arXiv:1212.6781v1 [cs.DS] 30 Dec 2012

Lattice Sparsification and the Approximate Closest Vectobem

Daniel Dadush Gabor Kun
November 2, 2018

Abstract

We give a deterministic algorithm for solving tkie+ ) approximate Closest Vector Problem (CVP)
on any n dimensional lattice and any norm2fd("™) (1 + 1/¢)™ time and2” poly(n) space. Our algo-
rithm builds on the lattice point enumeration techniqueBlaiciancio and Voulgaris (STOC 2010) and
Dadush, Peikert and Vempala (FOCS 2011), and gives an ¢]etggarministic alternative to the “AKS
Sieve” based algorithms fdi + ¢)-CVP (Ajtai, Kumar, and Sivakumar; STOC 2001 and CCC 2002).
Furthermore, assuming the existence by (n)-space an@® (™ time algorithm for exact CVP in the
l> norm, the space complexity of our algorithm can be reducgalgnomial.

Our main technical contribution is a method for “sparsifyimny input lattice while approximately
maintaining its metric structure. To this end, we employ ithea of random sublattice restrictions,
which was first employed by Khot (FOCS 2003) for the purposero¥ing hardness for Shortest Vector
Problem (SVP) unddf, norms.
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1 Introduction

An n-dimensional latticeC is {}";" | z;b; : z; € Z,i € [n]} for some basid;,...,b, of R”. Given a
lattice £ and norm|| - || in R™, the Shortest Vector Problem (SVP) is to find a shomesizerov € £ under

|| - ||]. Given an additional target € R", the Closest Vector Problem (CVP) — the inhomogenous analog
of SVP —is to find a closest € L to t. Here, one often works with th& norm and othe¥,, norms, or
most generally, with norms (possibly asymmetric) inducgé lzonvex bodyiK” containing0 in its interior,
defined by||x||x = inf{s > 0:x € sK}.

The SVP and CVP on lattices are central algorithmic problemtise geometry of numbers, with appli-
cations to Integer Programming [Len83], factoring polymasover the rationals [LLL82], cryptoanalysis
(e.g., [OdI90/ JS98, NS01]), and much more. For differemliagtions, one must often consider lattice
problems expressed under a variety of norms. Decodinglsignar a Gaussian channel is expressed as a
CVP underés [VB99], computing simultaneous diophantine approxingids generally expressed as an
SVP under, [ET87], Schnorr reduced factoring (under some unprovenbairtheoretic assumptions) to
an SVP under thé; norm [Sch9l], the Frobenius problem can be expressed atica lptoblem under an
asymmetric simplicial norm [Kan92], the Integer Programgnproblem reduces to lattice problems under
general normg [Kan87, DPVI11], etc.

Much is known about the computational complexity of SVP anéPCin both their exact and approx-
imation versions. On the negative side, SVP is NP-hard/{jnunder randomized reductions) to solve
exactly, or even to approximate to within any constant fafA98| [CN98, Mic98,[Kho04]. Many more
hardness results are known for otlfgrnorms and under stronger complexity assumptions thah NP
(see, e.g./[VEB&1, Din00, RRO6, HRO7]). CVP is NP-hard tpregimate to withinn</ 18108 factors for
some constant > 0 [ABSS93, DKRS98, Din00], where is the dimension of the lattice. Therefore, we
do not expect to solve (or even closely approximate) thesblgms efficiently in high dimensions. Still,
algorithms providing weak approximations or having sypagnomial running times are the foundations
for the many applications mentioned above.

Though the applications are often expressed using a vasfatprms, the majority of the algorithmic
work on SVP and CVP over the last quarter century has focuséideomportant case of thig norm. While
there has been both tremendous practical and theoretiogtges fors based solvers, progress on more
general norms has been much slower (we overview this histelgw). Illustrative of this, for most of the
problems mentioned above, the solution strategy has aima@siably been to approximate the problem via
a reduction ta/>. In many cases, the desired computational problem reqairlgsa “coarse” approximate
solution to the underlying lattice problem (e.g. whersiy (n) or ever2® (™) factor approximation suffices),
in which case approximation bfp is often sufficient. In some cases however, the errors irtibgethe
£5 approximation can result in a substantial increase in wgaseé running time or yield unusable results.
As an example, with respect to the Integer Programming Brol{IP), in a sequence of works Dadush,
Peikert and Vempala [DPVI1, Dadl2a] worked directly witlims induced by the continuous relaxation
— avoiding direct ellipsoidal approximations — to reduce tdomplexity of solving am-variable IP from
20(m) 2" (previous best using, techniques [HK10]) t&° ™) n™. From these considerations we see that the
problem of developing effective algorithms for solving B&P and CVP under general norms is motivated.

The algorithmic history of the SVP and CVP is long and rich. ate the broad outlines here,
highlighting the pertinent developments for general norarsd refer the reader to the following refer-
ences[[MGOR, HPS11] for a more complete accounting. Theréhaee main classes of methods for solving
lattice problems: basis reduction, randomized sieving,\@ronoi cell based search.

Basis reduction combines both local search on lattice bases and lattice poumeration. The cel-



ebrated LLL basis reduction algorithm [LLLB2] and furthettensions[[Bab85, Sch87] giv&/Polylog(n)
approximations to SVP and CVP underin poly(n) time. General norm variants of basis reduction are
explored in[LS92, KR95] and give similar approximation guaees for SVP (though not CVP) as the
versions. However, bounds on the time complexity were ordyed for fixed dimension (when the running
time is polynomial). For exact SVP and CVP in thenorm, Kannan’'s algorithm and its subsequent im-
provements [Kan87, Hel85, HS07] use basis reduction tgdiesi to deterministically compute solutions in
20(nlogn) time andpoly(n) space.

This performance remained essentially unchallenged tiitibreakthroughandomized “sieving” al-
gorithm of Ajtai, Kumar, and Sivakumar [AKSD1], which gave2d(™-time and -space randomized al-
gorithm for exact SVP undef,. The randomized sieving approach consists of sampling poresntial
number of “perturbed” lattice points, and then iterativelystering and combining them to give shorter
and shorter lattice points. Subsequently, the randomiee svas greatly extended to yield solutions for
more general norms and for the more general problet &f<)-CVP. For exact SVP, the randomized sieve
was extended (in the same time complexity¥fanorms [BNOT], arbitrary symmetric norms [AJO8], and
to “near-symmetric’@ norms[Dad12b]. For CVP, the randomized sieve was furthed us give a(%)"-
time and -space algorithm fdd + ¢)-CVP under the/; norm [AKS02,BN07],4,, norms [BNO7], and
near-symmetric norms [Dad12b]. We remark that near-symenedrms appear naturally in the context of
Integer Programming: the problem of finding a lattice poieamnthe “center” of the continuous relaxation
(which need not be symmetric) can be directly expressed agPaubider a near-symmetric norin [Dad12b].
Lastly, for the specific case @f,, Eisenbrand, Hahnle and Niemeier [EHN11] show that <)-CVP under
/+ can be solved usin@(In %)" calls to any2-approximate solver via an elegant cube covering technique
It is worth noting that AKS sieve based algorithms &ente Carlo while they output correct solutions
(i.e. a shortest or closest vectors) with high probabithg correctness is not guaranteed.

