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Abstract

In this paper we consider the problem of computing the likelihood of the profile of a discrete
distribution, i.e., the probability of observing the multiset of element frequencies, and computing
a profile maximum likelihood (PML) distribution, i.e., a distribution with the maximum profile
likelihood. For each problem we provide polynomial time algorithms that given n i.i.d. samples
from a discrete distribution, achieve an approximation factor of exp (—O(y/nlogn)), improving
upon the previous best-known bound achievable in polynomial time of exp(—O(n?/3logn))
(Charikar, Shiragur and Sidford, 2019). Through the work of Acharya, Das, Orlitsky and Suresh
(2016), this implies a polynomial time universal estimator for symmetric properties of discrete
distributions in a broader range of error parameter.

We achieve these results by providing new bounds on the quality of approximation of the
Bethe and Sinkhorn permanents (Vontobel, 2012 and 2014). We show that each of these are
exp(O(klog(N/k))) approximations to the permanent of N x N matrices with non-negative rank
at most k, improving upon the previous known bounds of exp(O(N)). To obtain our results on
PML, we exploit the fact that the PML objective is proportional to the permanent of a certain
Vandermonde matrix with /n distinct columns, i.e. with non-negative rank at most /n. As a
by-product of our work we establish a surprising connection between the convex relaxation in
prior work (CSS19) and the well-studied Bethe and Sinkhorn approximations.
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1 Introduction

Symmetric property estimation of distributionsﬂ is an important and well studied problem in
statistics and theoretical computer science. Given access to n i.i.d samples from a hidden discrete
distribution p the goal is to estimate f(p), for a symmetric property f(-). Formally, a property
is symmetric if it is invariant to permutating the labels, i.e. it is a function of the multiset of
probabilities and does not depend on the symbol labels. There are many well-known well-studied
such properties, including support size and coverage, entropy, distance to uniformity, Renyi entropy,
and sorted ¢; distance. Understanding the computational and sample complexity for estimating
these symmetric properties has led to an extensive line of interesting research over the past decade.

Symmetric property estimation spans applications in many different fields. For instance, entropy
estimation has found applications in neuroscience [RWdRvSB99], physics [VBB™12| and others
[PW96, PGM™01]. Support size and coverage estimation were initially used in estimating ecological
diversity [Cha84l [CL92, [BF93| ICCG™12] and subsequently applied to many different applications
[ET76, [TEST, [Fir05, KLR99, PBGT01, DST3, [RCST09, [GTPBO7, HHRBOI]. For applications of
other symmetric properties we refer the reader to [HIWWI17, [HIMI17, [AOST14, RVZIT, ZVV 16,
WY16b, RRSS07, WY15, [OSW16, VV11bl WYT16al, JVAWIS, JTHW16, VV1Ial.

Early work on symmetric property estimation developed estimators tailored to the particular
property of interest. Consequently, a fundamental and important open questions was to come
up with an estimator that is universal, i.e. the same esstimator could be used for all symmetric
properties. A natural approach for constructing universal estimators is plug-in approach, where
given samples we first compute a distribution independent of the property and later we output the
(value of this) property for the computed distribution as our estimate.

Our approach is based on the observation (see [ADOS16]) that a sufficient statistic for estimating
a symmetric property from a sequence of samples is the profile, i.e. the multiset of frequencies
of symbols in the sequence; e.g. the profile of sequence abbe is {2,1,1}. We provide an efficient
universal estimator that is based on the plug-in approach applied to the profile maximum likelihood
(PML) distribution introduced by Orlitsky et al. [OSST04]: given a sequence of n samples, PML is
the distribution that maximizes the likelihood of the observed profile. The problem of computing
the PML distribution has been studied in several papers since, applying heuristic approaches
such as Bethe/Sinkhorn approximation [Von12, Von14], the EM algorithm [OSST04], a dynamic
programming [PJW17] and algebraic methods [ADM™10].

A recent paper of Acharya et al. [ADOS16] showed that a plug-in estimator using the optimal
PML distribution is universal in estimating various symmetric properties of distributions. In fact it
suffices to compute a S-approximate PML distribution (i.e. a distribution that approximates the
PML objective to within a factor of 8) for § > exp(—n'~?) for constant § > 0. Previous work of the
authors in [CSS19], gave the first efficient algorithm to compute a S-approximate PML for some
non-trivial §. In particular, [CSS19] gave a nearly linear running time algorithm to compute an
exp(—0(n?/?log n))-approximate PML distribution. In this work, we give an efficient algorithm to
compute an exp(—O(y/nlogn))-approximate PML distribution.

The parameter § in S-approximate PML effects the error parameter regime under which the
estimator is sample complexity optimal. Smaller values of 5 yield a universal estimator that is sample
optimal over broader parameter regime. For instance, [CSS19] show that exp(—O(n?/3logn))-

!Throughout this paper, we use the word distribution to refer to discrete distributions.



approximate PMIE] is sample complexity optimal for estimating certain symmetric properties
within accuracy for e > n=016666 On the other hand [ADOSI6] showed that computing an
exp(—O(y/nlogn))-approximate PML is sample complexity optimal for ¢ > n=9249 However
note that, using the current analysis techniques [ADOS16] we are unsure on how to exploit the
computation of exact PML any better than computing an exp(—O(y/nlogn))-approximate PML
and they both are sample complexity optimal over the same error parameter regime.

In our work, we use the Bethe approximation of the permanent or the Bethe permanent (for
short), a previously proposed heuristic to compute an approximate PML distribution. This is based
on the Bethe free energy approximation originating in statistical physics and is very closely connected
to the belief propagation algorithm [YEWO05, [Von13|]. The idea of using the Bethe permanent for
computing an approximate PML distribution comes from the fact that the likelihood of a profile
with respect to a distribution can be written as the permanent of a non-negative Vandermonde
matrix (which we call the profile probability matrix). For a N x N non-negative matrix, [GS14]
show that the ratio between the permanent and the Bethe permanent of a matrix is upper bounded
by 1.9022" < 2V that was later improved to \/§N [AR,18]. A natural question is whether the
approximation ratio of the Bethe permanent depends on some other structural parameter better than
the input dimension of the matriz? In this work, we show that the approximation ratio between
the permanent and the Bethe permanent is upper bounded by an exponential in the non-negative
rank of the matrix (up to a logarithmic factor). We also give an explicit construction of a matrix to
show that our result for this structural parameter is asymptotically tight. As the non-negative rank
of any N x N non-negative matrix is at most N, our analysis implies an upper bound of ¢ for
some constant ¢ > 0 on the approximation ratio. Therefore our work (asymptotically) generalizes
previous results for general non-negative matrices.

To obtain our efficient algorithm, we prove a slightly stronger statement than the bound of
the Bethe permanent of a matrix with non-negative rank at most k. We show that a scaling of a
simpler approximation of the permanent known as the Sinkhorrﬁ permanent also approximates the
permanent up to exponential in the non-negative rank of the matrix (up to log factors). This implies
our bound for the Bethe permanent and shows that scaled Sinkhorn is a compelling alternative to
Sinkhorn, with a tighter worst-case multiplicative approximation to the permanent.

An immediate application of our work on the Bethe and the scaled Sinkhorn permanent is to
approximate PML. Given n samples, the number of distinct columns in the profile probability matrix
is always upper bounded by +/n, i.e. its non-negative rank is at most y/n. Therefore our analysis
of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent immediately implies an exp (—O(y/nlogn)) approximation to
the PML objective with respect to a fixed distribution. This result, combined with probability
discretization, results in a convex program whose optimal solution is a fractional representation of
an approximate PML distribution. We round this fractional solution to output a valid distribution
that is an exp (—O(y/nlogn))-approximate PML distribution. Surprisingly the resulting convex
program is exactly the same as the one in [CSS19], where a completely different (combinatorial)
technique was used to arrive at the convex program. Our work here provides a better analysis of
the convex program in [CSS19] using a more delicate and sophisticated rounding algorithm.

2Throughout this paper, 5() hides poly logn terms.

3Note that previous results on the Bethe permanent do not immediately imply non-trivial results for PML. For
consistency with the literature, we use approximation factors < 1 for PML.

4Sinkhorn is also called as capacity in the literature.



Organization of the paper: In Section [2| we present preliminaries. In Section [3] we provide the
main results of the paper. In Section [, we analyze the scaled Sinkhorn permanent of structured
matrices. In Section .I} we prove an upper bound for the approximation ratio of the scaled Sinkhorn
permanent to the permanent as a function of the number of distinct columns. In Section we
prove the generalized result of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent for the low non-negative rank matrices.
In Section [B] we prove the lower bound for the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximations of the
permanent. In Section [6] we combine the result for the scaled Sinkhorn permanent with the idea of
probability discretization to provide the convex program that returns a fractional representation
of an approximate PML distribution. In the same section, we provide the rounding algorithm to
return a valid approximate PML distribution.

1.1 Overview of Techniques

In [CSS19], the authors presented a convex relaxation for the PML objective. This was obtained
by a combinatorial view of the PML problem. In a sequence of steps, they discretized the set of
probabilities and the frequencies, grouped the terms in the objective into groups and developed a
relaxation for the sum of terms in the largest group, giving an exp(—O(n?/®logn)) approximation.
In this paper, we exploit the fact that the likelihood of a profile with respect to a distribution
is the permanent of a certain non-negative Vandermonde matrix (referred to here as the profile
probability matrix with respect to a distribution) and that the PML objective is an optimization
problem over such permanents. We work with the same convex relaxation we derived earlier, but
relate it to the well known Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximations for the permanent. In fact,
Vontobel [Vonl2 [Von14] proposed the Bethe and Sinkhorn permanents as a heuristic approximation
of the PML objective, but bounding the quality of the solution was an open problem [Vonll]. We
show that both the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn permanents are within a factor exp (—O(y/nlogn))
of the PML objective. Enroute, we show that the approximation ratio of the Bethe and scaled
Sinkhorn permanents for any non-negative matrix A are upper bounded by the exponential in the
non-negative rank of matrix A. This is a strengthening of the well known exp (O(N)) upper bound
on the approximation ratio of both the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn permanents of an N x N matrix.

In [CSST19], the fact that the convex problem we obtained was a relaxation of the PML objective
followed directly from the combinatorial derivation of our relaxation. By contrast, our analysis here
exploits the non-trivial fact that the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximations are lower bounds for
the permanent of a non-negative matrix. The Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn permanents of the profile
probability matrix A with respect to a fixed distribution are optimum solutions to maximization
problems over doubly stochastic matrices () where the objective functions have entropy-like terms
involving the entries of A and Q). In order to obtain an upper bound on the Bethe and scaled
Sinkhorn approximation as a function of the non-negative rank, we show the existence of a doubly
stochastic matrix @ as a witness such that the objective of the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn w.r.t. @
upper bounds the permanent of A within the desired factor.

We first work with a simpler setting of matrices A with at most k distinct columnsﬁ Here we
consider a modified matrix A that contains the k distinct columns of A. We define a distribution

®In the final preparation of this paper for posting an anonymous reviewer showed that a simpler proof for the
distinct column case can be derived using Corollary 3.4.5 of Barvinok’s book [Barl7]. The proof of the Corollary
3.4.5 further uses the famous Bregman—Minc inequality. We thank the anonymous reviewer for this and include the
derivation in Appendix[A] In constrast, our proof is self-contained and we believe it provides further insight into the
structure of the Sinkhorn/Bethe approximations. See Section for further details.



1 on permutations of the domain where the probability of a permutation ¢ is proportional to its
contribution to the permanent of A. There is a many-to-one mapping from such permutations to
0-1 N x k matrices with row sums 1 and column sums ¢;, the number of times the jth column
of A appears in A. We next define an N x k real-valued, non-negative matrix P with row sums
1 and column sums ¢;, in terms of the marginals of the distribution u. We also define a different
distribution v on 0-1 N X k row-stochastic matrices by independent sampling from P. Finally, we
use the fact that the KL-divergence between p and v is non-negative to get the required upper
bound on the scaled Sinkhorn approximation with a doubly stochastic witness @) (obtained from P).
This proof technique is inspired by the recent work of Anari and Rezaei [AR1S8] that gives a tight

\/§N bound on the approximation ratio of the Bethe approximation for the permanent of an N x N
non-negative matrix.

Though this bound on the quality of the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximations for non-
negative matrices with k& distinct columns suffices for our PML applications, interestingly we show
that it can be extended to non-negative matrices with bounded rank. In order to obtain an upper
bound on the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximation as a function of the non-negative rank of A,
recall that we need to show the existence of a suitable doubly stochastic witness () which certifies
the required guarantee. We express the permanent of A as the sum of O(exp(klog(N/k))) terms of
the form perm(U)perm(V') where matrices U and V have at most k distinct columns. We focus
on the largest of these terms, and construct a doubly stochastic witness @) for matrix A from the
witnesses for matrices U and V in this largest term. This doubly stochastic witness @) certifies the
required guarantee and we get an upper bound on the scaled Sinkhorn approximation as a function
of the non-negative rank. This result for the scaled Sinkhorn approximation further implies an
upper bound for the Bethe approximation.

Even with this improved bound on the quality of the Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn approximations
as applied to the PML objective, challenges remain in obtaining an improved approximate PML
distribution. In particular, we do not know of an efficient algorithm to maximize the Bethe or the
scaled Sinkhorn permanent of the profile probability matrix over a family of distributions as it would
be needed to compute the Bethe or the scaled Sinkhorn approximation to the optimum of the PML
objective. Prior work by Vontobel suggests an alternating maximization approach, but this is only
guaranteed to produce a local optimum. To address this, we revisit the efficiently computable convex
relaxation from [CSS19] and show that this is suitably close to the scaled Sinkhorn approximation.
This is quite surprising as the prior derivation of this relaxation in [CSS19] was purely combinatorial
and had nothing to do with the scaled Sinkhorn approximation.

The final challenge towards obtaining our PML results is to round the fractional solution
produced so that the approximation guarantee is preserved. The rounding procedure from [CSS19]
does not immediately suffice, but we present a more sophisticated and delicate rounding procedure
that does indeed give us the required approximation guarantee. The rounding algorithm proceeds
in three steps, where in the first step we first apply a procedure analogous to [CSS19] to handle
large probability values and in the later steps we provide a new procedure to the smaller probability
values; in each step, we ensure that the objective function does not drop significantly. The input to
the rounding procedure is a matrix where the rows correspond to discretized probability values and
the columns correspond to distinct frequencies. We create rows corresponding to new probability
values in the course of the rounding algorithm, maintain column sums and eventually ensure that
all row sums are integral, and ensure that the objective function has not dropped significantly.



2 Preliminaries

Let [a,b] and [a, bJg denote the interval of integers and reals > a and < b respectively. Let D be

the domain of elements and N |D| be its size. Let A € RPX? be a non-negative matrix, where
its (z,y)’th entry is denoted by A, ,. We further use A,. and A., to denote the row and column
corresponding to = and y respectively. The non-negative rank of a non-negative matrix A € RP*P
is equal to the smallest number k& such there exist non-negative vectors v;,u; € RP for j € [1,k]
such that A =3 ¢y VjujT. Let Sp be the set of all permutations of domain D and we denote a
permutation o in the following way o = {(z,0(z)) for all € D}. The permanent of a matrix A
denoted by perm(A) is defined as follows,

perm(A) e Z H A, .

oeSp eco

Let K, C RIZDSD be the set of all non-negative matrices that are doubly stochastic. For any matrix
A€ RE&D and Q € K., we define the following set of functions:

UA,Q% Y Q%ylog(%) and V(Q) = ) (1—Qx,y)log(1—Qx,y)- (1)

(z,y)eDXD Qx,y (z,y)eDXD

Further,
def

F(A,Q) = U(A,Q)+V(Q).

Using these definitions, we define the Bethe permanent of a matrix.

Definition 2.1. For a matrix A € ]RQOXD, the Bethe permanent of A is defined as follows,

bethe(A) ©F max exp (F(A,Q)) .

QeKc

A well known and important result about the Bethe permanent is that it lower bounds the value
of permanent of a non-negative matrix and we state this result next.

Lemma 2.2 ([Gurll] based on [Sch98]). For any non-negative A € RQOXD, the following holds,
bethe(A) < perm(A)

We next define the Sinkhorn permanent of a matrix and later we state the relationship between
the Bethe and the Sinkhorn permanent.

Definition 2.3. For a matrix A € ]RQOXD, the Sinkhorn permanent of A is defined as follows,

sinkhorn(A) e Qnelax exp (U(A,Q)) .

rc

To establish the relationship between the Bethe and the Sinkhorn permanent we need the
following lemma from [GS14].

Lemma 2.4 (Proposition 3.1 in [GS14]). For any distribution p € Rgo, the following holds,

> (1-p,)log(l-p,) > -1.
€D



For any matrix Q € K,.., each row of Q is a distribution; therefore the following holds,
V(Q) > —-N.

As a corollary of the above inequality we have,

Corollary 2.5. For any non-negative matriz A € REOXD, the following inequality holds,

exp(—N)sinkhorn(A) < bethe(A4) .

