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ESTIMATION IN EXPONENTIAL FAMILIES ON PERMUTATIONS

SUMIT MUKHERJEE

ABSTRACT. Asymptotics of the normalizing constant is computed for a class of one parameter
exponential families on permutations which includes Mallows model with Spearmans’s Footrule and
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Statistic. The MLE, and a computable approximation of the MLE
are shown to be consistent. The pseudo-likelihood estimator of Besag is shown to be y/n-consistent.
An iterative algorithm (IPFP) is proved to converge to the limiting normalizing constant. The
Mallows model with Kendall’s Tau is also analyzed to demonstrate flexibility of the tools of this

paper.

1. INTRODUCTION

Analysis of permutation data has a fairly long history in statistics. One of the earlier papers
in this area is the work of Mallows ([13]) in 1957, where the author proposed a class of expo-
nential families of permutations, thereby referred to in the literature as Mallows models. Using
this modelling approach, in 1978 Feigin and Cohen( [25]) analyzed the nature of agreement be-
tween several judges in a contest. In 1985, Critchlow ([11]) gave some examples where Mallows
model gives a good fit to ranking data. See also the works of Fligner and Verducci ([27, 28]), and
Critchlow, Fligner and Verducci ([15]), which deal with various aspects of permutation models, and
the book length treatment of Marden in [141], which covers both theoretical and applied aspects of
permutation modeling. Permutation modeling has also received some recent attention in Machine

Learning literature. Location and Scale mixture of Mallows model have been studied in [1, 37]. A
generalized version of Mallows model which was introduced by Fligner and Verducci was studied in
[13, 49], which has been extended to infinite permutations in [17, 18]. The works of [32, 34] study

inference on permutations via fourier analysis of representation of finite groups with the focus of
reducing computational complexity. Modeling of partially ranked data using Mallows models and
its extensions was studied in [38].

This paper analyzes a class of exponential families on the space of permutations using the recently
developed concept of permutation limits. The notion of permutation limits has been first introduced
in [31], and is motivated by dense graph limit theory (see [3, 9, 12, 39] and the references there-
in) . The main idea is that a permutation can be thought of as a probability measure on the unit
square with uniform marginals. Multivariate distribution with uniform marginals have been studied
widely in Probability and Statistics (see [29, 33, 42, 46, 55, 56, 58, (1] and references there-in) and
Finance (see [2, 10, 18, 41, 45, 50, 51, 53] and references there-in) under the name copula. One
of the reasons for their popularity is that copulas are able to capture any dependence structure,
as shown in Sklar’s theorem ([58]). This is particularly useful in Finance when the assumption
of independence of observations is far from the truth, as is believed for stock prices of various
companies.
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1.1. The 1970 Draft Lottery. To see how permutation data can arise naturally, consider the
following example of historical importance where a random permutation was used to decide fate of
human lives. On December 1, 1969 during the Vietnam War the U.S. Government used a random
permutation of size 366 to decide the relative dates of when the people (among the citizens of U.S.A.
born between the years 1944-1950) will be inducted into the army in the year 1970, based on their
birthdays. 366 cylindrical capsules were put in a large box, one for each day of the year. The people
who were born on the first chosen date had to join the war first, those born on the second chosen
date had to join next, and so on. There were widespread allegations that the chosen permutation
was not uniformly random. In [20] Fienberg computed the Spearman’s rank correlation between
the birthdays and lottery numbers to be —0.226, which is significantly negative at 0.001 level of
significance. This suggests that people born in later part of the year were more likely to be inducted
earlier in the army.

If a permutation is not chosen uniformly at random, then the question arises whether a particular
non uniform model gives a better fit. It might be the case that there is a specific permutation o
towards which the sampling mechanism has a bias, and permutations close to ¢ have a higher
probability of being selected. For example in the draft lottery example ¢ is the permutation

(366, 365,364, - -+ ,3,2,1).
The Mallows models, which have the p.m.f.

—0'S" d(m,0)—Zn(0,0)
e i=1 )
are able to capture such behavior. Here o is a fixed permutation which is a location parameter,
0 is a real valued parameter, and d(.,.) is a distance function on the space of permutations. Here
Zn(0,0) denotes the (unknown) log normalizing constant of this family. For 6 large and positive,
permutations m which are away from ¢ have small probability compared to those close to o. The
hypothesis of uniformity in this setting is equivalent to the hypothesis that 8 = 0.

Possibly the most famous and widely used model on permutations is the Mallows model with
Kendall’s Tau as the metric. One of the reasons for this is that for this model the normalizing
constant is known explicitly (see, for example [22, (2.9)]), and so analyzing this model becomes
a lot simpler. However when one moves away from Mallows model with Kendall’s Tau and its
generalizations, not much theory is available in the literature. One reason for this is that normalizing
constant is not available in closed form, and there is no straight forward independence assumptions
in the model which one can exploit to analyze such models. Even basic properties for such models
such as identifiability and consistency of estimates are not well understood.

1.2. Some common choices of Metric. By a metric d(.,.) is usually meant a non negative
function on S, x S, satisfying the following conditions:

d(m,o) >0, with equality iff 7 = o,
d(m,0) =d(o,m),
d(m,o) < d(m,7)+d(o,T).
Another restriction on d(.,.) which seems reasonable is that d(.,.) is right invariant, i.e.
d(m,o0) =d(moT,007), for all m,0,7 € S,,.

The justification for this last requirement is as follows: Suppose the students in a class are labelled
{1,2,--- ,n}, and let m(i) and o(i) denote the rank of student i based on Math and Physics scores
respectively (assume no tied scores). The distance d(m, o) can be thought of as a measure of the
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strength of the relationship between Math and Physics rankings. If students are now labelled
differently using a permutation 7, so that student ¢ now becomes student 7(i), then the Math
and Physics rankings become 7 o 7 and ¢ o 7 respectively. But this relabeling of students in
principle should not change the relation between Math and Physics rankings, which requires the
right invariance of d(.,.).

Some of the common choices of right invariant metric d(.,.) are the following ([17, Ch-5,6]).

(a) Spearman’s Foot Rule: Y ", |7(i) — o (i)
(b) Spearman’s Rank correlation: Y 1, ((i) — o(i))?
(c) Hamming Distance: > | 1{n(i) # (i)}

(d) Kendall’s Tau: Minimum number of pairwise adjacent transpositions which converts 7! into
—1
o .

(e) Cayley’s distance: Minimum number of adjacent transpositions which converts 7 into o =n—

number of cycles in 7o~ !,

(f) Ulam’s distance: Number of deletion-insertion operations to convert m into o = n— Length of

the longest increasing subsequence in or~!.

See [17, Ch-5,6] for more details on these metrics. It should be noted that the Spearman’s Rank
correlation term is the square of a metric and does not satisfy the triangle inequality, but this version
is used in the literature as it is right invariant. If d(.,.) is right invariant, then the normalizing

constant is free of o, as

Z e—Gd(Tr,(f) _ Z e—@d(woa’l,e) _ Z e—@d(w,e)’

TESy TESy TESK
where e is the identity permutation. Also if 7 is a sample from the probability mass function
e 0d(m0)=Zn(0) then 7o o1 is a sample from the probability mass function e~ 0d(me)=Zn(0)  This
paper focuses on the case where o is known, and carries out inference on # when one sample
m is observed from this model. If the location parameter o is unknown, estimating it from one
permutation 7w seems impossible, unless the model puts very small mass on permutations which are
away from o, in which case 7 itself is a reasonable estimate for o. In case ¢ is known, without loss

of generality by a relabeling it can be assumed that o is the identity permutation. In an attempt
to cover the first two metrics in the above list, consider an exponential family of the form

Qu o() = & S J@/nm(@)/m)=Zn(£0), (1.1)

where f is a continuous function on the unit square. In particular, if f(x,y) = —|z — y| then
n 1 n
> flifnm(i)/n)=—=3 |i—n(0)],
i=1 i=1

which is a scaled version of the Foot rule (see (a) in list above). For the choice f(z,y) = —(z —y)?,

n

S i /m (i) n) =~ (0~ (i)
=1

=1
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is a scaled version of Spearman’s rank correlation statistic (see (b) in the list above). A simple
calculation shows that the right hand side above is same as

(n+ 1)3(§n+ D ;Z”(i)’

and so the same model would have been obtained by setting f(z,y) = xy. Note that the Hamming
distance (third in the list of metrics) is also of this form for the choice f(z,y) = 1,4, which is a
discontinuous function.

Remark 1.1. It should be noted here that the model Q,, y¢ covers a wide class of models, some
of which are not unimodal. For e.g. if one sets f(x,y) = z(1 — x)y then for n =7

7
1
Zf (i/7.3/7) = = Z
which is maximized when

m(7) =1, {n(1),7(6)} ={2,3}, {7(2),7(5)} ={4,5}, {x(3),7(4)} ={6,7}
Thus for @ > 0 this model has 23 = 8 modes. In general for § > 0 this model has 2("~1/2 modes
for n odd, and 2("~2)/2 modes for n even.
If one assumes that for every fixed y the function x — f(z,y) has a unique global maximum at
x =y, then the model Q,, ¢ is unimodal. Indeed, in this case the mode is the identity permutation
(1,2,---,n) for # > 0 and the reverse identity permutation (n,n —1,---,1) for # < 0. Note that
both the functions f(x,y) = —(x — y)? and f(x,y) = —|z — y| satisfy this condition.