In a major breakthrough, Micciancio and Voulgafis [MV10ygadeterministic2? (™ -time and -space
algorithm for exact SVP and CVP under the norm using theVoronai cell of a lattice. The Voronoi
cell, the symmetric polytope consisting of all points in @pa&loser to the origin (undeg) than any other
lattice point, is represented algorithmically here®{2") lattice points corresponding to the facets of the
Voronoi cell (known as Voronoi relevant vectors). The ral@vvectors form an “extended basis” for the
lattice which Micciancio and Voulgaris (MV) use to efficignguide closest lattice point search. Though it
is tempting to try and directly extend the MV techniques teeothorms this appears to be quite challenging.
A major difficulty is that for general norms the Voronoi ceied not be convex, and furthermore no good
bounds are known for the number of relevant vectors. In asgpbent work however, Dadush, Peikert and
Vempala[DPV11] showed that MV lattice point search techri&can, in a qualified sense, be extended to
general norms (in fact, to general convex bodies) via a tiiestuction ta/s. Combining a technique for con-
structing “efficient” ellipsoid coverings — using the M-Boid concept from convex geometry — together
with Voronoi cell based search, they showed that the latimats inside a convex body can be computed
in time proportional to the maximum number of lattice poitits body can contain in any translation. With
some further improvements [DV12, Dad12a], the DPV lattiogpenumeration technique was used to give
the first deterministi?®(™-time and -space algorithms for SVP and Bounded Distancedeg (BDD)@
under near-symmetric norms.

Despite all the recent progress, the only algorithms ctigremailable for solving 1+-¢)-CVP under non-
euclidean norms remain the AKS sieve based approachess ligtht, a main open problem frorn [DPV11]
was to understand whether the DPV lattice point enumerajmroach could be extended to work for

1An asymmetric norm with unit ballk C R™ is near-symmetric ifol,, (K) < 20 vol,,(K N —K).
2BDD is CVP when the distance to the target is guaranteed to tm@st some factor times the minimum distance of the lattice.



(14 ¢)-CVP under general norms.

1.1 Results and Techniques

Our main result is as follows:

Theorem 1.1(Approximate CVP in any norm, informal)There is a deterministic algorithm that, given any
near-symmetric nor - | x, n dimensional lattice, targetx € R”, and0 < ¢ < 1, computey € £, a
(1 + €)-approximate minimizer tfy — x|/, in (1 + )" - 29(*) time andO(2") space.

In the above theorem we extend the DPV lattice point enunoerégchniques and give the first determin-
istic alternative to the AKS randomized sieving approacbm@ared to AKS, our approach also achieves
a better dependence en2°™ (1 + 1) instead 020" (1 + 1)2*, and utilizes significantly less space,
O(2") compared t@°™ (1 + %)". Additionally, as we will discuss below, continued progr&s exact
CVP under’, could further reduce the space usage of the algorithm. Welrmwever that the®(™ factors
in the running time are currently much larger than in AKS utpo little effort has been spent in trying to
compute or optimize them. To explain our approach, we fiss@nt the main DPV enumeration algorithm
in its most recent formulation [Dad12a].

Theorem 1.2(Enumeration in Convex Bodies, informalJhere is a deterministic algorithm that, given an
n-dimensional convex body and lattice, enumerates the elementsfof £ in time2° (™ G(K, £) using
O(2") space, wherg (K, £) = maxycrn |(K 4 x) N £|. Furthermore, given an algorithm that solves
exact CVP undef, in T'(n) time andS(n) space,K N £ can be enumerated 2™ T(n)G(K, £) time

usingS(n) + poly(n) space.

The main idea for the above algorithm is to first compute a Gogeof K by 29" translates of an
M-ellipsoid E of K E and to use the MV enumeration technigues to compute thedaibints inside
each translate of’. In its first incarnation[[DPV11], the above algorithm wasdamized — here ran-
domization was needed to construct the M-Ellipsoid — and dpte complexity dependent 6H{ K, L).

In [DV12], a deterministic M-Ellipsoid construction wasgsented yielding a completely deterministic enu-
merator. Lastly in[[Dad12a], the space usage was decoupbed & (K, £) and a direct reduction from
lattice point enumeration to exact CVP undemwas presented.

The above lattice point enumerator will form the core of our- £)-CVP algorithm. As we will see
from the algorithm'’s analysis, its space usage will only badditive polynomial factor larger than the space
required for the enumeration. Therefore, if one could dgwvan exact CVP solver undéy which runs in
20(") time andpoly(n) space, then the space usage of @us «)-CVP can be reduced tooly(n) in the
same time complexity. The possibility of such a solver ixdésed in[[MV10] and developing it remains
an important open problem. We remark that by plugging in Karsalgorithm for CVP undefs, we do
indeed get goly(n) space(l + ¢)-CVP solver, though at the cost of art/2 factor increase in running
time.

Using the above enumerator as a blackbox, we now presenipgiteach taken in [DPV11] to solve
CVP and explain the main problem that arises. Given the targeR", their algorithm first computes an
initial coarse underestimatg of the distance of to £ under|| - ||k (using LLL for example). For the next
step, they use the lattice point enumerator to successieehpute the set& + 2:doK) N L (i.e. all lattice
points at distance at mo2td, fromt), i > 0, until a lattice point is found. Finally, the closest vectot in
the final enumerated set is returned.

3An M-Ellipsoid E of K satisfies that® ("™ translates of suffice to covetrk and vice versa.
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From the description, it is relatively straightforward toogv that the complexity of the algorithm is
essentiallyG(dK, L), whered is the distance of to £. The main problem with this approach is that, in
general, one cannot apriori boude{ dK, £); even in2 dimension this quantity can be made arbitrarily
large. The only generic setting where such a bound is indegithble is when the distanckof the target is
bounded by, where) is the length of the shortest non-zero vector urjdeffx. In this situation, we can
boundG(dK, £) by 2°(") (14 «)". We remark that solving CVP with this type of guarantee cpeads to
the Bounded Distance Problem problem in the literature,l®nd standard reduction can be used to solve
SVP in general norms as well [GMSS99].

To circumvent the above problem, we propose the followingée solution. Instead of solving the CVP
on the original latticeC, we attempt to solve it on a sparser sublatfi¢e_ £, where the distance dfto £’ is
not much larger than its distance £o(we settle for an approximate solution here) and where thémam
number of lattice points at the new target distance is ap@tgly bounded. Our main technical contribution
is to show the existence of such “lattice sparsifiers” ané gideterministic algorithm to compute them:

Theorem 1.3(Lattice Sparsifier, informal)There is a deterministic algorithm that, given any near-setric
norm || - || x, n dimensional latticeC, and distance > 0, computes a sublatticé’ C £ in deterministic
20(") time andO(2") space satisfying: (1) the distance frafhto any point inR™ is at most its distance to
£ plus an additivet, (2) the number of points ifi’ at distancet is at mos20 (™),

To solve(1+¢)-CVP using the above lattice sparsifier is straightforwae.simply compute a sparsifier
L' for £ under|| - ||x with t = edk(t, L) (the distance front to £) , and then solve the exact CVP on
L' using the DPV algorithm. By the guarantees on the sparsiffecontains a point at distance at most
d+ed = (1 + ¢)d, and using a simple packing argument (see Lemma 2.1) we cantbiat

G((1 +e)d, £1) = 200 (1 4 é)na(gd, £') = 2000 (7 4 é)n_

Here we note that the correctness of the output follows frioendistance preserving properties@f and
the desired runtime follows from the above bound@(tl + ¢)d, £L').

