^∗(z) outside [z_0, z_0 + 1), a similar construction can be done in each of them). If x^Δ_i = 1 a.s. and U_i has the same meaning as in (4.1), we get

EU_i = Pr[U_i = 1] ≥ Pr[z_0 ≤ x^∗_i ≤ z_0 +^1_n ] = ηn^{−ε},

and thus Eω ≥ n� i=1 EU_i ≥ ηn^{1−ε}.

Taking ε close to zero, we get a clique with average size arbitrarily close to the order n.

4.2. The independence assumption (Assumption 3.1(C)) is also essential. If we relax the independence assumption, we can get only a weaker estimate on p^n_j than the bound p^n_j = O(n^{−1}) from Lemma 3.8. Said informally, we needed p^n_j = O(n^{−1}) in Lemma 3.18 to satisfy np^n_j = O(1). Then, since k_n grows unboundedly (although slowly), we were able to apply the tail bound for n sufficiently large.

But in the dependent case we can derive only the bound

(4.2) p^n_j = O(n^{− 12} ),

resulting in np^n_j = O(n^12 ). Then, k_n would have to grow faster than n^12 to be able to apply the tail bound and we would get

(4.3) Eω ∼ n^{12}

or even something worse. Then, the average computation time bound would be as poor as 2^{√n}. This is a high price for dependence. For specific extremal distributions, the situation can indeed be so bad, as shown in Section 4.3; but for “usual” distributions with enough moments the situation is much better, as explained in Section 4.4.

Let us show (4.2) without the assumption of independence of x^∗_i and x^Δ_i . By Markov’s inequality we have

ζ_n := Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ n^{12+ε} ] ≤ γn^{− 1+ε2+ε}

similarly as in (3.12); recall that we have only assumed the existence of a finite moment of order (1 + ε) with value γ. We have

p^n_j = Pr[x^∗_i ∈ I_j] + p^+_j + p^−_j

≤^1_n + O(n^{− 12} ) + O(n^{− 12} )

= O(n^{− 12} ), as the bounds for p^+_j (and p^−_j , similarly) can be obtained by setting x^′_j = n(x^∗_i − q_j ) and using (3.13):

p^+_j = Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0] = Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0 | x^Δ_i ≥ n^{12+ε} ] · ζ_n + Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0 | x^Δ_i < n^{12+ε} ] · (1 − ζ_n) ≤ ζ_n + Pr[x^′_j < n^{12+ε} ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0] ≤ γn^{− 1+ε2+ε} + Ln^{−1}n^{12+ε} = γn^{− 1+ε2+ε} + Ln^{− 1+ε2+ε} = O(n^{− 12} ).

4.3. An extremal distribution. Unfortunately, the bounds from the previous sections cannot be generally improved. We show an example where Assumption 3.1(A) and Assumption 3.1(B) are satisfied, Assumption 3.1(C) is violated and a slightly weaker form of (4.3) holds true — the clique is as large as n^12^{−ε} on average, for an arbitrarily small ε > 0. Thus we can push the average computation time of FKGLA algorithm arbitrarily close to 2^{√n}.

Let x^∗_1, . . . , x^∗_n ∼ Unif(0, 1) independent. Then, clearly, Assumption 3.1(A) is satisfied. Let 0 < ε < 1 (a choice with ε close to zero is interesting). Define x^Δ_i := (x^∗_i )^{−1+ε}, i = 1, . . . , n.

Assumption 3.1(B) is satisfied: indeed, the moment of order 1 + ε is finite, since E[(x^Δ_i )^{1+ε}] = E[(x^∗_i )^{(ε−1)(ε+1)}] = E[(x^∗_i )^{ε2−1}] = �_1 0 x^{ε2−1} dx = ε^{−2} < ∞, and x^Δ_1 , . . . , x^Δ_n are independent.

For i = 1, . . . , n define

U_i = � 1, if 0 ∈ x^{1/n}_i , 0 otherwise.

We have

EU_i = Pr[U_i = 1] = Pr[^1_n x^Δ_i ≥ x^∗_i ] = Pr[(x^∗_i )^{−1+ε} ≥ nx^∗_i ] = Pr[(x^∗_i )^{−2+ε} ≥ n] = Pr[x^∗_i ≤ n^{− 12−ε} ] = n^{− 12−ε} .

Obviously, ω ≥

�_n

i=1 U_i a.s. Thus

Eω ≥ n� i=1 EU_i = n^{1− 12−ε} ,

which is close to n^12 if ε is small.

