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Abstract

We give a deterministic polynomial space construction feainty optimale-nets with respect to any
inputn-dimensional convex bodi and norml| - ||. More precisely, our algorithm can build and iterate
over ane-net of K with respect td| - || in time 2°(") x ( size of the optimal net using onlypoly(n)-
space. This improves on previous construction$ of [ASE] which achieve either 2°(") approxima-
tion or ann®(™) approximation of the optimal net size usigy space angoly(n)-space respectively.
As in [ASLT13], our algorithm relies on the mathematically classigaraach of building thin lattice
coverings of space, which reduces the task of construetimgts to the problem of enumerating lattice
points. Our main technical contribution is a determinigt™)-time andpoly(n)-space construction
of thin lattice coverings of space with respect to any coriveaty, where enumeration in these lattices
can be efficiently performed usingly(n)-space. This also yields the firskistentialconstruction of
poly(n)-space enumerable thin covering lattices for general cobudies, which we believe is of inde-
pendent interest. Our construction combines the use of tedlipsoid from convex geometry [Mil86]
with lattice sparsification and densification techniquesds0/ DK13].

As an application, we give 2°(")(1 4 1/¢)™ time andpoly(n)-space deterministic algorithm for
computing a1 + €)™ approximation to the volume of a general convex body, whigorly matches the
lower bounds for volume estimation in the oracle model (tpethdence onis larger by a facto? in
the exponent). This improves on the previous results of [8]Vivhich gave the above result only for
symmetric bodies and achieved a dependenceddifl + log®/?(1/¢)/e2)".
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1 Basic Concepts

Convexity. Define By = {x:|/x||2 < 1} to be the unit Euclidean ball iiR". For sets4,B C R",
s,t € R, we define the Minkowski sumA+tB = {sa+tb:a € A,b € B}. Aconvex bodyK C R"isa
compact convex set with non-empty interior. For any coneXs we have the algebraé +tK = (s+t)K
fors,t > 0. K is symmetric ifK = —K andO-centered i is in the interior of . For a0-centered convex
body, we define the polak® = {x ¢ R" : (x,y) < 1Vy € K}. We let|x||x = inf{s >0:x € sK}
denote thegauge functiorof K. Here|| - ||k satisfies all norm properties except symmetry wiérns
0-centered and induces a norm in the usual sense ithisrsymmetric.
For two sets4, B C R", we denote theovering numbenf A with respect taB is

N(A,B) =min{|T|: T CR",AC T+ B}

A, B have covering numbers bounded (ay, c2) if N(A, B) < ¢; andN (B, A) < ca.

We define the ellipsoi® (A) = {x € R" : xT Ax < 1}, whereA is ann x n symmetric positive definite
matrix. From here one has thB{(A) = A~/2BJ andvol,,(E(A)) = det(A)~"/?vol,, (BY).

For ann dimensional convex bodi, we say that an ellipsoid is an M -ellipsoid of K if K, E have
covering numbers bounded BY (™ (see Sectioh 311 for more details).

Computational Model:  When interacting algorithmically with convex bodies, wdlwessume that they
are presented by membership oracles in the standard wagéstier 3.1 for more details). The complexity
of our algorithms will be measured by the number of arithmepierations and oracle calls.

Lattices. Ann-dimensional lattice C R™ is the integer span of a badis= (b4, ..., b,) of R". We also
use the notatior(B) to denote the lattice spanned by a basisThe determinandet (L) of £ is defined
as|det(B)|. We define the (symmetric) parallelepiped with respedBtasP(B) = B[—1/2,1/2]". Let
M C L be a sublattice of. We define the quotient groufp)(mod M) = {M +y :y € L}, i.e. the cosets
of M with respect tol. Let [£ : M] denote the index of with respect toM, where[L : M] = |L
(mod M)|. If [£ : M] < oo, then[L : M] = det(M)/det(L£) anddim(M) = dim(L). Forp € N the
groupL/p (mod L) = {£L+ Ba/p:a € {0,...,p— 1}"}, where group addition corresponds to adding
the coefficient vectors modujg and hencef /p (mod £) = Zj.

Let K be a0-centered convex body. We denote distance between apairik” and£ under|| - | x as
di (L£,x) = minycr ||y — x|/ x. The covering radius o with respect toC is

p(K, L) =inf{s >0: L+ sK =R"} = max di (L, x).
xER?

L is K-covering if u(K, £) < 1 anda-thin if vol,,(K)/det(£) < a. We note that the notion of covering
radius makes sense for any convex body (since it can be statependent of centering).

Let K be a symmetry convex body. We define the minimum distanc€ efith respect toK as
)\1(K,£) = infyeﬁ\{o} HyHK Let A = )\1(K, ﬁ), no= /J,(K, ﬁ) L is K-packing if)\l(K, ﬁ) > 2.
Thepacking densitpf £ with respect taX is vol,, (A/2K)/ det(L). Note that the packing density is always
less thanl since the lattice shifts f\/2) K are all interior disjoint. Th@acking to covering rati@f £ with
respect tak is \/(2u). Note if s < A/2, i.e. below the packing radius, then lattice shifts;&f must leave
parts of space uncovered. From this, we see that the paakit@yering ratio is also always less than

Let K be a0-centered convex body. Ti&hortest Vector Problem (SVR)th respect tof and K is to
find a shortest non-zero vector fhunder|| - || k. TheClosest Vector Problem (CVR)ith respect tal, K
and targe € R” is to find a closest lattice vectgr € £ to x under|| - ||k, i.e. that minimizegly — x| .
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2 Introduction

The usefulness efnets within Computer Science for designing approximagigiorithms, derandomization

and in many other contexts, is well-established. In thisepape will explore algorithms for constructing

such nets in a general geometric setting. In particular, Wdwinterested in the following algorithmic task:

givenn-dimensional convex bodi&s and &, construct a covering @' by K in time at mostf (n) N (C, K).

In this language, constructing amet for C' under a given nornfj - ||, corresponds to the covering problem
whereK = {x € R" : x| < €}.

In this general context, the problem of algorithmically stwocting such coverings was first studied
in [ASL™13]. Here, they showed that such coverings can be used t giebdditive PTAS foR-player
Nash equilibria and the Densest Subgraph problem, in treewehsre the sum of the payoff matrices (#ar
player Nash) or the adjacency matrix (for Densest Subgraat)ogarithmie-rank. To build the coverings,
they relied on constructions of thin lattice coverings cicp Based on these they gave two deterministic
constructions foe-nets in the case where the covering body is symmetric: ohiang f(n) = n°™
usingpoly(n) space based on good ellipsoidal roundings, and anothes\aeif (n) = 20(") ysing 2"
space based on a construction of Rogers [R rﬂ;SO]

Our goal will be to build such coverings for general convexlibs with f(n) = 20(") using only
poly(n)-space. We will also give applications to the problems oédgtnistic volume estimation for convex
bodies, estimating norms of linear operators, constrggimlyhedral approximations, and of derandomizing
certain lattice algorithms.

We note that exponential approximation factors are veryraatin the geometric setting, since even
covering am-dimensional convex bodg' by a(1/2)C must have size at lea8t just by comparing vol-
umes. Hence, even small perturbations of either of the B@diend K will generically change the covering
numbers by an exponential factor.

2.1 Thin Lattice Coverings

As in [ASL™13], our method for building coverings relies on the mathiéra#ly classical approach, pri-
marily developed by C.A. Rogers, of building a thin latticevering of space with respect to the covering
body K, and restricting the covering to the body(see for example [Rogh0, Rod58, Rog59, RZ97]).

More formally, for any convex bodyx’, we seek to build a lattica satisfying
1. Covering: A is K-covering.
2. Thinness: vol, (K)/det(A) < t(n).
3. Enumeration Compexity: For any convex body’, the lattice points in
(C—K)nL (corresponding to the lattice shifts &f touchingC')
can be enumerated in timn) N (C, K) using at most mogi(n) space.

Our main result is as follows:

The original paper also claimed a Las Vegas constructioieeicty f(n) = 20(m) usingpoly(n)-space, but this construction
was flawed[[Vem113]. However, this does not affect the timememity of their main algorithm and its applications.



Theorem 2.1 (Thin Lattice) There is a deterministig®("™ time andpoly(n) space construction for cover-
ing lattices with respect to

1. symmetric convex bodies satisfyingt(n) = 37, f(n) = 2°™ and p(n) = poly(n), where the
constructed lattices have packing to covering ratio at {€a$.

2. general convex bodies satisfyingt(n) = 7, f(n) = 2°™ andp(n) = poly(n).

Furthermore, enumeration within these lattices can be éampuinted using standard Schnorr-Euchner enu-
meration.

Schnorr-Euchner enumeration is a basis centric form até&fioint enumeration, which uses a search
tree over the basis coefficients to find lattice points, angkihiaps the most commonly used lattice point
enumeration method in practice (see Sedtioh 4.1 for mowlslet\We note that Theoreim 2.1 gives the first
existentialconstruction of low-space enumerable covering lattices $ehnorr-Euchner or any other known
low-space method). Indeed, for the main class of latticesd trs show the existence of thin coverings, that is
the so-called Haar (or random) lattices (see [R0g58, RQgh¥ known that Schnorr-Euchner enumeration
(and all other known low-space enumeration methods) is imege not efficient. In particular, for Haar
lattices it can shown that the Schnorr-Euchner enumerabamlexity for a scaled Euclidean ball can be an
nf¥(") factor larger than the number of points in the ball (see fameple, sectior? in [BGJ13]). We note
that these types of lattices form a main class of “hard” testisinces for solving the classical Shortest (SVP)
and Closest Vector Problems (CVP).

As an added bonus of our construction, the covering latiit1 have a packing to covering ratio of
at leastl/3 for symmetric bodies, and have the property that CVP undemtirm for which they were
constructed can be solved 27" time andpoly(n) space (since this reduces to enumeration within the
covering body). We note that while building thin coveringfizes for/, norms is trivial —2n~Y?7, is a
20(")_thin covering lattice for the, norm — building ones with constant packing to covering ratiaot.

In fact, even for the/s norm, there is no known explicit construction of such a datti Furthermore, as
mentioned above, the main probabilistic constructions alocarrently have space efficient CVP solvers.
While these properties are not directly used in our appboat we believe they might be useful elsewhere,
such as in lattice based schemes for Locality Sensitive iHgglsee [[AI06] for an application using the
24-dimensional Leech lattice).

From the perspective of space usage, if one is willing to Mpemential space, then lattice point enumer-
ation can be performed efficiently within any thin coveriagfice. In particular, given &n)-thin covering
lattice, the M-ellipsoid covering and Voronoi cell basediereration algorithm of [MV13, DPV11, Dadl12]
can be used to achieve enumeration complefity) = 2°(™t(n). Given this, the main contribution in
Theorenl 2.1 is in building thin covering lattices with lowusneration complexity. We remark that in the
context of lattice problems such as CVP and SVP, there is argkdichotomy in the known time / space
tradeoffs, where on one end we hawely (n) space ana°(™ time algorithms and on the othef ™ time
and space algorithms. From this perspective, Thebreim 2ldsya non-trivial example where this type of
dichomotomy is in fact unnecessary.