To prove the existence of lattice sparsifier's we make usamdom sublattice restrictions, a tool first
employed by Khot[[Kho03, Kho04] for the purpose of provingdress of SVP. More precisely, we show
that with constant probability the restriction 6fby a random modular form (for an appropriately chosen
modulus) yields the desired sparsifier. We remark that oerofisublattice restrictions is somewhat more
refined than in[[KhoO3, Kho04]. In Khot's setting, the randeuablattice is calibrated to remove all short
vectors on a NO instance, and to keep at least one short vieeter YES instance. In our setting, we
somehow need both properties simultaneously forstmelattice, i.e. we want to remove many short
vectors to guarantee reasonable enumeration complexitie at the same time keeping enough vectors so
that the original lattice lies “close” to the sublattice. &final difference, we show that our construction can
be derandomized i2°™ time, yielding a completely deterministic algorithm.

Organization. In section[8, we provide the exact reduction frdin+ ¢)-CVP to lattice sparsification,
formalizing Theoreni 1]1. In sectidn 4, we prove the existeoiclattice sparsifiers using the probabilistic
method. In section]5, we give the derandomized lattice garsonstruction, formalizing Theorem_1.3.
Lastly, in sectioi 6, we discuss futher applications andrutlirections.



2 Preliminaries

Convexity and Norms. Forsetsd, B C R™, letA+B ={a+b:a € A,b € B} denote their Minkowski
sum. B3 denotes the-dimensional euclidean unit ball IR™. A convex bodyK C R" is a full dimensional
compact, convex set. A convex body is (ap,r, R)-centered ifag + rBy C K C ag + RBj. For
a convex bodyK C R™ containingO in its interior, we define the (possibly asymmetric) nofim || x
induced byK as|x|[x = inf{s > 0:x € sK}. Fora(0,r, R)-centered convex bodi, we note that
zlxlz < lIxlx < Hxll2.

If K is symmetric f = —K), then|| - ||x is also symmetric|x||x = || — x||x), and hence defines
a regular norm ofR™. The convex bodyx (|| - || x) is y-symmetric fory € (0, 1], if vol,,(K N —K) >
" vol, (K). K is near-symmetric if it i€2(1)-symmetric.

Computational Model. The convex bodies and norms will be presented to our algosithia weak mem-
bership and distance oracles. For> 0 and K C R™ a convex body, we defin&k® = K + B3 and
K= ={xe K :x+eB} C K}. Aweak membership oracle for K is a function which takes as input
a pointx € Q™ and reak > 0, and return®x(x,e) = 1if x € K¢, 0if x ¢ K¢, and eithel0 or 1 if

x € K¢\ K7¢. A weak distance oracl® . for K is a function that takes as input a poite Q" and

e > 0, and returns a rational number satisfyiddy . (x) — ||x||x| < e min{1, [|x||x }. The runtimes of our
algorithms will be measured by the number of oracle callsaittimetic operations. For simplicity, we use
the notatiorpoly(-) to denote a polynomial factor in all the relevant input paggers (dimension, encoding
length of basis, etc.).

Lattices. An n-dimensional latticeC C R” is a discrete subgroup @®™; £ can be expressed &7.",
whereB € R™*" is a non-singular matrix, which we refer to as a basis4orThe dual lattice ofC is
L ={y eR":Vx € L (x,y) € Z}, which can be generated by the baBis” (inverse transpose).

We define the length of the shortest non-zero vectat ofder|| - || x by A1 (K, £) = minye g0y ||y [l k-
We letSVP(K, L) = argmin,c,\ o} ||z]|x denote the set of shortest non-zero vector£ afnder|| - |.
Forx € R", define the distance of to £ under|| - ||x by dx(£,x) = minyer ||y — x||x. We let
CVP(K, L,x) = argminy . |ly — x|/ x denote the set of closest vectorsdt £ under|| - || .

For a lattice and convex bodyx in R”, let G(K, L) be the largest number of lattice points contained
in any translate of<, that isG(K, £) = maxxern|(K + x) N L]. We will need the following bounds on
G(K, L) from [Dad12a] (we include a proof in the appendix for com@heiss).

Lemma 2.1. Let K C R"™ denote ay-symmetric convex body and létdenote am-dimensional lattice.
Then ford > 0 we have that

2d
MEKN=-K, L

G(dK,ﬁ)év‘"<1+ )>n and G(dK,L£) <~y"(2d+1)"-|(KN—-K)NL|

Algorithms.  We will need the following lattice point enumeration algbm from [DPV11| Dad12a].

Theorem 2.2(Algorithm Lattice-Enumi(, £, €)). Let K C R™ be a(ay, r, R)-centered convex body given
by weak membership oractey, let L C R" be ann-dimensional lattice with basi& € Q"*™ and let
€ > 0. Then there is a deterministic algorithm that on inp&is., € outputs a seb (one element at a time)
satisfying

KNLCSC(K+eBy)NL

in G(K, £) - 290 . poly(-) time using2” poly(-) space.
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We will require the following SVP solver from [DPV11, DadJ2a

Theorem 2.3(Algorithm Shortest-Vectord(, £, €)). Let K C R" be a(ay, r, R)-centered symmetric con-
vex body given by weak membership ora@lg, and letL C R" be ann-dimensional lattice with basis
B e Q"*", and lete > 0. LetA; = )\ (K, £). Then there is an algorithm that on inpuk§ £, ¢ outputs a
setS C L satisfying

SVP(K,L) CSC{y e L\{0}:|yllx <A1 +emin{l,\1}} (2.1)

in deterministic2®(™ poly(-) time and2" poly(-) space.

3 CVP via Lattice Sparsification

To start, we give a precise definition of the lattice spansifie

Definition 3.1 (Lattice Sparsifier) Let K C R"™ be ay-symmetric convex body, be ann-dimensional
lattice andt > 0. A (K, t) sparsifier forC is a sublatticel’ C £ satisfying

1. Vx e R", dg (L', x) < dg(L,x)+t
2. G(tK, L) = 200y
The following theorem represents the formalization of attide sparsifier construction.

Theorem 3.2(Algorithm Lattice-Sparsifier) Let K C R™ be a(0, r, R)-centered andy-symmetric convex
body specified by a weak membership ora@le, and let£ denote am dimensional lattice with a basis
B e Q™" Fort > 0, a(K,t) sparsifier can be constructed fdrusing2°(™ poly(-) time and2” poly(-)
space.

The proof of the above theorem is the subject of Secfibns 45amandomized and deterministic con-
structions, respectively). Using the above lattice sfiarstonstruction, we present the following simple
algorithm for(1 + ¢)-CVP.

Theorem 3.3. Algorithm[1 (Approx-Closest-Vectors) is correct, and oputs K, £, x, e (as above),K
~y-symmetric, it runs in deterministiz® () ~="(1 + %)” poly(+) time and2” poly(-) space.

Proof.

Correctness: If x € £, we are clearly done. Next sind€ is (0, r, R)-centered, we have thiﬂ%” <
lyllx < & for all y € R™. Now take anyz € CVP(K, £,x) andz € SVP(By, £). Here we note that
d, = ||z — x||x. As in the algorithm, let = ”Z;Rx”. Now we see that

lz—x| R

Z—X Z—X -
H ” < ” ” S HZ_XHKS ”Z_X”KS =[]—

= R - R T r

Thereforel < d, < 1.
Let d; denote the value of after the first while loop terminates. We claim t@f <d, < (1+
g/3)ds +eo. When the while loop terminates, we are guaranteed thaethtod.attice-Enum(1 + §)d; K +
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Algorithm 1 Approx-Closest-Vectord(, £, x, €)
Input: (0,r, R)-centered convex bodi C R™ with weak distance oraclPx for ||-|| x, a basisB € Q"*"
for L, targetx e Q", 0 < e < 1
Output: Outputs a non-empty sétC {y € L : ||y — x||x < (1 +¢)dx(L,x)}
. if x € L then return {x}
Computez € CVP(BY, L, x) using the MV algorithm
l%w €0 + gmin{1,l}
d <+ 2, d — 00
repeat
d<+2d
L' + Lattice-Sparsifiedk(, £, £d)
for all y € Lattice-Enuni(1 + 5)dK + x, L', rep) do
dy min{JI,DK,go(y —x),(1+ §)d+eo}
until d,, < oo
return Lattice-Enunt(d, + o) K + x, £/, r&g)

L°°°“°’U"-‘>w'\"—‘

e
= o

x, L', rep), outputs a lattice vector id’ at distance at mosgt + £ )dy + <o fromx. Sincel’ C L, we clearly
have thatl, < (1 + 5)dy + o as needed.