One important comment about the model Q,, 74 is that different choices of the function f may
give to the same model. Indeed as already remarked above, the function f(z,y) = —(z —y)?/2 and
f(z,y) = xy gives rise to the same model. In general whenever f(z,y) — g(z,y) can be written as
¢(x) + ¥ (y) for any two functions ¢, : [0,1] — R the two models are the same. In particular,
the function f(z,y) = 4+ y and g(x,y) = 0 gives rise to the same model, which is the uniform
distribution on .S,,. The following definition restricts the class of functions f to ensure identifiability.

Definition 1.2. Let C be the set of all continuous functions f on [0, 1] which satisfy

1 1
| fasdz =0y el [ fea=ovye o, (1.2)
0 0
and f is not identically 0.

Another set of constraints which would have served the same purpose is f(z,0) = 0,Vx €
[0,1]; f(0,y) = 0,Vy € [0,1]. For the sake of definiteness this paper uses (1.2). This mimics the
condition in the discrete setting that the row and column sums of a square matrix are all 0. It
should be noted here that the function f(x,y) = xy does not belong to C, and it should be replaced
by the function f(x,y) = (z — 1/2)(y — 1/2). However this is not done in sections 2 and 3 to
simplify notations, on observing that all the proofs and conclusions of this paper go through as
long as f(x,y) cannot be written as ¢(z) + ¥ (y), which is true for f(z,y) = xy.

1.3. Statement of main results. The first main result of this paper is the following theorem
which computes the limiting value of the log normalizing constant of models of the form (1.1) for
a general continuous function f in terms of an optimization problem over copulas.

Definition 1.3. Let .# denote the space of all probability distributions on the unit square with
uniform marginals.
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Theorem 1.4. For any function f € C consider the probability model Qy, ¢o(m) as defined in (1.1),
and 6 € R is fived. Then the following conclusions hold:

(a)

Zn(fv 9) B Zn(o) -7

lim (£.6) = sup {6ulf] ~ D(ulu)}.
n—oo n HEM
where u is the uniform distribution on the unit square, u[f] := [ fdu is the expectation of

[ with respect to the measure u, and D(.||.) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence.
(b) If = € S, is a random permutation from the model Qy tg, then the random probability

measure
n

1
= ()
=1 n’ n
on the unit square converge weakly in probability to the probability measure iy 9 € A , where
pso the unique maximizer of part (a).
(¢) The measure jirg of part (b) has density

gre(x,y) = OF @ y)+aso(@)+bre(y)

with respect to Lebesque measure on [0, 1]2, with the functions aysg(.),be(.) € L'[0,1] which
are unique almost surely. Consequently one has

1

sup (O4lf) = Dlplla)} == [ fagola) + brafa))da.

ueM =0

(d) The function Z(f,0) of part (b) is a differentiable convex function with a continuous and
strictly increasing derivative Z'(f,0) which satisfies

Z(f,6) = Tim 7(f,0) = pyalf]

Remark 1.5. Part (b) of the above theorem gives one way to visualize a permutation 7 as a measure
v; on the unit square. The appendix gives a somewhat similar way to view a permutation 7 as a
measure ;. It also demonstrates how the measure v, looks like, when 7 is a large permutation from
Qn,r0- As an example, setting ¢ = 0 one gets the uniform distribution on S,,, when the limiting
measure jif9 becomes u the uniform distribution on [0, 1]%. Note that the theorem statement uses
Zy(0) instead of Z,(f,0). This is because Z,(f,0) = logn! for all choices of the function f, and so
the use of the notation Z,(0) is without loss of generality.

Focusing on inference about 6 when an observation m is obtained from the model Q, tg, then
the following corollary of theorem 1.4 shows consistency of the Maximum Likelihood Estimate. In
this model MLE for 6 is the solution to the equation

{% Zn: fifn,m(i)/n) — %Z,Q(f, 9)} —0.
=1

Since Z,(f,0) and Z/,(f,0) is hard to compute numerically, as an approximation one can replace
the quantity %Z;L( f,0) above by its limiting value Z'(f,6) and then solve for . The following
corollary shows that this estimate is consistent for 6 as well.

Corollary 1.6. For f € C consider the model Qy, 59 as in (1.1), and let ™ be an observations from
this model.
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(a) In this case one has
S /(i) /) B Z(£,6) = ol
i=1

for every 6 € R.
(b) Both the expressions

MLn(m,0) == 3 f(i/m,m(0)/m) ~ Z4(1,6)
=1

Dol 0) = 3 fi/n, w(i) n) ~ Z'(1,6)
=1

have unique roots éML and éLD with probability tending to 1 which are consistent for 6. R
(c) Consider the testing problem of @ = 6y versus 6 = 01 with 01 > 0. Then the test ¢, := 1{0rp >
(0o + 61)/2} is consistent, i.e.

0 B g0 =0 lim By @n = 1

The above corollary shows that it is possible to estimate the parameter 8 consistently with just
one observation from the model Q,, r¢. No error rates can be obtained for the estimates {é ML, 0 LD}
as part (a) of theorem 1.4 does not have any error rates. Thus a good approximation of the limiting
log normalizing constant will lead to an efficient estimator for #, in the sense that the estimator
will be close to the MLE. The definition of Z(f,#) is in terms of an optimization problem over .#,
which is an infinite dimensional space. In general, such optimization can be hard to carry out. The
next theorem gives an iterative algorithm for computing the density of the optimizing measure p ¢ g
with respect to Lebesgue measure. Intuitively the algorithm starts with the function e?f(#%) and
alternately scales it along x and y marginals to produce uniform marginals in the limit.

Definition 1.7. For any integer £ > 1 let M, denote the set of all k£ x k matrices with non negative
entries with both row and column sums equal to 1/k.

Theorem 1.8. (a) Define a sequence of k x k matrices by setting Bo(r,s) = el "/k:5/k) for 1 <
r,s <k, and

Bop (1, s B T, S
Bomy1(r, s) := AUL) )7BQm+2(T73) = 217, 5)

ok >ty Bam(r,1 ok >t Bomyi(l,8)
Then there exists a matriz A g € My, such that lim,, oo By = Ag.
(b) Akg € My, is the unique mazimizer of the optimization problem

k k
0 k,s/k)A —2logk — A log A .
| 3 1 /ks/RA() ~2logh = 3 Alrys)log (r.s)}

(¢) The function

k k
Wi(f,6) := sup {9 Z fr/k,s/k)A(r,s) —2logk — Z A(r, s)log A(r, s)}

AEM r,s=1 r,s=1

is a convex differentiable function with

k
Wi(f,0) =" Apol(r,s)f(r/k,s/k).

r,s=1
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(d) Finally, for any continuous function ¢ : [0,1]? — R one has

k—o0

k
lim 3 Awo(r, 8)6(r/k, 5/k) = / o(x,v)97.0(x, y)dwdy.
s—1 [0,1]2

In particular this implies
k

k

Z(£,0) = lim Wi(f,0) = lim lim {0 3 Sk /) B §)~2logk= 3 Bl ) log Buu(isj) }-
1,)]= )=

Remark 1.9. Since gfg(z,y) = e2¢@)+br0W)+0f@) has uniform marginals, the functions ay g(.)

and byg(.) are the solutions to the joint integral equations

1 1
/ @) tare(@)tbro(z) g, — 1, / I Fare:)+breW gy — 1, for all z,y € [0,1].
0 0

By theorem 18, it follows that
4 0)— Z. (0

n—o0 n

1
= — /O[aﬁg(x) -+ bfyg(ﬂj‘)]dl’

For the limiting normalizing constant in the Mallows model with the Foot-rule or the Spearman’s
rank correlation one needs to take f(x,y) = —|z — y| and f(z,y) = —(z — y)?( or f(z,y) = zy)
respectively. Even though analytic computation for asg(.),bse(.) might be difficult, the algorithm
of theorem 1.8 (known as IPFP) can be used for a numerical evaluation of these functions. Iterative
Proportional Fitting Procedure (IPFP) originated in the works of Deming and Stephan ([23]) in
1940. For more background on IPFP see [16, 35, 54, 57] and the references there-in. Theorem 1.8
gives a way to approximate numerically the limiting log partition function by fixing k£ large and
running the IPFP for m iterations with a suitably large m.

Another approach for estimation in such models can be to estimate the parameter § without
estimating the normalizing constant. The following theorem constructs an explicit \/n consistent
estimator for 8, for the class of models considered in theorem 1.4. This estimate is similar in spirit
to Besag’s pseudo-likelihood estimator [0, 7]. The pseudo-likelihood is defined to be the product of
all one dimensional conditional distributions, one for each random variable. Since in a permutation
the conditional distribution of 7 (i) given {m(j),j # i} determines the value of 7 (i), it does not
make sense to look at the conditional distribution (7(¢)|m(j),j # ). In this case a meaningful thing
to consider is the distribution of (7 (i), 7(j)|w(k), k # i, j), which gives the pseudo-likelihood as

[T Quio@),m(i)lm(k), k # i, 5).