From Thinnessto Coverings. Following [RZ97], we outline how to use a thilf-covering latticeA to
recover a nearly optimal covering of any convex badpy K. Firstly, we note that th& -covering property
A+ K = R"™implies that all the lattice shifts dk touchingC must form a covering of’. Formally, the set

T={yeA:(y+K)NC#0}={yeA:yeC—-K}=(C—-K)NA,



satifiesC’ C T + K. Furthermore, the same argument works for any shift x as well, in thatl" =
(C — K)n (A + x) also forms yields a covering @f by K. If one estimates the number of lattice points
in C — K using the so-called Gaussian heuristic we expect that

|(C — K)NA| = vol,,(C — K)/det(A).
In fact, a straighforward averaging argument reveals thaéipick a uniform cosek < R™ (mod A)

1;_(_)[(0 — K)N(A+x)] =vol,(C — K)/det(A).
Hence a covering of this size always exists via the protslzlmethod. However, since our goal is to get
deterministic algorithms, we will show later that the cahtroset, i.eA + x = A, yields a covering of size
at worst a2°(") factor larger than the Gaussian heuristic in this settirag.tRe time being, let us therefore
assume that the central coset achieves this bound. Ndivdenhote an optimal covering éf by K. From
here, we see that

Vol (C — K) < vol, (T + K — K) < vol, (K — K)|T| < 4"vol, (K)N(C, K),

where the last step follows by the Rogers-Shepard inegU&B57]

vol, (K — K) < <2:> vol,,(K)

(if K is symmetric we getol,, (K — K) = 2"vol,,(K)). Putting it all together, we get that
|(C— K)NA| <4"(vol,(K)/det(A))N(C,K) = 4"t(n)N(C, K). (2.1)

(the right hand side drops 2 if K symmetric) wheré(n) is the thinness of the covering. From the above
argument, we see that the thinness of the covering latteenéslly controls the quality of the coverings we
can expect to derive from it.

From the perspective of optimizing thinness, as mentionedigusly, it has long been known that
Haar lattices yield extremely efficient coverings. In parkar, in a rather surprising result, Rogers [Rog59]
showed that Haar lattices modified by a small number of aafditi “random densification” steps can be
used to construct covering lattices of thinne&%°s7+0() for any convex body and thinneadog®™ (n)
for the Euclidean ball. This result was further extended byld3 [But72], who showed that with the same
thinness one can build lattices with packing to coveringprat leastl /2 — o(1) (which is conjectured to
be optimal as» — oo for K = BZ). We note however, that even for covering lattices of thasie the
above bounds on the size of the coverings is still an exp@idactor larger thanV (C, K). In particular, if
C =K =[0,1]" andA = Z", then the set

(C—K)Nn(A+t)|=1-11"Nn(Z"+t) >2" forallt € R",

even thoughV(C, K') = 1. Hence the bound from Equatidn (P.1) can be tight. Furthegay applying a
random shift to eithe€ or K in the above example, we see that approximafif@’, K) to within less than
2" is essentially impossible under the oracle model (sinceg¢heube shifts such that + [0, 1] contains
more than one vertex ¢, 1] has measure zero).

We remark that while the construction described aboveselielattice coverings of space, it can easily
be adapted to use non-lattice coverings as well (which chieee thinnesg)(n logn), i.e. somewhat better
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than lattice coverings). However, one main drawback of latiice coverings — which usually consist of
“random” shifts of a base lattice covering — is that theredsgeneric way to certify them (i.e. that they
indeed yield a covering). In the lattice setting, this taskchmsimpler, since it reduces to approximating the
covering radius. Here, it was shown in [GMRO5] that a bopnd p. (K, A) < p/(p — 1)u can be computed
by solvingp™ CVPs (see Lemmia_3.7). We note that even in the case of latleriags, using the above
procedure2°(™ time only allows us to compute(d + ¢) approximation of the covering radius, for a fixed
e > 0, and hence it is unclear how one could effectively certiiptiess below1 + ¢)".

Thin Lattice Constructions. We now discuss how one can construct thin covering lattiaed, explain
how our construction differs from previous work. We will test here to the case whel€ is symmetric.
In the next section, we will show how to reduce the generad tashe symmetric one.

To build intuition, we describe the first basic constructtdfASL "13]. Given the initialn dimensional
covering bodyK, a first natural way to get a handle on the coarse geomefiyisto compute an appropriate
ellipsoidal approximation. As a first try, we may attempt ¢onpute a good sandwiching ellipsaldfor K,

i.e. an ellipsoid satisfyind’ C K C cFE, wherec is small as possible. Fer-dimensional symmetric convex
bodies sandwiching ellipsoids always exist o= \/n (€.g. one may use the maximum volume contained
ellipsoid), and this is tight (e.g. the cube vs the ball). Binaar transformation — note that all the desired
properties of the covering lattice are preserved by a sanatbus linear transformation of the lattice and
covering body — we may assume tt3§ C K C /nBf. A simple choice ofK’-covering lattice is how

A= %Z". The covering property follows from the fact th&t contains the cub{e\‘/—%, %]" C By C K,

which is the (symmetric) fundamental parallelepiped wébpect to the basiB = (%el, R %en). A
first question is how thin is this lattice covering? From thadwiching bounds we get

vol, (K) < voly, (v/nBY)

= (n/2)"vol, (BY) = 2°Mpn/2,
det(A) — det(%Zn) (n/2)"vol,(By) n

Another question is how easy is enumeration in this lattike?ve will see, the main consideration will be
the enumeration complexity for the covering boRlyitself, as this will essentially determine ttfé¢n) pa-

rameter. For our choice of lattick = %Z", one can consider the graph ovewhereby two lattice points

are adjacent if their associated parallelepipPd®) = [\‘/—%, %]” intersect in a facet, or put more simply if
their difference is irtt{%el, . %en}. Here it is not hard to check that the restriction of this ¢rém

the lattice points forming & (B)-tiling of K, that is(K' —P(B))NA, is connected. Furthermore, given that
P(B) C K, via similar arguments to those above the tiling has sizended by2"vol(K)/det(A). Hence
the points inK N A can be enumerated by computing the connected componéninahe tiling graph in
poly(n)2"vol(K')/det(A) time via a depth first or breadth first search. To make this emation space
efficient (avoiding a linear dependence on the size of thphgraa simple line following argument shows
that the edges of the shortest path tree directed toviacds be computed locally. From here one can show
that a traversal of the vertices of this implicit shorteshpaee can be computed in space logarithmic in the
size of the graph — which isoly(n) in this setting — starting frorf (see [Dad12] for a full exposition).

The above construction df [AS113] yields a2°(")n"-thin K -covering latticeA that ispoly(n)-space
enumerable. While this is not good enough for our purposeswil make use of the main fact enabling
low space enumeration. In particular, if a convex badhas a tiling with respect to a basis parallelepiped
P(B) of size f(n)|C'NA|, then the point€' N A can be enumerated joly (n) space and'(n)|C'NA| time.

We will strengthen this observation, by showing that Schisrchner (SE) enumeration — which always
operates usingoly(n) space — ove€' N A using basif3 has complexity bounded hyoly(n)N (C,P(B))
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(see Lemmals 4.2 and 4.5). Note that by definition, the pé&epljged covering number is always bounded
by the size of a parallelepiped tiling. Apart from yielding@mewhat simpler enumeration algorithm, SE
enumeration will be very useful in that it will make it easydoantify how the enumeration complexity
changes when taking sublattices or superlattices of ang ladsce. In particular, we show that the SE
enumeration complexity for a convex body does not increasenvtaking sublattices, and increases by at
most the index when taking superlattices (see Leinma 4.4).

To improve on the above construction, we will make use ofdhadditional ingredients. Firstly, we
construct a lattice basiB whose parallelepipe®(B) has covering numbers at ma$t(™) with respect to
K. This can be achieved by choosi®jB) to be a maximum volume in inscribed parallelepiped fof\én
Ellipsoid E of K. We note that the “M-Lattice’’ = £(B) is used in[[DPV11] to compute th& -ellipsoid
covering for the lattice point enumeration algorithm. Bkiag for more than the sandwiching bounds
achieved in the previous construction, we get good boundseovolume ofK, i.e. det(£) = 29™vol,, (K)
(avoiding the previous™ factor), and - as mentioned above - we get that Schnorr-Euaimumeration in
K with respect taB takes at mosz®(™ time. At this point, from the robustness of SE enumeratioscan
reduce the covering lattice problem to building<acovering latticeA that is “not too far” from the base
lattice £. In particular, it will suffice for us ifA can be obtained by a sequence of sublattice and superlattice
operations over where the product of the indexes is at ma<t™ (in fact, it will be a superlattice of a
sublattice).

The remaining two ingredients are the use of lattice speagifin and densification. Here the idea will
be to use sparsification to choose a sublattice of small imdrech gets rid of all short lattice vectors, and to
use densification to construct a superlattice of small inglbich reduces the covering radius to a constant
multiple of the minimum distance.

The original construction of Rogers [Rog50], which is impknted in [[ASL13], uses a “greedy”
deterministic densification procedure to construct adativith packing to covering ratio at least3. More

precisely, starting from a base lattics Rogers looks for a poiny € £/3 that is at distance at least

A M (K, L) from £ under| - | x. If such a pointy exists, we adjoiry to £ and repeat. The distance

lower bound here guarantees that the minimum distance daekorease when we adjgin Furthermore,
the determinant decreases by a factad after adjoiningy, and hence the packing density of the new lattice
increases by a fact@. If no such point exists, then every point ily3 is at distance at most; from L,
which implies (see Lemnia 3.7) that K, £) < (3/2)\; (i.e. packing to covering ratid/3). We note that
without the symmetry assumption @1, it is unclear how to derive the bound on the covering radiuseo
the procedure terminates. A nice feature of this constings that it can be implemented as long as one can
efficiently enumerate lattice points in the current lattigéh respect to shifts ok, K, where)\; stays fixed
throughout the construction.

When starting from an M-Lattic€ with basisB (whereP(B) is fundamental parallelepiped built from
an M-Ellipsoid of K'), the enumeration within; K can initially be done iz time usingpoly(n) space
via SE enumeration, where hel¢ = O(1) sincevol,(K) > 2790 det(L). However, the efficiency
of enumeration degrades over the course of the construasathe lattice gets denser. In particular, the
enumeration complexity can jump by34 factor afterk iterations, since this is the index with respect to
the base lattice. We note that the number of lattice poinemninshift of \; K is never larger thaf” by a
standard packing bound. While this does not bound the SE eration complexity, it is sufficient to bound
the time complexity of the M-ellipsoid and Voronoi cell bdsenumeration algorithm of [MV13, DPV11]
by 20(") while using2°(™ space. The latter method describes the implementation$.fA3]. Since we
seek to avoid the use of exponential space, we will show hdweép SE enumeration efficient throughout
the entire procedure. Given the above reasoning, for SE eration to remair®(™ time, one needs to



ensure that the Rogers densification procedure terminate&n) steps.

The only general bound on the iteration complexity of Roghkrssification procedure is based on the
packing density of the base lattice, is@l,((A1/2)K)/ det(L£). If the base lattice has packing density,
then since the packing density increases by a fattar each iteration, the number of iterations must be
bounded byl /| (remembering that the packing density is always less thab/nfortunately, when starting
from the M-Lattice or the lattice constructed from a gooddseiching ellipsoid, one has little control over
the packing density. In both cases{ K, £) could be as small/n while the volume ofK” can be essentially
equal todet(L£), yielding a packing density ofi~©("). We note that constructing lattices with packing
density2=9() is non-trivial even for/,, norms (for any fixegp < o0), where nopoly(n) time computable
explicit constructions are known (simple probabilistinstiuctions do exist, although their correctness
cannot be efficiently verified). As a first simple workaround the M-Lattice, if one is willing to forgo the
packing to covering property fak', then one can simply “truncate the long parts”of replacing K’ by
K'= KNP(B). Here\(K', L) > 1 sinceK’ C P(B), and

vol,(K') > vol, (K) /N (K, P(B)) > 27%Myol, (K) > 2790 det(L).

