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Estimation for Monotone Sampling:
Competitiveness and Customization

Edith Coherf

Abstract

Random samples are lossy summaries which allow querieslmves the data to be approximated
by applying an appropriate estimator to the sample. The®ffness of sampling, however, hinges on
estimator selection. The choice of estimators is subjectggdiobal requirements, such as unbiasedness
and range restrictions on the estimate value, and ideadlys@ek estimators that are both efficient to
derive and apply anddmissiblgnot dominated, in terms of variance, by other estimatdtsyertheless,
for a given data domain, sampling scheme, and query, thermany admissible estimators.

We study the choice of admissible nonnegative and unbiasiéghators for monotone sampling
schemes. Monotone sampling schemes are implicit in manjicagipns of massive data set analy-
sis. Our main contribution is general derivations of adihlesestimators with desirable properties. We
present a construction ofder-optimalestimators, which minimize variance accordingtty specified
priorities over the data domain. Order-optimality allovgsta customize the derivation to common pat-
terns that we can learn or observe in the data. When we j®otdwer values (e.g., more similar data
sets when estimating difference), we obtain thHeektimator, which is the unigue monotone admissible
estimator. We show that thelestimator is 4-competitive and dominates the classic Hnivhompson
estimator. These properties make thedstimator a natural default choice. We also present thedd
timator, which prioritizes large values (e.g., less similata sets). Our estimator constructions are both
easy to apply and possess desirable properties, allowittgraake the most from our summarized data.

1 Introduction

Random sampling is a common tool in the analysis of massiiae &ampling is highly suitable for parallel
or distributed platforms. The samples facilitate scalapproximate processing of queries posed over the
original data, when exact processing is too resource comguor when the original data is no longer
available. Random samples have a distinct advantage dver synopsis in their flexibility. In particular,
they naturally supporiomain(subset) queries, which specify a selected set of recordsedwer, the same
sample can be used for basic statistics, such as sums, ngrapdtaverages, and more complex relations:
distinct counts, size of set intersections, and differeraens.

The value of a sample hinges on the accuracy within which weeséimate query results. In turn, this
boils down to theestimatorsve use, which are the functions we apply to the sample to pethe estimate.
As a rule, we are interested in estimators that satisfy aeleiglobal properties, which must hold faall
possible datan our data domain. Common desirable properties are:

e Unbiasednesswhich means that the expectation of the estimate is equilet@stimated value. Unbi-
asedness is particularly important when we are ultimatglrésted in estimating a sum aggregate, and our
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estimator is applied to each summand. Typically, the esérfte each summand has high variance, but with
unbiasedness (and pairwise independence), the relativeterdecreases with aggregation.

e Range restrictiorof estimates: since the estimate is often used as a substitthe true value, we would
like it to be from the same domain as the query result. Oftemdbmain istonnegativeand we would like
the estimate to be nonnegative as well. Another naturailicgsh is boundedneswhich means that all the
estimate for each given input is bounded.

¢ Finite variance(implied by boundedness but less restrictive)

Perhaps the most ubiquitous quality measure of an estinstts variance. The variance, however, is
a function of the input data. An important concept in estioratheory is a Uniform Minimum Variance
Unbiased (UMVUE) estimatof [30], that is, a single estimatbich attains the minimum possible variance
for all inputs in our data domain [27]. A UMVUE estimator, hever, generally does not exist. We instead
seek aradmissiblgPareto variance optimal) estimator [30] — meaning thattsinprovement is not possible
without violating some global properties. More precisely, estimator is admissible if there is no other
estimator that satisfies the global properties with at mrestvariance of our estimator on all data and strictly
lower variance on some data. A UMVUE must be admissible, h@mwone does not exist, there is typically
a full Pareto front of admissible estimators. We recentbppisedsariance competitiveneqd 5], as a robust
“worst-case” performance measure when there is no UMVUEd¥éfmed the variance competitive ratio to
be the maximum, over data, of the ratio of the expectatiomefsguare of our estimator to the minimum
possible for the data subject to the global properties. Alsat#o means that variance on each input in the
data domain is not too far off the minimum variance attaiaeain this data by an estimator which satisfies
the global properties.

We work with the following definition of a sampling scheme.the sequel we show how it applies to
common sampling schemes and their applications.

A monotone sampling scheni¥, 5*) is specified by alata domainV and a mapping™ :
V x (0,1] — 2V. The mapping is such that the s&t(v, u) for a fixedv is monotone non-
decreasing with.

The sampling interpretation is thasampleS (v, ) of theinputwv (which we also refer to as thdata vectoy
is obtained by drawing aeedu ~ U|0, 1], uniformly at random from0, 1]. The sample deterministically
depends ow and the (random3eedu. The mappings* (v, u) is the set of all data vectors that are consistent
with .S (which we assume includes the seed val)elt represents all the information we can glean from
the sample on the input. In particular, we must have S*(v,w) for all v andu. The sampling scheme
is monotone in the randomization: When fixing the setS* (v, u) is non-decreasing with, that is, the
smalleru is, the more information we have on the data

In the applications we consider, the (expected) represientaize of the sampl&(v, u) is typically
much smaller size than. The setS* can be very large (or infinite), and our estimators will ongpdnd on
performing certain operations on it, such as obtaining tifienum of some function. Monotone sampling
can also be interpreted as obtaining a “measuremgft’ «) of the dataw, whereu determines the gran-
ularity of our measuring instrument. Ultimately, the gaateé recover some function of the data from the
sample (the outcome of our measurement):

A monotone estimatioproblem is specified by a monotone sampling scheme and a gative
function f : 'V > 0. The goal is to specify aastimator which is a function of all possible
outcomesf : S > 0, whereS = {S(v,u)|v € V,u € (0, 1]. The estimator should be unbiased

A~

Vv, Eyvo11f(S(v,u)) = f(v) and satisfy some other desirable properties.
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The interpretation is that we obtain a query, specified infoine of a nonnegative functiori : V- > 0 on

all possible data vectors. We are interested in knowingfj(v), but we can not see and only have access
to the samples. The sample provides us with little information enand thus onf(v). We approximate
f(v) by applying arestimator f(S) > 0 to the sample. The monotone estimation problem is a bundfing
a functionf and a monotone sampling scheme. We are interested in emﬁﬁahat satisfy properties. We
always require nonnegativity and unbiasedness and coresibheissibilitiy, variance competitiveness, and
what we call customization (lower variance on some dataepa]j.

Our formulation departs from traditional estimation thediVe view the data vectors in the domain as
the possible inputs to the sampling scheme, and we treatasti derivation as an optimization problem.
The variance of the estimator parallels the “performance”obtain on a certain input. The work horse of
estimation theory, the maximum likelihood estimator, i$ @een applicable here as it does not distiguish
between the different data vectorsSh. Instead, the random “coin flips,” in the form of the seedhat are
available to the estimator are used to restrict theés$etnd obtain meaningful estimates.

We next show how monotone sampling relates to the well-studiodel of coordinated sampling, that
has extensive applications in massive data analysis. licpkar, estimator constructions for monotone
estimation can be applied to estimate functions over coatdd samples.

Coordinated shared-seed sampling

In this framework our data has a matrix form of multiphstancegr» > 1), where each instance (row) has
the form of a weight assignment to the (same) set of itemsigeos). Different instances may correspond
to snapshots, activity logs, measurements, or repeatedysthat are taken at different times or locations.
When instances correspond to documents, items can cong$pdeatures. When instances are network
neighborhoods, items can correspond to members or objeststore.

Over such data, we are interested in queries which dependmartmore instances and a subset (or all)
items. Some examples are Jaccard similarity, distance $yanthe number of distinct items with positive
entry in at least one instance (distinct count). These gaean be conditioned on a subset of items.

Such queries often can be expressed, or can be well apprdmay a sum over (selected) items of an
item functionthat is applied to the tuple containing the values of the itethe different instances. Distinct
count is a sum aggregate of logical OR and thedifference is thevth root of L5, which sum-aggregates
|vy — vo|P, whenr = 2. Forr > 2 instances, we can consider sum aggregates of the expdedntinge
functionsRG,(v) = (max(v) — min(v))?, wherep > 0. This is made concrete in Examgle 1 which
illustrates a data set of 3 instances over 8 items, examgees, specified over a selected set of items, and
the corresponding item functions.

We now assume that each instance is sampled and the sampmetofrstance contains a subset of
the items that were active in the instance (had a positivghtei Common sampling schemes for a single
instance are Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) [24hattom+« sampling which includes Reservoir
sampling [[26|_36], Priority (Sequential Poisson)|[31], X¥]Successive weighted sample without replace-
ment [33/ 20, 11]. The sampling of items in each instance eacompletely independent or slightly depen-
dent (as with Reservoir or bottomsampling, which samples exacilyitems).

