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A tight lower bound on non-adaptive group testing estimation
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Abstract

Efficiently counting or detecting defective items is a crucial task in various fields ranging from biolog-
ical testing to quality control to streaming algorithms. The group testing estimation problem concerns
estimating the number of defective elements d in a collection of n total within a given factor. We
primarily consider the classical query model, in which a query reveals whether the selected group of
elements contains a defective one. We show that any non-adaptive randomized algorithm that estimates
the value of d within a constant factor requires Ω(log n) queries. This confirms that a known O(log n)
upper bound by Bshouty (2019) is tight and resolves a conjecture by Damaschke and Sheikh Muhammad
(2010). Additionally, we prove similar matching upper and lower bounds in the threshold query model.

1 Introduction

The group testing problem is a fundamental computational problem that concerns counting or detecting a
set of defective items. Suppose there are d defective items in a collection of n total. Under the group testing
model, a query can determine whether a selected group of elements contains a defective one. The concept
was pioneered by Dorfman [Dor43] to obtain more efficient syphilis testing by mixing blood samples together
to perform tests in groups, and since then has exploded into a richly studied area. There are now various
models considered [DM10a, AS12, Che13, AJS19, Bsh19, BHZB+20], each with different applications as
diverse as DNA testing [GGC91, BBTK96, CM98], learning theory [GIS08, MV13, EVM15, MVED17], and
industrial processes [SG59]. Readers may see [AJS19, Section 1.7] for a more extensive discussion.

In this work, we focus on estimating the number of defective items d in the randomized estimation setting.
A randomized algorithm makes queries that may depend on randomness and outputs a valid answer with
probability at least 2/3. For a given factor α = 1 +Ω(1), we say d∗ is an α-estimation for d if d ≤ d∗ ≤ αd.

An important distinction for query problems is the adaptiveness of algorithms. Adaptive algorithms may
use the results of prior queries to choose the future ones. Nearly-tight bounds are known in the adaptive
randomized estimation setting: Bshouty et al. [BBHH+18] provided a randomized algorithm that returns
a value d∗ with (1 − ε)d ≤ d∗ ≤ (1 + ε)d, and makes at most log log d + log∗ n + O

(

1/ε2
)

queries, where
log∗ is the iterated logarithm function. They also gave a nearly matching query complexity lower bound of
log log d+Ω(1/ε).

Our work considers the non-adaptive case, where all queries are chosen at once. Despite being less
powerful, non-adaptive algorithms have the benefits of parallelized testing and simpler test designs, which
are significant for efficient implementation in real-world applications. Bshouty provided a polynomial-time
O(log n) query constant-estimation algorithm [Bsh19] using ideas similar to [DM10b, FJO+16], and it was
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conjectured to be tight [DM10a]. A close lower bound of Ω(logn/ log logn) was independently proven
in [RT16] and [Bsh19]. Very recently, Bshouty posted a manuscript that established the lower bound

Ω(logn/ log log
k
· · · logn) for any constant k [Bsh23]; this is the same bound errantly claimed earlier [Bsh18].

In this work, we confirm that the conjectured Ω(log n) bound is indeed tight.

Theorem 1.1. Let α = 1 + Ω(1). Any non-adaptive randomized algorithm that α-estimates the number of
defective items in a set of n total must perform Ω(logα n) queries.

Note Theorem 1.1 holds for any estimation factor α = 1 + Ω(1), even in super-constant regimes. For
example, it states that a logn-estimation algorithm would require Ω(log n/ log logn) queries, illustrating
that α-estimation is roughly as difficult as constant estimation unless α is quasi-polynomial in n. It should
be noted, however, that this lower bound already follows from the techniques of [Bsh19] and [Bsh23] when
α = Ω(logn) and α = Ω(log log · · · logn), respectively.

The main result follows from Theorem 1.2 as a special case under the threshold query model in the
promise setting. Introduced in [Dam06] and well-studied since then [ADL11, HTZ+12, BCE20, CJZ23], the
threshold query model is defined in the absolute sense: for a fixed threshold parameter λ ∈ [n], the query
oracle returns 1 on a set of items Q if and only if Q contains at least λ defective items. Unlike some prior
works, we do not distinguish between constant and non-constant thresholds in our lower bound. In the
threshold model framework, the classical query oracle is simply a 1-threshold.

Notice that the threshold query model cannot produce a good prediction when the number of defective
items is below the threshold. Specifically for λ ≥ 3, the λ-threshold query result on a collection with 1 or
λ−1 defective items is identically 0 regardless of the query size. To exclude the vacuous cases, it is reasonable
to assume that the collection contains at least λ defective items. More generally, for non-negative integers
L and U with L < U , the [L,U ]-promise states that the number of defective items d satisfies L ≤ d ≤ U .

We show a logarithmic query complexity lower bound in terms of the promise gap for the promise
estimation problem with threshold queries. The lower bound for the standard query model follows by
setting λ = 1, L = 1, and U = n, which attains the claimed bound of Ω(logα n).

Theorem 1.2. Let α = 1 + Ω(1) and λ ∈ [n]. Suppose L and U are integers that satisfy λ ≤ L < U ≤ n.
Under the [L,U ]-promise, any non-adaptive randomized α-estimation algorithm with λ-threshold queries must
perform Ω(logα(U/L)) queries.

In Appendix A we prove this result is tight for any α and constant λ by extending the upper bound in
[Bsh19] to the general threshold case.

1.1 Distribution distinguishing problem

A crucial idea of both prior work [Bsh19, Bsh23] and our proof is the connection with the distribution
distinguishing problem, an algorithmic formulation of hypothesis testing. The general setting of the problem
is as follows: given two probability distributions µ0 and µ1, a uniform bit b ∈ {0, 1} is chosen, then a
sample x is drawn from the distribution µb. The objective is to determine b from the provided sample x.
Intuitively, the distribution distinguishing problem is hard if the two distributions are close, in the sense
that µ0(A) ≈ µ1(A) for every subset A in the probability space.

