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Abstract

We consider a search problem on trees in which the goal is to find an adversarially
placed treasure, while relying on local, partial information. Specifically, each node in
the tree holds a pointer to one of its neighbors, termed advice. A node is faulty with
probability q. The advice at a non-faulty node points to the neighbor that is closer to
the treasure, and the advice at a faulty node points to a uniformly random neighbor.
Crucially, the advice is permanent, in the sense that querying the same node again would
yield the same answer.

Let A denote the maximal degree. Roughly speaking, when considering the expected
number of moves, i.e., edge traversals, we show that a phase transition occurs when
the noise parameter q is about 1/ V/A. Below the threshold, there exists an algorithm
with expected move complexity O(D\/E), where D is the depth of the treasure, whereas
above the threshold, every search algorithm has expected number of moves which is both
exponential in D and polynomial in the number of nodes n.

In contrast, if we require to find the treasure with probability at least 1 — §, then for
every fixed € > 0, if ¢ < 1/A*® then there exists a search strategy that with probability
1 — § finds the treasure using (6~ 2D)°(2) moves. Moreover, we show that (§—1D)2(2)
moves are necessary.

Besides the number of moves, we also study the number of advice queries required
to find the treasure. Roughly speaking, for this complexity, we show similar threshold
results to those previously stated, where the parameter D is replaced by logn.

*This work has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s
Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 648032). This work was also supported
in part by the Israel Science Foundation (grant No. 1388/16). A preliminary version of this paper appeared
in ESA 2018. The current journal version contains many additional results.
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1 Introduction

This paper considers a search problem on trees, in which the goal is to find a treasure that
is placed at one of the nodes by an adversary. Each node of the tree holds information,
called advice, regarding which of its neighbors is closer to the treasure, and the algorithm
may query the advice at some nodes in order to accelerate the search. In this paper we study
both the number of walking steps and the number of advice queries needed in order to find
the treasure.

Searching with advice on trees is an extension of binary search to tree topologies. This
type of extension has been the focus of numerous works [I0 1] I4), I3 26l 7], some including
noise or errors in the advice. The problem may also be viewed as searching a poset [27], 2],
instead of a completely ordered set as in typical binary search. Some authors also motivate
the problem using the notion of “bug detection”, where the tree models dependencies between
programs [20]. When the searcher is restricted to walk on the edges of the underlying graph,
it is possible to view the problem as a routing problem with unreliable local information
I8 20 0. An interesting application was also given in [I3], in the context of interactive
learning.

The crucial feature of our model, that distinguishes it from most existing literature on
search with noisy advice, is the permanent nature of the faults. Given the tree and the
location of the treasure, there is a sampling procedure (which may be partly controlled by an
adversary) that determines the advice at every node of the tree. Depending on the outcome
of the sampling procedure, the advice at a node may either be correct or faulty (we also refer
to the latter case as noise). The advice is permanent — it does not change after the sampling
stage. Every query to a given node yields the same advice — there is no re-sampling of advice.
The difference between permanent noise and re-sampled one (as in e.g., Bl [4 & 23]) is
dramatic, since the re-sampled advice model allows algorithms to boost the confidence in
any given piece of advice by repeatedly querying the same advice. Permanent noise was
considered in [@] for the task of sorting, but this task is very different than the search task
considered in our paper (in particular, no algorithm can find the true sorted order when noise
is permanent). Searching with permanent faulty nodes has also been studied in a number
of works [, 8 M3 20 2], but assuming that the faulty nodes are chosen by an adversary.
The difference between such worst case scenarios and the probabilistic version studied here
is again significant, both in terms of results and in terms of techniques (see more details in
Section 1.3).

The model of permanent faults aims to model faults that occur in the physical memory
associated with the node, rather than, for example, the noise that is associated with the
actual mechanism behind the query. Interestingly, the topic of noisy permanent advice is also
meaningful outside the realm of classical computer science, and was shown to be relevant in
the context of ant navigation [I8]. The authors therein conducted experiments in which a
group of ants carry a large load of food aiming to transport it to their nest, while basing their
navigation on unreliable advice given by pheromones that are laid on the terrain. Indeed,



although the directions proposed by pheromones typically lead to the nest, trajectories as
experienced by small ants may be inaccessible to the load, and hence directional cues left by
ants sometimes lead the load towards dead-ends.

The current paper introduces the algorithmic study of search with permanent probabilis-
tically noisy advice. Similarly to many other works on search we focus on trees, which is
a very important topological structure in computer science. Extending our work to general
graphs seems technically challenging and remains for future work, see Section 11.

1.1 The Noisy Advice Model

We start with some notation. Additional notation is introduced in Section 1.4. We present
the model for trees, but we remark that the definitions can be extended to general graphs (see
also Section 11). Let T' be an n-node tree rooted at some arbitrary node o. We consider an
agent that is initially located at the root ¢ of T', aiming to find a node 7, called the treasure,
which is chosen by an adversary. That is, the goal of the agent is to be located at 7, and
once it is there, the algorithm terminates.

The distance d(u,v) is the number of edges on the path between u and v. The depth of
a node u is d(u) = d(o,u). Let d = d(7) denote the depth of 7, and let the depth D of the
tree be the maximum depth of a node. Finally, let A, denote the degree of node u and let
A denote the maximum degree in the tree. For an integer A > 2, a complete A-ary tree is a
tree such that every internal node has degree precisely A.

Each node u # 7 is assumed to be provided with an advice, termed adv(u), which provides
information regarding the direction of the treasure. Specifically, adv(u) is a pointer to one
of w’s neighbors. It is called correct if the pointed neighbor is one step closer to the treasure
than u is. Each node u # 7 is faulty with probability ¢ (the meaning of being faulty will soon
be explained), independently of other nodes. Otherwise, u is considered sound, in which case
its advice is correct. We call q the noise parameter. Unless otherwise stated, this parameter
is the same across all nodes, but in some occasions, we also allow it to vary across nodes. In
that case ¢ is defined as max,(qy).

Random and semi-adversarial variants. We consider two models for faulty nodes. The
main model assumes that the advice at a faulty node points to one of its neighbors chosen
uniformly at random (and so possibly pointing at the correct one). We also consider an
adversarial variant, called the semi-adversarial model, where this neighbor is chosen by an
adversary. The adversary may either be oblivious or adaptive. An oblivious adversary first de-
cides on adversarial advice for each node, afterwards each node becomes faulty independently
with probability ¢, and then the true advice of faulty nodes is replaced by the respective ad-
versarial advice. An adaptive adversary first sees the locations of all faulty nodes and only
afterwards decides on the advice at the faulty nodes.

Move and query complexities. The agent can move by traversing edges of the tree. At
any time, the agent can query its hosting node in order to “see” the corresponding advice
and to detect whether the treasure is present there. The search terminates when the agent
queries the treasure. In this paper two complexity measures are used. The move complexity
is the number of edge traversals. The query complexity, is the number of queries made. The
number of queries is always smaller than the number of moves. It is implicit when considering



the query complexity that the algorithm “knows” the topology of the tree T', because this
topology can be learned without spending any queries.

Noise assumption. The noise parameter ¢ governs the accuracy of the environment. If
g = 0 for all nodes, then advice is always correct. This case allows to find the treasure in
D moves, by simply following each encountered advice. On the other extreme, if ¢ = 1,
then advice is essentially meaningless, and the search cannot be expected to be efficient. An
intriguing question is therefore to identify the largest value of ¢ that allows for efficient search.

Expectation and high probability. Importantly, we consider two kinds of guarantees:
expectation, and high probability. In the first case, we measure the performance of the
algorithm as the expected number of moves before the treasure is found. Expectation is
taken over both the randomness involved in sampling the noisy advice, and over the possible
probabilistic choices made by the search algorithm. In the second case, we consider the
number of moves spent by algorithms that find the treasure with high probability (say,
probability 0.9). An upper bound on expectation can be converted into a high probability
upper bound, by use of the Markov inequality. However, the converse need not hold. Indeed,
as our work shows, in our setting the two kind of guarantees lead to quite different thresholds
and techniques.

Full-information model. For lower bound purposes, we find it instructive to also consider
the following full-information model. Here the structure of the tree is known, the algorithm
is given as input the advice of all nodes except for the leaves, and the treasure is at one of
the leaves. The queried node can be an arbitrary leaf, and the answer reveals whether the
leaf holds the treasure.

1.2 Our Results

We introduce the algorithmic study of search problems with probabilistic permanent faulty
advice. The results all assume the underlying graph is a tree. Our results can be grouped
along two axes. One is the complexity measure, which can refer to either move or query. The
other is the convergence guarantee, which can refer to either expectation or high probability.
We choose to split the results first according to the complexity measure. This is because, to
a large extent, the query algorithms rely on good walking algorithms. The paper thus begins
with the study of walking algorithms. Within this setting, we start with the average case,
i.e., fast convergence in expectation.

We note however that a lower bound in the query model translates to one in the walk
model. In fact, all our lower bounds are stated for queries.

Results in the walk model. Consider the noisy advice model on trees with maximum
degree A. Roughly speaking, we show that 1/v/A is the threshold for the noise parameter g,
in order to obtain search algorithms with low expected complexities. Essentially, above the
threshold, there exists trees (specifically, complete A-ary trees) such that for any algorithm,
the expected number of moves required to find the treasure is exponential d, the depth of
the treasure. Conversely, below the threshold there exists an algorithm whose expected move
complexity is almost linear, that is, O(dv/A).



The proof that there is no algorithm with a small expected number of moves when the
noise exceeds 1/4/A — 1 is rather simple. In fact, it holds even in the full information model.
Intuitively, the argument is as follows (the formal proof appears in Section 3). Consider a
complete A-ary tree of depth D and assume that the treasure 7 is placed at a leaf. The first
observation is that the expected number of leaves having more advice point to them than to
T is a lower bound on the query complexity. The next observation is that there are more than
(A —1)P leaves whose distance from 7 is 2D, and for each of those leaves u, the probability
that more advice points towards it than towards 7 can be approximated by the probability
that all nodes on path connecting u and 7 are faulty. As this latter probability is ¢?”, the
expected number of leaves that have more pointers leading to them is roughly (A — 1)P¢?P.
This term explodes when ¢ > 1/v/A — 1.

One of the main challenges we faced in the paper was show that for noise probability
below 1/v/A —1 (by a constant factor) the lower bound no longer holds, and in fact, there
are extremely efficient algorithms. Interestingly, the optimal algorithm we present is based
on a Bayesian approach, which assumes the treasure location is random, yet it works even
under worst case assumptions. The challenging part in the construction was identifying the
correct prior. Constructing algorithms that ensure worst-case guarantees through a Bayesian
approach was done in [B] which studies a closely related, yet much simpler problem of search
on the line. Apart from [B] we are unaware of other works that follow this approach.

We also analyze the oblivious semi-adversarial model, and show that the expected move
complexity has a threshold also in this model, but it is much lower, around 1/A.

We then turn our attention to studying the move complexity under a given probability
guarantee. We show that for every fixed € > 0, if ¢ < 1/AF® then there exists a search strategy
that with probability 1—4 finds the treasure using (& _1d)o(é) moves. Moreover, we show that
(6 _1d)Q(é) moves are necessary. The upper bounds hold even in the adaptive semi-adversarial
variant, whereas the lower bound holds even in the purely randomized variant.

The key concept towards proving the upper bound is a notion of node fitness. Essentially,
a node is declared fit if it has many pointers to it on the path coming from the root. This is
good evidence that the node is either on the path to the treasure, or at least not too far from
it. The idea is to explore the component of fit nodes to which the root, i.e., the starting point,
belongs. If the component contains the treasure, the nodes on the root to treasure path, and
not too many additional nodes, then the treasure is found quickly. With the appropriate
formalization of fitness, efficient search can be achieved with high probability.

Unlike the lower bound on the expected number of queries, the lower bound in the high
probability case uses the fact that obtaining the advice of nodes requires spending queries.
Hence this lower bound does not hold in the full information model. Consider the complete
A-ary tree of depth D, and assume that the treasure is at a leaf. Set ¢ = A7 and h =
e tloga(D/5). Consider the length D path from the root to the treasure. On this path,
with probability at least §, there exists a segment of length h, where all nodes are faulty. Let
us denote by H the subtree rooted at the highest endpoint of such a segment of i consecutive
faulty nodes. The algorithm needs to explore at least a constant fraction of H before finding
how to proceed towards the treasure. The lower bound follows as the size of the subtree H
is Ah = (D/6)F .

As is always the case with non-negative random variables, the median cannot be much
larger than the average, but it might be much smaller. Our results imply that in the context of
searching with noisy permanent advice, in a large regime of noise, there is an exponential gap



Upper Bound Lower Bound

Regime Moves Regime | Moves

Expectation g < ﬁ O(dVA) || ¢> ﬁ eSUd)

Expectation (S.A.) | ¢ < % O(d) q> % eSi(d)

High Probability | ¢ <A~ | 49 || ¢> A< | 4%

Figure 1: A summary of our results regarding the move complexity, in a simplified form.
The precise definition of the symbol <« will be clarified later. S.A. stands for oblivious
semi-adversarial. The High Probability upper bound includes the adaptive semi-adversarial
model.

between the median and the average. The high expectation running time is the consequence
of a small fraction of the possible error patterns (the pattern of errors in the advice) for which
the search is very slow, but for almost all error patterns, the treasure is found much faster
than what the high expectation suggests.

Figure 1 summarizes the results presented in this paper regarding walking algorithms.

Results in the query model. The number of queries is measured with respect to the
total size of the tree n, rather than the distance to the treasure d. Roughly, we find that we
can translate any result for walking algorithms, positive or negative, into one about query
algorithms, replacing the depth of the treasure d by logn.

We build on a separator-based scheme, that would find the treasure using O(log n) queries
in the absence of faults. Since the advice is not fully reliable, a mechanism is needed to catch
the error in case the advice at a separator node is faulty. Probing the whole neighborhood
around a separator node would be too costly. Hence, we resort to a local exploration which
actually corresponds to a walking algorithm similar to the ones described earlier. The local
exploration corrects potential errors at all O(logn) separator nodes on the way to the treasure,
with high probability, thus leading to efficient algorithms in the high probability setting.

Local exploration may however fail due to a large quantity of errors around a separator
node. A simple remedy is to settle this case by querying the whole tree. This gives an
O(\/E log Alog? n) algorithm. To derive our best query-algorithm, we use two scales of local
exploration. The higher scale is used as a fallback in case local exploration at the first scale
fails.

Figure 2 contains a summary of our results for query algorithms.

1.2.1 Results in Expectation for Walking Algorithms

In Section 2 we present an algorithm whose expected move complexity is optimal up to a
constant factor for the regime of noise below the threshold. Furthermore, this algorithm does
not require prior knowledge of either the tree’s structure, or the values of A, ¢, d, or n.



Upper Bound Lower Bound

Regime Queries Regime Queries
Expectation q < ﬁ O Alogn) || ¢> ﬁ nfM)

High Probability | ¢ = A~ | (logn)?E™") || ¢ = A= | (logn)2E)

Figure 2: Query complexity results, in simplified form. The precise conditions behind the
symbol < will be clarified later.