Coordinated sampling is a way of specifying the randomirato that the sampling of different in-
stances utilizes the same “randomization”[[2, (35, 6,32/4348,13) 28| 16]. That is, the sampling of the
same item in different instances becomes very correlatdterrative term used in the survey sampling
literature is Permanent Random Numbers (PRN). Coordirnsdatpling is also a form of locality sensitive
hashing (LSH): When the weights in two instances (rows) arg similar, the samples we obtain are similar,
and more likely to be identical.



The method of coordinating samples had been rediscovereg tmaes, for different application, in
both statistics and computer science. The main reasonsfaoitsideration by computer scientists is that
it allows for more accurate estimates of queries that spaltipleuinstances such as distinct counts and
similarity measures [4,13)6, 1[7,129,121] 22| 5, 18, 1,23/ 33.1€]. In some cases, such as all-distances
sketches [6, 10, 29, 11,12, 8] of neighborhoods of nodes mjhg coordinated samples are obtained much
more efficiently than independent samples. Coordinatiorbeeefficiently achieved by using a random hash
function, applied to the item key, to generate the seed,mjucetion with the single-instance scheme of our
choice (PPS or Reservoir). The use of hashing allows the lsagngf different instances to be performed
independently when storing very little state.

The result of coordinated sampling of different instancéemvrestricted to a single item is a monotone
sampling scheme that is applied to the tuplef the weights of the item on the different instances (a colum
in our matrix).@ The estimation problem of an item-function is a monoton@regton problem for this
sampling scheme.

The data domain is a subsetrof> 1 dimensional vector¥ C R, (wherer is the number of instances
in the query specification). The sampling is specified-montinuous non-decreasing functions @n1]:

T =r,...,7. The sample includes theth entry ofv with its valuev; if and onlyv; > 7;(u). Note that
when entryi is not sampled, we also have some information, as we knowthat 7;(u). Therefore the
setS* of data vectors consistent with our sample (which we do npti@iy compute) includes the exact
values of some entries and upper bounds on other entriese 8ie functiong; are non-decreasing, the
sampling scheme is monotone. In particular, PPS samplidgfefent instances, restricted to a single item,
is expressed withy;(u) that are linear functions: There is a fixed vectdrsuch thatr; (u) = ut}*.

Coordinated PPS sampling of the instances in Exarmple 1 iodstmated in Examplgel 2. The term
coordinatedrefers to the use of the same random seéaldetermine the sampling of all entries in the tuple.
This is in contrast tindependentvhere a different (independent) seed is used for each ey [

We now return to the original setup of estimating sum aggesgeasuch ad. Sum aggregates over
a domain of itemsy ;. , f(v%) are estimated by summing up estimators for the item funaticer the

selected items, that 5, f(S(v®,u®). In general, the “sampling” is very sparse, and we expedt tha
f = 0 for most items. These item estimates typically have higlawae, since most or all of the entries
are missing from the sample. We therefore insist on unbressdand pairwise independence of the single-
item estimates. That wayaR[Y ;. F(S(v®,u®))] = 3°._, VAR[£(S(v®, u(?))], the variance of the
sum estimate is the sum over itemsiine D of the variance off for (¥, Thus (assuming variance
is balanced) we can expect the relative error to decread¢ \/W . Lastly, since the functions we are
interested in are nonnegative, we also require the estintatbe nonnegative (results extend to any one-
sided range restriction on the estimates). Therefore, stimation of the sum-aggregate is reduced to
monotone estimation on single items.

In [15] we provided a complete characterization of estioragproblems over coordinated samples for
which estimators with desirable global properties exishisTcharacterization can be extended to mono-
tone estimation. The properties considered were unbiasedand nonnegativity, and together with finite
variances or boundedness. We also showed that for any catedi estimation problem for which an un-
biased nonnegative estimator with finite variances exigéscan construct an estimator, which we named
the J estimator, that is 84-competitive. The J estimatomever, is generally not admissible, and also, the

!Bottom+ samples select exactly items in each instance, hence inclusions of items are dependVe obtain a single-
item restriction by considering the sampling scheme foriti@ conditioned on fixing the seed values of other items. rAilar
situation is with all-distances sketches, where we canhséitP inclusion probabilities [8], which are conditioned fixing the
randomization of all closer nodes.



construction was geared to establiStil) competitiveness rather than obtain a “natural” estimatoioo
minimize the constant.

Contributions

The main contributions we make in this paper are the dednaif estimators for general monotone estima-
tion problems. Our estimators are admissible, easy to appty satisfy desirable properties. We now state
the main contributions in detail. We provide pointers torapées and to the appropriate sections in the body
of the paper.

The optimal range: We start by defining the admissibility playing field for unéeal nonnegative estima-
tors. We define theptimal rangeof estimates (Sectidd 3) for each particular outcoomsditionedon the
estimate values on all “less-informative” outcomes (omies which correspond to larger seed valye
The range includes all estimate values that are “locallyfinogl with respect to at least one data vector
that is consistent with the outcome. We show that being “imged almost everywhere is necessary for
admissibility and is sufficient for unbiasedness and noatiéty, when an unbiased nonnegative estimator
exists.

The L* estimator: The lower extreme of the optimal range is obtained by soltivegconstraints that force
the estimate on each outcome to be equal to the infimum of ttimaprange. We refer to this solution as
the L* estimator, and study it extensively in Sectidh 4.

We show that the L* estimator, which is the solution of a retige integral equation, can be expressed
in the following convenient form:

du , 1)

(2)

wherep is the seed value used to obtain the san$fjle € S* is any (arbitrary) data vector consistent with
andp, and thdower boundunction f(*) (v) is defined as the infimum gf(z) over all vectors: € 5*(v, )
that are consistent with the sample obtained for datith seedu. We note that the estimate is the same
for any choice ofv and that the value$(”)(u) for all w > p can be computed from§ andp. Therefore,
the estimate is well defined. This expression allows us toieffily compute the estimate, for any function,
by numeric integration or a closed form (when a respectifaitie integral has a closed form). The lower
bound function is presented more precisely in Sedtion 2 andxample is provided in Examplé 3. An
example derivation of the L* estimator for the functiors, is provided in Examplgl4.

We show that the L* estimator has a natural and compellingbdoation of properties. It satisfies both
our quality measures, being both admissible &mbmpetitive for any instance of the monotone estimation
problem for which a bounded variance estimator exists. Dinepetitive ratio o4 improves over the previ-
ous upper bound of 84 [15]. We show that the ratiglaff the L* estimator is tight in the sense that there
is a family of functions on which the supremum of the ratiogiofunctions and data vectors,4sWe note
however that the L* estimator has lower ratio for specificctions. For example, we computed ratios of 2
and 2.5, respectively, for exponentiated range with 1, 2 (Which facilitates estimation af,, differences,
see Examplell).

Moreover, the L* estimator imonotongmeaning that when fixing the data vector, the estimate value
monotone non-decreasing with the information in the outediine setS* of data vectors that are consistent
with our sample). In terms of our monotone sampling formakgtestimator monotonicity means that when
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we fix the dataw, the estimate is non-increasing with the seedFurthermore, the L* estimator is the
uniqueadmissible monotone estimator and thus dominates (hasstthevariance on every data vector)
the Horvitz-Thompson (HT) estimator [25] (which is also iaged, nonnegative, and monotone).

To further illustrate this point, recall that the HT estimad positive only on outcomes when we know
f(v). Inthis case, we have the inverse probability estinfdte) /p, wherep is the probability of an outcome
which revealsf (v). When we have partial information gf{v), the HT estimate does not utilize that and is
0 whereas admissible estimators, such as the L* estimataus, use this information. Itis also possible that
the probability of an outcome that revedisv) is 0. In this case, the HT estimator is not even applicable.
One natural example is estimating the ramge— vs| with say 71 (u) = m(u) = wu, this is essentially
classic Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) samplirap(dinated between “instances”). When the input
is (0.5,0), the range 9.5, but there i) probability of revealingy, = 0. We can obtain nontrivial lower
(and upper) bounds on the range: Where (0,0.5), we have a lower bound d@f.5 — u. Nonetheless,
the probability of knowing the exact value & 0) is 0. In contrast to the HT estimate, our L* estimator
is defined for any monotone estimation instance for which @negative unbiased estimator with finite
variance exists.