The earlier works of [Bsh19, Bsh23] make use of the distribution distinguishing problem by showing that
if too few queries are made, a vacant set of queries would be able to distinguish between two distributions.
More precisely, for a non-adaptive, α-estimation algorithm A, they partition the random q queries of A into
b buckets depending on the query sizes, and show that there exists a specific (i.e., the choice does not depend
on the randomness) bucket B that contains O(q/b) queries with high probability. Moreover, B determines
two distributions on sets of defective items that A can distinguish between, but where (essentially) the only
informative queries are in B. If q = o(b), then B will typically contain zero queries, so A cannot distinguish
between distributions, leading to a contradiction. The earlier paper [Bsh19] carries out this strategy with
b = Θ(logn/ log logn), whereas the recent work [Bsh23] performs a more sophisticated iteration process to

obtain the strengthened bound Ω(log n/ log log
k
· · · logn) for any constant k.
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Our proof circumvents the need to design bucket-dependent distributions and further complications, and
simply adopts a pair of distributions “naturally distinguishable” by an α-estimation algorithm. We start by
constructing a pair of distributions (µeven, µodd) on the planted set of defective items with two properties.
The first is that the distributions should have sufficiently disjoint supports. That is, no element sampled
from µeven can have a size within an α-factor of the size of an element sampled from µodd. Thus, any
algorithm which can α-estimate the number of defective items must be able to distinguish between the two
distributions. The second is that without making a large number of queries, the distributions induced by the
queries should be difficult to distinguish. Intuitively, the hardness requirement is related to how close the
induced distributions are, and this is formally quantified by the total variation distance.

More precisely, we choose the distributions to “multiplicatively interleave” the possible support sizes,
where µeven is a distribution over sets of size even powers of ⌊α⌋+ 1 and µodd over odd powers. Observe we
are essentially viewing the number of defective items on a logarithmic scale. In order to correctly approximate
this number, any non-adaptive algorithm must choose the appropriate scale; otherwise, the query results will
be identically 0 or 1 with high probability. We randomly plant defective items such that if o(log n) queries
are made, it is unlikely the correct scale is chosen, and thus little information can be learned.

Our analysis relies on the powerful coupling technique, which we believe may have more applications for
related problems. We will formalize the notions of distribution distance and query-induced distributions in
Section 2.

Concurrent work This paper is a combination of independent and concurrent work by Bshouty and
Harcos [BH23] and Cheung, Hatami, and Ostuni [CHO23], both of which proved Theorem 1.1 using similar
techniques.

Overview In Section 2, we lay out several tools and technical estimates that are required to prove our
results, including the notion of query-induced distributions in Section 2.1, a refresher on the hypergeometric
distribution in Section 2.2, and fundamental facts about total variation distance and coupling in Section 2.3.
Section 3 contains the proof of Theorem 1.2. We conclude with some remarks in Section 4. Appendix A
contains a tight upper bound in the threshold query model, while Appendices B and C provide a more
thorough background on coupling and randomized to deterministic conversions, respectively.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

We denote [n] for {1, . . . , n}, and adopt the standard computer science asymptotic notations.
We introduce the following notations for the threshold query model. In the non-adaptive setting, q queries

are specified by a collection of subsets Q1, . . . , Qq ⊆ [n], such that Qi does not depend on the responses to
other queries. For a set of defective items B ⊆ [n] and the query set W ⊆ [n], we use the notation W≥λ(·)
to denote the query result on W :

W≥λ(B) =

{

1 if |W ∩B| ≥ λ

0 otherwise
.

For ~Q = (Q1, . . . , Qq), we use the shorthand ~Q≥λ(B) = (Q≥λ
1 (B), . . . , Q≥λ

q (B)) ∈ {0, 1}q to denote the tuple

of q queries. For a distribution µ on subsets of [n], the induced distribution is the distribution of ~Q≥λ(B)
for B sampled from µ.

2.2 Hypergeometric distribution

The hypergeometric distribution Hn,k,s is naturally associated with the group testing problem. It is charac-
terized by three parameters:

3



• n: the total number of items;

• k: the number of marked items;

• s: the number of items sampled in a uniform draw (without replacement).

The number of marked items sampled in the draw is given by the distribution:

Pr(r marked items sampled) =

(

k
r

)(

n−k
s−r

)

(

n
s

) .

We adopt the convention that
(

N
R

)

= 0 whenever R > N or R < 0.
It is a well-known fact that the hypergeometric random variable Hn,k,s ∼ Hn,k,s has mean ks/n. For the

proof of the main result, we will need the following concentration inequalities for hypergeometric distribu-
tions. Markov’s inequality implies that

Pr(Hn,k,s ≥ γ) ≤
ks

γn
. (1)

A Chernoff-type lower tail bound is implicit in [Mul19]: for ξ < ks/n,

Pr (Hn,k,s ≤ ξ) ≤ exp

(

−
(ks/n− ξ)2

2ks/n

)

. (2)

2.3 Total variation distance and coupling

As mentioned in Section 1.1, the key technique of our proof is to construct two close distributions of sets of
defective items. The closeness is quantified by the total variation distance.

Definition 2.1 (Total variation distance). Let µ0 and µ1 be two probability measures on the measurable
space (S,F). The total variation distance of the two measures is

‖µ0 − µ1‖TV := sup
A∈F

|µ0(A)− µ1(A)|.

The above notion provides a mathematical interpretation of statistical closeness. From the algorithmic
perspective, statistical closeness can be captured by the hardness of the distribution distinguishing problem.
More precisely, the total variation distance can be viewed as a measure of how well the optimal algorithm
for the distinguishing problem (also called distinguisher) outperforms a random guess.

