arXiv:2412.00466v1 [cs.IT] 30 Nov 2024

A Probably Approximately Correct Analysis of Group Testing Algorithms

Sameera Bharadwaja H. and Chandra R. Murthy

Abstract—We consider the problem of identifying the defectives from a population of items via a non-adaptive group testing framework with a random pooling-matrix design. We analyze the sufficient number of tests needed for approximate set identification, i.e., for identifying almost all the defective and non-defective items with high confidence. To this end, we view the group testing problem as a function learning problem and develop our analysis using the probably approximately correct (PAC) framework. Using this formulation, we derive sufficiency bounds on the number of tests for three popular binary group testing algorithms: column matching, combinatorial basis pursuit, and definite defectives. We compare the derived bounds with the existing ones in the literature for exact recovery theoretically and using simulations. Finally, we contrast the three group testing algorithms under consideration in terms of the sufficient testing rate surface and the sufficient number of tests contours across the range of the approximation and confidence levels.

Index Terms—Group Testing, Approximate Set Recovery, Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) Analysis, Approximate Coupon Collector Problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

I^{DENTIFYING a set of k defectives from a population of n}

items is an interesting problem. A näive solution is to test the items individually, which requires n tests. This approach is inefficient if n is very large or there are constraints on time-to-test, cost budget, or testing hardware and resource constraints.

An alternative is to pool items together and run m < n tests in parallel, with each test pooling random subsets of the items together. These are collectively called group testing algorithms (or pool testing algorithms) and work as follows. The outcome of a group test is negative if and only if none of the defective items participate in that group test; it is positive otherwise. When k ≪ n, which holds in many applications like identifying a rare disease from a set of blood samples, testing a population for an infection in the early stage of an epidemic, identifying defective industrial products in a highyield production line, etc., this approach can help significantly reduce the sufficient number of tests needed.

Group testing was first introduced by Dorfman in 1943 during world war II to test the prospective entrants into the US military for Syphilis [2]. Owing to its success, group testing has been adopted in diverse applications ranging from (other) infectious disease detection [3], [4] to multiple access control protocols [5], cognitive radios [6], drug and DNA library scanning [7]–[10], product testing [11], etc. Group testing has gained renewed interest recently due to global developments related to COVID-19 [12], [13]. For example, it is possibly

Sameera Bharadwaja H. and Chandra R. Murthy are with the Dept. of ECE, Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore, India (email: sameerah@iisc.ac.in; cmurthy@iisc.ac.in). A part of this work was published in [1].

applicable to monkeypox detection [14] and to scale-up testing to detect Khosta 2, a type of sarbecovirus [15].

Group testing methods can be categorized into adaptive and non-adaptive types [16]. In adaptive group testing, the tests are performed in multiple stages wherein the group design in the current stage depends on the test outcomes from the previous stage. Dorfman-style testing falls under this category. In contrast, in the non-adaptive method, all the required tests are performed in a single stage, followed by the application of a suitable decoding algorithm [17]–[19] to recover the individual item status (i.e., defective or non-defective).

In this paper, we focus on random pooling-based nonadaptive group testing [6]. Here, the decision about which items will participate in which group test is predetermined and is encoded in a random binary test matrix denoted by A ∈ {0, 1}^{m×n} [20]. The (i, j)-th element of A, denoted by a_{ij} , takes the value 1 or 0 depending on whether the jth item participates in the i-th group test or not, respectively. The item vector is denoted by x ∈ {0, 1}^n, whose j-th entry, denoted by x_j , takes the value 1 if the j-th item is defective, and 0 otherwise. In addition, the support of x is denoted by the set K such that |K| = k, where | · | denotes the cardinality of a set. Finally, the outcome of the ith group test is y_i = ∨^n_{j=1} a_{ij} x_j , i ∈ [m], where ∨ denotes the boolean OR-ing operation. Thus, the outcome is 1 if the group test includes one or more defective items and is 0 otherwise.

Once the group test outcomes (y_i, i ∈ [m]) are collected, a decoding algorithm aims to output an item vector estimate denoted by x̂ ∈ {0, 1}^n. The estimate of the defective item set, K̂ is then simply the support of x̂, i.e., the set of indices corresponding to the nonzero entries in x̂. Some of the wellknown binary group testing (decoding) algorithms studied in this work include [17, Chapter 2] [19] 1) Column Matching (CoMa), also called Combinatorial Orthogonal Matching Pursuit (COMP).

2) Combinatorial Basis Pursuit (CBP), also called Coupon Collector (CoCo) algorithm.

3) The Definite Defectives (DD) algorithm.

Note that, under the group testing model described above, CoMa and CBP only make false positive errors, i.e., K̂ ⊇ K, while DD only makes false negative errors, i.e., K̂ ⊆ K [17]. We analyze these separately in the sequel.

Now, when exact set identification is considered, the decoding algorithm succeeds when K̂ = K and fails otherwise. Let P_A ( K̂ ≠ K ) denote the probability of error given the set of defectives, K. Then, the average probability of error under a combinatorial setting can be written as [20]

P(err) = P_{A,K}(K̂ ≠ K) = 1 (_n k ) ∑ K:|K|=k P_A(K̂ ≠ K). (1)

Characterizing P(err) as a function of k, n, and m is helpful in using group testing for practical applications. For instance, one can ask: Given k and n along with an upper bound on P(err), what is the sufficient number of tests, m_S , required by a group testing algorithm? In the following subsections, we briefly discuss the existing work toward answering this question before presenting our main contributions. A. Prior Work

Under δ^′ ≡ P(err) = n^{−δ}, δ > 0 and k = o(n), the authors in [18], [19] show that an upper bound on the number of tests is ek(1 + δ) log n and 2ek(1 + δ) log n for CoMa and CBP algorithms, respectively.^1 Further, the linear programming (LiPo) decoder requires no more than O(k log n) tests under the same conditions with the constant factor associated with the asymptotic expression being a function of (1+1/k), log k/ log n and δ [19]. Similarly, the sufficient number of tests for DD and sequential COMP (SCOMP) algorithms is also C_ak log n, with a decoder-dependent constant C_a > 0 [17]. In addition, a lower bound on the required number of tests is (1 − δ^′)k log(n/k) (See [19] and references therein, e.g., [21], [22].) In the above works, the entries of the test matrix are chosen i.i.d. from the Bernoulli(p) distribution, where p ∈ (0, 1). Further, the author in [23] presents an improved converse bound for this Bernoulli-design group testing.

Other test matrix designs have been considered and contrasted with the Bernoulli design. The authors in [24] draw inspiration from spatially-coupled low-density parity check (LDPC) codes for designing their test matrix. For any 0<β < 1, k ∼n^β, ϵ^′ >0, the authors derive lower and upper bounds on the number of tests as (1−ϵ^′)m_{inf} and (1+ϵ^′)m_{inf}, respectively, where m_{inf} = max{β/ log^2 2, (1 − β)/ log 2}k log n. The authors in [25] show similar results for the number of tests below which any group testing algorithm fails and above which the SCOMP and/or DD algorithms succeed.

In [26], [27], the authors show that a (near-)constant testsper-item design with m(log 2)/k tests-per-item (chosen with replacement) requires 23.4% fewer tests (correspondingly, the testing rate improves by ≈ 30%) than the Bernoulli design, when coupled with COMP or DD algorithms. The authors in [28] show that, in the sub-linear sparsity regime (i.e., k = Θ(n^β), β ∈ (0, 1)), the DD algorithm under a constrained design with at most a fixed number of testsper-item and ρ = O ( (n/k)^β ) , β ∈ [0, 1) items-per-test, yields an improved achievability result compared to the COMP algorithm under an unconstrained design. The work in [29] presents an analysis of constrained design (e.g., constraints on the number of tests per item or the item-divisibility and on the number of items per test) and shows that even a small amount of constraint can have a significant effect on the informationtheoretic bound. Recently, the authors in [30] considered both a constant column-weight design (termed Δ-divisible item setting) and a constant row-weight design (termed Γ-sized test setting) while analyzing the achievable number of tests of various decoding algorithms.

In contrast to the sub-linear regime, the works in [21], [31] consider very sparse regime, where k = O(1). The

1log denotes natural logarithm unless specified otherwise.

authors in [32] present a sufficiency condition on m for a weakened version of the maximum likelihood decoder in the non-asymptotic regime, i.e., when the problem dimensions are finite. The non-asymptotic bounds are more practically useful: for instance, in a typical RT-qPCR based Covid-19 testing kit, one can accommodate ∼ 96 or 384 (pooled) samples [13]. However, the analysis of the maximum likelihood-based decoder is dependent on the decoder having the knowledge of k and is typically computationally intractable even for moderate sized problems [20], [27]. Therefore, practical group testing algorithms like CoMa, CBP, and DD are more attractive.

B. Approximate Defective Set Identification

In many group testing applications, approximate defective set recovery is sufficient [20]. Here, the estimated defective set can contain missed defective items or false positive items. In this direction, the authors in [33] present an achievability bound on the number of tests when up to αk misses out of k defectives are allowed given n items, as O ( e^{(1−α)k log n}/H(e^{−α}) ) , where H(·) denotes the binary entropy. The authors in [32], [34] consider approximate defect set identification and derive both achievability and converse bounds on m in the sub-linear regime, i.e., k = Θ(n^β ), β ∈ (0, 1). The proof uses information spectrum methods and thresholding techniques from channel coding theory. For achievability, the authors use a maximum likelihoodlike recovery algorithm. Similarly, the authors in [35] consider a list-decoding algorithm for approximate recovery. The results in all these scenarios show that allowing ⌊αk⌋ defectives to be missed relaxes the converse bound on m by at most a multiplicative factor 1−α, where α ∈ (0, 1).

The authors in [36] show that the probability that the maximum of the false positive (FP) or false negative (FN) errors incurred is no more than αk, α ∈ (0, 1) approaches one when m ≥ (1+α^′)(1−α) log_2 (_n k ) but the same probability approaches zero when m < (1 − α^′) log_2 (_n k ) , for arbitrary α^′ > 0, as n → ∞. A treatment of this all-or-nothing phenomenon is also presented in [37]. The authors in [38] use sparse graph codes and present a decoder called SAFFRON which can recover (1−ϵ^′)k defectives with probability 1−k/n^r with 2(1+r)C^′k log_2 n tests, where C^′ is a function of ϵ^′ > 0 and r ∈ Z^+.

The available bounds on the sufficient number of tests for approximate defective set recovery also depend on the underlying test matrix design, i.e., the distribution from which the test matrix is drawn. For example, in the sub-linear regime, with an i.i.d. Bernoulli(log 2/k) test matrix, k log(n/k)/ log^2 2 tests are sufficient for the error probability (appropriately defined to account for the maximum number of FPs and FNs allowed) to approach zero [39]. Similarly, under a doubly-regular design with column-weight r and row-weight s, it is known that the FNR is minimized for larger r and smaller s, whereas the number of tests is rn/s [40]. Therefore, they fix different (nonzero) values for the allowed FNR and numerically analyze the number of tests. They define FPR = E[|K̂ \ K|]/|[n] \ K| and FNR = E[|K \ K̂|]/|K|, where [n] ≜ {1, . . . , n} as a measure of the average approximation errors. In contrast, we are interested in the number of FP or FN errors allowed at a given n, k and with the confidence parameter, δ. In essence, we derive a lower bound on the cumulative distribution function of the approximation errors.

Recently, the authors in [41] addressed a question related to the computational-statistical gap (CSG) in the nonadaptive group testing paradigm, where one is interested in (1−o(1))−approximate recovery in the k = o(n) regime, for the Bernoulli(log 2/k) test design [39, Sec. IIA]. The CSG is defined as the gap between the number of tests above which recovery is information-theoretically possible and the number of tests required by the currently best-known efficient algorithms to succeed [41]. The authors provide evidence that the gap can be closed when m ≥ (1+α)k log_2(n/k), α ∈(0, 1) and n, k → ∞, enabling (1 − α^′)m tests to contain at least ⌊(1 − α)k⌋ defectives asymptotically almost surely, for any α^′ > 0. The authors show that the absence of CSG implies that a practical local search routine succeeds in solving the smallest satisfying set (SSS) estimator under the said regime, which otherwise has a combinatorial complexity.

In contrast to the usual error probability or the FP/FN rates, the author in [42] considers a new metric called the expected number of tests per infected individual found (ETI). One of the questions posed in this work involves tolerating partial recovery and analysis of the SAFFRON algorithm’s ETI, which is shown to be 2e log_2(n/k). Lastly, [20], [31, Section 5.1] presents bounds on m for CoMa and DD under partial recovery conditions, albeit without proof. For instance, for m ≥ (1 + η)ek log(n/k), where η > 0, the average number of FPs output by the CoMa algorithm behaves as o(k), and, therefore, the probability of getting more than γk false positives, for a fixed γ ∈ (0, 1), tends to zero. A similar result is presented in the context of the DD algorithm for FN errors. The authors in [43] also briefly discuss partial defective set recovery in group testing.

In practical settings with finite resources, one is often interested in ensuring that the probability of the error incurred by a function learned using a finite number of randomly drawn samples exceeding a threshold remains below a small number, called confidence. We use the probably approximately correct (PAC) formulation [44], [45] in this work to bridge this gap.