Later we will see that it is convenient to work with exp(—N)sinkhorn(A) than sinkhorn(A)
itself; we define this expression to be scaled Sinkhorn and we formally state it next.

Definition 2.6. For a matrix A € ]RIZ)OXD, the scaled Sinkhorn permanent of A is defined as follows,

scaledsinkhorn(A) e QII]E%{X exp (U(A,Q)—N) .
e rc

The above expression can be equivalently stated as,
scaledsinkhorn(A) = exp(—N)sinkhorn(A) .

Combining Lemma [2.2] and Corollary [2.5] we get the following result.

Corollary 2.7. For any matriz A € ]Rggp, the following inequality holds,

scaledsinkhorn(A) < bethe(A),

which further implies,
scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) .

Other than approximations to the permanent of a matrix, we next state two important results
that will be helpful throughout the paper. The first result is the Stirling’s approximation for factorial
function and the second is the non-negativity result of KL divergence between two distributions.

Lemma 2.8 (Stirling’s approximation). For all n € Z,, the following holds:
exp(nlogn —n) < n! < O(yv/n)exp(nlogn —n) .

Let p and v be distributions defined on some domain 2. The KL divergence denoted KL (u|v)
between distributions p and v is defined as follows,

1(X)
v(X)

KL (ullv) € 3 p(X) log £ = Exc [l0g (X)) — Exc [log #(X)]

XeN

Lemma 2.9 (Non-negativity of KL divergence). For any distributions u and v defined on domain
Q, the KL divergence between distributions p and v satisfies,

KL (uflv) > 0.

In the remainder of this section we provide formal definitions related to PML.



2.1 Profile maximum likelihood

Let AP C [0, I]R? be the set of all discrete distributions supported on domain D. Here on we use
the word distribution to refer to discrete distributions. Throughout this paper we assume that we
receive a sequence of n independent samples from an underlying distribution p € AP. Let D" be
the set of all length n sequences and y™ € D™ be one such sequence with y;* denoting its ¢th element.
The probability of observing sequence y" is:

P(p,y") € [ pfv"®
€D
where f(y",z) = |{i € [n] | y]' = x}| is the frequency/multiplicity of symbol = in sequence y™ and
p. is the probability of domain element z € D.
For any given sequence one could define its profile (histogram of a histogram or fingerprint) that
is sufficient statistic for symmetric property estimation.

Definition 2.10 (Profile). For any sequence y™ € D", let M = {f(y", ) }.ep\{0} be the set of all
its non-zero distinct frequencies and mj, my, ..., myy be elements of the set M. The profile of a

sequence y" € D™ denoted ¢ = ®(y") € Z'}rv” is

def def
¢ = (¢5)jen vy » where ¢; = ¢;(y") = [{z € D | f(y",z) = my}
is the number of domain elements with frequency m; in y”ﬂ We call n the length of profile ¢ and as
a function of profile ¢, n =3 cpy v m;j - ¢;. Let @™ denote the set of all profiles of length n. We
use k to denote the number of distinct frequencies in the profile ¢ and k = |M\[| For convenience
we use I € Zi to denote the vector of observed frequencies, therefore Bj =m,; for all j € [1,k].

For any distribution p € AP, the probability of a profile ¢ € ®" is defined as:

P(p,¢) & 3 P(p,y") (2)

{yneDn | d(yn)=¢}

Let 2™ be a sequence such that ®(z") = ¢. We define a profile probability matriz AP? with
respect to sequence z" (therefore profile ¢) and distribution p as follows,

Agﬁ def pﬁy for all z,y € D, ®)

where f, o f(x",y) is the frequency of domain element y € D in sequence z™ and recall ®(z") = ¢.
We are interested in the permanent of the matrix AP, and note that the perm(AP?) is invariant
under the choice of sequences x” that satisfy ®(z") = ¢. Therefore we index the matrix AP with
profile ¢ rather than sequence 2" itself. The number of distinct columns in AP*? is equal to number
of distinct observed frequencies plus one (for the unseen), i.e. k + 1.

The probability of a profile ¢ € ®™ with respect to distribution p (from Equation 20 in [OSZ03],
Equation 15 in [PJW17]) in terms of permanent of matrix AP? is given below:

Pip.d)=Co | I (;, - perm(AP?) (4)
jelok] 7

5The profile does not contain information about the number of unseen domain elements.
"Note the number of distinct frequencies denoted k in a length n sequence is always upper bounded by /n.



def |
where Cy = =—— 2> ——
¢ HjG[l,k](mj!)¢J

The distribution which maximizes the probability of a profile ¢ is the proﬁi maximum likelihood
distribution which we formally define next.

and ¢g is the number of unseen domain element

Definition 2.11 (Profile maximum likelihood). For any profile ¢ € ®™, a profile maximum likelihood
(PML) distribution pp, 4 € AP is:

Ppml,¢ € arg max P(p, ¢)
peADP

and P(ppy1 4, @) is the maximum PML objective value.

The central goal of this paper is to define efficient algorithms for computing approximate PML
distributions defined as follows.

Definition 2.12 (Approximate PML). For any profile ¢ € ®", a distribution pgml s € AP is a
B-approximate PML distribution if

P(pgml,dﬂ Qb) > B ! ]P)(ppml,(j)a ¢)

3 Results

Here we state the main results of this paper. In our first class of main results, we improve the
analysis of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent for structured non-negative matrices. We first show that
the scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximates the permanent of a non-negative matrix A, where
the approximation factor (up to log factors) depends exponentially on the non-negative rank of the
smatrix A. We formally state this result next.

Theorem 3.1 (Scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximation for low non-negative rank matrices).
For any matriz A € ]RQOXD with non-negative rank at most k, the following inequality holds,

N
scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) < exp <O (k log k:)) scaledsinkhorn(A4) . (5)
Further using scaledsinkhorn(A) < bethe(A) (See Corollary [2.7) and bethe(A) < perm(A) (See
Lemma we immediately get the same result for the Bethe permanent.

Corollary 3.2 (Bethe permanent approximation for low non-negative rank matrices). For any
matric A € REOXD with non-negative rank at most k, the following inequality holds,

bethe(A) < perm(A) < exp <O (k log ]]:;7)> bethe(4) . (6)

Interestingly, in the worst case, Sinkhorn is an e’V approximation to the permanent of A € Rggp,
even when A has at most 1 distinct column (e.g. consider the all 1’s matrix). Consequently, for
matrices with non-negative rank at most k, whenever k& = o(/N/log N), scaled Sinkhorn is a
compelling alternative to Sinkhorn, with a tighter worst-case multiplicative approximation to the
permanent.

8Given a distribution p, we know its domain D and therefore the value of ¢g.



Our results improve the analysis of the Bethe permanent for such structured matrices. Previously,

the best known analysis of the Bethe permanent showed an ﬂN-approximation factor to the
permanent [ARI§]. The analysis in [ARI§] is tight for general non-negative matrices and the
authors showed that this bound cannot be improved without leveraging further structure. Our next
result is of similar flavor, and we provide an asymptotically tight example for Theorem and

Corollary

Theorem 3.3 (Lower bound for the Bethe and the scaled Sinkhorn permanents approximation).

There exists a matriz A € RQ(TD with non-negative rank k, that satisfies

perm(A) > exp <Q <klog ]I::[>> bethe(4) , (7)

which further implies,
N
perm(A) > exp (Q (k: log k)) scaledsinkhorn(4) . (8)

An immediate application of these above stated results is for PML. Recall, that for any fixed
distribution p and profile ¢, P(p, ¢) is proportional to the permanent of the non-negative matrix
AP? (See Section [2| for the definition of AP*). Note the number of distinct columns in the
profile probability matrix AP is upper bounded by the number of distinct frequencies plus one,
which further is always less than y/n + 1 (where n is the length of the profile). Therefore the
non-negative rank of the profile probability matrix AP is always upper bounded by v+ 1.
Since scaledsinkhorn(A) can be computed in polynomial time [CSSlQ]H, Theorem implies an
efficient algorithm to approximate the value P(p, ¢) for a fixed distribution p up to multiplicative
exp(O(y/nlogn)) factor, and is also the best known approximation factor achieved by a deterministic
algorithm.

Analyzing the relationship between the Bethe permanent and the permanent of the profile
probability matrix was posed as an interesting research direction in [Vonll] (See Section VII).
Moreover, one of the primary interests in the area of algorithmic statistics/machine learning is to
efficiently compute the PML distribution. Exploiting the structure of doubly stochastic matrix
Q that maximizes scaledsinkhorn(AP?, Q) combined with the probability discretization idea from
[CSS19] we provide an efficient algorithm to compute an approximate PML distribution. We use
Lemma [£.1] to argue the approximation of our approximate PML distribution and we summarize
this result below.

Theorem 3.4 (exp (y/nlogn)-approximate PML). For any given profile ¢ € ", Algorithm
computes an exp (—O(y/nlogn))-approzimate PML distribution in O(n'-) time.

Previous to our work, the best known result [CSS19] gave an efficient algorithm to compute
exp(—0(n??log n))-approximate PML distribution.

One important application of approximate PML is in symmetric property estimation. In
[ADOS16], the authors showed that approximate PML distribution based plug-in estimator is
sample complexity optimal for estimating entropy, support, support coverage and distance to
uniformity. Further combining their result with our Theorem [3.4] we get the efficient version of
Theorem 2 in [ADOS16] and we summarize this result next.

9scaledsinkhorn(A) corresponds to a convex optimization problem and a minor modification of the approach in
[CSS19] to solve a related, but slightly different optimization problem, yields a polynomial time algorithm to compute
scaledsinkhorn(A) up to high accuracy.



Theorem 3.5 (Efficient universal estimator using approximate PML). Let n be the optimal sample
complexity of estimating entropy, support, support coverage and distance to uniformity. If € > —55ms
for some constant ¢ > 0, then there exists a PML based universal plug-in estimator that runs in
time 6(711'5) and is sample complexity optimal for estimating entropy, support, support coverage
and distance to uniformity to accuracy €.

Note the dependency on € in the above theorem and the approximation factor in Theorem are
strictly better than [CSS19], which is another efficient PML based approach for universal symmetric
property estimation; [CSS19] works when the error parameter e > HO%GG

Recent work [HO19], further gives the broad optimality of approximate PML. [HO19] shows
optimality of approximate PML distribution based estimator for other symmetric properties, such
as, sorted distribution estimation (under ¢; distance), a-Renyi entropy for non-integer o > 3/4,
and other broad class of additive properties that are Lipschitz. [HO19|] also provides a PML-based
tester to test whether an unknown distribution is > e far from a given distribution in ¢; distance
and achieves the optimal sample complexity up to logarithmic factors. Our result further implies an

efficient version of all these results.

3.1 Related work

We divide the related work into two broad categories: permanent approximations and profile
maximum likelihood.

Permanent approximations: The first set of related work is with respect to computing the
permanent of matrices. [Val79] showed that computing the permanent of matrices even when it has
entries in 0, 1 is #P-Hard. This led to the study of computing approximations to the permanent.
Additive approximation to the permanent for arbitrary A was given by [Gur(05]. On the other hand,
multiplicative approximation to the permanent (or even determining the sign) is hard for general A
[AAT11) [GS18]. This hardness results led to the study of the multiplicative approximation to the
permanent for special class of matrices and one such class is the set of non-negative matrices. In
this direction, [JSV04] gave the first efficient randomized algorithm to approximate the permanent
within (1 4 €) multiplicative accuracy. There has also been a rich literature on coming up with
deterministic approximation to the permanent of non-negative matrices. [LSW9§| gave the first
deterministic algorithm to the permanent of N x N non-negative matrices with approximation ratio
< eN. [Gurli] using an inequality from [Sch98] showed that the Bethe permanent lower bounds
the value of the permanent of non-negative matrices. We refer the reader to [Vonl3, [GS14] for the
polynomial computability of the Bethe permanent and [AR1S8] for a more rigorous literature survey
on the Bethe permanent and other related work.

As discussed in the footnote of the introduction, an anonymous reviewer showed us an alternative
and simpler proof for the upper bound on the scaled Sinkhorn approximation to the permanent
of matrices with at most k distinct columns (Lemma [4.1)). This alternative proof is deferred to
Appendix [A] and is derived using Corollary 3.4.5. in Barvinok’s book [Barl7]. The result in turn,
is proved using the Bregman-Minc inequality conjectured by Minc, cf. [Spe82] and later proved
by Bregman [Bre73]. The Bregman-Minc inequality is well-known and there are many different
proofs [Sch78, [Rad97, [AS04] known. In comparison to this alternative proof for matrices with k
distinct columns (Lemma , our proof is self contained and intuitive. We believe it could help
provide further insights into the Sinkhorn/Bethe approximations.
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Profile maximum likelihood: The second set of related work is with respect to profile maximum
likelihood and its applications. As discussed in the introduction, PML was introduced by [OSST04].
Many heuristic approaches such as the EM algorithm [OSST04], algebraic approaches [ADM™10] and
a dynamic programming approach [PJW17] have been proposed to compute approximations to PML.
Further [VonI2l [Von14] used the Bethe permanent as a heuristic to compute the PML distribution.
All these approaches don’t provide any theoretical guarantees for the quality of the approximate
PML distribution and it was an open question to efficiently compute a non-trivial approximate PML
distribution. [CSS19] gave the first efficient algorithm to compute the exp(—n?/3logn) approximate
PML distribution, where n is the number of samples.

The connection between PML and universal estimators was first studied in [ADOS16]. [ADOS16]
showed that an approximate PML distribution can be used as an universal estimator for estimating
symmetric properties, namely entropy, distance to uniformity, support size and coverage. See
[HO19|] for broad applicability of approximate PML in property testing and estimating other
symmetric properties such as sorted ¢; distance, Renyi entropy, and other broad class of additive
properties. [CSS19] combined with [ADOSI16|, gave the first efficient PML based universal estimator
for symmetric property estimation. There have been several other approaches for designing universal
estimators for symmetric properties. Valiant and Valiant [VV11b] adopted and rigorously analyzed
a linear programming based approach for universal estimators proposed by [ET76] and showed
that it is sample complexity optimal in the constant error regime for estimating certain symmetric
properties (namely, entropy, support size, support coverage, and distance to uniformity). Recent
work of Han, Jiao and Weissman [HIJWI1S§| applied a local moment matching based approach in
designing efficient universal symmetric property estimators for a single distribution. [HJWIS]
achieves the optimal sample complexity in a broader error regimes for estimating the power sum
function, support and entropy.

Estimating symmetric properties of a distribution is a rich field and extensive work has been
dedicated to studying their optimal sample complexity for estimating each of these properties.
Optimal sample complexities for estimating many symmetric properties were resolved in the
past few years; support [VV11b, WYT5|, support coverage [OSW16, [ZVV 16|, entropy [VVIID,
WY16a)], distance to uniformity [VVIIal [JHWI16], sorted ¢; distance [VV1lal HIJWI1S], Renyi
entropy [AOST14, [AOST17], KL divergence [BZLV16, HIJW16] and many others.

Comparison to [CSS19|: [CSS19] provides the first efficient algorithm for computing (-
approximate PML distribution for f > exp(—n'~?) for some constant § > 0, where n is the
number of samples. Formally, [CSS19] computes an exp(—n?/3log n)-approximate PML distribution.
Suppose ¢ and k are the number of distinct probability values and frequencies respectively, then
[CSS19] provides a convex program that using combinatorial techniques they analyze and show
that it approximates the PML objective up to exp(—@(ﬁ X k)) multiplicative factor. Further this
convex program outputs a fractional solution and [CSS19] provides a rounding algorithm that
outputs a valid integral solution (that corresponds to a valid distribution). [CSS19| further incurs a
exp(—é(ﬁ X k)) multiplicative loss in the rounding procedure. Using the discretization results, up
to exp(—n?/3log n)-multiplicative loss one can assume £, k < n'/3 and therefore [CSST9] provides a
exp(—n?/3 log n)-approximate PML distribution.

However in our current work, using results for the scaled Sinkhorn permanent, we show that
the same convex program in [CSS19] approximates the PML objective up to exp(—O(f + k))
multiplicative factor. Further we also provide a better rounding algorithm that outputs a valid

distribution and incur a exp(—O(¢ + k)) multiplicative loss. Further using the discretization results,
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up to exp(—+/nlogn)-multiplicative loss one can assume ¢, k < y/n and therefore our work provides
a exp(—+/nlogn)-approximate PML distribution.

4 The Sinkhorn permanent for structured matrices.

In this section, we provide the proof for our first main theorem (Theorem . We show that
the scaled Sinkhorn permanent of a non-negative matrix approximates its permanent, where the
approximation factor is exponential in the non-negative of the matrix (up to log factors). Our proof
is divided into two parts. First in Section we work with a simpler setting of matrices A with at
most k distinct columns and prove the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1 (Scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximation). For any matriz A € Rggp with at most
k distinct columns, the following holds,

scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) < exp (O (k: log Z)) scaledsinkhorn(A) . 9)

Further using the above result, in Section we prove our main theorem (Theorem [3.1]) for low
non-negative rank matrices.