Let µ0 and µ1 be two probability measures on the measurable space (S,F). We say that Ψ : S → {0, 1}
is a deterministic distinguisher between µ0 and µ1 if

Pr
b∼{0,1}
x∼µb

(Ψ(x) = b) ≥
2

3
.

Lemma 2.2. Let µ0 and µ1 be two probability measures on the measurable space (S,F). Let Ψ : S → {0, 1}
be any deterministic distinguisher between µ0 and µ1. Then

1

3
≤ 2



 Pr
b∼{0,1}
x∼µb

(Ψ(x) = b)−
1

2



 ≤ ‖µ0 − µ1‖TV.

Proof. Let A be the support of Ψ. Then

1

6
≤ Pr

b∼{0,1}
x∼µb

(Ψ(x) = b)−
1

2
=

1

2

(

Pr
x∼µ0

(x ∈ A) + Pr
x∼µ1

(x /∈ A)− 1

)

=
1

2
(µ0(A)− µ1(A)) ≤

1

2
‖µ0 − µ1‖TV.
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By averaging, the above bound also holds for randomized distinguishers.
Often exactly computing the total variation distance is difficult. A fundamental connection with the

notion of coupling provides a way to upper bound the total variation distance.

Definition 2.3 (Coupling). Let µ1 and µ2 be two probability measures on the measurable space (S,F). A
coupling of µ1 and µ2 is a probability measure ζ on the product space (S × S,F × F) such that

ζ(A× S) = µ1(A) and ζ(S ×A) = µ2(A) for all A ∈ F .

Theorem 2.4 (Coupling inequality). Let µ1 and µ2 be two probability measures on the measurable space
(S,F). For any coupling (X,Y ) of µ1 and µ2,

‖µ1 − µ2‖TV ≤ Pr(X 6= Y ).

Proof. For any A ∈ F , we have

µ1(A)− µ2(A) = Pr(X ∈ A)− Pr(Y ∈ A)

= Pr(X ∈ A,X = Y ) + Pr(X ∈ A,X 6= Y )− Pr(Y ∈ A,X = Y )− Pr(Y ∈ A,X 6= Y )

= Pr(X ∈ A,X 6= Y )− Pr(Y ∈ A,X 6= Y )

≤ Pr(X 6= Y ).

We direct unfamiliar readers to Appendix B for additional background.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 1.2. To recap the setting, for a fixed λ ∈ [n], the λ-threshold
query oracle detects whether a query set contains at least λ defective items. The promise that the collection
contains at least L (≥ λ) and at most U defective items is given.

We construct a pair of distributions that is hard for any α-estimation algorithm to distinguish. Let
β = ⌊α⌋+ 1, and define

Seven = {Lβ2, Lβ4, . . . , Lβ2m},

Sodd = {Lβ,Lβ3, . . . , Lβ2m−1},

where m is the largest integer which Lβ2m ≤ U . It is clear that m = Θ(logβ(U/L)) = Θ(logα(U/L)).
The distribution µeven (resp. µodd) is constructed by the following sampling procedures:

1. Sample s from Seven (resp. Sodd) uniformly at random;

2. Sample a set of s items uniformly at random.

We claim that if the deterministic queries ~Q≥λ output a valid estimation, the same queries distinguish
~Q≥λ(µodd) and ~Q≥λ(µeven) without error. Indeed by the choice of β, there is exactly one s ∈ Sodd ∪ Seven

which the estimation algorithm output is within the range of [s, αs]. Thus Lemma 2.2 implies

‖ ~Q≥λ(µeven)− ~Q≥λ(µodd)‖TV ≥
1

3
. (3)

It remains to derive an upper bound for ~Q≥λ(µeven) and ~Q≥λ(µodd) in terms of the number of queries q.
In the next lemma, we show that for any deterministic queries, the total variation distance of the induced
distributions is proportional to 1

logα(U/L) and the number of queries.

Lemma 3.1. Let ~Q≥λ = (Q≥λ
1 , . . . , Q≥λ

q ) be q deterministic queries with the threshold query oracle. Then

‖ ~Q≥λ(µeven)− ~Q≥λ(µodd)‖TV = O

(

q

logα(U/L)

)

.
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As a randomized algorithm is simply a distribution over deterministic queries (see Appendix C), Lemma 3.1
combined with Eq. (3) implies any randomized α-estimation algorithm using q queries must satisfy

1

3
≤ ‖ ~Q≥λ(µeven)− ~Q≥λ(µodd)‖TV ≤ O

(

q

logα(U/L)

)

=⇒ q = Ω(logα(U/L)),

and this completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We consider the coupling (X,Y ) of µeven and µodd defined by the following sampling
procedures:

1. Sample j ∈ [m] uniformly at random;

2. Sample a size-Lβ2j set uniformly at random to be X ;

3. Sample a size-Lβ2j−1 set uniformly at random to be Y .

It is direct to see that (X,Y ) is indeed a coupling for µeven and µodd; therefore ( ~Q≥λ(X), ~Q≥λ(Y )) is a

coupling for ~Q≥λ(µeven) and ~Q≥λ(µodd) (see Lemma B.2). By the coupling inequality (Theorem 2.4) and a
union bound, we have

‖ ~Q≥λ(µeven)− ~Q≥λ(µodd)‖TV ≤ Pr
(

~Q≥λ(X) 6= ~Q≥λ(Y )
)

≤

q
∑

i=1

Pr
(

Q≥λ
i (X) 6= Q≥λ

i (Y )
)

.