1<i<j<n

The pseudo-likelihood estimate fpy, is obtained by maximizing the above expression. Taking the
log of the pseudo-likelihood and differentiating with respect to 6 gives

o 1
1<§<ny““’” T+ o)’
where
yx(i,5) == f(i/n,7(@)/n) + f(G/n,7(j)/n) — f(i/n,7(5)/n) — f(j/n,=(i)/n).

The pseudo-likelihood estimate can then be obtained by equating this to 0 and solving for #. One
way of computing this estimate is a grid search over R and does not require the computation of
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Zn(f,0). Thus this gives a fast and practical way for parameter estimation in such models. The
next theorem gives error rates for the pseudo-likelihood estimator.

Theorem 1.10. For f € C consider the model Q,_ ¢ of (1.1), and let ™ be a sample from Qy, s6.
Setting yn (i, j) = f(i/n, 7(i)/n) + (i /n, 7(j)/n) ~ f(i/n,7(j)/n) — f(j/n,=(i)/n) the expression

PLy(m,0):= > yx(i, ) .

Oy (1,3) "
1<i<j<n l+e

has a unique root in 0 with probability tending to 1. Further, denoting this root by 0, one has
Vn(0 —0) is Op(1).

The estimating equations LD, (w,8), M L, (w,8) of Corollary 1.6 and PLy,(m,0) of theorem 1.10
are stated when a single permutation 7 is observed from Q,, . If i.i.d. samples @ . 7m) are
observed from Q, r ¢ one should use the equations

Z LD, ( Z MLy (x",0), Y PL,(x",0)

instead.

So far all results relate to the model Q,, ¢ as defined in (1.1). To demonstrate that the tools
used to prove these results are quite robust, the next proposition analyzes the Mallows model with
Kendall’s Tau as the metric (item (d) in the original list of metrics).

Proposition 1.11. Consider the Mallows model on S, with Kendall’s tau as the metric, defined
by
Mn,@( ) = enlnv( ™" Cn(0)7 ITLU Z ]-7r(z )>7(4)s
1<J

where Cy,(0) is the normalizing constant. Also let h : [0,1]* — R denote the function

h((@1:91), (22, 92)) = Lo —20) (1 —92) <0
(a) In this case one has

lim Cn(0) = Ca(0) = C(0) == sup {Q

n—+00 n e 2

(10 % ) (k) = D(pl[w) }.

Further, the supremum above is attained at a unique measure on the unit square given by the
density

[ [
§Slnh§

2
[e’% cosh(a(gc2 y)) +e1 cosh(w)}

po(z,y) :=

2

and consequently C(0) = fol e —Ldz.
(b) If w is a sample from My g, then both the expressions

— 1
ML, (m,0) :zﬁlnv(ﬁ) - Cl(0),

Dy (7, 0) ::%Im}(w) oar)

have unique roots gML and gLD with probability tending to 1 which are consistent for 6.
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Remark 1.12. Since for the Mallows model with Kendall’s Tau as metric the partition function
Cn(60) is explicitly known, the formula for C'(f) can be computed easily. In this case by a direct
argument one can show that ] LD, gM 1, are y/n consistent. The theorem shows that the general tools
developed in this paper can also be used to show consistency, even though establishing optimal rates
requires finer results.

Even though the Mallows model with Kendall’s Tau is not in the setting of Theorem 1.4, estima-
tion of the log normalization constant is still possible using results of this paper. This is because
the function

= 0.1]4 1(;B1—:v2)(y1—y2)<0dlu’($17 yl)d:u(m% y2)
is continuous on .# with respect to weak convergence, and is a natural extension for the number
of inversions of a permutation to a general probability measure in .#. Thus to explore other non
uniform models on permutations, one needs to understand the continuous real valued functionals
on .. For an example of a natural function on permutations which is not continuous, let N ()
denote the number of fixed points of 7. Then the function 7 — N(7)/n is not continuous on ..
Indeed, its natural analogue on .# is the function

= 1x:ydu(~ra Y),
[0,

which is not continuous with respect to weak topology on ..

Another interesting problem is to compute the limiting distribution of >~ | f(i/n, 7(i)/n) under
the model Q,, 4. Under uniform distribution on S, this statistic has a limiting normal distribu-
tion if f € C, by Hoeffding’s combinatorial Central Limit Theorem ([30, Theorem 3]). Theorem
1.4 shows that L 3" | f(i/n,m(i)/n) converges to a constant, and gives a characterization of this
constant in terms of permutation limits. It however fails to find non-degenerate limit distribution
for this statistic. If one is interested in the testing problem of 6§ = 6y versus 8 = 6; as in corollary
1.6, then this distribution will be useful in determination of exact cut offs under null hypothesis,
and evaluation of power under the alternative. Also using such distribution results, it should be
possible to find out limit distributions of the estimators considered in this paper.

Finally, this paper explores the asymptotics of parametric models on permutations. Viewing a
permutation as a measure one can study non parametric models on permutons as well, and in fact
one class of models was introduced and studied in [31]. Such models can be used to fit permutations.
This technique can also be used for comparing permutations in a non parametric manner, such as
in a classification problems on permutations. Section 3 gives a visual comparison, but comparisons
can also be carried out in a more precise manner using a “suitable” metric for bivariate probability
measures.

1.4. Main contributions. This paper gives a framework for analyzing probability distribution
on large permutations. It computes asymptotics of normalizing constants in a class of exponential
families on permutations, and explores identifiability of such models. It derives the limit in prob-
ability of statistics under such models, and shows the consistency of MLE and an estimate based
on the limiting log normalizing constant for such models. It gives an Iterative Proportional Fitting
Procedure (IPFP) to numerically compute the normalizing constant. It also shows /n consistency
of the pseudo-likelihood estimator of Besag. It demonstrates the flexibility of this approach by an-
alyzing the Mallows model with Kendall’s Tau as its metric. For the Mallows model with Kendall’s
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Tau, it again shows consistency of the MLE, and an estimate based on the limiting log normalizing
constant.

The main tool for proving the results is a large deviation principle for a uniformly random
permutation. An arxiv version of this paper uses the recently developed notion of permutation
limits from [31] to give a new proof of this large deviation principle.

1.5. Outline. Section 2 explores the Mallows model with Spearman’s rank correlation as sufficient
statistic, using the results of this paper. Section 3 analyzes the draft lottery data of 1971. Appendix
4 describes in brief the concept of permutation limits introduced in [31], and proves a large deviation
principle for permutations in theorem 4.1. It also carries out the proofs of the main results of this
paper using theorem 4.1.

2. AN EXAMPLE: SPEARMAN’S RANK CORRELATION METRIC

This section illustrates the conclusions of Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.8 with a concrete example,
the Spearman’s rank correlation model. This is number (b) in the list of metrics in the introduction,
the Spearman’s rank correlation given by

n

I — o3 = (7(i) — o (i)

i=1
As pointed out in the introduction this does not satisfy triangle inequality and so is not a metric
in the proper sense. However this version is used as it is right invariant and algebraically more
tractable, and as such has received attention in Statistics literature (see [14, 17, 25, 13] and refer-
ences therein). The reason for its nomenclature is that if 7 and o are two permutations of size n,
then the simple correlation coefficient of the points {(7 (i), (i)}, has the formula

6|l — o3

r(mo)=1-— (=1

which is a one-one function of ||7 — o|3.

Even for this simple metric the normalizing constant for the corresponding Mallows model is not
available in closed form. As observed in the introduction, the Spearman’s rank correlation model is
obtained by setting f(z,y) = —(x —y)? or f(x,y) = zy in the model of Theorem 1.4. This section
will work with the choice f(x,y) = xy. To be precise, the p.m.f. of this model is

@n 1.0 = 8(0/n2) Z’i”:l ZW(Z)_ZTL(.ﬁG)?

where Z,(f,0) is the appropriate log normalizing constant as before. By the discussion after
equation (1.2) it follows that theorem 1.4 is applicable for f(z,y) = zy. Thus if 7 is a random
permutation from @, y¢ for this f, then the empirical measure v, = %2?21 (i /n,x(i)/m) CONVETEES
weakly to a measure in M with density of the form

gre(z,y) = efrytaro(@)taroy)

where the symmetry of f has been used to deduce bsg(.) = asg(.). Using the uniform marginal
condition gives

1 0 i~ zkok
1= /yzo efrvtare(@tare(y) gy — ¢ar.6(®) kzo Ck(,g)T
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with Cy(0) := fol y*hso(y)dy, and so

o kpk. _
e1s0(@) — (kzock(e)mk? ) g

Another integration with respect to z gives

=GR
2T
k=0

However, analytic solution of grg(.) seems intractable and is not attempted here. Instead, figure
1(a) plots the density g (z,y) = e/?¥+ar0(@)+a00) on a discrete grid of size k x k with k& = 1000.
The values of the function are computed by the algorithm of theorem 1.8 starting with the k& x k
matrix Bo(i, j) = e®*)ii where § = 20. Part (d) of 1.8 implies that k2B,,(i, j) can be taken as
an approximation of the limiting density g7q(i/k,j/k).