Therefore the packing density gfwith respect tak” is 2= and hence Rogers densification procedure
creates an easy to enumerafethin K’-covering latticeA (by the bound ofl /3 on the packing to covering
ratio), which yields a similarly easy to enumeraf¥™-thin K -covering lattice.

We would like to point out that there are probabilistic vers of the densification procedure, which
allow us to get around the requirement in Rogers’ greedytoactton that we start with a scaling &f that
packs with respect to the base lattice. Though we do no uséetttinique, we describe it at a high level for
the sake of comparison. Roughly speaking, here we densfpdise latticeC by picking a random super-
lattice A C £ of some fixed index. In the case whete= Z" (which is WLOG by a linear transformation),
one prominent such family of densifications is derived froraredom generator matrix of a subspaceZff
More precisely, letting” < Z;*™ be a uniformn x m matrix with entries irZ,, m < n, we define

AC) = Z" + (C/p)Z™ = T+ (C/p) T

Note that with high probabilityA(C') corresponds t@™ shifts of Z™, and hence the index is almost always
p™. At a high level, using random densification, one can show tthe indexp™ of A(C'), needed for
A(C) to be K-covering is proportional to theoset volumef K. With respect tdZ", the coset volume
V = vol(K (mod Z™)) of K, is the volume of the cosets @f* represented bys. This can be identified
with the standard Lesbesgue measure by sending each weetdf to its fractional parts

X = (X1,...,Xp) = (x1 — |x1],..., % — |Xn]) €10, 1),

and computing the volume of the resultant set. Hiéfelet(Z") = V yields the fraction of cosets repre-
sented byK. The generator matrig’ can be thought of yielding™ nearly uniform (though not indepen-
dent) shifts of K’ within [0, 1)™ (thought of as the torus in the obvious way). Here it can bevshihat if

p™ = 29 /V (for m andp appropriately related), then the shifS/p)Z,' + K cover the torug0, 1)" after
modding byZ"™ with high probability (se€ [ELZQ5] for a similar analysis @k is the Euclidean ball), and
henceA(C) is K-covering with high probability. We note thatZf” is K -packing then the coset volume of
K isvol,(K), and hence we get a bound pft in terms of the packing density as in Rogers construction.
Also, note thatvol,,(P(B) N K) is a lower bound on the coset volume, which allows us to rectwe
workaround. While these randomly densified lattices arg flexible, apart from the fact they give prob-
abilistic constructions, they do not seem to give us muclaathge for building the thin covering lattices
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we need here. In particular, for the parameter rapitje= 2°(™) we require here, it is unclear whether we
get better results than with Rogers’ greedy construction, farthermore the analysis becomes somewhat
delicate and non-trivial. We note that* — oo (for p andm appropriately related), it is known that the
distribution on the rescaled latticp&/"A(C') (so determinant equal§ converges in a strong sense to the
Haar distribution on lattices [GM03]. Hence, one can in iz these distributions to construct lattices that
are far more “extremal” than what we need or can even hopertifycen particular, one can recover the
results of [Rog59, But72] using these lattices.

We now explain how to build a thin covering lattice f&r with packing to covering ratio at leasy 3,
avoiding the use of the intermediate boAy above. In the above construction, the truncatioch= K N
P(B) achievesk’ N £ = {0} andvol, (K)/vol,(K') = 29 Here the idea will be that, instead of
modifying K, we will build a sparsifying sublatticé/ C £ which removes all the non-zero lattice vectors
in K, i.e. such that/ N K = {0}. As long as the index al/ with respect to’ is at most2®™), we will
have that\; (K, M) = ©(1). By construction\; (K, M) > 1, and Minkowski’'s convex body theorem

det(M)Y™ det(£)Y/™

A(E, M) <2200 o)L
(B M) < vol,, (K)/n vol,, (K)/n

=0(1).

These bounds will simultaneously guarantee two key pr@sertrirstly, the iterations in Rogers’ greedy
construction can be performed by enumerating the lattiégetpan M within shifts of \; K, A; = O(1),
which will have SE enumeration complexi?(™ (M inherits this from£). Second, we will get that
the packing density of/ with respect tok is 2-°(), and therefore the number of iterations in Rogers’
construction will be bounded b@(n). Hence, we have now reduced the problem of building the thin
K -covering lattice claimed in Theorgm 2.1, to the problemwfding a sublatticel/ C £ satisfying

[£:M]=2°" and MnNK =/{0}.

For the purpose of building/, we will make direct use of randomized lattice sparsifigatiechniques,
which we subsequently derandomize2fd™ time. By applying the transformatioB~! to £ and K, we
may now assume th#t = Z" andB = (ey, ..., e,), whereP(B) = [—1/2,1/2]". We will now examine
the “dual” ensemble associated with densifying supeckttistributions. Here we pick a uniformly random
“parity check” matrixA < ZZ”", m < n, where the associated lattice is

At (A) ={z € Z" : Az = 0 (mod pZ™)}.

We will now examine the above sparsifying distribution when= 1 andp is prime (i.e. a single ran-
dom linear equation mog), which correspond to the so-called Goldstein-Mayerdati[GM03]. After
normalizing so that their determinantiisasp — oo, Goldstein and Mayet [GM03] show that this distri-
bution converges to the Haar distribution on lattices (ict,féhe convergence result stated for densifying
distributions is a consequence of this). We note that thel€@ein-Mayer lattices have had prior interesting
applications in Computer Science: they are a crucial ingrédused to prove hardness of approximation
(under randomized reductions) of the gap version of SVP h&IR06], and were used to develop a de-
terministic algorithm for(1 + ¢) approximate CVP under any norm which run2™) (1 + 1/¢)™ time and
2™ space[[DK13].

We now explain how this sparsifying distribution can be usaither directly to buildM/. Let S =
(K Nz \ {0} and letN = |S|. SinceZ" is an M-lattice fork, we know thatN = 2°("), where N
can be computed i8°(™ time by SE enumeration ok N Z" using the standard basB. Letp be any
prime such thatvV < p < 2N. Note thatp always exists (Bertrand’s postulate), and can be computed
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deterministically ir2°(™ time using trial division (one can also use the standardaamzkdpoly (n) time
Las Vegas algorithm to do this as well). We now lgt = A+(a) wherea <« Zy is chosen uniformly.

Clearly [Z" : M] = p = 29 (almost surely), and hence we need only verify thath K = {0} <
M NS =(. Takex € S. Itis not hard to check that sinee# 0 and|S| = |(K N Z") \ {0}| < p, that we
must havex # 0 (mod pZ™). Since thap is prime andx # 0 (mod pZ"), we get that(x, a) (mod p) is
uniformly distributed inZ,. Therefore

Prlx € M] = Pr[{x,a) = 0 (mod p)] = 1/p.

By linearity of expectationE[|M N S|] = |S|/p = N/p < 1. Hence, by the probabilistic method, there
exists M C Z" satisfying the desired requirements. To derandomize theeabonstruction, we apply the
method of conditional expectations in a standard way to shdbe coefficients ch one at a time (see
Lemmd 4.7 for full details).

We remark that the above sparsification and subsequentdieraration is a special case of the deter-
ministic sparsification procedure provided lin [DK13]. Irethwork, the sparsification algorithm is some-
what more complex and less efficient as they additionallyajutae that the distance of any poxie R"
to M is at most an additivé)(1) factor larger than its distance " under|| - ||k (technically they only
guarantegM N K| < 1000, however the proof is easily modified to guaranigen K = {0} at the cost
of a blowup in theO(1) additive distance error). Interestingly, the sparsifaratlgorithm of [DK13] yields
another method for building thin-covering lattices. Intjadar, given any base latticg, one can simply
apply the sparsification algorithm oK', wherey = (K, £). Here we recover a sublattidd C £, such
that\; (K, M) > pandu(K, M) < u(K, L) + O(n) = O(u). Note thatM /(cu) is a2°(™-thin covering
lattice with respect td< (since the packing to covering ratio §§1)), for some absolute constant> 1.
Unfortunately, the indexZ : M will be roughly |xK N £|, which is proportional (up t@°(" factors)
to the thinness of /i as aK'-covering lattice. Since we only know how to transfer theyeasumeration
properties ofC to M when|[£ : M] = 29 we can only show that this procedure worksCif(after
rescaling) were already2? (")-thin K-covering lattice, which is what we were trying to achievétia first
place. While it does not seem directly useful here, we natettiis sparsification procedure implies that any
easy to enumerat¥’ (") -thin K-covering lattice can be always transformed into a simyjiltirin and easy to
enumerate lattice with constant packing to covering ratlibdit a rather small constant).

As an aside, both the densifying and sparsifying distrimgidescribed above have found quite a few
other applications in Computer Science, mosts notablyiwlthttice based Cryptography, where they have
been used to create cryptographically useful distribstion lattices for which solving the SVP (and other
problems) is average case hard [Ajt04, MR07, Rég09, Pei09].

This completes our description thin covering lattice caretons for symmetric bodies. From the dis-
cussion, one can see that our new algorithm combines theftooh many known constructions, namely, the
M-Lattice construction together with lattice sparsifioatiand densification techniques, in non-trivial ways
to create easy to enumerate thin covering lattices.

In the next section, we will give applications of our thin eowng lattice construction, and in the process,
we will show how to extend the construction to general corbvadties.

2.2 Applications

Volume Estimation. As an application, we give a nearly optimal deterministigoaithms for estimating
the volume of any convex body in the oracle model, which inapsoon the recent work of [DV13].



Theorem 2.2 (Volume Estimation) For a convex body<' C R"”, and anye > 0, one can comput& > 0
satisfyingvol,,(K) < V < (1 + €)"vol, (K) in deterministic2®(™) (1 4- 1/¢)™ time andpoly(n) space.

Comparing to the known lower bounds, for a deterministioatgm with access only to membership
oracle, Barany and Furedi [FBE6, FB88] showed that axprating volume to within(1 4+ €)™, 0 < e < 1,
requires at leadtl + c/e)”/2 oracle queries for some constantHence the algorithm captures the optimal
dependence oaup to a factor2 in the exponent. If we allow randomization, the classicauteof Dyer,
Frieze and Kannarn_[DEK91] gives a polynomial time algoritfon estimating the volume of any convex
body to within(1+e¢). In this case, the lower bounds can be avoided because thaeallgorithm is allowed
to make2-sided error (i.e. return an estimate that can fall outdideconfidence region on both sides) with
small probability. A long standing open problem is to dex@nize the volume algorithm in polynomial
time when the convex bod¥ is given explicity (e.g. ifK is a polytope, by its definining inequalities).
Even whenk is polytope, we note that it is not known how to recover thevahesults using other methods
(or the methods of [DV13], which are similar).

Comparing to[[DV13], we obtain a better dependence,asaducing it from(1 + 10g5/2(1/6)/62)”, and
our techniques work for all convex bodies instead of justmatnic bodies. For the second point, we note
if one is only interested in & approximation of volume, then one can reduce to the symmetise by
replacingK by K — K, using the inequalityol, (K — K) < (**)vol,(K) (see[RS57]). Hence the main
problem is in the asymmetric setting is to obtain efficient- €)™ approximations.