4.1 The Sinkhorn permanent for distinct column case.

We start this section by defining some notation that captures the structure of repetition of columns
in a matrix. For the remainder of this section we fix a matrix A € ]Rggp. We let k£ denote the
number of distinct columns of A and use ¢, co,...cg to denote these distinct columns. Further we

let A =[c; | cy|...|c] denote the D x k matrix formed by these distinct columns. We use A.,

to denote the y’th column of matrix A and let ¢; o H{y € D | A,y = c;}| denote the number of

columns equal to c;. It is immediate that,

Z ¢j:N7 (10)

JFE[LA]
where N = |D| is the size of the domain. For any matrix P € Rgék define,
def Ax,j
fAP)= Y Y P, log 5 + > giloggi— > ¢ (11)
v€D jE[LK] I GelLK] GE[LK]

In the first half of this section, we show existence of a matrix P & Rgék (See Lemma such that
Yjep Paj=1forallz € D, 35 cp P, j = ¢; for all j € [1,k], and further (See Lemma ,

log perm(A) < O (k log ]]Z) +£(A,P) . (12)

Later in the second half (See Lemma , we show that for any matrix P € Rgék that satisfies
>jepyPej=1lforallz € Dand 3 cp Py =¢; forall j € [1, k], there exists a matrix Q € K,
(recall K, is the set of all D x D doubly stochastic matrices) that satisfies,

f(A,P)=U(A,Q) - N . (13)
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However, using Corollary we already know that, scaledsinkhorn(A) < log perm(A). Further
using the definition of scaledsinkhorn(A) and combining with Equations and we get,

N
scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) < exp <O <k log k>) scaledsinkhorn(A) .

In the remainder, we provide proofs for all the above mentioned inequalities and we need the
following set of definitions. Let K, C {0,1}P** be the subset of all D x k matrices that are row
stochastic, meaning there is exactly single 1 in each row. Let Ko C K, be the set of matrices such
that any X € Ka satisfies Y-, cp Xy j = ¢; for all j € [1,k].

Definition 4.2. Let hp : Sp — KA be the function that takes a permutation o € Sp as input and
returns a matrix X € K in the following way,

1 if A. =c;

Xoj = ! “T(x') € for all x € D. (14)
0 otherwise

Remark: Note that as desired ha (o) € Ka for all ¢ € Sp because of the following. For any

o€ Sp,let X & ha (o). Since ¢; for all j € [1, k] are distinct, we have 3- ;¢ 4 Xz,; = 1. Further

for any j € [L k], 2pep Xaj = 2(ueD | Ayy=c;} | = 2{aeD | Au=c;} | = -
We next define the probability of a permutation o € Sp with respect to matrix A as follows,

dﬁf Heea Ae

Prio) = perm(A)

(15)

Further we define a marginal distribution p on K, and later we will establish that this is indeed a
probability distribution, that is, probabilities add up to 1.

of |0 if X € K,\K
d_f{ i \Ka (16)

n(X) = :
Z{UESD | ha(o)=X} Pr(o) ifXeKa.

For X € K4, we next provide another equivalent expression for u(X).

H x,0(x Ax,o xT
w(X) = 3 Pr (o) = 3 ( érz(A) @)
{(0€Sp | ha(0)=X} {(0€Sp | ha(o)=x} P

1 X,
= perm(A) > I1 1T A% (17)

{0€Sp | ha(0)=X}z€D je[1,k]

~X 1
¢;! A (s
(jel[_ll,k] J) <zg>jel[—1[,k] ’ > (perm(A))

In the first and second equality, we used definitions of u(X) and Pr (o) (See Equation (15))). For any
o € Sp, let X = ha (o). Further for any x € D, let j” be such that A., ) = cj/, then Ay ;) = Ay 5

that is further equal to [T cp A 77 because X, ; is equal to 1 if j = j" and 0 otherwise. Therefore

the third equality holds. For the final equality, observe that for any o € Sp if we let X = ha (o),
then for each j € [1, k], any permutation within the subset of elements {z € D | A.;(,) = c;} results
in a permutation ¢’ that satisfies hp (6') = X. These permutations can be carried out independently
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for each j € [1, k] that corresponds to [];cp 4 ¢;! number of permutations and all of them have the
A Xy
same [T ep [Ljepp Az’ value.

Using the derivation from above, the definition for p can also be written as follows:

0 if X € K,\Ka
A~ X

n(X) = ‘
(Hjeu,k} ¢j!) <erp [Licnx Az, J) (m) if X € Ka .

(18)

Note for X € K4, the expression for (X) can be equivalently written as follows:

N 1
H = ( 11 ¢j!) ({(x,j)er[H Am) <perm(A)) ' (19)

jE[l,k] 17k] | Xz,jzl}
We next show that the u defined above is a valid distribution.
S ouX) = Y uXx)= Y S Pro)= 3 Prio)=1
XeK, XeKa XeKa {0€Sp | ha(0)=X} c€Sp

Remark: The domain of distribution u is K., but its support is subset of Kx.

Definition 4.3. For the distribution u, we define a non-negative matrix P € R?;k with respect to
u as follows:

def
P P (X =)= Y pX) (20)
~H (XeKa | X, =1}

Lemma 4.4. The matriz P defined in Equation satisfies the following conditions:

Z P,;=1forallzeD and Z P,;=¢; forallje[lk|. (21)
je[lvk] Z‘eD

Proof. We first evaluate the row sum. For each x € D,

2 Poy= D > wX)= ) uX)=1.

JE[L,K] JE[LK{XEKA | Xy =1} XeKa

In the second inequality we used that X € K, meaning for each z € D, Zje[l,k] X;,j = 1. Next we
evaluate the column sum, for each j € [1, k],

SPi=> > pX)= Y > uX)

z€D 2€D {XeKyp | X, =1} XeKa {z€D | X, =1}
= > wX) > 1= 3" uX)g; = o,
XeKa {z€D | X, =1} XeKa

In the first equality we used the definition of P, ;. In the second inequality we interchanged the
summations. In the final equality we used Y} x x, u(X) = 1. O

The matrix P defined in Equation is important because we can upper bound the permanent
of matrix A in terms of entries of this matrix. We formalize this result in our next lemma.
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Lemma 4.5. For matriz A € Rggp, if P is the matriz defined in Equation , then

N
logperm(A) < O (k log k) + f(A, P)
Proof. We first calculate the expectation of log(u(X)) and express it in terms of matrix P.

Ex~plog (X)) = > p(X)logu(X) = Y p(X)logu(X) ,
XeK, XeKa

N 1
=2 “(X)log(( 11 ¢j!) ( II Aaﬁ,j) <)) :
XeKa JE[1,k] {(2,))EDX[LA] | Xqo, =1} perm(A)

= log ( H gbj!) — log perm(A) + Z w(X) log ( Az,j) .
je[1,k] XeKa {(z.J)eDX[LE] | Xq,5=1}
(22)

The second equality holds because the support of distribution p is subset of K. In the third
equality we used Equation . We now simplify the last term in the final expression from the
above derivation.

> uX 10g( II Am) = > uX) log A, ; |
{(z,5)

XcKa NeDx[1,k] | X, =1} XeKa {(2,))EDX[LK] | X, =1}

=Y Ay Y wX), (23)

(,5)€Dx[1,K] {XeKa | X;z,;=1}

= Z P, ;log Ax,j .
(z,7)€DX[1,k]

Combining Equation and Equation together we get,

Ex~, [log u(X)] = log ( H ¥ ) —logperm(A) + Z P, ;log Ax,j . (24)

JE[L,k] (z,§)€DX[1,k]

We next define a different distribution v on K, using the following sampling procedure: For
each € D, pick a column j € [1, k] independently with probability P, ;. Note that this is a valid
sampling procedure because for each x € D, Zje[l’k} P, ; = 1. The description of distribution v is
as follows: for each X € K,

v(X) = II Py (25)
{(x,j)E'DX[l,k} ‘ Xz,jzl}

Remark: Note that 3 xck, v(X) = [I,ep(Xjepp Pej) = 1 and v is a valid distribution.
We next calculate the expectation of log(r(X)) with respect to distribution p and express it
in terms of matrix P. Note that > x i, u(X)logv(X) = > xek , #(X)log v(X) because p(X) =0
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for all X € K, \Ka and we get,

Ex~u [logv(X Z w(X)logrv(X Z u(X 10%( H Px,j)
{(z.4)eDx|

XeKa XeKa ].,k’] | Xz’jZl}
Z w(X) Z log Py ; = Z log Py, ; Z n(X)
XeKa {(z,))eDx[1,k]| X, j=1} (z,5)€DX[1,k] {XeKa|X,,;=1}
= Z PIJ‘ 10g PI,]'
(z,7)€DX[1,k]

We now calculate the KL divergence KL (u||v) between distributions p and v.

L (pllv) = Ex~p [log p(X)] = Ex~y, [log v(X)]

= log ( H gzbj!) — logperm(A) + Z P, ;log Aw,j — Z P, ;logP, ;

JE[1,K] (z,7)€Dx[1,k] (z,7)€Dx[1,k]

Using Lemma we have KL (u||v) > 0, that further implies,

A
log perm(A) < log ( H o;! ) Z P, logpiw
(x.5) >

FE[L,K] ) EDX[1,k]

A,
< > O(logg))+ > djlogg;— > ¢+ > Pujlogz™  (26)

JELK] JE[L,k] JE[LK] (z,7)€Dx[1,k]
A,
<O(k log L )+ Z ¢jlog ¢; — Z ¢j + Z P, Ingid
FE[L,K] j€E[1,K] (x,5)€Dx[1,K] ]

In the second inequality we used Lemma on each ¢; and further in the third inequality we
used Zje[l,k] ¢; = N and the fact that the function Zje[l,k] log ¢; is always upper bounded by

O(klog %) Further using the definition of f(A,P) (See Equation ), we conclude the proof. [

We provided an upper bound to the permanent of matrix A and all that remains is to relate
this upper bound to the scaled Sinkhorn permanent of matrix A. Our next lemma will serve this
purpose.

D><[1 k]

Lemma 4.6. For any matriz P € RS that satisfies,

Y Pyj=1forallze€D and Y Pyj=a¢; forallje[lk]. (27)
je[lvk] fDED

there exists a doubly stochastic matriz Q € ]Rggp such that,

flA,P)=U(A,Q) — N . (28)
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Proof. Define matrix Q € RP*P as follows,
P 7]

Qx,y : ¢]

where in the definition above j is such that A., = c¢;. Now we verify the row and column sums of
matrix Q. For each z € D,

> Q= D >

yeD JE[L,E] {yeD | A.y=c;}

Poj _ 2, ]
oy Py

JE[LK] 2 {yeD | Ay=c;}

P

(29)
P,
= ¢ =) P,=1
ek JE[LK]
We next evaluate the column sums. For each y € D, let 5 H be such that A., = c;, then
P, 1 1
> Q= =3 Puj=—¢=1. (30)

zeD z€D ¢J ¢j z€D ¢J

Therefore the matrix Q is doubly stochastic and we next relate U(A, Q) with f(A,P). Recall the
definition of U(A, Q) (Equation (1)),

UA,Q = >  Quylog(™

(z,y)eDXD Q”“"y

Aryy (31)

We analyze the above term and express it in terms of entries of matrices P and A.

_ AL
Z QJ} Y 10g Q Z Z Z Qagy log( Q = )]
(z,y)€EDXD ,y z€D je[l,k] [{yeD | Ay=c;} T,y

Pm,‘ A:):,Qb
“Y Y Y e

z€D je[1,k] [{yeD | Ay=c;} I

D I | R Y o L]
zeD je[1,k] L J L. ze€D jc[1,k] T,
(32)
The first equality follows because c; for all j € [1, k] are distinct. The second equality follows because
for each x € D, consider any y € D such that A., = c¢; and note that for all such y’s, A, , = Az,j
and Q, , = Pq;”j’j. The third equality follows because 3¢ cp | a,—c,} 1 = {y €D | Ay = cj} = ¢;
We further simplify the final term in the above derivation.

Z Z [ 2,5 log( vﬂ¢31 Z Z Pwlog(? ) —i—z Z P, jlog ¢,

zeD je[1,k] T zeD jell,k] L T.J | zeDje[1k]
= Z Z Pacjlog(P ) + Z log ¢; Z P ; (33)
ze€D je[1,k] L i 1 jek z€D
=2 2 (Pujlog(E)|+ D ¢5logd; .
zeD je[1,k] L L1 je[1,k]

10Note that j is a function of y. For convenience, in our notation we don’t capture its dependence on y.
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Combining Equation , Equation and further substituting back in Equation (31) we get,

A
Z Z log( + Z ¢;ilog @,
,j J J
€D je(1,k] [ Py 7] JE[L,K] (34)
=f(A, Q)+ N .

In the final expression, we used the definition of f(A, Q) and combined it with N =3 ¢y iy ¢;. O
We are now ready to prove our main lemma of this section and is restated for convenience.

Lemma 4.1 (Scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximation). For any matriz A € RDXD with at most
k distinct columns, the following holds,

scaledsinkhorn(A4) < perm(A) < exp <O <k: log Z)) scaledsinkhorn(A4) . 9)

Proof. Consider the matrix P defined in Equation . By Lemma matrix P satisfies the
conditions of Lemma [4.6} therefore, there exists a doubly stochastic matrix Q € K,. such that
f(A,P) = U(A,Q) — N. Combining it with Lemma we get log perm(A) < O(klog %) +
U(A,Q) — N, which further implies perm(A) < exp(O(k‘log 7 ))scaledsinkhorn(A). The lower
bound for the perm(A) follows from Corollary and we conclude the proof. O]

We next state another interesting property of the matrix P defined in Equation . This
property will be useful for the purposes of PML (Section @

Theorem 4.7. For matriz A € Rgoxp, the matriz P defined in Equation satisfies the following:
If x,y € D are such that A, = A, then, for all j € [1,k] we have P, j = Py ; .

Proof. For any j € [1, k], recall by the definitions of terms P, ; and P, ;,

~X_ 1
P = 2. 11 ¢J”!) ( II A z/) (>
{XeKa | X,,;=1} (j'e[l,k} (.4")EDX[1,k] J perm(A)
1 X,
( LI o ) (perm(A)) > 1 A%,

JelLk] {XEKa | Xq;=1} (25)EDX[LH]

(35)

P (o) (o) ST A @

J'€l1,k] {X'eKa | X, ;=1} (2,5')EDx[LK]

For any Y € {X € Ka | X, ; = 1} we next construct a unique Y’ € {X’' € Ku | X ; = 1} (and

vice versa) such that,
~Y_ Y,
2] 2,
I[I A7 = 11 A
(2,4")€DX[1,k] (2,J") €D X[1,k]

Fach Y € Kj corresponds to a bipartite graph where vertices correspond to set D on left side and
[1, k] on the other, such that, degree of every left vertex x € D is 1 and degree of every right vertex

je[l,k]is 0;.
Consider Y € {X € K | X, ; = 1}, we divide the analysis into the following two cases,
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1. If Y, ; = 1, meaning both vertices z,y € D are connected to j € [1, k] in our bipartite graph
representation. Then, Y’ ey

2. If Y, ; = 0, meaning vertex x is connected to j and y to some other vertex j’ # j. In this case
we swap the edges, meaning we remove edges (z, j), (v, ') and add (z, j), (y, ) to construct
Y’. We formally define Y’ next,

1if 2 =y and j” = j,
0if 2=y and j” = 7/,
Y, » = {1if z =2 and j” = ', (37)
0if 2 = x and j” = j,

Y. j» otherwise .

In both cases, clearly Y' € {X' € Ky | Xfy,j = 1}. Further, A, = A, implies A:c,j/ = Ay’j for all
j' € [1,k] and the following equality holds,

I A%= T AL

(2,j)€Dx|[1,k] (2,5")EDX[1,k]

The same analysis also holds when we start with a Y' € {X’ € Ka | X|,; = 1} and construct
Y € {X € Ka | X;; = 1}. We have a one to one correspondence between elements Y and Y’ in
the sets {X € Ka | X, ; = 1} and {X’ € Ka | X] ; = 1} respectively, satisfying,

~Y A Y/Z i
(2,5")€DX[LK] (2,3")€DX[LK]
Therefore, P, ; = P, ; and we conclude the proof. ]

4.2 Generalization to low non-negative rank matrices

Here we prove our main result for the scaled Sinkhorn permanent of low non-negative rank matrices
(Theorem . To prove this result, we use the performance result of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent
for non-negative matrices with k distinct columns. The following lemma relates the permanent of a
matrix A of non-negative rank k to matrices with at most k distinct columns and will be crucial for
our analysis.