It suffices to show that

Pr
(

W≥λ(X) 6= W≥λ(Y )
)

= O

(

1

logα(U/L)

)

(4)

for any W ⊆ [n]. The intuition behind the coupling is that the sizes of X and Y are within a β-factor;
consequently one may expect that the threshold query results are most likely equal for defect sets of compa-
rable sizes. Towards proving Eq. (4), we actually prove the stronger statement that with high probability,
W≥λ(X) = W≥λ(Y ) = 0 when j is small, and W≥λ(X) = W≥λ(Y ) = 1 when j is large.

The disagreement probability is an average of conditional probability in terms of j:

Pr
(

W≥λ(X) 6= W≥λ(Y )
)

=
1

m

m
∑

j=1

Pr
(

{W≥λ(X),W≥λ(Y )} = {0, 1} | |X | = Lβ2j , |Y | = Lβ2j−1
)

.

Denote the conditional probability by Pj , and let k = |W |. Pj can be written in terms of two independent
hypergeometric random variables:

Pj = Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j ≥ λ
)

Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j−1 < λ
)

+ Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j < λ
)

Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j−1 ≥ λ
)

:=P
(1)
j + P

(2)
j . (5)

Let m∗ = m∗(k) := max{j ∈ Z : kLβ2j/n ≤ λ}. We split the sum into the following three ranges:

JLow = (−∞,m∗] ∩ [m], JMid = {m∗ + 1} ∩ [m], JHigh = [m∗ + 2,∞) ∩ [m].

We want to show that

m
∑

j=1

P
(1)
j =

∑

j∈JLow

P
(1)
j +

∑

j∈JMid

P
(1)
j +

∑

j∈JHigh

P
(1)
j = O(1),

and the sum of P
(2)
j can be handled by a similar argument. It is possible that some of these index sets are

empty, in which case one can simply omit the empty sums. For the rest of the proof, we assume that all
three sets are non-empty.
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For j ∈ JLow, we use Markov’s inequality (Eq. (1)):

P
(1)
j = Pr

(

Hn,k,Lβ2j ≥ λ
)

Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j−1 < λ
)

≤ Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j ≥ λ
)

≤
kLβ2j

λn
.

From this, we can show that the contribution for j ∈ JLow is constant:

∑

j∈JLow

P
(1)
j ≤

kL

λn

m∗
∑

j=1

β2j =
kL

λn
·
β2(β2m∗ − 1)

β2 − 1
≤ O(1) ·

kLβ2m∗

λn
= O(1).

For j ∈ JHigh, we use the Chernoff-type bound (Eq. (2)):

P
(1)
j = Pr

(

Hn,k,Lβ2j ≥ λ
)

Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j−1 < λ
)

≤ Pr
(

Hn,k,Lβ2j−1 ≤ λ
)

≤ exp

(

−
(kLβ2j−1/n− λ)2

2kLβ2j−1/n

)

.

By the definition of m∗ and the fact that β ≥ 2, we have kL
n β2(m∗+2)−1 = kL

n β2m∗+3 > βλ ≥ 2λ. It is direct

to check that for a fixed ξ, (x−ξ)2

x ≥ x
4 whenever x ≥ 2ξ.

Applying the simplified bound, we can show that the contribution for j ∈ JHigh is also constant:

∑

j∈JHigh

P
(1)
j ≤

m
∑

j=m∗+2

exp

(

−
1

8
·
kLβ2j−1

n

)

≤
∞
∑

r=0

exp

(

−
λβ2r

4

)

≤
∞
∑

r=1

(e−λ/4)r = O(1).

For j ∈ JMid, we use the trivial bound P
(1)
j ≤ 1. Combining with an analogous argument for P

(2)
j , we have

shown that

Pr
(

W≥λ(X) 6= W≥λ(Y )
)

=
1

m

m
∑

j=1

(P
(1)
j + P

(2)
j ) = O

(

1

m

)

= O

(

1

logα(U/L)

)

.

4 Concluding remarks

This work illustrates the power of utilizing the distribution distinguishing problem as a lower bound technique
for the group testing estimation problem. The main result uses a fairly straightforward coupling, which
simply matches the planted defect set sizes within a β-factor, and this coupling already yields the desired
tight lower bound for our case. Therefore it is reasonable to assert that the potential of this technique is
not fully explored. One possible future direction is to extend this technique to prove lower bounds for other
query models such as gap-threshold queries [DM10a] and density tests [ADL11].
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A The Upper Bound

In [Bsh19], Bshouty presented a polynomial-time O(log n) query constant-estimation algorithm using ideas
similar to [DM10b, FJO+16]. In this section, we expand upon this result to cover any α-estimation and the
threshold query model for any α and constant λ. Specifically, we prove:

Theorem A.1. Let λ ∈ N be a constant and α = 1 + Ω(1). Suppose L and U are integers that satisfy
λ ≤ L < U ≤ n. Under the [L,U ]-promise, there is a non-adaptive randomized α-estimation algorithm that
makes Ω(logα(U/L)) λ-threshold queries.
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A.1 Definitions and Preliminary Results

In this section, we give some definitions and results we will need to prove Theorem A.1.
A λ-threshold p-query is a query Q that contains each i ∈ [n] randomly and independently with proba-

bility p. For any constant λ and given a λ-threshold p-query Q≥λ, we define

Pλ(d, p) := Pr
[

Q≥λ(I) = 1
]

= 1−
λ−1
∑

i=0

(

d

i

)

pi(1− p)d−i =

d
∑

i=λ

(

d

i

)

pi(1− p)d−i, (6)

where |I| = d. For λ = 1, we define

P (d, p) := P1(d, p) = Pr[Q(I) = 1] = 1− (1− p)d,

where Q is a p-query (1-threshold p-query) and |I| = d. The following lemma enables us to assume that
d > d′ for any constant d′ independent of n.