From the perspective of techniques, in [DV13] they alganigally implement a technique of Mil-
man [Mil86], known assomorphic symmetrizationvhich allows one to compute a bod§/ whose volume
is close to that o and whose Banach-Mazur distance to a Euclidean ball can tmeded. From here,
they compute the number of integer points insiie— after an appropriate ellipsoidal rounding — via enu-
meration to approximate the volume &f. In this context, the closek” is to an ellipsoid, the sparser one
can make the integer grid while preserving the volume appration quality. On the other hand, the farther
K’ is from K, the larger ratio between the volumesiof and K. The approximation algorithm proceeds
by a careful tradeoff between these two considerationgnéisdly giving a recipe for “slowing down” the
symmetrization procedure. We note that it is only known howrtplement the isomorphic symmetrization
procedure wheli is symmetric, which limits the applicability of the abovehaique to symmetric bodies.

In contrast, for the above algorithm we do not try to modifg thody K. Instead, we build a “smarter
lattice” for which lattice point counting is easy and whehme hatural lattice point counting estimator yields
a good approximation of volume. As one might expect, our @ggh is based on building a good covering
lattice for K. We note that our thin lattice construction depends on theliMsoid construction of [DV13],
and hence one can think of Theoreml| 2.2 as a different way t@lirththe information obtained fromi
via its M-ellipsoid.

We now describe the implementation of the lattice point tiognstrategy and the adapted covering
lattice construction for general convex bodies. Clearlpatural first choice for such a lattice would be
to use an easy to enumerate tliircovering latticeA. In particular, one would expect that computing a
covering of K by eK would allow us to compute a good overestimates of the volusre-a 0, and the
thinness ofA would allow us to do this without enumerating too many poirtew, the lattice points in
such a covering would lie i — eK') N €A, and hence the standard averaging argument yields

E[|(€A+X) N(K —eK)|] = %

Assuming we could approximate such an average, multiplgirtgpy det(eA) (which is known), we would
get an estimate fovol, (K — eK). SinceK is asymmetric, the rate of convergencevof,, (K — ¢K) to
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vol,,(K) is unclear. Regardless, from the same analysis, it is gl@dbetter idea to compute a covering of
K by —eK (if at first slightly counterintuitive), where multiplyingy det(A), the above average becomes
vol, (K + eK) = (1 + €)"vol,(K). Even with this equality however, it is still unclear how oméght
accurately compute this average (without making the netmaly fine). A natural question therefore is
what unconditional bounds can one get on the estimator

det(eA)|(1 +€)K NeA| = € det(A)|(1 +e€)K NeA|?

Note that so far, we have made no use of fAcis K-covering (and alse- K-covering by symmetry).
Indeed from the covering property, one can show that theistsea regiont’ C — K, such thatF tiles with
respect ta\, and henceol,,(F') = det(A) (see LemmaX5]2 for full details). Using this, one can show the
containments

KC(1+eKnNeA)+eF CK+eK-K),

which yield the estimate
vol, (K) < vol,(((14+ €)K NeA) + eF) = € det(A)|(1 + €)K NeA| < vol, (K + ¢(K — K)),

where the middle equality follows from the tiling propertly/6. Therefore, wher is K-covering,vol,,(K)
lower bounds the natural estimator, though we only get thekwgper boundol,, (K + (K — K)).

To get around this issue, we will move away from trying to aokeby scaled copies oK or — K. In
particular, in the above analysis, we pay a lot for using gmasetric covering body. Further complicating
the issue, our algorithm for computing covering latticdessheavily on symmetry of the covering body. As
a workaround, we will try to coveK with a “large” symmetric body<, such that some shifky C K — t.

If A is Kq-covering, using the properties &fy and the same analysis as above we get

vol, (K) < € det(A)|(K + eKo) NeA| < vol, (K + 2eK))

< vol, (K + 2eK) = (1 + 2¢)"vol,(K) . (22)

Hence by switching the covering strategy, we now can actaevestimator of acceptable quality. By using
the thin covering lattice construction of Theoréml2.1, thenplexity of this estimator will essentially be
controlled by the number of lattice points to be enumeraRhrranging Equation (2.2), we get

5, Vol (K) », Vol (K) voly, (Kp)

|(] + eKo) NeA| < (2+ 1/e) det(A) =(2+1/¢) vol, (Ko) det(A)

Note thatvol, (Ky)/det(A) < 3", since this is the thinness of tti€,-covering. Hence the main “new”
term isvol,, (K)/vol,(Ko). To get the desired complexity bound 25t (1 + 1/¢)", the requirements on
K, are now apparent:

1. Ky € K — tfor somet € K, K, convex symmetric.
2. vol, (K) = 29Mvyol,, (Ky).

Note that from the above analysis, we have reduced volunimatiin to the problem of constructing a
“good” symmetric bodyK . The existence of such a body is well-known in convex gegynaird is directly
related to thékovner-BesicovitcliKB) symmetry measure dk (as defined in [Gri61]):

Symy, (K) = max vol, (K|c])/vol, (K) (2.3)
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whereK|c] = (K — ¢) N (c — K). Here it is easy to verify that the bodiés§[c] are symmetric, and that
any optimal bodyK) (i.e. of maximum volume) must be of the forii[c]. For our purposes, we need
lower bounds orsym,,, (k). In this regard, a straightforward computation reveals ghaniform point in
K yields an average KB value a@f ", and henc&ym, (K) > 2~". Furthermore, it was shown in [MP0O]
that the centroid of< achieves this lower bound. Therefore, with the aid of randampling algorithms
over convex bodies, finding a center ih of KB value at leasR™" is straightforward. However, our goal
here is to obtain a deterministic algorithm.

We define a point € K to be ana-approximate Kovner-Besicovitch point féf, 0 < o < 1, if its
KB valuevol,, (K|c])/vol,(K) is at least am-factor of Sym,,, (K'). For the purposes of volume estimation,
given the above analysis, we note that evetir &) approximate KB point is sufficient. As our main
technical tool in this section, we give an algorithm for detimistically computing approximate KB points:

Theorem 2.3. For any convex bodyl C R", and anye > 0, one can compute @l + €)™ " approximate
Kovner-Besicovitch point € K in deterministic2? (™ (1 + 1/¢)?"*+! time andpoly(n) space.

Using the above theorem, the construction of thin coverattices for general convex bodies bodies
claimed i 2.1 becomes straightforward. In particular,tf@ given convex bodys, we compute &6/7)"
approximate KB point € K, and output a thin covering lattice for the symmetric bddjc] using the
construction from the previous section (see Thedrem 5.fufbdetails).

In the context of lattice algorithms over asymmetric normshich occur quite readily in the study of
Integer Programming (see [Dad12, DKI13, Dad13] for examplidde degree of symmetry of the norm ball
K, i.e.vol,(K[0])/vol,(K), plays an important role in determining the complexity df/Bw approximate
CVP instances under the associated norm. It was noticedad1B), that since any convex body can
be transformed into a “near-symmetric” norm by centeringtipointc € K of good KB value, one can
in fact solve an approximate version of the Integer Programgmroblem in single exponential time via a
direct reduction to approximate CVP. This algorithm, imtuplays an important role in thz° (™) n" time
solver for exact Integer Programming (IP) from_[Dad12], evhgives the fastest known algorithm for IP.
For both the above algorithms, points of good KB value weramated by approximating the centroid of
the associated convex bodies, relying on random samplaimigues. As a corollary of Theordm P.3, we
get a direct derandomization of these results yielding:

1. A deterministic2?(™ (1 + 1/¢)™ and 2" space algorithm for solvingl + ¢)-approximate Integer
Programming.

2. A determisti2©(™n™ time and2” space algorithm for solving Convex Integer Programs.

We now describe the high level of the algorithm behind Thedge3. First, by rounding<, we may
assume thaBy C K C (n+1)n'/2B}. From here, define the sequence of bodigs= 2! By N K (we note
the similarity to the volume algorithm of [DEK91]), fare {0,...,T}, T = O(logn), whereK, = BY
and Ky = K. For eachK;, i € [T — 1], we will compute a3~ " approximate KB point; for K; from a
3~" approximation KB point;_ for K;_;. Finally, in the last step, fronk'r_; to K7, we amplify this to
(1 + €)~™ approximation. We note that we may start wigh= 0, since this is the center of symmetry for
Ky = Bj.

To computec; starting frome;_1, we perform the following improvement steps: from our cotreolu-
tion for c;, we build a covering ot /2K; + 1/2c; by (¢/2) K;[c;], and replace; with the covering element
(which lies in K;) of largest value (where we compute each the value to withi €)"). The concavity
of vol,, (K[c])'/™ (by Brunn-Minkowski) will allow us to show that at each steyg improve the objective
value by essentially &l + ce)” factor. Hence)(1/e¢) iterations suffice to construct a near optimal solution.
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Other Applications. As mentioned previously, in [ASL13] thee-nets as constructed above can be used
to give a PTAS for computing additiveNash equilibria when the sum of the payoff matrices has-loga
rithmic e-rank, or an additive approximation to the densest subgpaphlem when the adjacency matrix
has logarithmice-rank. While oure-net construction uses polynomial instead of exponenpacs (im-
proving on their main construction), it does not directlyprove the complexity of their algorithms since
the e-nets are only used for covering problems @flog n) dimensions. However, our construction does
make their approach more scalable to higher dimensionsyhere thec-rank of the matrix of interest is
super-logarithmic.

Constructions foe-nets also directly lead to algorithms for approximating tlorms of general linear
operators. Ifl" : X — Y is a linear operator, and andY aren andm-dimensional normed spaces then
a (1 + €) approximation td|7'||x_y can be computed i®(1 + 1/¢)™{"™} time as follows. First, since
IT*|ly«—x+ = |T|lx-y, we may assume that < m. From here, we compute afi2-net N, , of Bx =
{x e R": ||x||x < 1} (we may identifyX with R™ by choosing any basis) undgr || x, and simply output
max{||Tx|ly : x € N.}. Another related application is for computing good polyfa@pproximations of
a symmetric convex body (similar results hold for general convex bodies after réz@mg by a good
KB point). In particular, if we compute a covering,, of (1 — ¢/2)K° with respect to-/2K°, letting
P = {x:[(x,a)| < 1,a € N}, we geta symmetric polytope with at mas$t™ (1 4 1/¢)" facets such
that K’ C P C (1+¢)K. We note that while the previous statements are all cldssiathematical facts, our
e-net construction gives the first efficient algorithmic imyplentation for them that works in full generality.

2.3 Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Se@jave present some additional basic concepts
related to convexity and lattices that will be needed in émeainder of the paper. In Sectidn 4, we present the
thin lattice construction for symmetric bodies. Here themsalbsections are Sectibn .1, which analyzes the
properties of Schorr-Euchner enumeration, and SeCctigwHiéh analyzes each individual step of the thin
covering lattice construction. Lastly, in Sectidn 5, weegitie deterministic volume estimation algorithm
as well as the thin covering lattice construction for geheosmvex bodies. Here the main subsection is
Sectiorf 5.1, which describes the algorithm for computingraximate Kovner-Besicovitch points.