If the while loop terminates after the first iteration, thén= [ < d, and henc%df < d, as needed. If
the loop iterates more than once, then for the sake of cdatiat, assume tha¥d; > d,. Then in the last
iteration, the value off is greater thanl,. Now we are guaranteed that Lattice-Sparsifier, 5d) returns
a lattice£’ satisfying
yd
3)

But then the call to Lattice-Enurfi( + £)dK + x, L', reg) is guaranteed to return a lattice point, and hence
the while loop terminates at this |terat|on, a clear conttamh. Henceidf < d, as needed.

Letd! = dK(E x), for £" at the end of the while loop. We now claim that (as in the algorithm)
satlsflesd’ — &9 < dy < d, + 0. We first note thatl, = min{d; + o, Dx ¢, (z — x)} from somez € L.

By the guarantees abPx,., we get that

dic(£',%) < dic(L,%) + 2d < (1+

dy = min{ds + €9, Di ¢y (z — x)} > min{d,, ||z — x||x —e0} > d., — €0,

as needed. For the second inequality, we examine two casest aBsume that Lattice-Enudy(K +
x, L', reg) outputsz € CVP (K, L', x). Thend, < Dk ., (z—x) < d,+¢( as needed. If Lattice-Enum does
not output any element VP (K, £, x), we must have that; < d/, and hencel, < df +¢eo < d, + <o,
as needed. Finally by the construction®f we also have that, < d, +¢/3d; < (1 +2¢/3)d,

Sinced!, < d, + o, we know that((d,, + ) K + x) N £ # 0. Therefore we are guaranteed that the
final call to Lattice-Enum(d, + ¢0)K + x, L', reo) outputs all the closest vectors 6f to x. Finally, any
vectory outputted during this call satisfies

ly — x|k < dy + 260 < d, 4 3e0 < (1 +2¢/3)dy + (£/3)l < (1 + €)dy

as needed.



Running Time: We first bound the running time of each call to Lattice-Enunmthi the while loop, the
calls to Lattice-Enun((l +¢/3)dK +x, £, 7o) run in2° G ((14-¢/3)dK, L) poly(-) time and2™ poly ()
space. By Lemma 2.1, sin¢eé + ¢/3) = t(¢/3) for t = (3/¢ + 1), we have that

G((1+¢/3)dK, L) < (4t +2)"G((e/3)d, L) = 6™(1 + 2/e)"G((/3)d, L) = 20~y (1 + 1 /)"

since by the guarantees on Lattice-Sparsifier, we haveitiay/3)d, L) = 7~720(") | Next the final call
to Lattice-Enum(d,, + o) K + x, L', reo) runs2°G((d,, + £0) K, L") poly(-) time and2™ poly(-) space.
Now note that < %z—:dx, and henc€l +¢/3)d; > d, — o > (1 — £/9)d,. From here we get that

1—¢/9, _1-1/9
1+¢/37° = 1+1/3
Finally, d, + o < (1 +¢/3)ds + 250 < (1 + ¢/3)ds + 2/9ed, < (1 + 2¢/3)d;. Therefore, since

(1+2¢/3) =t(e/3) fort = (24 3/¢), we get that
G((dy +20)ds K, L) < G((1 +2¢/3)ds K, L) < (4t + 2)"G((/3)dy, L)
= (10 + 12/e)"G((g/3)dy, L) = 20" (1 + 1 /&)™

df > dy = 2/3d:v

by the guarantee of’.

Lastly, note that each call to Lattice-Sparsifier takes astr28(™) poly(-) time and2” poly(-) space.
Since the while loop iterates polynomially many times @&mostog, (2R /r)),the total runtime i€° ) ~~"(1+
1/e)™ poly(-) and the total space usageispoly(-) as needed. O

4 A Simple Randomized Lattice Sparsifier Construction

We begin with an existence proof for lattice sparsifiers gighme probabilistic method. We will use the
Cauchy-Davenport sumset inequality and another lemmaritheutheory about primegaps, a consequence
of a theorem of Rosser and Schoenféld [R$62, NﬂOO].
Theorem 4.1. Letp > 1 be a prime. Then foA,, ..., A; C Z,, we have that

k

A1+ + Ap| > min{p, Y " |Ai| —k+1}
i=1

Lemma 4.2. For z > 1000 there exists a prime € Z satisfyingr < p < %
Proof of Lemm@a4]2 (Prime Gap)\e will use the boundsr(z) > z/In(x) if x > 17, and7(z) <

1.25506x/ In(z) if x > 1 wheren(z) denotes the number of primes = [RS62,[Nar00]. Ifz > 1000
thenw(4x/3) > (4z/3)/In(4x/3) > 1.25506z/ In(z) > m(x), the lemma follows. O

We begin with the following crucial lemma. This forms the e@f our lattice sparsifier construction.
Lemma 4.3. Letp be a prime andS C Zj satisfying1000 < [S] < p < @ and0 € S. Then there exists
a € Z, satisfying

1. {yeS:(y,a)=0 (mod p)}| <6

2. [{(y,a) (modp):ye S} >

Proof. Let a denote a uniform random vector %f;. We will show thata satisfies both conditions (1) and
(2) with non-zero probability. LeE?Y denote the indicator of the evefit, y) =i for y € S andi € Z,,.

“The authors are indebted to Janos Pintz for finding theseaetes.
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Proof. By linearity of expectation it suffices to proBE] ] = Pr[(a, y)] = %fory € S\{0}. Sincey # 0,
pis a prime, anch is uniform inZ; we have thata, y) is uniform inZ,. ThereforePr[(a,y)] = %. O

Claim 2: E[>

x—y) _ |SIP=|9|
Ey 7=

x,y €S, XAy P

Proof. If x # y thenE E} Y = %' The Claim follows by the linearity of expectation. O

Now we will choose the vectat € Z;. By Markov's inequality
_ S|—1

Pr[|{y € S\ {0} : (a,y) =0}/ < 6] > 1— 52 > & and 2

Pr{{(x,y) : x,y € S,x £y, (a,x) = (ay)} < ) >1- B> 1

Hence there exists ansuch that both events hold. The first condition of the lemneay to check:
Hy€S:(y,a)=0} ={yeS\{0}: (y,a) =0} +1<5+1=6.
Now we will prove the second condition using our assumptiad the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality:
% Z ‘{(Xay) : Xay € S,X 7é y7 (a,x> = <a7y>}‘ + ’S’ = ’{(X7y) : Xay € S,_(a,x> = <a7y>}‘
=Y.z, Iy €5 (a,y) = 2}P > [S]*/|{(y,a) (mod p):y € S}|. These yield

S
{(y,a) (modp):ye S} >35> 1 pa2, O

We give now our first lattice sparsifier construction. Whhésttheorem is stated for symmetric norms
only, it can be easily extended to general norms (see Lém#a 5.