Lemma 4.8 ([Bar96]). For any matriz A € Rgoxl) of non-negative rank k. If A def D vju;-r

for v, u; € Rgo, then

erm(A) = ——vperm( V*)perm( U”
{aCZh 1D ey =N} °
def def
where V¥ = [vy...v1 | va...v2 | ... |vp... g, U =[ug...w | ug...ug | ... |wp. .. ugl
—_—— — ——— —_——— —— ——
aq g ay e %1 g ag

As the number of terms in the above summation is low, the maximizing term is a good
approximation to the permanent of A.
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Corollary 4.9. Given a non-negative matriz A € REgD, let k denote the non-negative rank of the
matriz. If A = Zje[k] vjujT for v;, u; € Rgo s any non-negative matriz factorization of A, then

1

max ———perm( V*)perm(U") . (38)
{aCZ1 Y, g =N} Tl 0!

N
perm(A) < exp (O(k:log k:>>
Proof. The number of feasible a’s in the set {a C Zfﬂzje[k] a; = N} is at most (N,j_kl_l) €
exp (O(k log %)) and we conclude the proof. O

Lemma 4.10. Let Q, Q" € Rgép be any doubly stochastic matrices. Then Q def

stochastic matriz.

Q Q" is a doubly

Proof. We first consider the row sums,
Q1=QQ"1=Q1=1.

Therefore the matrix Q is row stochastic. In the above derivation, the second and third equalities
follow because Q" and Q' are row stochastic matrices respectively. We now consider the column
sums,

QT]_ — Q//TQ/T]_ — Q//Tl — 1 .

The above derivation follows because Q" and Q" are column stochastic and therefore the matrix Q
is column stochastic. As the matrix Q is both row and column stochastic we conclude the proof. [

We are now ready to prove our main result of this section and we restate it for convenience.

Theorem 3.1 (Scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximation for low non-negative rank matrices).
For any matriz A € RQOXD with non-negative rank at most k, the following inequality holds,

N
scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) < exp (O (k: log k:)) scaledsinkhorn(A4) . (5)
Proof. Let o be the maximizer of the optimization problem then

%perm(Vo‘)perm(Ua) . (39)

N
perm(A) < exp (O(k log ))
k Hje[k} Qg

Recall to prove the theorem, we need to construct a doubly stochastic witness Q that satisfies:
N
log perm(A) < O(klog Z) +UA,Q) - N .

We construct such a witness Q from the doubly stochastic witnesses for matrices V¢ and U%. For
all j € [k] define S} def {y € D | V3, = vj}, equivalently S; = {y € D | U3 = u;} and note that
aj = |9;]. Let Q" and Q" be the doubly stochastic matrices that maximize the scaled Sinkhorn

permanent for matrices V® and U® respectively. Therefore by Lemma the following inequalities
hold,

log perm(V?®) < O(k log %) +U(vV*, Q') - N, (40)
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log perm(U%) < O(k log %) +U(U, Q") - N, (41)

where recall U(V®, Q') = ¥, ,cpxp Qb log Za@; and U(U, Q") = 5, yepxp Qf. 108 g 2. With-
out loss of generality by the symmetry (with respect to columns within S;) and concav1ty of the
scaled Sinkhorn objective, we can assume that the maximizing matrices Q" and Q" satisfy the
following: for all z € D and j € [k],

Q.,=Q.,and Q;, =Q;,, forally,y € SjandzeD. (42)

Note that the doubly stochastic matrix that we constructed for the proof of Lemma [4.1] also satisfies
the above collection of equalities. Now combining Equations to we get,

N
log perm(A) < O(klog E) —log [] o' +U(V*, Q) - N+U(U* Q") - N,

JE[K]
N « (07
< O(klog ) — Z (ajloga; —a;) + UV, Q) = N+UU% Q") =N, (43)
JE[K]
N
< O(klog ?) - > ajloga; + UV, Q)+ U(U*, Q") — N .
JE[K]

In the second inequality we use the Stirling’s approximation (Lemma and the error term due to
this approximation is upper bounded by O(k log %) In the third inequality we used Zje[k] aj = N.

Let Q = Q'Q"T, then by Lemma the matrix Q is doubly stochastic. In the remainder of
the proof we show that,

— Y ajloga; + UV, Q) + U(U*, Q") < U(A,Q) , (44)
JE[K]

where recall U(A,Q) = >, epxp Quy log g‘z’y. As matrix Q is doubly stochastic, the above
) ’ z,y

inequality combined with Equation concludes the proof. Therefore in the remainder we focus
our attention to prove Equation and we start by simplifying the above expression. Define,

def

5%;1 > Q,.Q,. forallzeD,yecDandforaljelk]. (45)
’ Qz,y ZESj 7 7

For all x € D and y € D the variables defined above satisfy the following,

y— =
Zk] 5z,y Qz,y Z Z Qa: ZQ Qm

JjE[k] 2€S;

> Q.Qy.

) zE’D Qx>y

a5 Qy=1, (46)

where in the third inequality we used the definition of Q = Q'Q”". We next simplify and lower
bound the term U(A, Q) in terms of these newly defined variables.

_ | v _ v5 (0 0)
log A, = log Z vi(z)u;(y) > log H ﬁ Z 5 , log v , (47)
z?y

J€lk] J€k] JjElk] Y

21



where in the first equality we used A = de (k) Viu; - In the second inequality we used weighted
AM-GM inequality. Now consider the term Q, , log A%y and substitute the above lower bound,

Q. l08Ary > Q,, Y 4, (logvi(x) +logu;(v)) ~ Qu, Y 61, logB, . (48)
JElk] JElk]

Summing over all the (z,y) pairs we get,

> QuylogAsy > > logvi(@)( D> QuyBl,) + > > logviw)( D> QuyBl,)

z,y€DxD z€D je[k] yeD y€D jelk] z€D (49)
= > Quy D Blylghl, .
z,y€DxD JE[K]

In the above expression the following terms simplify,
yeD yeD .Y zeS; z2€8; yeD 2€85;

Similarly,

> Qb= Q). (51)

z€D 2€8;
Also note that,

i J
Z Qx,y Z B lOg B%y = Z Qz,y Z B Bx(,sQw,y’
z,Y

z,yeDXD JE[k] z,y€DXD JE[k]

= Z Qx Y Z 6 log Qz,y) Z Qm Y Z /6 log Q$,y7
z,y€DXD JjE[k] z,y€DXD

= Z Z ﬁw,nyyy IOg(Bx,yQuny) - Z Q.y log Qx,y )
x,yEDxDje[k:} z,y€DXD

= > 2 (2 Q..Qy)log (Y Q..Qy.)— Y. QuleQ,,.
z,y€DXD je[k] z2€S; 2€8; z,y€DXD

(52)

In the third and fourth inequality we used Equation and Equation respectively. Substituting
Equations to in Equation we get,

Z Qz,y log Az,y Z Z Z IOng Z Qacz + Z Z IOgVJ )( Z Qg,z)

z,y€DxD z€D jelk] 2€S; y€D je[k] 2€8;
=2 2 (2 QuQu)los( ), QaQya)t ) QuylogQuy
z,y€DXD jelk] z€S; Z€S; z,y€DxD

(53)

By rearranging terms the above expression can be equivalently written as,

UA,Q = > melongZ>ZZk>gvj (D Q)+ > logui(y)( Y Qy.)

z,y€DxD ) z€D jelk] 2€8; y€D jelk] 2€8;
- Z Z ( Z Q;:,ZQZ,Z) IOg( Z Q;,ZQZ,Z) :
z,y€DXD jelk] 2€S; Z€S;

(54)
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In the above expression we have a lower bound for the term U(A, Q) and we relate it to terms
U(V* Q') and U(U%, Q"). Consider the following term,

Z Q;,y log Vi, = Z Z Z Q;,y log Vi, = Z Z Z Q;c,y logvj(z) ,

z,y€DXD x€D jelk] yES; x€D je[k] yES; (55)
=2 2 logvi@)( X Quy) = D D logvi(@)( ), Q)
z€D je[k] yEeS; z€D je[k] 2€8;

In the final equality we renamed the variables and the rest of equalities are straightforward. Carrying
out similar derivation we also get,

Y. QiylogUs, = > logu()( Y Qr,) =) > logui(y)( > Qy.).  (56)

z,yeDxD x€D je[k] yeS; y€D jelk] 2€8;

As before in the final equality we renamed variables. Substituting Equations and in
Equation we get,

UA, Q> > Q. logVy, + > QJ,lgUs, — > (> Q,.Q).)lg(> Q,.Q).)

z,yeDXD z,yeDXD z,y€DXD 2z2€85; z€S;
=U(VY,Q)+U(U%Q"+ > Q,,lgQ,,+ Y Q) logQ},
z,y€DXD z,yeDXD
- 2 2 (2 QQ)les( X Q:.Qp)-
z,y€DXD je[k] z2€S; 2€85;

(57)
Therefore to prove Equation , all that remains is to show that,
> (QoylogQ;,+Q7,logQr )~ > (> Qr.Qy.)log () Q.Qy.)>— ) ajloga;.

z,y€D XD z,y€DXD 2€S; 2€8; JElk]

(58)
To prove the above inequality we use the symmetry in the solutions Q" and Q”. Recall from
Equation (42), for all z € D and j € [k] we have Q. , = Q;, and Q; , = Q;, for all y,y €
Sjand z € D Define R, ; = Q;,, and R} ; = Qj , for any y € S;. We next substitute these
deﬁnmons and simplify terms on the left hand 51de of Equation ,

Z Qgr,y log Q/x,y = Z Z Z Q;:,y lOg Q‘Iny - Z Z Z R log sz,

z,y€DxD z€D jelk] yeS; z€D je[k] y€S;

= Z Z aj ;’j logRﬁE’j )

z€D jelk]

(59)

In the final equality we used [S;| = a; and the rest of the equalities are straightforward. Similar
argument as above also gets us,

S s, = XY R st = S R R,
z,y€DxD z€D jelk] yeD jelk
Note in the final equality we renamed variables. Finally,
D 2 (2 QuaQulog( X Qu.Qy.) = > D oyRy Ry logasRy Ry,
z,y€DXD je[k] 2€S; z€8; z,y€DXD je[k]

= Y Y R, Ry (loga; +logR,; +logR),)
z,y€DxD jelk]

(61)
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Again each of the terms in the parenthesis further simplify as follows,

Z Z o;R} Ry jlog oy = Z ajlog a; Z R, R} ;= Z ajlog a; Z R Z Ry

z,y€DXD jelk] €[k] z,y€DxD JE[K] z€D y€D

= Z ajloga; .

JE[K]
> 2 aRyRylogRy ;=D > aR;jlogRy; D Ry =) ) ajR; logRy;
z,y€DXD jek] x€D je[k] yeD x€D je[k]

Similarly,

> > R, Ry logRy  => > R logR; ;.

2,y€DXD jE[k] yeD jelk]

Substituting back all the above three expressions in Equation we get,

D 2 (2 Qe.Qya)los( ), Qu.Qy.) =D > aRyjlogRy;+ ), ) ajRy;logRy

xz,y€DxD jelk] z€S; z€S; z€D jc[k] yeD je[k]

+ Z ajloga; .
JE[K]
(62)
Further substituting Equations , and in the derivation below we get,

Z (Q;:,y log Q;,y—i_le/,y IOg Qg,y)_ Z ( Z Q;,ley/,z) log( Z Q;S,ZQg,Z) == Z Qj log Q-

z,y€DXD z,y€DXD z€S; z€S; JE[k]

Therefore the above derivation proves Equation and we further substitute it in Equation
to get,

U(A,Q) > U(VY, Q) +U(U%Q Z ajlogay . (63)
JEk]

The above expression combined with Equation gives the following upper bound on the log of
permanent,

log perm(A) < O(klog %) +U(A,Q)— N . (64)

The above expression combined with definition of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent concludes the
proof. O

5 Lower bound for Bethe and scaled Sinkhorn permanent approx-
imations

Here we provide the proof of Theorem that is stated below for convenience.
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Theorem 3.3 (Lower bound for the Bethe and the scaled Sinkhorn permanents approximation).
There exists a matriz A € RDXD with non-negative rank k, that satisfies

N
perm(A) > exp <Q <l<:log k‘>> bethe(4) , (7)
which further implies,
N .
perm(A) > exp (Q (k log k>) scaledsinkhorn(A) . (8)

Proof. Assume N is divisible by k. Let 1 and 0 be % X % all ones and all zeros matrices respectively.
Note that bethe(1) < % log % - % + 1 and the proof for this statement follows because %1 is the
maximizer of the optimization problem maxQ F(1,Q) over all doubly stochastic matrices Q. On
the other hand log perm(1) = log &¥ !> N log -~ % + Q(log %), where in the last inequality we
used the Stirling’s approximation. Now cons1der the following matrix,

1 0 ...0
adr |01 0
0 0 ..1

In the above definition, A is a N x N matrix, With k x k blocks. For the matrix A we have,
logperm(A) = k - logperm(1) > k (Nlog— — &+ Q(log k)) and bethe(A) = k - bethe(1) <

k (% log ¥ — & + 1). Therefore log perm(A) — bethe(A) > Q(klog &¥).
The proof for the case when N is not divisible by k is similar. Here matrix A is the N x N block
diagonal matrix where the first & blocks correspond to LN | % L | all ones matrix and the final block

corresponds to 7 X r all ones matrix, where r N - k| X . For this definition of matrix A we have,
log perm(A) = k - log| ¥ |! + logr! > k (LNJ log| &) — [ ] + Q(log %)) +rlogr —r+ Q(logr) and
bethe(A) = k - bethe(1) < k (L?J log| 2] — [+ 1) + rlogr —r 4+ 1. Therefore log perm(A) —

bethe(A) > Q(klog &). The first condition of the theorem follows by taking exponentials on both

sides of the previous inequality.
The second inequality in the theorem follows by using bethe(A) > scaledsinkhorn(A) (See
Corollary . As the matrix A constructed here is of non-negative rank k, we conclude the proof.
O

6 Improved approximation to profile maximum likelihood

In this section, we provide an efficient algorithm to compute an exp (—O(y/nlogn))-approximate
PML distribution. We first introduce the setup and some new notation. For convenience, we also
recall some definitions from Section [21

We are given access to n independent samples from a hidden distribution p € AP supported
on domain D. Let 2™ be this length n sequence and ¢ = ®(z") be its corresponding profile. Let
f(z™,y) be the frequency for domain element y € D in sequence x". Let k be the number of non-zero
distinct frequencies and we use {m;,...mj,...my} to denote these distinct frequencies. Note that
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the number of non-zero distinct frequencies k is always upper bounded by /n. For j € [1, k], we

define ¢; e H{y € D | f(z",y) = m;}|. Let p,y, be the PML distribution with respect to profile ¢
and is formally defined as follows,

ppml € arg mlnP(pa ¢) .
pEAD

Recall the definition of profile probability matrix A%? with respect to profile ¢ and distribution p,
Agﬁ def plv for all z,y € D, (65)

where f, def f(z™,y) is the frequency of domain element y € D in the observed sequence z" and
recall ®(z") = ¢. Note that the number of distinct columns is equal to number of distinct observed
frequencies plus one (for the unseen) and therefore it is k + 1.

From Equation , the probability of profile ¢ with respect to distribution p is,

n!

T (e 66
Hje[l,k}(mj!)¢j ( )

P(p,¢) = Cy - ( H 1) ~perm(Ap’¢) , where Cp =

.|
FE[0,k] 95!

¢o here denotes the number of unseen domain elements and note that it is not part of the profile.
Given a distribution p we know its domain D therefore the unseen domain elements. Also, note
that Cy is independent of the term ¢g, therefore it depends just on the profile ¢ and not on the
underlying distribution p.

We now provide the motivation behind the techniques used in this section. Recall that the
goal of this section is to compute an approximate PML distribution and we wish to do this using
the results from the previous section. A first attempt would be to use the scaled Sinkhorn (or the
Bethe) permanent as a proxy for the term perm(Ap’¢) in Equation and solve the following
optimization problem:

1
max Cl - ( H ') - scaledsinkhorn(AP9) .

AD ) l
pE j€lo,k] Y

The above optimization problem is indeed a good proxy for the PML objective and recall the
above optimization problem is equivalent to the following:

1
max Cy - ( H qu') -Cgréagc exp (U(Ap’¢,Q)) .

D
pea JE[0,K]

Taking log and ignoring the constants we get the following equivalent optimization problem,

1
log — + U(AP?, )
max e (log o1+ U(AP,Q)

Interestingly, the function U(AP?, Q), is concave with respect to p for a fixed Q and concave with
respect to Q for a fixed p (See [Vonl4]). However, unfortunately the function U(AP* Q) in general
is not a concave function with respect to p and Q simultaneously [Vonl4] and we do not know how
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to solve the above optimization problem. Vontobel [Vonl4| proposed an alternating maximization
algorithm to solve the above optimization problem, and studied its implementation and convergence
to a stationary point; see [Vonl4] for empirical performance of this approach. Using the Bethe
permanent as a proxy in the above optimization problem has similar issues; see [Vonl2, [Von14] for
further details.