3 Prdiminaries

3.1 Convexity

The Brunn-Minkowski inequality states that for measuraadesA, B C R™ such thatd + B is measurable
then
voln (A + B)Y™ > vol, (A)Y™ 4 vol,, (B)*/™

Vo, = vol,(By) = % =(1 —|—0(1))”\/% :

We use the notation

for the volume of the unit Euclidean ball.
The following is a powerful bound on the covering numberstd&Z97], which relies on constructions
of thin coverings of space (as described in the previousasgct
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Theorem 3.1. For A, B C R™ n dimensional convex bodies

vol, (A — B)

vol,,(A — B)
vol,(B — B)

SNAB) s =B

©0*(B),
where©*(B) is the minimal thinness of any covering of spacehbyin particular, for anyn-dimensional
convex bodyB

©*(B) < nlogn+ nloglogn + 5n .

An important and deep theorem of Milman [Mil86] states thatrg convex body can be well approxi-
mated by an ellipsoid from the perspective of covering.

Theorem 3.2 (M-Ellipsoid). There exists a constamt > 0, such that for alln > 1 and any symmetric
convex bodys C R", an ellipsoidE2 C R™ such that, K have covering numbers bounded(lay, c™*).

We note that symmetry is unessential in the above constryciin particular if X' is asymmetric, one
can replacd( by K — K and retrieve a similar result.

In general, we call an ellipsoid with single exponential covering numbers with respect t@rvex
body K an M-ellipsoid of K (though the term is only somewhat loosely defined). We natetthe more
standard maximum volume contained ellipsoid (John elifysand the minimum volume enclosing ellipsoid
(Lowner ellipsoid) of K’ can be quite far from being M-ellipsoids, in particular theavering numbers can
be as high ag®("),

Recently, it was shown in [DV13] that Milman’s constructican made fully algorithmic:

Theorem 3.3 (M-Ellipsoid Algorithm). Given any symmetric convex body, an ellipsoidE = E(A) C
R™, such thatE', K have covering numbers bounded (@, ¢"*), for an absolute constant > 1, can be
computed in deterministigoly(n)2"™ time andpoly(n) space.

Computational Model: K C R™ is an(ag, , R)-centeredconvex body ifag + rBy C K C ag + RBY.
When interacting algorithmically witlk, we will assume thaf( is presented by a membership (or weak
membership) oracl®y. Here a membership oractex on inputx € R™, outputsl if x € K and0
otherwise. A weak membership oracle takes an extra parametehere it need only return the correct
answer orx € R" if x ¢ 0K + eBY (i.e. at distance at leastfrom the boundary). Most of the algorithms
presented in this paper, will require weak membership esafdr bodies derived fromk (e.g. Minkowski
sums with other bodies, projections, polar body). Howefaerthe simplicity of the presentation, we will
generally ignore the intracies associated with intergctith weak oracles, as such considerations are by
now standard.

The complexity of our algorithms will be computed in termdiué number of oracle queries and arith-
metic operations. In this context, polynomial time allows polynomial dependence on dimension and
polylogarithmic dependence on the sandwiching paramedtarshitz factors, and other related parameters.
We use the notatio®(T'(n)) to suppresgpolylog(T'(n)) terms.

We state some of fundamental algorithmic tools we will regjfior convex bodies. The following theo-
rem is yields the classical equivalence between weak meshipeand weak optimization [YN76, GLS88]
for centered convex bodies. As simple corollaries of théotem, one can derive weak membership oracles
for all the bodies used in this paper (e.g. weak membershipliokowski sums, projections, polars).

Theorem 3.4 (Convex Optimization via Ellipsoid Method)et K C R™ an (ag,r, R)-centered convex
body given by a weak membership ora@g. Let f : R™ — R denote an-Lipshitz convex function given
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by an oracle that, for every € Q™ and¢ > 0, returns a rational numbet such that| f (x) — ¢| < J. Then
for e > 0, a rational numbetv and vectoty € K satisfying

w—e<minf(x) < f(y) <w
xeK

can be computed in polynomial time.

The following algorithm from[[GLS88], allows us to deterristically compute an ellipsoid with good
“sandwiching” guarantees for any centered convex hsdy

Theorem 3.5 (Algorithm GLS-Round) Let K C R™ be an(ag,r, R)-centered convex body given by a
weak membership oracl@x. Then there is a polynomial time algorithm to compute- 0, A € Q"*"
andt € R", such that the ellipsoid’ = F(A) satisfies

E+tCKCn'2(n+1)E +t.

3.2 Lattices

Let £ be ann-dimensional lattice. Aattice subspacd” C R"™ of L, is linear subspace admitting a basis
in £, i.e. wheredim(V') = dim(V N £). Note that ifM C £ is a sublattice of finite index, then the set of

lattices subspaces of and/. are identical. Let, ..., v,, denote linearly independent vectots,, ... , b,
is adirectional basiof £ with respect tovy, ..., v, if span(by,...,b;) = span(vy,...,v;) foralli € [n].
Such a directional basis exists if and onlgpfan (v, ..., v;) is a lattice subspace df for i € [n].

For a basisB of £, define its half open parallelepipéd, (B) = B[—1/2,1/2)". Note thatP,(B) tiles
space with respect tg, that is, every point irR™ is in exactly one lattice shift oP,(B). Furthermore,
any measurable sét C R™ which tiles space with respect o satisfiesvol,,(F') = det(£). For a basis
by,...,b,, we denote its associated Gram-Schmidt projectionsby. ., 7,, wherer; is the orthogonal
projection orspan(by, ..., b;_1)*.

The following is known as Minkowski’s convex body theorem:

Theorem 3.6 (Minkowski). For ann-dimensional latticeC and symmetric convex body
A (K, £) < 2(det(L)/vol(K))w .

K is a-Schnorr-Euchner enumerable-8E) with respect taC with basisB = (bq,...,b,) (or just with
respect taB) if
max_ |m(K +t)Nm(L)] < a,
i€[n],teR"
wherery, ..., , are the Gram-Schmidt projections with respecBto
The following lemma from[[GMRO5] states that the coverindiua of a lattice can be approximated
using a simple explicit point set.

Lemma3.7. Let K and £ be ann-dimensional symmetric convex body and lattice. Then fgmpan N,

1-1 K, L)< dr(L,c) < u(K, L
( /p)lu’( ) )_ceﬁ/?aﬁdﬁ) K( >C)—:“’( ’ )
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4 Thin Lattice Construction

We now describe the three main steps behind the new lattit&reetion:

1. M-Lattice (Lemmal[4.6): Construct an M-ellipsoil = E(A) of K such thatN (K, F) < ¢" and
2" yvol(E) < vol,(K). We pick £ to have its basis corresponding to the axe&pfind scaled so
thatdet(L£) = vol,, (E).

2. Packing Lattice (Lemma[4.¥): Comput&v = |K N £| — 1 via enumeration, and compute a prime
p such thatV. < p < 2N. Compute a sparsifiet/ C £ such thafM : L] = p (essentially,M is a
random sublattice of indey), satisfyingl < A\ (K, M) < c.

3. Rogers Lattice (Lemmal4.1]l): Computa = A\ (K, £). Apply Rogers densification procedure to
M. This computes a super-latticeof M, such that\ = A\ (K, A), and whereu (K, A) < (3/2)\.
Return theK -covering Iattice?f—AA.

The main result of this section is the following lattice cwastion (which formalizes Theorem 2.1 for
symmetric bodies):

Theorem 4.1. For a symmetric convex body C R™, there is a deterministig® (™ time andpoly(n) space
algorithm which computes am-dimensional lattice\ with basisB satisfying

1. A has a packing to covering ratio of at leabkt3 with respect toX. In particular, A is a 3"-thin K
covering lattice.

2. K is 29(")_SE with respect td with basisB.

Furthermore, for any convex body C R", the set{C + K) N A can be enumerated 2" N (C, K) time
usingpoly(n) space.

Proof. The construction follows by applying Lemmasl4.6] 4.7, ¥risequence. The furthermore follows
directly from Lemma&4R sinc& is 2°0(")-SE with respect td\ with basisB. O

4.1 Schnorr-Euchner Enumeration

We now formalize the implementation of Schnorr-Euchneidatpoint enumeration over arrdimensional
convex bodyK and latticeC with basisB = (bq,...,b,) € R™*". Fori € {0,...,n — 1}, define the
submatrices

B =(by,...,b,_;) and B =(b,_ii1,...,by,),

and similarly for a vectox € R", we define

X7 = (X1, ., X)) and X7 = (Xp_ig1,. .., Xp).
The enumeration algorithm is presented below (Algorithm 1)

To begin Schnorr-Euchner enumerationfonwe call Schnorr-Euchnék’, B, 0, B~!ag) (remembering
that K is ag-centered). The essential difference with the standardeim@ntion wherek is a ball, is the
need to solve convex programs in the for loop in lindn particular, here we must decide for some Z
whether

Jw € R"™"Lst. B(w,c,z%) € K & m,_; (B<i+1>+(c, zi+)) € mn_i(K) (4.1)
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Algorithm 1 Schnorr-Euchnéi, B, i, z)
Ensure: (ag,r, R)-centered convex bodi C R™ given by a membership oracle,
L(B) ann-dimensional lattice, level 0 <i<n —1, Bz € K,z'" € Z.
Require: Enumeration of N (£(B"~) + BitzT).
1 forallce{ceZ:3wec R st B(w,czt)ec K}do
2. ifi=n—1then
3 OutputB(c, za, . .., Zy).
4:  dse
5
6

Computew € R"~“~! such thatB(w, ¢,z'") € K.
Call Schnorr-Euchnék, B, i + 1, (w, ¢, z')).

wherem,,_; is the associated Gram-Schmidt projection/f By the above, we note that the setco€ R
for which the above condition holds is a line segmenRifsince it is1 dimensional and convex). Hence,
the integers: satisfying Equation(4]1) form a consecutive interval. tRemrmore, by our conditions on the
input vectorz € R” to the algorithm, the coefficient, ; lies in this line segment. Hence, determining all
the integer values af satisfying [(4.1) can be enumerated via a line search argyngin time

poly(n)(1 + [{c € Z: Iw € R" " !sit. B(w,c,z') € K}|)

In practice we will only be able to solve the above convex paogapproximately, i.e. where here we
compute a vectow which approximately minimizes the Euclidean distance eetw3(w,c,z'") and K.
We note that this corresponds to building a weak membergligiefor the line segment. However, even
with only a weak oracle, we can easily modify the above atgorito guarantee that we enumerate the
points in K N £ and perhaps some points (& + ¢B%) N L. From the perspective of our applications,
this is more than sufficient, and the runtime bounds for theveration will be for all intents and purposes
identical. We omit the details.

Lastly, from the above analysis, we get that the choices raadee:*" level of recursion, associated
with the coefficients ob,,_;, are in one to one correspondance with the lattice points

Wn_i(ﬁ) N Wn_i(K).

From this and the other observations above, we can immédidégive the following lemma (which is
standard wherk is the Euclidean ball, see for example Lemma 3.1 [HS07]),ctvlgives the essential
complexity of Schnorr-Euchner enumeration.

Lemma4.2. Let K C R" be a convex body and |& be ann-dimensional lattice with basi®8. Then the
lattice points inK N £ can be enumerated (where every point is ouputted exactly)antime

poly(n) Y _ [mi(K) N mi(L)|
=1

usingpoly(n) space, wherer,. .. m, are the Gram-Schmidt projections 8f In particular, if K is a-SE
with respect toC with basisB, thenK N £ can be enumerated i poly(n) time.