We have presented some of the main results from the vast field of research on group testing relevant to this work. A collection of extensive results and deeper discussions pertaining to various decoder rules, testing protocols, and designs, including the bounds on the number of tests under different constraints, reliability criteria, various measurement and mixing models can be found in [20] and references therein. With this background, we now summarize the motivation and contributions of this work.

C. Motivation and Contributions

To the best of our knowledge, a rigorous treatment of sufficiency bounds on m for approximate recovery using practical algorithms like CoMa, CBP, and DD accounting for the randomness in the test matrix and at nonzero confidence levels is not available in the literature. This work addresses this gap by viewing these algorithms through the lens of function learning and PAC analysis. In turn, this allows us to shed light on the relationship between PAC-learning and the exact recovery bounds available in the literature [17], [19]. A fundamental difference between PAC learning [44], [45] and our problem is as follows. In group testing, we can choose the data distribution from which the samples are drawn for function learning based on our knowledge of the hypothesis space from which the target function is to be learned (in the context of group testing, function learning corresponds to identifying defective items.) For example, in i.i.d. Bernoulli test matrix designs, we can choose the probability p with which a given item participates in a given test. As we will see, this additional degree of freedom allows us to optimize the PAC learning process and obtain tighter and more general bounds on the sufficient number of group tests.

It is worth mentioning that viewing group testing as a function learning problem has other potential applications: blind chemistry, where one is interested in determining which k out of n reactants in a chemical reaction has the potential to create a particular (useful) detectable compound [43]; identification of key design variables for improving an automobile’s fuel efficiency; key-species identification in a complex biological ecosystem; reactions of bacteria in gut micro-biome to a given drug, etc [43], [46]. Also, multi-label classification with a large number of the number of class labels n ∼ 10^3−10^6 and a small number of classes per input (e.g., an image) is k ≪ n can be performed by a set of n one-vs.-rest classifiers. The authors in [47] propose to use a (k, e)-disjunct matrix and encode the n-dimensional label vector using an m-dimensional vector, where m ≪ n. The m-length binary vector is constructed by learning m one-vs.-rest classifiers. Then, the recovery of the original n-length label vector from the m-length binary vector is solved as a classical group testing problem. The test design in [47] can tolerate up to ⌊e/2⌋ misclassifications. On a similar note, the authors in [48] show how group testing can be used in a binary classification problem by posing it as an exact rule-learning problem.

We note that the PAC formulation is one of the key tools used to analyze machine learning algorithms [44]. For example, PAC analysis aids in developing a lower bound on the probability that the error rate of the above-mentioned multilabel classifier lies below a certain error threshold. However, the existing analysis of group testing algorithms does not conform to this notion of characterizing the distribution of the error rates over the randomness of the test matrix. By formulating group testing as a PAC learning problem and developing corresponding achievability bounds, we are able to bridge this gap. Furthermore, since the PAC formulation allows one to characterize the decoding error rate and the confidence in a unified framework, it is well suited for applications where the target error tolerance is small but nonzero, as in the examples discussed above.

In this paper, we consider random pooling-based nonadaptive group testing and characterize the sufficient number of tests, m, required for approximate recovery of the defective set with high-probability using the PAC learning framework. In doing so, we are able to perform a finer analysis of random pooling-based group testing algorithms by separately accounting for the randomness in the test matrix A and the defective set x for three popular group testing recovery algorithms. As we will show, the exact recovery bounds for group testing in the literature are a special case of the PAC analysis-based results.

Our main contributions are as follows:

1) We reformulate the defective set identification problem in non-adaptive group testing with random pooling as a function learning problem. Doing so enables us to apply the PAC framework for deriving a sufficiency bound on the number of tests in both exact and approximate recovery conditions for three well-known and popular binary group testing algorithms: CoMa, CBP, and DD. In contrast to existing works, we optimize the design parameters to get a tighter bound on the sufficient number of tests in the CBP algorithm. Further, the existing results on the coupon collector problem do not apply to approximate recovery. Therefore, we also extend the analysis of the coupon collector problem to handle collection of only a subset of coupons. The new results are then used to develop measurement bounds for approximate recovery of the defective set using the CBP algorithm.

2) The PAC-based analysis is characterized by two parameters: 1) the approximation error tolerance, ϵ ∈ [0, 1], and 2) the confidence, 1 − δ ∈ [0, 1). We present sufficiency bounds on the number of tests required for CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms as a function of n, k, ϵ, and δ. Thus, we develop a common framework to arrive at sufficiency bounds on the number of tests for both exact and approximate set recovery with high probability. As a result, the exact defective set recovery results found in the literature emerge as a special of our analysis.

3) We derive the order-wise behavior of the PAC bounds for large n and k. When we fix n, k, and ϵ, the sufficient number of tests obtained by the PAC analysis is ∝ log(C_d/δ), for δ = (0, 1] with a constant, C_d = 2 for the CBP algorithm and C_d = 1 for CoMa and DD algorithms. Further, the sufficient number of tests is ∝ (log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ) for ϵ ∈ [0, 1] when we fix n, k and δ.

4) We relate the number of false positives (similarly, the number of false negatives) to the approximation error probability ϵ used in the PAC formulation. This way of relating the theoretical results to the practical metrics of interest makes the results appealing to practitioners also.

5) The PAC-based analysis allows us to trade-off the accuracy of defective set recovery with the confidence with which the decoded set meets that accuracy. We present a visualization of this trade-off in the form of a sufficient number of tests contour/surface, which shows its dependence on the approximation error tolerance and the probability of failure to meet the required error tolerance. In summary, PAC analysis enables one to characterize a lower bound on the cumulative distribution of the approximation errors.

One of the main takeaways from our work is that using the PAC framework for analyzing practical group testing algorithms opens up means to accommodate both exact and approximate recovery and account for the randomness in the test matrix, under the same umbrella. Furthermore, we work mainly in the non-asymptotic regime, which is of practical interest, as mentioned in Sec. I-A. In addition, the sensitivity of the group testing algorithms to both confidence level and error tolerance can be separately quantified.

The main results are stated formally in Theorems 1, 2, and 3 in the sequel for the CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms, respectively. Here, provide a brief overview of what will follow. Let c ≜ c(a, b) denote that the parameter/variable c is a function of two parameters/variables, a and b. We begin with the CoMa bound presented in Theorem 1: When each entry of the test matrix is chosen i.i.d. from a Bernoulli(p) distribution with p ∈ (0, 1), the CoMa algorithm succeeds in determining the defective set with approximation error at most ϵ with confidence 1 − δ if the number of tests is at least log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) + log^1_δ log (1/(1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{gϵ +k+1}))

with g_ϵ ≜ g_ϵ(ϵ, k, p) ∈ Z_+∪{0} denoting the allowed number of false positives. Further, g_ϵ = keϵ order-wise, for large k and with p = 1/k, which leads to the order-wise sufficient number of tests given by 2ke [ log ( n keϵ + 1 ) + 1 + log (_1 δ ) keϵ + 1 ]

for large n and k with n ≫ k. In the exact recovery case, i.e., when ϵ = 0, we get 2ke [ log n + 1 + log

(_1 δ )] . Finally, we note that the above result for the CoMa algorithm corresponds to the sufficient number of tests being ∝ log(1/δ) and ∝ log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ.

We present the following CBP bound in Theorem 2: For a non-adaptive random test design where each test contains s ≜ s(n, k) (out of n) items chosen independently with replacement, the CBP algorithm succeeds in determining the defective set with approximation error at most ϵ with confidence 1 − δ if the number of tests is at least (n − k) (1 − η)s (_{n−k} n )_s [ log (_1 cδ ) g_ϵ + 1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ + 1

+ log ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 )]

with g_ϵ ≜ g_ϵ(ϵ, k, s) ∈ Z_+ ∪ {0} denoting the allowed number of false positives and a Chernoff parameter, η ≜ η(n, k, g_ϵ, δ, s, c) ∈ (0, 1) for a constant c ∈ (0, 1). The CBP analysis is supported by Lemma 3, an extension to the coupon collector problem for partial coupon-set collection. For large n and k, order-wise, g_ϵ = keϵ, similar to the CoMa case, with s = 1/ log(n/(n − k)). Therefore, the sufficient number of tests for the CBP algorithm can be written as 2ke [ log ( n keϵ+1 ) +1+log ( 2 δ )[ 1 keϵ+1 + e 2k ]]

for large n and k. Similar to the CoMa analysis, we see that the bound ∝ log(1/δ) and ∝ log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ. In the exact recovery case, we get 2ke [ log n+1+ ( 1+^e_{2k} ) log (_2 δ )] . The third result in this paper is the DD bound, in the form of an implicit equation, presented as Theorem 3:

When each entry of the test matrix is chosen i.i.d. from a Bernoulli(p) distribution with p ∈ (0, 1), the DD algorithm succeeds in determining the defective set with approximation error at most ϵ with confidence 1 − δ if the number of tests, m, satisfies the following implicit equation ( k d_ϵ + 1 ) (1 − (d_ϵ + 1)p(1 − p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃} )^m ≤ δ

with d_ϵ ≜ d_ϵ(ϵ, k, p) ∈ Z_+∪{0} denoting the allowed number of false negatives, ḡ ≜ ḡ(n, k, p, m) and a constant, g̃ ≥ 0. Finally, as n and k grow large, d_ϵ = keϵ order-wise, with p = 1/k. Therefore, the sufficient number of tests for the DD algorithm can be written as

ke log (n k ) + log (_1 δ ) (keϵ+1) log (_n k ) + log (_{ke} keϵ+1 ) log (_n k ) for large n and k. In the exact recovery case with d_ϵ = 0, we get ke ( log(n/k) +^1_{log(n/k)} [log(1/δ) + log k + 1] ) . We observe that the bound is ∝ log(1/δ) and ∝ log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ in the DD case too.

The proposed PAC formulation for group testing explicitly characterizes the dependency of the bound on both ϵ and δ in a unified manner, unlike existing results. For example, we are able to provide insight into how the allowed approximation error scales with k and ϵ: for sufficiently small ϵ, we get g_ϵ = d_ϵ = Θ(k) from the three results above.

The technical novelty of this work is that it investigates the group testing problem from a new perspective, i.e., the PAC framework. Traditional PAC analysis methods require ϵ > 0 and show that the sample complexity for PAC learnability varies as 1/ϵ [44]. In the context of group testing, we obtain the exact recovery bounds by setting ϵ = 0. Therefore, the proof techniques used in classical PAC analysis can not be directly applied to group testing. We first bridge this gap between the traditional PAC framework and the analysis of group testing algorithms. We show an equivalence between the performance characterization in PAC learning and group testing in the exact recovery scenario, through Lemma 1. In the approximate recovery scenario, we relate the allowed number of false positive errors, g_ϵ and the false negative errors, d_ϵ, with the approximation error tolerance probability, ϵ, of the PAC framework (see (7), (18) and (34)).

Existing results for the coupon collector problem [49] cannot be directly applied to derive CBP bounds in the approximate recovery case. Therefore, we derive the expressions for the expected stopping time and the tail probability bound for a subset coupon collection problem (SCCP), where one is interested in acquiring only a subset of coupons to complete the collection, in Lemma 3. Further, we optimize the Chernoff parameter by bounding the error probability in two independent parts in the CBP analysis, thereby obtaining a tighter bound as compared to that in the literature for the exact recovery case [19].

Lemma 2 and Lemma 4 (see part (c)) forms the basis for deriving the sufficiency bound for CoMa and DD algorithms: the exact computation of the probabilities that g non-defective items are hidden and d defectives items are unidentified (respectively) is characterized. Also, the order-wise analysis of DD bound involves simplification of an implicit equation in (36) and solving the transcendental equation in (40). Lastly, we give the sufficiency bounds for the three algorithms in terms of the allowed number of false positives or false negatives. In case the practitioner is unable to perform the required number of tests or they perform additional tests, the expressions in (9), (19) and (36) can be used to determine the increase or decrease in the false positives/negatives to be expected, respectively, and at different confidence levels.

II. PAC LEARNING VIEW OF GROUP TESTING In this section, we cast the group testing problem as a function learning problem, also termed as learning from examples [50]. Here, a target function f ∈ C is learnt using m training examples (a_i, f(a_i)), i ∈ [m], with the inputs a_i drawn independently from a distribution D. The training examples are fed to the learner, which then outputs an estimate of f, also called a hypothesis, and denoted by h. The error between h and f evaluated on unseen test data is

e(h, f) = P_{a∼D}(h(a) ≠ f(a)). (2)

However, the quantity e(h, f) is random because the m training examples are drawn from D. Therefore, we can ask how many training examples are sufficient to ensure that P(e(h, f) > ϵ) ≤ δ, (3) where δ ∈ (0, 1) and 1 − δ is called the confidence parameter. Obviously, it is desirable to have small ϵ and δ.