To address the above issue we use the idea of probability discretization from [CSS19], meaning
we assume distribution takes all its probability values from some fixed predefined set. We use this
idea in a different way than [CSS19] and further exploit the structure of optimal solution Q to write
a convex optimization problem that approximates the PML objective. The solution of this convex
optimization problem returns a fractional representation of the distribution that we later round to
return the approximate PML distribution with desired guarantees. Surprisingly, the final convex
optimization problem we write is exactly same as the one in [CSS19] and our work gives a better
analysis of the same convex program by a completely different approach.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Section [6.1 we study the probability
discretization. In the same section, we also study the application of results from Section [4] for
approximating the permanent of profile probability matrix (Ap’d’). We further provide the convex
optimization problem at the end of this section that can be solved efficiently and returns a fractional
representation of the approximate PML distribution. In Section [6.2] we provide the rounding
algorithm that returns our final approximate PML distribution. Till this point, all our results are
independent of the choice of the probability discretization set. Later in Section we choose
an appropriate probability discretization set and further combine analysis from all the previous
sections. In this section, we state and analyze our final algorithm that returns a exp (—O(y/nlogn))-
approximate PML distribution. Note that our rounding algorithm is technical and for the continuity
of reading we defer all the proofs for results in Section to Section

6.1 Probability discretization

Here we study the idea of probability discretization that is also used in [CSS19]. We combine this
with other ideas from Section [ to provide a convex program that approximates the PML objective.
Let R C [0, 1]g be some discretization of the probability space and in this section we consider
distributions that take all its probability values in set R. All results in this section hold for finite
set R and we specify the exact definition of R in Section [6.3
The discretization introduces a technicality of probability values not summing up to one and we
redefine pseudo-distribution and discrete pseudo-distribution from [CSS19] to deal with these.

Definition 6.1 (Pseudo-distribution). q € [0, 1]E is a pseudo-distribution if ||q||1 < 1 and a discrete
pseudo-distribution with respect to R if all its entries are in R as well. We use A}?seudo and Ag to
denote the set of all such pseudo-distributions and discrete pseudo-distributions with respect to R

respectively.

We extend and use the following definition for P(v,y™) for any vector v € Rgo and therefore for
pseudo-distributions as well,
P(v,y") < [] vio") .
zeD

Further, for any probability terms defined involving p, we define those terms for any vector v € Rgo
just by replacing p,, by v, everywhere. For convenience we refer to IP(q, ¢) for any pseudo-distribution
q as the “probability” of profile ¢ with respect to q.
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For a scalar ¢ and set S, define [c|]g and [c|g as follows:

def
cle = sup s and cle = inf s
L JS sES:Eﬁc [ —‘S SES:s>c

Definition 6.2 (Discrete pseudo-distribution). For any distribution p € AP, its discrete pseudo-
distribution q = disc(p) € AR with respect to R is defined as:

def
qd é prJR \V/SUED

We now define some additional definitions and notation that will help us lower and upper bound
the permanent of profile probability matrix by a convex optimization problem.

o Let % |IR| be the cardinality of set R and r; be the i’th element of set R.

e For any discrete pseudo-distribution q with respect to R, that is q € AR, we let £} def H{y €
D | q, = r;}|, be the number of domain elements with probability r;.

o Let Zﬁ(ﬁ - Rgo(k“) be the set of non-negative matrices such that, for any S € Z%qb the
following holds:

Y S j=(lforallie[l,{] and Y S;;=¢;forallje[0,k], (67)
J€[0,k] 1€[1,4]

. . def
where gb is the number of unseen domain elements and we use my = 0 to denote the
corresponding frequency element.

e For any S € Rgo(kﬂ) define,

W)= T Y sy

i€[1,4] €[0,k]

+) ( > Si,j) 10g( > Si,j)"‘ > pilogdi— > ¢
i€[1,0] \je[0,k] J€[0,K] JE[0,K] JE[0,k]
(68)

e Throughout this section, for convenience unless stated otherwise we abuse notation and use A
to denote the matrix A%?. The underlying pseudo-distribution q and profile ¢ with respect
to matrix A will be clear from the context.

The first half of this section is dedicated to bound the perm(A) in terms of function h(S). For any
fixed discrete pseudo-distribution q and profile ¢, we will show that,

N
max h(S) < logperm(A%?) < O(klog =) + max h(S) .
Sezx? k™ sezae

Later in the second half, we use the above inequality to maximize over all the discrete pseudo-
distributions to find the approximate PML distribution and the summary of which is stated later.
We start by showing the lower bound first and later in Theorem we prove the upper bound.

1144 is not part of the profile and is not given to us. Later in this section, we get rid of this dependency on ¢o.
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Theorem 6.3. For any discrete pseudo-distribution q with respect to R and profile ¢, let A be the
matriz defined (with respect to q and ¢) in Equation , then the following holds,

logperm(A) > max h(S) . (69)
Sezh?

Proof. For any matrix S € Z%’d’, define matrix Q € RP*P as follows,

def S‘,‘
Qx7y = gqu
i i
where in the definition above i and j are such that q, = r; and f, = m;. We now establish that
matrix Q is doubly stochastic. For each x € D, let ¢ be such that q, = r;, then

Ya,-Y % S;]—zsl’f >

q
yeD JE[0,k] {y€D | fy=m;} JE[0,k] ¢] {yeD | fy=m;}

o (70)
= 2 0= eq 2 Sem; =1
jelok] ¢ i je[0,k]
For each y € D, let j be such that f, = m;, then
Si,j Si,j
ICHED YD ¢—z¢ > o
z€D 1€[1,4] {xED | az=r;} Z J 1€[1,4] J {z€D | q,=r;} (71)

’LE[l 4] J 1€[1,4]

Since matrix Q is doubly stochastic, by the definition of the scaled Sinkhorn permanent (See
Definition and Corollary we have log perm(A) > U(A,Q) — N. To conclude the proof we
show that U(A, Q) — N = h(S).

mqu
UAQ = Y Qe = Y Y g ls(g )
(z,y)eDxD Y ig[1,0] jE[0,K] J J
- qu (72)
Z Z S?] log ]) °
1€[1,4] j€[0,k] Sij

We consider the final expression above and simplify it. First note that,

Z Z Si jlogl} = Z log ¢! Z Sij; = Z (og 3.

1€[1,£] 7€[0,k] 1€[1,4] J€[0,k] 1€[1,4]
Similarly,
> Y Sijloggi= > logd; > Sij= > ¢jloge; .
1€[1,£] 5€[0,k] J€E[0,K] 1€[1,¢] j€lo, k}

Using the above two expressions, the final expression of Equation ([72) can be equivalently written
as,

¥ ¥ sl - ¥ 5 s

i€[L,0] j€[0,K] i€[1,0] j€[0,k] I

+ Z (T og £ + Z ¢jlog ;. (73)

1€[1,] J€[0,k]
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Combining Equation , Equation and substituting N = Zje[o,k} ¢;, we get:

UAQ-N=3 3 Sylog(d—)+ 3 flogfl+ 3 éjlogs;— > ¢;=h(S).

i€[1,4] j€[0,k] Y i€[1,4] FE[0,K] FE[0,k]

In the above equality we used 3= ;c1 4 Si,j = £5 for all i € [1,£] and for any S € Z?{’qﬁ. Combining
the above inequality with logperm(A) > U(A,Q) — N we get,

log perm(A) > h(S) .

The above inequality holds for any S € Z%d’ (and therefore holds for the maximizer as well) and we
conclude the proof. ]

We next give an upper bound for the log of permanent of A in terms of h(S).

Theorem 6.4. For any discrete pseudo-distribution q with respect to R and profile ¢, let A be the
matriz defined (with respect to q and ¢) in Equation . Then,

N
log perm(A) < O(klog —) + max h(S) .
k SEZ%?

Proof. Here we construct a particular matrix S € Z%¢ such that log perm(A) < O(klog %) + h(S),
which immediately implies the theorem. Recall by Lemmas [1.4] and there exists a matrix
P € R2; " such that, Y Poy = 1 for all o € D and Y,ep Pay = ¢; for all j € [0,k], and

satisfies log perm(A) < O(klog &) + f(A, P) '}l Further using the definition of f(A, P) we get,

A~

log perm(A) < O(klog ?) + Z ¢jlog p; — Z o; + Z P, jlog P < (74)
JE[0,K] JE[0,K] (x,5)EDX[0,k] T

where for the matrix A defined (with respect to q and ¢) in Equation , we have,

A

Aw,j = qglj .
We now define the matrix S that satisfies the conditions of the lemma.

def
Sij = > Py

By Theorem for any fixed j € [0, k], all z € D such that q, = r;, share the same probability
value P, ; and we use the notation P; ; to denote this value. Using this definition, we have:

Si; =P, (75)

Further note that for any i € [1,4], if x € D is any element such that q, = r;, then

Y Pij= > Pui=1

J€[0,K] J€[0,K]

2The inequality holds because matrix A has k + 1 distinct columns and O((k + 1) log kLH) is asymptotically same
as O(klog &0).
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We wish to show that S € Z‘E{¢. We first analyze the row sum constraint. For each ¢ € [1, /],
Y. Sii= ), (P =10
JE[0,K] J€[0,K]
We now analyze the column constraint. For each j € [0, k],
> Sii= ) Y. Pui=) Pui=¢;

i€[1,¢] 1€[1,4] {z€D | q,=r;} €D
In the remainder of the proof we show that the matrix S defined earlier satisfies log perm(A) <
O(klog &) + h(S). We start by simplifying the term > (z.)eDx[0k] Pa,jlog A"’? in Equation 1'

P,
r
> Py log = > > > P, log => > > P, log P;( :
(z,5)€Dx[0,k] Pe; jel0,k] ie[1,4 {zeD | qrrz} P j€[0,k] ze[l e] {xED | q,=r;} )
Z Z 3P, ,Jlog Z Z S,]log
Jj€[0,k] i€[1,(] l’] 1€[1,£] 5€[0,k]
=2 X S
i€[1,] j€[0,k] b e, z]

(76)

In the second equality, we used Ax,j = r;-nj and further by the definition of P; ; we have P, ; = P; ;
for all € D that satisfy q, = r;. In the third equality, we used >y cp | q,—r;} 1 = (3. In the
mjq

fourth equality we used Equation (|7 |Ii In the final equality, we used Zle 1,4 de[o K] Si; log 4

m

Diel1, 2ojelok] Si log @ s+ diellg 2ojefok] Sijlog ¢ and the final term further snnphﬁes to the
following, > ic1, Zje[o,k] Sijlog (' = Yici1,0108 6! X jcion) Sij = Licpng Ui log 4.

We conclude the proof by combining equations [74f and |76/ and using > ;c(o 5 Si,j = (3 for any
S € Z%°. O

Note using Theorem and for matrix A defined (with respect to q and ¢) in Equation ,
we showed the following,

N
max h(S) <logperm(A) < O(klog —) + max h(S) . (77)
Sezy? Sezy?

Our final goal of this section is to maximize P(q,¢) ﬁperm(A) over discrete pseudo-
distributions q but let us take a step back and just focus on writing an upper bound. Consider the
term maxg_,aq.0 h(S) in the expression above, it depends on discrete pseudo-distribution q at two

R

different places. The first is the constraint set Zgl’d) and the second is the function h(S) (because it
contains the ¢¢ term in its expression). We address the first issue by defining the following new set
that encodes the constraint set Zq’¢ for all discrete pseudo-distributions simultaneously.

Definition 6.5. Let Zd) C Rex(kﬂ) be the set of non-negative matrices, such that any S € Z%
satisfies,

Y Sij=¢jforallje[lk], > S;;€Z forallic[l,fland > r; > S;;<1. (78)
1€[1,4] J€[0,k] i€[1,k]  j€[0,k]
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Note in the definition of Z% we removed the constraint related to ¢¢ and recall ¢y denotes
the number of unseen domain elements. Not having constraint with respect to ¢ helps us encode
discrete pseudo-distributions (with respect to R) of different domain sizes. Further for any S € z ,
there is a discrete pseudo-distribution associated with it and we define it next.

Definition 6.6. For any S € Z%, the discrete pseudo-distribution qg associated with S is defined
as follows: For any arbitrary Zje[(),k] S;; number of domain elements assign probability r;.

Note in the deﬁmtlon above qg is a valid pseudo-distribution because of the third condition
in Equation Further note that, for any discrete pseudo-distribution q and S € qub, the
distribution qg assomated with respect to S is a permutation of distribution q. Since the probability
of a profile is invariant under permutations of distribution, we treat all these distributions the same
and do not distinguish between them.

We now handle the second issue that corresponds to removing the dependency of discrete
pseudo-distribution q from the function h(S). To handle this issue, we define a new function g(S)
that when maximized over the set Z%gb and Zf{ approximates the value P(q, ¢) and max¢ AD P(q, ¢)

respectively (See next theorem for the formal statement). For any S € R>O(k+1) the function g(S)

is defined as follows,
+ Y (Z si,j) log( > sm-)) . (19)
ielLe \Ge[0,k] FE[0,K]

def
&(9) “ exp ( > ¥ s
1€[1,4] 7€[0,k]
Note that we switch gears and define the function g(S) as an exponential function. g(S) approximates
the value P(q, ¢) instead of log of it and it helps with proof readability. The following theorem
summarizes this result.

J

Theorem 6.7. Let R be a probability discretization set. Given a profile ¢ and discrete pseudo-
distribution q with respect to R. The following inequality holds,

exp (—O(klog(N +n))) - Cy - Srélfziqx g9(S) <P(q,¢) <exp (O (k log Z)) Cy- Srg;qxq) g(S) (80)

Further,

exp (—O(klog(N +n)))-Cy- géag; g9(8) < max P(q,¢) < exp <O (k log ij)) Cs- max g(S) (81)

Proof. For any discrete pseudo-distribution q with respect to R and profile ¢, let A be the matrix
defined (with respect to q and ¢) in Equation . Then, by Equation we have,

N
max h(S) <logperm(A) < O(klog —) + max h(S) .
Sezy? Sezy?

Further by Equation we have,

P(q,¢) = Cs - ( 11 qjj ) -perm(A%?) .

Jj€[0,k]
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Combining the above two equations we have,

c¢.( 11 (;) max_ exp (B(S)) < P(q, ¢) < exp (O (klog],f))-%-( 11 (;J,) max_exp (h(S))

j€[0,k] SEZq J€[0,K] SGZq
(82)
We now simplify the term (Hje[O,k] #) -exp (h(S)) in the above expression. First note that for
any S € Zq’d)
exp (h(S)) = g(8S) - exp ( Z ¢jlog ¢ — Z ¢j> .
J€[0,k] J€[0,K]
Therefore,
1 1
( H (ZS') -exp (h(S)) = ( H (]ﬁ') - g(8S) exp( Z ¢jlog p; — Z %) . (83)
jelok] 77 jelok] 7T J€[0,K] JE[0,k]

By Lemma (Stirling’s approximation) we have,

exp (—O (klog(N +n))) < ( H (;]') -exp( Z ¢jlog p; — Z %) <1. (84)

JE[0,k] JE[0,k] JE[0,k]
The first inequality follows because for each j € [0, k], we have Q%J, exp (¢jlog p; — ¢j) > Q \/ﬁ)

which by using ¢; < N + n is further lower bounded by Q(\/ﬁ) > exp (—O(log(N +n))).

Equation follows by taking product over all j € [0, k]. Now combining Equation and
Equation we have,

exp (~O(klog(N +n))) - g(S) < ( II ;j,) -exp (h(S)) < g(8) . (85)

JE[0.K]
The first statement of the lemma follows by combining the above Equation with Equation ,

that is we have,

exp (~O(klog(N +1))-Cy - max ¢(8) < P(a6) < ex (0(kog)) €5 e 8(5) (50

Given a profile ¢, for any discrete pseudo-distribution q € Ag we have Z%¢ C Z% and further
combining it with above inequality we get,

N
max P(q, ¢) < exp (O (k: log )> Cy - max g(S) .
N k sezf,

Note that for any S € yA4 Rr> We also have S € Zf{’qs, where qg is the discrete pseudo-distribution
associated with respect to S (See Definition [6.6). Therefore,

exp (—O(klog(N +n)))-Cy-max g(S) < exp (—O(klog(N +n)))-Cy- max max g(S) < max P(q, o) .
sezg q€AR sezd? qeAl

For the last inequality in the above derivation we used Equation . Now combining the previous
two inequalities we conclude the proof. ]
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The previous theorem provides an upper bound for the probability of profile with respect to any
discrete pseudo-distribution. However one issue with this upper bound is that it is not efficiently
computable because the set Z% is not a convex set (because of the integrality constraints). We relax
these integrality constraints and define the following new set.