In the remainder of the section, we give useful bounds on tma&r-Euchner (SE) enumeration com-
plexity. In particular, we show that SE complexity can bermed by the covering number with respect to a
fundamental parallelepiped, and that SE complexity behawad! under taking sublattices and superlattices.
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Lemma4.3. Let K C R" be a convex body and I€tbe a lattice with basi®3. ThenK is N(K, P,(B))-SE
with respect tol with basisB.

Proof. Write B = (by,...,b,). LetW; = span(by,...,b; 1)+, andny,...,m, be the Gram-Schmidt
projections ofB. We must show that for any € R,

| (K +x) N (L)] < N(K,Po(B)).

Let B; = (mi(bi),...,mi(by)) for i € [n]. Note thatB; is non-singular,m;(£) = L(B;) and that
i (Po(B)) = Po(B;). LetT C R™ be an optimal covering of by P,(B), i.e. K C T + P.(B) and
|T| = N(K,P,(B)). Since projections preserve coverings, we also have that

(K +x) C (T + x4+ Po(B)) = mi(T) + mi(x) + Po(By)

SinceP, (B;) tiles W; with respect tar; (L), any shift in of P, (B;) in W; contains exactly point of;(L).
Hence

[mi (K +x) Ny (L)] < [(mi(T) + mi(x) + Po(B;)) N L| < |mi(T)| < |T| = N(K, Po(B))
as needed. O

Lemma4.4. Let K C R" be a convex body which i&SE with respect to an-dimensional latticel with
basisB. If M is a

1. Full rank sublattice of £: K is a-SE with respect td/ and basisB),
2. Superlattice of £: K is «[M : L]-SE with respech and basisB)y,

whereB), is a directional basis of\/ with respect taB. Furthermore, ifM is given by a basigl € R"*",
then the directional basi8); can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. Letny,...,m, denote the Gram-Schmidt projections®f In both cased and2, note thatd/ and
L have exactly the same lattice subspaces, and hence aahadiasisB;,; of M with respect taB exists.
Furthermore, by construction bothand B;; have exactly the same Gram-Schmidt projections.
For casel, the SE complexity bound d& with respect tal/ with basisB;, is therefore
(K +t (M) < (K +t ; <
max [my(K +t) N mi(M)] < max |m (K + ) N mi(L)] < o
by the inclusionM/ C L. For case2, we note that we can writd/ = S + £, where|S| = [M : L] (hereS

simply chooses one representative from each cbséimod £)). From here, we see that the SE complexity
is bounded by

|mi(K +t) Ny (M)| = |mi(K +t)Nnm(L+95)| < Z | (K +t) N (L + )
seS
= mi(K +t—s)Nm(L) < alS] = oM : L],
seS
for anyt € R", as needed.

We prove the furthermore. Herd is the given by a basi#l. By solving a system of linear equations
we can compute a matriX € R"*" such thatdi X = B.
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We claim thatX € Q™*™. If M is a superlattice of, then by inclusion, we clearly have th&tc Z"*".

If M is a sublattice, sinc& (mod M) is an abelian group of orddlC : M] = det(M)/det(L), the
coefficients of any lattice vector i with respect toH must be multiples ot /[£ : M]. In particular, the
matrix [£ : M]X € Z"*". This proves the claim.

Now we note that{ is a directional basis with respect iif and only if X is upper triangular. Hence,
computing a directional basis is equivalent to computingzann unimodular matrixU such thatU X is
upper triangular, since theliU ~! is the desired basis. This can be achieved by computing tineodilar
transformation/ which putsU X (or [£ : M|U X) into Hermite Normal Form (HNF). Since the HNF can
be computed in polynomial time, computing a directionalib&san be computed in polynomial time as
claimed. O

Lemma 4.5. Let K be convex symmetric andSE with respect t& with basisB. Then for any convex
bodyC C R", C'is aN(C, K)-SE with respect t€ with basisB. Furthermore, for the bod¢' + K this
bound specializes t0(a3™(nlogn)N(C, K)).

Proof. Let T be an optimal covering af' by K. Then

|7TZ(C) ﬁﬂ'z(ﬁ)| < |7Tz(T+K) ﬂﬂ‘l(ﬁ)| < Z |7Tz'(t + K) ﬁﬂ'z(ﬁ)| < OZ|T| = OZN(C, K),
teT

as needed. For the furthermore, it follows from the ineduali
N(C+ K,K) < N(C,K)N(2K,K) = O((nlogn)vol, (2K + K)/vol,(K))N(C, K)
= 0(3"(nlogn)N(C, K))

where the last inequality follows from Theorém]3.1. O

4.2 Construction Steps

Lemma 4.6 (M-Lattice). Let X be a symmetric convex body. There is a determinit¢ time and
poly(n) space algorithm which computes a lattiCewith basisB, satisfying

12" det(£) < vol,(K) 2. N(K,P,(B)) < "
for some absolute constant> 1. In particular, K is ¢*-SE with respect t& with basisB.

Proof. Using Theoreni 313 we compute ad-ellipsoid £ = E(A) for K, such thatK, E have covering
numbers bounded by}, ). This can be done deterministically 27" time andpoly(n) space.

Let B = 1/(27Y/7¢)V,l/™ A=1/2. We claim thatC = £(B) satisfies the desired properties. First, we
remember thall = A~'/2Bj and thatvol,,(E) = | det(A~/2)|V,.

For propertyl, we have that

2"+l det (L) = det(B) = 2" (2~ sV, | det (A7Y2)]) = 5™ vol, (E) < vol, (K),

as needed, where the last inequality follows from the faatthl,, (E) < N(E, K)vol, (K).
For property2, we first note that

Po(B) = A71/?

vyl \"
92+1/ng, 92+1/ng
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Assuming that, > 2 (it is actually much larger), it is easy to see that™ /(2271/7¢o) < 1/+/n (at least
for n large enough) since’ﬁvnl/" — v/2me < 5. Therefore we may assume that

1/n 1/n n

NG

22+1/nCO ’ 22+1/nCO

) C A7Y2BY = E(A).

From here, we have that
N(K,P.(B)) < N(K,E)N(E,Ps(B)) < c"N(E,P.(B))
Using the fact thaP, (B) tiles space with respect 0 (and hence has covering densify we get that

voln (B — Po(B)) _ vol,(2E)
NEPB) < =L aB)) = det(L)

= 2"(2" ) = 2(dey)”

Putting everything together, we gat(K, P, (B)) < 2(4c2)" < ¢" (for ¢ = 5¢2 say), as needed. Since the
computation ofB can be done impoly(n) time, the desired bound on the runtime and space usage holds.
Lastly, for the furthermore, we note that it follows dirgcttom Lemmd 4.8 O

Lemma 4.7 (Packing Lattice) Starting from£ and B be as in Lemm@a 4.6, a sublattidd C L, [£ : M| <
2¢™, and its directional basig3,; with respect toB, satisfyingl < A\ (K, M) < ¢ can be computed in
deterministicpoly(n)c?” time usingpoly(n) space. Furthermore is c"-SE with respect td/ with basis
By, and M has packing density at least™ with respect takx.

Proof. By a change of basis, that is multiplying @', we may assume that = Z" and that our basis
iseq,...,e,. We shall first show the existence 8f via the probabilistic methodM will be a random
sublattice ofZ), and then use the method of conditional expectations @ndiemize the construction.

Existence: LetS = (K NZ")\ {0}, and letN = |S]|. SinceK is symmetric

vol, (K) > 2+ det(Z") > 27,

by Minkowski’s convex body theorem we know th&it > 2. Let p be a prime such thaV < p < 2N (that
such a prime always exists is Bertrand’s postulate).

Clam4.8. Vx € S, x # 0 (mod pZ").

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, assume that for sene S, x = 0 (mod pZ™). Then by convexity
and symmetry of<, we must have that{x/p,2x/p,...,x} C KNZ"\ {0} = S. Butthen|S| > 2p, a
clear contradiction. O

Leta < Zj be a uniform element dL}. Let M = {y € Z" : (a,y) = 0 (mod p)}. Note that as long
asa # 0 (in this caseM = Z™), M is a sublattice oZ." of index[Z"™ : M] = p.

Claim 4.9. E,[|(M N K)\ {0}]] = N/p < 1.

Proof. Since for allx € S, x # 0 (mod pZ") (by Claim[4.8), we have thdi, a) is uniformly distributed
in Z,, sincep is prime. In particularPr,[(a, x)] = 1/p. Therefore by linearity of expectation

E[l(M nK)\ {0}]] = ZPrxeM er[<x,a>50(modp)]:Zl/p:zv/p<1

x€eS x€eS xX€ES
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By Claim[4.9, there exists € Z; such the associated lattidé satisfieg (M N K)\{0}| = 0. We show
that M satisfies the conditions of the lemma. First, by constractiee have\; (K, M) > 1. The following
claim yields the upper bound:

Claim 4.10. For M as above, we have that (K, M) < c.

Proof. Firstly, note that
det(M) <p< 2N <2|KNL|<2"

Next, by construction
vol(cK) = ¢"vol(K) > ¢"2"T! > 2" det(M).
Hence by Minkowski’s convex body theorer, (K, M) < ¢ as needed. O
Let A = \; (K, M). We can lower bound the packing densityMdfwith respect tak™ as follows:

vol, (A/2K) S vol,(1/2K)  27"vol,(K) S 2 S 2
det(M) — D N P T p T 2

g C_n’

as needed. Lastly, tha is ¢"-SE with respect td/ with basisB,, follows directly from Lemma 44 and
the guarantee thdt is ¢"-SE with respect t&" with the standard basis.

Algorithm:  We now show how to derandomize the above constructiopoiy(n)c?® time using only
poly(n) space. The idea here is simply to choose the coefficients-ofa4, . .., a,) one at atime from left
to right. Each time we fix a coefficient we will guarantee thanditioned on fixed coefficients, the expected
number of points inV/ N K \ {0} (averaging over the randomness for the remaining coeffg)iés less
than1. We now give the formula for the conditional expectationr &@ectorx € R", define

X" = (X1, yX5) andx’t = (Xit1y---sXn)-
Assume we have already fixed 1)~ = (c1,...,c,—1) and are left with choosing the values®f. . . , a,,.
If we seta; = c;, we conditiona on the event’™ = (c1,. .., ¢;) 4f ¢ Then we have that

B[|(M 1K)\ {0} |2 = ') = 3" Pr [(a,x) =0 (mod p) [ 2"~ = ¢
xes

. L (4.2)
= Z Pr[(c",x'7) + (a'",x"") = 0 (mod p)]
x€S 2
From here, we have that
1/p : x'* £ 0 (mod pZ"~*)
Pr[(c’,x"7) + (@', x'") = 0 (mod p)] =< 0 : (', x*7) # 0 (mod p)

a

1 : otherwise
Therefore the expectation in Equatién (4.2) can be expdesse
E[(MNEK)\ {0} |a"™ =c]= |[{xeS:x"" =0 (mod pZ"™*), (c',x") =0 (mod p)}| +

a 4.3
|{x€S:xi+ # 0 (mod pZ"_i)}|/p (*:3)
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Notice that this expectation is less thaif and only if the first set on the right hand side is empty (te$

corresponds to the elements that are definitivelyii Since the global expectation i$/p < 1, by the

properties of conditional expectations and Equafioh 48 can guess the coordinatesaobne by one as
long as the set of points definitively il remains empty (i.e. the greedy strategy works).