Lemma A.2. Let d′ = On(1) be a constant. Any algorithm that α-estimates d assuming d > d′ with
O(log(1/δ) logn) queries can be modified to an algorithm that α-estimates d for any d with O(log(1/δ) logn)
queries.

Proof. Let A be an algorithm that, with probability at least 1 − δ/3, α-estimates d assuming d > d′.
In the proof of Theorem A.1, we demonstrate the existence of a constant c such that Pλ(d

′, λ/(cd′)) −
Pλ(d

′, λ/(c(2d′)) is constant. Therefore, by Chernoff bound, we can augment A with O(log(1/δ)) queries of
a non-adaptive algorithm that, with probability at least 1 − δ/3, accepts if d ≤ d′ and rejects if d ≥ 2d′.
Additionally, we incorporate into A the queries from the non-adaptive algorithm that, with probability at
least 1− δ/3, identifies all the defective items, assuming their count is less than 2d′. By [Che13], the number
of queries in the latter algorithm is O(d′2 log d′ logn) = O(log n).

If the second algorithm accepts (d ≤ 2d′), we employ the algorithm from [Che13] to identify all defective
items. In particular, we find d exactly. If it rejects (d > d′) we run A to α-estimate d.

For the proof, we will need the following Chernoff bound

Lemma A.3. Let X1, X2, . . . , Xt be independent random variables that takes values in {0, 1}. Let X =
(X1 +X2 + · · ·+Xt)/t and µ ≤ E[X ]. Then for any Γ ≥ µ we have

Pr[X ≥ Γ] ≤

(

e1−
µ
Γµ

Γ

)Γt

≤
(eµ

Γ

)Γt

.

We will also need the following analytic inequality.

Lemma A.4. For every c ≥ 1 and x ≥ 2 we have

0 ≤ e−1/c −

(

1−
1

cx

)x

≤
A

x
,

where A = 5e−1/c/c2.

Proof. Let f(x) = (1− 1/(cx))x. Then limx→∞ f(x) = e−1/c and

f ′(x) = f(x)

(

ln

(

1−
1

cx

)

+
1

cx− 1

)

= f(x)

∞
∑

i=2

i− 1

i(cx)i
> 0.

Therefore, f(x) is a strictly monotone increasing function and 0 ≤ e−1/c−f(x). By the mean value theorem,
there exists ξ ∈ [1, 2] for which

f(2x)− f(x) = f ′(ξx)x = f(ξx)

(

ln

(

1−
1

ξcx

)

+
1

ξcx− 1

)

x.
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We now use the inequalities ln(1− y) ≤ −y + y2/2 and 1/(z − 1) ≤ 1/z + 2/z2 for any y < 1 and z > 2 and
the fact that f(x) = (1− 1/(cx))x is a strictly monotone increasing function and get

f(2x)− f(x) ≤ f(ξx)

(

−
1

ξcx
+

1

2ξ2c2x2
+

1

ξcx
+

2

ξ2c2x2

)

x ≤
2.5f(2x)

c2x
≤

2.5e−1/c

c2x
=

A

2x
.

Therefore

e−1/c − f(x) = lim
n→∞

f(2nx)− f(x) = lim
n→∞

n
∑

i=1

f(2ix)− f(2i−1x) ≤ lim
n→∞

n
∑

i=1

A

2ix
=

A

x
.

A.2 Proof of the Theorem

In this section, we prove Theorem A.1.

Proof. We will begin by presenting the proof for the case of λ = 1 and any α. The proof concept in [Bsh19]
for λ = 1 and any constant α relies on the following facts:

1. P (d, p) is a strictly monotone increasing function in p.

2. For some constant 1 ≤ c = Od(1) we have ∆(α) := P (d, 1/(cd)) − P (d, α−1/2/(cd)) = Od(1). That is,
∆(α) is greater than some constant that is independent of d (and n).

3. For every constant 0 < β = Od(1) there is a constant b = Od(1) such that for every d ≥ b we have
|P (d, 1/(cd))− limx→∞ P (x, 1/(cx))| ≤ β.

4. There is a constant 1 > c′ = Od(1) such that for every 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/cd we have P (d, x) ≤ c′P (d, α1/4x).

The algorithm’s core idea is to estimate P (d, p) at specific geometric progression points p = pi := αi/4/U
for i = 0, 1, . . . , 4 logα(U/L). We then select the first i1 such that P (d, pi1) closely approximates P (d, 1/(cd))
and employ pi1 to estimate the value of d. Each estimation is constrained to use at most O(log(1/δ)) queries.
To achieve this, we rely on the condition that P (d, 1/(cd)) − P (d, 1/(α1/2cd)) is constant (item 1). Since
we lack knowledge of the true value of d, and therefore of P (d, 1/(cd)), we substitute it with P (d′, 1/(cd′)),
which is in proximity (see (7) below that follows from item 3). The additional condition in item 4 ensures
that the initial i1 estimations can be performed with probability at least 1− δ and within the query limit of
O(log(1/δ)) for each estimation.

Using item 3 with β = min(∆(α), 2)/16, there is a constant d′ such that for every d ≥ d′ we have

|P (d, 1/(cd))− lim
x→∞

P (x, 1/(cx))| ≤ ∆(α)/16.

Therefore, for every d ≥ d′ we have

|P (d′, 1/(cd′))− P (d, 1/(cd))| ≤ ∆(α)/8. (7)

Now, let’s proceed with presenting the algorithm and its analysis for estimating d, assuming d is greater
than a sufficiently large constant d′. The result will then follow by applying Lemma A.2.

The algorithm: Estimate P (d, αi/4/U) for all i = 0, 1, . . . , 4 logα(U/L), each with an additive error of
at most ∆(α)/8 using O(log(1/δ)) queries (for each i)1. Select the first i1 for which the estimated value of
P (d, αi1/4/L) is greater than P (d′, 1/(cd′))−∆(α)/4 and return D = U/(cα(i1−1)/4).