Theorem 4.4.Let K C R” be a symmetric convex body,C R™ ann-dimensional lattice, and > 0 a non-
negative number. LeV = |[tK N L[, and take a prime satisfyingN < p < % if N > 1000 andp = 3
otherwise. Then there existe € L£* such that the sublattic&€(w) = {y € L: (w,y) =0 (mod p)}
satisfies

1. Vx e R", dg(L(w),x) < dr(L(w),x) + 3t

2. G(3tK, L(w)) <1000 - 7"
Proof. If N < 1000, letw = 0, so£(0) = £. Condition (2) is trivially satisfied, and for condition (1)
Lemmd 2.1 implies

G(3tK,L) < (2-3+ 1)"[tK N L] <1000 - 7"

Now we assume thaV > 1000. By Lemmd 4.2 there exists a primesatisfyingN < p < %, as re-
quired by the theorem. Lét* = (b', ..., b") denote a basis fa€*. SetS = {B*Ty (mod pZ") :y € tK N L}.
Claim: |[LNtK]| = |5].

Proof. Clearly |S| < |£ N tK|. We will prove|S| > |£ N ¢K| by contradiction: assume not and take
y1,y2 € LNtK,wherey; —y, € pL. Sety = y; —y2, SOy € 2tK. Note that(k/p)y € L for k € Z and

I(k/p)yllx = |k/pl llyllx < 2t|k/p|

by the symmetry of<. Hence forlk| < |p/2] we get||(k/p)y|lx < 32t =t,i.e. (k/p)y € tK. Butthen
there are at leagt|p/2| +1 > p > N distinct lattice points inC N ¢k, a contradiction. O



Since0 € S,and|S| < p < @, by Lemma4.B there existsc Z; s.t.|y € S: (a,y) =0 (mod p)| <

6 and|(a,y) (modp):y €S| > ’%2. Let a denote the unique representativeaoin {0,...,p — 1}",
and letw = B*a.

LetS;, ={y €S:(a,y) =0 (mod p)}andC = {(a,y) (mod p):y € S}. We know thatS;,| <
6 and|C| > % by our guarantees om. We establish condition (2) first. We know thafl N L(w)| =
|Sin| < 6. Lemmd 2.1 implies

G(3tK, L(w)) < T"- [tK N L(w)| < 7" 6 < 1000 - 7.

Now we establish condition (1), i.e. for amye R", dx (L(w),x) < dx(L,x)+ 3t. Lety € L be (one
of) the closest vector(s) to, i.e. dx (£,x) = ||y — x||x. SinceC C Z,, |C| > 22 TheoreniZll yields
2
C+C+0|> min{p,3(% +1)—3) > p,
and henceC' + C + C = Z,. Therefore, there existg;,y2,y3 € tK N L andz € L(w) satisfying
y =z +y1 +y2 + ys3. Finally, by the triangle inequality and the symmetryfofwe get that
Iz — x|k < |ly — x|l + ||z — yllx < dr(L,x) + 32 || — vill ik < dr(L,x)+ 3t, as needed. [

5 Derandomizing the Lattice Sparsifier Construction

We begin with a high level outline of the deterministic sjfégs construction. To recap, in the previous
section, we build &K, t) sparsifier forC as follows

1. ComputeN « [tK N L. If N <1000 then return’ = £. Else find a prime satisfyingN < p <
AN

X
2. Build basisB* € Q"*" for £* and computes < {B*Ty (mod p):y € tK N L}.

3. Find a vectom € Z; satisfying (in fact, for slightly worse parameters, a ramdo € Z; succeeds
with constant probability)
p+2

(@) ly € 5:{ay) =0 (modp)}[ <6 (b)) [{(a,y):y €S} ===
4. Return sublattic€’ = {y € £ : (y, B*a) =0 (mod p)}.

To implement the above construction efficiently and deteistically, we must overcome several obsta-
cles. First, the number of lattice poin?é in tK N £ could be very large (since we have no controltin
Hence we can not hope to computeor the setS efficiently via lattice point enumeration. Second, the con-
struction of the vectoa is probabilistic (see Lemnia4.3): we must replace this witkxplicit deterministic
construction.

To overcome the first difficulty, we will build théK,¢) sparsifier iteratively. In particular, we will
compute a sequence of sparsifiéfs . .., £}, satisfying thatC]_, is a (K, ¢'\) sparsifier forZ, for i > 0,
whereL{ = £, A = M\ (K, £) andc > 1 is a constant. We start the sparsification process at themami
distance ofZ. We only increase the sparsification distance by a constatdrfat each step. Hence we will
be able to guarantee that the number of lattice points weepmat each step (). Furthermore, the
geometric growth rate in the sparsification distance withalus to conclude thaf’, is in fact a(k, %/\)
sparsifier forL. Hence, iterating the process rouglly: In Ail times will yield the final desired sparsifier.

For the second difficulty, i.e. the deterministic constiauttof a, the main idea is to use a dimension
reduction procedure which allowsto be computed efficiently via exhaustive enumeration {rygng all
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possiblea’s). Let N andS be as in the description. Sincé < p < %, we note that an exhaustive search
overZy requires a search ovgf < (%)" possibilities, and the validity check (i.e. conditiofag and (b))

for any particulara can be implemented ipoly (V) time by simple counting. Since the existence of the
desireda depends only ofS| andp (and not o), if we can compute a linear projection: Z; — Zg‘l
such thatr(S) = |S|, then we can reduce the problem to finding a gacd Zg—l for 7(.S). Indeed, such

a mapr can be computed efficiently and deterministically as long as 3. To see this, we first identify
full rank n — 1 dimensional projections with their kernels, i.e. Iine%@ﬁ From here, we note that distinct
elementx,y € S collide under the projection induced by a lihéf x — y € [. Since the total number of
lines spanned by differences of elementsiis at most(5!) < (), as long as there are at le¢&} lines in

Z,, (i.e. forn > 3) we can compute the desired projection. Therefore, rapgéttie process — 2 times, we
are left with finding a gooa € Z2, which we can do by trying app+ 1 < 2% + 1 lines inZ2. As discussed
in the previous paragraph, we will be able to guarantee shat 2°("), and hence the entire construction
described above can be implemented{™ time and space as desired.

5.1 Algorithms

We begin with the deterministic algorithm implementing Lreai4.3. We denote the set of linesZi} by
Lines(Z;). For avecton € Z; we denote its orthogonal complementdy = {y ¢ Zy :{q,y) =0 (mod p)}.

Algorithm 2 Algorithm Good-Vector§, p)
415]

Input: S C Zy,0 € S, integern > 1, p a prime satisfying 000 < [S| < p < =3~
Output: a € Zj satisfying conditions of Lemnia 4.3 .

1 ifn=1,return 1

2: P+ I, (n x nidentity)

3: for nginnto 3 do

4:  forall q € Lines(Z;°) do

5: Compute basig € Z1o*m~! satisfyingq- = BZIo~*

6 v distinctx,y € PS check thatB”x # BTy (mod pZ"~1),

If no collisions, setP < BT P and exit loop; otherwise, continue.

: for all q € Lines(Z2) do
Picka € q \ {0}

9:  Computezeros < [{y € PS: (a,y) =0 (mod p)}|
10: Computedistinct < |{(a,y) (mod p):y € PS}|
11:  if zeros < 6 anddistinct > ’%2 then
12: return Pla

o =~

For the desired application of the algorithm given belove setS above will in fact be represented
implicitly. Here the main access methodology we will requirom S is a way to iterate over its elements.
In the context of 1+-¢)-CVP, the enumeration method ovewill correspond to the Lattice-Enum algorithm.
Here we state the guarantees of the algorithm abstractgring of the number of iterations required over
S.