From these observations, we get the following algorithnbfolding A7

1: ComputeN = |S| via Schnorr-Euchner enumeration ovém L (using the standard basis).
Pick a primep satisfyingN < p < 2N.

2: forall i € 1ton do

3:  Guess; by trying all numbers iq0,...,p — 1}. Accept a guess fai; if

{x €8 :x"" =0 (mod pZ"™), (a’",x"") = 0 (mod p)} = 0.

Verify this condition for each potential guess using Schtarchner enumeration ovér.
4: return M ={x e Z": (x,a) =0 (mod p)}
Given M from the above algorithm, we must still compute a directidnasis with respect to the standard
basis. This is straightforward. Lgte [n] denote first non-zero coefficient af Rescaling bya;l (mod p),
we may assume that; = 1. From here, it is direct to verify that

(el, .o, €j-1,P€5, —aj11€; + €j41,..., —An€; + en)

is a valid directional basis fat/.

Since the correctness of the above algorithm has alreadydrgaed, it remains to bound the algorithms
complexity. Firstly, by constructiof, we have thaf< is ¢*-SE with respect t&" with the standard basis.
Hence, by Lemm&_4]2 every Schnorr-Euchner enumeration lgverZ™ can be performed ipoly(n)c™
time usingpoly(n) space. We perform one such enumeration to compiteand at mostip < 2nc"
such enumerations during the main loop of the algorithm. ddethe amount of time spent during the
enumeration steps is at masily(n)c?". Lastly, the time to computgis can be bounded byoly(n)c", by
simply enumerating over all the choices betwéémand2N and using any deterministic primality test]

Lemma 4.11 (Rogers Lattice) Starting fromM and B, be as in Lemm@a 4.7, a super-lattideof M, with
directional basisB, with respect taB),, satisfying

1. M(K, M) = M(K,A),
2. u(K,A) <3/2\(K,A) < 3¢/2,
3. [A: M) <,
can be computed i@ ((2¢*)™) time andpoly(n) space. Letting\ = A, (K, A), we furthermore have that
(@) 2/(3\)A is a3™-thin K-covering lattice.
0]

(b) K is O((2¢3)™)-SE with respect t@/(3)\)A with basis2/(3\) B, .

Proof. To build the covering lattice foK claimed by the Lemma we will use Rogers densification proce-
dure. We first describe and analyze its the basic propetties,analyze its effects alf, and lastly discuss
the details of making it algorithmic in our setting. This d#itation can be applied to amydimensional
lattice . It proceeds as follows:
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Find a coset + ¢ € £/3 (mod L), such thaix (£, c) > A\ (K, £). If none exists, retur. Otherwise,
replacel by £ + {—c, 0, c}, wherec is the coset found by the procedure, and repeat.

Basic Properties: We analyze the properties df at termination. Let\ = A\, (K, £). By construction,
after termination, we must have that

max  dg(L,c) <\
ceL/3 (mod L)

Therefore, by LemmBg_3.7, we must have théf<, £) < 3/2X. We claim that2/(3))L is a3"-thin K-
covering lattice. Clearlyu(K,2/(3X)L) < 1 by the previous inequality. For the thinness, note that

vol,(K)  vol,(3)\/2K) < vol, (3A/2K)

T2/ BN~ det(L) S vohOak) o

where the inequalityol,,(\/2K) < det(L) follows directly from Minkowski's convex body theorem.

We now bound the convergence time of the densification prgeedVe claim that at each non-terminating
iteration, the length of the shortest-nonzero vector ivanged, while the determinant gfdecreases by a
factor3. For the first property, také + c € £/3 (mod £) such thatlx (£, c) > X\ (K, £). Since3c € L,

note thatt’ © £ + Zc = £ + {—c,0,c}. From here, we have that
)\1(5/) = min{dK(ﬁ, —X), )\1 (K, ﬁ), dK(ﬁ, X)} = min{)\l (K, ﬁ), dK(ﬁ, X)} = )\1(K, ﬁ),

where the equalitylx (£, —x) = dx(L,x) follows by symmetry of . Hence the length of the shortest
non-zero vector stays unchanged. The second claimed pydpkows from |£’ (mod L£)| = |Z3| = 3.

Let @ = vol,(A\/2K)/det(L) denote the packing density @f. By the previous analysis, at each
non-terminating iteration, the packing density/dincreases by a fact@. Since the packing density never
exceedd, if k is the number of non-terminating iterations, we must hasedh* < 1 = k < |logs(1/a)].

In particular, if the base lattice 8 and L, is the final outputted lattice, we must have that : £] < 1/a.

Behavior on M: Let M be the lattice froni 4]7 with basiB,,, and letA be the lattice outputted by the
densification procedure. Lat= \; (K, M). Since we are guaranteed tha{ K, A) = A < ¢, we have that
w(K,A) < 3/2X < 3/2c. The remaining thinness and covering propertied afe now guaranteed by the
our previous analysis. Furthermore, singehas packing density at least™, our previous analysis also
ensures that\ : M| < ¢".

Let B, denote the directional basis afwith respect taB;,. SinceK is ¢"-SE with respect td/ with
basisB);, we get from Lemm&4l4 that is ¢*[A : M] < ¢** SE with respect ta\ with basisB,;. From
Lemmd4.b, we get thée/2K is ¢*" N (3c/2K, K)-SE with respect ta\ with basisB,. By Theoreni 311,
we get that

vol, (3¢/2K + K)

N(3C/2K7 K) = O(’I’L log TL) VOln(K)

= O(nlogn(3c/2 +1)") = O((3¢/2 + 1)").

Hencec® N (3¢/2K, K) = O((3¢*/2 + ¢2)*) = O((2¢*)"). Since3/2)\ < 3/2c the same SE holds for
3/2)\K, and by scaling for’ with respect ta2/(3\)A with basis2/(3A\)Bx. HenceA satisfies all the
requirements of the lemma.
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Algorithm: We analyze the complexity of making Roger’s densificatiagpathmic onM. Firstly, we

need to computd = \; (K, M). Since\ < ¢, it suffices to enumerate the pointsdR’ N M, and return the
length of shortest non-zero vector found. Sirdcas ¢"-SE with respect td/ with basisB,;, by Lemma
[4.2 this enumeration takes at most

poly(n)c"N(cK, K) < poly(n)c®(c+ 1)" < poly(n)(2¢*)"

time andpoly(n) space. Now lef\/;, with directional basisB3,,, with respect taB;; denote the resultant
lattice afterk iterations. Here, for each coset

M +c e Mk/?) (IHOd Mk) = {Mk + B]\/[ka/?) rac {—1,0, 1}”},
we must verify whethed - (Mj, c) > A. Note that this last step is equivalent to checking whether
dK(Mk,C)>)\ - Mkﬂ(c+)\K)=@,

which can be verified by straightforward enumeration. Sifidg : M] < ¢", by Lemmag 4}4 and 4.2
we get the Schnorr-Euchner enumeration aver \K takes at mospoly(n)c™(2¢2)" = O((2¢3)") time
andpoly(n) space. Since we may enumerate oveB@altosets of)}, /3 (mod M), the time for a single
iteration can be bounded Y ((6¢%)") time. Furthermore, if coset is to be added td/;, a directional
basis forMj.+; = M}, + Zc can clearly be computed in polynomial time frenand B,,, . Lastly, since the
number of iterations is bounded byz; ¢* = O(n), the total runtime can be bounded ©Y(6¢%)") and the
space usage hyoly(n) as needed. O

5 Volume Estimation

In this section, we describe the new algorithm for voluménestion. Our algorithm will rely on a con-
struction for thin covering lattices for general convex iesdbodies, which will in turn rely on an algorithm
for computing approximate Kovner-Besicovitch points. Huarantees for the generalized thin lattice con-
struction (which formalizes Theordm 2.1 for general corlvedies) are as follows:

Theorem 5.1 (General Thin Lattice) For a convex bodys” C R”, there is a2°(™) time andpoly(n) space
algorithm which computes amdimensional lattice\ with basisB, and a pointc € K satisfying

1. Ais a3"-thin K|[c]-covering and &"-thin K -covering lattice.

2. A has packing to covering ratio at leasf 3 with respect tak[c].

3. K|c] and K are both2°(")-SE with respect td with basisB.
Furthermore, for any convex body C R”, the setC' — K) N A can be enumerated 2™ N (C, K) time
usingpoly(n) space.

Proof. We first use algorithm of Theorem 2.3 to compég7)"™ approximate Kovner-Besicovitch point
¢ € K. Using the algorithm of Theorem 4.1 we buil@'athin K[c]-covering latticeA with basisB. Since
K[c] C K — ¢, A is also aK -covering lattice. To bound the thinness with respedktdoy the guarantees
onc, we have that

vol,(K)  vol,(K) vol,(K) < 3"
det(A)  vol,(Klc]) det(A) — (6/7)"Symy,(K)
< (7/6)"2"3" = 7"
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From the guarantees oy we know thatk [c] is 2°(")-SE with respect td3. Therefore, by Lemm@4.5, the
SE complexity ofK with respect taB is bounded by

vol,, (K + K|c]) < 90(n) vol, (2K)

vol,(Klc]) — vol, (K|c])
vol, (K)

vol, (K|[c])

20 N(K, K|c]) = 29 O(nlogn)

as needed. The remaining guarantees\@nd the complexity bound for the above algorithm now follows
directly from guarantees in Theorefms]2.3 4.1. O

We will use Theorend 511 within the volume estimation aldorit The following Lemma is used to
justify the accuracy of volume estimation algorithm.

Lemmab.2. Let Ky, K ben dimensional convex bodies. Létbe ann-dimensionalKy-covering lattice.
For € > 0, the following holds:

vol, (K) < e"det(L) [eL N (K — eKyp)| < vol, (K + e(Ky — Kyp)) -
Furthermore, ifKy C K — ¢, for somec € R™, and K is symmetric then
vol, (K) < €"det(L) [eLN ((1 4 €)K —ec)| < (1 + 2¢)"vol,(K) .

Proof.

Claim 5.3. There exists a subsét C K|, such thatF’ tiles with respect. In particular, vol,, (F') = det(L).

Proof. Since the tiling / covering property is shift invariant, weyrshift K so thatO is in the interior of
K. From here, note that- ||k, is an asymmetric norm. We defiféto be all the points € R™ such that
0 is the lexicographically minimal closest lattice vectostander|| - || x,. More presicelyx € F iff

[x = 0|y = [1xl[ o = dio (£, %) = min [|x — y| &,
yeL

ando is the lexicographically smallest minimizer for the laspeession on the right hand side. Since every
point in R™ has a unique lexicographically closest lattice vecto£ jrand since the standard lexicographic
order onR” is shift invariant, we see thdt tiles space with respect . Thatvol, (F') = det(L) follows
directly from the tiling property.

We claim thatF" C K. Assume not, theAix € F' such that|x||x, > 1. SinceL is K,-covering, there
existsy € L such thak € y + K. Butthen||x —y||x, <1 < ||x]|x,, which contradicts thad is a closest

lattice vector tax. HenceF C K as claimed. O

SinceeL is eF-tiling (where F' is as above), we have that thgé shifts of e /' covering K correspond
exactly to the centersC N (K — €F’). From here, sincé” C K, we have the inclusions

K C(eLN(K —€F))+€F
(eLN(K —€F))+eF C (eLN (K —€eKp)) + eKp (5.1)

-
- (K—EK()) + €Ky :K+€(K0—K0)
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From the above inclusions, we get that
vol, (K) < vol,((eLN (K — eKy)) + €F) < vol,(K + (Ko — Kjy)).
Sincer tiles with respect taC, we see that

vol, ((eL N (K — eKp)) + eF) = [eL N (K — eKy)|vol, (eF)
=e"det(L)|leL N (K —eKp)|, asneeded.