Order-optimal estimators: In many situations we have information on data patterns.eikample, if our
data consists of hourly temperature measurements acreatiolns or daily summaries of Wikipedia, we
expect it to be fairly stable. That is, we expect instancdsetoery similar. That is, most tuples of values ,
each corresponding to a particular geographic location i&rpé&tia article, would have most entries being
very similar. In other cases, such as IP traffic, differerastypically larger. Since there is a choice, the
full Pareto front of admissible estimators, we would likebi® able to select an estimator that would have
lower variance on more likely patterns of data vectors, Whde still providing some weaker “worst case”
guarantees for all applicable data vectors in our domain.

Customization of estimators to data patterns can be faigitit throughorder optimality [14]. More
precisely, an estimator is"-optimal with respect to some partial orderon data vectors if any other
(nonnegative unbiased) estimator with lower variance onesdatay must have strictly higher variance on
some data that precedesOrder-optimality implies admissibility, but not vice war. Order-optimality also
uniquely specifies an admissible estimator. By specifyimgraer which prioritizes more likely patterns in
the data, we can customize the estimator to these patterns.

We show (Sectioh]5) how to construct<a -optimal nonnegative unbiased estimatorsdoy function
and order< for which such estimator exists. We show that when the dat@adtois discrete, such estimators
always exist whereas continuous domains require someahamvergence properties &f

We also show that the L* estimator is™-optimal with respect to the ordet such that: < v <=
f(z) < f(v). This means that when estimating the exponentiated ranugidn, the L* estimator is
optimized for high similarity (this while providing a strgnd-competitiveness guarantee even for highly
dissimilar data).

The U* estimator: We also explore the upper extreme of the optimal range, sh#ie solution obtained by
aiming for the supremum of the range. We call this solutianUh estimatorand we study it in Sectidn 6.
This estimator is unbiased, nonnegative, and has finitewvees. We formulate some conditions on the
tuple function, that are satisfied by natural functionsudatg the exponentiated range, under which the
estimator is admissible. The U* estimator, under some ¢mmdi, is<"-optimal with respect to the order
z <v <= f(z) > f(v). Inthe context of the exponentiated range, it means thataptimized for
highly dissimilar instances.

Lastly, in Sectionl7 we conclude with a discussion of futucekxand of follow-up uses of our estimators
in applications, including pointers to experiments. Ongligption of particular importance that is enabled
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by our work here is the estimation &f, difference norms over sampled data. Another applicaticnis-
larity estimation in social networks. We hope and beliewat thur methods and estimators, once understood,
will be more extensively applied.

Example 1Dataset with 3 instances and queries
Instances € {1,2,3} and itemsk € {a,b,c,d,e, f,g,h}:
| a b c d e f g h
095 0 0.23 0.70 0.10 042 0 0.32
0.15 044 O 0.80 0.05 050 0.20 O
025 0 0 0.10 0 022 0 0

Example queriesver selected item& C [a-h]. L, difference,L}, which is thepth power ofL,, difference
and a sum aggregate which can be used to estimatbptﬂéfference,L§+: asymmetric (increase only)},

the sum of the increase-only and the decrease-only chadgeiése only is obtained by switching the roles
of v; andws) is L}, but each component is a useful metric for asymmetric chaggan “arbitrary” sum
aggregate, illustrating versatility of queries.

Z |v(k) ’C) ) 1/p

keH
k k
pH) = 3 i = ol
keH
= Z max{0, vgk) - vgk)}p
keH
Z |U(k) 2“2 Uék)|2
keH
sum aggregate# item function
Lh RGp(v) = (max(v) — min(v))?
Ly, RG, (v1, v2) = max{0,v; — va }?
G g(v1,v2,v3) = |v1 4 v3 — 20]?

Li({b,c,e}) =|0 — 0.44| + |0.23 — 0| + [0.10 — 0.05| = 0.71
L3({c, f,h}) =(0.23 — 0)% + (0.50 — 0.42)% + (0.32 — 0)> ~ 0.16

)
)
Ly({e, f,h}) =\/L3({c, f, h}) = 0.40
L1+ ({b,c,e}) =max{0,0 — 0.44} + max{0,0.23 — 0} +
+ max{0,0.10 — 0.05} = 0.235
G({b,d}) =0 — 2% 0.44 + 0> + 0.7 — 2% 0.8 + 0.1|* ~ 1.18

2 Preliminaries

We present some properties of monotone sampling and braflgw concepts and of results from [14] 15]
which we build upon here.

Consider monotone sampling, as defined in the introducionany two outcomesy; = S*(u,v) and



Example 2Coordinated PPS sampling for Example 1

Consider shared-seed coordinated sampling, where edoh iolstances 1,2,3 is PPS sampled with threshold
7% = 1. In this particular case, each entry is sampled with prdialgiqual to its value. To coordinate the
samples, we draw®) ¢ Ul0, 1], independently for different items. An itekis sampled in instanceif

and only ifvl(k) > u(®), §*(%) contains all vectors consistent with the sampled entridsrath value at most
«® in unsampled entries.

item | a b c d e f g h

V1 095 0 0.23 0.70 0.10 042 0 0.32

Vg 0.15 044 O 0.80 0.05 0.50 0.20 O

V3 025 0 0 0.10 0 022 0 0

«® 1032 021 0.04 023 084 0.70 0.15 0.64
The outcomes for the different items ar8{? = (0.95,*,%), S® = (x,0.44,%), S = (0.23, %, %),
S = (0.7,0.8,%), S = S = §() = (x x %), S = (x,0.2, %). The sets of vectors consistent with
the outcomes ar§*(®) = {0.95} x [0,0.32)? andS*") = [0,0.64)3.

Example 3Lower bound function and its lower hull
ConsidemrG, (v1,v2) = max{0,v; —v2 }? (see Examplgl1) over the domdh= [0, 1]? and PPS sampling
with 7 = 75 = 1 (as in Exampl€]2). The lower bound function for date= (v, v2) is

RGp+ (u,v) = max{0,v; — max{vy, u}}? .

The figures below illustrat&c, (%) (u) (LB) and its lower hull (CH) for the data vector$.6,0.2) and
(0.6,0) andp = {0.5,1,2}. Foru > 0.2, the outcome when sampling both vectors is the same, and
thus the lower bound function is the same. koK 0.2, the outcomes diverge. For< 1, RG, (") (u)

is concave and the lower hull is linear ¢f,v;]. Forp > 1, the lower hull coincides witlRG,, (*)(u)
on some intervala, v;] and is linear on(0,a]. Whenvy = 0, RG,,(¥)(u) is equal to its lower hull,

RGp+ p=0.5, PPS tau=1, LB CH RGp+ p=1, PPS tau=1, LB CH RGp+ p=2, PPS tau=1, LB CH
08 0.7
V1=0.6 v2=0 LB —— V1=0.6 v2=0 LB,CH —— 0.35 V1=0.6 v2=0 LB,CH ——
0.7+ v1=0.6 v2=0 CH , 06 Vv1=0.6 v2=0.2 LB , v1=0.6 v2=0.2 LB
Vv1=0.6 v2=0.2 LB : v1=0.6 v2=0.2 CH 03 Vv1=0.6 v2=0.2 CH
06 [ v1=0.6 v2=0.2 CH E 05l i
- 0.25
05 - g
2 oal | R ] $ 02
S ’ S o3 T S
03| 3 ] 0.15 [
02| 02t T, 4 0.1
01l 01} el 0.05
w0 T
0 0
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 0 01 02 03 04 05 06 0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07

Thewv-optimal estimates are the negated slopes of the lower. Aithisy are) whenu € (0.6, 1], since these
outcomes are consistent with data on whith,. = 0. They are constant far € (0,v;] whenp < 1.
Observe that for, € (0.2, 0.6], thev-optimal estimates are different even though the outconsawfpling
the two vectors are the same — demonstrating that it is nailgedo simultaneously minimize the variance
of the two vectors.




Example 4L* and U* estimates for Examplg 3

We compute the L* and U* estimators feG, . for the sampling scheme and data in Exaniple 3. For the
two vectors(0.6, 0.2) and(0.6, 0), both the L* and U* estimates afewhenu > 0.6, this is necessary from
unbiasedness and nonnegativity because for these outcéwnesS*, RG,(v) = 0. Otherwise, the L*

estimate iSRG\, (S) = (v1 — vV/2)P /vy — [ W=D g, whereo's = u whenS = {1} andv's = v

v'o 2

whenS = {1,2}. Whenp > 1, the U* estimate isiegfr)(S) = p(v1 — u)P~1 whenu € (vq,v1] and0

)P—vp " (v1—v2)
v

when

whenu < vy < v1. Whenp < 1 the U* estimate i3~ whenu € (v, v1] and (=2
u < vy < V1.

The figure also include the-optimal estimates, discussed in Exanidle 3. Whea- 0, the U* estimates
arev-optimal. The L* estimate is not bounded when= 0 (but has bounded variance and is competitive).