Before presenting the result, we extend the model slightly, by allowing each node v to
have a distinct noise parameter ¢,. This greater flexibility makes our results stronger. It also
happens to be convenient from a technical standpoint. When ¢, does not depend on v, we
say the noise is uniform. The following technical definition is used in our results, in place of

the more crude g < % given in Table 1.

Definition 1.1. Condition (%) holds with parameter 0 < e < 1 if for every node v, we have

1—-e—A,
STET B
VA, + AS

Since A, > 2, the condition is always satisfiable when taking a small enough e.
All our algorithms are deterministic, hence, expectation is taken with respect only to the
sampling of the advice.

FNT

(1)

Qv <

Theorem 1.2. For every e > 0, if Condition (x) holds with parameter €, then there exists
a deterministic walking algorithm Ayqi that requires O(\/Zd) moves in expectation. The
algorithm does not require prior knowledge of either the tree’s structure, or any information
regarding the values of A, d, n, or the q,’s.

In the above theorem (and some other places in this paper) the O notation hides terms
that depends on e. For Theorem 1.2, this hidden term is 3.

In Section 3 we establish the following lower bound.

Theorem 1.3. Consider a complete A-ary tree of depth D, and assume that the treasure is

at a leaf. For every constant € > 0, if ¢ > \/1%, then every randomized search algorithm

has move (and query) complexity that in expectation is exponential in D. The result holds
also in the full-information model.

Observe that taken together, Theorems 1.2, 1.3 and Condition (%) (see Eq. (1)) imply that
for every given ¢ > 0 and large enough A, efficient search can be achieved if ¢ < (1 —¢)/vVA
but not if ¢ > (1 +¢)/VA.

We further complete our lower bounds with the following result, proved in Section 10.

Theorem 1.4. For a complete A-ary tree of depth D, the expected number of queries for
every algorithm is Q(qAD) (or equivalently, Q(qAlogan)).



In Section 4 we analyze the performance of simple memoryless algorithms called proba-
bilistic following, suggested in [I8]. At every step, the algorithm follows the advice at the
current vertex with some fixed probability A, and performs a random walk step otherwise. It
turns out that such algorithms can perform well, but only in a very limited regime of noise.
Specifically, we prove:

Theorem 1.5. There exist positive constants c1, co and cs such that the following holds. If
for every vertex u, q, < c1/A, then there exists a probabilistic following algorithm that finds
the treasure in less than cad expected steps. On the other hand, if ¢ > c3/A then for every
probabilistic following strategy the move complexity on a complete A-ary tree is exponential
in the depth of the tree.

Since this algorithm is randomized, expectation is taken over both the randomness in-
volved in sampling advice and the possible probabilistic choices made by the algorithm.

Interestingly, when ¢, < ¢1/A,, for all vertices, this algorithm works even in the oblivious
semi-adversarial model. In fact, it turns out that in the semi-adversarial model, probabilistic
following algorithms are the best possible up to constant factors, as the threshold for efficient
search, with respect to any algorithm, is roughly 1/A.

1.2.2 Results in High Probability for Walking Algorithms

We start the investigation of algorithms having a good probability guarantee with the fol-
lowing upper bound. The proof is presented in Section 5. The O(1) term in the exponent is
to be understood as an absolute constant, that does not depend on either d or .

Theorem 1.6. Let 0 < € < 1/2 be a constant, and suppose that ¢ = A™¢, and that A is
sufficiently large (A > 26/¢ suffices). Let 0 < § < 1 be a constant. Then there exists an
algorithm Al .. in the walk model that discovers T in (%)O(%) moves with probability 1 — 9.
Moreover, the statement holds even in the adaptive semi-adversarial variant.

A remark about the parameters. The restriction of ¢ < % is inessential to Theorem 1.6,
and is included because the algorithms of Theorem 1.2 already handle the case € > % The
requirement that A is sufficiently large as a function of € is natural, particularly for the
semi-adversarial setting. For example, taking A < (3/2)1/E and keeping the assumption that
q = A7 will lead to ¢ > 2/3. In the semi-adversarial setting, such levels of noise could not be
overcome efficiently. To see why, consider for instance a complete binary tree. The strategy of
an adversary could be, at each faulty node, to point to a uniformly chosen neighbor, amongst
the two that do not lead to 7. The result would then be that at every node, each direction of
the advice is uniform, making it useless. On the other hand, if we require ¢ < min(c, A™¢)
for some suitable constant ¢ > 0 that depends only on €, then the requirement that A is suf-
ficiently large can be removed. One can take ¢ = 275/ and define Ay = 26/ For A > A
Theorem 1.6 applies because A is sufficiently large, whereas for A < Ag Theorem 1.6 applies
because we may pretend that the largest degree is Ao, and this does not affect the proofs.

The upper bound shown in Theorem 1.6 is matched up to the constant in the exponent,
by the following lower bound, presented in Section 6.



Theorem 1.7. Let 0 < € < 1/2 be an arbitrary constant, and suppose that ¢ = A™¢, and
that D is sufficiently large, as a function of A and . Consider the complete A-ary tree of
depth D, with the treasure placed in one of its leaves. Let A be an algorithm with success
probability 1 — 6. Then, with constant probability, A needs at least (571 D) == (1—on(x)) queries
(and consequently also moves) before finding 7. (op(-) denotes a function of 0, £, A and
D, that tends to 0 when fixing the former parameters and letting D grow to infinity.) The

statement also holds with respect to randomized algorithms.

1.2.3 Results in the Query Model

We start by noting that the lower bound presented in Theorem 1.3, phrased in terms of the
depth D of the tree, in fact already holds for query algorithms. Since the trees considered in
this lower bound are complete and regular, we may replace D by loga n, and obtain a lower
bound of n®) when ¢ > \/1%.

Concerning upper bounds on the query complexity, we first consider the special case that
the tree is a path. For this case, we present in Section 7 a simple algorithm whose expected
query complexity is almost tight. The path algorithm that we present and its analysis can
be thought of as an adaptation of an algorithm of [B] to our setting.

Extending the path algorithm to general trees suggests the use of a separator decompo-
sition. However, querying a separator may yield a wrong answer, and repeatedly querying a
separator is useless in our model. While this can rather easily be circumvented in the case
that the tree is a path, overcoming this in general trees seems to require more sophistication.
Our main idea for this purpose is to apply our walking algorithm as a subroutine to be run in
the vicinity of a separator, so as to increase the reliability of detecting the direction in which
to pursue the search. Since it is easier to explain our idea in the high probability setting, we
first derive a result in that setting, and later consider results in expectation. The following
is proved in Section 8.

Theorem 1.8. Assume that n is sufficiently large (as a function of € and A). Under the
assumptions of Theorem 1.6, there exists an algorithm Agyery in the query model that finds
the treasure with probability at least 1 —§ whose number of queries scales like (6~ log n)o(s_l).

This result holds in the adaptive semi-adversarial variant as well.

We next consider query upper bounds in expectation. The following theorem, proved in
Section 9, assumes that Condition (x) hold. Recall, the condition was introduced in Equation

(1), and can roughly be understood as saying that for all nodes v, g, < \1/}.

Theorem 1.9. For every € > 0, there exists a deterministic query algorithm Agyery such that
if Condition (x) holds (see Eq. (1)) with parameter €, then Aguery needs at most O(v/Alog A-
log2 n) queries in expectation.

The following theorem yields a better upper bound than the one in Theorem 1.9, but works
assuming the advice parameter is the same at every node, or is bounded by the maximum
degree rather than the local degree. The proof of the theorem follows the main ideas as in the
proof of Theorem 1.9 but it is more technical. We therefore defer the proof to Appendix B.
Note that for constant A there is gap of O(loglogn) between the bound in the following
theorem and that of Theorem 1.4. Closing this gap remains open.

10



Theorem 1.10. Assume that the noise parameter at every node is bounded by q < c/\/Z
for a sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0. Then there exists a deterministic query algorithm
Ao_jqyers for which the expected number of queries is O(\/Zlogn -loglogn).

1.3 Related Work

In computer science, search algorithms have been the focus of numerous works, often on a tree
topology, see e.g., 25 B 27 26]. Within the literature on search, many works considered noisy
queries [0 23] [4]. However, it was typically assumed that noise can be resampled at every
query. Dealing with permanent faults entails challenges that are fundamentally different from
those that arise when allowing queries to be resampled. To illustrate this difference, consider
the simple example of a star graph and a constant ¢ < 1. Straightforward amplification can
detect the target in O(1) queries in expectation. In contrast, in our model, it can be easily
seen that (n) is a lower bound for both the expected move and the query complexities, for
any constant noise parameter.

A search problem on graphs in which the set of nodes with misleading advice is chosen
by an adversary was studied in [I9] 20] 21], as part of the more general framework of the liar
models [l Bl B B§]. Data structures with adversarial memory faults have been investigated
in the so called faulty-memory RAM model, introduced in [I7]. In particular, data structures
(with adversarial memory faults) that support the same operations as search trees were stud-
ied in [I6] [[]. Interestingly, the data structures developed in [7] can cope with up to O(logn)
faults, happening at any time during the execution of the algorithm, while maintaining opti-
mal space and time complexity. It is important to observe that all these models take worst
case assumptions, leading to technical approaches and results which are very different from
what one would expect in average-case analysis. Persistent probabilistic memory faults, as
we study here, have been explicitly studied in [6], albeit in the context of sorting. Persistent
probabilistic errors were also studied in contexts of learning and optimization, see [22].

The noisy advice model considered in this paper actually originated in the recent biologi-
cally centered work [I§], aiming to abstract navigation relying on guiding instructions in the
context of collaborative transport by ants. In that work, the authors modeled ant navigation
as a probabilistic following algorithm, and noticed that an execution of such an algorithm
can be viewed as an instance of Random Walks in Random Environment (RWRE) 29 I2].
Relying on results from this subfield of probability theory, the authors showed that when
tuned properly, such algorithms enjoy linear move complexity on grids, provided that the
bias towards the correct direction is sufficiently high.

An important theme of our work is the distinction between bounds on the expectation and
bounds that hold with high probability. When randomization is an aspect of the algorithm
rather than of the input instance, there is not much of a difference between expected running
time and median running time, if one is allowed to restart the algorithm several times with
fresh randomness. However, there might be a substantial difference if restarting with fresh
randomness is not allowed. In our model, a simple example to illustrate this phenomenon
is to consider the star graph, and assume that a node is faulty with some small constant
probability ¢. In this example, finding the treasure requires €2(n) moves in expectation, but
can be done in at most 2 moves, with probability 1 — ¢q. In general, for settings in which the
random aspect comes up in the generation of the input instances (as in our case), generating
a fresh random instance is not an option, and such a difference may or may not arise. In
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the context of designing polynomial time algorithms for distributions over instances of NP-
hard problems, it is often the case that high probability algorithms are designed first, and
algorithms with low expected runtime (over the same input distribution) are designed only
later (see for example 24 0O]).

1.4 Notation

Denote p = 1 — ¢, and for a node u, p, = 1 — ¢,. For two nodes u,v, let (u,v) denote
the simple path connecting them, excluding the end nodes, and let [u,v) = (u,v) U {u} and
[u,v] = [u,v) U{v}. For a node u, let T'(u) be the subtree rooted at u. We denote by
adv(u) (resp. adv(u)) the set of nodes whose advice points towards (resp. away from) u. By
convention u ¢ adv(u) U adv(u). Unless stated otherwise, log is the natural logarithm.

The nodes on the path from the root o to the treasure 7 are named as [o, 7] := {vg =
O, V1, .. .,V4-1,v4 = T}. We say that node v is a descendant of node u if u lies on the path
from o to v, and v is a child of w if it is both a descendant of v and a neighbor of .

2 Optimal Walking Algorithm in Expectation

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2. At a high level, at any given time, the walking
algorithm processes the advice seen so far, identifies a “promising” node to continue from on
the border of the already discovered connected component, moves to that node, and explores
one of its neighbors. The crux of the matter is identifying a notion of promising that leads
to an efficient algorithm. We do so by introducing a carefully chosen prior for the treasure
location.

2.1 Algorithm Design following a Greedy Bayesian Approach

In our setting the treasure is placed by an adversary. However, we can still study algorithms
that assume that it is placed according to some known distribution, and see how they measure
up in our worst case setting. A similar approach is used in [B], which studies the related (but
simpler) problem of search on the line. The success of this scheme highly depends on the
choice of the prior distribution we take.

Suppose first that the structure of the tree is known to the algorithm, and that the
treasure is placed according to some known distribution 6 supported on the leaves. Let adv
denote the advice on the nodes we have already visited. Aiming to find the treasure as fast
as possible, a possible greedy algorithm explores the vertex that, given the advice seen so far,
has the highest probability of having the treasure in its subtree.

We extend the definition of 6 to internal nodes by defining 6(u) to be the sum of §(w)
over all leaves w of T'(u). Given some u that was not visited yet, and given the previously
seen advice adv, the probability of the treasure being in u’s subtree T'(u), is:

P(r € T(u)|adv) = WP (adv |7 € T(u))
_ ) duw T
P (adV) weg(u) (pw " Aw) wEE(u) B |
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The last factor is g, /A, because it is the probability that the advice at w points exactly
the way it does in adv, and not only away from 7. Note that the advice seen so far does
not involve vertices in T'(u), because we consider a walking algorithm, and u has not been
visited yet. Therefore, if 7 € T'(u) then correct advice in adv points to u. We ignore the
term py, + ¢ /Ay because this will not affect the results by much, and applying a log we can
approximate the relative strength of a node by:

log(B(u) + > 10g<21:>.

wem(u)

We replace ¢, by its upper bound 1/ VA, (consequently, the algorithm need not know the
exact value of g, ). After scaling, we obtain our definition for the score of a vertex:

score(u) = glog(e(u)) - Z log(Ay).

weﬁ/’(u)

When comparing two specific vertices u and v, score(u) > score(v) iff:

S lgdw) - Y log(Aw)>§log(ZEZ§>.

wE(u,v)ﬁE(u) wE(u,v)ﬂE(v)

This is because any advice that is not on the path between v and v contributes the same to
both sides, as well as advice on vertices on the path that point sideways, and not towards u
or v. Since we use this score to compare two vertices that are neighbors of already explored
vertices, and our algorithm is a walking algorithm, then we will always have all the advice
on this path. In particular, the answer to whether score(u) > score(v), does not depend on
the specific choices of the algorithm, and does not change throughout the execution of the
algorithm, even though the scores themselves do change. The comparison depends only on
the advice given by the environment.

Let us try and justify the score criterion at an intuitive level. Consider the case of a
complete A-ary tree, with 6 being the uniform distribution on the leaves. Here score(u) >
score(v) if (cheating a little by thinking of log(A) and log(A — 1) as equal):

|adv () N (u, v)| — |adv(v) N (u, )| > = (d(u) — d(v)).

If, for example, we consider two vertices u, v € T at the same depth, then score(u) > score(v)
if there is more advice pointing towards u than towards v. If the vertices have different depths,
then the one closer to the root has some advantage, but it can still be beaten.