4.4. FGKLA algorithm can benefit from high-order moments: A trade-off between dependence and existence of such moments. Note that the problem with dependence of the input random variables sketched in Section 4.2 is closely related to the value of ε. Here we show that

if we assume the existence of high-order moments, we can push the bound on p^n_j close to the “desired” order O(n^{−1}) and get good computation time of the FGKLA algorithm even in the dependent case. Indeed, if ~γ := E[(x^Δ_i )^d] < ∞ for some d, then Markov’s inequality gives us ζ_n := Pr[x^Δ_i ≥ n^{11+d} ] ≤ ~γn^{− d1+d} . Now we have p^+_j = Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0]

= Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0 | x^Δ_i ≥ n^{11+d} ] · ζ_n + Pr[x^′_j ≤ x^Δ_i ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0 | x^Δ_i < n^{11+d} ] · (1 − ζ_n) ≤ ζ_n + Pr[x^′_j < n^{11+d} ∧ x^′_j ≥ 0] ≤ ~γn^{− d1+d} + Ln^{−1}n^{11+d} ≤ ~γn^{− d1+d} + Ln^{− d1+d} = O(n^{− d1+d} ), which is close to n^{−1} if d is large.

Acknowledgements

All authors were supported by the Czech Science Foundation project 22-19353S. O. Sokol was also supported by the Internal Grant

26 Rada, Černý & Sokol

Agency (project F4/19/2019) of Faculty of Informatics and Statistics, Prague University of Economics and Business.

References

Dennis Amelunxen & Martin Lotz (2017). Averagecase complexity without the black swans. Journal of Complexity 41, 82–101. ISSN 0885-064X. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0885064X16301169.

Jaromír Antoch, Miroslav Brzezina & Rafaelle Miele (2010). A Note on Variability of Interval Data. Computational Statistics 25(1), 143–153. ISSN 0943-4062, 1613-9658.

Immanuel M. Bomze, Werner Schachinger & Reinhard Ullrich (2017). The Complexity of Simple Models—A Study of Worst and Typical Hard Cases for the Standard Quadratic Optimization Problem. Mathematics of OR 43(2), 651–674. ISSN 0364-765X.

K. H. Borgwardt (1982). The Average Number of Pivot Steps Required by the Simplex-Method Is Polynomial. Zeitschrift für Operations Research 26(1), 157–177. ISSN 0340-9422, 1432-5217.

Michal Černý & Milan Hladík (2014). The Complexity of Computation and Approximation of the T-Ratio over One-Dimensional Interval Data. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis 80, 26–43. ISSN 0167-9473.

Scott Ferson, Lev Ginzburg, Vladik Kreinovich, Luc Longpré & Monica Aviles (2005). Exact Bounds on Finite Populations of Interval Data. Reliable Computing 11(3), 207–233. ISSN 1385-3139, 1573-1340.

Nikolaos Fountoulakis, Tobias Friedrich & Danny Hermelin (2015). On the Average-Case Complexity of Parameterized Clique. Theoretical Computer Science 576, 18–29. ISSN 0304-3975.

Vladik Kreinovich, Anatoly Lakeyev, Jiří Rohn & Patrick Kahl (1998). Computational Complexity and Feasibility of Data Processing and Interval Computations, volume 10 of Applied Optimization. Springer US, Boston, MA. ISBN 978-1-4419-4785-7 978-1-4757-2793-7.

Lu Lu & Marc E. Posner (1993). An NP-Hard Open Shop Scheduling Problem with Polynomial Average Time Complexity. Mathematics of OR 18(1), 12–38. ISSN 0364-765X.

Charles F. Manski (2003). Partial Identification of Probability Distributions. Springer Science & Business Media.

Hung T. Nguyen, Vladik Kreinovich, Berlin Wu & Gang Xiang (2012). Computing Statistics under Interval and Fuzzy Uncertainty. Studies in Computational Intelligence 393.

Mathew Penrose (2003). Random Geometric Graphs. Oxford University Press. ISBN 978-0-19-850626-3.

J. Rohn (2006). Solvability of Systems of Interval Linear Equations and Inequalities. In Linear Optimization Problems with Inexact Data, 35–77. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston. ISBN 978-0-387-32697-9.

Benjamin Rossman (2014). The Monotone Complexity of K-Clique on Random Graphs. SIAM Journal on Computing 43(1), 256–279. ISSN 0097-5397, 1095-7111.

Daniel A. Spielman & Shang-Hua Teng (2004). Smoothed Analysis of Algorithms: Why the Simplex Algorithm Usually Takes Polynomial Time. Journal of the ACM 51(3), 385–463. ISSN 0004-5411.

Manuscript received May 10, 2022

M. Rada Prague University of Economics

and Business W. Churchill Square 4, Prague 3 Czech Republic

miroslav.rada@vse.cz

M. Černý Prague University of Economics and Business W. Churchill Square 4, Prague 3 Czech Republic

cernym@vse.cz

O. Sokol Prague University of Economics

and Business W. Churchill Square 4, Prague 3 Czech Republic

ondrej.sokol@vse.cz