FIGURE 1. (a) Density of limiting measure p5 ¢ for f(z,y) = zy, 6 = 20, (b)Histogram of
v, with n = 10000 and 10 x 10 bins.

From figure 1 it is easy to see that gy has higher values on the diagonal z = y, which also
follows from the fact that for > 0 the identity permutation has the largest probability under this
model. The function gf¢(.,) is symmetric about the diagonal x = y, which follows from the fact
that f(.,.) is symmetric. Another way to see this is by noting that if 7 converges to a probability
measure on [0, 1]? with limiting density gfg(x,y), then 7~1 converges to a measure on [0, 1]? with
limiting density g7(y,x). But since

D im(i) = im (i),
=1 =1

the law of 7 and 7! are same under Qn, 1,6, and so 7! has the limiting density gg(z,y) as well,
thus giving gr,0(2,y) = g1,0(y, ).

The function is also symmetric about the other diagonal  +y = 1. A similar reasoning as above
justifies this:
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Define 0 € S, by o (i) := n+1—n"1(n+1—n(i)) and note that if 7 converges to a probability on
[0, 1)% with density g ¢(x, y), then o converges to a probability on [0, 1]* with density g ¢(1—y, 1—z).

But since
n n n

d im(i) =) (n+1-i)(n+1-m(i) =) io(i),

i=1 i=1 i=1
it follows that under Q,, r ¢ the distribution of 7 is same as the distribution of o. Thus o has limiting
density gf.9(z,y) as well, which implies g¢g(x,y) = g79(1 —y,1—2), and so gy is symmetric about
the line z +y = 1.

To compare how close the empirical measure v, is to the limit, a random permutation 7 of size

n = 10000 is drawn from Q,, rg¢ via MCMC. The algorithm used to simulate from this model is
adopted from [3], and is explained below:

(1) Start with 7 chosen uniformly at random from S,,.

(2) Given 7, simulate {U;}?_, mutually independent with U; uniform on [0, e(?/ n?)im ()],

(3) Given U, let b; := max{(n?/07)logU;,1}. Then 1 < b; < n. Choose an index i; uniformly
at random from set {j : b; < 1}, and set 7(i;) = 1. Remove this index from [n] and
choose an index iy uniformly from {j : b; < 2} — {41}, and set o(i2) = 2. In general,
having defined {i1,--- ,4;—1}, remove them from [n], and choose ¢; uniformly from {j : b; <
1} —{i1,i2---4;—1}, and set w(4;) = [. [That this step can be always carried out completely
was proved in [21].]

(4) Iterate between the steps 2 and 3 till convergence.

The above iteration is run 10 times to obtain a single permutation m, and then the frequency
histogram of the points {i/n,n(i)/n}, are computed with k x k bins, where k& = 10. The mesh
plot of the frequency histogram is given in figure 1(b).

The pattern of the histogram in Figure 1(b) is very similar to the function plotted in Figure
1(a), showing that the probability assigned by the random permutation 7 has a similar pattern as
that of the limiting density gf¢(z,y). The histogram has been drawn with k* squares, each of size
.1 as k= 10.

Using theorem 1.8 gives an approximation to [Z,(f,0) — Z,(0)] as

k k
0
=) Z ijBm(r,s) —2logk — Z By, (1, s)1og By, (1, s).
r,s=1 r,s=1

Figure 2 gives a plot of 0 versus lim,, %[Zn( f,0) — Z,(0)], where the limiting value is estimated
using the above approximation. For this plot & has been chosen to be 100, and the range of 6
has been taken to be [—500,500]. The number of iterations for the convergence of the iterative
algorithm for each 0 has been taken as 20. The curve passes through (0,0), and goes to +oo as 6
goes to too, as expected.

The above method can be used to approximate the limiting log normalizing constant for any
model of permutations described in the setting Theorem 1.4.

3. ANALYSIS OF THE 1970 DRAFT LOTTERY DATA

This section analyses the 1970 draft lottery data using the methods developed in this paper.
The data for this lottery is taken from http://www.sss.gov/LOTTERS.HTM. This lottery was used
to determine the relative order in which male U.S. citizens born between 1944-1950 will join the
army, based on their birthdays. As an example, September 14" was the first chosen day, which
means that people born on this date had to join first. Assume that the 366 days of the year are


http://www.sss.gov/LOTTER8.HTM
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FIGURE 2. Plot of 0 versus Z(f,#) for rank correlation model.

chronologically numbered, i.e. January 1 is day 1, and December 31 is day 366. Then the data can
be represented in the form of a permutation of size 366, where 7 (i) represents the ith day chosen
in the lottery. The lottery was carried out in a somewhat flawed manner as follows:

366 capsules were made, one for each day of the year. The January capsules were put in a box
first, and then mixed among themselves. The February capsules were then put in the box, and the
capsules for the first two months were mixed. This was carried on until the December capsules were
put in the box, and all the capsules were mixed. As a result of this mixing, the January capsules
were mixed 12 times, the February capsules were mixed 11 times, and the December capsules were
mixed just once. As a result, most of the capsules for the latter months stayed near the top, and
ended up being drawn early in the lottery. The resulting permutation 7 thus seems to have a bias
towards the permutation

(366,365, - ,1),
and so the permutation 7 = 367 — 7 should be biased towards the identity.

Thus the question of interest is to test whether the permutation 7 is chosen uniformly at random
from Ssgg, and the alternative hypothesis is that 7 has a bias towards the identity permutation.
For 7 € S,, with n = 366, one can construct the histogram of the points

(D) a<ie)

If 7 is indeed drawn from the uniform distribution on S, then then this histogram should be close
to the uniform distribution on the unit square. The bivariate histogram is drawn with 10 x 10
bins in figure 3(a). To compare this with the uniform distribution on S, a uniformly random
permutation o is chosen from S, and the corresponding histogram is drawn in figure 3(b) with
the same the number of bins as above. From figure 3 it seems that the heights of the bins in the
second picture are a bit more uniform than the first.

If 7 is indeed uniform, then the statistic % >, i7(4) has a limiting normal distribution with
mean %(1 + %)2 ~ 0.25 and variance ﬁ(l - %)(1 + %)2 ~ ﬁ ~ 1.89 x 107 ([17, Page
116]). The observed value of this statistic is 0.2702, which clearly falls outside a 99% acceptance
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FIGURE 3. Bivariate histogram of the points 5= {(i,7(7)),1 < < 366} with 10x 10
bins where 7 is (a) reverse permutation of draft lottery, (b) a random permutation chosen
uniformly.

region under the null hypothesis. Even if the normal approximation is not believed, by Chebyshev’s
inequality one has

366
1 1.89 x 10~°
P:<—§ (1) > 0.2 2)<7z i ,
0=0{ 3563 2 iT(1) > 0.2702 ) < 05022 0.0075

which suggests very strong evidence against the null hypothesis.

If 7 is assumed to be generated from the model

@n,f,@(T) = 69/n3 S i (D) —Zn(f,0)

where f(x,y) = xy, the test used above is the most powerful test (in the sense of NP Lemma)
for testing 6 = 0 versus 6 > 0. Since the null is rejected, it might be of interest to see if there
is another value of 6 for which the model better fits the data. To investigate this, the value of
0 is estimated using the estimators éLD of Corollary 1.6 and épL of theorem 1.10. By a direct
computation it turns out that Opr, = 2.92. To compute 01 requires estimating the limiting log
normalizing constant, for which one needs to carry out the IPFP algorithm of theorem 1.8. The
grid size chosen for computing 6.p is 1000 x 1000. It follows from the proof of theorem 1.8 that
the error in approximating the limiting log partition function Z(f,6) by a k step approximation
Wi (f,0) is bounded by |0|ex, where

El )

€k = sup |f(z1,m) — f22,90) <

|z1—22|<1/k|y1 —y2|<1/k
Thus a choice of k£ = 1000 should ensure that the limiting log partition function is correct upto the
first two decimal places, assuming the run time m is large. Larger values of k will increase accuracy
of the estimate, at the cost of speed of computation. For each value of # the IPFP algorithm is
run m = 200 times. The estimate 0, turns out to be 2.96, which is close to the pseudo-likelihood
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estimate. To compare the relative performance of the two estimators Op, and éLD, a sample of
1000 values is drawn from this model for 6 = 2.92 and 6 = 2.96, and the histogram of the statistic
n=3 3 " | i7(i) is plotted side by side in figure 4 with 25 bins. The observed value from the draft
lottery data is .2702, represented by the green line. From figure 4 it is clear that both estimates
give a good fit to the observed data.

S

0.255 0.26 0.265 0.27 0.275 0.28 0.285 0.29

FIGURE 4. Histogram of the statistic 3663 Zf’iﬁl iT(i) with 1000 independent draws

grouped into 25 bins, where 7 is a random permutation from Spearman’s rank correla-
tion model with (a) # = 2.92 in blue (Pseudo-likelihood), (b) 8 = 2.96 in red (LD-MLE).
The green line at 0.2702 is obtained when 7 is the reverse permutation of Draft Lottery
data.