For the furthermore, we assume thiay C K — c and thatk is symmetric. By symmetry oK, we
have thatt F' C Ky C K — c. Using this, we modify the inclusions in Equatién (5.1) to

KC(eLN(K —€F))+eF C(eLN(K+e(K —t)) +eF
CeLN((14+eK —ec))+eF C(eLN((1+€)K —ec)) +e(K —c) (5.2)
C(l+e)K —ec+e(K —c)=(1+2€6)K — 2ec

From here, the same argument as above combined with théydesif, ((1+2¢) K) = (1+2¢)"vol, (K)
completes the proof of Lemma. O

We now prove the main volume estimation result. We note fhidei input bodyK is symmetric, the
following algorithm will be able to directly use the thin @ning lattice construction for symmetric bodies
(Theorenl 4.11) without passing through the constructiontedofeni 5.1L. We will use this fact within our
algorithm for finding approximate KB points (Theoréml2.3).

Proof of Theorerh 212 (Volume Estimatior@iven a convex bodyy' C R™, we wish to comput®” such that
vol,(K) <V < (1+ ¢€)"vol,(K).

Compute the latticé\ with basisB and pointc € K given by Theoreri 5]1. This require§ (™ time and
poly(n) space. Via enumeration, we now compute the quantity

V = (¢/2)" det(A) |(¢/2)A N (1 + ¢/2)K — (¢/2)c)].

SinceK|[c] C K —c andA is K|[c]-covering, by LemmB&5l2 we have tHatsatisfies the desired guarantees.
After rescaling, computing’” can be done by enumerating ((1+2/¢) K —c). SinceK|[c] is 20 -SE
with respect taB by Lemmag 4.2 and 4.5 this enumeration complexity is boutged

vol,((1+2/¢)K + K|c])
vol, (K|c])
, Vol (K)
vol, (K|c])
< 200(1 4 1/e)™.

20N ((1+2/€)K, K[c]) < 20M™

<2000 (2 4 2/e)

Hence the total time complexity of the algorithm is boundg®8(™) (1 + 1/¢)™ and the space complexity
is poly(n) as needed. O
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5.1 Computing an Approximate Kovner-Besicovitch Point

Proof of Theorerfi 213 (Computing Kovner-Besicovitch pdints
Here the goal is to compute a poine K such that

vol, (K[c])/vol,(K) > (1 + €) " "Symy,(K).
By first applying deterministic ellipsoidal rounding f6 (Theoreni 3.5), we may assume that
By C K C (n+1)n*?’K.

We define the following sequence of bodids; = QiBg NK,for0<:<T,
whereT = [log,(n + 1)n'/?]. By constructionky = By andKr = K.

Algorithm 2 Improve@, x, a, €)
Require: Convex bodyA C R™, pointx € A satisfyingvol,,(A[x]) > a™vol,(4), e < 1/2.
Ensure: A pointc € A satisfyingvol,,(A[x]) > (1 + €)™ Symy,; (A).
1 €9 < €/(6 + 3¢), J < |log(1/a)/log(1/(1 — €p))].
2: Xg < X.
3 for jeltoJdo
4:  Compute a coveringV of 1/2(A +x;_1) by (e0/2)A[x;_1] (Theoreni 4.11).
For eachy € N, estimate the volume od[y] to within (1 + ¢y/(1 — €))™ (Theorem 2.R).
Setx; to be the center iV of maximum estimated volume.
5. return xj.

Using the improvement procedure (Algoritfiin 2), the remairaf the algorithm is straightforward:
ccp 0.
forieltoT —1do
¢; < Improve(K;, c;—1, 1/6, 1/2).
: return Improve(Krp, cr—1, 1/6, €).

ARw bR

We first argue the correctness of the algorithm, and therirumntvith its runtime analysis.

Correctness:  Assuming the correctness of AlgoritHmh 2, we show that theaiader of the algorithm is
correct. For the for loop on lines— 3, and line4, we claim that at each cdlinprove(K;, ¢;—1, 1/6, ...),
c;—1 has KB value at leadl /6)" with respect ta;, for i € [T]. We prove this by induction oh e [T].
Note that ifc;_; satisfies the condition, then by the guarantessngprove, we have that

% > (1+1/2)""Symy, (K;) > (1+1/2)7"27" =3""

From here, sincé(; C K;,1 C 2K;, we have that

VOln(KH_l[Ci]) > VOln(KZ[Cl]) —n VOln(KZ)
VOln(KZ'_H) - VOln(KH_l) - VOln(KZ'_H)

>37" 27" = (1/6)",

as needed. For the base case 1, we note that since; = 0 and Ky = B3, 0 has KB valuel for K. By
the above analysis, we get thathas KB value at leagt™" > (1/6)" for K, as needed.
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Since on linet we callImprove(Kr, cr—1, 1/6, €) on a valid input andr = K, by the guarantees
onImprove, the algorithm correctly outputs(@ + €)™ KB point for K as needed.

We now show that Algorithmimprove is correct. Define

v(x) = <%>1/n

to be the normalized KB value of a poirte A.
Claim 5.4. v is a concave function ovet.
Proof. Takex,y € K anda € [0, 1]. By convexity of A, note that
A+ (1 —a)Alyl=a(A—x)N(x—A)+(1-a)(A—y)N(y — A)
Ca(A-—x)+ (1 -a)(A-y))N(a(x—A)+(1—-a)ly —A4))
=(A—-(ax+({1-a)y))N((ex+(1—-a)y) - A) = Alax+ (1 - a)y]

Using the above inclusion, followed by the Brunn-Minkowsilequality, we get that
vol, (Alax + (1 — a)y])¥™ > vol,, (e A[x] + (1 — a)Aly])/"
> avol, (A[x])Y™ + (1 — a)vol, (A[y])"/.
The claim follows by dividing through byol,, (A4)/™. O

Letx* denote the center of maximum KB value, i.e¥ = arg max, . 4 v(x), and lety = v(x*). Note that
for correctness, we need simply show that at the last itevatj v(x;) > v/(1 + €). The following claim
tracks the progress in.

Claim5.5. Fori > 1, I/(Xi) > 1/2("}/ + V(Xi_l))(l — 60)2.

Proof. By translatingA, we may assume that_; = 0. Letz = 1/2x*. By constructionz € 1/2A, hence
by the properties of the néX, there existy € N such thatv = y — z satisfies| + v|[40] < €0/2. By the
triangle inequality, note that

1z +1/eovlla < [lz]la +1/eol[vlla < 1/2+1/e[V]aj0) < 1/2 4 1/€0(e0/2) < 1.
Hencez + 1/epv € A. Sincey =z +v = (1 — €p)z + €9(z + 1/€gv), by concavity ofv over A
v(y) = (1 —eo)v(z) + eov(z + 1/eov) = (1 — €o)v(z)
= (1 —e)v((1/2)0 + (1/2)x") > (1 — €0)((1/2)r(0) + (1/2)v(x")) (5.3)
=1/2(v(xi-1) +7)(1 — €)
For eachy € IV, we note that volume estimation algorithm computes a numpeuch that
volp (Aly]) < Vy < (1+€0/(1 — €0))"voln(Aly]) = 1/(1 — €0)"voln (Aly]).
By Equation[(5.B), this implies that for the chosen we must have
Vi, 2 voln(A) (1/2(v(xi-1) +7)(1 — €0))" -

By approximation the guarantee, this implies that;) > 1/2(v(x;—1) +7)(1 — €)?, as needed. O
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The following claim completes the proof of correctness:
Claim 5.6. At the last iterationJ = |log(1/a)/log(1/(1 —€p))], v(xs) > v/(1 + €).

Proof. Letag = o, and leta; = 1/2(a;—1+7)(1—€g)? fori > 1. Since the functiom — 1/2(a+)(1—ep)?

is monotone ina, by Claim[5.5 we have that(x;) > a; for all i. It therefore suffices to prove that
ay > v/(1+¢€). We first note that, = ¢/(6+3¢) is set to satisfy the equatidh—3e¢y)/(1+3¢) = 1/(1+¢€).

If a;i—1 <v/(1+¢€) =~(1—-3¢)/(1+ 3¢p), note that

ai(1 =€) = 1/2(a;_1 + 7)1 — €)® > 1/2(a;_1 +7)(1 — 3€p)
= 1/2(ai_1(1 — 360) + ’Y(l — 360)) > 1/2(ai_1(1 — 360) + ai_l(l + 360)) = a;_1.

In particular, we get;; > a,_;/(1—¢€p). Furthermore, it;;_; > ~/(1+ ¢) by monotonicitya; > v/(1+¢).
Therefore, we need only show that thegoes abovey/(1 + ¢) at some time < .J. Lett be the first step
wherea; > /(1 + €). By the above relations, we must have that

1>v(xy) >ar > ai—1/(1 —e) >ag/(1 — €)' =a/(1—e).

Solving fort¢, we get that < log(1/a)/log(1/(1 — €p)), and hence < .J as needed. O

Runtime Analysis.  We first apply ellipsoidal rounding t& (Theoreni 3.b), this can be done in polyno-
mial time. Next, we run thémprove procedureO(logn) times, so it suffices to bound the runtime of one
call. Since without loss of generality we can assum€ 1/2, it is clear that the last call to procedure
Improve, that isimprove(Kr, cr—_1,1/6, €), dominates the complexity of the algorithm.

On the last call to Improve, we have = K7, o = 1/6, ¢ < 1/2, andey = €/(6 + 3¢p) > €/8. We
execute the main loop

log(1/a)/log(1/(1 —€p)) <log(1l/a)/log(1l + €p) < log(l/a)/log(l + €/8) = O(1/¢) times.

Lety = Sym,,(A)"/". Note thaty/(1+¢) > (1/2)(2/3) = 1/3 > a. Hence by Claini’56 at each iteration
of the for loop we have thatol,,(A[x;_1])/vol, (A) > 67",

At iteration j, we first compute an coverinly of 1/2(A + x;_1) by (e0/2)A[x;—1] using Theorerh 4]1.
Sinceey/2 > €/16, this takes time at most

vol,(1/2A + (e/16) A[x;j_1])
voly, ((€/16)Alx;_1]

~oom) [(1/2+¢€/16\"  vol,(A)
_20()< /16 >V01n(A[xj_1])

=20 (1 4 8/e)"6" = 2°M (1 4+ 1/e)"

20N (1/24, (¢/16) A[x;_1]) = 20

andpoly(n) space. For each € N, we compute a numbeéf, satisfying
vol, (Afy]) <V < (1+€0/(1 — €))"voln(Aly])

whereeg/(1 — €9) > 2¢9 > €/4. SinceAly] is symmetric, we note that this can be done using Theorem
[2.2, using only the thin lattice construction for symmebaties (Theoreni_4.1). Hence this can be done in
20)(1 + 4/e)™ = 20 (1 + 1 /€)™ time usingpoly(n) space. Putting it all together, the for loop can be
executed iC™) (1/¢)(14+1/€)?™ = 200" (1+1/¢)?"*+! time usingpoly(n) space. The desired complexity
bound for the algorithm follows. O
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