RGp+ p=0.5, PPS tau=1, L,U,opt estimates RGp+ p=1, PPS tau=1, L,U,opt estimates RGp+ p=2, PPS tau=1, L,U,opt estimates
25 1.8
v1=0.6v2=0.2 L —— v1=0.6v2=0 L —— 1.4 F E v1=0.6 v2=0 optU —— |
v1=0.6 v2=0 L 16 v1=0.6v2=0.2 L 1 Y v1=0.6 v2=0.2 U
2+ v1=0.6 v2=0.2 opt 4 14 b v1=0.6 v2=0 opt,U 1 1.2 % v1=0.6 v2=0 L
v1=0.6 v2=0 opt,U ) v1=0.6 v2=0.2 U i v1=0.6 v2=0.2 L
v1=0.6 v2=0.2 U 12 + v1=0.6 v2=0.2 opt 4 1t v1=0.6 v2=0.2 opt
L 15— 1 2 1 \ 2 P
I+ . T s 4 T L :
£ E L. £ 08
g a1f ™ E g 7 | 1 g o6f
N i 0.6
| 0.4
05 [ O | 4 04 i
N 02 ~_ | ] 02
\i o 0 ——
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
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S5 = S*(u/,v’), the setsS] and S5 must be either disjoint or one is contained in the other. Ehizecause
if there is a common data vectere Sy N S35, thenS} = S*(u, z) andS; = S*(u/, z). From definition of
monotone sampling, i&’ > « thenS; C S; and vice versa. For any, z € V , the set ofu values which
satisfy S*(u,v) = S*(u, z) is a suffix of the interval0, 1]. This is becaus&™(u,v) = S*(u, z) implies

S*(u',v) = S*(v/, z) for all w’ > u. For convenience, we assume that this interval is open tteth

Vp € (0,1] Yo, (3)
z € S*(p,v) = Fe>0,Vx e (p—el], z€ S*z,v)

Estimators: We are interested in estimating, from the outcaffte, v), the quantityf (v), where the func-
tion f : V mapsV to the nonnegative reals. We apply estimatorf to the outcome (including the seed)
and use the notatiofi(u, v) = f(S(u,v)). When the domain is continuous, we assufnie (Lebesgue)
integrable.

Two estimatorsf; and f, areequivalentf for all dataw, fi(u,v) = fa(u, v) with probability 1, which

is the same as

f1 and f, are equivalent<= VoV € (0, 1], (4)
17 fi(u, v)du [? fa(u,v)du
lim =4~ °  — Jjjm 2L~
n—=p- pP—m n—=p- pP—m

An estimatorf is nonnegativef VS, f(S) > 0 and isunbiasedf Vv, E[f|v] = f(v). An estimator
hasfinite varianceon v if fol f(u,v)%du < oo (the expectation of the square is finite) and@indedon

2This assumption can be integrated while affecting at mogead' measure” set of outcomes for any data point. Theretfige,
does not affect estimator properties.



Example 5Walk-through derivation ok ™-optimal estimators

We derive<*-optimalRG; ;. estimators over the finite domaw = {0, 1,2, 3}2. Assuming same sampling scheme
on both entries, there are 3 threshold values of interestrevh) i € [3] is such that entry of valueis sampled if and
only if u < ;. We haver; < m < 3.

The lower boundga, .. (*) are step functions with stepsat= 7;. The table below shovwseH ”)( ) for all v andwv
such thaRG; | (v) > 0. WhenrG, , (v) = 0, we haverG,, (*)(u) = 0 and any unbiased nonnegative estimator must
have0 estimates on outcomes that are consistent with

RG:™ | (1,0) (2,1) (2,00 (3,2) (3,1) (3,0)
(0,] 1 1 2 1 2 3
(1, ) 0 1 1 1 2 2
(g, 73] 0 0 0 1 1 1
(m3,1] 0 0 0 0 0 0

The v-optimal est|mateRG(”)( ) is the negated slope atof the lower hull ofRG, (*). The lower hull of each step
function is piecewise linear with breakpoints at a subset;péind thus, th-optimal estimates are constant on each
segment{r;_1,m;]. The table shows the estimates foralhndw. The notation| refers to value in same column and
one row below and to value two rows below.

Rl | (L) (1) (2,0) (3.2) (3.1) (3.0)
© 771] 1 1 2—(m2—m1)] 1 2—-4 3—J(m3— 7f2) J(ma—m1)
) T T2 T 3 2
(71, 2] 0 ﬂ% min{ %, p— lm} ﬁ% 27:2¢ mln{3 U T FZ)v 2= iiﬂgmﬁ)
(72, 3] 0 0 0 7%3 min{%, miﬁ} mln{ 3 , WS_M}

The order(2,1) < (2,0) and(3,2) < (3,1) < (3,0) yields the L* estimator, which m-optlmal for(1,0), (2,1),and
(3,2). The order(2,0) < (2,1) and(3,0) < (3,1) < (3,2) yields the U* estimator which is-optimal for (1,0),
(2,0), and(3,0). Observe that it suffices to only speciyso that the order is defined between vectors consistent with
the same outcom& whenrG; 1 (S) > 0. ForRG; 1, this means specifying the order between vectors with threesa
v1 value (and only consider those with strictly smalg). In follows that any admissible estimator(is 0)-optimal.

To specify an estimator, we need to specify it on all possihleeomes, where each distinct outcome is uniquely
determined by a corresponding set of data vectrs The 8 possible outcomes (we exclude those consistent with
vectors withRG, 4 (v) = 0 on which the estimate must 8 are (1,0), (2,< 1), (2,1), (3,< 2), (3,2), (3,< 1),
(3,1), and(3,0), where an entry £ a” specifies all vectors iiV where the entry is at most

We show how we construct the-optimal estimator for< which prioritizes vectors with difference af (3,1) <
(3,2) < (3,0) and(2,0) < (2,1). The estimator im-optimal for (3,1), (2,0), and(1,0). This determines the
estimatesiegi) on all outcomes consistent with these vectors: The valueutsome(1, 0) is Ra'" 0))(( m1)), the
values on outcomeg, < 1) and(2,0) are according t@c>” on (71, m2] and(0, 7], respectively, and value on the

outcomeg3, < 2), (3,< 1) and(3, 1) is according trc®" on (72, 3] and(my, m2]. These values are provided in
the table above. The remaining outcomes(@®), (3,2), and(2,1). We need to specify the estimator so that it is
unbiased on these vectors, given the existing specificali@have

1— (m — m)RG (2, < 1)

rReiY(2,1) = -
(g ) 3= (s )RGI8, < 2) — (ma — m)RG(B,< 1)
RG1+ ( ) )_ T
(=)
N 2 - — m)RGy,(3,< 2
Rol?(3,2) = 2 72;1 1+ (352)

Observe that to apply these estimators, we do not have tommate the estimator on all possible outcomes. An
estimate only depends on values of the estimate on all léseniative outcomes. In a discrete domain as in this
example, it is the number of breakpoints larger than the sg@dich is at most the number of distinct values in the
domain).

10



v if sup,e (o, f(u,v) < oco. If a nonnegative estimator is bounded @it also has finite variance far.
An estimator isnonotoneon v if when fixing v and considering outcomes consistent witithe estimate
value is non decreasing with the information on the dataviteatan glean from the outcome, thatfssu, v)
is non-increasing with.. We say that an estimator is bounded, has finite variances,monotone, if the
respective property holds for alle V.

The lower bound function. For Z C 'V, we definef (Z) = inf{f(v) | v € Z} as the infimum off on Z.
We use the notatiorf(S) = f(S*), f(p,v) = f(S*(p,v)). Whenw is fixed, we usef™ (u) = f(u,v).
Some properties which we need in the sequellare [15]:

Vv, i(”)(u) is monotone non increasing and left-continuous. 5)
of is unbiased and nonnegative=- (6)
1
w.9p, [ fuodu < 1), ™
P

The lower bound functiori(”), and its lower huIIH}"’), are instrumental in capturing existence of
estimators with desirable properties[[15]:

eJ unbiased nonnegativgestimator <—- (8)
Yo eV, lim f¥(u) = f(v). 9)
u—0+t —

olf f satisfies[(P),
J unbiased nonnegative estimator with finite variancevfor

1 rdHY ()2
f

J unbiased nonnegative estimator that is bounded on

o f) = P
— lim ————= "~ <
u—0t u

(11)

Example 3 illustrates lower bound functions and respedtiver hulls forRG,..