Finally, to test whether these values of 0 gives a good fit to the given data, an independent random
permutation 7 is drawn from this model with § = 2.92. The same auxiliary variable algorithm of
Andersen-Diaconis from the previous section is used to draw the sample. The histogram of 7 is
given below in figure 5(b) with 10 x 10 bins, along side the histogram for the observed permutation
7 in 5(a).

The bivariate histogram of the points (i/n,7(i)/n)?_; for the observed permutation 7 and the
points (i/n,7(i)/n)}_, for the simulated permutation 7 is drawn in figure 5. This seems to be
a better match than the histograms for 7 and ¢ in figure 5, where o was a permutation drawn
uniformly at random. This agrees with the observation made in [26] that the observed permutation
does not seem uniformly random.

4. APPENDIX: PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

4.1. Permutation limits. The concept of permutation limits was introduced in [31] in 2011, and
was motivated from graph limit theory. For a brief exposition of the theory of graph limits refer to
Lovasz [39]. The central idea in permutation limit theory is that any permutation can be thought
of as a probability measures .# on [0,1]? with uniform marginals. For any 7 € S,,, define a prob-
ability measure p, € A4 as dur = fr(x,y)dzdy, where fr(z,y) = nl{(z,y) : 7(|nz]) = |ny|} is
the density of u, with respect to Lebesgue measure. An intuitive definition of u, is as follows:

Partition [0, 1]? into n? squares of side length 1/n, and define fr(x,y) = n for all (x,y) in the
(i,7)-th square if (i) = j and 0 otherwise. As an example, the measure i, corresponding to the
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FIGURE 5. Bivariate histogram of the points 5= {(i,7(i)),1 < < 366} with 10x 10
bins where 7 is (a) reverse permutation of draft lottery, (b) a random permutation chosen
from Spearman’s model with 6 = 2.92.

permutation 7 = (1, 3,2) has the density of figure 6. Here the shaded region has density 3, and the

(1,0) (1.1)

0.0) 0.1)

FIGURE 6. Measure representation for the permutation (1,3,2). Here the shaded
region has density 3, and the white region has density 0.

white region has 0 density.

A sequence of permutations m, € S, is said to converge to a measure i € M, if the corresponding
sequence of probability measures p,, converge weakly to p. As an example if 7, is uniformly
distributed on S,,, then 7, converges to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]%. If 7, = (1,2,--- ,n) is the
identity permutation on Sy, then 7, converges to a measure which is uniform on the diagonal z = y.
Similarly if 7, = (n,n — 1,---,1) is the reverse permutation, then 7, converges to the uniform
measures on the diagonal x + y = 1. For non trivial limits that can arise as permutation limits,
refer to Theorem 1.4 and Proposition 1.11.

4.2. The large deviation principle. Given a permutation 7, the previous subsection defined a
measure [, on the unit square. Also recall part (b) of theorem 1.4 which, given a permutation
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m € S,, defines a measure
n

1
vn = ;5<z/w<z>/n>
on the unit square. Both marginals of v, are discrete uniform on the set {(i/n),i € 1,2,--- ,n}.
Since the marginals are not uniform on [0, 1], v, is not an element of .#, but any weak limit of
the sequence vy, is in . if the size of the permutation goes to co. If the size of the permutation
m is large, the two measure pu, and v, are close in the weak topology. To see this, let 7 € S, and
let F},and F,_ represent the bivariate distribution functions of u, and v, respectively. Then it

follows that 5
dOO(/"Lﬂ'7V7T) = sup ’FlJﬂ'(x7y) - FV'/\'(x?y)‘ S -
0<z,y<1 n

To see this note that both y; and v; can be defined by partitioning the unit square into n? boxes,
such that exactly n boxes receive a mass of 1/n. Also the choice of the n boxes is such that every
row and every column will have exactly one box of positive mass. Thus any vertical line through x
can intersection exactly one box in this partition which has positive probability, and so the above
difference can be at most 1/n + 1/n.

The main tool for proving the results of this paper is a large deviation principle for p, with
respect to weak convergence on .# where w ~ P, the uniform probability measure on S,,. This
result is stated below.

Theorem 4.1. If 1 ~ P,, the uniform measure on Sy, the sequence of probability measures pi
satisfies a large deviation principle on M with the good rate function D(ul||lu), where u is the
uniform measure on [0,1]2. More precisely, for any set A C M one has

1 1

— inf D(p||lu) <liminf —logP,(A) < limsup — logP,(A) < — inf D(u||u),
HEA°C n—oo 1N n—oco T uEA

where A° and A denotes the interior and closure of A respectively.

The following proposition derives the large deviation of v, from that of w.

Proposition 4.2. If 7 ~ P, the uniform probability measure on S,, the sequence of probability
measures v satisfy a large deviation principle on the space of probability measures on [0,1]% with
respect to the weak topology, with the good rate function I(.) given by

T() ==D(ullu), if j € 4,
=00 otherwise.
Proof. Since the set of all probability measures [0, 1]? is compact, the set .# is compact as well. An
application of [21, Lemma 4.1.5 (a)] and the large deviation result for u, (Theorem 4.1) gives that
under Py, the sequence pu, satisfies a large deviation principle on the space of probability measures
on [0,1]? with the rate function I. Since the two sequences j; and v, are close in the duol(.,.), by

[24, Theorem 4.2.13] they have the same large deviation.
U

Theorem 1.4 now follows from Proposition 4.2 as follows.
Proof of Theorem 1.4. (a) Note that
Zn(F0)-Zn(0) — 1 S T fna/n) — i entveld]
n! "

" rEeS,
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where Z,(0) = logn!, and pu[f] = f[o 12 fdu denotes the mean of f with respect to p. Since

the function g — Ou[f] is bounded and continuous, an application of Varadhan’s Lemma [24,
Theorem 4.3.1] along with the large deviation of v, gives the desired conclusion.

The function p — Ou[f] — D(u||u) is strictly concave (on the set where it is finite) and upper
semi continuous on the compact set .#, and so the global maximum is attained at a unique
pro € A . To show the weak convergence of v, fix an open set U containing i, define a
function T : A +— [—00,00) by

T(p) =0u[f]if pe U, —oo otherwise .

Then

1 c 1 nT (vx) 1

—1log Qp ro(vr € US) = —logEp, ™ V™) — —Z,(f,0).

n n n
Since T is upper semi continuous and bounded above, [24, Equation 4.3.2] holds trivially and
so by [24, Lemma 4.3.6] along with the large deviation result for v, one has

1
limsup - log Be, ™) < sup {8ulf] — D)}
n—oo M peven

This, along with part (a) gives
: 1 c
limsup =1log Qn,1.9(vr € U) < sup  {0p[f] = D(ul[u)} — sup {Ou[f] = D(p|lw)}-
n—oo T peven# neM

The quantity on the right hand side above is negative as the infimum over the compact set
U¢N . is attained, and the global minimizer p ¢ is not in U¢ by choice. This proves that
Qn,1,0)(vr € U°) decays to 0 at an exponential rate, which in particular implies that {v,}
converges to prg weakly in probability.

Since @f(.) is integrable with respect to du, by [106, Corollary 3.2] there exists functions
afg(.),bre(.) :€ L'[0,1] such that

dtap = gapdady := T @9aro@+br0W) grqy € .

The proof that piap = iy is by way of contradiction. Suppose this is not true. Since g is
the unique global minimizer of Iy g(u) := D(u|lu) — Ou[f], setting

W) = Ip((1 = a)pap + app)
it must be that h(«) has a global minima at o = 1. Also

Iro(ppe) < Ipo(u) = —0u(f) < oo,

which forces D(puygllu) < co. Thus letting ¢ g := dzz’e gives

(0) = /T (616(2.) — gup (2 9)) (108 Ga(,y) — 0 (2, ))du

- /T (616 1) — gan(@, 1)) (ar0(@) + byo(y))du
=By, plare(X) +bpo(Y)] = Ep, lare(X) +bre(Y)] =0,

where the last equality follows from the fact that both pysg and p,p have the same uniform
marginals. But A is convex, which forces that a = 0 is also a global minima of h(.). Thus
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h(0) = h(1), a contradiction to the uniqueness of arg max,,c »{0p[f] — D(p||u)} proved in part
(b). Thus it must be that

dso = dptap = eef($7y)+af,6(x)+bf,9(?/)dwdy_

Finally, the almost sure uniqueness of arg(.) and bsg(.) follows from the uniqueness of the
optimizing measure 9. The last claim of part (c) then follows from part (a) by a simple
calculation.

Since v, converges in probability to py g, it follows by Dominated Convergence theorem that

1, .
Zy(f,0) = EQ.r07, > flifn (i) /n) "= g alf]-
i=1
Another application of Dominated Convergence theorem gives that
0

1 1., n—300
L1200 = 2,0 = [ L zir0n S [
which along with part (a) gives that Z'(f,6) = uso[f].