A. PAC Model for Group Testing

Given a test matrix, A, and the corresponding test outcomes, y_i, i ∈ [m], consider the problem of learning a hypothesis that can predict the group test outcomes with high confidence. More formally, we consider the ith row of the test matrix, a_i, i ∈ [m] as the input, and the outcome of the ith group test, y_i, as a label associated with the ith training example: (a_i, y_i). Since the entries of x corresponding to the non-defective items are 0, we can write y_i as y_i = a_{ij1} x_{j1} ∨ . . . ∨ a_{ijk} x_{jk} = a_{ij1} ∨ a_{ij2} ∨ . . . ∨ a_{ijk} ≜ x(a_i), (4) where j_1, j_2, . . . , j_k are the indices of x corresponding to the defective items. Thus, x(a_i) is a k-literal logical OR-ing function, and is our target function to learn. In computer science, this problem is referred to as the k-disjunctive function learning problem [51]. In this work, we focus on the analysis of group testing algorithms rather than developing decoding techniques inspired by the PAC framework. The target function space, denoted by C, consists of all k-literal OR-ing functions, where k literals are picked without replacement from n literals in accordance with (4).

The relationship between non-adaptive random poolingbased group testing and the function learning problem is summarized in Table I, where D = B(p) denotes a Bernoulli distribution with parameter p ∈ (0, 1). Another well-studied

TABLE I GROUP TESTING AS A PAC LEARNING PROBLEM

Target Training Examples Hypothesis

Group testing case x(·) (a_i^{i.i.d.}∼ D, y_i = x(a_i)) x̂(·)

PAC learning case f(·) (a_i^{i.i.d.}∼ D, f(a_i)) h(·)

random pooling design is to uniformly and independently sample s items with replacement in each group test [18].

In the notation of group testing, (2) can be written as

e(x̂(·), x(·)) = P_{a∼D}(x̂(a) ≠ x(a)), (5)

which denotes the error probability on future group tests, i.e., after m training samples are observed and the mapping x̂(.) is learnt. Thus, in the PAC learning view, we seek to determine the number of training examples, m, and a mapping from the training examples to a hypothesis, x̂(·), such that with a confidence probability 1−δ, the error between x(·) and x̂(·) is at most ϵ [50], [44, Chapter 2], i.e., P(e(x̂(·), x(·)) > ϵ) ≤ δ (6) holds true, where e(·, ·), as defined in (5), is a random variable.

A fundamental difference between the PAC formulation of the group testing presented here as compared with the classical PAC-learning problem is that the data distribution, D, is choosable. For example, the distribution can be set based on the hypothesis class, C, i.e., based on the sparsity parameter, k. Even though the group testing algorithms considered in this work do not use the knowledge of k during the defective set recovery process, the design of the testing matrix and hence, the test data distribution, depends on this knowledge.

We demonstrate that, when ϵ = 0, the bounds on m derived via the PAC model reduce to the exact recovery results derived in [17], [19]. Note that, in classical group testing, the goal is to correctly identify the defective set, whereas in the PAC learning view of group testing, we seek to learn a hypothesis satisfying (6). The following Lemma relates the PAC learning to group testing in the exact recovery case.^2

Lemma 1. Let D be a distribution such that P_D(a_j = 1) ∈ (0, 1), j ∈ [n] and a_j s are independent. Let C denote the set of all k-literal OR-ing functions in n-dimensional space, where k < n. Let x̂ : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1} (correspondingly K̂) be a function in C that is learnt using a set of m training samples. Then, K̂ = K if and only if P_{a∼D}(x̂(a) ≠ x(a)) = 0.

Lemma 1 says that provided the marginal probability of every entry of the vector a is bounded in the open interval (0, 1) and the entries of a are drawn independently, the notions of recovery in (1) and (6) when ϵ = 0 are equivalent. Based on the above, we derive a sufficiency bound on m for three group testing algorithms in the following sections.

III. PAC ANALYSIS WITH FALSE POSITIVE ERRORS In this section, we develop a PAC analysis for the case where only false positive errors occur, i.e., when K ⊆ K̂.

2All the proofs are presented in Sec. V.

This is the case with two popular group testing algorithms: CoMa and CBP. The CoMa algorithm performs column-wise decoding, while the CBP algorithm performs row-wise decoding [19]. The two algorithms are mathematically equivalent in the sense that they always output the same K̂. However, the upper bound analysis in the two cases are different.

A. Bernoulli Test Design: The CoMa Algorithm

The CoMa algorithm [19] declares an item as defective if the ones in the column of the test matrix corresponding to that item are a subset of the ones in the outcome vector. Otherwise, the item is declared as non-defective. The algorithm never classifies a defective item as a non-defective. However, the estimate may contain false positives, which occur when nondefective items do not participate in any of the negative outcome tests in the training phase. Such items are also called hidden non-defectives.

Suppose the hypothesis output by the CoMa algorithm has G hidden non-defective items. Then, from (5), the probability that x̂(·) ≡ x̂ differs from x(·) ≡ x for the next group test, defined as P_{ai∼B(p)}(x̂(a_i) ≠ x(a_i)), is a function of G. Suppose we want the error between x̂ and x to be at most ϵ. In turn, this requires G ≤ g_ϵ, where g_ϵ can be computed from

P_{ai∼B(p)} (x̂(a_i) ≠ x(a_i)) = (1 − (1 − p)^G)(1 − p)^k ≤ ϵ

⇒ g_ϵ = ⌊ log ( 1 − ϵ/ (1 − p)^k ) log(1 − p) ⌋ . (7)

Thus, the bound in (6) reduces to P(G > g_ϵ) ≤ δ. In order to proceed further, we need the following Lemma.

Lemma 2. The probability that a fixed set of g (1 ≤ g < k) non-defective items remain hidden in all m tests is given by

P^h_g (m) = ( 1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{g+k} )_m . (8)

From the above Lemma, we obtain the following sufficiency condition on m for CoMa under the PAC model:

Theorem 1. The sufficient number of tests such that the predicted outcome based on the estimated defective set does not agree with the true outcome on future group tests with probability at most ϵ and confidence parameter 1 − δ is

m_S = log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) + log^1_δ log (1/(1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{gϵ +k+1}))

, (9)

with g_ϵ as given by (7).

1) Optimum Bernoulli Parameter: We can determine the optimum value of p for which (9) is minimized by solving the following mixed-integer non-linear program (MINLP):

m̂_S , p̂_{opt}, ĝ_ϵ = arg min m∈Z_+, p∈(0,1) gϵ ∈Z+∪{0} m

s.t. (1 − (1 − p)^{gϵ} )(1 − p)^k ≤ ϵ and ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 ) ( 1−(1−p)^k +(1−p)^{gϵ+1+k} )_m ≤ δ. (10)

The constraints above correspond to the error probability (ϵ) and confidence (1 − δ) requirements. Since the problem does not admit a closed-form solution, we solve (10) using a gridsearch over m, p and g_ϵ, ensuring that we are varying them over the feasible range.

In order to obtain insights, we also minimize (9) using a heuristic fixed-point iteration method. Note that (9) holds for any g_ϵ ∈ Z_+. Further, when g_ϵ = 0 (i.e., for exact recovery), p_{opt} in (11) reduces to 1/(k + 1) or O(1/k) for large k. We can use 1/(k + 1) as an initial value for p and find the largest number of false positive errors g_ϵ for which the ϵ-constraint is satisfied from (7). Then, for the given g_ϵ, we seek the p for which the term ( 1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{gϵ +1+k} ) is minimized, since this results in the smallest m for which the δ-constraint is satisfied. Differentiating this term and setting it equal to zero yields the optimum value of p as

p_{opt} =1−^{gϵ+1} √ k/(k+g_ϵ +1). (11)

We now iterate between (11) and (7) to obtain the optimal g_ϵ and p_{opt}. Although it appears hard to prove analytically, we find that this procedure converges, and yields the globally optimal solution. We compare the numerical solution, ĝ_ϵ and p̂_{opt}, obtained by solving (10) with that obtained using the fixed-point procedure, namely, g_ϵ and p_{opt}. Also, we compare the value of m_S computed from Theorem 1 along with (11) and (7) with that obtained by solving (10), i.e., m̂_S . The computed values and the solution of the MINLP are plotted over various values of the approximation error tolerance, ϵ, with δ = 0.01 for a collection (n, k) ∈ {(2500, 50), (10000, 200), (10000, 100)} in Fig. 1. It can be observed that the expression for p_{opt} as given in (11) is consistent with the expression for g_ϵ in (7) which further yields the optimum m_S as given by (9).

2) Order-Wise Analysis of (9): We note that the log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) term appearing in the expression for m_S is similar to the log (_{n−k} τ ) term obtained in [20], [32], where τ denoted the number of false positives. Further, the achievability bound in [32] is characterized by the conditional mutual information term in the denominator. In this sub-section, we elucidate the behavior of the denominator in (9) for large n and k, resulting in an order-wise characterization of the achievability bound.

First, we can relate the CoMa bound for the exact recovery case in [19] to our PAC bound. From (7), we see that ϵ = 0 implies g_ϵ = 0. In the sub-linear regime, k = Θ(n^β ), β ∈ (0, 1), the numerator in (9) can be upper bounded by log n + log(1/δ). Let z ≜ 1−(1−p)^k +(1−p)^{k+1}. Using log(1/z̃) ≥ 1 − z̃, z̃ > 0, the denominator in (9) can be lower bounded as follows:

log (1/z̃) ≥ p(1 − p)^k = 1 ek − O ( 1 ek^2 ) ≥ 1 e(k + 1)

(12)

where p = 1/k [19], and Laurent’s series is used in the penultimate step as k gets large. Combining the reduced expressions, we obtain that m = e(k + 1) (log n + log(1/δ)) are sufficient for exact recovery. From the sufficiency result for m in [19, Theorem 4], with δ^′ ≜ n^{−δ}, m = ek(log n + log(1/δ^′)) is sufficient, which is similar to our bound at ϵ=0.

Second, we analyze how the achievability bound in (9) behaves as as a function of δ and ϵ when n and k grow large. Define z ≜ (1 − p)^k − (1 − p)^{gϵ +k+1}. Using (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) ≤ (e(n − k)/(g_ϵ + 1))^{gϵ +1} along with the fact that log(1/(1 − z)) ≥ z, z ∈ [0, 1] in (9), we see that

m_S =

(g_ϵ + 1) log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) + (g_ϵ + 1) + log

(_1 δ ) (1 − p)^k (1 − (1 − p)^{gϵ +1})

, (13)

tests are sufficient to ensure no more than g_ϵ errors with confidence 1 − δ. Set p = 1/k in (13). Using (1 − x)^r ≤ e^{−xr} for x ∈ [0, 1], r ≥ 0 and 1 − e^{−y} ≥ y/2, for y ∈ [0, 1], we lower bound the second factor in the denominator of (13) with x = p, r = g_ϵ + 1 and y = (g_ϵ + 1)/k as:

1 − (1 − p)^{gϵ +1} ≥ g_ϵ + 1 2k . (14)

Using (1 − p)^k → 1/e for large k and log(n − k) < log n, along with (14) in (13), we get m_S = 2ke [ log ( n g_ϵ + 1 ) + 1 + log (_1 δ ) g_ϵ + 1 ]

= 2ke [ log ( n keϵ + 1 ) + 1 + log (_1 δ ) keϵ + 1 ] , (15)

where, we have used p = 1/k in (7) and log(1 − x) → −x, x → 0 along with (1 − p)^k → 1/e as n and k grow, to get g_ϵ = keϵ. From (15), we see that m_S ∝ log(1/δ)/ϵ for very small δ. Further, we see that the dependency of our bound on ϵ > 0 is ∝(log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ). On the other hand, we get m_S ≈ 2ke (log n + 1 + log(1/δ)) by setting ϵ = 0, i.e., for the exact recovery case, accounting for the confidence parameter δ.

B. Near-Constant Row-Weight Design: The CBP Algorithm The CBP algorithm [19] declares all the items participating in the group tests with negative outcomes as non-defective, and the remaining items as defective. It is clear that the CBP algorithm, like CoMa, makes only false positive errors. Moreover, both CoMa and CBP algorithms are equivalent in the sense that they lead to the same set of items being declared positive. In the case of the CBP algorithm, we consider a nearconstant row-weight design for the random testing matrix, and, consequently, the analysis technique is different from the CoMA case. As we shall see from the numerical results, the CoMa bound is tighter than the CBP bound in the exact recovery case. On the other hand, the CBP bound is tighter in the approximate recovery case, i.e., as g_ϵ increases. Therefore, it is of interest to study CBP bounds separately. We also note that the CoMa analysis yields an analytical expression for the optimum parameters of the test design, as seen earlier.

The CBP algorithm is related to the Coupon Collector Problem (CCP), where the goal is to collect distinct coupons to obtain a set of all available coupons [19]. More precisely, there is one of n distinct types of coupon, say, inside each cereal box. How many cereal boxes should a person purchase in order to collect all the n coupons?