Partially specified estimators. We usepartial specificationsf of (nonnegative and unbiased) estimators,
which are specified on a set of outcondeso that

Vo 3p, € [0,1], S(u,v) € S almost everywher®r v > p, A
S(u,v) ¢ Salmost everywherfor u < p,, .

Whenp, = 0, we say that the estimatorfiglly specifiedor v. We also require thaf is nonnegative where
specified and satisfies

1
Vo, pp >0 —> /f(u,’v)duéf('v) (12a)
1

Yo, p, =0 = f(u,v)du = f(v) . (12b)
Pv

11



Lemma 2.1 [15] If f satisfies(@) (has a nonnegative unbiased estimator), then any partigigcified
estimator can be extended to an unbiased nonnegative éstima

v-optimal extensions and estimators.Given a partially specified estimatgfrso thatp, > 0 andM =
fplu f(u, v)du, av-optimal extensions an extension which is fully specified ferand minimizes variance
for v (amongst all such extensions). Th@ptimal extension is defined on outcont&:, v) for u € (0, p]
and satisfies

f(u,v)%du (13)

Vu, f(u,v) >0
Forp, € (0,1] andM € [0, f*)(p,)], we define the functiorf (»:M) : (0, p,] — Ry as the solution
of
A (v) - M- Pv £(v,p0,M) d
f(v,pv,M) (u) = inf () fu f (u)du . 14
0<n<u p—n

Geometrically, the functiorf(”vpv’M) is the negated derivative of the lower hull of the lower bound
function f*) on (0, p,) and the poin{p,,, M).

Theorem 2.1 [15] Given a partially specified estimatqf so thatp, > 0 and M = fplv f(u, v)du, then
f@.ro:M) s the unique (up to equivalence)optimal extension of .

Thewv-optimalestimates are the minimum variance extension of the emptifsgation. We use, = 1
andM = 0 and obtainf(®) = f(®»1.0)_ f(¥) s the solution of

; Y0 = [ P (w)du
(v) _ L u
FHu) = dnf P ; (15)

which is the negated slope of the lower hull of the lower bofumgttion f(”). This is illustrated in Example
3. B

Admissibility and order optimality. An estimator isadmissibleif there is no (nonnegative unbiased)
estimator with same or lower variance on all data and sgrlother on some data. We also consideder
optimality, specified with respect to a partial orderon V: An estimatorf is <*-optimal if there is no
other nonnegative unbiased estimator with strictly lonamiance on some dataand at most the variance
of f on all vectors that precede Order-optimality (with respect to some) implies admissibility but the
converse is not true in general [14].

Variance competitivenessAn estimatorf is c-competitiveif

2 2
Yo, /01 <f(u,'v)> du < Ci?’f/ol <f’(u,v)> du,

12



where the infimum is over all unbiased nonnegative estimaidy’. When the estimator is unbiased, the
expectation of the square is closely related to varianag aarestimator that minimizes one also minimizes
the other.

A 1 A
VAR flv] = /0 F(u,0)%du — f(v)? (16)

3 The optimal range

1 J
u

Figure 1: Lower bound functions for vectors z, w. Outcomes are consistent for all> u: S(z,v) =
S(z,z) = S(z,w) = S,. The figure illustrates thg-optimal estimates\(u, y, M) atu given M fory €

{v, z,w}. The estimates are the negated slopes of the lower hull gfdhme (v, /) and the lower bound
function f¥). The optimal range af,, given M is lower-bounded byw, that iISAL(Su, M) = ANu,w, M),
and upper-bounded by, \;/(S., M) = A(u,v, M). The figure illustrates the general property that the
optimal range is lower bounded by tiewhich satisfiesf (w) = f(w,u).

We say that an estimatof is v-optimal at an outcomeS (u, v) if it satisfies [15). For an outcome
S(p,v), we are interested in thange of z-optimal estimates at for all z € S*, with respect to a value
M, which captures the contribution to the expectation of ttaretor made by outcomes which are less
informative thans.

. f(?’],’U) - M
Ap,v,M) = f =—— 17
(p ) L 17
Au(psv, M) = Ap(S,M) = sup  Ap,z, M) (18)
z€5*(p,v)

AL(p,v, M) = Ap(S, M) = zeég(fp o Ap, z, M)

. . i(777 Z) - M
= inf inf =/~
zeS*(pw) 0<n<p P —1
,v) — M
A (19)
0

To verify equality [19), observe that from left continuity f(u, z),

inf f(n,z)=f(p,v)
n<p, z€S

13



and that the denominater— 7, is maximized at) = 0. \(p, v, M) is thev-optimal estimate ap, given a
specification of the estimatgi(u, v ) for u € (p, 1] with fpl f(u,v)du = M. Inshort, we refer ta\(p, v, M)
as thev-optimal estimate ab given M. Geometrically,\(p, v, M) is the negated slope of the lower hull
of () and the poin{p, M). Ay (S, M) and\z,(S, M), respectively, are the supremum and infimum of the
range of z-optimal estimates a§ given M. Figure[] illustrates an outconfand the optimal range &t
given M. We can see how the lower endpoint of the range is realizedvegtar with f value equal to the
lower bound atS, as in equality[(19).

When f is provided for seed values € (p,1], we useM = fpl f(u,v)du. We then abbreviate the
notations (we remove/) to A\(p, v), A\ (S), andA(.S).

We say that the estimatgris in-range(in the optimal range ) at outcont&p, v) if

AL(S) < F(5) < Au(S) . (20)
Writing (20) explicitly, we obtain
A f(pa'v)_fp f(uvv)du

flp,v) = An(pv) == ; (21a)
flp,v) < Mulpv)
1 a
= sup inf _(sz)—fp S, v)du (21b)

zeS* 0=n<p p—n

Two special solutions that we study are tiieestimator (f(2), see Sectiofil4) and tHé* estimator
(fO), see SectloEIG) which respectlvely soI@Zla)-(Zlﬂn)&quahtles Foralp € (0,1] andw, f&)
minimizes andf(V maX|m|zesf f u,v)du among all solutions of (20).

We show that being in-range (satisfyirilg {20) for all outcen$® is sufficient for nonnegativity and
unbiasedness.

Lemma 3.1 If f satisfieg(d) then any in-range estimator is unbiased and nonnegative.

Proof For nonnegativity, it suffices to show that a solution[of (8@iisfies[(I7), sincé (2lLa) arid (7) together
imply nonnegativity. Assume to the contrary that a solutfoviolates [7) and lep be the supremum aof
satisfyingfxl flu,v)du > f(x,v). From [3), which is monotonicity and left-continuity ¢fz, v), we have
fpl flu,v)du = f(p,v). Since [ f(u,v)du is continuous inz, and f(*) left-continuous, there must be
0 > 0 so that

1
Vxew—amx/‘ﬂWUMu>imao. (22)
Letx € [p— 9, p) andM (z f f(u,v)du. From [22),M (z) > f(x,v). We have that
. ,2)— M
flz,v) < sup inf L(n,2) (@)
2€8*(z,w) 0Sn<z r—n
< sup inf i(777 Z) - i(‘ra ’U)
2€8%(z,v) 0<n<z r—n
< sup lim _(777 Z) - i(:L'v ’U)
z€S* (z,v) 172 =1
. i(TI?’U)_i(m?U) (9i(ac,v)
= lim = —
n—x- r—n ox~
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Since this holds for alt € (p—4, p), we obtain thagfp”_é flz,v)de < f(p—0,v)— f(p,v). Therefore,
Js f(z,v)dz < f(p — 6,v), which contradicts{22).

We now establish unbiasedness. Frém|21a) Afdv) being non increasing im, we obtain that
YuVp > u,

) flu,v) — [} f(a,v)dz

fluw) > = .
> i(ﬂ,v) - ful f(:L',’U)dSL’ (23)
u
We argue that
1
YoVp > 0, }cli%/ f(u,v)du > f(p,v) . (24)

To prove [(24), defined(z) = f(p,v) — f; f(u,v)du for z € (0,p]. We show thatf:;”/2 f(u,v)du >
A(x)/4. To see this, assume to the contrary tﬁyﬁtf(u,v)du < A(x)/4 forally € [x/2,z]. Then from

@3), the value off (u,v) for v € [2/2,z] must be at least3/4)A(x)/z. Hence, the integral over the
interval [z /2, z] is at least(3/8) A(x) which is a contradiction. We can now apply this iterativelgtaining
that A(p/2%) < (3/4)'A(p). Thus, the gap\(z) diminishes ag: — 0 and we establishe@ (P4).

Since [(24) holds for alp > 0, thenlim,,_¢ ful f(u, v)du > limy_ f(u,v) = f(v) (using [9)). Com-
bining with (already established)l(7) we obtéim,, . f; f(u,v)du = f(v). [

We next show that being in-range is necessary for optimaligr our analysis of order-optimality
(Sectiorb), we need to slightly refine the notion of admisgitto be with respect to a partially specified
estimatorf and a subset of data vectdfsc V.