Since Z(f,0) is convex Z'(f,0) is non-decreasing. To show that Z'(f, 6) is strictly increasing,
by way of contradiction let 61 # 65 be such that Z'(f,0,) = Z'(f, ;) for some 61 # 65, which

implies g9, [f] = ps,0,[f]. The optimality of prg, gives

Ovpago,[f] = D(pagoullw) = Orpago,[f] = Dy, |w),
which implies D(uyrg,||u) < D(pfp,||u). By symmetry D(uyrg,|lu) = D(pyp,||w), and so

011010, [f]— D(Hfﬁl””) = 011110, [f] = D(Mfﬁz”“)' This implies py9, = pyrp, by the uniqueness
of theorem 1.4 part (b). By the form of the optimizer proved in theorem 1.4 part (c) one has

1l (@y)taro (@)+bro, (y) — 021 (zy)+ase,(®)+bs.0, () 7

which on taking log gives f(x,y) = ﬁ (af,gz () + by, (y) —afe, (x) — bye, (y)) Integrating
with respect to y using the definition of C gives ayrg, (z) — afp,(x) = fol bro,(y) — bro, (y)]dy,

and so afg, () — afg,(x) is a constant. By symmetry bsg, (y) — brg,(y) is a constant as well,
and so f(z,y) is constant, a contradiction to the assumption that f € C.

Finally to show continuity of Z'(f, ), let 6 be a sequence of reals converging to 6. Since
sequence of measures g, € M is tight, let © be any limit point of this sequence. Then by
continuity of Z(f,.) and lower semi continuity of D(.||u) one has

Z(f,0) =limsup Z(f,0k) = limsup{6sir, [f] — D(ps0,llu)} < Oulf] — D(pllw).

k—o0 k—o0

Since Z(f,0) = sup,epm{0p[f] — D(p||0)} and the supremum is attained uniquely at jfg it
follows that 1 = pye, and so the sequence piyg, converge weakly to pyg. But this readily
implies
k
Z'(f,00) = pro L) =7 wpalf) = Z'(1,0),
and so Z'(f,.) is continuous, thus completing the proof of the theorem.
O

1

Proof of Corollary 1.6. (a) Since = > | f(i/n,m(i)/n) = vz[f] and vy converges weakly to s by

Theorem 1.4, the desired conc?usion follows.
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(b) Fixing 6 > 0 by part (a) one has
LD, (m,00+0) B Z'(6g) — Z'(6p + 6) <0, LDy(m,00—06) > Z'(60) — Z'(6y — 6) > 0,
and so by continuity and strict monotonicity of Z'(f, ) from part (d) of Theorem 1.4 it follows

that with probability tending to 1 there exists a unique root Or.p of the equation LD, (w,0) =0

and |é Do — 00| < d. This proofs the consistency of 0 .- The proof of consistency of 67, follows
verbatim by replacing LD,,(m,0) with M L, (m,0).
(c) Since 01p converges to 0y under Qy, rg, and to #; under Q,, 79, the conclusion follows.

The following definition will be used in the proof of theorem 1.8.
Definition 4.3. For k € N, partition [0, 1]? into k? squares {T,ﬂS}f’s:1 of length 1/k, with

T, {x,y)  Tka] = (kyw_s}fomgmgk,
Ti {($,y)€T Tkz] < 1, [ky] = }for2<s<k
Ty ={(2.y) € T [kal <1,[ky] = s} for 2 <7 <k
T {(x,y)ET Tkx] < 151}

Also define the k x k matrix M(r) by

Myo(m) :=>_ 1{(i/n,7(i)/n) € Trs} = nve(Trs). (4.1)

i=1
The definition ensures that T} is a disjoint partition of [0, 1]?, and so sum of the elements of M (r)

is n. It should be noted that all the sets T,.s above are p continuity sets for any u € .#. This
readily follows from noting that the boundary of T,.s is contained in

{(w,y):wzg}u{(w,y)rfv:Tgl}u{(w,y):y:%}u{(w,y):y:821},

which has probability 0 under any p € .#, as p has uniform marginals.

Definition 4.4. For any k x k matrix A two probability distributions pa,p4 on the unit square
are defined below:

The measure p4 is a discrete distribution with the p.m.f. pa(r/k,s/k) = Ays for 1 < r,s < k.
The measure p4 has a density with respect to Lebesgue measure given by pa(x,y) =: k%A, for
z,y € Trs, 1 <1, s < k. The assumption A € M, ensures that both p4, pa are probability measures,
and further p4 € M, i.e. it has uniform marginals.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. (a) On applying [57, Theorem 1,2] one gets the conclusion that B,, con-
verges to a matrix Ay g € My, of the form A;ByAs, where Ay and Ay are diagonal matrices.
(b) To begin note that

k k
0 Z f(r/k,s/k)A(r,s) — 2logk — Z A(r,s)log A(r, s) = Opalf] — D(pallpu,),

r,s=1 r,s=1

where U € My, is defined by Ug(r,s) := k—lz By compactness of Mj and strong concavity
of A 0Opa[f] — D(pallpu,) there is a unique maximizer in My, and by [16, Theorem 3.1]
it follows that this maximizer is of the form D;BgDs for some diagonal matrices D1, Do.
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Since both AjBpAs and D1ByDs are in My, by the uniqueness of [57, Theorem 1] one has
D1ByDy = A1 ByAy = Ay g, thus completing the proof of part (b).

(c) Since the function (6, A) = Opa[f]—D(pallpv,) from R x My, to [—o0, 00) is linear in ¢, and has
a unique maximizer Ay in A for every ¢ fixed, the conclusion follows on applying Danskin’s
theorem [, B.5].

(d) Since p — {M(Trs)}ﬁs:l is a continuous map, by theorem 4.1 and [24, Theorem 4.2.1] the

matrix %M (m) satisfies a large deviation principle on the set of k£ x k matrices with the good
rate function

I.(A) = inf D
k( ) MEM:M(TTS;EATS,lgnsgk (MHU)

if A € My, and +oo otherwise. By [16, Theorem 3.1] the maximum is achieved at u = p4, and
SO

k
It(A) = D(Pallu) = > Apslog Ars + 2logk = D(pallpu,).

r,s=1
An application of Varadhan’s Lemma gives

1 log Ep, ! K ey f(r/k,s/k) My () :l log Ep, o0 K ey F(r/kys/K)vn (Trs)
n n

k
"2 sup {0 Z f(r/k,s/k)A(r,s) — D(pa||u)} = Wi(f,0).

AeMy r,s=1
Since
k 1 n
1Y /k s/ R)ve(Trs) = = Y f(ifn, (i) /n)| < sup |f(21,91) = f(22,92)| = €k,
r,s=1 n i=1 |21 —22|<1/k,|y1 —y2|<1/k

it follows that
Ep ™ Sromt F(/kos/k)vn(Trs)
Ep, ent 27y f(i/n,m(i)/n)

o1
[Wi(£.0) = Z(£.0)| = | lim ~log < |6l

By continuity of f one has e, — 0, and so Wy(f,0) converges to Z(f,0).

To complete the proof assume that

PApy — Hfo-

In this case it follows that

k—o00
Wi(£,0) = pa, [f) "= prolf] = Z'(£,0),
and so by Dominated Convergence we have limy_,oo Wi(f,0) = Z(f,0). Finally since

k k
lim Y Bu(r,s)log Bu(r,s) = > Apo(r,s)log Ayg(r, s)

r,s=1 r,s=1
by part (a), it follows that

k k
Z(f,0) = lim lim {6 Y f(r/k,s/k)Bp(r,s) —2logk — > Bp(r,s)log Bu(r,s)},

k—o00 m—r00
r,s=1 r,s=1
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which is the desired conclusion.

It thus remains to show that pa, , converges weakly to pyfg as k — oo. Since the set of
probability measures on [0, 1]? is compact, the sequence DA, is tight. If u % pyse be a limit
point, then by joint lower semi continuity of D(.||.) one has

lim sup Wi(f.0) = lim su sup{0pa, o[f] — D(pa,ollpu, )} < Oulf] — D(pllu) < Z(f,06).
—00

But this is a contradiction to the fact that Wy (f,¢) converges to Z(f,6), and hence p4, , does

indeed converges to pir9. This completes the proof of the theorem.
O

Before proving Theorem 1.10, a general lemma is stated which constructs y/n consistent estimates
of 6 in permutation models. The idea of this proof is taken from [I1].

Lemma 4.5. Let R, g be any one parameter family on Sy, and let Gy, (,0) be a function on S, xR
which is differentiable in 6.
Suppose the following two conditions hold:

(a) For every 0y € R there ezists a constant C = C(6p) such that
ER Gn(ﬂ', 00)2 < CTLS (4.2)

n6q

(b) There exists a strictly positive continuous function X : R — R such that
lim R, g, (Gl (7, 0) < —n?A(0),V0 € R) = 1. (4.3)
n—oo

Then the equation Gn(m,0) = 0 has a unique root in 0. Further denoting this unique root by
6, one has /n(0, — 6p) is Op(1) under R, g,.