The expected stopping time, i.e., the average number of purchases required to succeed (with replacements, as coupons

Fig. 1. Comparison of the solution of MINLP using grid-search vs. the implicit equations for m_S , p_{opt} and g_ϵ at δ = 0.01 when (n, k) ∈ {(2500, 50), (10000, 200), (10000, 100)} over various values of the approximation error tolerance, ϵ.

can repeat across purchases) is nH_n, where H_n ≜ ∑_n i=1 1/i denotes the nth Harmonic number for any n ∈ N and H_0 ≜ 0. A well known asymptotic approximation for H_n is H_n ≈ log n + γ + 1/2n + O(1/n^2) ≈ O(log n), where γ ≈ 0.5772 is the Euler–Mascheroni constant. Therefore, the expected stopping time is O(n log n) for sufficiently large n. One can bound H_n as log n + γ < H_n < log(n + 1) + γ. Also, the probability that the stopping time exceeds χn log n is at most n^{−χ+1}, for χ > 1 [49], [52].

Before we present the main result, on similar lines to [19], we relate the CBP algorithm to the CCP as follows. The CBP algorithm collects items from a sequence of tests. Consider an s-length test vector whose entries index the items being pooled in a given test. The s items are chosen with replacement.^3 Following [19], it is clear that there is a natural bijection between the s-length vector and n-length row vector a_i of the ith group test. Since the probability of an item occurring at any location of the s-length vector is uniform and independent, and this property holds across the tests, the items in any subsequence of m^′ tests with negative outcomes may be viewed as the outcome of a process of selecting a single chain of sm^′ coupons. Since the outcome of a single test with s items is negative with probability ((n − k)/n)^s, in order for the CBP algorithm to succeed with m tests, in the exact recovery case, we require ms ( n−k n )_s ≥ (n−k)H_{n−k} ≥ (n−k) [log(n−k)+γ] . (16)

3A given item can be potentially picked more than once apart from being picked once or not picked at all. By assigning the number of times an item is picked in the ith test to the (i, j)th entry of the test design matrix, the authors in [53] present a multi-group testing model using standard (not Boolean) arithmetic. However, in our work, the (i, j)th entry of the testing matrix is set to one irrespective of whether the jth item is picked once or more than once in ith test, and is set to zero otherwise.

For approximate recovery, i.e., g_ϵ errors, it suffices to stop collecting items participating in negative outcome tests once we collect n − k − g_ϵ non-defective items. Lemma 3 presents the expected stopping time and tail probability in this case.

Lemma 3. For the coupon collector problem with w distinct coupons, with each coupon being picked in an equally likely and independent fashion, if any subset containing w−g distinct coupons are sufficient to complete the collection, then (a) The expected stopping time is w[log w + γ − H_g], where γ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant and H_g is the gth Harmonic number as defined earlier.

(b) For any χ > 1, the stopping time exceeds χw[log w + γ − H_g] with probability at most w^{(g+1)(−χ+1) e(g+1)χ[Hg −γ]+g}_{(g+1)(g+1)} .

From Lemma 3 (a), the RHS of (16) can be modified with g = g_ϵ and w = n − k to obtain

ms ( n − k n )_s ≥ (n − k) [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] . (17)

With this background, we are ready to present the result on the sufficient number of tests required by the CBP algorithm in the PAC framework. Since CBP can only make false positive errors, the PAC equation (6) takes the form P(G > g_ϵ) ≤ δ, similar to the CoMa algorithm.

We note that an error in the prediction occurs when none of the k defectives out of n items participate in the group test and at least one of G hidden non-defectives participates, making the predicted outcome 1 whereas the true outcome is 0. On similar lines as (7), the largest value of g_ϵ such that the error between x̂ and x is at most ϵ can be computed as

P_{ai ∼S} (x̂(a_i) ≠ x(a_i)) = ( 1− k n )_s [ 1− ( 1− G n−k )_s] ≤ ϵ, where S denotes a uniform distribution over all s-length vectors. This yields

g_ϵ = (n − k) 1 − ( 1 − ϵ ( 1 −^k_n )_s )_{1/s} . (18)

The following theorem characterizes the sufficient number of tests required by the CBP algorithm in the PAC framework.

Theorem 2. Suppose s items are chosen with replacement in each group test. The sufficient number of tests required by the CBP algorithm such that the predicted outcome based on the estimated defective set does not agree with the true outcome on future group tests with probability at most ϵ and confidence parameter 1 − δ is

m_S = χ(n − k) (1 − η)s (_{n−k} n )_s [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] , (19)

where g_ϵ is given by (18),

χ = [_{log}

(^1_{cδ} )

g_ϵ +1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ +1 + log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 )] log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} , (20) η = (−C + √ C^2 + 4C)/2 ∈ (0, 1), with

C ≜ log (_1 (1−c)δ ) (_{n−k} s ) [_{log}

(^1_{cδ} )

g_ϵ+1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ+1 +log (_{n−k} g_ϵ+1 )] , (21)

and c ∈ (0, 1) is a design parameter.

1) Order-Wise Analysis - Exact Recovery Case: We now discuss the order-wise behavior of (19) for large n and k, and specialize the result to the case when ϵ = 0. Note that differentiating (16) with respect to s and setting the derivative equal to 0 yields s^∗ = 1/ log(n/(n − k)). Using this value of s^∗, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 1. With χ and η as specified in Theorem 2 computed at s = s^∗ ≜ 1/ log(n/(n − k)), the sufficient number of tests required by the CBP algorithm such that the predicted outcome based on the estimated defective set does not agree with the true outcome on future group tests with probability at most ϵ and confidence parameter 1 − δ is

m_S = χk (1 − η) ( n n − k )_s∗ [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] , (22)

with g_ϵ as given by (18).

Recall that g_ϵ = 0 corresponds to the exact recovery case as considered in the literature [18]. Also, for reasonably large n, (n/(n − k))^{s∗} → e from below. Substituting for χ from (20) with g_ϵ = 0 into (22) leads to

m_S = ek (1 − η) [ log(n − k) + log ( 2 δ )] . (23)

We now set s = s^∗, c = 1/2, and g_ϵ = 0 and reduce (21) to C = s^∗ log

(_2 δ ) (n − k) [ log (_2 δ ) + log(n − k)

] (24)

≈ s^∗ (n−k) , δ ≪ 2 n−k s^∗ log(^2_δ ) (n−k) log(n−k) , δ ≫ 2 n−k (25)

Using the fact that s^∗/(n − k) ≪ 1 holds for large n and in the sub-linear regime along with (24) and (25), a Taylor series approximation yields

η ≈

√ s^∗ (n−k) , δ ≪^2_{n−k} (26a) √ s^∗ log

(_2 δ ) (n−k) log(n−k) , δ ≫^2_{n−k} (26b) √ s^∗ log

(_2 δ ) (n−k) [ log (_2 δ ) +log(n−k) ] , δ ∼^2_{n−k} (26c)

where, in (26c), a ∼ b is used to signify that a and b are of the same order.

From (26c), we see that η scales as O ( 1/ √ n log n ) for large n. From the sufficiency result for m in [19, Theorem 3], with δ^′ ≜ 2n^{−δ}, m = 2ek(log n + log(2/δ^′)) is sufficient, which is similar to our PAC bound (23) when ϵ = 0 (also see the discussion below (33)). Explicitly computing the optimum η as in (26a), (26b) and (26c) instead of using a nominal value η = 1/2 [19] yields approximately a factor of 2 improvement in the testing rate when g_ϵ = 0.

2) Order-Wise Analysis - Approximate Recovery Case: We first discuss the behavior of η when g_ϵ > 0, for large n and k. When g_ϵ > 0, we have 1/2 ≤ g_ϵ/(g_ϵ + 1) < 1 and further, dropping g_ϵ/(g_ϵ +1) in the denominator of (21) only increases the value of C and hence η. Therefore, dropping the g_ϵ/(g_ϵ+1) term in the expression for C does not violate the sufficiency of the bound in (22). As before, we set c = 1/2 and s = s^∗ and observe that s^∗/(n − k) ≪ 1 holds for large n and therefore, using a Taylor series approximation in the sub-linear regime, the Chernoff parameter, η, can be approximated as η ≈ s^∗ log

(_2 δ ) (n−k) [_{log}

(^2_δ )

g_ϵ+1 +log (_{n−k} g_ϵ+1 )]. (27)

From (27), we observe that η scales as O(1/ √ n log n) for any fixed ϵ ≥ 0, similar to its behavior in the exact recovery scenario. Further, (27) reduces to (26c) at ϵ = 0.

We now characterize the order-wise behavior of our bound. We start by substituting (20) in (22), to get

m_S = ek (1 − η) [ log (_1 cδ ) g_ϵ + 1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ + 1

+ log ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 )] , (28)

where (n/(n−k))^{s∗} → e from below as n grows large. Using η = (−C + √ C^2 + 4C)/2 from Theorem 2, we get 1 1 − η ≤ 2 + C. (29)

Fig. 2. Comparison of the sufficiency bound given in (22) and (23) with n = 2500, k = 50, s = s^∗ and c = 1/2.

Using log(1/x) → 1 − (1/x) for x → 1 with x = (n − k)/n, we get s^∗ → (n − k)/n, for large n. Therefore, we use C = log (_1 (1−c)δ )

k [_{log}

(^1_{cδ} )

g_ϵ +1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ +1 + log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 )] , (30)

along with (29) in (28) to get m_S = 2ke [ log ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 ) + g_ϵ g_ϵ + 1 + log (_1 cδ ) g_ϵ + 1 ]

+ e log ( 1 (1 − c)δ ) . (31)

Observe that g_ϵ/(g_ϵ + 1) < 1 and log(n − k) < log n, when n > k > 0. Setting c = 1/2 in (31), we get m_S = 2ke [ log ( n g_ϵ +1 ) +1+log ( 2 δ )[ 1 g_ϵ +1 + e 2k ]] . (32) As mentioned earlier, (n/(n − k))^{s∗} → e for large n. Also, (1−x)^{(1/x)−1} → 1/e as x → 0 with x = k/n and (1−x)^n → 1−nx for x < 1 and |nx| ≪ 1. Therefore, g_ϵ = keϵ from (18). Substituting for g_ϵ in (32), we arrive at m_S = 2ke [ log ( n keϵ+1 ) +1+log ( 2 δ )[ 1 keϵ+1 + e 2k ]] . (33)

For a given n, k, and δ, we see that the dependency of our CBP bound on ϵ > 0 is ∝ (log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ), similar to the CoMa bound. On the other hand, we get m_S = 2ke[log n + 1 + (1 + e/2k) log(2/δ)] for the exact recovery case by setting ϵ = 0, showing that the analysis in this subsection is inclusive of the exact recovery case.

3) Utility of Optimizing the Chernoff Parameter: We now discuss the effectiveness of the approximation to the Chernoff parameter, η, for both g_ϵ = 0 and g_ϵ > 0. To this end, we start by defining the testing rate as ρ_R ≜ m_S /n. Note that ρ_R denotes the sufficient number of tests per item.

Fig. 2 shows the testing rates, ρ_R over various values of the log confidence parameter, log(1/δ) for both exact recovery and approximate recovery cases. For illustration, we choose g_ϵ = 5 for our discussion on the approximate recovery case in this subsection. The plots are generated with n = 2500 and k = 50, corresponding to an error tolerance of 10% in the approximate recovery case.

From Fig. 2, we see that the approximations in (26a)– (26c) (the red, green, and blue curves, respectively) match well with the exact expressions from Cor. 1 (the black curve) under the exact recovery. Similarly, the approximation in (27) (the magenta dashed curve) matches well with the exact expression from Cor. 1 (the magenta solid curve). A closer observation under the exact recovery condition shows that the approximation in (26b) (the green curve) closes in on the exact bound at higher δ where the condition, δ ≫ 2/(n−k), is valid. Further, we observe that the testing rate has almost halved when we allow 5 errors as compared to the exact recovery case at very high confidence, log(1/δ) = 7. Lastly, the rate of increase of ρ_R with log(1/δ) is lower when g_ϵ > 0 compared to when g_ϵ = 0, i.e., the slope of the magenta curve is lower than that of the black curve in Fig. 2. For example, if g_ϵ = 0, i.e., we wish to guarantee exact recovery, and if we perform 0.6n tests, the set output by the algorithm will fail to match the defective set for about 15% of the random test matrices. In contrast, if g_ϵ = 5, with 0.5n tests, a randomly drawn test matrix will fail with probability less than 0.1%. As we will see, such observations hold for the other algorithms also.

IV. PAC ANALYSIS WITH FALSE NEGATIVE ERRORS In this section, we illustrate how PAC analysis can be used to quantify the approximation tolerance when only false negative errors occur. Specifically, we consider the DD algorithm whose defective set estimate satisfies K̂ ⊆ K [17].

A. Bernoulli Test Design: The DD Algorithm

The DD algorithm proceeds in two stages: 1) a CoMa-like method to eliminate all the items participating in negative tests to obtain a probable defective set (PDS) comprising the remaining items, and 2) an item in the PDS is declared a definite defective if it is the sole item participating in any positive outcome test, after eliminating the items identified as non-defective in the first stage [17]. Therefore, the DD algorithm never classifies a non-defective item as a defective. However, it may make false negative errors.