Definition 6.8. Let Z%’fmc C Re;[)(kH) be the set of non-negative matrices, such that any S €
Zf{’f "¢ satisfies,
Y Sij=¢jforallje[l,kland > r; > S;i;<1. (87)
i€[1,0] i€[Lk] €0,k

Lemma 6.9. Let R be a probability discretization set. Given a profile ¢, the following holds,

N
max P(q, ¢ §exp<0<klog>)-0- max g(S 88
mas P(g; 0 v)) Cor ol (58)

Proof. By Theorem [6.7] we already have,

max P(q, ¢) < exp (O <k log ij)) - Cy - max g(8) .

qeAR Sezy
The lemma holds because Z% C Z%’f rac. O

Note in the above lemma, the upper bound only depends on the profile [1—_31 and we removed all
dependencies related to distributions (and also ¢p). Next we show that this upper bound can be
efficiently computed by using the result that function g(S) is log concave in S.

Lemma 6.10 (Lemma 4.16 in [CSS19]). Function g(S) is log concave in S.

Theorem 6.11 (Theorem 4.17 in [CSS19]). Given a profile ¢ € ®", the optimization problem

MaX g 4o, frac log g(S) can be solved in time 6(k2€).
R

6.2 Rounding Algorithm

In the previous section we provided an efficiently computable upper bound for the probability of
profile ¢ with respect to any discrete pseudo-distribution q € Ag. This upper bound returns a
solution S € Z%f "¢ and we need to round this solution to construct a discrete pseudo-distribution
that approximates this upper bound. In this section we provide a rounding algorithm that takes

as input S € Zﬁf "% and returns a solution S™' ¢ dext, where R®™" is an extended probability
¢

Rext» We construct a discrete pseudo-distribution qgext with
respect to R such that P(qgext, ¢) approximates the upper bound and therefore is an approximate
PML distribution. Our rounding algorithm is technical and we next provide a overview to better
understand it.

discretization set. Further using S € Z

Overview of the rounding algorithm: The goal of the rounding algorithm is to take a fractional
solution S % arg maxg _ o, frac log g(S’) as input and round each row sum to an integral value while
R

preserving the column sums and g(S) value. Our rounding algorithm proceeds in three steps:

13C¢ has no dependency on ¢g.
14Note here we hide the logarithmic dependence on n, the size of sample.
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Step 1: Consider the fractional solution S € ]RE;O(HI) and recall the rows are indexed by the

elements of set R (which represent probability values). We first round the rows corresponding to
the higher probability values by simply taking the floor (rounding down to the nearest integer)
of each entry. This procedure ensures the integrality of the row sums (corresponding to higher
probability values) but violates the column sum constraints. To satisfy the column sum constraints
and the distributional constraint (i.e. last condition in Equation (78))) simultaneously, we create
rows corresponding to new probability values using Algorithm [2] However to ensure that all these
new rows also have integral row sums, we modify the (old) rows corresponding to lower probability
values accordingly. Let S™M e the solution returned by the first step of the rounding algorithm.
Algorithm [2] ensures that the g(S™) value is not much smaller than g(S). In S, all the new rows
and (old) rows corresponding to higher probability values have integral row sums and we round the
remaining rows corresponding to smaller probability values next.

Step 2: In this step, we round all the rows corresponding to the smaller probability values. For
each of these rows, we scale all the entries in a particular row by the same factor to ensure that
the row sum is rounded down to the nearest integer. Similar to the step 1, using Algorithm [2] we
create rows corresponding to new probability values to maintain the column sum constraints and
the distributional constraint; all these new rows further correspond to small probability values.
Unlike in the previous step, the new rows created in step two may not have integral row sums but
these rows have a nice diagonal structure. Let S® pe this intermediate solution created in step
2. Algorithm [2| ensures that the g(S®)) value is not much smaller than g(S")) (and hence g(S)).
Note all the row sums in S are integral except the new rows created in step 2 that all have small
probability values and have diagonal structure.

Step 3: In this final step, using Algorithm [I] we round the new rows created in step 2. Algorithm
exploits the low probability and diagonal structure in these rows. The diagonal structure ensures
that there is just one non-zero entry in any particular row and we modify the solution s® (from
the previous step) as follows. We transfer the mass from a non-integral lower probability value
row to an immediate higher probability value row until the (lower probability value) row sum is
integral. This process might violate the distributional constraint and we rescale the probability
values accordingly to satisfy this constraint. Let S®** be the solution returned by step 3. We ensure
that all column sums are preserved, all row sums are integral and the g(S®™") value is not much
smaller than g(S®) (and hence not much smaller than g(S)).

In the remainder of this section we state all three algorithms and the results corresponding to them.
For continuity of reading, we defer the proofs of these results to Section For convenience, we first
state Algorithm [I] that rounds the rows corresponding to the low probability values in step 3 of our
main rounding algorithm (Algorithm . We follow up this algorithm with a lemma that summarizes
the guarantees provided by it. Later we state Algorithm 2] that creates rows corresponding to new
probability values to preserve the column sums and the distributional constraint. This algorithm is
invoked as a subroutine in both step 1 and 2 of Algorithm [3] Finally, we state our main rounding
algorithm that consists of three different steps. We then state results analyzing each of these steps
separately. The final result (Theorem , is the main theorem of this subsection that summarizes
the final guarantees promised by our rounding algorithm.
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Algorithm 1 Structured Rounding Algorithm

1: procedure STRUCTUREDROUNDING(z, w, a)

2 Input: z € (0, 1)][15’14, w e ROH and q = Zje[O,k:] T € Ly.

3: Output: z € ROKXOA 4nq s € Re.

1:  Initialize z = QIOKI¥[0K],

5 For each i € [1,q], let s; denote the smallest index such that >
Sat+1 = k.

6: for i € [1,a] do

j<s; j > @ — 1 and let

Zj if s; <j < siy1,
Zsig =\ Ljr<s Ty — (1= 1) ifj=si, (89)
1= Zsiﬁj’<s¢+1 Zsiyj! if j = sit1 -
7 end for

8: Return z and s.
9: end procedure

The next lemma summarizes the quality of the solution produced by Algorithm

Lemma 6.12. Given a set of reals x; € (0,1) for all j € [0,k] such that Zje[o,kz] xj € L4, weights
wj for all j € [0, k] and exponents m; € Z for all j € [0, k] E Using Algorithm we can efficiently

compute a matriz z € [0, 1]£’k]x[0’k] such that the following conditions hold,

1. 3 icon 2 € {0,1} for all i € [0, k] and 3 ;i ) 2ij = x5 for all j € [0, K].
2. 2 ielo,k] (Zje[o,k] Zi,j) wi < D jefo,k] TjWj + MaXje(o k] Wj-

m;T; m;zi,
3 ey w; ™ < e Ijeon wi ™

We next provide description of Algorithm [2 The algorithm takes input (B, C, R, ¢) and creates

a new probability discretization set R’ (lines 6-10). The solution B’ outputted by the algorithm

belongs to Z%,f "% has same column sums as B and the value g(B') is lower bounded by g(B).

5Here mg need not be equal to zero.
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Algorithm 2 Create New Probability Values

1: procedure CreateNewProbability Values(B, C, R, ¢)

2: Input: Probability discretization set R (|JR| = t), profile ¢ (let k be the number of distinct
frequencies) and B € Z%fmc C RILAXOHF and € € RIGIXOH such that C;; < By for all
i € [1,t] and j € [0, k]. Let r; be the ¢’th element of R.

3 Output: Probability discretization set R’ and B’ € RILEH(E+1DIx[0.k]

4:  Initialize B’ = QUL (kH1IX[04],

5

6

Béj = Cij for all 7 € [1,t],j c [07 k] )
for j € [0,k] do
D icin,g(Bi—Cij)rs

7 Create a new ro ith probability value r ;= .
W row with p y Vi T Y B —Cy)
. /
8: Assign Bt+1+j,j = Zig[u] (Bz‘j - Cy).
9: end for .
10: Define R’ % R U {rt+1+j}je[o,k}-

11: Return: R’ and B'.
12: end procedure

The next lemma summarizes the quality of the solution produced by Algorithm

Lemma 6.13. The solution (R, B') returned by Algom'thm@ satisfies the following conditions:
1. ZjE[O,k] B;,] = Zje[(),k] Cl’] fOT all ) S [1, t]

2. Foranyic [t+1,t+ (k+1)] let j € [0,k] be such that i =t +1+j then By 1, =0 for all
j' € 10,k] and j' # j. (Diagonal Structure)
3. For anyi € [t+ 1,t+ (k+1)] let j € [0,k] be such that i =t + 1+ j, then X jco Bij =
:5+1+j,j =¢j — Zi’e[l,t] Cij.

4. B ¢ Z%,fmc and Yie v (k+1)) 2jefor] Bij = ey 2jefon Bij-

def . def —
5. Let oy = Yico0 Bij — 2jejon) Cig for alli € [1,t] and A = max(3;c;y y(B1)it X k),

then g(B') > exp (—O (Zie[l,t] a; log A)) g9(B) .

D icp.(Bij—Cij)ri
Eie[l,t] (Bij—Cij)

In the remainder of this section, we state and analyze our rounding algorithm. Our algorithm
works in three steps, and we show that all the solutions produced during the intermediate and final
steps all have the desired approximation guarantee. We divide the analysis into three lemmas. Each
of the lemmas [6.14} [6.15| and [6.16| analyze the guarantees provided by the intermediate solutions
S(l), S® and final solution S respectively.

6. For each j € [0, k], the new row corresponds to the probability value, r114; =
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Algorithm 3 Rounding Algorithm

1. procedure ROUNDING(S)

2 Input: Probability discretization set R, profile ¢ € ®" and S € Z%f rac  RILAX[0.K]
3: Output: Probability discretization set R™* and S,

4 Step 1:
5
6
7

Initialize A = 0L4*10k] Let r; be the i’th element of R.
Define HY {i € [1,4] | r; >~} and L {i € [1,4] | r; <~}
Aij = LS”J forallie H,j € [O, ki] .

& Ay=Si %i el for all i €1, € [0, 4]

9: (S, RM) = CreateNewProbability Values(S, A, R).

10: Step 2:

11: Note ]R ] =0+ (k+1) and S C RILAH(K+1]X[0, k] Let r(l) be the i’th element of RW.
122 Let HO Y et o+ k+1)] |tV >4t and LO Y e 1,04 (k+1)] | £V <4}

13: Define A( ) = QLA+(EHD]X[0K]

14 AL =8 forallie HY, je[0,k].

'
15: A(” s““g%;ﬂ for all i € LM, j € [0,k] .

16: (S(Q),R( )) = CreateNewProbabilityValues(S(l), A(l),R(l)).

17: Step 3:
18: Note |R®)| = £+ 2(k + 1) and S C RILAH2(EFDIXOK] [ et r(2) be the i’th element of R(?).
k def (2) def (2)
19: Let w,z € R such that w; = T k1)1 0d 25 = Sy — Lsz+ k+1)+1+jj for
all j € [0,k]. Define a o 2 jel0.k] Ti-
20: Let (z, s) o StructuredRounding(z, w, a).
21:  Initialize S = QILAF2(k+1IX(0A],
22: Assign P =S\ for all i € [1 ¢+ (k+1)] and j € [0, k].
23: Assign S€+(k+1)+1+gg LSEJr Fet 1) 414,57 ]+ zj 0 for all g, 5" € [0, k].
ext def
24: Define R™" = {lJrW 1,0+ 2(k + 1)]}.
25: return R™" and S**'.

26: end procedure

The next lemma summarizes the quality of the intermediate solution (S(l), R(l)) produced by
Step 1 of Algorithm

Lemma 6.14. The solution (S(l), R(I)) returned by the step 1 of Algorithm@ satisfies the following:

(1)?)1- € Zy foralli e HY.

1. (S
2. 8N € Zli* and Sicps oy k) Sieon Sty = Sienna Lieon Si
3. g(8M) > exp (—O ((% + k) log A)) g(S), where A = max(zie[l’g](S?)i,ﬁ X k).

Using Lemma we now provide the guarantees for the solution S returned by the step 2 of
Algorithm
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Lemma 6.15. The solution (5(2), R(Q)) returned by the step 2 of Algom'thm@ satisfies the following,
1. (897, € Zy foralli e [1,0+ (k+1).

2. §2)

et 1) 145,50 = 0 for all j, 7' € [0,k] and j # j' (Diagonal Structure).

rac 2 1
3. 8@ ¢ Z}*;jé) and 3 e e42(k+1)] 2-j€l0,k] Sz(,j) = D e[, 04+ (k+1)] 2-5€[0,K] Sz(,j)-

%
4 icler oo (SO T € Zy.

2)

5. For any j € [0, k|, réJr(kH)Hﬂ. <.

6. g(8®) > exp (—O ((% + 0+ k:) log A)) g(9).

Using Lemma we now provide the guarantees for the final solution S®™* returned by
Algorithm [3]

Theorem 6.16. The final solution returned (8%, R®") by Algom'thm@ satisfies the following,

1. 8 ¢ 79

Rext .

2. g(8") > exp (—O ((% +l0+k+ ’yn) log A)) g(S).

6.3 Combining everything together

Here we combine the analysis from previous two sections to provide an efficient algorithm to compute
an exp (y/nlogn) approximate PML distribution. The main contribution of this section is to define
a probability discretization set R that guarantees existence of a discrete pseudo-distrbution g with
respect to R that is also an exp (y/nlogn) approximate PML pseudo-distribution. We further use
this probability discretization set R and combine it with results from the previous two sections to
finally output an exp (y/nlogn) approximate PML distribution. In this direction, we first provide
definition of R that has desired guarantees and such a set R was already constructed in [CSS19]
and we formally state results from [CSS19|] that help us define such a set R.

Lemma 6.17 (Lemma 4.1 in [CSS19]). For any profile ¢ € ®", there exists a distribution ¢’ € AP
such that q' is an exp (—6)-approzimate PML distribution and mingep.q+0 ¢y > ﬁ

The above lemma allows to define a region in which our approximate PML takes all its probability

values and we use idea similar to [CSS19] to define this region.
def

Let R = {(1+ €)'""};cq be a discretization of probability space, where ¢ = O(lo%) is the
smallest integer such that 11y < (1+€)'¢ < L, for some € € (0,1). Fix any arbitrary order for
the elements of set R, we use r; to denote the ¢’th element of this set. We next state a result in

[CSS19] that captures the effect of this discretization.

Lemma 6.18 (Lemma 4.4 in [CSS19]). For any profile ¢ € ®" and distribution p € AP, its discrete
pseudo-distribution q = disc(p) € Ag satisfies:
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We are now ready to state our final algorithm. Following this algorithm, we prove that it returns
an approximate PML distribution.

Algorithm 4 Algorithm for approximate PML

1. procedure APPROXIMATE PML(¢,R)
2: Input: Profile ¢ € ™ and probability discretization set R.
3: Output: A distribution p,;prox-

4: Solve S = arg N logg(A).

5 Use Algorithm [3|to round the fractional solution S to integral solution S™' Z oxct -

6 Construct discrete pseudo-distribution qgext with respect to S™* (See Deﬁnition.
def  qgex

T Teturn Puppoc — oS

8: end procedure

Theorem 3.4 (exp (y/nlogn)-approximate PML). For any given _profile ¢ € ®", Algorithm
computes an exp (—O(y/nlogn))-approzimate PML distribution in O(n') time.