Proof. Fixing a large positive real M let A,, denote the set
Ay i={m €8, : |Gnlm, 00)] <n32M, G (7,0) < —n’\(0),0 € R}.
Then for 7w € S,, one has
6o+1
Gn(m, 00 + 1) = Gp(,6) +/ G (7,0)d0 < n®?M —n® inf  A(0),
0o 96[90,90-{-1}

which is negative for all large n. Similarly it can be shown that G, (w,0y—1) > 0 for 7 € A,,. Also
note that G, (7, #) is strictly monotone on A, and so by continuity of 6 — G, (m,0) there exists a
unique 6,, satisfying G, (m,0,) =0, and 6y — 1 < 0, < 0y + 1. Finally one has

W20 > |G, 00)] = |G (7, 00) — Gon(, 60| > n2\/ 0)] > | , ig}f‘q)\w)] 16, — o),

and so /n|f, — 0o| < KM, where K := [inf|g_gy <1 A(0)] 7! < 0o. Thus using (4.2) and (4.3) gives
limsup Ry, g, (|6, — 60| > K M) <limsup Ry, o(|Gn (7, 60)| > Mn®/?)
n—oo

n—o0

. 1 C
< hflﬂ_fgp WERn,GOG n(m,600)% < e
Since the r.h.s. above can be made arbitrarily small by choosing M large, the proof of the lemma

is complete.
O
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Proof of Theorem 1.10. It suffices to check the two conditions (4.2) and (4.3) of Lemma 4.5 with
R0 = Qn,t0 and Gp(m,0) = PLy(w,0). For checking (4.2) an exchangeable pair is constructed.

Consider the following exchangeable pair of permutations (m, 7') on S,, constructed as follows:
Pick m from @, f. To construct 7', first pick a pair (I, J) uniformly from the set of all (g)
pairs {(4,7) : 1 <i < j <n}, and replace (7(I),n(J)) by an independent pick from the conditional
distribution (7w(I),n(J)|r(k),k # I,J). By a simple calculation, the probabilities turn out to be
(®(1), 7' (1)) = (x(1), 7(J)) w.D. Qp po(w(I') = 7(1), 7(J") = m( (k). k £ 1,J)
1
1+ eun(L])’
= (n(J),n(I)) w.p. Qu ro(x(I") =n(J),w(J")=n(I)|x(k),k #1,J)
e@yW(I,J)
:1 —+ eeyrr(lvj) '

Set 7'(i) = w(¢) for all @ # I,J. It can be readily checked that (m,7’) is indeed an exchangeable
pair. Also defining

W(r) = Z fi/n,7(i)/n), and F(x,7") := W(r) — W(x')
i=1

one can check from the construction of (,7’) that
1
Eq,, s F(m, ) |7] = W(m) = B, o [W(7)|7] = 5= PLn(m,0),
n

where P, (7, 0) is as defined in the statement of the Lemma, and N,, := @ Thus

EQn,f,ean(ﬂ-v 9)2 :NnEQn,f,oPLn(Wa 0)[EQn,f,9F(7Ta 7Tl)|7r]
=NyEq, ;o PLn(m, 0)F(, ')
:NnEQnJ’gPLn(W/, O)F (', )
=_ NnE@n’fﬂPLn(W’, O)F (m,7')

N,
:7"1&@”7]0’9 (PLy(m,0) — PLy(7',0))F (7, 7")

where the third line uses the exchangeability of (7, 7’), and the fourth line uses antisymmetry F,
and the last line is obtained by adding the second and fourth lines together and dividing by 2. This
readily implies

EQn,f,QPLn(Tr7 0)2 :EQn,GVn(Tr) (44)
where Vi (1) = S2Eq,  ,[(PLn(m,0) — PLy(x',0))F(x,7')|7). Letting 7% denote m with the
elements (7(2), 7(j)) swapped, V,,(m) can be written as

yﬂ_ (7]7 j)eeyﬂ' (ZJ)

1+ e@yﬂ(i,j) (45)

Vn(w):% > |PLa(r,0) = PLu(x7,0)]

1<i<j<n
Also setting M := 4supyg 132 | f| for any (3, j) one has
|PLy(7,0) — PLy(7,0)| < 4nM,
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using the fact that |y.(i,7)| < M. This along with equation (4.5) gives |V, (7)| < 4n3M?, which,
along with (4.4), completes the proof of (4.2) with C = 4M?2.
Proceeding to check (4.3) one has

eeyw(ivj) 1 €7|0|M

1, 1 g
_ N >
—PLy(m.0) = — Z Yyr (i, ) 1+ On(id) 1 + eOyn(id) = 8p2 4
1<i<j<n i,j=1

Yya (i, )%,

where the last inequality again uses |y, (4,7)| < M. Since the function g : [0,1]* — R defined by

9((z1,91), (22, y2)) = [f(:cl,yl) + f(z2,92) — f(z1,92) — f(il?z’yl)r

is continuous, it follows that vy X vy — u £.60 X ILf,6, in probability by part (b) of theorem 1.4. This
gives

1~ . 1~ . : : .

= > ux(0:) = — > g((i/n.7w(i)/n), (j/n 7(5)/n)) = (vr X ) (9)

i=1 ij=1
2

> ol [f(xl,zn) + f(22,92) — f(@1,92) — f(xz,yl)} dpig,o0 (w1, y1)dpig gy (22, y2) =: a(f), say.
If a(f) = 0, then f(xz1,y1) + f(x2,y2) = f(x1,y2) + f(x2,y1) almost surely. On integrating with
respect to xo,y2 and using the fact that f € C gives f(z1,y1) = 0, a contradiction. Thus «(6) > 0,
and so (4.3) holds with A\(9) = e=1?la(6)/16. Thus both conditions of Lemma 4.5 hold, and so

the conclusion follows.
O

Proof of Proposition 1.11. (a) First it will be shown that p — 6[u x p|(h)/2 is continuous with
respect to weak topology on .. Since .# is separable, it suffices to work with sequences, and
it suffices to check the following:

pg € M = = (i X pi) (w1 < 2,91 < ) — 1 < 2,91 < y2)

But this follows from the fact that the boundary of the set {z1 < x2,y1 < y2} is a subset of
{r1 =22,0<y <1} U{0 <z <1,y1 =y}, and P(X; = X3) = 0 where X3, Xo are i.i.d. with
distribution U0, 1]. Thus u + [ x p](h)/2 is continuous on .# D {u : I(1) < oo}.

Now, a similar computation as in the proof of Theorem 1.4 gives
ecn(a)icn(o) = i' Z G% 21§i<j§n h((z/n,ﬂ(z)/n),(j/n,w(])/n)) — EPTL en%[l/ﬂ' XVﬂ](h)'
n!
7T€Sn

It then follows by an application of Varadhan’s Lemma ([24, Theorem 4.3.1]) along with
theorem 4.1 (on noting that the proof of Varadhan’s lemma goes through as long as the function
p— 0(n x p)(h)/2 is continuous on the set {I(u) < oo}), that

. Cp(0) —CL(0 0
c) = Jim OGO L0 ) — Dl ).
n—00 n peM 2
The optimization problem was solved in [59] to show that there is a unique maximizer in M,

and it has the density wuy(.,.) with respect to Lebesgue measure. Plugging in the formula for
ug(.,.) gives the formula for C(0).
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(b) Since in this case the function C(#) is convex, differentiable with a derivative which is continuous
and monotone increasing, consistency of 5LD and gML follow from similar arguments as in
Corollary 1.6.

O

5. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1

The proof is carried out by using [24, Theorem 4.1.11] by choosing a suitable base for the weak
topology.

Definition 5.1. Let My, denote the number of non negative integer valued k x k matrices with

rth row sum equal to M, =[] — (n(rk_l)] and s column sum equal to [2£] — ["(Sk_l)], ie.

k k
Mk,n = <M € NISQ : ZMTS = Mra ZM’I”S = Ms)a
s=1 r=1

where Ng := NU {0}. Note that any M € My, satisfies S F . M, =n. Recall the matrix M (r)

r,s=1

defined in (4.1) as the k x k matrix with M,s(7) = nvg [Ty

If 7 is random, M (7) is a random matrix. The first lemma gives the distribution of M (7) when
T~ P,.

Lemma 5.2. The distribution of M (m) is given by

2
Po(M(m) = M) (L)
Mmoy=M)= -~~———-"—
! n! H'r’f,szl MTS!
if M € My, and O otherwise.

Mot = [T = [2] =5}

=1

Proof. Since

it follows that

n

S ) - Saf[] <)
s=1 =1

1=
and so any valid configuration M is in My, ,. So fixing a particular configuration M € My, ,,, the
number of possible permutations m compatible with this configuration can be computed as follows:

For the 7" row there are M, choices of indices 4, and that can be allocated in boxes {TT,S}IS“:1 in

M,/ H’;:l M, ¢! ways, so that box T) s receives M, ; indices. Taking a product over r, the number
of ways to distribute the indices over the boxes is

[T,

[T o1 Mys!
Similarly, the number of ways to distribute the targets {7 (i)} such that box T;. ; receives M, targets
is

I

[T et Mys!
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Finally after the above distribution box T} s has M,, indices and M, targets, which can then be
permuted freely, and so the total number of permutations compatible with any such distribution
of indices and targets is

k
H M,

r,s=1

Combining, the total number of possible permutations 7 satisfying M (7) = M is given by
[y Mo T, M
H:f,s:l MTS!