For general trees, perhaps the most natural  is the uniform distribution on all nodes (or
just on all leaves - this choice is actually similar). It is also a generalization of the example
above. Unfortunately, however, while this works well on the complete A-ary tree, the uniform
distribution fails on other (non-complete) A-ary trees (see a preliminary version of this work
[ for details).

2.2 Algorithm A, ;.

In our context, there is no distribution over treasure location and we are free to choose 6 as
we like. Take 6 to be the distribution defined by a simple random process. Starting at the
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root, at each step, walk down to a child uniformly at random, until reaching a leaf. For a
leaf v, define #(v) as the probability that this process eventually reaches v. Our extension
of # can be interpreted as 6(v) being the probability that this process passes through v.
Formally, 6(c) = 1, and 6(u) = (A [[ e (o) (Dw — 1))~!. It turns out that this choice,
slightly changed, works remarkably well, and gives an optimal algorithm in noise conditions
that practically match those of our lower bound. For a vertex u # o, define:

B = ] Aw (2)

wE[o,u)

It is a sort of approximation of 1/6(u), which we prefer for technical convenience. Indeed,
for all u, 1/8(u) < 6(u). A useful property of this § (besides the fact that it gives rise to an
optimal algorithm) is that to calculate 5(v) (just like #), one only needs to know the degrees
of the vertices from v up to the root.

In the walking algorithm, if v is a candidate for exploration, the nodes on the path from o
to v must have been visited already and so the algorithm does not need any a priori knowledge
of the structure of the tree. The following claim will be soon useful:

Claim 2.1. The following two inequalities hold for every ¢ < 1:

D

veT

d(v d(v

;;v; DY d(?@; < (R

veT
Proof. To prove the first inequality, follow the same random walk defining 6. Starting at the
root, at each step choose uniformly at random one of the children of the current vertex. Now,
while passing through a vertex v collect ¢*) points. No matter what choices are made, the
number of points is at most 1+ ¢+ c? + ... = 1/(1 — ¢). On the other hand, >, . 0(v)civ)
is the expected number of points gained. The result follows since 1/8(v) < §(v). The second
inequality is derived similarly, using the fact that ¢ +2c? +3c® + ... =¢/(1 — ¢)%. O

For a vertex u € T and previously seen advice adv define:

2 1
score(u) = 3 log <ﬂ(u)> - ; log(Ay). (3)

weadv(u)

This is similar to the definition of score(u) given in Section 2.1, except that 6(u) is now
replaced by its approximation ﬁ

Algorithm A, keeps track of all vertices that are children of the vertices it explored so
far, and repeatedly walks to and then explores the one with highest score according to the
current advice, breaking ties arbitrarily. As stated in the introduction, the algorithm does

not require prior knowledge of either the tree’s structure, or the values of A, ¢, D or n.

2.3 Analysis

Recall the definition of Condition (x) from Equation (1). The next lemma provides a large
deviation bound tailored to our setting.
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Lemma 2.2. Consider independent random variables X1, ..., Xy, where X; takes the values
(—log A;, 0,log A;) with respective probabilities (4, qi(l—ﬁ),pi—i—%‘i), for parameters p;, ¢; =
1 —p; and A; > 0. Assume that Condition (%) holds for some € > 0. Then for every integer
(positive or negative) m

l l
P <ZX §m> <et(1-of] \/%.

i=1 =1

Proof. For every s € R,
P (ﬁ: X; < m) =P (es Si =X > 6_5m> <R [eszl‘ _Xi] = esmHE [e_sxi]
i=1 ;
= H1 (Zl: +qi (1 — A21> + Ze‘Ogmi)S)
SmH( +qi + @A 1)

We take s = %, and get:

; - Vi s . N ¢ 1_
P(ZXZ-Sm)sgiH(Aiuqﬁinﬁ)geiH\/g,

i=1 =1

where for the last step we used Condition (x) which says ¢; < -
\/ErFA‘

K3

1 1 _1
GA? + A + A, * <1—¢, and hence

3 4 1-c

The next theorem establishes Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 2.3. Assume that Condition (%) holds for some fixred € > 0. Then Ayay requires
only O(dv/A) moves in expectation. The constant hidden in the O notation only depends
polynomially on 1/¢.

Proof. Denote the vertices on the path from ¢ to 7 by ¢ = ug, u1,...,uq = 7 in order. Denote
by E} the expected number of moves required to reach uy once ug_1 is reached. We will show
that for all k, Ey = (’)(\/Z), and by linearity of expectation this concludes the proof.

Once ug_1 is visited, Ayqr only goes to some of the nodes that have score at least as high
as ug. We can therefore bound Ej from above by assuming we go through all of them, and
this expression does not depend on the previous choices of the algorithm and the nodes it
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saw before seeing ug. The length of this tour is bounded by twice the sum of distances of
these nodes from uj. Hence,

k
E; < 22 Z P (score(u) > score(uyg)) - d(ug, u),
=1 ueC(u;)

where C(ug) = T'(ug—1) \ T'(ug), and so U,’f:l C(ui) = T\ T(ug). Recall from Eq. (3) that
scores are defined so that

score(uy) < score(u)

<~
2 1
S tontae) = 3t < 5 (s (7)< 108 (55
weadv(u) wEdv(uy)

<~

log(Ay) w points towards ug 5 Blup)

Z —log(A,) w points towards u < 3 log < Bu)

we(u,uk) | () otherwise

Indeed, a vertex x on the path should point towards ug: this happens with probability
Pz + qz/Ay;. Otherwise, it points towards u with probability ¢,/A;, and elsewhere with
probability g, (1 — 2/A,). Denoting ¢ = 1 — ¢, setting m = 2 log(B8(ux)/B(u)), and applying
Lemma 2.2 we can upper bound the probability of this happening:

Vv A b d . A(w; B(’U,>
< — (uk7u1) (uuu)iz . . . X
c lE 1 C CE( .)C B(u) (d('U/k,ul) + d(uz,u)>

By Claim 2.1, applied to the tree rooted at u;, we get:

i) g () 1 i) B () c
Z < , and Z - d(ujyu) < 5
u€C (u;) Blw) L—ec u€C (u;) Bu) (1-¢)
And so:
B . VA N i VA (g 1)
- < UL, Uq . Ul ,Uq
5 _C(l_c);c d(uk,uz)+(1_c)2;c
(1+e)VA _ 2VA
< = A
- (1-¢)3 es © (\F> ’
where we again used the equality ¢ +2c +3c¢® + ... = ¢/(1 — ¢)?. O
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3 Lower bounds in Expectation

Several of our lower bounds will invoke the following straightforward observation (whose proof
we omit).

Observation 3.1. Any randomized algorithm trying to find a treasure chosen uniformly at
random between k identical objects will need an expected number of queries that is at least

(k+1)/2.

3.1 The random noise model

We prove here Theorem 1.3. Namely, that for every fixed € > 0, and for every complete A-ary

tree, if ¢ > \/1%, then every randomized search algorithm has query (and move) complexity

which is exponential in the depth D of the treasure.

Proof. Our lower bound holds also in the query model, as we assume that the algorithm
gets as input the full topology of the tree. Moreover, to simplify the proof, we give the
algorithm access to additional information, and prove the lower bound even against this
stronger algorithm. The algorithm is strengthened in two respects: for every internal (non-
leaf) node, the algorithm is told whether the node is faulty, and moreover, if the internal
node is non-faulty, the advice of the node is revealed to the algorithm. This information for
all internal nodes is revealed to the algorithm for free, without the algorithm making any
query. Given that the algorithm is told which nodes are faulty, we may assume that faulty
nodes have no advice at all, because faulty advice is random and hence can be generated by
the algorithm itself.

Given the pattern of faults, a leaf is called uninformative if the whole root to leaf path
is faulty. Denote the number of leaves by N = A(A — 1)P~!, and the expected number of
uninformative leaves by 1 = N¢”. Let p; denote the probability that there are exactly i
uninformative leaves.

The adversary places the treasure at a random leaf. Conditioned on there being ¢ unin-
formative leaves, the probability of the treasure being at an uninformative leaf is exactly %
If the treasure is located at an uninformative leaf, the advice of all nonfaulty internal nodes
points to the root (recall that there is no advice on faulty nodes), and the algorithm can
infer that the treasure is at an uninformative leaf. As all uninformative leaves are equally
probable, the expected number of queries that the algorithm needs to make is exactly ‘H

Hence the expected number of queries (in this stronger model) is

z+1 7 _ NQQD
i ~bi > ZNZZPZ—QNM

In the last inequality we used the fact that E[X?] > (E[X])? for every random variable X.

(In our use the random variable is 4, the number of uninformative leaves.)

Hence if ¢ > \/Hi the expected number of queries is at least 3(1 +¢)". O

3.2 The Semi-Adversarial Variant

Recall that in contrast to the purely probabilistic model, in the oblivious semi-adversarial
model, a faulty node u no longer points to a neighbor chosen uniformly at random, and
instead, the neighbor w which such a node points to is chosen by an adversary. Importantly,
for each node u, the adversary must specify its potentially faulty advice w, before it is known
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which nodes will be faulty. In other words, first, the adversary specifies the faulty advice w
for each node u, and then the environment samples which node is faulty.

In the semi-adversarial noise model, if ¢ > 1/(A — 1) then any algorithm must have
expected query and move complexity that are exponential in the depth D.

Theorem 3.2. Consider an algorithm in the oblivious semi-adversarial model. On the com-
plete A-ary tree of depth D, the expected number of queries to find the treasure is §2 ((qA)D).
The lower bound holds even if the algorithm has access to the advice of all internal nodes in
the tree.

Proof. Consider the complete A-ary tree and restrict attention to the cases where the treasure
is located at a leaf. The adversary behaves as follows. For every advice it gets a chance to
manipulate, it always make it point towards the root. With probability ¢” the adversary
gets to choose all the advice on the path between the root and the treasure. Any other advice
points towards the root as well (either because it was correct to begin with or because it was
set by the adversary). Hence with probability ¢” the tree that the algorithm sees is the same
regardless of the position of the treasure. When this happens, the expected time to find the
treasure is Q(AP) (linear in the number of leaves), by Observation 3.1. O

4 Probabilistic Following Algorithms

In this section we present our results on the probabilistic following algorithms described in
the introduction. As mentioned, such algorithms can perform well also in the more difficult
oblivious semi-adversarial setting.

Recall that a Probabilistic Following (PF') algorithm is specified by a listening parameter
A € (0,1). At each step, the algorithm “listens” to the advice with probability A and takes a
uniform random step otherwise. The first item in the next theorem states that if the noise
parameter is smaller than ¢/A for some small enough constant 0 < ¢ < 1, then there exists a
listening parameter A\ for which Algorithm PF achieves O(D) move complexity. Moreover,
this result holds also in the oblivious semi-adversarial model. Hence, together with Theorem
3.2, it implies that in order to achieve efficient search, the noise parameter threshold for the
semi-adversarial model is ©(1/A).

Theorem 4.1. 1. Assuming q, < 1/(10A,,) for every u, then PF with parameter A = 0.7
finds the treasure in less than 100D expected steps, even in the oblivious semi-adversarial
setting.

2. Consider the complete A-ary tree and assume that ¢ > 10/A. Then for every choice
of \ the hitting time of the treasure by PF is exponential in the depth of the tree, even
assuming the faulty advice is drawn at random.

Proof. Our plan is to show that the expected time to make one step in the correct direction
is O(1), from any starting node. Conditioning on the advice setting, we make use of the
Markov property to relate these elementary steps to the total travel time. The main delicate
point in the proof stems from dealing with two different sources of randomness. Namely the
randomness of the advice and that of the walk itself.

In this section, it is convenient to picture the tree as rooted at the target node 7. For
every node u in the tree, we denote by u’ the parent of v with respect to the treasure. With
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this convention, correct advice at a node u points to u’, while incorrect advice points to one
of its children. The fact the walk moves on a tree means that for a given advice setting, the
expected (over the walk) time it takes to reach «’' from u can be written conveniently as a
product of two independent random variables: one random variable that depends only on the
advice at u, and the other depends only on the advice on the set of u’s descendants.

We denote by ¢(u) the time it takes to reach node u. We also introduce a convention
regarding the notation used to denote expectations. In our setting there are two sources
of randomness, the first being the randomness used in drawing the advice, and the second
being the randomness used in the walk itself. We write E for expectation taken over the
advice, while we use E, to denote expectation over the walk, conditioning on u being the
starting node. Observe that E,(t(v)) is a random variable with respect to the advice, whereas
EE,(t(v)) is just a number.

The following is the central lemma of this section.

Lemma 4.2. Assume that for every vertex u, q, < 1/(10A,), and X = 0.7. Then for all
nodes u, EE,t(u') < 100. The result holds also in the oblivious semi-adversarial model.

Let us now see how we can conclude the proof of the first item in Theorem 4.1, given
the lemma. Consider a designated source o. Let us denote by o = ug, ug_1,...,uy9 = 7 the
nodes on the path from o to 7. Let §; be the random variable indicating the time it takes to
reach u;_1 after u; has been visited for the first time. The time to reach 7 from o is precisely
ng’ﬂ d;. Hence, the expected time to reach 7 from o is z?ial’ﬂ E[E;¢;] . Conditioning on
the advice setting, the process is a Markov chain and we may write

EU(F,- = Euit(u,-_l).

Taking expectations over the advice (E), under the assumptions of Lemma 4.2, it follows that
E(E,d;) < 100, for every i € [d(o,7)]. And this immediately implies a bound of 100 - d(o, 7).

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We start with partitioning the nodes of the tree according to their
distance from the root 7. More precisely, for ¢ = 1,2,..., D, where D is the depth of the
tree, let us define

Li={ueT:du,7)=1}.

The nodes in £; are referred to as level-i nodes. We treat the statement of the lemma for
nodes u € L; as an induction hypothesis, with 7 being the induction parameter. The induction
goes backwards, meaning we assume the assumption holds at level ¢ + 1 and show it holds
at level 7. The case of the maximal level (base case for the induction) is easy since, at a leaf
the walk can only go up and so if u is a leaf EE, (t(u’)) =1 < 100.

Assume now that u € £;. We first condition on the advice setting. A priori, E,t(u)
depends on the advice over the full tree, but in fact it is easy to see that only advice at layers
> ¢ matter. Recall from Markov Chain theory that an excursion to/from a point is simply
the part of the walk between two visits to the given point. We denote L, the average (over
the walk only) length of an excursion from u to itself that does not go straight to u’, and we
write N, to denote the expected (over the walk only) number of excursions before going to
u’. We also refer to this number as a number of attempts. The variable N, can be 0 if the
walk goes directly to v’ without any excursion. We decompose t(u') in the following standard
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way, using the Markov property
Eut(u') =1+ Ly - Ny. (4)

Indeed, the expectation E,t(u’) can be seen as the expectation (over the walk) of 1+ ngzl Y;
where the Y;’s are the lengths of each excursion from u and 7' is the (random) number of
such excursions before hitting /. The term 1+ accounts for the step from u to u’. The event
{T > t} is independent of Y7,...,Y; and so using Wald’s identity we have that E,t(u') =
1+ E,T-E,)Y,. The term E,T is equal to N,, (by definition) while E,Y; is equal to L, (by
definition).