An extension off that is fully specified for all vectors i& is admissible orZ if any other extension
with strictly lower variance on at least omec Z has a strictly higher variance on at least ane Z. We
say that a partial specification is in-rangéh respect to7 if:

Vv € Z, for p € (0, p,] almost everywhere,
inf  Ap,2) < flpv) < sup  Ap,2) (25)
z€ZNS*(p,v) z€ZNS*(p,v)

Using [4), [25) is the same as requiring thiatvp € (0, p, ], when fixing the estimator ofi(u, v) for u > p,
then

0 2
inf Ap,z) < lim M < sup  Ap, 2) (26)

z€ZNS*(p,v) n—+p- p—n z€ZNS*(p,v)

We show that a necessary condition for admissibility wikpext to a partial specification audis that
almost everywhere, estimates for outcomes consistentweitors inZ are in-range fotZ. Formally:

Theorem 3.1 An extension is admissible ¢honly if (25) holds.
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Proof Consider an (nonnegative unbiased) estimﬁtthat violates[(2b) for some € Z andp. We show

that there is an alternative estimator, equaf o, v) on outcomes:, > p and which satisfies (25) atthat

has strictly lower variance thaﬁon all vectorsZ N S*(p, v). This will show thatf is not admissible oty
The estimatorf violates [26), so either

P F(u,v)du
lim fn(i) < inf Ap,z) =L (27)
n—p~ p—n z€ZNS*(p,v)
or P
fu,v)du
lim f"(i) > sup  Ap,z)=U. (28)
n—p- p—n z€ZNS*(p,v)

Violation (Z8), for a nonnegative unbiaseq means thafl/ = fpl f(u,v)du < f(u,v). Considerz €

Z N S8*(p,v) and thez-optimal extension,f(*») (see Theorerh 2.1). Because the pdintM) lies
strictly below f(*), the lower hull of both the point anfi’*) has a linear piece on some interval with right

end pointp. More precisely,f(##M) (y) = X(p, z, M) on S(u, z) at some nonempty interval € (1., p] S0
that at the point),, the lower bound is met, that i8/ + (p — n.)A(p, z, M) = lim m, .+ f(u, z). Therefore,
all extensions (maintaining nonnegativity and unbiassghmust satisfy

’ f(u,z)du < lim flu,z) =M (29)

Nz uU—1z

= (p—n)Ap, 2, M) < (p— 1)U .

From [28), for some > 0, f has average value strictly higher théiron S (u, v) for all u in (1, p] for 5 €
[p— €, p). Foreachz € S*(p,v) we define, as the maximum of — ¢ andinf{u | S*(u,v) = S*(u, z)}.
From [3),(, < p. For eachz, the higher estimate values éffu, z) for u € ((., p] must be “compensated
for” by lower values oru € (n,,(.) (from nonnegativity we must have the strict inequality < ¢.) so
that (29) holds. By modifying the estimator to be equalitdor all outcomesS(u,v) u € (p — ¢, p] and
correspondingly increasing some estimate values thabaser lthanU to U on S(u, z) for u € (n,, CZ) we
obtain an estimator with strictly lower variance thafor all z € Z N S*(p,v) and same variance gson

all other vectors. Note we can perform the shift consisyesttoss all branches of the tree-like partial order
on outcomes.

Violation (27) means that for somie> 0, fhas average value strictly lower tharon S(u, v) for all in-
tervalsu € (1, p] forn € [p—e, p). For all z, thez-optimal extensiorf *») (v) has value\(p, z, M) > L
at p and (from convexity of Iower huII) values that are at leasit thnu < p. From unbiasedness, we must
have for allz € Z N S*(p,v), [ f(u, z)du = [! f&PM)(u)du. Therefore, values lower thah must be
compensated for nf by values higher tha.. We can modify the estimator such that it is equaltfor
S(u,v) foru € (p — ¢, p) and compensate for that by lowering values at lowerluesu < ¢, that are
higher thanl.. The modified estimator has strictly lower variance tlfafnr all z € ZnS*(p,v) and same
variance ag on all other vectors. -
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4 The L* Estimator

The L* estimator, (%), is the solution of[{2Ta) with equalities, obtaining valtieat are minimum in the
optimal range. Formally, it is the solution of the integrguationvv € V, Vp € (0, 1]:

(v
fBP(pv) = d ) pf (30)

Geometrically, as visualized in Figuré 2, the L* estimateaonoutcomeS(p, v) is exactly the slope value
that if maintained for outcomeS(u, v) (u € (0, p]), would yield an expected estimate £fS). We derive a

LB function
cummulative L estimat

T

u

Figure 2: An example lower bound functlcfﬁ” ) with 3 steps and the respective cummulative L estimate
[} ) (u, v)du. The estimatef (") is the negated slope and in this case is also a step functibrBwsieps.

convenient expression for the L* estimator, which enabktowerive explicit forms or compute it for any
function f. We show that the L* estimator is-competitive and that it is the unique admissible monotone
estimator. We also show it is order-optimal with respechtoriatural order that prioritizes data vectors with
lower f(v).

Fixing v, (30) is a first-order differential equatlon fot(p f f (u, v)du and the initial condition

F(1) = 0. Since the lower bound functloﬁ is monotonlc and bounded, it is continuous (and differen-
tiable) almost everywhere. Therefore, the equation wighititial condition has a unique solution:

Lemma4.1

du (31)
(32)
Wheni(”)(l) = 0, which we can assume without loss of geneﬁliﬂye solution has the simpler form:

1 @)

O A (33
p

0Otherwise, we can instead estimate the funcii¢n) — i(”) (1), which satisfies this assumption, and then add a fixed value of
£ (1) to the resulting estimate.
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We show a tight bound of for the competitive ratio fof(L), meaning that it is at modtfor all functions
f and for anye > 0, there exists a functiofi on which the ratio is no less than— e.

Theorem 4.1

fo ) (u, v)2du
sup =

ol f3 F@) )2du<oo fo “)(u)?du

We present a family of functions for which the supermum o$ ttatio |s4 We use the domaiv =
[0,1], a PPS sampling scheme wittu) = «, and the functiory' (v) = 1 — o = forp € [0,0.5). For the
datav = 0 we have the following convex lower bound function

1 ul=P

i(u’o):fp_l—p

Being convex, this lower bound function is equal to its lovetl. Therefore, by taking its negated
derivative, we gef (¥) (u) = 1/u”. The functionf(?) is square integrable when< 0.5:

1 1
A 1
O (u)%du ——/ 1/u*du = .
/0 Fw) 0 / 1—-2p

From (33), the L* estimator on outcomes consistent with 0 for p € (0,0.5) i4

. | 1/1
(L) e
/ (a:,O)-/m ul“’_p(ﬂ’ 1>'

Hence,

We obtain the ratio L
I FE) (u,0)2du 2
Jo FO@?du 1 -p

The ratio approacheswhenp — 0.5~. )

We conclude the proof of Theorem #.1 using the following leartimat shows that if @) (u) is square
integrable, that is[{10) holds, thgi™) (u, v) is also square integrable and the ratio between these atgegr
is at most.

Lemma 4.2

Jo £, 0)du _ |
Jo F®)(w)2du

V'u/f du<oo:>

4 Forp = 0 the estimate is- In(z)
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Proof Fixing v, the functionf(”) only depends on the lower hull of the lower bound functjﬁﬁ)(u)

The estimatorf(L) depends on the lower bound functignand can be different for different lower bound
functions with the same lower hull. Fixing the lower hullettariance of the L* estimator is maximized for

f such thatf®) = H}"’). It therefore suffices to consider convg®’) (u), that is, fi() > 0 for which
we have ®)
5 dft” (u)
(v) — <
. df<”)(u)
Recall thatf(*) (u) is monotone non-increasing. From33)X)( =— f

To establish our claim, it suffices to show that for all mommipnon mcreasmg square integrable func-
tionsg : (0,1],
1 g(u )d 2d
Jo (o 25 o) <4 (34)
fo g(x)2dx

Defineh(z) = [ % qu.

xT u

/6 1 W (z)dx = / 1 / 1 2h(y)H (y)dydz
//2h YW (y)dxdy

=2 h(y)h/(y) dwdy

1

The last inequality is Cauchy-Schwartz. To obtain (34), wéle both sides by / f h2(y)dy and take

the limit ase goes ta.
]

Theorem 4.2 The estimatorf(~) is monotone. Moreover, it is the unique admissible monoestienator
and dominates all monotone estimators.