Since the total number of permutations in n!, the proof of the claim is complete. O

Remark 5.3. Note that in the above proposition the row and column sums of the matrix M are
free of w. The distribution of M is a multivariate generalization of the hypergeometric distribution,
commonly known as the Fisher-Yates distribution. This distribution arises in statistics while testing
for independence in a 2-way table in the works of Diaconis-Efron ([19],[20]).

Before proceeding the following definitions are needed. The first definition gives a base for the
weak topology on ./Z .

Definition 5.4. For any p € .# define P, € [0, 1]’“2 by setting Py, (r,s) := u(Trs). Note that
T:s is a p continuity set, and so the map p +— Py, is continuous on .# with respect to weak
convergence.

One can now define a base for the weak topology on .# as follows: Fix k € Nye > 0,9 € A,
and define the set

///[k:,,uo](e) = {M eM: ||P/€,H - Pk‘,uoHOO < 6}7
where
1P = Propuolloo =  hax, [ Preyu (7, 8) = Phopo (18]

Since p — Py, is continuous, the set .# [k, p10](€) is open in .#. Recall the definition of M}, from
definition 1.7 and that for any © € M one has Py ,, € Mj,. Thus the operation A — py4 introduced
in defintiion 4.4 maps a matrix to a probability measure, and the operation p + Py, maps a
probability measure to a matrix.

Proposition 5.5. The collection
Mo = { Mk, po)(e) : k € Nye >0, po € A}
is a base for the weak convergence on M .
Proof. One needs to verify that given any pg and an open set U containing pg, there is an element
Up from this collection .# such that pg € Uy C U. If not, then in particular the set .Z [k, uo](1/k)

is not contained in U for any k, and so there exists uy € # [k, 10](1/k)NU€. Then for any function
f which is continuous on the unit square, one has

[ulf] = pel F1] < max | || Pry — Phopo oo + 2 sup |f(z1,91) — flz2,92)],
[0,1] |z1—z2|,ly1 —y2|<1/k

which goes to 0 as k goes to co. Thus uy converges weakly to p, and since U is open, one has that
ux € U for all large k. This is a contradiction to the assumption that uy ¢ U, and so completes
the proof. O

This reduces the analysis of measures to the analysis of &k x k matrices for a large but fixed k.
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Definition 5.6. For pg € M define a set V[k, po)(e) C My, as
Vik, pol(e) == {A € My : [|[M — Py 15llo0 < €}

Since M(m) € My, is an integer valued matrix, all configurations in V[k, po](€) cannot be attained
by setting A = M (m)/n. Define V, [k, po](€) to be the set of all M € My, such that 2M € V[k, po).
More precisely, V,[k, o] (€) is defined by

1
Viulk, p0](€) 1= My N 0V[E, o) (€) = {M € Min: || M = Prgoloc < €}.

The following lemma gives an estimate of the probability that M (m) € V, [k, po](e).

Lemma 5.7.

1
lim — log P, (M [, =— inf D ,
Jim = log Pa (M (7) € Valk, 1ol (€)) UL (pallpuy,)

where pa 1s as in definition 4.4.
Proof. For the proof, first assume that

li i D(par/m = inf D , 5.1
B ey P00 = o fi ) DAl &1

where the definition of p4 to matrices A whose row/column sums need not equal 1/k, to accomodate
for the fact that for any M € V, [k, puo](€) the matrix M will not satisfy this exactly. The proof
of (5.1) is deferred till the end of the lemma.

For the lower bound, note that

Prn(M(7) € Valk, pol(€)) = e P (M(m) = M)

k 2

( Hr:l M’I’)
= max T P—
MeVnkol(e) ! TTF ) Myq!

where the second step uses Lemma 5.2. Now, Stirling’s formula gives that there exists C < oo such
that
|logn! —nlogn+n| =0ifn=0
=lifn=1
<C'logn if n > 2,
and so

Crlogn

1
Lo P(M(m) € Valkupal(©) = = | _min - Dipagallp,)

for some constant Cj < co. On taking limits using (5.1) completes the proof of the lower bound.
For the upper bound note that
n+k%— 1)
max
k2 =1 ) MeValkuol()

§n—|—k:2k2 max P,(M(m) = M),
( ) MeVn[k,uol(e) (M) )

P (M (r) € Vulk, pol(e)) <( P, (M () = M)
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since any valid configuration M is a non negative integral solution of the equation Zf 1 Mys =mn.
Thus proceeding as before it follows that

1 C'logn
~log B, (M(m) € Valk, ol (€)) < Tk 08N

D(pri/nllru,) +

— min
M€EVn[k,uo](€) n

for some other C}, < co, which on taking limits using (5.1) completes the proof of the upper bound.

It thus remains to prove (5.1). To this effect, let M(™ denote the minimizing configuration on
the L.h.s. of (5.1). Then %M(” is a sequence in the compact set {A : A5 > 0 : Z’;S:l Ars = 1},

and any convergent subsequence converges to a point in V[k, uo](€). Thus

lminf min o Deupmliee) = AE% Dpallpu) = | k| Dpallpo).
where the last equality follows from since A — D(pal|py,) is continuous, completing the proof of
the lower bound in (5.1).

Proceeding to prove the upper bound, it suffices to prove that for any A € V[k, uo](e) there
exists a sequence M ™ € V, [k, uuo](€) such that %M (") converges to A as n — co. To this effect, let
p € A be such that P, = A. (It is easy to check that such a p always exists for any A € My,). By
[31, Lemma 4.2] and [31, Lemma 5.3] there exists a sequence of permutations {oy, },>1 with o, € S,
such that v, converges weakly to j, and so setting M (™ = M(o,) one has that M ™) My, and
%M(") — Py, = A. Also the set

Wi i={B € [0,1]"" : [|B = Ppyoloc < €}

is open, and since A € Wy, it follows that %M(") € Wy for all large n. Since V, [k, pol(e) =
nWi N My, p,, the proof of (5.1) is complete. O

The next lemma derives another technical estimate using Lemma 5.7. This lemma will be used
to prove Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 5.8. For any set # [k, uol(e) one has

1
lim — log P, (ux € Ak, —— inf D :
Jim —log Py (1 (ks pol(€) = = jnf | Dlpallpo,)
Proof. First note that
1

2
e = M ()l < =

|| P
Indeed, since each square T}.5 has four boundaries each of which intersect in exactly one row/column
of the n x n partition of the unit square, the two quantities above can differ only if there is an
element on one of these rows/columns. Since each such square has probability 1/n under p,, the
maximum difference can be at most 2/n.

Thus for any 0 € (0,¢) and all n large enough,
P € A [k, io)(€)) > Bu(M(x) € Valk, io)(c — )

Using Lemma 5.7 gives

1
liminf = log Po(M (1) € Valk, pol(e —0)) > —  inf D .
iminf —log Py (M () [k, pio] (e — 0)) AV e ) (pallp;,)
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Letting § | 0 gives

1
lim inf — log P, (A [k, > — inf D : 5.2
i inf = log Po( A1k, pol(e)) = = | inf  ~ Dipallpo,) (5.2)
A similar argument gives
1
limsup — log P,,(M () V,, |k, e+9)) < — inf D ,
msup - logPa(M(mValkupol(c +8) < = | inf - Dpallps)
from which, letting § | 0 gives
. 1 .
lim sup — log B (4 [k, pol(€) < — _inf__ D(pallpu,). (53)
n—oo T A€V[k,pol(€))
Combining (5.2) and (5.3) gives
1
lim — log P, (. k, =— inf D ,
Jim - log Pu( Ak, pol() = — | inf - Dipallpo,)
using the continuity of A — D(pal|py,). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Since . is a base for the weak topology on .#, by Lemma 5.8 and [24,
Theorem 4.1.11] it follows that P,, follows a weak ldp with the rate function

I(p) = sup inf D(pallpu, )-
(k) Mkpol(€)op AEVIFpo](€) (pallpu)

Also since .# is compact it follows that full 1dp holds with the good rate function I(.). It thus
remains to prove that I(u) = D(ul|lu). To this effect, first note that u € #[k, u](1/k), and so

I(p) = liminf ~_inf  D(pallpy,) = liminf D(pa,|lpv,),
oo A€V (1K) hoo

where Aj, denotes any minimizer of A — D(pal|py,) over V[k,u](1/k). But then pa, converges
weakly to u as k — oo. The lower semi continuity of D(.||.) then implies I(u) > D(u||u), proving
the lower bound.

For the upper bound note that the first supremum is over all .Z[k, uo](€) containing p , and so
with A = P, € V[k, u1](e) one has

I(p) < sup D(p,, P,
k>1 o
Also note that

Dl = suwp ([ gau-tog [ cau)
feBlo,1]2 J[0,1]2 [0,1]2

Dioy, o) = swp [ pan—tog [ elau),
’ feB[0,12 J[0,1]2 [0,1]2
where B[0, 1]? denotes the set of all bounded measurable functions on [0, 1]2, and By[0, 1]? denotes
the subset of B[0,1]? which is constant on every Tys,1 < r, s < k. Indeed, both the results follows
from [24, Lemma 6.2.13]. Consequently supy>1 D(p,, |lpv,) < D(pl[u), thus completing the proof
= N

of the upper bound.
O
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