Theorem 5.1. Algorithm[2 is correct, and performgoly(n,logp)p* arithmetic operations and(np?)
iterations over the elements §f Furthermore, the space usage (not counting the space ddedeerate
overS) is poly(n,log p).
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Analysis of Good-Vector.
Correctness: We must show that the outputted vectosatisfies the guarantees of Lemimd 4.3:

1. {yeS:{(a,y)=0 (mod p)}| <6
2. ’{<aay> (mOd p) 1y € S}’ > %

If n = 1 then settinga € Z, to 1 (i.e. line 1) trivially satisfieg1) and(2). We assume: > 2. We
prove the following invariant for the first loop (line 2): dtet beginning of each iteratio#? € Z;°*" and
|PS| =|S].

First let us assume that during the loop iteration, we fihe: Z;‘OX("O_” satisfying BTx # BTy for
all distinctx,y € PS (verified in line 5). This yields that the map — B”x is injective when restricted
to PS, and henceBT PS| = |S|. Next, sinceB € Zr*" =Y and P ¢ Zpo*", we have thalP is set to

BTP € 7™ V" for the next iteration, as needed.
Now we show that a valid projection matri®” is guaranteed to exist as long ag > 3. First, we
claim that there existg € Lines(Z;°), such that for all distinck,y € PS, (q +x) N (q+y) = 0,
i.e. all the lines passing throughS in the directionq are disjoint. A lineq fails to satisfy (a) if and only
if g = Z,(x —y) for distinctx,y € PS. The number of lines that can be generated in this way from

pSisatmost(°) = (I§l) < 221 Since|Lines(Z)| = P > 221 for ny > 3 we may pick

q € Lines(Z?) that satisfies (a). Now leB € Z;* """ denote a basis satisfying" = BZ2~'. We
claim that| BT PS| = |PS|. Assume not, then there exists distiscty € PS such that

BTx=Bly & BT(x —y)=0& (x—y)€ (BZZO_l)L =q,

which contradicts our assumption qn Therefore, the algorithm is indeed guaranteed to find a yabjec-
tion, as needed.

After the first for loop, we have constructdtl € Z2*" satisfying|P.S| = |S|, where|S| < p < @.
By Lemma[4.3, there exists € Z2 satisfying(1) and (2) for the setPS. Since(1) and(2) holds for any
non-zero multiple oh, i.e. any vector defining the same linesgsve may restrict the search to elements of
Lines(Z2). Therefore, by trying alp+ 1 elements of.ines(Z2) the algorithm is guaranteed to find a vadid
for the PS. Noting that(a, Py) = (P7a,y), we get thatP” a satisfieg1) and(2) for the setS, as needed.

Runtime: Forn = 1 the runtime is constant. We assume> 2. Here the first for loop is executed— 2
times. For each loop iteration we run thougle Lines(Z;°) until we find one inducing a good projection

matrix B. From the above analysis, we iterate through at nﬁ@é} < @ elementsy € Lines(Z;°)
before finding a good projection matrix. For eaghwe build a basis matri¥3 for g~ which can be done
using poly(n, log p) arithmetic operations. Next, we check for collisions agtieach paix,y € PS,
which can be done usin@(|S|) = O(p) iterations overS. Therefore, at each loop iteration we enumerate
over S at mostp? times while performing only polynomial time computatiortéence, the total number of
operations (excluding the time needed to output the elesr@if) is at mostpoly (n, log p)p*.

For the last phase, we run through the elementsiiies(Z2), where|Lines(Z2)| = p + 1. The validity
check fora € Lines(Z2) requires computing both the quantitig and(2). To compute{y € S : (y,a) =0 (mod p)}|
we iterate once over the sg&tnd count how many zero dot products there are. To compley) : y € S},
we first iterate over all residues #),. Next, for each residuec Z,, if we findy € S satisfying(a,y) =i
(mod p), we increment our counter by one, and otherwise continuenceléor any specifia € 72, we
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iterate over the sef exactlyp + 1 times, performingoly(n,log p)p? operations. Hence, over the whole
loop we performO(p?) iterations over the sef, and perfornpoly(n, log p)p> operations.

Therefore, over the whole algorithm we iterate over theSsat mostnp? times, and perform at most
poly(n, log p)p* operations. Furthermore, not counting the space needégr&td over the sef, the space
used by the algorithm isoly(n, log p). O

Before moving into the derandomized sparsifier constroctiee show a simple equivalence between
building a sparsifier for symmetric and asymmetric norms.

Lemma 5.2. Let K be ay-symmetric convex body, and létbe an n-dimensional lattice. Tak® C L, a
full dimensional sublattice. Then for> 0, we have that’’ is a (K N — K, t) sparsifier= £’ is a(K,t)
sparsifier.

Proof. Let £’ C £ be a(K N —K,t) sparsifier. Sincél N —K is 1-symmetric, by definition we have that
G(t(K N—K), L") =200, By LemmdA.l and/-symmetry ofK’, we have that

volo (K +3(KN—K)) _ vol,(3K)
voly(3(KN=K) = volu(3(K N=K)) ~

31’), —n

N(tK, (K N—K)=N(K,Kn-K) <

Therefore
GItK, L) < GHt(K N—K),LYN(K,t(K N—K)) = 203, — 90", =" a5 needed.

SinceK N —K C K, we note that|a||x < ||al|xkn—x for all a € R™. Now takex € R", and take
z € CVP(K, L, x). By the guarantee of’, there existy € £’ such that

ly — zllkn-x < drgn-x(L,2) +t =t
sincez € L. Next, using the triangle inequality we have that
ly = x[lx < lly —zlx + |z = x[[x < [ly — zllkn-x + dr (£, %) < dr (L, x) +1
as needed. Thereforg] is a(K, t) sparsifier forC as claimed. O

From the above lemma, we see that it suffices to build latfigesifiers for symmetric convex bodies,
i.e. to build a( K, t) sparsifier it suffices to build @ N — K, t) sparsifier forC.

We now show how to use the Good-Vector algorithm to get a cetalyl deterministic Lattice Sparsifier
construction. The correctness and runtime of the algorgiwven below yields the proof of Theordm B.2.

Proof of Theorerh 312 (Lattice Sparsifier Construction).

Correctness: We show that the outputted lattice i A, t) sparsifier forC. By LemmdX5.2 it suffices to
show that the algorithm outputs(&” N — K, t) sparsifier, which justifies the switch in line 2 froii to
K N —K. In what follows, we therefore assume thatis symmetric.

We first claim that\ < 2\;(K, £). To see by the guarantee on Shortest-Veéfoy, %), we have that
lyllx < 4Xi(K, L£). This implies

3 3 4
A< Syl < 5 gM(K £) = 20(K, £),

as needed.
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Algorithm 3 Algorithm Lattice-Sparsified, £, t)
Input: (0, r, R)-centered convex bodi C R™ with distance oracl® . for || - || x, basisB € Q<™ for
L, andt > 0.
Output: (K, t) sparsifier forC
1. K+~ KN-K

2: Computey € Shortest-Vectordy, L, %)
3N DK,%(Y); g 7-(n+5)

4: k<« |In (%% +1)/In3]

5 Lo+ L;By+ B

6: foriin0tok —1do

7. S « Lattice-Enung3i(1 — e)AK, L;,eAr)
8: ComputeN <« |S]

9: if V> 1000 then

10: ComputeB; «+ B; T, a basis for’

11: Compute prime satisfyingN < p < %

12: a < Good-Vecto(B;1'S (mod pZ"),p)

13: Computel;;; < {y € £; : (Bfa,y) =0 (mod p)} and basisB,; for £;;
14: else

15: Liv1  Li; Biy1 < By

16: return L

Claim 1: for eachi, 0 < i < k, we have that
1. ¥x € R, dg(L;,x) < dg(L,x) + 3(3 — 1)\,
2. G(3%\, L) < 77,

Proof. We establish the claim by induction enFori = 0, we have thatLy, = L. Therefore,L; trivially
satisfies propertyl). Next, since\ < 2\, (K, £), by Lemmd 2.1l we have th&t(\K, Ly) < (2-2+1)" =
5" < 7"+4. HenceL, also satisfie$2).