Now, assuming that items 1-4 hold, we will proceed to establish the correctness of the algorithm. We
prove

1Claim A.6 shows that this is possible for the first i1 elements of P (d, αi/4/L).
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Algorithm 1: Estimation of d

Data: Parameters α,L, U, δ, c, d′ and ∆(α).
Result: Estimated value d ≤ D ≤ αd.

1 For i = 0, 1, . . . , 4 logα(U/L);

2 Estimate P (d, αi/4/U) with an additive error of at most ∆(α)/8 using O(log(1/δ)) queries;

3 Select the first i1 such that the estimated value of P (d, αi1/4/U) is greater than
P (d′, 1/(cd′))−∆(α)/4;

4 return D = U/(cα(i1−1)/4);

Claim A.5. If the first i1 estimations of P (d, αi/4/U) are correct, then D ∈ [d, αd].

Proof. Suppose the first i1 estimations are correct. Since the estimation of P (d, αi1/4/U) is greater than
P (d′, 1/(cd′)) − ∆(α)/4, we have that P (d, αi1/4/U) is greater than P (d′, 1/(cd′)) − 3∆(α)/8. Since by
(7), |P (d′, 1/(cd′)) − P (d, 1/(cd))| ≤ ∆(α)/8, we have that P (d, αi1/4/U) > P (d, 1/(cd)) − ∆(α)/2. By
item 2, P (d, αi1/4/U) > P (d, α−1/2/(cd)) and therefore by item (1), αi1/4/U > α−1/2/(cd) and D =
U/(cα(i1−1)/4) < α3/4d ≤ αd.

If i2 satisfies α1/4/(cd) ≥ αi2/4/U > 1/(cd) then by (7) and item (1), P (d, αi2/4/U) > P (d, 1/(cd)) ≥
P (d′, 1/(cd′))−∆(α)/8. The estimation of P (d, αi2/4/U) is greater than P (d′, 1/(cd′))−∆(α)/4. Therefore
i1 ≤ i2 and αi1/4/U ≤ αi2/4/U ≤ α1/4/(cd). Thus D = U/(cα(i1−1)/4) ≥ d.

The estimation of P (d, αi/4/U) can be accomplished using a Chernoff bound, with each estimation
requiring O(log(1/δ)) queries. We need item 4 to show that, with probability at least 1−δ, all the estimations
up to i1 are correct.

Claim A.6. The probability that all the estimations of P (d, αi/4/U) for i ≤ i1 have an additive error of at
most ∆(α)/8 is at least 1− δ.

Proof. Since by item 4, P (d, x) ≤ c′P (d, α1/4x), c′ < 1 and P (d, αi1/4/U) ≤ 1, there is a constant j0 such that
P (d, α(i1−j0)/4/U) ≤ ∆(α)/32. Since j0 and ∆(α)/8 are constants, we can estimate all P (d, α(i1−j)/4/L),
j = 0, 1, . . . , j0 with additive error of at most ∆(α)/8 and probability at least 1 − δ/2 with O(log(1/δ))
queries.

Since P (d, α(i1−j)/4/U) ≤ ∆(α)/32, by item 4, we have P (d, α(i1−j−i)/4/U) ≤ c′i∆(α)/32, i = 1, 2, . . . , i1−
j. By Lemma A.3, the probability that the estimation of P (d, α(i1−j−i)/4/U) has additive error greater than
∆(α)/8 is at most

(

eP (d, α(i1−j−i)/4/U)

∆(α)/8

)(∆(α)/8)O(log(1/δ))

≤

(

ec′i

4

)O(log(1/δ))

=

(

δ

4

)i+1

.

The probability that one of the estimations of P (d, 1/U), P (d, α1/4/U), . . . , P (d, α(i1−j0)/4/U) has addi-
tive error greater than ∆(α)/8 is at most

i1−j0
∑

i=0

(

δ

4

)i+1

≤
δ

2
.

We now prove items 1-4. Item 1 is clear.
Since P is a strictly monotone increasing function, if items 2-4 hold for α = α′, they also hold for any

α ≥ α′. Therefore, it is sufficient to prove that items 2-4 hold for any constant 1 < α ≤ 2.
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Since P (d, p) = 1− (1−p)d, by the mean value theorem, Lemma A.4 and since ∂P (d, p)/∂p = d(1−p)d−1

there is 1/(cd) ≥ η ≥ α−1/2/(cd) such that

∆(α) = P (d, 1/(cd))− P (d, α−1/2/(cd))

= d(1− η)d−1(1/(cd)− α−1/2/(cd))

≥

(

1−
1

cd

)d−1

(1 − α−1/2)/c

≥

(

1−
1

c(d− 1)

)d−1

(1− α−1/2)/c

≥ (e−1/c −A/(d− 1))(1− α−1/2)/c = Od(1).

This implies item 2 for any constant c.
We now prove item 3. Given a constant β, let b = ⌈A/β⌉ where A is the constant in Lemma A.4. By

Lemma A.4, we have

0 ≤ P (b, 1/(cb))− (1− e−1/c) ≤
A

b
≤ β.

We will now prove item 4. Let c = α. Since for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 we have 1− dx ≤ (1− x)d ≤ 1− dx+ d2x2/2,
it follows that P (d, x) = 1− (1− x)d ≤ dx. Since 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/cd and c = α, we have

P (d, α1/4x) = 1− (1− α1/4x)d ≥ α1/4dx− d2α1/2x2/2 ≥ (α1/4 − α−1/2)dx ≥ (α1/4 − α−1/2)P (d, x).

This completes the proof for λ = 1 and any α = 1 + Ω(1). Now, we will extend the proof to cover any
constant λ > 1 and α = 1 + Ω(1).