We now want to average equality (4), which is only an average over the walk, by taking
the expectation over all advice in layers > ¢. To this aim, we write L,, as follows

Lu =1+ Z pu,vat(u)u
vFEU v~
where we write u ~ v when u and v are neighbors in the tree and p,, is the probability
to go straight from u to v given the advice setting. By assumption on the model, E,t(u)
depends on the advice at layers > 7 4 1 only, if we start at a node v € £;41, while both p,,
and N, depend only on the advice at layer = i of the tree. This is true also in the oblivious
semi-adversarial model. Hence when we average, we can first average over the advice in layers
> i to obtain, denoting E>?, the expectation over the layers > i,

E7Eut() =1+ [ 1+ Y pusE 7 Eyt(u) | Ny,

v#u v~y

=14 |1+ > puEEtw) | N (5)

vFU v~

and using the fact that,) 2 Pup < 1 together with the induction assumption at rank ¢+ 1,
we obtain

B> Eut(u') <1+ (14 100) N,.
Averaging over the layer i of advice we obtain
EE,t(u') <1+ 101EN,.

It only remains to analyse the term EN,. If the advice at u is correct, which happens with
probability p, = 1 — gy, then the number of attempts follows a (shifted by 1) geometric
law with parameter \ + (IA_:‘). In words, when the advice points to v/ which happens with
probability at most 1, the walker can go to the correct node either because she listens to
the advice, which happens with probability A\, or because she did not listen, but still took
the right edge, which happens with probability %. Similarly, when the advice points to
a node # o/, which happens with probability at most ¢,, then N, follows a geometric law
(shifted by 1) with parameter (1=2)

A The conclusion is that

1 A
ENU<<—1>+qu< “ —1)

— 1-)\ _

1
- -1
XTI (6)

Ny

IA




And so it follows that

1 quA
/ < N uSy
EE,t(uv) <1+ 101 <)\ 1+ 1 /\>

Hence if ¢, A, < 0.1 and we choose A = 0.7 (this choice is a tradeoff between two considera-
tions: A bounded away above % is required so that in expectation we make constant progress
towards the treasure when the advice is correct, and A bounded away below 1 is required so

as to have probability larger than ¢ for advancing when the advice is incorrect), we see that
EN, < 0.9. This is because

1 0.1 _ 10 0.1
R et

Y 1A= 107 <09

Hence it follows that EE,t(u’) <14 0.9-101 < 100. By our (backwards) induction, we have
just shown that, if ¢ < 10% and we set A = 0.7 then for all nodes « in the tree

EE,t(u") < 100.
This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.2 and hence also of the first part of Theorem 4.1. [

Let us explain how the lower bound in the second part of Theorem 4.1 is derived in the
case that gA > 10. We assume the complete A-ary tree under our the uniform noise model.
With probability ¢ there is fault at « and with probability 1 — % the advice does not point to
u’. Recall that N, denotes the expected (over the walk only) number of excursions starting
from u before going to u’s parent. Then, N, follows a geometric law with parameter %.
Hence

1 1 10(1 - %) 1
> - 1> Al 1> ——)=-1>
E(Nu)_qA<1 A>1_A 1> —— 1>10(1-5)-1>3,

for every choice of A, since A > 2. We proceed by induction similar to the proof of the first
part of Theorem 4.1, and use Equality (5) together with the lower bound on E(NV,) to obtain
that for every node on layer i, u with parent v/, EE,t(v) > 1+ 3min,er,, , EE,t(v'), so in
particular

41

min EE,t(v') > 1+ 3 min EE,t(v).

uel; vEL; 41

The expected hitting time of the target 7, even starting at one of its children is therefore of
order Q(37). O

5 Walking Upper Bounds in High Probability

Our goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.6, stating that for any constants 0 < § < 1
and 0 < e < 1/2,if ¢ = A™¢, and A is sufficiently large (specifically, A > 26/ 52, see remark
in Section 1.2.2), then there exists a walking algorithm A/ . (parameterized by 0, A and ¢)
that discovers 7 in (d/é)o(%) moves with probability 1 — 6. Moreover, the statement holds
even in the adaptive semi-adversarial variant.
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5.1 The Meta Algorithm

Underlying the upper bound presented in Theorem 1.6 is a simple, yet general, scheme. It
is based on a binary notion of fitness, which we define later. This notion depends on the
parameters of the model. It is carefully crafted such that the following fitness properties hold:

e F1. Whether or not a node u is fit only depends on the advice on the path [o,u],
excluding u.

e 2. For every node u on the path [o, 7], P(u is fit) > 1 — %.

e F3. With probability at least > 1 — g, the connected component of fit nodes that
contains the root is of size bounded by f(D,d), for some function f.

Once fitness is appropriately defined so that properties F1 - F3 hold, a depth first search
algorithm can be applied in the walk model. It consists of exploring in a depth-first fashion
the connected component of fit nodes containing the root. We refer to this algorithm as
Al .. Property F1 ensures that A/ . is well-defined. The time to explore a component is
at most twice its size, because each edge is traversed at most twice.

Claim 5.1. Property F2 implies that A, . eventually finds T with probability > 1 — g
Proof. Using Property F2, the probability that all nodes on the root to treasure path [o, 7]

are fit is at least as large as 1 — g—g =1- g. Under this event, 7 belongs to the same
component of fit nodes as the root, and hence A/ . eventually finds it. O

By Property F3, the A! . algorithm needs a number of steps which is upper bounded
by 2f(D,d) with probability 1 — %. Using a union bound we derive the following claim.

Claim 5.2. If the fitness is defined so that properties F1-F3 are satisfied, then Al . finds T
in at most 2f(D,0) steps with probability > 1 — 9.

5.2 Upper Bound in the Walk Model with High Probability

This subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.6. We assume the following, w.l.0.g.

e The noise model is the adaptive semi-adversarial variant. Hence the results apply also
to the oblivious semi-adversarial and to the random variants.

e The algorithm knows the depth d of the treasure. This assumption can be removed by
an iterative process that guesses the depth to be 1,2,.... By running each iteration for
a limited time as specified in the theorem, the asymptotic runtime is not violated.

Given that the algorithm knows the depth d of the treasure, we further assume w.l.o.g. that
it never searches a node at depth greater than d. Equivalently, we may (and do) assume
that the depth of the tree is d = D, i.e., that the treasure is located at a leaf.

e The tree is balanced: all leaves are at depth D, and all non-leaf nodes have degree
exactly A. To remove this assumption, whenever the algorithm visits a node v at
depth i < D of degree d,, < A, it can connect to it A —d, “auxiliary trees”, where each
auxiliary tree has depth D — ¢ — 1 and is balanced. The advice in all nodes of these
auxiliary trees points towards v, which is a valid choice in the adaptive semi-adversarial
model.
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! follows the general scheme presented in Section 5.1. It is based on

Our algorithm A7 ..
a notion of fitness presented below. With this notion in hand, A’ . simply visits, in a

depth-first fashion, the component of fit nodes to which the root ¢ belongs.

Definition 5.3. [Advice-fitness] Let hy = 2loga(4671D) and hy = E%logA(Zlé_lD). Let u
be a node and u_p, be the ancestor of u at distance hy from u, or o if u is at distance < ha
from . The node u is said to be fit if the number of locations on the path [u_p,,u] that do
not point towards w is less than hi. It is said to be unfit otherwise. Moreover, a fit node is
said to be reachable if it is in the connected component of fit nodes that contains the root (as
in Property F3). Equivalently, a node is reachable if either it is the root, or it is fit and its
parent is reachable.

Note that by definition, all nodes at depth < h; are fit and reachable. The notion of
fitness clearly satisfies the first fitness property F1. We want to show that it also satisfies
the properties F2 and F3 with f(D,d) = (6~ 1D)°(1/9). Let us first give two useful conditions
satisfied by our choice of hy and hs.

Claim 5.4. The following inequalities hold:
1. 2he A—eh < O
h 1 hi1—eh [
2. 2h: AUFe)—chs < &

Proof. Equation (1). Replacing hy/ by their values, we bound the left hand side in Equa-
tion (1) as follows

25% logA(45_1D)A—€§ loga (4671D) _ 2(65*2—210gA) logA(46’1D)‘

We assume that A > 267" g0 that 6e=2 < log A and 6672 — 2log A < —log A. Hence the
left hand side in Equation (1) is not greater than 271084108 (4671D) — %.
Equation (2). Using the fact that ¢ < 1 and that hy = ghl, we obtain that
(1 + €)h1 —¢ehg <2hy —3h1 = —h1 < —¢h;.
The result follows from Equation (1). O

Proposition 5.5. The notion of advice-fitness introduced above satisfies Property F2, namely,
that for every node w on the path [o, 7], we have P(u is fit) > 1 — %. Hence, using Claim

5.1, with probability at least 1 — g, algorithm Al .. succeeds in finding 7.

Proof. Let u € [0, 7]. We want to upper bound the probability that w is unfit. The probability
to be fit decreases with the distance to o until reaching depth hs, by definition. Hence, it
suffices to check the case where u is at distance at least ho from o.

Let S be a set of hy nodes on [u_p,,u]. The set S is completely faulty with probability
th < A" The number of such sets S is at most 272. Hence P(u is unfit) < oh2 A—eh1 Ve
conclude using Equation (1) from Claim 5.4, that P(u is unfit) < % < %. O

Proposition 5.6. The notion of advice-fitness obeys Property F3 with f(D,d) = ((5_1]_))0(871).
Hence the move complexity of Al .. is less than ((5*1D)O(571), with probability > 1 — %.

wal
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Figure 3: The partition of fit vertices introduced in the proof of Proposition 5.6. The colored nodes
in the subtree on the right are the close 0-nodes, where those colored with dark green are the reachable
fit 0-nodes. There are no fit 0-nodes at depth greater than hs in this example.

Proof. Let Fit be the connected set of reachable nodes (as defined in Definition 5.3). Our
goal is to show that with high probability, namely, with probability at least 1 — g,
|Fit| = (67 1D)OE ),

For ¢ > 0, the term i-node will refer to any node whose common ancestor with 7 is at
depth 4. An i-node is further said to be close if its depth lies in the range [i,7 + ho]. Let Fit;
be the set of close i-nodes in Fit (see Figure 3).

Our first goal is to show that with high probability, Fit does not contain any 0-node at
depth hy (Claim 5.8). Under this high probability event, A/ . visits only fit 0-nodes that
are close (i.e., at depth at most hy), because A! . visits only reachable nodes, and fit 0-
nodes that are not close are disconnected from the root at depth ho. Hence all the 0-nodes
visited by A/, ;. are in Fitg. By symmetry, a similar statement holds for each layer ¢, and the
corresponding subset Fit;. Thus, under a high probability event, the nodes visited by A! .
during its execution form a subset of UlD:O Fit; (namely, f(D,0d) < |Ui’;0 Fit;]).

Denote the expected number of fit 0-nodes at depth h by

ap = Z P(u is fit).

u is a 0-node at depth h

we have

We have

E (|Fito|) = > P(uis fit) = > ap. (7)

u is a close 0-node h<hz
Claim 5.7. 1. >, ap < 2AM

2. For every h1 < h < hg, we have oy, < Ahi(1+e)gh A —ch

Proof. Every node at depth at most hq is fit. There are at most 2A"! such nodes. Estimation
(1) follows.

We now show the second estimate. Let U be a node chosen uniformly at random among
all 0-nodes at depth h. Then P (U}, is fit) P(Up, = u)P(u is fit), and

hence we may write:

= Zu is a close 0-node

ap = (A - 1)hP(Uh is ﬁt)
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Choosing Uy, randomly rather than arbitrarily is of crucial importance in the adaptive semi-
adversarial variant, because the adversary might choose to direct all the faulty advice towards
a specific node u. This could result in some terms in the sum (in the definition of ay,) being
much bigger than the average. So it is important to avoid bounding the average by the max.
We draw a uniform path ¢ = Uy, Us,...,Uy of length h from the root, in the component
of 0-nodes. Consider a node U; on this path. With probability ¢, it is faulty. In this case,
regardless of how the adversary could set its advice, the advice at U; points to U;+1 with
probability of at most ﬁ over the choice of Uj;y1.

It follows that the number of ancestors of Uy, whose advice points to Uy, may be viewed as
the sum of h Bernoulli variables B; with parameter x%5. Moreover, the previous argument
means that P(B; = 1| Bj,j < i) = x5 = P(B; = 1). The B; variables are thus uncorrelated
and hence independent since they are Bernoullis. The node U is fit if at least h — hy

ancestors point to it. Thus, by a union bound over the (hfhl) < 2" possible locations of

h—h
faults, P(Uy is fit) < 2" (ﬁ) ' Hence

h—h
ap, < Qh(A - 1)h <AC]_1> b < 2hqh7h1 Ahl — Ah1(1+€)2hAf€h.

In the last step, we used ¢ = A™¢. This concludes the proof of Claim 5.7. O

For h = hs, combining Claim 5.7 and Equation (2) stated in Claim 5.4 implies:

1)
Qpy < ) (8)

For i € [D], denote by Z; (Z for zero) the event that there are no fit i-nodes at depth i + ha.
Applying Markov inequality on Equation (8) implies that P(Zy) > 1 — 6(4D)~!. Since the
same argument can be applied to any ¢ < D, we get

Claim 5.8. For every i < D, we have P(Z;) > 1 — {5 and hence P((Z;) >1—$.

If follows from the assumption on A > 26s7% that A® > 26 > 8 so that 2A~¢ < i. Using
Eq. (7), Claim 5.7 and the definition of h; we get:

ho
E (|Fito]) < > ap <2AM 4 37 AM+9) (p7¢)"

h<hg h=hy
< gAM +Ah1(1+€) Z 4" < 2AM +2Ah1(1+5) < 4Ah1(1+5)
h>h1

<4. (45’1D)2€_1+2 < (4571D)2s—1+3‘

The computation is the same for every ¢ < D, yielding that E(|Fit;|) < (4(5‘1D)2571+3, and
by linearity of expectation, we obtain

D
E(||JFiti]) < D- (4671 D)% '+3,
=0

Using the Markov inequality, with probability at least 1 — %, this variable is upper bounded

by 4671D? - (4671D)% 3 < (4671D)2'+5. As explained in the beginning of the proof,
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under the event (), Z; (which occurs with probability at least 1 — % thanks to Claim 5.8),
we have Fit C Uig p Fit;. Using a union bound, we conclude that with probability at least

1- gv we have [Fit| < (46~ 1D)% '+5 = (§5~1D)OE ") as desired. 0

Claim 5.2 in combination with Propositions 5.5 and 5.6 proves Theorem 1.6.

6 Lower Bound for High Probability Algorithms

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.7. Informally, the theorem shows that the
upper bound in Theorem 1.6 is the right bound, up to a constant factor in the exponent.