We characterize the number of false negatives by counting the number of unidentified defectives i.e., the defective items that remain unidentified in the training phase due to their participation in only those group tests which have other (definite) defectives participating in them. Suppose the hypothesis, i.e., the outcome x̂(·) of the DD algorithm, has D ≤ k unidentified defectives, and we want the error in the testing phase to be at most ϵ. This requires D ≤ d_ϵ, where d_ϵ can be obtained from

P_{ai∼B(p)} (x̂(a_i) ≠ x(a_i)) = (1 − (1 − p)^D )(1 − p)^{k−D} ≤ ϵ

⇒ d_ϵ = ⌊ log(1 + ϵ/(1 − p)^k) log(1/(1 − p)) ⌋ . (34)

Here, the PAC bound in (6) reduces to P(D > d_ϵ) ≤ δ.

We use a similar approach as in [17] till Lemma 4 below, with the definition of the success probability modified to accommodate the approximate recovery condition. Think of each group test as a ball, and bin the balls (group tests) into k + 2 bins. The first k bins correspond to the k defectives, i.e., a ball will fall into the ith bin, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, if only the ith defective item participates and no other defective item participates in the corresponding group test. The ball will fall into the (k+1)th bin, if the corresponding group test has more than one defective item participating. Lastly, the ball will fall into the (k +2)th bin, if the outcome of the corresponding test is negative, i.e., when no defectives participate. We construct a vector B^′ = (B_1, B_2, . . . , B_k, B_+, B_−) containing the number of tests of each type that are conducted in the training phase comprising m independent group tests. If the entries of each group test are drawn i.i.d. from B(p), the probability vector associated with the bins is q = (q_1, . . . , q_1

k bins

, q_+, q_−), [17] with

q_1 = P(Only one defective participates) = p(1 − p)^{k−1}, q_− = P(None of the defectives participates) = (1 − p)^k, q_+ = P(More than 1 defectives participate) = 1 − kq_1 − q_−,

and hence B^′ follows the multinomial distribution [17]

P_{m;q}(b_1, . . . , b_k, b_+,b_−)= m! b_+! b_−! ∏_k i=1 b_i! q^{b1+···+bk} 1 q^{b+}_+ q^{b−}_− ,

(35) where ∑_k i=1 b_i + b_+ + b_− = m.

Recall that the PDS is a set containing all the defective items as well as 0 ≤ g ≤ n − k hidden non-defective items. An item participating in a positive test can be declared definite defective if and only if none of the other items in the PDS participate in that test [17]. The probability of the event where all g hidden non-defectives do not participate in a given test is (1 − p)^g . Using this, we divide ith bin into two (sub-) bins containing L_i and B_i − L_i balls, with corresponding probabilities (1 − p)^g q_1 and (1 − (1 − p)^g )q_1, respectively, for i ∈ [k]. We call the bin with L_i balls as the ith singleton bin: any ball in this bin corresponds to a group test where only the ith defective item (and no other item in the PDS) participates. Therefore, if the L_i ≥ 1, we can declare the ith item as a definite defective. Thus, the new bin vector is B = (B_+, B_−, L_1, L_2, . . . , L_k, B_1 − L_1, B_2 − L_2, . . . , B_k − L_k) with the associated probabilities q = (q_+, q_−, (1 − p)^gq_1, . . . , (1 − p)^g q_1

k bins , (1 − (1 − p)^g)q_1, . . . , (1 − (1 − p)^g )q_1

k bins

). We now have:

Lemma 4. Consider the DD algorithm run using the outcomes of m tests, with the test matrix drawn from B(p). Then, (a) The probability that there are r negative test outcomes is P(B_− = r) = (_m r ) q^r_−(1 − q_−)^{m−r}.

(b) If G denotes the number of hidden non-defectives in the PDS, we have E[G] = ḡ = (n − k)(1 − p(1 − p)^k)^m.

(c) Given a set of d unidentified defectives after the second stage, conditioned on G = g, we have P(∩^d_{i=1}{L_i = 0}|G = g) = (1 − dp(1 − p)^{k−1+g} )^m.

We note that the relation in Lemma 4 (a) gives the marginal distribution of B_−. Lemma 4 (c) specifies the probability that a given set of d singleton bins are empty, conditioned on there being g hidden non-defectives. We now present a sufficiency bound on m for the DD algorithm:

Theorem 3. The sufficient number of tests such that the predicted outcome based on the estimated defective set does not agree with the true outcome on the future group tests with probability at most ϵ and confidence 1 − δ is implicitly given by the value of m_S that satisfies ( k d_ϵ + 1 ) (1 − (d_ϵ + 1)p(1 − p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃} )^{mS} ≤ δ, (36)

where d_ϵ is given by (34), ḡ = (n − k)(1 − p(1 − p)^k)^{mS} and g̃ ≥ 0 is a parameter.

In the above, g̃ is a parameter that arises in proving the sufficiency condition in (36). Due to the complicated form of P(G = g) in (66), it is hard to analytically derive its precise value, but since the last expression in (70) is monotonically increasing in g̃, the inequality will be satisfied for some nonnegative g̃. In our simulations, we have seen that choosing g̃ = ⌈ḡ⌉−ḡ is sufficient to ensure that the inequality (70) holds, and hence the m_S obtained from (36) is indeed sufficient.

1) Order-Wise Analysis of (36): We now discuss the behavior of m_S for nonzero ϵ as n and k grow. We use p = 1/k and g̃ = 1 in our analysis. First, we observe that, ḡ = (n − k) (1 − 1/ke)^m → ne^{−m/ke}, (37) where we use (1 + a/x)^x → e^a from below for large x with x = m and a = −m/ke. Using (_k d_ϵ+1 ) ≤ (ek/(d_ϵ + 1))^{dϵ+1} and (37) in (71), we get ( ek d_ϵ + 1 )_{dϵ+1} ( 1 − (d_ϵ + 1) 1 k ( 1 − 1 k )_{k+ḡ} )m ≤ δ ( ek d_ϵ + 1 )_{dϵ+1} ( 1 − d_ϵ + 1 ke ( 1 − 1 k )_{ne}−m/ke )^m ≤ δ

m log ( 1− d_ϵ +1 ke ( 1− 1 k )_{ne}−m/ke ) (38)

≤ log ( δ ( d_ϵ +1 ke )_{dϵ+1}) , (39)

where we use the fact that (1 − 1/k)^k → 1/e for large k along with (37) in penultimate step. We now observe that (1− x)^a ≈ (1 − ax) holds when x is small and for fixed a. It also holds when x becomes smaller at a faster rate than the growth of a. Therefore, the condition stated above is valid for m > ke log n with x = 1/k and a = ne^{−m/ke}. Further, for ne^{−m/ke}/k < 1 to hold, we require m > ke log(n/k). Since we have m > ke log n, the above condition on m holds too, for k ≥ 1. Using these conditions in (39), we get

m log ( 1− d_ϵ +1 ke ( 1− ne^{−m/ke} k )) ≤log ( δ ( d_ϵ +1 ke )_{dϵ+1})

m ( 1− ne^{−m/ke} k ) ≥ke [ log (_1 δ ) d_ϵ +1

+log ( ke d_ϵ +1 )]

(40)

where we use log(1 − x) → −x for small x with x =

d_ϵ+1 ke ( 1 −^{ne−m/ke}_k ) ≪ 1 for large n and m in the last step.

The solution to the transcendental equation in (40) subject to m > ke log n gives the sufficient number of tests, m_S required for the DD algorithm to succeed with confidence 1 − δ when d_ϵ false negative errors are allowed. Define D ≜ ke [ log (_1 δ ) d_ϵ + 1

+ log ( ke d_ϵ + 1 )] . (41)

Note that as m increases, D/m decreases. Using (41) in (40), we get − m_S ke + log ( n k ) ≤ log ( 1 − D m_S )

m^2_S ke − m_S log (n k ) − D ≥ 0, (42)

where the last step uses log(1 − x) → x for small x with x = D/m. Therefore, we get

m_S = ke 2 [ log (n k ) + √ log^2 (n k ) + 4D ke ] . (43)

Since m_S > ke log n, the solution to m in (43) is consistent. Further using √ 1 + x ≈ 1 + x/2 with x = 4D/ke log^2(n/k) in (43), we get

m_S = ke 2 log ( n k ) [ 2+ 2D ke log^2 (_n k ) ]

= ke log ( n k ) + D log (_n k ) . (44)

From (34), we see that for p = 1/k and large k, we get d_ϵ ≈ keϵ using 1/(1 − x) ≈ 1 + x, (1 − p)^k → 1/e and log(1 + x) ≈ x for small x. Substituting for D from (41) in (44) along with d_ϵ = keϵ, we get m_S = ke log (n k ) + log (_1 δ ) (keϵ+1) log (_n k ) + log (_{ke} keϵ+1 ) log (_n k ) . (45) As in the CoMa and CBP case, we see that the behavior of the DD bound for a fixed n, k and δ is ∝ (log(1/ϵ) + 1/ϵ) for any ϵ > 0. Lastly, setting ϵ = 0, we get m_S = ke ( log(n/k) +^1_{log(n/k)} [log(1/δ) + log k + 1] ) in the exact recovery case. Noting that 1/ log(n/k) < 1 along with log k/ log(n/k) < 1 for k ≪ n, we get m_S = ke ( log(n/k) +^{log(1/δ)}

log(n/k) + 2 ) when ϵ = 0. Using [17, Theorem B.3], we get m = (κ(γ^′) + δ)ek log n is sufficient, where κ(γ^′) ≜ max{γ^′, 1 − γ^′} with k = n^{1−γ′} . Using δ^′ = n^{−δ}, m = ek(κ(γ^′) log n + log(1/δ^′)) is sufficient for exact recovery, which is similar to our bound.

V. PROOFS OF THEOREMS AND LEMMAS Proof of Lemma 1. We first show that if K̂ = K, then x̂(a) = x(a) with probability one. Note that there is a one-to-one mapping between any k-literal OR-ing function x̂ and a corresponding k-sized set K̂ containing the elements participating in the OR-ing function represented by x̂. Hence, as long as the distribution D is such that P_D(a_j = 1) ∈ (0, 1), j ∈ [n] and a_j s are independent,

K̂ = K =⇒ P_{a∼D} (x̂(a) = x(a)) = 1. (46)

We show the converse by contrapositive. To this end, it suffices to show that if K̂ ≠ K, then ∃ a that occurs with nonzero probability when a ∼ D, such that x̂(a) ≠ x(a). In other words, we need to show that

K̂ ≠ K =⇒ e(x̂(·), x(·)) = P_{a∼D} (x̂(a)≠x(a)) > 0. (47)

Starting with K̂ ≠ K, we argue that the above claim holds under the following covering cases:

1) When K̂ \ K ≠ ∅, consider any a ∼ D such that

a_j = { 1, j ∈ K̂ \ K 0, j /∈ K̂ \ K. Then, for such an a, which occurs with nonzero probability when a ∼ D, we have x̂(a) = 1 whereas x(a) = 0.

2) When K \ K̂ ≠ ∅, consider any a ∼ D such that

a_j = { 1, j ∈ K \ K̂ 0, j /∈ K \ K̂. Then, for such an a, which occurs with nonzero probability when a ∼ D, we have x̂(a) = 0 whereas x(a) = 1.

Noting that the distribution D obeys P_D(a_j = 1) ∈ (0, 1), j ∈ [n] and that the a_j s are independent, we get P_{a∼D}(x̂(a) ≠ x(a)) > 0 as required in (47) in both the cases, thereby proving the converse part.

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that the probability with which an item can participate in a test is p. A non-defective item will remain hidden in a group test under two mutually exclusive conditions: 1) the test outcome is positive or 2) the test outcome is negative but the item does not participate in the test. It then follows that the probability that g items will be hidden, denoted by P^h_g , can be written as

P^h_g = P[positive test] + P[negative test and g items excluded] = (1 − (1 − p)^k) + (1 − p)^{g+k}.

Since the tests are independent, the probability that g items will remain hidden in m tests is given by

P^h_g (m) = (1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{g+k})^m, (48)

as required.

Proof of Theorem 1. If we allow at most g_ϵ non-defective items to remain hidden, an error occurs if some subset of g_ϵ+1 non-defective items remains hidden. Using the union bound P(e(x̂, x) > ϵ) = P(G > g_ϵ) ≤ ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 ) P^h_{gϵ+1}(m), (49)

where the first equality holds since CoMa only makes false positive errors. Using Lemma 2 in (49), we get P(e(x̂, x) > ϵ) ≤ ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 ) ( 1 − (1 − p)^k + (1 − p)^{gϵ +1+k} )_m (50) Using P(e(x̂, x) > ϵ) = P(G > g_ϵ) ≤ δ in (50) and rearranging the terms, we get the desired result.

Proof of Lemma 3. (a) Let T denote the number of draws needed to collect w − g distinct coupons, and let T_i denote the number of draws needed to collect the ith coupon after i − 1 coupons have been collected. Then, T_1 = 1 and T = ∑_{w−g} i=1 T_i. Now, the probability of collecting a new coupon in a single draw after i−1 coupons have been collected is p_i =^{w−(i−1)}_w , so that T_is are independent Geometrically distributed random variables with expectation 1/p_i. Therefore, the expected stopping time is

E[T ] = w−g∑ i=1 E[T_i ]

= w−g∑ i=1 1 p_i = w [H_w − H_g] ,

where H_w denotes wth Harmonic number as defined earlier. Using a well known asymptotic approximation for H_w ≈ log w + γ, where γ ≈ 0.5772 is the Euler–Mascheroni constant as mentioned in Sec. III-B,^4 we get E[T ] ≈ w [log w + γ − H_g ], the required result.