Proof Recall that an estimatof is monotone if and only if, for any data, the estimatgf’(p,fu) is non-
increasing withp. To show monotonicity of the L* estimator, we rewrite [31)dtain

. L (p) = £ (=)
R R B (35)
p
which is clearly non-increasing with
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We now show thaf(L) dominates all monotone estimators (and hence is the unduéssible mono-
tone estimator). By definition, a monotone estimgtaran not exceed on any outcome, that is, it must
satisfy the inequalitiesv, Vp € [0, 1]:

zeS*(pv

inf f(z) = f"(p)

z€5*(p,v)

pfpor+ [ fuvidus it /0 F(u, 2)du =
P
| (36)

Estimatorf(L) satisfies[(36) with equalities. If there is a monotone estt'umﬁ which is not equivalent to
f@), that is, for somay, the integral is strictly smaller than the integral f8f) on some intervalp — ¢, p)

(e > 0 may depend omw), we can obtain a monotone estimator that strictly dom'mﬁtby decreasing the
estimate foru < p — e and increasing it foi. > p — e¢. The variance decreases because we decrease the
estimate on higher values and increase on lower values. [

Lastly, we show thayf () is order-optimal with respect to the orderwhich prioritizes vectors with
lower f(v):

Theorem 4.3 A <*-optimal estimator forf with respect to the partial order
v=<v = f(v)<f(¥)

must be equivalent t$(~).

Proof We use our results of order-optimality (Sectidn 5). We cagck&tthat we obtairf (30) using (43) and
< as defined in the statement of the Theorem. Thus! aoptimal solution must have this form. n

The L* estimator may not be bounded (see Exariple 4). An egtinthat is both bounded and com-
petitive (but not necessarily in-range, not monotone, aasl dnlarge compettive ratio) is the J estimator
[15].

5 Order-optimality

We identify conditions orf and< under which a<"-optimal estimator exists and specify this estimator as
a solution of a set of equations. Our derivations<df-optimal estimators follow the intuition to require the
estimate on an outcom® to bewv-optimal with respect to the-minimal vector that is consistent with the
outcome:

A~

VS = S(p,v), f(5) = Alp, min(57) . 37)

When< is a total order and is finite, min~ (S*) is unique and.(37) is well defined. Moreover, as long
as f has a nonnegative unbiased estimator, a solufioh (37) alegigts and is<*-optimal. We preview
a simple construction of the solution: Process vectorsareimsing< order, iteratively building a partially
defined nonnegative estimator. When processinie estimator is already defined f8(u, v) for u > p,,
for somep, € (0,1]. We extend it to the outcomeS(u, v) for u < p, using thev-optimal extension
fpeM) () whereM = fplv f(u,v)du (see Theorem 2.1).
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We now formulate conditions that will allow us to establigi-optimality of a solution of{(37) in more
general settings. These conditions always hold whes a total order and’ is finite. Generally,

min(5%) = {z € §*|-Fw € §*, w < z}

is asetand [37) is well defined wheviS, this set is not empty andl(p, min(.5*)) is unique, that is, the
value\(p, z) is the same for alk-minimal vectorsz € min_(S*). A sufficient condition for this is that

¥p ¥ Va € (0, f(p,v)] Vz,w € min(S(p, v)),

y2) — , W) —
e L2 flw) e (38)
n<p  p—1 n<p p—1
In this case, the respective Equationl(37).0a (0, p] are the same for af € min(5*) and thus so
are the estimate valuggu, z).
We say thatZ C V' is <-boundedf

VUEZEIzemin(Z), z=3v (39)

Thatis, for allz € Z, z is <-minimal or is preceded by some vector thakigninimal in Z.
We say that an outcom# is <-bounded ifS* is <-bounded, that is,

Vv e §*3dz € min(S*), z=v (40)

When all outcomes(u, v) are<-bounded, we say that a set of vecté@sepresent if any outcome
consistent withv has a<-minimal vector inR:

Vu e (0,1],3z € R, z € min(S*(u,v)) .

We now show that we can obtain-a"-optimal estimator if every vectas has a set of finite size that
represents it. Examplé 5 walks through a derivatiordfoptimal estimators.

Lemma 5.1 If f satisfieg(9), (38), (40) and

Vv, min{|R||Vu € (0,1],3z € R, z € minS*(u,v)} < 00,

then a<*-optimal estimator exists and must be equivalent to a soiutif (37).

Proof We provide an explicit construction of-a*-optimal estimator forf.

Fixing v, we select a finite set of representatives. We can map thesemiatives (or a subset of them)
to distinct subintervals covering@, 1]. The subintervals have the forfn;, a;—1] where0 = a,, < --- a1 <
ap = 1 such that a representatigethat is minimal for(a;, a;—1] is not minimal foru < a;. Such a mapping
can always be obtained since frdm (3), each vector is cemsistith an open interval of the foria, 1], and
thus if <-minimum atS*(u, v) (we must have: > a) it must be<-minimum for S*(z, v) for z € (a, u].
Thus, the region on which is in min~ S*(u, v) is open to the left. We can always choose a mapping such
that the left boundary of this region corresponds.to

Let z() (i € [n]) be the representative mapped to outcorfiés, v) whereu € (a;,a;_1]. Since
S*(u,v) is monotone non-decreasing withi < j implies thatz(Y) < z() or that they are incomparable
in the partial order.
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We construct a partially specified nonnegative estimatstaps, by solvind (37) iteratively for the vec-
tors ("), Initially we invoke Theorerfi 2]1 to obtain estimate values$(u, (1)) v € (0, 1] that minimize
the variance foe(1). The result is a partially specified nonnegative estimattoparticular forv, the es-
timator is now specified for outcomeH u, v) whereu € (aj,1]. Any modification of this estimator on
a subinterval of(a;, 1] with positive measure will strictly increase the varianoe £ (or result in an
estimator that can not be completed to a honnegative urth@ss).

After stepi, we have a partially specified nonnegative estimator thapéified forS(u,v) for u €
(ai, 1]. The estimator is fully specified farl?) j < i and is<T-optimal on these vectors in the sense that
any other partially specified nonnegative estimator thhtlig specified forz\?) j < i and has strictly lower
variance on some'?) (j < i) must have strictly higher variance on soei& such thath < ;.

We now invoke Theoreri 2.1 with respect to the veetBrr!). The estimator is partially specified for
S(u,z0*1) onu > a; and we obtain estimate values for the outcorés, z(+1)) for u € (0, ;] that
constitute a partially specified nonnegative estimatohwiinimum variance foe(‘*1). Note again that
this completion is unique (up to equivalence). This exiemsiow definesS(u, v) for u € (a;41, 1].

Lastly, note that we must hayéz() = f(v) because (™) < f(v) implies that[(9) is violated fop
whereas the reverse inequality implies tifiat (9) is violdted:(™). Since at step the estimator is specified
for all outcomesS(u, (™) and unbiased, it is unbiased for

The estimator is invariant to the choice of the represamatetsRk, for v € V and also remains the
same if we restrick so that it includes only relations betweerand R,,.

We so far showed that there is a unique, up to equivalencéalpaspecified nonnegative estimator
that is <™ optimal with respect to a vectar and all vectors it depends on. Consider now all outcomes
S(u,wv), for all u andw, arranged according to the containment ordeiS6(w, v) according to decreasing
u values with branching points whefi(u, v) changes. If for two vectors and z, the sets of outcomes
S(u,v),u € (0,1] and S(u, z),u € (0,1] intersect, the intersection must be equal for> p for some
p < 1. In this case the estimator values computed with respecitherez or v would be identical for
u € (p,1]. Also note that partially specified nonnegative solutionddferent branches are independent.
Therefore, solutions with respect to different vectorsan be consistently combined to a fully specified
estimator. [

5.1 Continuous domains

The assumptions of Lemrha k.1 may break on continuous donfainsdly, outcomes may not be-bounded
and in particularmin (S*) can be empty even whe$* is not, resulting in[(37) not being well defined.
Secondly, even ik is a total order, minimum elements do not necessarily eridttaus [(4D) may not hold,
and lastly, there may not be a finite set of representativestrebt such domains, we utilize a notion of
convergence with respect to.

We define the<-lim of a functionh on a set of vectorg C V:

< -lim(h(:),Z) =z <= (41)
Vve ZVe> 03w <v,Vz < w, |h(z) —x|<e€
The <-lim may not exist but is unique if it does. Note that whens finite or more generally<-bounded,

andh(z) is unique for allz € min~ Z), then<-lim(h(-), Z) = h(minz Z).
We define the<-closure ofz as the set containingand all preceding vectors¢z) = {v € V|v < z}.
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We provide an alternative definition of thelim using the notion of-closure.