The proof is done for the query complexity, in a complete A-ary tree of depth D = loga n.
This also implies at least the same lower bound for the move complexity. Throughout the
proof, T' denotes a complete A-ary tree of depth D. In our lower bound, the adversary
places 7 at a leaf of T chosen at random according to the uniform distribution. We denote
by F the set of faulty nodes (without directional advice). Since this set as well as 7 are
chosen uniformly at random, we may assume without loss of generality that the algorithm is
deterministic. The presentation of our proof is simplified if we assume that the algorithm is
told which nodes of T are faulty (namely, are in F'). We can make this assumption because
it only strengthens our lower bound.

We reserve the letter H to denote a subtree of T, containing the descendants of its root
(with respect to the original root o). A subset S is said to be completely faulty if all nodes in
S are faulty. Overloading this expression, we say that a leaf v of some subtree H is completely
faulty if the path from the root of H towards v is completely faulty. The relevant reference
subtree H will be specified if it is not clear from the context. The number of completely
faulty leaves of a subtree H is denoted B(H) or simply B if H is clear from the context.
When considering a subset S C T', we write S* to denote the pair (5,5 N F). In words, this
corresponds to a subset with the information of which nodes are faulty.

6.1 Proof of Theorem 1.7

At a high level, the argument is as follows. On the path from the root to 7, with probability
at least 0, there exists a segment [v;,v;4p,—1] of length h ~ %logA(%), where all nodes are
faulty (Lemma 6.1). On the other hand, the tree rooted at v; of depth h, typically hosts many
such completely faulty leaves (Lemma 6.2). In some sense these leaves are indistinguishable.
This means that any algorithm has constant probability of trying a constant fraction of them
before finding v;4, the one leading to 7.

Let us make this intuition more precise. For each choice of faulty locations F' and treasure
location 7 = v, we define u(v, F') to be the first node on the path [o,v] such that v and its
h — 1 “direct” descendants towards v, i.e., the next h — 1 nodes on the path to v, are faulty,
if such u exists, and otherwise we say u(v, F') is not defined.

Denote by H(v, F') the subtree rooted at u(v, F') of depth h. A central object in the proof
is H*(v, F') which corresponds to the couple (H(v, F'), (F N H(v, F))) (the subtree together
with the faulty locations on it). Henceforth, we will often drop the dependency on v, F' in
the interest of readability, but we keep the bold notation to emphasize that H is a random
object (it depends on F'). If u(v, F') is not defined, we also say that H is not defined.

The following lemma lower bounds the probability that H is well defined.
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Lemma 6.1. Let 0 < § < %6' If h satisfies " > S%h and D > maxlh,8h] (for D that does
not satisfy this condition the statement does not make sense), then P (H is well defined) > 40.

Proof. Recall that we write [0, 7] := {vg = o,v1,...,vp_1,vp = 7}. For a given i,h € N, let
us denote by Fjj, the event that [v;, vi1p—1] is completely faulty.

With this definition, H is well defined if the event F;; holds for at least one value of ¢ in
the range 0 < ¢ < D — h. Hence what we want to show is that

D—h
P <NOT U Fh> <1 -—46. (9)

=0

For every fixed i and h, P(F;p) = ¢". Indeed, there are h nodes on the path [v;, v;_1]
and each is independently faulty with probability ¢q. The parameter h satisfies ¢* > % by
assumption.
The events Fj.p 5, are independent when ¢ varies in [D/h]. The probability that none of
these holds is
D
h

85h D
D

The last inequality holds for sufficiently small § (e.g., § < 1—16) O

From now on, we assume for simplicity that h is chosen so that ¢" = %. (h being an
integer, this is only an approximate equality in general. We ignore this point in the discussion,
assuming h has been appropriately rounded.) Recall that ¢ = A™¢, so taking logarithms we
see that ch = loga % — loga 8h. Viewing 6 and A as fixed and letting D go to infinity, the
previous equality entails that b = (1 —o0p(1)) loga %, where the term op(-) tends to 0 when
D tends to infinity®.

Let B(H*) denote the number of completely faulty leaves in H* = H*(v, F'). Lemma 6.2
below is proven in Section 6.2. It bounds the typical value of B(H*) in those cases that H is

well defined.

Lemma 6.2. Let C be a sufficiently large constant that depends only on q. Then
P (B(H*) < (gA)"C | H is well deﬁned) <0.5.

The following two intermediate results express how “indistinguishable” is formalized in
this context.

Claim 6.3. Consider a leaf v and a subtree H* (together with the faulty locations in it).
Then, the value of py p+ = Pp(H" (v, F) = H* | 7 = v) is the same for all v such that
Po, H* > 0.

Proof. Let H be a fixed subtree of depth h rooted at some node u. By definition, the
statement that P(H*(v, F') = H* | 7 = v) > 0 is equivalent to the following two statements:

A: There are no h consecutive faulty nodes in [0, u| and, if u # o, then u’s parent is not
faulty.

! Indeed, h tends to infinity when D tends to infinity, so log 8k = o(h).
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B: Leaf v is a descendant of u and the leaf of H* which is an ancestor of v is completely
faulty in H*.

The probability of A depends only (in some complicated way) on the length of [o,u]| and ¢
and hence does not depend on v. With these notations, if v,H* and F' are such that 5 holds,
then

P(H*(v,F) = H* | 7 = v) = ¢FMHI(1 — o) I\FIp(A).

The right hand side does not depend on v. The claim follows. O

Lemma 6.4. Conditioning on the subtree H* (and hence its existence), the leaf of H* which
leads to the treasure is uniform amongst all completely faulty leaves v of H*.

Proof. Denote by L the set of leaves of T'. Using Bayes rule, and because we assume that 7
is uniform over all leaves L,
PH"|T=v) 1 PH"|T=v)
Pr=v|H)=Pr=v) —————F=—p ——
P(HY) £] P(HY)

It follows that P(7 = v | H*) has the same value for all leaves v of T' such that P(rT = w |
H*) > 0. Indeed, we saw that the right hand term is independent of w, as soon as w is a

descendant of a completely faulty leaf of H* (Claim 6.3), and otherwise it is 0.
Since the tree T is complete and regular, each leaf of H* is the ancestor of the same
number of leaves in T, and so each completely faulty leaf of H* is equally likely to lead to
the treasure. O

We now condition on the event that H is well defined and that it has more than s =
(qA)'=C completely faulty leaves. This event holds with probability at least 46 x 0.5 (com-
bining the results of Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 6.2). Under this conditioning, with prob-
ability at least 0.5 over treasure location the completely faulty leaf leading to the trea-
sure is visited after at least 0.5s other faulty leaves have been visited. Indeed there are
s faulty leaves, each being equally likely to lead to the treasure (Lemma 6.4). Overall,
with probability 49 - 0.5 - 0.5 = J, more than 0.5s nodes need to be visited. We saw that,
h =11~ op(1)loga(2), hence s = (gA)'—C = (gA)H(1=00(1) = (A1=2)H(-en()losa £
After simplification, this is (6~1D) == (1—op (1))

6.2 Proof of Lemma 6.2

The proof of Lemma 6.2 is broken into intermediate claims. To begin with we ignore the
treasure 7, and consider a fixed complete A-ary tree H of depth h, with root . Each node
of H is faulty (namely, belongs to the set F') independently with probability ¢q. Let B denote
the number of completely faulty leaves in H.

Claim 6.5. It holds that P (B > 3(qA)") = Q(q).

Proof. The proof uses a second moment argument. For every given leaf, the probability of
the full path from the root being faulty is ¢" and there are A" leaves. Hence E(B) = (¢A).
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Let us denote by L the set of leaves. Using the Boolean indicator variable x; to denote that
leaf i is completely faulty, we have B =, x;. Hence, we may write E(B?) = E((3_, x:)?) as

E(B?) =E(B) + Z P(u and v are completely faulty),
uAveL

where the sum is taken on the ordered pairs u # v where both are in £. Fix a leaf v € L,
and let £, denote the set of leaves whose common ancestor with v has depth h — ¢. For every
¢ € [1,h), |Le| < AL, Moreover, for u € Ly, u and v being completely faulty is equivalent to v
being completely faulty and the £ — 1 nodes connecting u to the root-to-v path being faulty.
Hence, P(u and v are completely faulty) = ¢**"~1. Altogether,

h h
E(B%) < (¢A)" + A" Algh T = 0 (ql(qA)h Z(QAV)

(=1

Using the Paley-Zygmund inequality, we get P(B > %E(B)) >

Claim 6.6. For a constant C' that depends only on q, P(B < (¢A)"~¢| B >1) <0.5.

Proof. First observe that for any constant C, we may consider only A > C, since otherwise,
if h < C, then (¢A)"¢ < 1 and the requirement trivially holds.

Since B > 1 there exists a path [0, v] which is completely faulty. For every u € [0, v] define
T, as the subtree rooted at u excluding the subtree rooted at the child of w on [o,v]. The
subtrees T, are pairwise disjoint and form a partition of T'. For u € [0, v], define B, := B(Ty),
the number of completely faulty leaves of T,,. Note that B =) B, > max, B,. Moreover
since, for w # v/, T, N Ty = (), the variables B, are independent.

Let S be the prefix of size C of [o,v]. All subtrees rooted at a node u € S are of depth
> h — C. Since gA > AY? we have (¢A)~¢ < 1/2 for every C' > 2. Using Claim 6.5,
together with the independence of the B,’s, the probability that all B,’s are smaller than
(gA)"=C < I(gA)" is less than (1 — cq)© for a constant c. The result follows, if C' is large
enough (as a function of q). O

If it exists, by definition, H* has at least one completely faulty leaf, which is the one
leading to 7. Outside of the branch leading to 7, the nodes of H* are still independently
faulty with probability q. This means that the number of completely faulty leaves of H*,
B(H") | {H* is well defined} is distributed as B(H*) | {B(H*) > 1} for every fixed subtree
H of depth h.

Using this together with Claim 6.6 finishes the proof of Lemma 6.2. Indeed, we obtain

P (B(H*) < (qA)"C | H is well deﬁned) <0.5.

7 A Query Algorithm for the Path

This section and the following two sections are devoted to the analysis of upper bounds on
the query complexity. In the current section we begin this analysis by focusing on the special
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case that the tree is a path. For the path, we can adapt to our setting of permanent faults
algorithms that were developed in models in which faults are not permanent, and repeated
queries to the same node results in independent replies. Specifically, the path algorithm that
we present and its analysis can be thought of as an adaptation of an algorithm of [B] to our
setting.

Our query model for paths can conveniently be described as follows. The path consists of
n vertices {1,...,n}, one of which (chosen by an adversary) contains a treasure. Denote this
node by 7. Every node other than 7 holds advice, chosen independently at random, pointing
towards 7 with probability p > % and away from 7 with probability 1 —p. A query to a node
reveals its advice (and if no advice is present, the node must be 7). We propose the following
algorithm to find the treasure with a small expected number of queries.

The median algorithm. Initially, every node has weight of 1 and all nodes are live. In
every step do the following.

e Query the live node ¢ such that the weight on each side of it is no more than half the
total weight. We refer to this node as the median. (There might be two such nodes,
one with exactly half the weight below it and the other with exactly half the weight
above it. In this case, query one of them arbitrarily.)

e If i = 7, the algorithm ends.

e If i # 7 then ¢ is declared dead and its weight is dropped to 0. If the advice at ¢ points
up, multiply the weight of each node above ¢ by 2p, and the weight of each node below
i by 2(1 — p). If the advice at i points down, multiply the weight of each node below ¢
by 2p, and the weight of each node above i by 2(1 — p).

We now provide some intuition regarding the number of queries made by the median algo-
rithm. Let H(p) = —plogp — (1 — p)log(1 — p) (all logarithms are in base 2). Hence H is
the entropy of p. Observe that for % < p <1 we have that 1 > H(p) > 0. We further let
I(p) =1 — H(p). This can be viewed as the information content of advice. Had there been
no faults, the advice would contain one bit of reliable information, but given the probability
of fault, the information content decreases by the entropy of p.

Given the fact that there are n possible location for the treasure and each query gives I(p)
amount of information (in fact, slightly more, because it also excludes the quleried node from

ogn

containing the treasure), we do not expect to find the treasure in fewer than T0) queries (up

to low order terms). The median algorithm manages to ask the most informative queries, and
indeed finds the treasure in roughly I?gp T steps in expectation (up to low order terms), where
expectation is taken over the choice of advice. The proof of the next theorem is sketched in

Appendix A.

Theorem 7.1. The expected number of queries of the median algorithm is lfggp?, up to low

order terms.

Let us now try to extend the median algorithm to the case that the tree T is not a path.
This requires a notion of a median vertex in a tree. Fortunately, such a notion exists, and is
referred to as a separator vertex. Given arbitrary nonnegative weights for the vertices of a
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tree T', we call u a separator of T' if each connected component of 7'\ {u} contains at most
half the weight of the vertices. If is well known that for every tree and every weight function,
a separator node exists. However, this by itself does not suffice in order to extend the median
algorithm to trees. The difficulty is that at various steps of the algorithm, the respective
median node might be dead, and hence no information can be inferred by querying it again
(in our model where faults are permanent). This problem does not occur on the path because
given a nonnegative weight function for its vertices, there always is a median node of strictly
positive weight (hence, one that was not previously queried by the algorithm), whereas on
trees the median node might be unique and of weight 0 (and hence dead).

Circumventing the above problem is not easy. Inevitably, our algorithms spend most of
their queries on non-separator vertices. Unlike the median algorithm for the path whose
number of queries is optimal up to low order terms, the algorithms that we shall design
for trees will use a number of queries that is only approximately optimal. Our approach is
easiest to explain in the high probability setting, and this we do in Section 8. Then, for
the expectation setting, we provide one algorithm in Section 9, and a refined algorithm with
a stronger upper bound on the expected number of queries in Appendix B. A lower bound
(that does not quite match the upper bounds) is provided in Section 10.

8 A High Probability Query Upper Bound

In this section we prove Theorem 1.8. The idea is based on a separator search. We call u a
separator vertex of tree T' (here, unlike the previous section, all vertices in T" are assumed to
have equal weight) if each connected component of 7'\ {u} contains at most |T'|/2 nodes. It
is well known that such a node exists.

We use a local procedure described in Lemma 8.1 that allows us to learn with probability
1-— O(logn), in which one of the connected components of 7'\ {u} the treasure resides. By a
union bound, applying this local procedure on a separator of the tree, and recursing on the
component pointed out by the procedure, allows to find the treasure in logarithmic number

of runs of the local procedure with probability at least 1 — O(J).

Lemma 8.1. Consider the adaptive semi-adversarial model. Let d be any positive integer
and let u be a separator. There exists a search procedure that queries the vicinity of u up to
distance d and outputs either (x) the component of T \ {u} that contains T or (xx) T itself if
d(1,u) < d. The success probability is at least 1 — 6 and the number of queries is not greater
than (671d)OC"1.

Proof. Let T}, be the subtree of depth d rooted at u. Hereafter, the reference tree is T}, so the
notion of fitness is with respect to T, (that is, the depth parameter involved in Definition 5.3
is d and not D).