We now prove the claim far > 1. Let.S denote the set outputted by Lattice-Engfm( (‘1—5))\K, Li_1,€AT).
By the guarantees on Lattice-Enum, the Sedatisfies3’ 1 (1 — e)AK N L;_; € S C (3711 — e)AK +
eArBY) N L;_1. SincerBY C K andi > 1 we have3' (1 — e)AK + eArBy C 31 \K. Therefore,

31— AKNLi 1 CSC3INKNL (5.1)
SetN = |S| (line 8). By (5.1) and the induction hypothesis we have
13711 —e)AK N Li1| < N < |37INKNLi_y| < GBTIAK, L) < 7

AssumeN < 1000. Then the algorithm set§; = £, and B; = B;_1. The induction hypothesis
implies forx € R" that

(Lo %) = die(Li1,%) < dic(£,%) + 2(32'-1 S < die(£%) + g(y‘ TP
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and hence; satisfies(1). Next, by [5.1) we have thas?(1 —¢)AK N L;| < N < 1000. Therefore, Lemma
2.1 yields
G(3™INK, Li11) < (2-3(1/(1 —&)) + 1)"3'(1 — &)AK N L1
< 7(1 4+ 2¢)™ 1000 < 7",

where the last two inequalities follow sinee< 7-("+%), ThereforeL; satisfies requiremere) as needed.
AssumeN > 1000. Here we first comput&/ < p < &, and a dual basi8;_, for £;_,.

Claim 2: |B:Z,S (mod pZ")| = N

Proof. Since|S| = N, if the claim is false, there exists distinety € £ such that
BT\x =By (mod pZ") < B (x —y) =0 (mod pZ") & x —y € pLi_;.

Sincex,y € 3" 'AK andK is symmetric, we have that—y € 2-3" " 'K NpL;_1. Letz =x—y € pL;_1.
We examine the vectorZ for s € Z satisfying|s| < [§] = p—gl (sincep is odd). Since? € £;_, we have
thatsg e L;_1and

s2 € H 2. 371K C <p;1> 2.3 = (1 - 1) 31K

p|p 2p p
C(1-¢)37'K,

where the last inequality follows singe < % < % -7t ande = 7-("*5). Then, sinces can take

28] + 1 = p different values, the s¢t — £)3'"' K contains at least lattice points inZ;_;. However, by

the construction ofV, we have that

|(1 —¢)3""'K N L;_1] <N < p, aclear contradiction. The claim thus holds. O

Next, the algorithm computes < Good-VectorB;7'S (mod pZ"),p), and sets
L;={y€L:(B*a,y) =0 (mod p)}. From Claim 2, equation 5.1 and the guarantees on Good-ecto
we get

L3 1 —e)AK NL| = |{y €37 (1 —e)AK N L1 : (B*a,y) =0 (mod p)}| < 6.
2. [{(B*a,y) (mod p):y €3 AK ML} = P2

From here, using the identical analysis as in Thedrein 4o# fr) above we get thatx € R”, dx (L;,x) <
dr(L;_1,%) + 3 -3~ \. The induction hypothesis ofy;_; implies

di(Li_1,%x) + 3"\ < dg (L,x) + g(?f'—l — DA+ 3N =dg(L,x) + 2(3" — 1A

ThereforeL; satisfieg1) as needed. Using) and Lemma 2]1 we have that

GBAK, L) < (2-3-(1/(1 —e)) + 1D)™37 11 — e)AK N L4
<71 +28)"-6 < 7TV,
Thereforel; satisfies(2). The claim thus follows. O
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Given Claim 1, we will show that is a(K, t) sparsifier forC. By our choice ofk, note that%(?)’f —
DA <t <3-3(3FF1—1)A. By the claim, forx € R", d (Ly, x) < dg (L,x)+3(3F—1)A < dg (L, x)+t.
It therefore only remains to bour@(t K, £). By the previous bounds

~
| w
—
w
N
+
=
—_
~—
>
| o

Therefore, the claim and LemrhaR.1 imply
GUK, L) < (2- g + 1)"G(3*AK, £;) < 107 - 7 = 20()
as needed. The algorithm returns a vdlid ¢) sparsifier forL.

Runtime: The algorithm first runs the Shortest-Vectors §rand £, which takes2°(™ poly(-) time and
2" poly(-) space. Next, the for loop on lirteiteratesk = Lln(% +1)/In3] = poly(-) times.

Each for loop iteration, indexed hysatisfying0 < i < k — 1, consists of computations over the set
S < Lattice-Enumg‘(1 — e)AK, L;,e\r). For the intended implementation, we do not store theSset
explicitly. Every time the algorithm needs to iterate overwe implement this by performing a call to
Lattice-Enumg’ (1 — ¢)\K, L;,e\r). Furthermore, the algorithm only interacts witby iterating over its
elements, and hence the implemented interface suffices. diitlwe loop iteration indexed by we do as
follows:

1. ComputeN = |S|. This is implemented by iterating over the elements$ @nd counting, and so by
the guarantees of Lattice-Enum requires at M28$t) G (3'\K, £;) poly(-) = 29 poly(-) time (by
Claim 1) and2™ poly(-) space.

2. If N <1000, we keep the same lattice and skip to the next loop iteratfolN. > 1000, continue.
3. ComputeB; = B;T. This can be done ipoly(-) time and space.

4. Compute a prime satisfyingN < p < % Such a prime can be computed by trying all integers in
the previous range and using trial division. This takes att@¢ N2 poly(log N)) = 20(") time and
poly(n) space.

5. Call Good-VectarB™*S (mod pZ"), p). By the guarantees on Good-Vector, the algorithm performs
poly(n,log p)p* = 20" operations and iterates at mogt® = 29 times over the seB”*S
(mod pZ™). These iterations can be perform&d™ poly(-) time and2"™ poly(-) space by the guar-
antees on Lattice-Enum.

6. Compute a basiB;; for the new latticeC; 11 = {y € £; : (B*Ta,y) =0 (mod p)}. This can be
done inpoly(-) time.

From the above analysis, we see that the entire algorithsing? (™ poly(-) time and2” poly(-) space
as needed. O
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6 Further Applications and Future Directions

Integer Programming. We explain how the techniques in this paper apply to Integegf@mming (IP),
i.e. the problem of deciding whether a polytope containsnéeger point, and discuss some potential as-
sociated venues for improving the complexity of IP. For a&bhistory, the first breakthrough works on IP
are by Lenstra [Len83] and Kanngn_[Kan87], where it was shitwah anyn-variable IP can be solved in
20(M)p25n time (with polynomial dependencies on the remaining patarag Since then, progress on IP
has been slow, though recent complexity improvements hage made: the dependencerowas reduced
to n2" [HK10], O(n)3" [DPV11], and finallyn™ [Dad12a].

Let K C R™ denote a polytope. To find an integer point inside the general outline of the above
algorithms is as follows. Pick a center point K, and attempt to “roundé to a point inZ"™ inside K . If this
fails, decompose the integer programiennto subproblems. Here, the decomposition is generalliesed
by partitioningZ™ along shifts of some rational linear subspdtéoften a hyperplane) and recursing on the
integral shifts ofH intersectingk.