< inf sup  h(z) =sup inf  h(z) ==
VEZ LeclL(v)nz veZ zeCli(v)nz

We say that the lower bound functien-convergesn outcomeS = S(p, v) if <-lim(f(n,-), S*) exists
foralln € (O,p)A. When this holds, the< -1im of the optimal valued (17) over consistent vect6tsexists
forall M = fpl f(u,v)du < f(p,v). We use the notation

>\<(Sv M) = <-lim()\(p, >M)7S*)
o < -lim(f(n,-),5*) - M

0<n<p p=n

When the partially specified estimatpis clear from context, we omit the paramelérand use the notation

AX(S) = <-lim(A(p, ), 5°)
_inf < -lim(f(n,"),5") — fpl f(u,v)du
B 0%1%<p p—n ’

We can finally propose a generalization [of](37):
VS, f(S) = A<(S) (43)
which is well defined when the lower bound functienconverges for all:
VS = S(p,v),¥n < p, <-lim(f(n,-),S™) exists. (44)

Using the definition[(42) of<-convergence and](4) we obtain that an estimator is equivéde{43) if
and only if

P F(u,v)du
YoVp € (0,1], lim fn(i) = A<(p,v) (45)
n—p~ p—n
We show that equivalence to (43)rigcessanfor <-optimality. To facilitate the proof, we express

<T-optimality in terms of restricted admissiblity:

Lemma 5.2 An estimator is<*-optimal if and only if, for alky € V/, itis admissible with respect to ¢lv).

Proof If there isv such thatf is not admissible on cl(v), there is an alternative estimator with strictly
lower variance on some < cl.(v) and at most the variance on allL¢b) \ {z}. Since cL(v) contains

all vectors that precede, the estimatorf can not be<*-optimal. To establish the converse, assume an
estimatorf is admissible on cl(v) for all v. Considerz € V. Sincef is admissible on cl(z), there is no
alternative estimator with strictly lower variance srand at most the variance ¢fon all preceding vectors.
Since this holds for alt, we obtain tha}f is <T-optimal. |

Lemma 5.3 If f satisfies(d) and (@4) then f is <*-optimal only if it satisfie45).
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Proof Lemmalb.2 states that an estimator<i$-optimal if and only if Vv € V it is admissible with
respect to cl(w). Applying Lemmd3.11, the latter holds only if

Vv € VVp e (0,1] (46)
P u,v)du
lim fnf(i) > inf A(p, 2)
n—p~ p—n zeClL (v)NS*(p,v)
< sup Aps 2)

zeClZ (v)NS*(p,v)

From definition,S(p, z) = S(p,v) for all vectorsz € S*(p,v). Moreover, forz € S*(p,v) there is a
nonempty interval(r., p|] such thatvu € (1., p|, S*(u, z = S*(u,v). Therefore, for alk € S*(p,v), the

limits 1i LG Thereforg.14
imits lim,_, ,- =———— are the same. There ore, (46—
Yo e Vvpe (0,1] (47)
P flu,v)du
lim > sup inf A(p, 2)
n—p~ pP—N weS*(p,v) z€Cl< (w)NS* (p,v)
< inf sup A(p, 2)

weS*(p,v) z€Cl (w)NS*(p,v)

We leave open the question of determining the most inclumivelitions onf and< under which a<*-
optimum exists, and thus the solution bf(43)is-optimal. We show that any solution ¢f (43) is unbiased
and nonnegative whefihas a nonnegative unbiased estimator.

Lemma 5.4 Whenf and < satisfy(@) and (44), a solutionf(*f) of (43)is unbiased and nonnegative.

Proof From Lemma 311, since all values are in-range, the soluambiased and nonnegative. m

6 The U* Estimator
The estimatorf (V) satisfies[[2Tb) with equality.

1
~ f(77>z) - f(u,v)du
VS(p,v), f(p,v) = sup inf = Jo (48)
z€S5* 0<n<p pP—n
The U* estimator is not always admissible. We do show, howetteat under a natural condition,
it is order-optimal with respect to an order that prioriszeectors with higherf values (and hence also
admissible). The condition states that for&ip, v) andn < p, the supremum of the lower bound function

f(n, z) overz € S*is attained (in the limiting sense) at vectors that maxinfize .S*. Formally:

Vn <p, lim sup  f(n,z) = sup f(n,2), (49)
x—f(S) z€S*|f(2)>x z€S*

wheref(S) = sup,cg- f(2).

Lemma 6.1 If f satisfies(49), then the U* estimator is<*-optimal with respect to the order < v <+~

f(z) > f(v).
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Proof We can show that wheh (49) holds then](48) is the samie_as (43). [

The condition [(4B) is satisfied byG, andRG,.. In this case, the conditions of Lemrhal5.1 are also
satisfied and thus the U* estimator<s™ optimal.

7 Conclusion

We take an optimization approach to the derivation of edtinsatargeting both worst-case and common-
case variance. We explore this for monotone sampling, idgrivovel and powerful estimators.

An interesting open question for monotone sampling is bownthe universal ratio: What is the lowest
ratio we can guarantee on any monotone estimation problerwlticch there is an estimator with finite
variances ? Our Lestimator show that the ratio is at mdstOn the other end, one can construct examples
where the ratio is at least 1.4. We partially address thiblpro in follow-up work.

Another natural question is to find efficient constructiohestimators withnstance optimatompetitive
ratio. This question is interesting even in the context acHic functions (such as exponentiated range,
which facilitatesL,, difference estimatiori [7]).

Our general treatment of arbitrary functions facilitates tlesign of automated tools which derive esti-
mators according to specifications. Our motivating appbces of monotone sampling are for the important
special case of coordinated shared-seed sampling. Wetexypee applications in that domain, but also
believe that the monotone sampling formulation will findthar applications in pattern recognition, and
plan to explore this in future work. Beyond monotone santplime hope that the foundations we provided
can lead to a better understanding of other sampling scheandsetter estimators. In particular, the pro-
jection on a single item ahdependenfrather than coordinated) PPS or botténsgamples of instances is
essentially an extended monotone estimation problemmiitdependent seeds instead of a single seed.

Lastly, the relevance of our work for the analysis of massiata sets is demonstrated (in follow-up
work) on two basic problems:

Estimating L,, difference from sampled data [7]: Extending Examplgl4, we derive closed for expressions
for RG, estimators and their variances, with focusgor= 1,2. We estimatel,, as thepth roots of sums

of our L* and U* estimators for exponentiated range funci®e, (p > 0). These estimators, fak,

and L., were applied to samples of data sets with different charistics: IP flow records exhibited larger
differences between bandwidth usage assumed by a flow keyp(ifee destination pair, port, and protocol)
in different times. The surnames dataset (frequenciesrobsues in published books in different years) had
more similar values. Accordingly, the U* estimator, whishoptimized for large differences dominated on
the IP flow records dataset whereas the L* estimator dondnatehe surnames dataset. This demonstrates
the potential value in selecting a custom estimator. Thedtihsator, however, which is competitive (the
ratio turns out to be 2.5 fak; and 2 forLs), never exceedingly underperformed the U* estimator, wagr
the U* estimator could perform much worse than the L*. Thieves the value of variance competitiveness
and selecting a competitive estimator when there is no gtateting of patterns in data. For the and L,
differences, we also computed (via a program) the optinwippetitive estimator. Prior to our work, there
were no good estimators for,ldifferences over coordinated samples for ang 1. Only a non-optimal
estimator was known fof; [16] and for the special case of 0/1 values for the relatedatdccoefficient
[4][3]. Our study demonstrates that we obtain accurate astgreven when only a small fraction of entries
is sampled.
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Sktech-based similarity estimation in social networks[[9] We applied our L* estimator to obtain sketch-
based closeness similarities between nodes in social refwéds mentioned in the introduction, a set of
all-distances sketches (ADS) can be computed for all nadegar-linear time [6]. The ADS of a node

is essentially a sample of other nodes, where a nodéncluded with probability inversely proportional to
their Dijkstra rank (neighbor rank) with respectitoAs mentioned, ADSs of different nodes are coordinated
samples. Closeness similarity [9] between nodes meadwesirhilarity of their distance relation to other

nodes:
> a(max{dyi, dui})
> a(min{dyi, du;})
wherea is non-increasing. To estimate closeness similarity ahdv from ADS(u) and ADSwv), we use
the HIP inclusion probabilities (which with conditioningjav us to consider one item at a time) [8]. We

then applied the L* estimator to estimate, for each ngdemin{d,;, d,;}). These unbiased nonnegative
estimates were then added up to obtain an estimate for the sum

sim(u,v) =
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