Proof. Choose € = lf%L and let the probability discretization space R & {1+ ﬁ)l_i}iem and

¢ |R| be the smallest integer such that ﬁ > (14 ﬁ)lf@ > ﬁ and therefore £ € O(y/n). Let r;

be the i’th element of set R and we have r; > ﬁ.
Given profile ¢, let p,,, be the PML distribution. Define qp, e |Ppmi)g @and by Lemma [6.18
(and choice of €) we have,

P(Qpm1; ¢) = exp (—~O(v/nlogn)) P(ppmi, ¢) - (90)

Let S % AT MAX p (7. frac g(A), then by Lemma we have,

max P(p, ¢) < exp (O (kz log N)) -Cy-g(8S) . (91)

qGAg k

Note gy € AR therefore P(Qpm1; @) < max ¢ AD P(q, ¢) and further combined with equations
and [91] we have,

P(Ppm1; @) < exp <O <k log% ++v/nlog n>) -Cy - g(S) . (92)

Let S™' and R®* be the solution returned by Algorithm |3, then by the second condition of
Theorem we have,

1
g(S™) > exp (—O ((’y +0+k+ fyn) log A)) g(S) (93)
Combining equations [92] and [93] we have,
N 1
P(ppmi, @) < exp (O (k log i’ + vnlogn + (’y +l+k+ ’yn) log A)) -Cy - g(S™) . (94)

We now simplify the above expression by providing the bounds and values for parameters k, ¢, v, N
and A. We choose v = ﬁ and recall £ € O(y/n). Given n samples, the number of distinct frequencies
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in upper bounded by y/n and therefore k£ < y/n. By Lemma up to constant multiplicative loss
we can assurne that the minimum non-zero probability value of our approximate PML distribution is
at least ;- and therefore the support N < 4n?. Recall by the third condition of Lemma we have

A= max(zze[l (S T )i, £ x k). The condition S E Z277 implies Yienqri(S T )i <1 and further

using r; > 4n2 for all i € [1, ] we have 3=,y 4(S 7 )i < 4n?%. Therefore A < max(4n?,{x k) € O(n?).
Substituting these values in Equation 1.) we get,

P(Ppm1, @) < exp (O (V/nlogn)) - Cy - g(S™) . (95)

By the first condition of Theorem we have St € Z¢ Let qgext be the discrete pseudo-

Rext

distribution with respect to S, then the condition S™* e dext further implies S ¢ Z?{S;j;”b
and combined with Theorem [6.7] we have,
exp (—O(klog(N +n))) - Cy - g(8™) < P(qgext, ¢) (96)
Combining equations k < y/nand N < 4n? we have,
]P)(qse"tv QS) > eXp (_O (\/EIOg TL)) ]P)(ppmlv ¢) . (97)
def ex . C o .
Define p,;prox = ”q(iixtt”l, then p,,,0x is a distribution, P(papprox; @) = P(agext, ¢) (because qgext
is a pseudo-distribution and [|qgext||1 < 1) and combined with Equation (97) we get,
IP)(papprmu ¢) > exp (_O (\/ﬁlog n)) P(ppmh (b) : (98)

Therefore p,pppox s an exp (—O (y/nlogn))-approximate PML distribution.
In the remainder of the proof we argue about the running time of our final algorithm for
approximate PML. Step 4 of the algorithm, that is the convex program arg max , ez Irac logg(A)

can be solved in O(k%¢) time (See Theorem “ Algor1thml (CreateNewProbability Values)
and Algorlthm (StructuredRounding) can be implemented in O(k¢) and O(kz) time respectively;
therefore, the Algorlthm (Rounding algorithm) can be implemented in O(k:é) time. Combining
everything together our final algorithm (Algorithm [4)) can be implemented in 6(k2€) time. Further
using k, ¢ € O(y/n), we conclude the proof. O

6.4 Missing Proofs from Section

Here we provide the proofs for all the lemmas and theorems in Section

Proof of Lemma[6.14. Without loss of generality assume wy > w; > wg--+ > wy. Let a def

> jelo,e] Tj» we invoke Algorithm [1f with inputs (z,w,a). Let s € Z§ and z € RIOHFXOH be the
output of Algorithm [l We now provide the proof for the three conditions in the lemma.
Condition 1: By construction of Algorithm ' for any s € {si};c[1,q) We have 2ok #sg =1
ine 6) and for any other s € S 1.q] We have Zgi = erefore the first part o
(Line 6) and her 5 € [0, K]\{5:hic(1.0) We Bave 3,cio s Zo = 0. Therefore the f f
condition 1 holds.

For any j € [0, k], one of the following two cases holds,
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1. If j € {8i}icp,q) and in this case let i € [1,a] be such that s; = j. By line 6 (third case) of the
algorithm we have,

zsil,jzl—(zxj/—(z’—Q)Jr > xj,> (i—1) ij. (99)

J'<si—1 $i—1<j'<s; j'<s;
We now analyze the term 3 ;c1g 1 i 5,
Z 2itj = Zs;j + Zs;_ M—Zm’]/—z—l +(i—1) Z%/—%l—%-
i/ €[0,k] 7'<s; j'<s;

The first equality follows because for ' € [0, k]\{s;, si—1} we have z; ; = 0 and this follows by
the second and third case in line 6 of the algorithm. In the second equality we substituted
values for z,, 5, and zs, , s, using second case (Line 6) and Equation respectively.

2. Else j € [0, k]\{si}ic[1,q), and in this case let i € [1,a] be such that s; < j < s;+1. Then by
the first case in line 6 of the algorithm we have,

Z Zilj = Zsjj = Tj -

i'€[0,k]

Condition 2: Consider 3 ;1 1 (Zje[&k] zi7j> wy,

> (z ) . z( 5 ) B S SR

i€[0,k] \j€[0,k] i€[l,a] \8:i<j<sit1 i€[l,a] si<j<sit1
< D> Emgwit DL D zey(ws, —wsy,) (100)
i€[l,a] $i<j<sit1 i€[l,a] $i<J<Sit1
= Z Z Zs;,jWj + Z Z ZSi,j(wSi - w8¢+1) .
i€[1,a] j€[0,k] i€[1,a] $i<j<sit+1

The first equality follows because rest of the other entries are zero. In the second inequality we
used j < s;11 and therefore w; > ws,,, by our assumption at the beginning of the proof. In the
remainder, we simplify both the terms. Consider the first term in the final expression above,

Z Z zsi,jwj: Z wj Z zsi,j: Z ’lUjiL’j . (101)

i€[1,a] j€[0,K] j7€[0,k] i€[1,a] j7€[0,k]

In the first equality we interchanged the summations. In the second equality we used Zie[l’a] Zs;j =
2 irelo,k] Zir,j and further invoked condition 1 of the lemma. Now consider the second term in the

final expression of Equation ({100)),
Z Z Zsi,j (wsi - w51+1) = Z (wsi - ws¢+1) Z Rsij = Z (wsi - w8¢+1)
i€[1,a] 8 <j<si+1 i€[1,a] 8;<j<sit1 i€[1,a] (102)

= (ws1 wSa;Jrl) < rél[%)]i} wyj -

The second equality follows by line 6 of the algorithm. Condition 2 follows by combining equations

[L00} [101] and [102]

Condition 3: First we show that z; ; > 0 implies ¢ < j. Consider j € [0, k],
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1. If j € {Si}ic[1,q], in this case let i € [1,a] be such that s; = j. Then by the second and third
case in line 6 of the algorithm we have, z; ; > 0 implies 7’ € {s;, s;_1}. Further, using s;_; < s;
and s; = j we have 7' < j.

2. Else j € [0, k]\{si}ic[1,q and in this case let i € [1,a] be such that s; < j < s;41. Then by the
first case in line 6 of the algorithm we have, z; ; > 0 implies ¢ = s;. Further, using s; < j we
have 7/ < j.

Using the above implication we have,

[T o= I o> ™ = [1 I e < I1 I o™ o)

J€[0,k] J€[0,k] 1€[0,k] j€[0,k] 1€[0,k] j€[0,k]

In the first equality we used z; = 3 ;c0 4 2,5 for all j € [0, k] (Condition 1). In the final inequality,
we used the result z; ; > 0 implies 7 < j and further combined it with the assumption at the begining
of the proof, that is, w; > w; for all i, j € [0,k] and 7 < j. O

Proof of Lemma[6.13. Define ¢y def Zie[l,t] B;o. In the following we provide the proof for each
case.

Condition 1: For each i € [1,t], B} ; = C;; for all j € [0, %] and the first condition holds.

Condition 2: Note B’ is initialized to a zero matrix (Line 4). Further for any i € [t+1, ¢+ (k+1)]
let j € [0, k] be such that i = ¢+ 1+ j, then the algorithm only updates the B}, ;’th entry in
the i’th row and keeps rest of the entries unchanged. Therefore the second condition holds.

Condition 3: For each ¢ € [t + 1,¢+ (k+ 1)] let j € [0,k] be such that i = ¢+ 1+ j, then
Zj/€[07k] B;,j’ = B;+1+j,j = Zile[li} (Bi’,j — Ci’,j) = qu — Zi’e[l,t] Ci’,j' The first equality holds
because of the Condition 2. The third equality follows from the Line 8 of the algorithm. The last
equality holds because B € Z%fmc and we have Y;cr1 g Bij = ;.

Condition 4: Here we provide the proof for B’ € ng "%, For any j € [0, k], we first show that

Zie[l,t+(k+1)] B;,j = ¢;.

>, Bi;=) B+ > Bij=> Cij+Bii,

i€[1,t+(k+1)] i€[L,1] i€[t+1,t4(k+1)] ic[L,4]
= > Cij+¢— > Cij=¢;
i€[1,] i€[1,¢]

The second equality follows because B;; = C;; for all i € [1,t] and j € [0,k] (Line 6) and
Doie b1+ (k1)) B} ; =B, (Condition 2). The third equality follows from the Condition 3.
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We next show that > (14 (k1) T (Zje[()’k} B;’j> <1

Yoo ( > Bé,j) = > | > Bij|+ > renBiigg

1€[1,t4+(k+1)] J€[0,k] i€[1,¢] J€[0,k] J€E[0,K]

_ ¥ 5 Zieiig By Ciﬂri ey
= > r| > Ciy|+ Y > By~ Cy) (Z(Bw cw)>

i€[1,t] Jj€[0,k] j€[0,k] i€[1,t]
=Y n( X o)X Y ®

i€[1,] j€[0,k] j€[0,k] i€[1,¢]
= Z r; Z Bi,j S 1

1€[1,t] j€[0,k]

(104)

In the first equality, we divided the summation into two parts and for the second part we used
Condition 3. In the second equality we used Line 7 and 8 of the algorithm. In the third and fourth
equality we simplified the expression. In the final inequality we used B € Z%f rae,

Combining all the conditions together we have B’ € Z%,f "% In the remainder we show that

it (k+1)] Ljelok] Biy = e 2jefor Bi
Recall we already bhOWGd that ZZE[I t+(k+1)) B = ¢; for all j € [0, k]. Recall ¢g = Zz‘e[l,t} Bio

and B € Z%fmc implies ¢; = >7;cp 4 Biyj for all j 6 [1, k]. Therefore we have,

>, 2. Biy=2 2 By

i€[1,t+(k+1)] j€[0,k] i€[1,t] j€[0,k]
Condition 5: We first provide the explicit expressions for g(B’) and g(B) below:

— s
2y, €XP (B’ 1);log(B'1); B
g(B/) — ( H I.EB ) ( ) H rt+1+tj+1+JJ -1

i€[1,t] Hje[O,k] eXp (B;'j log B;j) JE[0,K]

7 —
gB) =[] (I.Z(BB)Z. exp ((B 1');log(B 1 )Z.) )

i€[1,t] Hje[(],k] exXp (Bij log Bij)

Note in the expression for g(B’) we used Condition 2. In the above two definitions for g(B’) and
g(B), we refer to the expression involving r;’s as the probability term and the rest as the counting
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term. We start the analysis of Condition 5 by first bounding the probability term:

11 r{B™: — ( II rEB/B)i) ( II rizfe[oﬂm Bi(BijB;j)) = ( 11 rEB/H)i) ( II 1I r?j(BijB;j))

1€[1,¢] i€[1,¢] i€[1,¢] i€[1,¢] j€E[0,k] i€[1,t]
) i
— H r’EB/B)i H ( H rEquj—Bi]’)) — ( H I"EB/B)1> H ( H rEBij_Cij))
i€[1,t] J€E[0,k] \i€[1,t] i€[1,t] J€[0,k] \i€[1,t]
<! II LB I <Zi6[1,t] ri(Bg; — Cij)) s st (B =Ci)
B i€[1,4 ‘ 5€[0,k] Zie[l,t] (BZJ - Cl])
< H I'Z(-B/H)i H rf—jl]i;'_‘—l*—j’j)
ic[1,1] J€[0,k]

(105)

The first three inequalities simplify the expression. The fourth equality follows because B;,j =GC;
for all i € [1,t] and j € [0,k]. The fifth inequality follows from AM-GM inequality. The final
expression above is the probability term associated with B’ and the equation above shows that our
rounding procedure only increases the probability term and it remains to bound the counting term.

exp ((B'T)ilog(B'T); — (BT );log(BT);)
i€[1,t] Hje[o,k] eXp (ng log B;‘j — Bijlog Bij)
exp ((CT);log(CT); — (BT );log(BT); )
HjE[O,k] exp (CZJ 10g Cij — Bij log BZ])

g(B')
g(B)

>

(106)

1€[1,]

Consider the numerator in the above expression, for each i € [1,1] let s; def (C1);, then

H exp ((C?)ilog(C?)i — (B?)Z log(B?)i) = H exp (s; log s; — (s; + ;) log(s; + ;)

i€[1,¢] 1€[1,t]
= H exp <5i log — 5 - log(s; + ai))
i€[1,] Si T
> ) — . .
> H exp <sl ” a;log(s; + al)>
1€[1,t]

> exp (—0 (10g( S osi) > az>>
1€[1,] 1€[1,]

> exp (—O ( Z aﬂogA)) .
1€[1,t]

In the third inequality we used log(1l + =) > Ttz for all z > —1. The final inequality follows

(107)

%
because 3 ;c(1,4 8i < 2iep,g(B1)i < A. Now consider the denominator in the above expression, let
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Qg = BZ‘J‘ — Ci,j for all 7 € [1,t] and JjE [O, ]C], then

II 1I exp(CijlogCi; —BijlogBy) = [[ [[ exp(CijlogCij — (Cij + i) log(Cij + i j))

ie[1,t] je[0,k] i€[1,t] j€[0,k]

Cij
— H H exp (C” logC — i log(CZ]—Fa”))

1€[1,t] j€[0,k]
II I] exp(—cu;log(Cy + aiy))

1€[1,t] j€[0,k]

IN

< H H exp (—a; jlog ;) < exp (O(log(t x k) Z ;)

1€[1,t] j€[0,k]

< exp (O ( Z ailogA)) .
1€[1,]

In the third inequality we used o; ; > 0 and therefore C;;log c; C+ < 0. In the fourth inequal-

1€[1,1]

(108)

ity we used log(Cj; + o) > logay ;. In the fifth inequality we used Zje[()k, a;; = oy for all

S [1, t] and further Zie[l,t} Zj€[07k] —Q 5 log Qg5 = Zie[l,t] (673 (ZJG[O e 10g Zig IOg Oéi> <
log(k + 1) 3 iepn 0 @ — Yiep g @ilog ;. Now consider the term — 3 e 4 i log a; and note that

— Liepg ailogai = (e g i) <— Lield Y 08 Y w108 Ky ai) < (I+logt) Yiep g

The fifth inequality in Equation (108]) follows by combining the previous two derivations together.
The final inequality follows because t x k < A.
Condition 6: This condition follows immediately from Line 7 of the algorithm. O

Proof of Lemma[6.14 In the following we provide the proof for the claims in the lemma.

Condition 1: Note HY C HU [ + 1,¢ + (k + 1)], where [( + 1,£ + (k + 1)] are the indices
corresponding to the new rows created by the procedure CreateNewProbability Values (Algorithm .
Consider any i € H®| then one the following two cases hold,

1. If i € H, then by the first condition of Lemma we have (S(l)?)i = (A1), =
Yjcion] Aii = Ljecion [Sijl € Zy.

2. Elsei € [{+ 1,0+ (k+ 1)] and in this case we have > ey g Aij = e Aiyj + 2ier, Aij =
Yoicua|Sij] + [ Xicr Sij] € Z4. The second equality in the previous derivation follows from
Line 7 and 8 of the algorlthm The previous derivation combined with third condition of

Lemma we get, (S(l) L)i =j — Yien,gAij € Ly

(S(l)?)i € Z4 in both the cases and the condition 1 follows.
Condition 2: This condition follows immediately from the fourth condition of Lemma [6.13]
Condition 3: Let a; = 3~ co.5 Si,j — 2 jefo,n) Aij for all i € [1,£]. First we upper bound the
term > ;cpp . Consider e o < D icq D jefor Sij < % The last inequality follows because of

the constraint Y;er 1 X jejor Siyj <1 (S € Z%77%) and r; > v for all i € H.
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We now upper bound the term ) ;y, ;. Consider » ;cp, i = > e, (Zje[o,k] Sij — 2jelo.k] Ai,j) =

Yicon) Cier Sij — Yier Aiyj). Further 3,cq, Ajj = [X;cr, Siy) for all j € [0,k] (Line 8 of the
algorithm) and we get Yoy, a; < k+ 1.
Therefore 3 icig i = Yiem @i + 2jer i < % + k + 1 and combined with fifth condition

Lemma [6.13| we have,
g(SM) > exp (—O ((1 + k) log A)) g(S) .
Y

Proof of Lemma[6.15 In the following we provide proof for all the conditions in the lemma.
Condition 1: For all i € [1,¢+ (k 4+ 1)], one of the following two conditions hold,

1. If i € HY, then by the first condition of Lemma we have (S(Q)T> ;= (AW
(S(l)?)i € Z4. The last expression follows from first condition of Lemma

T

)i =

2. Else i € L"), then again by the first condition of Lemma we have (S(Z)?)Z- = (A(I)T>

(8T "

)i] € Z4. The last equality follows from Line 15 of the algorithm.