In [Dad12b], an algorithm is given to perform the above rdngdstep in a “near optimal” manner.
More precisely, the centar of K is chosen to be the center of gravibyof K (which can be estimated
via random sampling), and roundirgto Z™ is done via an approximate CVP computation with target
b, lattice Z™, and norm|| - ||x_p (corresponding to scaling’ aboutb(XK)). Here the AKS randomized
sieve is used to perform the approximate CVP computationgiwis efficient due to the fact that — b
is near-symmetric (se€ [MPOOQ]). Let € Z™ be the returnedl + ¢)-CVP solution, and assume that
is correctly computed (which occurs with high probabilitf)/le can now examine the following cases. If
y € K, we have solved the IP. |fy — b||x-» > (1 + ¢), then by the guarantee gn for anyz € Z™ we
have thatl|z — b||x_p > 1 < z ¢ K. Hence, we can immediately decide thatn Z" = (). Lastly, if
1 < [ly=b|x-b < (1+¢), we know that— K + t5-b is integer free whilg1 + ) K — b containsy. In
this final case, we are in essentially a near-optimal sindtr computing a “good” decomposition (using
the so-called “flatness” theorems in the geometry of numbé&ke note with previous methods (i.e. using
only symmetric norm o¥fs techniques), the ratio of scalings between the integerdnekenon integer free
case wa®)(n) in the worst case as opposed(lo+ ¢)? (heree can be any constant 1).

With the techniques in this paper, we note that the abovediagrmprocedure can be made Las Vegas
(i.e. no probability of error, randomized running time) leplacing the AKS Sieve with our new DPV based
solver (randomness is still needed to estimate the cenigrawfty). This removes any probability of error
in the above inferences, making the above rounding algoréhsier to apply in the IP setting. We note that
the geometry induced by the above rounding procedure igmilyrpoorly understood, and very little of it
is being exploited by IP algorithms. One hope for improvihg tomplexity of IP with the above methods,
is that with a strong rounding procedure as above one maylkeet@lavoid the worst case bounds on the
number of subproblems created at every recursion node efdlyrthe main way to show thdt admits a
small decomposition into subproblems is to show that thekog radius ofK (i.e. the minimum scaling
such that every shift ol intersectsZ”) is large. Using the above techniques, we easily get thaarfibal
case the covering radiusis 1—}ra (sincel—_lkaKJr b isinteger free), however in reality the covering radius
could be much larger (yielding smaller decompositions)retlan interesting direction would be to try and
show that on the aggregate (over all subproblems), the iegveadii of the nodes must grow as we go down
the recursion tree. This would allow us to show that as weatabthe recursion tree, the branching factor
shrinks quickly, allowing us to get better bounds on the sfzée recursion tree (which yields the dominant
complexity term for current IP algorithms).
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CVP under /.. While the ideas presented here do not seem to be practicafiiementable in general
(at least currently), there are special cases where théeadrincurred by our approach maybe acceptable.
One potential target is solvin@ + ¢)-CVP under/.,. This is one of the most useful norms that is often
approximated by, for lack of a better alternative.

As an example, i [BCO7], they reduce the problem of computiachine efficient polynomial approx-
imations (i.e. having small coefficient sizes)loflimensional functions to CVP undéx,. The goal in this
setting is to generate a high quality approximation thatiigble for hardware implementation or for use in
a software library, and hence spending considerable catipoal resources to generate it is justified.

We now explain why thé., norm version of our algorithms maybe suitable for practicgdlementation
(or at least efficient “heuristic” implementation). Mostportantly, for/., the DPV lattice point enumerator
is trivial to implement. In particular, to enumerate thdita points in a cube, one simply enumerates the
points in the outer containing ball and retains those in thi#ec Second, if one is comfortable with random-
ization, the sparsifier can be constructed by adding a sinapldom modular form to the base lattice. For
provable guarantees, the main issue is that the modulusbawstrefully chosen (see Sectidn 4), however it
seems plausible that in practice an appropriate modulusthmayessed heuristically.
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A Covering Bound

In this section, we prove the basic covering bound statecemmd 2.11..

For a setd C R", letint(A) denote the interior ofd. For convex bodiesi, B C R", we define the
covering numbetV (A, B) = inf{|A| : A CR", A C A + B}, i.e. the minimum number of translates Bf
needed to coveA. We will require the following standard inequality on thevedng number.

Lemma A.1. Let A, B C R™ be convex bodies, wherfg is symmetric. Then

vol,(A + B/2)

NAB) = — 57

Proof. LetT C A be any maximal set of points such that for all distircy € 7', (x+B/2)N(y+B/2) =
(. We claim thatd C T + B. For anyz € A, note by maximality ofl’ that there existx € T such that
(z+ B/2) N (x+ B/2) # 0. Thereforez € x + B/2 — B/2 = x + B, as needed.

SinceT + B/2 corresponds tdI'| disjoint translates oB /2, we have that

|T’| vol,(B/2) = vol,(T + B/2) < vol,,(A+ B/2).
Rearranging the above inequality yields the lemma. O

Proof of Lemma_2]1We prove the bound of(dK, £) in terms ofA\; (K N —K, L).
Lets = 30 (K N —K, £). Forx € £, we examine

x+int(s(KN—-K))={z€R": ||z — x|[|[kn-x < s}.
Now forx,y € L, x # y, we claim that
x+int(s(KN—-K)) Ny +int(s(KN—K)) =10 (A1)

Assume not, thed z € R” such that|z — x||x—k, ||z — ¥||kn-x < s. SinceK N —K is symmetric, we
note thallly — z||xn-x = ||z — yllkn-x < s. But then we have that

ly = xllkn-x =y -2+ 2 —x||kn-k < |ly — 2llkn-x + |2 — X||kn-K
<s+s=2s=M(KN-K,L),

a clear contradiction singg — x # 0.
Takec € R™. To boundG(dK, £) we must bound(c + dK) N L|. Forx € ¢ + dK, we note that
x+s(KN—-K)Cc+ (d+ s)K. Therefore,
vol,, ((d 4+ s)K) = vol,(c + (d+ s)K) > vol, (((c+dK)N L) + s(K N—K))
= |(c +dK) N L|vol,(s(K N —K))

where the last equality follows frofid.1]). Therefore, we have that

vol,((d+s)K)  [(d+s n_ n 2d !
|(c+dK)ﬁ£|§Voln(s(Km_K)) _< vs > =7 <1+)\1(K0—K,£)>
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as needed.

We prove the bound o6'(dK, £) in terms of| (K N —K) N L|. Examined K + x. Lety,...,yn €
(tK +x) N L, denote a maximal collection of points such that the traesg + 3(K N —K), i € [N], are
interior disjoint. We claim thatdK +x) N £ C UY |y; + (K N —K). Takez € (dK + x) N £. Then by
construction ofyy, ..., yxn, there exists € [N] such that

1 1
z+§(Kﬂ—K)ﬂy,-+§(Kﬂ—K)75@:>z€yi+(Kﬂ—K)

as needed. Therefot@lK +x)NL| <> ", [(yi+ (KN—K))NL| = N|(KN-K)NL| SinceK is
~v-symmetric, we get that
_ voln (Ulyys + 3(KN=K)) __, _,vol,(dK + (K N —K))
B vol,, (3 (K N —K)) - vol, (K)

< y7™2d + 1)

as needed. Since the above bound holds fax @lR™, we get that
G(tK,L) <~y ™(2d+1)"-|(K N —K)NL|as needed. O
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