Let us first describe the promised local procedure. It consists in applying algorithm A/ .
from Theorem 1.6 on T, until either finding the treasure or finding a reachable fit node at
distance precisely d from u, denoted x. We will see that with high probability at least one
of these events hold so that the behavior of the local procedure when none of these events
happens is not relevant. For the sake of concreteness, we could say that it stops if all of T,
has been explored. We note that Algorithm A/ ,, makes walking steps, which are viewed as
queries in the query model in this context. The output of the local search procedure is either
T, if it was found, or the component of = in 7"\ {u}.
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Let us analyse the performance of the local search procedure. If 7 € T,,, then Theorem 1.6
ensures that it is found with probability 1 — ¢ in at most (5*1d)o(5_1) steps. Otherwise,
consider the node z at distance d from w in 7T}, that is on the path to 7. Within T, the
advice is sampled as if x was the treasure 7, so Theorem 1.6 guarantees in this case that x is
found with probability 1 — ¢ in less than (5‘1d)0(5_1) steps. Moreover, under that event z is
fit and reachable.

To complete the argument, we just need to guarantee that with high probability, there
are no reachable fit nodes at distance d from u outside the component of . Then, the local
procedure may discover a reachable and fit node at distance d different from z, but it will
still be in the same component as x.

Recall that a 0-node is a node whose common ancestor with the treasure is the root
(which is u in this case, since the reference tree is T,). These are precisely the nodes in the
other components than the component of x. Claim 5.8 asserts that all reachable fit 0-nodes
are within distance ha(d) of u with probability at least 1 — g. We write ha(d) to emphasize
that the parameter is defined here as a function of d, namely 6% loga (467 1d). We see that if
d is big enough (as a function of ¢, A) then ha(d) < d.

Hence with that probability, every fit node at distance d found by the local procedure is
guaranteed to be in the right component, that is the component to which x belongs.

Overall, the success probability of this procedure is 1 — § — g =1- %5. We may write
§ = %5 and get the desired statement?. O

To conclude the proof of Theorem 1.8, we apply Lemma 8.1 with ¢’ = d/logn and
d = logn for every one of the at most logn separators leading to 7. By a union bound,

the success probability is 1 — & and the total number of queries is logn - (6! log n)O(Efl) =
(6~ 1ogn)PEh.

9 An O(v/Alog Alog”n) Upper Bound for Query Algorithms in
Expectation

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.9. This theorem states that for every
e > 0, there exists a deterministic query algorithm Agyery such that if Condition (x) holds
with parameter ¢ (see Eq. (1)), then Aguery needs at most O(vVAlog A - log?n) queries in
expectation.

As in the previous section, our technique in this section is based on separators. Assume
there is some local procedure, that given a vertex u decides with probability 1 — ¢ in which
one of the connected components of T'\ {u}, the treasure resides. Applying this procedure
on a separator of the tree, and then focusing the search recursively only in the component it
pointed out, results in a type of algorithm we call a separator based algorithm. It uses the local
procedure at most [log, n| times, and by a union bound, finds the treasure with probability
at least 1— [logy, n]d. Broadly speaking, we will be interested in the expected running time of
this sort of algorithm conditioned on it being successful. This sort of conditioning complicates
matters slightly.

2In fact, the rescaling 6’ = %6 could be avoided, by observing that the event of probability 1 —4§/4 discussed
in the proof is included in the 1 — § probability event that guarantees the success of A.,,;,. This follows from
inspecting the proof of Theorem 1.6.
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In the remaining of the section, we assume that the set of separators for the tree is fixed.
We also use the notation Q(A) to denote the expected number of queries an algorithm A
uses before finding the treasure.

Proof. (of Theorem 1.9)

Agep Tuns a separator based algorithm in parallel (i.e., in an alternating fashion) to some
arbitrary exhaustive search algorithm. Fix some small h, to be specified later. The local
exploration procedure, denoted localy, for a vertex u proceeds as follows.

Procedure localy(u). Recall from Eq. 2 that S(u) = [],c[yu) Aw- Consider the tree Tj(u)
rooted at u consisting of all vertices satisfying loga B(v) < h together with their children.
So a leaf v in T}, (u) is either a leaf of T, or satisfies A" < B(v) < AP, Denote the second
kind a nominee. Call a nominee promising if the number of weighted arrows pointing to v
is large, specifically, if Ewe[u,v) X > %hlog A, where X,, = log A,, if the advice at w is
pointing to v, X, = —log A,, if it is pointing to u, and X,, = 0 otherwise. Viewing it as a
query algorithm, we now run the walking algorithm A, on Ty (u) (starting at its root u)
until it either finds the treasure or finds a promising nominee. In the latter case, localp(u)
declares that the treasure is in the connected component of 7'\ {u} containing this nominee.
If 7 € Th(u) then set 7, = 7. Otherwise let 7, be the leaf of T} (u) closest to the treasure,
and so in this case 7, is a nominee. Denote by U(u) the set of nominees that are not in the
same component as 7, in 7'\ {u}. Say that u is h-misleading if either:

o 7 ¢ Th(u) and 7, is not promising, or
e there is some promising nominee v € Tj(u) that is in U (u).

In particular, if u is not h-misleading then localy(u) necessarily outputs the correct compo-
nent of 7'\ {u}, namely, the one containing the treasure. The proof of the following lemma
is to be found below in Section 9.1. The part regarding uniform noise will be needed later.
Recall we say the noise is uniform if it does not depend on the node so that g, = ¢ for every
node u.

Lemma 9.1. For every u, P (u is h-misleading) < (A + 1)(1 — ). Also, for every event X
such that X occurring always tmplies that u is not h-masleading, we have

P(X) Q (localy(u) | X) = O(VAlogA - h).
In the case the noise is uniform these bounds become 2(1 — &) and O(VA - h) respectively.
The constant hidden in the O notation only depends polynomially on 1/ec.

Applying Lemma 9.1, with h = —3log(2n)/log(1 — ¢), gives P (u is misleading) < 1/n?.
Denote by Good the event that none of the separators encountered are misleading, and by
Good ¢ the complement of this event. By a union bound, P (Good ¢) < 1/n.

Q(Asep) =P (Good ) Q (Asep | Good ) + P (Good ©) Q (Asep | Good ©) . (10)

As Agep runs an exhaustive search algorithm in parallel, the second term is O(1). For the
first term, note that conditioning on Good , all local procedures either find the treasure
or give the correct answer, and so there are O(logn) of them and they eventually find the
treasure. Denote by u; the i-th vertex that localy, is executed on. By linearity of expectation,
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and applying Lemma 9.1, the first term of (10) is P(Good )}, Q@ (localp(u;) | Good ) =
O(logn-vVAlog A-h) = O(v/Alog Alog®n). As e™® > 1—x always, then —1/log(1—¢) < 1/e,
and the hidden factor in the O is as stated. This establishes Theorem 1.9, conditioning on
proving Lemma 9.1. O

9.1 Proof of Lemma 9.1

The proof makes use of Lemma 2.2 given in Section 2. To check the probability that u is
misleading, consider two cases:

1. 7 ¢ Ty (u), and 7, is not promising. By Lemma 2.2, and recalling that A" < (), the
probability 7, is not promising is:

As d(u,7,) > loga B(7y) > h, this is at most (1 — &)

2. If v is a nominee that is not in the same connected component of 7'\ {u} as 7, then
by Lemma 2.2, the probability that v is promising is

2 2
Pl > szglogA-h =P ) —Xwg—glogA-h

wE [u,v) wE[u,v)

1—¢ 3.2
H . e—zghlogA

VA

weE[u,v)
B (1 . 2,_J.)d(u,v) A_% - (1 _ 8)d(u,v)
VB(©) -An

However, denote by L the set of nominees in T,,. As they are a subset of the leaves of
Ty, by the way @ is defined:

1 1 L
1230002 Y g2 T e = g )

z€eL €L

So, |L| < A1 Therefore, by a union bound, the probability that there exists a
nominee v that renders u misleading is at most A(1 — ¢)".

The probability that  is misleading is then at most (1 + A)(1 — ¢)" as stated. In the case
where the tree is regular, the analysis is the same, except that in (11), (v) = A", and so
following the same logic, |L| < A", and this part contributes only (1 — &)".

For the second part of the lemma, consider some event X where u is not misleading. As
T, is either the actual treasure or promising, and acts as the treasure in the eyes of Ayqik,
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then the local procedure stops when it encounters 7,. It might actually stop before (because
it found another promising node), so,

P(X) Q (local(u) | X) < P(X) Q (Apar(Th(w)) | X)
< Q (Awak(Th())) = O(VA - depth(Ti(u)))

But the depth of T}, is at most O(hlogA), since its leaves satisfy 5(v) < A"! and B(v) >
24epth(v)  For the case of a regular tree, 3(v) = A%P*™(®) and so the depth of T, is at most h,
giving the result.

10 A Query Lower Bound of Q(v/A -logan) when ¢ ~ 1/V/A

We now prove Theorem 1.4. Specifically, we wish to prove that for A > 3, on the complete
A-ary tree of depth D, every algorithm needs Q(qAD) queries in expectation. Note that, in
particular, when ¢ is roughly 1/ VA, and n is the tree size, the query complexity becomes
Q(VA -loga n).

To prove the lower bound of Q(¢AD), consider the complete A-ary tree of depth D. We
prove by induction on D, that if the treasure is placed uniformly at random in one of the
leaves, then the expected query complexity of every algorithm is at least ¢(A/2 — 1)D. If
D = 0, then there is nothing to show. Assume this is true for D, and we shall prove it for
D+ 1. Let Th,...,Ta—1 be the subtrees hanging down from the root (in the induction, the
“root” is actually an internal node, and so has A — 1 children), each having depth D. Let i
be the index such that 7 € T}, and denote by @ the number of queries before the algorithm
makes its first query in T;. We will assume that the algorithm gets the advice in the root for
free. Denote by Y the event that the root is faulty. In this case, Observation 3.1 applies,
and we need at least A/2 — 1 queries to hit the correct tree. We subtracted one query from
the count because we want to count the number of queries strictly before querying inside T;.
We therefore get E[Q] > P(Y)-E[Q|Y] > q(A/2 — 1). By linearity of expectation, using
the induction hypothesis, we get the result for a uniformly placed treasure over the leaves,
and so it holds also in the adversarial case. O

11 Open Problems

As mentioned, the model with permanent noise can be extended to general graphs. Essen-
tially, when a node w is correct its advice points to one of the neighbors of v on a shortest path
to the treasure. As there might be several such neighbors, one may consider an adversary
that chooses which of these neighbors to point to. In the purely probabilistic setting, with
probability ¢, each node is faulty, in which case its advice points to a random neighbor. The
semi-adversarial setting can similarly be defined. Obtaining efficient search algorithms for
general graphs is highly intriguing. Even though the likelihood of a node being the treasure
under a uniform prior can still be computed in principle, it is not clear how to compare two
nodes as in Theorem 2.3 because there may be more than a single path between them.

In a limited regime of noise, we believe that memoryless strategies might very well be
efficient also on general graphs, and we pose the following conjecture. Proving it may require
the use of tools from the theory of Random Walks in Random Environments, which seem to
be lacking in the context of general graph topologies.
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Conjecture 11.1. There exists a probabilistic following algorithm that finds the treasure in
expected linear time on every undirected graph assuming q < ¢/A for a small enough ¢ > 0.

References

1]

2]

Javed A. Aslam and Aditi Dhagat. Searching in the presence of linearly bounded errors.
STOC, pages 486—493, 1991.

Yosi Ben-Asher, Eitan Farchi, and Ilan Newman. Optimal search in trees. SIAM J.
Comput., 28(6):2090-2102, 1999.

Michael Ben-Or and Avinatan Hassidim. The bayesian learner is optimal for noisy binary
search (and pretty good for quantum as well). FOCS, pages 221-230, 2008.

Lucas Boczkowski, Amos Korman, and Yoav Rodeh. Searching a tree with permanently
noisy advice. ESA, 2018.

Ryan S. Borgstrom and S. Rao Kosaraju. Comparison-based search in the presence of
errors. STOC, pages 130-136, 1993.

Mark Braverman and Elchanan Mossel. Noisy sorting without resampling. SODA, pages
268-276, 2008.

Gerth Stelting Brodal, Rolf Fagerberg, Irene Finocchi, Fabrizio Grandoni, Giuseppe F.
Italiano, Allan Grgnlund Jgrgensen, Gabriel Moruz, and Thomas Mglhave. Optimal re-
silient dynamic dictionaries. Algorithms - ESA 2007, 15th Annual European Symposium,
Filat, Israel, October 8-10, 2007, Proceedings, pages 347-358, 2007.

Ferdinando Cicalese and Ugo Vaccaro. Optimal strategies against a liar. Theor. Comput.
Sei., 230(1-2):167-193, 2000.

Amin Coja-Oghlan. Solving NP-hard semirandom graph problems in polynomial ex-
pected time. Journal of Algorithms, 62(1):19-46, 2007.

Argyrios Deligkas, George B. Mertzios, and Paul G. Spirakis. Binary search in graphs
revisited. Algorithmica, 81(5):1757-1780, 2019.

Dariusz Dereniowski, Stefan Tiegel, Przemystaw Uznanski, and Daniel Wolleb-Graf. A
framework for searching in graphs in the presence of errors. SOSAQSODA: 4:1-4:17,
2019.

Alexander Drewitz and Alejandro F. Ramiréz. Selected topics in random walk in random

environment. Topics in Percolative and Disordered Systems, Springer Proceedings in
Mathematics and Statistics, 69:23-83, 2014.

Ehsan Emamjomeh-Zadeh and David Kempe. A general framework for robust interactive
learning. NIPS, 2017.

Ehsan Emamjomeh-Zadeh, David Kempe, and Vikrant Singhal. Deterministic and prob-
abilistic binary search in graphs. STOC, pages 519-532, 2016.

36



[15]

[16]

[17]

18]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]

Uriel Feige, Prabhakar Raghavan, David Peleg, and Eli Upfal. Computing with noisy
information. SIAM J. Comput., 23(5):1001-1018, October 1994.

Irene Finocchi, Fabrizio Grandoni, and Giuseppe F. Italiano. Resilient search trees.
SODA, pages 547-553, 2007.

Irene Finocchi and Giuseppe F. Italiano. Sorting and searching in the presence of memory
faults (without redundancy). STOC, pages 101-110, 2004.

Ehud Fonio, Yael Heyman, Lucas Boczkowski, Aviram Gelblum, Adrian Kosowski, Amos
Korman, and Ofer Feinerman. A locally-blazed ant trail achieves efficient collective
navigation despite limited information, eLife 2016;5:620185. eLife, 2016.

Nicolas Hanusse, David Ilcinkas, Adrian Kosowski, and Nicolas Nisse. Locating a target
with an agent guided by unreliable local advice: How to beat the random walk when
you have a clock? PODC, pages 355-364, 2010.

Nicolas Hanusse, Dimitris Kavvadias, Evangelos Kranakis, and Danny Krizanc. Memo-
ryless search algorithms in a network with faulty advice. Theoretical Computer Science,
402(23):190 — 198, 2008.

Nicolas Hanusse, Evangelos Kranakis, and Danny Krizanc. Searching with mobile agents
in networks with liars. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 137(1):69-85, 2004.