(b) Let Z^r_i denote the event that the ith coupon was not picked in the first r trials (draws). Then,

P(Z^r_i ) = ( 1 − 1 w )_r

≤ e^{−r/w}. Let Z^r_{i1,i2} denote the event that the i_1 and i_2th coupons, i_1 ≠ i_2, were not picked in the first r trials. Then,

P(Z^r_{i1,i2} ) = ( 1 − 1 w )_r · ( 1 − 1 w − 1 )_r

≤ e^{−r/w} · e^{−r/(w−1)}. Continuing in this manner, the probability that i_1, i_2, . . . i_g th coupons were not picked in the first r trials is given by P(Z^r_{{il}}g_{l=1} ) = g−1∏ i=0 ( 1 − 1 w − i )_r

≤ g−1∏ i=0 e^{−r/(w−i)} = e^{−r[Hw −Hw−g ]}. When we want to collect only w − g coupons, the event of interest occurs when g + 1 coupons are missed in first r = χw [log w + γ − H_g] trials. Note that, P(Z^r_{{il}}g+1_{l=1} ) ≤ e^{−χw[log w+γ−Hg ]}[^{Hw −Hw−(g+1)} ] ≤ e^{−χ[log w+γ−Hg ](g+1)} = w^{−(g+1)χ}e^{(g+1)χ[Hg −γ]}, (51)

where we use the fact that H_w −H_{w−(g+1)} = ∑_g i=0 1/(w−i)≥ (g+1)/w in the penultimate step. Since any g + 1 coupons out of the w coupons can be missed, taking the union bound over (_w g+1 ) sets, and using the inequalities (_w q ) ≤ w^q /q!, q ≤ √ w 4For e.g., for w = 500, the error in the approximation is about 0.015%.

and q! ≥ q^q/e^{q−1}, q ≥ 1 with q = g +1 to simplify the upper bound, we obtain P(T > χE[T ]) ≤ ( w g + 1 ) P(Z^r_{{il}}g+1_{l=1} ) ≤ w^{(g+1)(−χ+1)} e^{(g+1)χ[Hg −γ]+g} (g + 1)^{(g+1)}

, (52)

as required.

Proof of Theorem 2. In order to obtain the tail bound on m for s-length test vector designs, we start by modifying (17) as follows. The right-hand side is modified to χ(n − k) [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ]. This is because all the distinct non-defectives excluding g_ϵ have been collected if χ(n − k) [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] total non-defective items have been collected. From Lemma 3 (b), the probability that the stopping time is more than χ times the expected stopping time is at most (n − k)^{(gϵ +1)(−χ+1) e(gϵ +1)χ[Hgϵ −γ]+gϵ}

(g_ϵ +1)^{(gϵ +1)} .

The left-hand side of (17) is multiplied with (1 − η), where η is a design parameter to be specified by the Chernoff bound. Then, the probability that the actual number of items in the negative tests is smaller than (1 − η) times the expected number, ms((n − k)/n)^s is at most [19] exp ( −η^2m ( n − k n )_s) . (53)

Taking the union bound over the above two low probability events, we have that (1 − η)ms ( n − k n )_s ≥ χ(n − k) [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] (54) does not hold with probability exp ( −η^2m ( n−k n )_s) +(n−k)^{(gϵ+1)(−χ+1)} e^{(gϵ+1)χ[Hgϵ−γ]+gϵ} (g_ϵ +1)^{(gϵ+1)} . (55) From (54), we have m ≥ χ(n − k) (1 − η)s (_{n−k} n )_s [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] . (56)

Substituting (56) in (55), P_e is upper bounded by P_e ≤ e^{−η2m}(^{n−kn} )^s + e^{(gϵ +1)(−χ+1) log(n−k)+(gϵ +1)χ[Hgϵ −γ]+gϵ} e^{(gϵ +1) log(gϵ +1)} ≤ exp ( −η^2χ(n − k) (1 − η)s [log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} ] )

+ e^{−χ(gϵ+1)[log(n−k)+γ−Hgϵ ]+(gϵ +1) log}(^{n−kg}ϵ^{+1} )^{+gϵ} (57)

Since P_e = P (G > g_ϵ) ≤ δ ∈ (0, 1) and each term in the RHS of (57) is greater than 0, we choose a design parameter c ∈ (0, 1) such that (a) exp (_{−η2 χ(n−k)} (1−η)s [log(n − k) + γ − Hg^ϵ ] ) ≤ (1 − c)δ, and (b) e^{−χ(gϵ +1)[log(n−k)+γ−Hgϵ ]+(gϵ +1) log}(^{n−kgϵ+1} )^{+gϵ} ≤ cδ.

Simplifying (b), we get

≥ [_{log}

(^1_{cδ} )

g_ϵ +1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ +1 + log (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 )] log(n − k) + γ − H_{gϵ} . (58)

Substituting (58) in (a), we get

η^2 1 − η ( n − k s ) [ log (_1 cδ ) g_ϵ + 1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ + 1

+ log ( n − k g_ϵ + 1 )]

≥ log ( 1 (1 − c)δ )

η^2 1−η ≥ C ≜ log (_1 (1−c)δ ) (_{n−k} s ) [_{log}( 1_{cδ} )

g_ϵ+1 + g_ϵ g_ϵ+1 +log (_{n−k} g_ϵ+1 )]. (59) Noting that C > 0, the bound on η is obtained by solving the inequality η^2 + Cη − C ≥ 0 subject to η ∈ (0, 1) to get η ≥ −C + √ C^2 + 4C 2 . (60)

Finally, (56), with (58) and (60), gives the required bound for the sufficient number of tests for the CBP algorithm. Proof of Corollary 1. We follow on similar lines as [19] and simplify (19) at s = s^∗, to get m ≥ χ 1−η n−k (_{n−k} n )_s∗ log ( n n−k ) [log(n − k)+γ−H_{gϵ} ]

≥ χ 1−η ( n n−k )_s∗ ( k− k^2 2(n−k) ) [log(n−k)+γ−H_{gϵ} ] (61) ≥ χk 1−η ( n n−k )_s∗ [log(n−k)+γ−H_{gϵ} ] . (62)

where (61) is obtained by using log(1 + x) ≥ x − x^2/2 with x = k/(n − k) and (62) holds because increasing the RHS of (61) can only make the error probability in (55) smaller. Proof of Lemma 4. Part (a) follows because the marginals are binomial, so it only remains to show parts (b) and (c).

(b) A non-defective item will be in the PDS if it does not participate in any of the negative tests. If there are B_− negative tests, the probability that any given item among the n−k nondefective items will be in the PDS is (1−p)^{B−} . Since the tests are independent, denoting the number of hidden non-defectives by the random variable G, it is easy to see that G|B_− ∼ Bin(n − k, (1 − p)^{B−} ). (63) Using E[G|B_− = r] = (n − k)(1 − p)^r , 0 ≤ r ≤ m, we get

ḡ = n−k∑ g=0 g m∑ r=0 P(B_− = r)P(G = g|B_− = r)

= m∑ r=0 P(B_− = r)E[G|B_− = r]

=(n − k) m∑ r=0 ( m r ) q^r_−(1 − q_−)^{m−r}(1 − p)^r

=(n − k)(1 − p(1 − p)^k)^m, where the last step follows by using part (a) of this lemma and the binomial expansion for (a + b)^m.

(c) P(∩^d_{i=1}{L_i = 0}|G = g) denotes the probability that the set output by the DD algorithm misses d of the defective items, conditioned on g hidden non-defective items being present in the PDS. In a single test, a defective item will not be missed, i.e., it will be identified as a definite defective, if it is the sole item among the PDS participating in that test; this occurs with probability p(1 − p)^{k−1}(1 − p)^g. Since the d items being classified as definite defectives are mutually exclusive events, the probability that none of the d defective items are correctly classified as a definite defective in a single test is 1 − dp(1 − p)^{k−1}(1 − p)^g. Finally, this event should happen across all the m independently drawn tests. Thus, we have that

P(∩^d_{i=1}{L_i = 0}|G = g) = (1 − dp(1 − p)^{k−1+g} )^m,

which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3. The error event will occur if more than d_ϵ defective items remain unidentified, i.e., ∩^{dϵ +1}_{i=1} {L_i = 0} occurs. Using Lemma 4 (c) and the union bound, we get P(e(x̂, x) > ϵ|G = g)≤ ( k d_ϵ + 1 ) (1 − (d_ϵ+1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^m, (64) and hence P(e(x̂, x)>ϵ) ≤ n−k∑ g=0 ( k d_ϵ +1 ) (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^mP(G = g).

(65)

Now, in order to characterize P(G = g), note that since the tests are drawn independently, B_− ∼ Bin(m, q_−), where q_− = (1 − p)^k. Using this along with the fact that G|B_− ∼ Bin(n − k, (1 − p)^{B−} ) (see (63)), we get

P(G = g) = m∑ b=0 P(G = g|B_− = b)P(B_− = b)

= m∑ b=0 [( n − k g ) (1 − p)^{bg} (1 − (1 − p)^b)^{n−k−g} × ( m b ) (1 − p)^{kb}(1 − (1 − p)^k)^{m−b} ]

= ( n − k g )_m∑ b=1 [( m b ) (1 − p)^{b(g+k)} ×(1 − (1 − p)^b)^{n−k−g}(1 − (1 − p)^k)^{m−b} ] . (66)

Note that, in (66), we sum the terms from b = 1 since 1−(1− p)^b = 0 when b = 0. It is easy to see that m (_{n−k} g )(_m m/2 ) (1 − p)^{(g+k)} is a loose upper bound on P(G = g). Clearly, for any given m and large enough g, P(G = g) becomes negligible.

Using this to replace g by ḡ +g̃ for some non-negative g̃ (with ḡ as given by Lemma 4 (b)), we get P(e(x̂, x) > ϵ) ≤ ( k d_ϵ +1 )_{n−k}∑ g=0 (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^mP(G = g) (67)

= ( k d_ϵ +1 ) {_{ḡ+g̃}∑ g=0 (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^mP(G=g)

(68) + n−k∑ g=ḡ+g̃+1 (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^mP(G=g)

(69) ≤ ( k d_ϵ +1 ) (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃} )^m ḡ+g̃∑

g=0 P(G=g) (70) ≤ ( k d_ϵ +1 ) (1 − (d_ϵ + 1)p(1 − p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃})^m, (71)

where g̃ ≥ 0 is a tuning parameter chosen such that the inequality in (70) holds.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS A. Tightness of the Bounds

We simulate exact and approximate set identification scenarios for the CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms and compare them with our theoretical bounds and the existing results [17], [19]. We consider n = 2500 items, out of which k = 50 are defective. Further, we use Bernoulli parameter p = 1/k for generating the plots with CoMa and DD algorithms and s = s^∗ with the weight parameter, c = 1/2, in the CBP algorithm (see Theorem 2). The simulated curves are obtained by averaging over 1,000 Monte Carlo runs.

Figures 3, 4 and 5 show the relationship between the testing rate, ρ_R = m_S /n and log(1/δ), a notion similar in behavior to the confidence parameter, 1 − δ, for CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms, respectively. In particular, 1) the left subplots illustrate how the proposed PAC bound compare with the existing bounds whereas 2) the right subplots compare the theoretical PAC bounds with the simulation curves.

From the left subplots of Figs. 3 and 5, we note that the testing rate obtained from the PAC analysis equations when ϵ = 0 (blue curves) match with the existing upper bounds under exact recovery (black curves) for both CoMa and DD. In contrast, from left subplot of Fig. 4, we note that there is a difference of ≈ 0.4 − 0.5 in testing rates between the PAC bound when g_ϵ = 0 (blue curve) and the existing sufficiency condition under the exact recovery (black curve). This difference can be attributed to the choice of the Chernoff parameter η in the two cases. The authors in [18] choose η = 1/2, whereas, we optimize η to obtain the minimum number of tests such that the probability of error is lower than δ. We defer further discussion on optimizing η to Sec. VI-D. We note that the sufficient number of tests is lower when we allow ϵ > 0 in all three algorithms. Also, the right subplots validate the PAC upper bound derived in the paper, and we note that the bound is particularly tight in the case of the DD algorithm (Fig. 5.)

We see that allowing for a few missed/false positive items in the set output by the algorithm can help significantly reduce the sufficient number of tests needed. As mentioned earlier in Sec. I-B, allowing for a few false positives (as in the CoMa and CBP algorithms) can also be useful in applications where the goal is to identify most of the non-defective items [54], since these algorithms do not miss defective items. Similarly, as in the rare antigen identification example mentioned in Sec. I-B, allowing for a small number of missed defectives is useful when it is important to quickly identify some of the defective items, and we see that by not requiring that all the defective items be found, the DD algorithm can significantly reduce the number of group tests that need to be conducted, while retaining a high confidence in the outcome.