It is easy to verify that

∂Pλ(d, p)

∂p
=

(

d

λ− 1

)

(d− λ+ 1)pλ−1(1 − p)d−λ.

To get the result, we show

L1. Pλ(d, p) is a strictly monotone increasing function in p.

L2. For some constant c ≥ 1, we have ∆λ(α) := Pλ(d, λ/(cd)) − Pλ(d, α
−1/2λ/(cd)) = Od(1).

L3. For every constant β there is a constant d′ such that for every d ≥ d′ we have |Pλ(d, λ/(cd)) −
limx→∞ Pλ(x, λ/(cx))| ≤ β.

L4. There is a constant c′ < 1 such that for every 0 ≤ x ≤ λ/cd we have Pλ(d, x) ≤ c′Pλ(d, α
1/4x).

The algorithm and its correctness are the same as the case of λ = 1. Simply add λ as a subscript to P and
replace c with c/λ. So we only need to prove items L1-L4 for λ > 1.

Item L1 follows because ∂Pλ(d, p)/∂p > 0 for all 0 < p ≤ 1. Since Pλ is a strictly monotone increasing
function, if items L2-L4 hold for α = α′, then they also hold for any α ≥ α′. Therefore, it is enough to prove
items L2 and L4 for any constant 1 < α ≤ 2.

Let

c =
2λ

1− α−1/4
.
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By the mean value theorem, there is 1/α1/2 ≤ η ≤ 1 such that

∆λ(α) = Pλ(d, λ/(cd)) − Pλ(d, λ/(α
1/2cd))

=

(

d

λ− 1

)

(d− λ+ 1)

(

ηλ

cd

)λ(

1−
ηλ

cd

)d−λ(
λ

cd
−

λ

α1/2cd

)

=
d(d− 1) · · · (d− λ+ 1)

dλ+1

λλ+1

(λ− 1)!

ηλ

cλ+1

(

1−
ηλ

cd

)d−λ

(1− α−1/2)

≥ 2λ+1 λλ+1

(λ− 1)!

ηλ

cλ+1

1

2
(1− α−1/2) λ < d/2, c > 2λ

= Od(1).

This proves item L2.
We now prove item L3. First, since λ is constant,

lim
x→∞

Pλ(x, λ/(cx)) = 1−
λ−1
∑

i=0

(

λ

c

)i
e−λ/c

i!
.

For the proof we will use the following inequalities: For any i < λ we have

1 ≥
d(d− 1)(d− 2) · · · (d− i+ 1)

di
≥ 1−

λ2

2d
and 1 ≥

(

1−
λ

cd

)i

≥ 1−
λ2

cd
.

Now, by Lemma A.4 and the above inequalities,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Pλ(d, λ/cd)−

(

1−
λ−1
∑

i=0

(

λ

c

)i
e−λ/c

i!

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

λ−1
∑

i=0

(

(

λ

c

)i
e−λ/c

i!
−

(

d

i

)(

λ

cd

)i(

1−
λ

cd

)d−i
)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

λ−1
∑

i=0

(

(

λ

c

)i
1

i!

(

e−λ/c −

∏i−1
ℓ=0(d− ℓ)

di

(

1− λ
cd

)d

(1− λ/cd)i

))∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
λ−1
∑

i=1

(

λ

c

)i
1

i!

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

e−λ/c −

(

1±O

(

1

d

))(

1−
λ

cd

)d
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
λ−1
∑

i=1

(

λ

c

)i
1

i!

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

e−λ/c −

(

1−
λ

cd

)d

±O

(

1

d

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O

(

1

d

)

.

This proves item L3.
We now prove item L4. For every 0 ≤ j ≤ d− λ and 0 ≤ x ≤ λ/cd, we have

(

d
λ+j

)

xλ+j(1 − x)d−λ−j

(

d
λ+j

)

(α1/4x)λ+j(1− α1/4x)d−λ−j
≤

1

αλ/4(1− α1/4x)d

≤
1

αλ/4(1− α1/4xd)

≤
1

αλ/4(1− α1/4λ/c)

≤
1

α(λ−1)/4
. c >

α1/4λ

1− α−1/4
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Therefore, by (6),

Pλ(d, x) =
d
∑

i=λ

(

d

i

)

xi(1 − x)d−i ≤
1

α(λ−1)/4

d
∑

i=λ

(

d

i

)

(α1/4x)i(1 − α1/4x)d−i ≤
1

α(λ−1)/4
Pλ(d, α

1/4x).

This implies item L4 and the result follows.

B Exploring coupling: basic concepts

In this appendix, we provide basic definitions and results for readers who may not be familiar with the
coupling technique. To ensure completeness, we begin with fundamental concepts in probability.

Let S be a set. We say that F is σ-algebra on S if F ⊆ 2S is a set of subsets of S and F is closed under
complement, unions and countable intersections. The pair (S,F) is called a measurable space. A measure on
a measurable space (S,F) is a function µ : F → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} such that: (1) for every F ∈ F , µ(F ) > 0.
(2) µ(∅) = 0 and (3) for any {Fi}i∈N, Fi ∈ F , µ(∪∞

i=1Fi) =
∑∞

i=1 µ(Fi). The tuple (S,F , µ) is called a
measure space. If µ(S) = 1 then µ is called a probability measure and (S,F , µ) is called a probability space.

Given two measurable spaces (S1,F1) and (S2,F2). A function X : S1 → S2 is a measurable function
if for every F ∈ F2, X−1(F ) := {ω ∈ S1|X(ω) ∈ F} ∈ F1. When (S1,F1, µ) is a probability space,
then X is called a random variable. For such X , we say that X is defined on (S1,F1) and takes values in
(S2,F2). The law of X , denoted by µX , is a probability measure on (S2,F2) defined as: For every F ∈ F2

µX(F ) = µ(X−1(F )).
Now, we give the formal definition of coupling.