For all ¢ € [1,£ + (k + 1)], we have (S(2)T>),~ € Z4 and therefore condition 1 holds.
Condition 2: This condition follows immediately from the second condition of Lemma [6.13
Condition 3: This condition follows immediately from the fourth condition of Lemma [6.13]
Condition 4: Consider the term Zie[é+(k+l)+l,£+2(k+1)](8(2)?)%

> (SOT); = > (AT, - 3 (ST,

i€+ (k+1)+1,0+2(k+1)] i€[1,642(k+1)] i€[1,0+(k+1)]
=Y 4 Y (A0
F€[0,k] i€[1,04(k+1)]
109
= > ¢— ( > (AT, + > (A(l)?)i) 1o
J€[0,K] icHM ieL®
= > ¢~ ( SO+ Y L<s<1>?m> €Z,
J€[0,K] ieHM ieL®

In the first equality we add and substract 2i6[174+(,€+1)1(s<2>?)¢ term. The first term in the second
. - 2
equality follows because Yiepr a1 (5P 1)i = X jeion Siciesaiesn) Svr = Y jeos ¢ and the

last equality follows because S ¢ Zg’{;)ac (Condition 3). The second term in the second equality
follows by the first condition of Lemma In the third equality we divided the summation terms

over HV and L. In the fourth equality we used Line 14 of the algorithm and further for any

—
i € LY Line 15 implies (A(l)?)i = jcl0k] SS)%% = L(S(l)?)lj. Finally by first condition

of Lemma we have (S(l)?)i € Z, for all i € HY and ¢; € Z, for all j € [0,k]. Therefore,
Zie[é+(k+1)+1,£+2(k+1)}(5(2)?)1‘ € Z4 and the condition 4 holds.

47



Condition 5: For any j € [0, k] we have,

1),..(1) 1)y..(1
@) e (S — ALY 2 a8l — AL Y
(k1) 4145 o

(s Zze[l e+(k+1)}( s —A Jl) 2ieL® (ngl') - Aijl'))

() AL)
ZZ’GL(I)(SS‘) - AS))
The first equality follows from the sixth condition of Lemma [6.13] The second equality follows
because S ]) A( ) for all i € HY and j €10, k] (Line 14). The third inequality follows because
Sl(-}j) > A( ) for all i € LW and j € [0, k] (Line 15) and further r( ) < ~ for all i € LY (Line 12).
Condltlon 6: For any i € [1,4+ (kK +1)], let a; = 3 c(0 1) Sg}j) = 2 jel0k] AWM. Note oy = 0
for all i € HY (Line 14) and oy = (S(l)?)i - L(S(l)?)ij <1 for all i € LM (Line 15). Therefore
Die[l (k1) ¥ < ILM| < ¢+ (k+1) and further combined with the fifth condition of Lemma
we have g(S®) > exp (=0 (£ + k) log A)) g(S™). Note by the third condition of Lemma we
have g(S(l)) > exp (—O ((l + k:) log A)) g(S). Combining the previous two inequalities we get
g(S®) > exp (—O ((€ +k+ )log A)) g(S) and condition 6 holds. O

(110)

<~ <.

Proof of Theorem[6.16. In the following we provide proof for the two condltlons of the theorem.

Condition 1: Here we provide the proof for the condition St ¢ ZRext

1. Foralli € [1,0+2(k+1)], consider (ST );. If i € [1, £+ (k+1)], then (8™ T); = (S®T), ¢
Z . The first equality follows by line 22 of the algorithm and the last expression follows by first
condition of Lemma Elsei € [+ (k+1)+1,0+2(k+1)], let j be such that i = ¢+ (k +
1) + 1+, then (S™ 1) = X ircon STr )14 = 2jrelor] (Lsg_) k) 414g0) T Zj,j') -
Lsﬁ)(k )14, ]J + 2 ek %" € Z+. The second equality follows by line 23 of the algorithm.
The thlrd equality follows from the second condition of Lemma [6 Finally by the first

condition of Lemma we have 3. cjo 4 255 € {0,1} for all j € [0,k] and therefore
(SeXt_>) €Zy foranyie [+ (k+1)+1,0+2(k+1)].

Combining the analysis of cases i € [1,£+ (k+ 1) and i € [( + (k+ 1) + 1,0 + 2(k + 1)] the
condition 1 holds.

2. For all j € [0, k],

> Sii= > s+ > ST

i€[1,042(k+1)] i€[L,0+(k+1)] G€[0+ (k+1)+1,64+2(k+1)] (111)
2 2)
= > S( ) + D ( Sé+ k)] T+ zJ"J') :
i€[1,0+(k+1)] 5/ €[0,k]

The second equality follows because SeXt = S( ) for all i € [1,¢ 4+ (k + 1)] (Line 22) and

ex 2 .
S& = LS§+)(H1)+1+] )+ 7y forallie [0+ (k +1)+ 1,0+ 2(k +1)] (Line 23). We next

48



simplify the second term in the above expression.

(2) _1q® 2)
Z (£S£+(k+1)+1+g ]J Tz J) - LS£+(l<:+1)+1+ju‘J + Z Zj'g = LSz+(k+1)+1+y,yJ +
j'€[0,k] 7'€[0,k]

_q® _
= Se+(k+1)+1+j,j - Z

i€ [0+ (k+1)+1,64+2(k+1)]

2)
sy .
(112)

In the first and final equality we used the second condition of Lemma (Diagonal Structure).
In the second equality we used the first condition of Lemma [6.12] In the third equality we
used the definition of x; (Line 19). Combining equations and we get,

ex 2)
>oosx= Y s =y,
i€ [1,04+2(k+1)] i€ [1,04+2(k+1)]

frac

. . o,
In the last inequality we used s@ ez R

. Let v for alli € [1, £+2(k+1)] be the i’th element of R®**. Consider Dicl e+2(k11)) T (SeXt%)z,
we have

(2)
Z r?xt(sext?)i _ Z lri (Sext?)i
i€[1,642(k+1)] il 201y - T

_ b Z rZ@)(S@)?)' +—
T+ i€[1,6+(k+1)+1]

1

(2) SextT> .
L+, 2 ri )i

€[04+ (k+1)+1,6+2(k+1)]
(113)

The first equality follows from Line 24 of the algorithm. In the second equality we divided the
summation into two parts and used S§%' = S( ) for all i € 1,0+ (k+1)+1] and j € [0, k]
(Line 22) for the first part. We now s1mphfy the second part of the above expression.

( ) (qex _> (2)
Z (8™ Z re+ (k+1)+145 Z (LSE+(k+1)+1+j,j’J + Zj,j’)
€[04 (k4+1)+1,6+2(k+1)] F€[0,k] 3'€[0,k]
_ (2)
= Z (Sé+(k+1)+1+],] a:]) + Z W Z 255!
J€[0,k] j€[0,k] j'€[0,k]
2
< Z wj (Sé+(k+1)+1+m ) + Z w;xj + Iél[%}ii] wj
S jel0k] !
= > (ST +
1€+ (k+1)+1,042(k+1)]
(114)

%
In the first equality we expanded the (S®*1°); term. Further we used ij(k 1) 144,

LSEJr (et 1) 107,57 /] +2z; 5 forall j,j" € [0, k] (Line 23). In the second equality we used the second
condition of Lemma (Diagonal Structure) and further combined it with definitions of w;

49



and z; from Line 19 of the algorithm. The third inequality follows from second condition of
Lemma“ In the final inequality we used max;¢(o 5 w; < -y that follows from the definition of

w; and fifth condition of Lemma [6.15, Further we combined it with Sé Jr)(k 1) 14, (S(Q)_>)
that follows from the second condition of Lemma [6.15]

Combining equations and we have,

> “%§H%><1( > 4”6@?»+7)§1.

i€ (1,04 2(k+1)] Y et

In the final inequality we used S@) Z‘z’ fmc and therefore 3,1 o o(11)) r§2)(S(2) 1), <1.

The condition 1 holds by combining the analysis of all the above three cases.
Condition 2: Recall the definition of g(S®™"),

ext 7 ext 7
ot (S554T); OXP ((S £17);log(S*** 1 )Z>)
i€[1,6+2(k+1)]

g(8™) = r;
H ( [Lco,1 €xp (Se log SeXt)

In the above expression consider the probability term,

H rs,xt(SCXtB)i —

i€[1,642(k+1)] i€[1,042(k+1)] (

SEXtB i SQXtB i
;mw@mw»( I »( I1 ' )>
€[04 (k+1

ie[1,04(k+1)] )+1,6+2(k+1)]

5(2)3 i Sexta i
— exp (—O(7n)) ( 11 1“2(-2)( )) ( 11 r1(2)( )) '
i€ft+( (k+1)]

1€[1,0+(k+1)] k+1)+1,042

Sextﬁ i
I‘EQ) ( )
1+

(115)

In the first equality we used line 24 of the algorithm. In the second inequality we used > ic(1 r42(k+1)] (stm); =

n that further implies (1 + )~ et o201 8™ > oon (O (yn)). In the third equality we used

S§Et = Sg?j) foralli e [1,/+ (k+ 1)] and j € [0, k] (Line 22). We now analyze the second product
term in the final expression above,

ext ext
H Iq( )8 H)l H o 210,99 Ser et 1) 114,57
Z+(k+1 +14
i€[0+(k+1)+1,042(k+1)] jE[0,k]
(2
H r? 2 5reion (Lsf+(k+1)+l+J i HZ“'/)HJ"
(k1) 4145
j€[0,k]
|_S(2) ] > Z; /H
_ H e Per () 41445 H r? 2l €[0,k]
(k1) +14+) (k1) +1+5 :

JE[0.K] JE[0,K]

(116)
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The second equality follows from line 23 of the algorithm. The third equality follows from the
second condition of Lemma (Diagonal Structure).
Now consider the second product term in the above expression.

(2) Z [ k]z /B/_ Z [Ok]z /B/ .
H r£+(k+1)+1+j j'€[0,k] ©3,J — H wj j'e JsJ H w J' (117)

j€[0,k] J€[0,k] ]e[o k]

In the first equality we used the definition of w; (Line 19). The second inequality follows from the
third condition of Lemma

Combining equations [116} [117|and further using z; = s

L+ (k+1)+1+4,5
j €10, k] (Line 19) we have,
H 2 S 1) 14,5 005 _ H (2)(8®)m); ‘

11 o O+ (k+1)+1+) L
i€+ (k+1)+1,642(k+1)] j€[0,K] i€+ (k+1)+1,0+2(k+1)]

2)
LS£+(k+1 )+1474,5

| for all

( (SEXtB)Z

(118)
In the final inequality we used the second condition of Lemma (Diagonal Structure).
Combining equations and we have,

[ "™ s epo0m) I

i€[1,042(k+1)] i€[1,042(k+1)]

S@ni);
rz('2)( )

Using the above expression we have,
exp ((SeXt?)i log(S™1); — (S T), log(s(g)?)z)
ex ex 2 2
L cp0,6 €xP (S +log S7% 2 SZ(.J), log SZ(.J)/)

exp ((Sext 1) log(sext 1); — (3(2)—>),10g(s(2)?)i)
[1je0,1 exp (S *$ log SeXt S(Q) lo S(Q))

5y 2 ew(-00m) ]I (

i€[1,042(k+1)]

— exp (~O(yn)) II

i€[6+(k+1)+1,64+2(k+1)]

= exp (—O(vyn)) H exp ((SeXt 1), log( SeXt 1) Z Sext log SeXt) .

i€[e+(k+1)+1,04+2(k+1)] §'€[0,k]
(119)

In the second equality we used S = S(j) foralli € [1, €+(k—|—1)] and j € [0, k] (Line 22). The third
inequality follows by the second condltlon of Lemma |6.15[ (Diagonal Structure). In the remainder of
the proof we lower bound the term in the final expression.

Foreachi e [+ (k+1)+1,0+2(k+1)]let j € [0, k] be such that i = ¢+ (k+ 1)+ 1+ j, then

—> 2 2 .
(8™1); = Z]”E[ka}(I-Sé—i-)(k+1)+1+j,jfj +2j5) = LSE-&-)(k+1)+1+j,jJ + Zj/e[o,k] zjjr- The first equality
follows from line 23 of the algorithm. The second equality follows by the second condition of
Lemma (Diagonal Structure). Using first condition of Lemma one of the following two

cases hold,
LI 3 icpon 2.0 = 0, then z; 5 = 0 for all j" € [0, &]. Using second condition of Lemma
(Diagonal Structure), we have S?f(kﬂ)ﬂﬂ = LSeJr K1) 145" ]+ 2z =0forall j/ € [0 k:]

. . — 2
and j' # j. Further note, (S*'1); = Lsé-i-)(k-i-l)-‘rl-‘r]]J + Zj’e[O,k] 2 = SZ+(k+1)+1+j,j'

o1



Combining previous two equalities we have, (SeXtT})i log(SeXt?)i — 2 irelo.] St X ;v log S‘f’;‘i =0.
Therefore,

exp ((Se“?)ilog(se"t?)i - Z SeXt log SeXt> >1. (120)
5'€[0,k]

2. If Yjcpon 2j.50 = 1, then zj; € [0,1]g for all j' € [0,k]. Using second condition of

Lemma [6.15| (Diagonal Structure), we have S‘?X»‘i = S?f(kﬂ)ﬂﬂ,j = Lsgi)(kﬂ)ﬂﬂ' j,J +zj 5 =

. . . ex 2
z;y for all j' € [0,k] and j' # j. Therefore, > <o, k]S logS b — (LSEQ(kH)Hﬂ-,jJ +

2) 2
zj.j) 10%({Sé+(k+1)+1+j,jJ+Zj7j)+zj';£j zj,jr log zj 5 < (LSE-}-)(k—i-l)-i-l—i-j,jJ—"_zj,j) log(tsé-y-)(k—i-l)—l—l—i-j,jj—i_

z; ;). The final inequality follows because z; ;» € [0, 1]r and z; j log z; j» < 0 for all j’ € [0, k].

£y — 1e®
Further note, (S™'1) LS%L k+1)+1+“j + Dieg eOk] zj 5 = LSK+(/€+1)+1+]]J + 1. Com-

%
bining previous two 1nequahtles we have, (S™¢ 1) log(S*™** 1); — >irelon] Si X % log SeXt >

(2) (2) (2) )
(LSH k+1)+1+7, ]J +1) 10g(LS£+(k+l)+l+],]J +1)- (LS£+(I<:+1)+1+J ]J +2j,5) log(LSu k+1)+1+y,ﬂ +

z;jj) > 0. The last inequality follows because of the following: If LSE +)(k )41 +”J = 0, then

the inequality follows because z;; € [0,1]r and z;;logz;; < 0. Else Lséi)(k+1)+1+jjj >1,in
this case we use the fact that xlogx is a monotonically increasing for z > 1

Therefore

exp ((SeXt?)ilog(SeXt?)i - Z Sext log SeXt> >1. (121)
j'€[0,k]

Combining equations and forallie [+ (k+1)+ 1,0+ 2(k+1)] we have,
exp ((Sext 1'); log( sext )i— > S7log sext) >1.
7'€10,k]

Substituting previous inequality in Equation (119) we get,

(Sext)
22 >ex O(vyn)) .
® §m) Z o (-06m)
Further the condition 2 of the theorem follows by combining the above inequality with the sixth
condition of Lemma [6.15] O
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A Alternative proof for the distinct column case.

Here we provide an alternative and simpler proof for Lemma [4.1] which was pointed to us by
an anonymous reviewer. This alternative proof is derived using Corollary 3.4.5 in Barvinok’s
book [Barl7] (which is further derived using the Bregman-Minc inequality) and we formally state it

below.

Lemma A.1 (Corollary 3.4.5 from [Barl7]). Suppose that Q is a N x N doubly stochastic matriz

that satisfies,

1
Qi < ™ for alli € [N],j € [N]

for some positive integers by, ...by. Then,

(bi!)!/

perm(Q) < [] )

1€[N]
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Using the above result, we now prove Lemma [.1] and we restate it for convenience.

Lemma 4.1 (Scaled Sinkhorn permanent approximation). For any matriz A € Rggp with at most

k distinct columns, the following holds,
. N .
scaledsinkhorn(A) < perm(A) < exp (O (k log k)) scaledsinkhorn(A) . 9)

Alternative proof for Lemma[{.1l The lower bound follows from Corollary and in the remainder
we prove the upper bound. Let Q be the maximizer of the scaled Sinkhorn objective, then it is a
well know fact that Q satisfies,

Q =LAR,,

where matrices L and R are the left and right non-negative diagonal matrices. Further by the
symmetry of the objective, there exists an optimum solution Q that has at most k distinct columns
and we work with such an optimum solution. As L and R are diagonal matrices, the following two
inequalities are trivial,

perm(Q) = perm(L)perm(A)perm(R) , (122)
scaledsinkhorn(Q) = perm(L) scaledsinkhorn(A) perm(R), (123)

Further note that for all doubly stochastic matrices Q we always have,
exp(—N) < scaledsinkhorn(Q) . (124)

Therefore combining Equations ((122)) to (124)), to prove the upper bound it is enough to show that,

perm(Q) < exp (O (kz log ];[)) -exp(—N) .

As matrix Q has at most k£ distinct columns, let the multiplicities of these distinct columns be
o1, ..., 0. Note that if a column has multiplicity ¢;, the maximal element in this column is at most
1/¢i. Now by Lemma (Corollary 3.4.5. in [Barl7]), we have

perm(Q) < ﬁ o <o (0(klog ) ) e (M)

where the last inequality follows because the term Hle ;5;1 is maximized when all ¢;’s are equal

and take value N/k. Therefore we conclude the proof. O
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