Lastly, we observe from the right subplots of Figs. 3 and 4 that the CoMa bound is tight for exact recovery whereas the CBP bound follows the slope of the simulated curves slightly better at higher g_ϵ and lower confidence.

B. Effect of Approximation Error Tolerance on the Bounds In this subsection, we discuss the achievability bounds for the three algorithms, CoMa, CBP, and DD, as a function of the number of errors allowed. Fig. 6 shows how the testing rate, ρ_R = m_S /n, of CoMa and CBP (left subplot) and DD (right subplot) varies as the number of FPs and FNs, respectively, for different values of the parameter δ. In the plots, the m_S is computed by setting n = 2500, k = 50 using Theorem 1, Theorem 2, and Theorem 3 for CoMa with p = 1/k, CBP with s = s^∗, and DD with p = 1/k, respectively.

From Fig. 6, we see that the testing rate, ρ_R, (and thus the sufficiency bound on m) is proportional to (log(1/τ) + 1/τ), where τ = g_ϵ +1 in the CoMa and CBP cases, and τ = d_ϵ +1 in the case of DD. From the left subplot, we see that although the testing rate for CBP as computed from our bounds for g_ϵ = 0 is higher than for CoMa, the slope for CBP is steeper as g_ϵ increases. Therefore, the testing rate obtained from the CBP bound at, say, g_ϵ = {25, 30} is lower than that obtained from the CoMa bound. For example, at g_ϵ = 30, the testing rate of CoMa is ρ_R ≈ 0.3574 and that of CBP is ρ_R ≈ 0.325 at a δ = 0.1. In practice, both CoMa and CBP are functionally the same. However, the differences seen can be attributed to the analysis procedure and the way the test matrix is constructed. A similar observation can be made from the right subplots of Fig. 3 and Fig. 4. From the right subplots of Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, we see that the CoMa bound matches very well with the simulation curve at g_ϵ = 0 whereas the CBP bound is relatively loose. On the other hand, the CoMa bound is looser than the CBP bound relative to their respective simulation curves at g_ϵ = 25. Thus, the analysis used in deriving the CoMa bound is useful for low approximation error scenarios, whereas that used in the CBP is useful when we allow for higher approximation error. This can be attributed to the use of the union-bound argument (see (49)). The slope of the factor (_{n−k} g_ϵ +1 ) is bounded between [(c_l/x)^x(log(c_l/x) − 1), (c_u/x)^x(log(c_u/x) − 1) where

Fig. 3. (Left) Comparison of the sufficiency bound in [19, Thm. 4] and theoretical PAC bounds (9) on the testing rate; (Right) theoretical and simulated testing rates at different error tolerance values, for the CoMa algorithm.

Fig. 4. (Left) Comparison of the sufficiency bound in [19, Thm. 3] and the theoretical PAC bounds (19) on the testing rate; (Right) theoretical and simulated testing rates at different error tolerance values, for the CBP algorithm.

Fig. 5. (Left) Comparison of the sufficiency bound in [17, Lem. A.8] and the theoretical PAC bounds (36) on the testing rate; (Right) theoretical and simulated testing rates at different error tolerance values, for the DD algorithm.

x = g_ϵ + 1, c_u = e(n − k) and c_l = n − k. That is, the slope increases with g_ϵ, making the CoMa bound looser relative to the CBP bound at higher g_ϵ when g_ϵ + 1 ≪ (n − k)/2.

Further, from the right subplot of Fig. 6, the testing rate of the DD algorithm is lower than that of CoMa and CBP algorithms, due to the dependency of m_S on κ(γ^′) log n =

Fig. 6. The sufficiency bound for CoMa and CBP (left subplot) and DD (right subplot) as the number of errors allowed varies, for different values of δ.

Fig. 7. Illustration of the trade-off between the confidence parameter and the approximation error tolerance for CoMa, CBP and DD algorithms.

log k in the former case as against a dependency on log n in CoMa/CBP.

C. Effect of Performing a Insufficient Number of Tests

In this subsection, we present the utility of our bounds from an alternative viewpoint: what guarantees can be provided for a given n and k, if the number of group tests performed is insufficient to guarantee exact recovery with high confidence? To illustrate this, in Fig. 7, we plot the parameter, δ, as a function of g_ϵ for CoMa and CBP algorithms, and as a function of d_ϵ for DD algorithm, at two different values of m for each algorithm. The plot is generated by setting n = 2500, k = 50, p = 1/k, c = 1/2, s = s^∗ in Theorems 1, 2 and 3 for the purpose of discussion. However, similar observations can be made across different values of n, k, m etc.

From Fig. 7, we see that allowing a small number of false positive/negative errors allows one to obtain significantly higher confidence, i.e., a lower δ, for a given number of tests. For example, to ensure a confidence of ≈ 91%, with the CoMA algorithm, 1400 tests are sufficient as per (9) with n = 2500, k = 50 and p = 1/k for exact recovery. However, if only 1250 tests could be conducted, one can provide a confidence of ≈ 73% for exact recovery, while tolerating a single false positive error yields a confidence of ≈ 96% (> 91%). If two false positives are allowed, the confidence goes well above 99%. Similar conclusions can be drawn about the CBP and DD algorithms.

This example illustrates that the PAC bounds can provide a range of guarantees when the number of group tests performed is insufficient to guarantee exact recovery with high confidence. One can either tolerate a small number of errors or choose to operate at lower confidence levels.

Fig. 8. The CBP parameter, η, computed at different g_ϵ and δ with n = 2500, c = 1/2, s = s^∗, as the prevalence rate (%) is varied.

Fig. 9. The surface of the CBP parameter, η, computed at g_ϵ = 0 with n = 2500, c = 1/2, s = s^∗, as the prevalence rate (%) and δ are varied.

D. Effect of Optimizing η in CBP

In this subsection, we present empirical evidence that optimizing the Chernoff parameter η yields tighter bounds on the number of tests. For this experiment, we set n = 2500, s = s^∗ and c = 1/2 in the CBP algorithm (see Theorem 2). From (19), it is clear that m_S decreases as η is decreased. At the same time, choosing an η such that (57) is upper bounded by δ ensures that the sufficiency condition is satisfied. We illustrate the effect of varying the prevalence rate (%), i.e., 100 × k/n at δ ∈ {10^{−5}, 0.05} and g_ϵ ∈ {0, 10} in Fig. 8. We see that η computed using (60) decreases as the prevalence rate increases irrespective of the choice of δ and g_ϵ. For a fixed δ, the value of η is higher under exact recovery (i.e., when g_ϵ = 0) to that when g_ϵ = 10, and, consequently, the sufficient number of tests is lower in the latter case. For a fixed g_ϵ, as the confidence, 1 − δ, decreases, η decreases, thereby lowering the sufficient number of tests. The gap between the values of η is higher across the above δ and g_ϵ values when the prevalence rate is lower, in fact, close to 0%, and as we move towards right in Fig. 8, the gap decreases.

Next, in Fig. 9, we show the effect of varying δ and the prevalence rate using a surface plot of η, for g_ϵ = 0. When the prevalence rate is very low, η = 1/2 is optimum. Otherwise, the optimum value of η is much lower. Hence, computing η using (60) leads to a tighter sufficiency bound, an improvement by a factor of 2 (see left subplot of Fig. 4).

We conclude our discussion on the parameter η by empirically showing its variation as n varies in Fig. 10. The optimum value of η decreases as n increases. The variation across the prevalence rate remains similar to the observations made earlier. Therefore, in conclusion, the computation of the optimum Chernoff parameter, η, can significantly improve the sufficiency bound on m.

Fig. 10. The CBP parameter, η, as the prevalence rate (%) is varied, computed for different values of n, with g_ϵ = 0, δ = 10^{−5}, c = 1/2, s = s^∗.

Fig. 11. Solving for g̃ numerically by varying n from 100 to 500 in steps of 50 and suitable values of k where the DD algorithm succeeds with δ = 0.01 and d_ϵ ∈ {0, 1, 2}.

E. Numerical Analysis of the DD Tuning Parameter, g̃

We present an alternate view of Theorem 3, where the sufficient number of tests for DD algorithm to succeed with confidence 1 − δ when ϵ approximation errors are allowed is given implicitly by (36). We set p = 1/k and relate ϵ to the allowed number of false negative errors, d_ϵ, by (34). We start by posing the problem of solving for the sufficient number of tests in Theorem 3 as an optimization problem:

m_S , g̃ = arg min m∈Z_+, g̃^′ ∈(0,∞) m

s.t. n−k∑ g=0 (1−(d_ϵ +1)p(1−p)^{k−1+g})^mP(G = g)

≤ (1 − (d_ϵ + 1)p(1 − p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃′} )^m and ( k d_ϵ +1 ) (1 − (d_ϵ + 1)p(1 − p)^{k−1+ḡ+g̃′} )^m ≤ δ, (72)

where p = 1/k, d_ϵ < k and P(G = g) is given by (66). We solve the optimization problem in (72) using a grid-search over a suitable range of m and g̃^′ to ensure that we are operating in the feasible range.

Figure 11 shows a scatter plot of the optimum g̃ obtained by solving (72) with p = 1/k by varying the population size, n, in range [100, 500] in steps of 50 with suitable values of k, δ = 0.01 and d_ϵ ∈ {0, 1, 2}. The color bar in Fig. 11 shows the sufficient number of tests, m_S , obtained by solving the optimization problem. We observe that g̃ increases with d_ϵ since the values of g at which P(G = g) becomes negligible shifts to the right. Further, as k increases, g̃ shows as slight increase, achieving a peak value at k ≈ d_ϵ + 4 and then, tapering off as k^{α−1}e^{−βk}β^α with α ≈ 1.667 and β ∈ [1/5, 1/3]. Finally, g̃ varies as log^2 n for a fixed k.

F. Testing Rate Surface and Sufficient Tests Contours We now introduce the notions of the testing rate surface and sufficient tests contours, which allow better visualization of the trade-off between the error margin and the confidence parameter. These are illustrated in the left (testing rate surface) and right (sufficient tests contour) subplots of Figs. 12, 13 and 14 for CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms, respectively. Specifically, the testing rate surface shows the sufficient testing rate, ρ_R, as a function of the error tolerance g_ϵ (or d_ϵ) and confidence 1−δ. The testing rate contours are plotted over log confidence and mark the boundary over which a given number of tests are sufficient. For example, referring to Fig. 12, all error tolerance and confidence values to the right and under the blue curve are achievable when 1,000 group tests are used. From the left subplots, we see that allowing for a nonzero error tolerance allows us to reach a high confidence level without significantly increasing the number of tests. On the other hand, if exact recovery is required, the number of tests rapidly increases as the confidence approaches one. Similar observations on the trade-off between the error tolerance and confidence parameter can be made from the right subplots also. Comparing the testing rate surfaces of CoMa, CBP, and DD algorithms, we note that although the geometry of the surfaces is visually similar, the testing rate offered by the DD algorithm is better by a factor ≈ 1.5 compared to that of CoMa and by a factor ≈ 1.6 compared to that of CBP when the confidence level is close to 1, across various error tolerances ϵ. In other words, at a given confidence level, allowing for a small number of missed defectives leads to a larger reduction the number of group tests compared to allowing for a small number of false positives. Thus, at high confidence (≈ 1.0) and low ϵ, the CBP algorithm requires the highest number of tests at 1675, followed closely by CoMa at 1500 and then by a larger margin, by the DD algorithm at 1100.

G. Testing Rate vs. Population Size

In the sub-linear regime, we choose k = Θ(n^β ), where β ∈ (0, 1) is called the inverse-sparsity parameter, because the number of defective items increases (i.e., the item vector x becomes less sparse) as β increases. In Fig. 15, we compare the testing rates of the three algorithms as n increases across various values of β ∈ {0.2, 0.35, 0.5} at high confidence, i.e., when δ = 10^{−3}. The left subplot in the figure shows the testing rate under exact recovery. The right subplot shows the behavior for approximate recovery, i.e., with g_ϵ = d_ϵ = 5.

From the left subplot of Fig. 15, we see that, for exact recovery, a testing rate of ≈ 0.0563 and 1.01×10^{−3} for CoMa, CBP and a testing rate of ≈ 0.0356 and 5.21 × 10^{−4} for DD at β = 0.5 and 0.2, respectively, are sufficient when the population size is n = 10^6. Similarly, from the right subplot, we see that the testing rates relax to 0.0373 and 6.96 × 10^{−4} for CoMa, CBP and to 0.022 and 4.49 × 10^{−4} for DD at β = 0.5 and 0.2, respectively, at the same population size when we allow for 5 errors. In summary, the testing rates relax by ≈ 33% and 31% for CoMa, CBP and by ≈ 38% and 13% for DD given n = 10^6 when we allow for 5 errors at β = 0.5 and 0.2, respectively. The lower percentage change in

Fig. 12. (Left) The sufficient testing rate surface and (Right) sufficient number of tests contours vs. the confidence parameter, 1 − δ, and error tolerance, g_ϵ with n = 2500, k = 50 and p = 1/k for the CoMa algorithm.