Definition B.1 (Coupling). Let µ1 and µ2 be probability measures on the same measurable space (S,F). A
coupling of µ1 and µ2 is a probability measure µ on the product space2 (S × S,F × F) such that for every
F ∈ F , we have µ(F × S) = µ1(F ) and µ(S × F ) = µ2(F ).

For two random variables X and Y taking values in (S,F) (but not necessarily defined on the same
probability space), a coupling of X and Y is a joint variable (X ′, Y ′) taking values in (S ×S,F ×F) where3

µ(X′,Y ′) is a coupling of µX and µY . We also say that (X ′, Y ′) is a coupling of µ1 and µ2 if µ(X′,Y ′) is a
coupling of of µ1 and µ2.

B.1 Preliminary results

In this section, we present two well-known results that will be used in the paper, along with their proofs for
completeness.

Lemma B.2. Let (S,F , µ) be a probability space, (S1,F1) and (S2,F2) measurable spaces, X ′, Y ′ : S → S1

random variables, X and Y are random variables that take values in (S1,F1) and f : S1 → S2 a measurable
function such that f(S1) = S2. If (X ′, Y ′) is a coupling of X and Y then (f(X ′), f(Y ′)) is a coupling of
f(X) and f(Y ).

Proof. It is clear that f(X ′), f(Y ′) : S → S2 are random variables that take values in (S2,F2) and f(X)
and f(Y ) take values in (S2,F2). Now for any F ∈ F2,

µ(f(X′),f(Y ′))(F × S2) = µ({ω ∈ S|f(X ′(ω)) ∈ F, f(Y ′(ω)) ∈ S2})

= µ({ω ∈ S|X ′(ω) ∈ f−1(F ), Y ′(ω) ∈ f−1(S2)})

= µ(X′,Y ′)(f
−1(F )× f−1(S2))

= µ(X′,Y ′)(f
−1(F )× S1) = µX(f−1(F )) = µf(X)(F ).

In the same way µ(f(X′),f(Y ′))(S2 × F ) = µf(Y )(F ).
2Here F × F is the smallest σ-algebra that contains the Cartesian product of F with itself.
3µ(X′,Y ′) is the law of (X′, Y ′).

15



Lemma B.3. Let µ1 and µ2 be two probability measures on the measurable space (S,F). For any coupling
(X,Y ) of µ1 and µ2 we have

‖µ1 − µ2‖TV ≤ Pr([X 6= Y ])

where4 [X 6= Y ] = {ω ∈ S ′|X(ω) 6= Y (ω)} and X and Y are random variables defined on the probability
space (S ′,F ′,Pr) (and take values in (S,F)).

Proof. Let [X 6= Y ] = {ω ∈ S|X(ω) = Y (ω)}. Since for any B ∈ F we have X−1(B) ∩ [X = Y ] =
Y −1(B) ∩ [X = Y ], for any A ∈ F , we have

µ1(A)− µ2(A) = µX×Y (A× S)− µX×Y (S ×A)

= Pr({ω ∈ S′|X(ω) ∈ A, Y (ω) ∈ S})− Pr({ω ∈ S′|X(ω) ∈ S, Y (ω) ∈ A})

= Pr
(

X−1(A)
)

− Pr
(

Y −1(A)
)

= Pr
(

X−1(A) ∩ [X = Y ]
)

+ Pr
(

X−1(A) ∩ [X 6= Y ]
)

− Pr
(

Y −1(A) ∩ [X = Y ]
)

− Pr
(

Y −1(A) ∩ [X 6= Y ]
)

= Pr
(

X−1(A) ∩ [X 6= Y ]
)

− Pr
(

Y −1(A) ∩ [X 6= Y ]
)

≤ Pr([X 6= Y ]).

For a more extensive treatment of coupling, see [DH12] or [Roc15, Chapter 4].

C Randomized query algorithm to deterministic distinguisher

In this section, we establish the connection between randomized query algorithm for group testing estimation
and deterministic distinguisher of the hard distributions constructed in Section 3.

Lemma C.1. If there is a randomized non-adaptive algorithm that asks q queries and for every set of
defective items I, with probability at least 2/3, outputs an α-estimation of |I|, then there are q queries
~Q≥λ = (Q1, . . . , Qq) and a deterministic distinguisher Ψ between ~Q≥(µeven) and ~Q≥(µodd).

In particular, (by Lemma 2.2)

‖ ~Q≥λ(µeven)− ~Q≥λ(µodd)‖TV ≥
1

3
.

Proof. Let A(s, I) be a randomized non-adaptive algorithm that asks q queries and for any set of defective
items I, with probability at least 2/3, outputs an α-estimation of |I|, where s is the random seed of the
algorithm.

Consider the indicator random variable X(s, I), which equals 1 if the estimation is correct. For every
I, we have Es[X(s, I)] ≥ 2/3. Consider the distribution D of I where, with probability 1/2, I is chosen
according to µodd, and with probability 1/2, it is chosen according to µeven. Then

Es[EI∼D[X(s, I)]] = EI∼D[Es[X(s, I)]] ≥ 2/3

and therefore there exists an s0 such that EI∼D[X(s0, I)] ≥ 2/3. In other words, there exist a set of q

queries ~Q≥λ = (Q1, . . . , Qq) such that, for random I chosen according to D, with probability at least 2/3,
the deterministic algorithm A(s0, I) estimates correctly |I|. The same algorithm can distinguish between
~Q≥(µeven) and ~Q≥(µodd) because, by the choice of β, there is exactly one s ∈ Sodd ∪ Seven which the
estimation algorithm output is within the range of [s, αs].

4Here we also assume that [X 6= Y ] ∈ F ′
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