Avinatan Hassidim and Yaron Singer. Submodular optimization under noise. COLT,
pages 1069-1122, 2017.

Richard M. Karp and Robert Kleinberg. Noisy binary search and its applications. SODA,
pages 881-890, 2007.

Michael Krivelevich and Dan Vilenchik. Solving random satisfiable 3CNF formulas in
expected polynomial time. SODA, pages 454-463, 2006.

Eduardo Sany Laber and Loana Tito Nogueira. Fast searching in trees. Eletronic Notes
on Discrete Mathematics, 2001.

Shay Mozes, Krzysztof Onak, and Oren Weimann. Finding an optimal tree searching
strategy in linear time. SODA, pages 1096-1105, 2008.

Krzysztof Onak and Pawel Parys. Generalization of binary search: Searching in trees
and forest-like partial orders. FOCS, pages 379-388, 2006.

Andrzej Pelc. Searching games with errors - fifty years of coping with liars. Theor.
Comput. Sci., 270(1-2):71-109, 2002.

Alain-Sol Snitzman. Topics in random walks in random environment. ICTP Lecture
Notes Series, 2004.

37



Appendix

A Analysis of the median algorithm

In this section we prove Theorem 7.1, concerning the expected number of queries for the
median algorithm on the path.

Proof. Observe that if the weight of 7 exceeds half the total weight of all nodes, the algorithm
queries T.

Lemma A.1. In every step, the total weight of all nodes does not increase.

Proof. Let W be the total weight of all nodes before the query to node i, let W+ < % be the
total weight of nodes above ¢ and let W~ < % be the total weight of nodes below i. If the
advice in i points up then the total weight becomes 2pW T +2(1—p)W = < pW+(1—p)W < W.
A similar bound holds if the advice points down. O

Let L; denote the logarithm (in base 2) of the total weight of all nodes after step t.
Initially, Lo = log (3_;"; 1) = logn. The lemma above implies:

Corollary A.2. For everyt > 1, L; < logn.

Recall the notation of H(p) and I(p). Let ¢; denote the logarithm (in base 2) of the
weight of 7 after step ¢. Observe that fp = log1 = 0. Let E[¢;] denote the expectation of this
random variable, where expectation is taken over choice of random advice.

Lemma A.3. In every step t:
E[ft — gt—l] = I(p)

Proof. In every step, the advice is correct with probability p and then the weight of 7 is
multiplied by 2p, and faulty with probability 1 — p, and then the weight of 7 is multiplied by
2(1 — p). Hence:

Elt] = p(log(2p) + €i—1) + (1 — p)(log(2 — 2p) + lr—1) = 41 + 1 — H(p)
as desired. O
Summarizing:
o Log—{y=logn.
e [, does not increase with t.
e /; drifts upward at an expected rate of I(p).
e Informally, one would expect ¢; to overtake L; in 110(% steps.

e For fixed p and sufficiently large n, the above estimate is very close to the truth,
because the step size of ¢; is bounded (it is either log(2p) or log(2 — 2p)), and the steps
are independent. Hence Chernoff’s bounds can be applied to show strong concentration
around the expectation.

This concludes the proof of Theorem 7.1. O
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B A O(vVAlogn-loglogn) Query Algorithm

This section is dedicated to proving Theorem 1.10. Algorithm As_j,yers is described and
analyzed. It performs almost optimally (up to lower order terms), assuming the noise
parameter satisfies ¢ < ¢/vA for a sufficiently small positive constant ¢ (as opposed to
g<(1- 5)A*1/ 2 as in Theorem 1.9). More precisely, in that regime, it finds the treasure in
O(v/Alogn -loglogn) queries in expectation. We stress that, in contrast to Theorem 1.9, in
this section we do not allow the noise parameter to depend on the node.

Before we continue, let us note that taking a small enough ¢, the condition ¢ < ¢/ VA we
are using here actually implies® Condition (%) with ¢ = (1 — 271/4)/2.

Algorithm As_jayers TUNS two algorithms in parallel, namely, Afqe , and Apq . Algorithm
Asst s actually Agep, except that it applies the local procedure with parameter h being
hy = [kaloglogn] rather than ©(logn). Algorithm 4,4 is similar to Ay, in the sense that
it uses h being hy = [k logn]. However it uses a different local exploration procedure, see
more details in Section B.1. k1 and ko are constant independent of n whose value will be
determined later. We will henceforth omit the ceiling [-] in the interest of readability.

Let us first recall some of the definitions that were introduced in Section 9. Here T}, (u)
denotes the tree of nodes at distance at most h from w. Call a leaf v € T}, (u) a nominee if its
distance to u is exactly h. Let 7, be the leaf on T} (u) closest to 7 if 7 ¢ Tp(u) and 7, = 7
otherwise. Denote by U (u) the set of nominees that are not in the same component as 7, in
T\ {u}. Call a nominee v promising if 3, () Xw = 2h, where X,, = 1 if the advice at
w is pointing to v, X,, = —1 if it is pointing to u, and X,, = 0 otherwise. (Note that X,
can never be —1.) Recall also that u is called h-misleading, if one of the two following events
happens:

e 7, # 7 and 7, is not promising, or
e there is some promising nominee in U (u).

Let Excellent be the event that no separator on the way to the treasure is ho-misleading.
The following claim is a direct consequence of Lemma 9.1 (regular tree case) and linearity
of expectation, summing the query complexity of the [logn] separators on the way to the
treasure.

Claim B.1. P(Excellent )- Q (4 | Excellent ) =0 (\/Elogn -loglog n) .

To bound the total expected number of queries, we run in parallel algorithm A,,;; . All that
remains is then to prove that P(Excellent® )-Q (A4 | Excellent® )= O (\/Elog n - loglog n) .

In fact, we shall prove a stronger claim — that the bound on the r.h.s is only O(v/Alogn).
We further remark that following the arguments below and taking appropriate constant pa-
rameters and reducing the noise, one can get down to O(1 +v/A/logk n) for any constant k.
However, since proving a bound of (’)(\/Klog n) suffices for us, we shall stick to this bound.

3Indeed, recall that for regular trees, Condition () (see Eq. (1)) reads ¢ < loe—a 14 Now, A > 2 implies

VAT
—1/4 _ -
that 1 — A~Y%>1—-2"%4 and AY* < \/A. Hence 1;%1%’1/4 > 1=2 21/4*5ﬁ. We may set € = # SO
that, as soon as ¢ < 1_2721/4_5 = 1_2;1/4, q < cA™Y2 implies Condition () with that choice of e.
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B.1 Algorithm A,,;4

As mentioned, A,;q is similar to Ag., except that it uses a different local procedure. More
precisely, recall that A, executes Procedure localy(u) by running A, on Tp(uw) until it
either finds the treasure or finds a promising nominee, and in the latter case, it declares that
the treasure is on the connected component of 7'\ {u} containing this nominee. In the context
of Algorithm 4,4 , for technical commodity, we choose to run Procedure localy(u) with a
simpler exploration routine which we call Ajop. It is less efficient than A,,q, but its simplicity
will be useful for analyzing its behaviour in various, “less clean”, circumstances. Indeed,
we will need to analyze the performances of 4;,,,, conditioning on the event Excellent® ,
implying that some parts of the tree have to be pointing in the wrong direction. The fact
that Ajoep is less efficient than Ayq will not affect the final bound, as its running time will
dominate the total running time with very low probability.

Algorithm A;,,,. Recall in this section we only deal with A-regular trees. Define level i as
the set of all nodes at distance ¢ from the root. At each round, Aj,,, only compares nodes
within a given level i. Specifically, it goes to the node in level i with most arrows pointing
at it among the non-visited nodes in level 7. It only considers vertices whose parent has been
explored already. The index i is incremented modulo the depth of the tree D, on every round.
Below is a description in pseudocode. The loop over 7 explains the name A;,,.

Algorithm 1: Algorithm 4;,,,

1 Continuously loop over the levels 1,2,..., D
2 When considering level ¢, go to the yet unexplored reachable node at the current level
(if one exists) that has most arrows pointing to it.

In what follows we will analyse Algorithm A;,,, conditioning on some parts of the tree
being misleading. For readability considerations, the interested reader might wish to first
see how it behaves on a simpler scenario, without any conditioning. The proof of this is was
shown in a preliminary version of the paper (see [E]).

Lemma B.2. Consider a (not necessarily complete) A-ary tree. Then the expected number
of queries of Aoop 15 Q(Aioop) = O(D3*VA).
In fact, a slightly more refined analysis shows that Q(Aj.p) = O(D?V/A), but this is not

needed for our current purposes, and so we omit it.

B.2 Analysis of A,,;4 Conditioning On The Complement of Excellent

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.10 we will show that if ¢ small enough, then
P(Excellent® ) - Q (Apia | Excellent® ) = O(VAlogn).

Decomposing Excellent® . At a high level, we seek to break Excellent® into many

elementary bad events. Denote by u1,...us the sequence of separators on the way to the
treasure 7. Note that ¢ < [logn]. First,

Excellent® = U {u; is ho-misleading} .
i<t
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Using the union bound argument in Section C (Claim C.2),

Q (Amid ﬂExcellentc ) < Z Q (Amid ﬂul is hg—misleading) , (12)
i<e

where, to keep the equation light we write Q(A() X) in place of Q(A | X) - P(X) where A is
an algorithm and X is an event.

Since we ultimately want to show that the left hand side in the previous equation is
O(vV/Alogn), it is sufficient to show that for every fixed i < ¢,

Q (Amid ﬂu, is hg—misleading) = (’)(\/Z) (13)

From now on, we fix ¢ and focus on the case where u; is ha-misleading. Recall that algorithm
Aynid , just as Agep, proceeds in phases of local exploration, running also an exhaustive search
in parallel to handle the case that one of the local explorations ends with a wrong answer.
Denote by Good the event that all separators on the way to the treasure, namely, uq, ..., uy,
are not hj-misleading. Under Good , each local explorations outputs the correct output (the
next separator leading to the treasure) and the local exploration phases amount to running
Ajoop on T, (uj) for j < £. Now,

Q (Amid ﬂul is hg—misleading) =Q (Amid ﬂ (u; is ho-misleading N Good ))
+Q (Amid m (u; is ho-misleading N —Good )) )
By Lemma 9.1 (regular tree case),
P(—Good ) < 2(1 — &) = 2(1 — g)r1losm,

Recall that Condition () is satisfied with the constant ¢ = (1 — 27/4)/2, and so taking k1
to be a large enough constant, gives that P(=Good ) < 1/n. This means that if Good does
not hold, it is fine to resort to exhaustive search, as the second term above becomes O(1).
Note that given that u; is ho-misleading may affect the advice which is relevant for the local
explorations corresponding to other separators. Hence, we have:

Q (Amid ﬂul is hg—misleading)
< Z Q (Aloop (Th, (uj)) ﬂ (u; is ho-misleading N Good )) +O(1)

j<logn

< Z Q (Aloop (Th, (uj)) ﬂul is hg—misleading> +0(1).

j<logn

The first inequality is by linearity of expectation, and the last inequality follows from the
fact that for every algorithm A and every two events Ey C Eo, Q(A(E1) < Q(A() E2).

For the sake of lightening notations, we henceforth refer to u; as ¢’ and u; as u. This
choice of notations reflects the fact that we are rooting the tree at u; = ¢’ and running A
on Ty, (0’). The fact that o/ and u are separators is not relevant in this analysis. We also
denote by 7, the leaf on T, (u) that is closest to 7 and by 7’ the leaf of Ty, (u) that is closest
to 7 or simply 7 if 7 € T}, (u). With these notations Equation (13) immediately follows once
we prove:
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Lemma B.3. For every o', u €T,

logn

Q (Aloop (Thl(a')) ﬂu 18 hg—misleading) =0 ( VA ) .

Decomposing the event {u is ho-misleading}. So far we saw that it is sufficient to
analyse the events where one separator is ho-misleading. We now pursue decomposing these
events into even smaller ones. To this aim the following definition is convenient.

Definition B.4. Let a,b € T be two nodes such that a is the closest one to T out of the nodes
in [a,b]. Noting that a vertex can never point to itself:

e For S C {(a,b], denote by M?3

sides

(a,b) the event that none of the nodes of S point towards
a and none towards b.

e For S Ca,b), denote by M;fp(a, b) the event that the nodes of S all point towards b.
See Figure 4.
Claim B.5. For every a,b and S as in Definition B.4,
o PP (Mgdes(a7 b)) < q|S|7
S
o P(M(a,0) < (£)"

Let us now see in more detail what it means for a node u to be ho-misleading. Several
cases need to be considered.

1. 7, # 7 and 7, is not promising. In this case |[u,7,]| = he and the sum of advice on
[u, o) is strictly less than %hg. In this case, at least one of the following two must be
true:

(a) There are $hy locations on the path [u,7,) where the advice points outside of the
path (the value of the corresponding X;’s is 0). This corresponds to M2y (7, u)
for some set S C [u,7,) of size |S| = ho.

b) There are -5hs locations on (u, 7,) that point towards u (the value of the corre-

12
sponding X;’s is 1). This corresponds to pr(ru, u) for some set S C [u, 7,] of size
S| = &ho.

To see why, let X™ be the number of pointers pointing to 7,, X“ the number of
pointers pointing to v and X° the number pointers pointing to the sides. We have
X™ — X% < 2hge/3, and hence X* — X™ > —2hy/3. If (a) does not hold, then
X0 < hy/6 which implies that X™ + X% > 5h5/6. Summing the two equations, we get
X" > hy/12, as stated in (b).

2. Some v € U(u) is promising. In this case there must be some Zhy locations on [u,v]
that point towards v. This corresponds to pr(u,v) for some S C pr([v,u]) of size

|S| = %hg.
Define
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o C(u) = {SC [u,7] | S| = gha},

o D(u) = {8 C [u,7] | [S] = f3h2}, and

o E(u) ={(v,S) |veU(u), S C[u,v], and |S| = Zhs}.
Combining Definition B.4 with the previous paragraph, yields

{u is ho-misleading} C {7, # 7 and 7, is not promising} U U {v is promising} (14)

veU(u)
- U 1de5 (Tu, u U M o (Tus 1) U pr(u,v). (15)
SeC(u) SeD(u) (v,9)€€(u)

In fact, £(u) needs to be further decomposed taking into account the position of u within the
tree rooted at ¢’ and the path from o’ to 7/, see Figure 4. For each (v, S) € £(u), let

k(v) = |[u,v] N [o’, 7]|.
For each non-negative integer £ > 0, let
Er(u) = {(v,5) € E(u) | k(v) = k}.
Clearly, as |[u, v]| < hg, we have £(u) = UZiUSk(u).

Mssides(rua U) MS (Tuv ) M{?p(u U)
0 o o
Ty, (0) k(v)
v
Ty, (u)
Tu Tu Tu
T T T

Figure 4: Different relative positions of u, 7, and o’. The path [u, 7] and different mistake patterns.
On the left, mistakes (depicted as red stars) point outside of [u,7,], on the middle tree they point
towards u and on the right one, they point towards a nominee of T}, (u), v € U (u).