Fig. 13. (Left) The sufficient testing rate surface and (Right) sufficient number of tests contours vs. the confidence parameter, 1 − δ, and error tolerance, g_ϵ with n = 2500, k = 50, c = 1/2 and s = s^∗ for the CBP algorithm.

the case of the DD algorithm at β = 0.2 can be attributed to the dependency of the sufficient number of tests on log (_k d_ϵ+1 ) in DD vs. that on log (_{n−k} g_ϵ+1 ) in CoMa, CBP algorithms.

As β increases, the testing rates of all three algorithms increase. More specifically, we have seen in Sec. III-A that O (k log n) tests are sufficient for exact recovery for large n. With k = Θ ( n^β ) , we get the following: log ρ_R = O ((β − 1) log n + log(log n)). Therefore, log ρ_R is approximately linearly decreasing with log n with slope β − 1 for large log n, which matches with the exact bound shown in the plot. From the curves in the right subplot, we see that our observation on the slope holds true even for the approximate recovery case. Finally, the DD algorithm performs the best in terms of the sufficient number of tests required, across all βs. While this is known for the exact recovery case [17], [20], we see from the right subplot that a similar observation holds for the approximate recovery case also.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We studied three well-known practical boolean group testing algorithms: CoMa, DD, and CBP, from the perspective of the function learning framework. We used the probably approximately correct (PAC) analysis tools to derive a sufficiency bound on the number of tests needed for approximate defective set recovery for all three algorithms. We showed that the PAC-based bounds reduce to known sufficiency bounds in the case of exact recovery. Also, we presented numerical results illustrating the bounds vis-à-vis the desired confidence level, for both exact and approximate recovery cases. Finally, we demonstrated the advantage of the PAC formulation by empirically illustrating its ability to quantify the sufficient number of group tests across various confidence levels and error tolerances.

Future work could involve theoretical analysis of the group testing algorithms under different test matrix formulations like

Fig. 14. (Left) The sufficient testing rate surface and (Right) sufficient number of tests contours vs. the confidence parameter, 1 − δ, and error tolerance, d_ϵ with n = 2500, k = 50 and p = 1/k for the DD algorithm.

Fig. 15. Sufficient testing rate vs. population size, n, across various inversesparsity parameter β with k = 0.95n^β , s = s^∗, c = 1/2, p = 1/k and δ = 10^{−3} for CoMa, CBP and DD algorithm in exact recovery case in the left subplot and approximate recovery case (g_ϵ = d_ϵ = 5) in the right subplot.

(near-) constant column-weight and doubly-regular design, other group testing algorithms like the smallest satisfying set (SSS) and linear programming (LiPo) decoder, and extending the PAC framework to noisy group testing scenarios. The PAC formulation presented in this work is different from the classical PAC analysis since the data distribution can be chosen based on the hypothesis space containing the target function. This aspect could lead to novel results on the existence and characterization of the algorithms that are PAC-learnable. This is also an interesting direction for the future work.

REFERENCES

[1] S. B. Hayavadana, M. Bansal, and C. R. Murthy, “Approximate set

identification: PAC analysis for group testing,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Symp. Inf. Theory, 2022, pp. 1–6.

[2] R. Dorfman, “The detection of defective members of large populations,”

Ann. Math. Stat., vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 436–440, 1943.

[3] A. R. Bharti, S. L. Letendre, K. P. Patra, and J. M. Vinetz, “Malaria

diagnosis by a polymerase chain reaction-based assay using a pooling strategy,” Amer. J. Tropical Med. and Hygiene, vol. 81, no. 5, pp. 754– 757, Nov. 2009.

[4] A. Cohen, N. Shlezinger, A. Solomon, Y. C. Eldar, and M. Médard,

“Multi-level group testing with application to one-shot pooled covid-19 tests,” in Proc. ICASSP. IEEE, 2021, pp. 1030–1034.

[5] J. Wolf, “Born again group testing: Multiaccess communications,” IEEE

Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 185–191, 1985.

[6] A. Sharma and C. R. Murthy, “Group testing-based spectrum hole search for cognitive radios,” IEEE Trans. Veh. Tech., vol. 63, no. 8, pp. 3794– 3805, 2014.

[7] F. K. Hwang and D.-Z. Du, Pooling designs and nonadaptive group testing: important tools for DNA sequencing. World Sci., 2006, vol. 18.

[8] H. Q. Ngo and D.-Z. Du, “A survey on combinatorial group testing algorithms with applications to DNA library screening,” in Discrete Mathematical Problems with Medical Applications. Amer. Math. Soc. 2000, 1999.

[9] R. Kainkaryam and P. Woolf, “poolHiTS: A shifted transversal design based pooling strategy for high-throughput drug screening,” BMC Bioinfo., vol. 9, p. 256, 02 2008.

[10] X. Xin et al., “Shifted transversal design smart-pooling for high coverage interactome mapping,” Genome Res., vol. 19, no. 7, pp. 1262–1269, 2009.

[11] M. Sobel and P. A. Groll, “Group testing to eliminate efficiently all defectives in a binomial sample,” Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. 1179–1252, 1959.

[12] I. Yelin et al., “Evaluation of COVID-19 RT-qPCR test in multi sample pools.” Clin. Infect. Dis., vol. 71, no. 16, pp. 2073–2078, Nov. 2020, first published in PrePrint on 27-March, 2020.

[13] S. Bharadwaja H. and C. R. Murthy, “Recovery algorithms for pooled RT-qPCR based Covid-19 screening,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 70, pp. 4353–4368, 2022.

[14] Y. Li, H. Zhao, K. Wilkins, C. Hughes, and I. K. Damon, “Real-time PCR assays for the specific detection of monkeypox virus West African and Congo basin strain DNA.” J. Virol. Methods, vol. 99, no. 1, pp. 223–237, Oct. 2010.

[15] S. N. Seifert et al., “An ACE2-dependent Sarbecovirus in Russian bats is resistant to SARS-CoV-2 vaccines,” PLoS pathogens, vol. 18, no. 9, pp. 1553–7374, Sep. 2022.

[16] D.-Z. Du and F. K. Hwang, Combinatorial Group Testing and Its Applications, 2nd ed. World Sci., 1999.

[17] M. Aldridge, L. Baldassini, and O. Johnson, “Group Testing Algorithms:

Bounds and Simulations,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 6, pp. 3671–3687, 2014.

[18] C. Chan, P. Che, S. Jaggi, and V. Saligrama, “Non-adaptive probabilistic group testing with noisy measurements: Near-optimal bounds with efficient algorithms,” in Proc. Allerton Conf. on Commun., Control and Comput., 2011, pp. 1832–1839.

[19] C. L. Chan, S. Jaggi, V. Saligrama, and S. Agnihotri, “Non-adaptive group testing: Explicit bounds and novel algorithms,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 60, no. 5, pp. 3019–3035, 2014.

[20] M. Aldridge, O. Johnson, and J. Scarlett, Group Testing: An Information Theory Perspective. NOW Publishers, 2019.

[21] M. B. Malyutov, “The separating property of random matrices,” Mat.

Zametki, vol. 23, no. 1, pp. 155–167, 1978.

[22] A. G. D’yachkov, “Lectures on designing screening experiments,” Ph.D.

dissertation, Combinatorial Comput. Math. Center, Pohang Univ. Sci. Technol., Gyeongsangbuk-do, South Korea, Feb. 2004.

[23] M. Aldridge, “The capacity of bernoulli nonadaptive group testing,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 63, no. 11, pp. 7142–7148, 2017.

[24] A. Coja-Oghlan, O. Gebhard, M. Hahn-Klimroth, and P. Loick, “Optimal group testing,” in Proc. Annu. Conf. on Learn. Theory, ser. PMLR, vol. 125. PMLR, 09–12 Jul 2020, pp. 1374–1388.

[25] ——, “Information-theoretic and algorithmic thresholds for group testing,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 66, no. 12, pp. 7911–7928, 2020.

[26] M. Aldridge, O. Johnson, and J. Scarlett, “Improved group testing rates with constant column weight designs,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Symp. Inf. Theory. IEEE Press, 2016, p. 1381–1385.

[27] O. Johnson, M. Aldridge, and J. Scarlett, “Performance of group testing algorithms with near-constant tests per item,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 65, no. 2, pp. 707–723, 2019.

[28] N. Tan and J. Scarlett, “An analysis of the DD algorithm for group testing with size-constrained tests,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Symp. Inf. Theory, 2021, pp. 1967–1972.

[29] V. Gandikota, E. Grigorescu, S. Jaggi, and S. Zhou, “Nearly optimal sparse group testing,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 65, no. 5, pp. 2760– 2773, 2019.

[30] O. Gebhard et al., “Near-optimal sparsity-constrained group testing:

Improved bounds and algorithms,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 68, no. 5, pp. 3253–3280, 2022.

[31] M. Malyutov, Search for Sparse Active Inputs: A Review. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2013, pp. 609–647.

[32] J. Scarlett and V. Cevher, “Limits on support recovery with probabilistic models: An information-theoretic framework,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 63, no. 1, pp. 593–620, 2017.

[33] G. Atia and V. Saligrama, “Noisy group testing: An information theoretic perspective,” in Proc. Allerton Conf. on Commun., Control and Comput., 2009, pp. 355–362.

[34] J. Scarlett and V. Cevher, Phase Transitions in Group Testing. ACM, 2016, pp. 40–53.

[35] ——, “How little does non-exact recovery help in group testing?” in Proc. ICASSP, 2017, pp. 6090–6094.

[36] L. V. Truong, M. Aldridge, and J. Scarlett, “On the all-or-nothing behavior of Bernoulli group testing,” IEEE J. Sel. Inf. Theory, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 669–680, 2020.

[37] J. Niles-Weed and I. Zadik, “It was “all” for “nothing”: Sharp phase transitions for noiseless discrete channels,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 69, no. 8, pp. 5188–5202, 2023.

[38] K. Lee, K. Chandrasekher, R. Pedarsani, and K. Ramchandran, “SAF- FRON: A fast, efficient, and robust framework for group testing based on sparse-graph codes,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 67, no. 17, pp. 4649–4664, 2019.

[39] J. Scarlett and V. Cevher, “Near-optimal noisy group testing via separate decoding of items,” IEEE J. Sel. Topics Signal Process., vol. 12, no. 5, pp. 902–915, 2018.

[40] N. Tan, W. Tan, and J. Scarlett, “Performance bounds for group testing with doubly-regular designs,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. 1224–1243, 2023.

[41] F. Iliopoulos and I. Zadik, “Group testing and local search: is there a computational-statistical gap?” in Proc. Annu. Conf. on Learn. Theory, ser. PMLR, M. Belkin and S. Kpotufe, Eds., vol. 134. PMLR, 15–19 Aug 2021, pp. 2499–2551.

[42] M. Aldridge, “Pooled testing to isolate infected individuals,” in Proc.

Conf. on Inform. Sci. and Syst. (CISS), 2021, pp. 1–5.

[43] A. C. Gilbert, M. A. Iwen, and M. J. Strauss, “Group testing and sparse signal recovery,” in Proc. Asilomar Conf. on Signals, Syst., and Comput., 2008, pp. 1059–1063.

[44] M. Mohri, A. Rostamizadeh, and A. Talwalkar, Foundations of Machine Learning. The MIT Press, 2012.

[45] S. Shalev-Shwartz and S. Ben-David, PAC-Bayes. Cambridge University Press, 2014, pp. 364–368.

[46] A. Pant, T. K. Maiti, D. Mahajan, and B. Das, “Human gut microbiota and drug metabolism,” Microb. Ecol., vol. 86, no. 1, pp. 97–111, 2022.

[47] S. Ubaru and A. Mazumdar, “Multilabel classification with group testing and codes,” in Proc. Int. Conf. on Machine Learning, ser. PMLR, D. Precup and Y. W. Teh, Eds., vol. 70. PMLR, 06–11 Aug 2017, pp. 3492–3501.

[48] D. Malioutov and K. Varshney, “Exact rule learning via boolean compressed sensing,” in Proc. Int. Conf. on Machine Learning, ser. PMLR, S. Dasgupta and D. McAllester, Eds., vol. 28, no. 3. Atlanta, Georgia, USA: PMLR, 17–19 Jun 2013, pp. 765–773.

[49] M. Mitzenmacher and E. Upfal, Probability and Computing: Randomized Algorithms and Probabilistic Analysis. USA: Cambridge University Press, 2005.

[50] L. G. Valiant, “A theory of the learnable,” Commun. ACM, vol. 27, no. 11, pp. 1134––1142, nov 1984.

[51] N. Littlestone, “Learning quickly when irrelevant attributes abound: A new linear-threshold algorithm,” in Annu. IEEE Symp. Found. Comput. Sci. (FOCS), 1987, pp. 68–77.

[52] R. Motwani and P. Raghavan, Randomized Algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 1995.

[53] F.-H. Chang, H.-B. Chen, J.-Y. Guo, and Y.-P. Huang, “Multigroup testing for items with real-valued status under standard arithmetic,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 61, no. 2, pp. 1084–1092, 2015.

[54] A. Sharma and C. R. Murthy, “Computationally tractable algorithms for finding a subset of non-defective items from a large population,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 63, no. 11, pp. 7149–7165, 2017.