Using the union bound (Claim C.2) as in Eq. (12), the aforementioned decomposition in
Eq. (14) implies:

Q (Aloop (Th, (0’ ﬂu is ho- mlsleadlng> Z Q (Aloop Th, (o m s (Us Ty )

SeC(u)

+ Y 9 (Buoop(Thy (0) ) M (7))

SeD(u)

ho
+Z Z Q(Aloop Th, (o ﬂMS uv)
k=0 (v,5)e&k(u)
(16)
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To prove Lemma B.3, our goal will be to show that each sum in the above equation is at

most O(v/A/logn).

B.3 Analysing Atomic Expressions

To prove that each sum is indeed O(v/A/logn) we use the following two lemmas (proved
in Section B.4), which encapsulate the core of this proof, namely, the resilience of Ay, to
certain kinds of error patterns.

Lemma B.6. Consider a tree T' rooted at o with treasure located at 7. Let a,b € T be two
nodes such that a is the closest one to T out of the nodes in [a,b]. Then, for any S C (a,b],
we have

Q (Aloop ’ ]\4—‘;5726168(61/7 b)) — O (D4A\S|+1)

Lemma B.7. Consider a tree T rooted at o with treasure located at 7. Let a,b € T be two
nodes such that a is the closest one to T out of the nodes in [a,b]. Then, for any S C (a,b],
we have

Q (Aioop | M5 (a,b)) = O <D4AK+%3ISI) ’
where K = |SN|o,7]|.
As a first step to bounding the three sums of Eq. (16), note that:

C(u)| < 2 (17)
D(w)| < 22, (18)
Ex(u)| < 2M2AP27R, (19)

Indeed, C(u),D(u) are subsets of a path of length hs. For the last term, the number of
v € U(u) at distance ho from u for which k(v) = k is bounded by A2~*,
We are now ready to bound the three sums.

Bounding the first term in Eq. (16). We consider S € C(u),so S C [u, 7] and |S| = %hg,
and 7, is the closest to 7 of all the nodes on the path. By Lemma B.6,

Q (b (T (7)) | Ml ) = O (WA,

According to Claim B.5,
P(Msfdes(Tuau)) < Q‘Sl-
Combining these bounds and (17) yields

[S]
Z Q (Aloop Th1 ﬂ 1des Tu7 ) =0 (2h2 . 4lS1. h4A +1>
SeC(u)
:O(\/Kﬂh"’oc's'-hil),
because ¢ < c/\/g Recall that hy = k1logn, ha = kaloglogn, and |S| = %hg. K1 Wwas
already set to be some constant. For any constant ko, taking a small enough constant c

guarantees that the previous expression is O(v/A/logn) as needed.
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Bounding the second term in Eq. (16). S € D(u), so S C [u,7,] and |S| = %hQ.
Therefore, by Lemma B.7, and noticing that K < |S| and 35! < 2", we have

Q (Rtoap (Thy (o)) | M (i w) = O (B{ASIH320 )

Combined with Claim B.5 and (18):

Z Q (Aloop Th1 mM Tu, ) =0 (2h2 . (%)‘S\ .hzllA|5’|+;2h2>
SeD(u)
=0 (\/5.4@ .q\swhzlt) .

Again, since |S| = %hg, then for any constants k1, ko, the constant ¢ can be chosen so that

this is O(vVA/logn).

Bounding the third term in Eq. (16). (v,S) € & (u), where v € U(u), S C [u,v], and
S| = Zhy. Also, |[u,v] N [0/,7]| = k, and so [S N [0/,7]| < k. As v € U(u), then u is the
closest to treasure of the vertices on [u,v]|. By Lemma B.7,

Q (Rtoup (T (o) | M (u,v)) = O (niAk+h30)

Combined with (19) and Claim B.5:

f: Z Q (Aloop Ty, (o ﬂM U, v )

k=0 (v,S)€&k(u)

2
_ ho aha—k  ((4\3"2 4 \k+lah
-0 k;2m2 '(Z) Bt Ak+33he
N2

=0 (VA bt} (¢*2) ")
0 (VZ- ha6h2 it . c%h2) .

Similarly to the two previous sums, this whole expression can be made as small as O(v/A/logn).
Note that we assumed for simplicity that u, 7, and v are all inside T}, (¢”). If they are
not, we take nodes that are the closest to them on this subtree, which can only improve the
bounds.
This concludes the proof of Lemma B.3 and hence completes the proof of Theorem 1.10.

B.4 The Lemmas About the Resilience of 4,,,,

Recall that Algorithm A, loops over the levels 1,2,..., D, and when considering level 4, it
goes to the yet unexplored reachable node at the current level (if one exists) that has most
arrows pointing to it on the path from the root. In this section, we prove two lemmas that
bound the expected number of queries done by Algorithm 4;,,, conditioning on some “bad”
events.
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Figure 5: Notations introduced in the proof of Lemma B.6 and B.7. Points of S are depicted
in red. On the figure n(z1) = 0,m(z1) = 0, n(z2) = 1,m(z2) = 0, n(z3) = 3,m(z3) = 2 and
n(zg) = 3,m(z4) = 0.

Before stating the lemmas we need a couple of definitions that will be used in both
corresponding proofs. We say that a node v is a competitor of u if it has the same depth as
u. A competitor v of u beats u if the number of pointers pointing to it on the path from the
root is at least the number pointing to w.

Lemma B.6 (restated). Consider a tree T rooted at o with treasure located at T. Let
a,b € T be two nodes such that a is the closest one to T out of the nodes in [a,b]. Then, for
any S C (a,b], we have
Q (Aloop | Mgdes(“? b)) =0 (D4A‘S|T+1) .

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma B.2, we break the number of queries made by A, condi-
tioning on Ms*?des(a, b) into a sum of random variables (); which correspond to the expected
number of queries needed to discover the j-th node u; on the path [0, 7] once the (j —1)-th
node, u;_1, was discovered. Each (); is bounded above by D times the expected number of
competitors of u; that beat it. This is because each loop takes D steps, and only a subset
of the competitors that beat u; will actually be checked by A, on level j before trying the
correct node. Hence, an upper bound on the expected number of competitors who beat any
given u € [0, 7] translates to an upper bound on Q (A (T) | MZ3.(7,0)) by multiplying it
by D?2.

Let u be any node on the path [0, 7], and z be a competitor of u. Define k(z) as half
the distance between z and u, namely, d(z,u)/2, and denote n(z) := |S N[0, 7] N [u, z]| and
m(z) := |S N o, 7] N[u,z]|. See Figure 5 for illustraion.

First note, that since all advice of S C [a, b] points sideways w.r.t. to this path, then any
of it which is on the path [u, z] also points sideways w.r.t. it, except possibly at one point, the
least common ancestor between u and z, which may actually point towards z. The different
cases are seen in Figure 5:
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e For z = 2, the paths do not intersect at all.

e In the case that z = z9, if the least common ancestor of u and 25 is a member of S,
then it could point towards zo, and that would be sideways w.r.t. [a, b].

e For z = 23, the least common ancestor of b and z3 could point towards z3.
e For z = 24, the least common ancestor of a and b could point towards z4.

e There is also the case where a ¢ [0, 7], which is not depicted on Figure 5. The analysis
remains valid, and in fact n(z) = 0 for all competitors z.

This one special vertex, if it exists, conditioned on that it points sideways w.r.t. [a, b], points
towards z with probabilty 1/(A — 2), and otherwise points sideways w.r.t. [u, z].

Fix k,n and m, and consider a competitor z such that k(z) = k, n(z) = n, and m(z) = m.
On the path [u, z] the number of advice remaining to be sampled is 2k —n —m — 1. For any
of these samples s, let X be 1 if the pointer points to u, —1 if it points to z, and 0 otherwise.
By Lemma C.1:

1 2k—1-n—m 1 2k—1-—n—m
< _—_— < _— <
P(zbeatsu)_(l A—2)P< ; Xs_0>+A_2]P’< Sz:; Xs_1>

1 2k—1—n—m 3 1 2k—2—n—m
< | — 4+ — | —
(i) raal)

)

as A > 3. For fixed k,n,m there are at most A¥=™ nodes z with k(z) = k and m(z) = m.
Also, for each such node, n +m < 2k. Hence, the total expected number of competitors that
beat w is at most:

Z 3 1 2k—1—m—n Z ( y
Ak=m 7 () -0 A n+1-—m)/2
k<D n+m<2k \/Z k<D n+m<2k

For each choice of k there is exactly one corresponding value of n. This n satisfies n < |S].
There are also at most D choices for m. Thus, the above is at most

o (D2A(|S|+1)/2> '

Multiplying this bound by D? gives the desired upper bound on Q (Aloop(T) | MgdeS(T, 0)).
O

Lemma B.7 (restated). Consider a tree T' rooted at o with treasure located at T. Let
a,b € T be two nodes such that a is the closest one to T out of the nodes in [a,b]. Then, for
any S C (a,b|, we have

Q (Aigap | Mip(a,) = O (D*AF+33181) |

where K =[S N [o, 7]|.
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Proof. The general structure of the proof is similar to the proof of Lemma B.6. Let u be a
node on the path [o,7]. Our aim is to show that the expected number of competitors of u
that beat it is O(D?AK +3318 ‘). Once this is established, multiplying this bound by D? gives
the desired bound on the number of queries.

As in the proof of Lemma B.6, let z be a competitor of u. Define k(z) as half the
distance between z and w, namely k(z) := d(z,u)/2. Denote n(z) := |S N [o, 7] N [u, ]|, and
m(z) == |SNJo,7]°N[u,z]|

Fixing k,n and m, take a competitor z such that k(z) = k, n(z) = n, and k(z) = k. For
any of the nodes s on the path from u to z, let X, be 1 if the pointer points to u, —1 if it
points to z, and 0 otherwise. By Lemma C.1, the probability that such a z beats w is:

2k—1—n—m
P(z beats u) <P ( Z Xs<n+ m) < gntm Antm—k+;
s=1

There are at most A*~™ such nodes z. We bound the probability that each of these nodes
z beats u using the trivial bound 1 or the one above, depending on whether n + m < k or
n + m > k. Hence the total expected number of competitors of u who beat it is at most

Z Ak—m 3n+mAn+m—k+% + Z Ak—m
k<Dn+m<k k<Dn+m>k

Since n+m < |S|, and n < K, the term on the left is at most:

1 1
3‘5‘ Z AK+§ S 3|S| . D2 X AK+§,
k<Dn+m<k

where we used the fact that there are most D distinct values for k and D distinct values for
m, while there is only one choice of n for each k. As for the second term, since n + m > k,

then it is at most:
S oas Y AFs Y acpar
k<D,n+m>k k<D n+m>k k,m<D

concluding the proof. O

C Complementary Proofs

C.1 Another Large Deviation Estimate

Here, we introduce another large deviation estimate used for the analysis of the query al-
gorithm with uniform noise. It gives better results for large h, yet works only for identical
random variables, and so suits regular trees, unlike Lemma 2.2. It is used in the proof of the
query algorithm presented in Theorem 1.10, specifically in Lemmas B.2, B.7 and B.6.

Lemma C.1. Consider random variables X; taking values {—1,0,1} with respective proba-
bilities (%, q (1 — %) Jd—q+4). Ifg< ﬁ, where ¢ < 1/9, then for all0 < h <1,

l
P (Z X; < h) < (3VA)' A2,
=1
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Proof. Denote by N, Z, P the number of X;’s respectively equal to —1,0,1. We thus have
N+Z+P=VL (20)
Under the assumption that Zle X; < h, we also have
—N+P<h. (21)

These two equations characterize all possible values N, Z, P can take. We denote by A the
set of such tuples. Decomposing according to the N locations of —1’s, P locations of 1’s and
Z locations of 0’s we obtain

1
a\* zra\N(L\({-N
f(Lxen)s v (o) 7 (@) ()(5
i=1 N,Z,PcA
We crudely bound (1 —q+ %)P < 1 and obtain that the aforementioned bound is at most
z(A\N [(L\(¢{-N
> (A) (N) ( p )
N,Z,PcA
Subtracting Eq. (21) from Eq. (20), we obtain
2N+ Z > 10— h.

Hence, for fixed N, Z, P € A, we bound one of the inner terms:

a\N _ . e
qZ(g) < GEPI < gt

I

where ¢ := max{q, (%)1/2}. Under the assumption that ¢ < ﬁ, we have ¢ < Y. Hence,

4 {—h
Ve £\ (¢—N
P(Xwen) (%) ¥ |
i=1 VA N,Z,PcA N P
There are at most 3¢ possible outcomes for the sequence X; because it is comprised of ¢
variables that can take 3 values each. Hence the term ) N.ZPcA ( ]f,) (Z_N) < 3%, Altogether

(o) oo ()

Finally, as \/c < 1/3, the right hand side is thus

< (3VARAT2,

B

altogether

as stated. O
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C.2 Algorithm A, without Conditioning

Lemma (Lemma B.2 restated). Consider a (not necessarily complete) A-ary tree. Then
Q(Aloop) = O(Dg\/g)

Proof. Denote by Njgyer(u) the number of nodes on the same depth as v which have more
discovered arrows than u pointing to them. This definition is central because of the following
observation. The number of moves needed before finding ;11 once u; has been found is less
than O(DNjqyer(u)). Indeed, once u; is discovered, only a subset of the nodes which have
more arrows pointing to them than wu;y; on layer i + 1 are tried before u;11 (at step (2) in
the pseudocode description). The loop over the levels (at step (1)) induces a multiplicative
factor of O(D).

Using linearity of expectation, it only remains to estimate E (Njqyer(u;)) where u; is the
ancestor of the treasure at depth i < d. There are at most A’ nodes on layer i at distance 2¢—1
from wu;, for every 1 < £ < i. Moreover, for each of these nodes, the probability that it has at
least as many arrows pointing towards it than u; exactly corresponds to P (Z?i_ll X; < O),
with the notations of Lemma C.1.

Indeed, when comparing the amount of advice pointing to two different nodes u and v,
only the nodes of (u,v) matter.

When estimating the probability that v beats u, each random variable X; has to be
interpreted as taking value —1 if the advice points towards v, 0 if it points neither to u nor
v, and +1 if it points towards u. In the case that u = u; and v is another node on layer j,
these events happen respectively with probability ¢/A, ¢(1 — 2%), and 1 — g+ q/A.

This means that for each 1,

7 20—1 d 20—1
E (Niayer (us)) SZP ZXj <0 NSZP ij <0 | AL
=1 j=1 =1 j=1

By Lemma C.1 this is at most

d
o (Z Ats Af> = O(DVA) =0 (D\/Z) .
/=1

C.3 Special Form of Union Bound

Claim C.2. Let A be an event that can be decomposed as the union of events (A;)icr, A C
Uicr Ai- Let X be a random variable.

E(X | A)P(A) < Y B(X | Ai)P(A;)
Proof. We denote by x(B) the indicator function of event B. Then

E(X | AP(A) =E(X - x(4)) <E (X X (U Ai>> <E (X : ZX(Ai)>

]

— ZE (X -x(4)) = ZE(X Ai)P(Ai),

%

20



where we used the union bound in the form x(lJ; 4;) < >, xA4; and then linearity of expec-
tation. n
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